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Wholly Cross at Holy Cross

By Michael Pakaluk

Perhaps some of you remember from high school science a chart describing the ‘life of a star’: how a star begins as a nebulous gas, forms into a yellow star, expands to a giant red star, perhaps collapses to a radio star, after a supernova, and ends up eventually as a neutron star or even a black hole.  Well, we might similarly devise a chart mapping the process by which an originally Christian college or university becomes secularized.  After all, hundreds of institutions took that path in the last century, and the matter has by now been carefully studied and is well understood.  (See The Soul of the American University, by George Marsden, a Protestant historian, and The Dying of the Light, by James Burtchaell, a Catholic theologian.  The best literature on the subject is reviewed in chapter 6 of a book by David O’Brien, the Loyola Professor of Catholic Studies at Holy Cross, entitled From the Heart of the American University, Orbis, 1994)  

Now, if we did make such a chart, we could ask where precisely Holy Cross would fall on it.   This would be an objective and almost routine question. And the answer would be that Holy Cross should be placed close to the end of the process, since it has become almost entirely secularized.  If Holy Cross in, say, 1960 was a brightly burning sun, the Holy Cross of today has become a tiny, cold neutron star, or a senescent black hole, from which no light can escape.

There is no meaningful sense in which Holy Cross is any longer Catholic.  There are, perhaps, a handful of believing Catholics among the faculty.  (By ‘believing Catholic’ I mean someone who accepts what the Church teaches in faith and morals and attempts seriously to live by it.)  In the strategically important areas of philosophy and theology, comprising a couple dozen faculty positions, I wonder if there is a single professor who would be able and willing to declare, publicly, that he or she accepts all of the teachings of the magisterium in faith and morals.  More than this, many faculty adopt and defend positions deeply at odds with the Catholic faith.  Students at the College will of course have their share of anecdotes of outrageous things said in classrooms, but the claim could be documented as well from the published work of Holy Cross professors.  To give an example, chosen at random, a professor in the philosophy department in a recent article speculates:

“It is not clear to me why sexual non-exclusiveness should be regarded as morally wrong if …one of the partners cannot completely fulfill his or her sexual need with the spouse and goes outside the marriage for sexual intercourse, without ceasing to love, respect, and appreciate the spouse.  Would this act be morally wrong?  Would it make the marriage bad?  I believe that the answers to these questions need not always be affirmative.  They need not if, for instance, even after persistent and sincere mutual trials one of the partners cannot (for some reason) fulfill his or her sexual needs with the spouse and goes outside of marriage for sexual intercourse with an approval of the partner.” 
  Here’s an example of a professor who is not simply failing to contribute to a deeper, philosophical appreciation of the true nature of married love: he’s actually expending a great deal of time and effort to defend an incompatible understanding.

Students are required to take one course in ‘Philosophical Studies” and one in “Religious Studies”.  It is rare that the philosophy department offers a course in Aquinas, Augustine, or Catholic philosophy—in fact, it is not clear that any member of the Holy Cross philosophy department is competent to teach Catholic philosophy.  (Not that this matters to them.  I once raised asked the chairman whether the department didn’t have an obligation to offer such courses, to contribute to the mission of the school, and he replied, “We don’t think of things in that way.”)   I cannot find in the catalogue a single course in Religious Studies which teaches the Catholic faith, or Catholic moral teaching, or Catholic philosophy, as something true.  Most of the course in Religious Studies deal with non-Christian religions; those that treat of Catholicism do so through the historico-critical study of Scripture and the sociology of religion.  So even a student who knew what to look for would be disappointed.   

You simply cannot get a good Catholic education at Holy Cross: you cannot, for instance, become familiar with Aquinas, Scotus, Bonaventure, Bossuet, Pascal, Newman, the Greek Fathers, natural law theory, the Pope’s philosophy and spirituality, the ‘theology of the body’, the personalist movement, neo-scholastic political theory; you cannot learn apologetics; you won’t become equipped to promote the culture of life; in the normal course of things you won’t read Chesterton, or Knox, or Waugh; you certainly won’t read Ignatius or learn about Campion, Jogues, de Brebeuf, Gonzaga, or any other luminaries of the Jesuit past.   A student who today enters Holy Cross with a fifth-grader’s understanding of his faith will find that faith attacked and undermined by critics of the Church, while he is given nothing to develop it; if he is lucky, after four years of this he’ll leave with some warm fuzzies involving a ‘preferential option for the poor’ and ‘the validation of the views of all people’—together with a deep hostility towards anyone who is so intolerant or insensitive as to regard some lifestyles as morally wrong or some religions as false.

It helps to throw a glance backward to see how secularized Holy Cross has become.  In 1953, for instance, a student who wanted to obtain a Bachelor of Science in Chemistry was required to take the following sequence of courses (see Table 1):
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Note that, besides providing a rigorous general education, this program involves nine courses each, in philosophy and religion.  

Religion 1 is “Fundamentals of Apologetics, the Divinity of Christ”, and the course description reads: 

“A brief review of the fundamentals of Catholic doctrine, including the ordinary daily prayers.

The Documents of Christian Revelation and their historic value are examined.  The authenticity, integrity, and reliability of the four Gospels are then established.  From these, proofs are then drawn to establish the Divinity of Jesus Christ, the divine origin of His Mission and His Doctrines, and the Divine approval of the Christian religion established by Him.”

The reverend Fathers of Holy Cross most appropriately placed such a course at the beginning of the Freshman year, since it provides a justification for there being a Catholic college in the first place.  If Catholicism is false, then there can be no such thing as a Catholic college: that would be as absurd as an ‘astrological college’, say, “The College of the Zodiacal Signs.”  So the truth of Catholicism is an implicit assumption of a Catholic College.  Yet if Catholicism is true, then it is positively the most important truth, and no Catholic college could neglect teaching it while retaining its integrity.

The introduction to the second year religion syllabus contains the following, edifying explanation of its purpose: “Consistently with our desire to enable educated, Catholic gentlemen to play their part as lay Apostles, the effects of the Sacraments, by way of obligation, as well as enrichment and empowerment, are stressed.”  That the graduates of a Catholic college should be prepared to play a role in society as ‘lay Apostles’ was at that time a progressive view, anticipating the teaching of Vatican II on the laity’s responsibility to evangelize society.

Religion 51 is advanced philosophical theology and covers “The existence of God; the essence of God; the Divine attributes.”  Philosophy 56, for instance, includes such topics as “Man’s duty to his Creator; Rationalism; Indifferentism.  Man’s duty to himself; man’s duty to preserve himself; suicide.  Man’s duty to his neighbor; direct and indirect killing; killing done in self-defense; lying; mental reservation.  Right of ownership. Social ethics.  Civil society.  International law.”   Instruction in these important moral issues is no longer provided by the College as a matter of course.


Compare this with some contemporary course descriptions: 

Religious Studies 41 Contemporary Christian Morality - Fall 

A suggested methodology for evaluating contemporary Christian thought and practice in major areas of ethical concern. An in-depth discussion of responsible decision making in an age of situationism and ethical relativism, with detailed application to crucial moral dilemmas facing modern persons.
Religious Studies 16 Introduction to Roman Catholicism - Fall 

Introduces students to the major teachings of Roman Catholic Christianity. Topics include: authority, word and sacrament, community, truth claims, structures, and the church as an actor in the world today. Specific attention is given to such questions as: What do Roman Catholics believe? Can and do the teachings of the church change? May one dissent from these teachings and still be a member of the Roman Catholic Church? How does Roman Catholicism differ from other forms of Christianity?.

Do not mistake my argument.  I am not maintaining that Holy Cross should return exactly to the form it had in 1950; no, each age and culture requires its own approach to education.  But what I do suggest is that the principles and outlook of the College in 1950 are sound, and the question for today ought to be how best to implement those very same principles.


Holy Cross’s own expert in “Catholic studies”, David O’Brien, seems to admit outright in his book that Holy Cross is not Catholic.   He actually takes the stronger view that it could not be Catholic, since the notion of a Catholic college is a kind of contradiction in terms: “For a variety of reasons, I think it better to avoid attaching the word Catholic to the word college.  The combination inevitably creates confusion…” (153).   In his lengthy discussion of the crafting of the Holy Cross mission statement, he states that “The phrase ‘Catholic college’ is deliberately omitted as ambiguous and misleading…”(132).


As if conceding that it is not Catholic, in the official literature of the College one typically finds merely the claim that it is “in the Jesuit tradition.”   But there is no meaningful sense in which it is in the Jesuit tradition.   Something can follow something else, without being in the same tradition.   Call the early thing “A” and the later thing “B”.  I maintain that B is not in the tradition of A, if those who established A would rather see the institution end, than have it take the form of B; if those who established A would rather die than produce a B; if those who established A would not regard B as an expression of their intention; if those who established A did so as against establishing something like B.   But all of these relations hold true of Holy Cross today, in relation to the College its founding.  The reverend Fathers who established Holy Cross and directed its progress for a century would, I am convinced, rather have seen their noble enterprise end than have it turn into the college it has become; they would rather have died than claimed the current Holy Cross as their work; and they specifically established Holy Cross so that it would not be a secular college, like others that existed at their time.


“But isn’t Holy Cross run by the Jesuits?” one might ask.  “And if it is, then how is it not in the Jesuit tradition.”  But Holy Cross is not run by Jesuits any longer, and of course it can happen that some Jesuits are not in the Jesuit tradition—as is demonstrated in the recent book about the Jesuits, Passionate Uncertainty, by Peter McDonough and Eugene Bianchi (U. Cal, 2002).  


Nor can it even be claimed, minimally, that habits of analysis and thought that have been characteristic of Jesuits over their distinguished history are especially inculcated today at Holy Cross.  The college has no general requirement in logic and analysis (in fact, formal logic is no longer required even of philosophy majors); its curriculum is indistinguishable in that regard from any other college.  And of course the current curriculum has no relation whatsoever to the famed ratio studiorum.  President McFarland, on the Holy Cross website, has a lengthy address in which he tries to explain how Jesuit ideals are embodied in studies at Holy Cross, but it is easy to see how everything he says may with equal plausibility be claimed about studies at Amherst College or Clark University, which are in no sense ‘in the Jesuit tradition’.


Even if we grant that Holy Cross is in no significant sense Catholic or ‘in the Jesuit tradition’, isn’t it at least the case that the College provides resources to those students who do wish to learn more about their faith and grow in their practice of it?  I think not.  (The one concession to Catholicism in the College’s Mission Statement runs: “In a special way, the College must enable all who choose to do so to encounter the intellectual heritage of Catholicism, to form an active worshipping community, and to become engaged in the life and work of the contemporary church.”)  I think, rather, that the institution tends, in a special way, to attack faithful Catholics.  It views faithful Catholics as a threat and challenge to its attempt to deny that there is any unity and coherence in Catholic dogma and morality.   This is in accordance with what someone has dubbed “Neuhaus’ Law”, viz. a Catholic institution that neglects orthodoxy will sooner or later come to despise it.


Here is a very clear example of what I mean.  The daughter of a good friend is entering her sophomore year at Holy Cross.  An extremely intelligent young woman, on full scholarship and on the Dean’s list, she wrote the following letter to President McFarland, protesting the recent showing of the Vagina Monologues on campus—on Ash Wednesday, with the College’s support.   You will note that she is a devout and believing Catholic.


She argues, first, that the showing of the play attacked the modesty of the women on campus.  Intelligently, she points out that a woman’s modesty may be attacked, even if she does not herself recognize the attack:

“Foremost, the mere advertisement of this show on campus has stripped women of one of their most beautiful and natural virtues: modesty.  The word ‘vagina’ is splattered across campus on ad boards, walls, dorms, bathrooms, light poles and the likee.  In being exposed in such a fashion, the word has been robbed of all that it represents: femininity, intimacy, privacy, and individual dignity. For the many women on campus who strive to perfect this natural modesty, the past few weeks have been painful and humiliating.  For those who do not yet realize the great value of this modesty, the past few weeks have caused irreparable damages and encouraged fallacy.  And for women who have no regard for modesty, the actions of the college have affirmed the irrational notion that modesty is a mere result of Catholic idealism and has no place in the secular world.”


Let us pause to appreciate, first, the eloquence of this woman, and, second, the fact that everything that she says is perfectly true.  She is absolutely right.  Moreover, her sentiments are very much ‘in the Jesuit tradition’—we can imagine St. Ignatius making exactly the same points—and she does so with a clarity and logical acumen that would be admired if they were arrived at after four years of rigorous Jesuit training.


Her next argument is that implicit in the play is a depraved view of women and their identity:


“The production itself mocked the very existence of a self-respecting woman, and preyed upon the sympathetic emotions of its audience.  In the words of one supporter, the production showcases the vagina as ‘the very essence of womanhood.’  The very notion that the true essence of any human being is a mere physical entity suggests that that human is less than animal.  A woman therefore is less than an animal?  And in fact, the production does everything in its power to affirm this point.  It reduces womanhood to a compilation of ‘feminine’ practices, a variety of unnatural sexual ‘identities’, and uncontrollable, animalistic sexual drive.  One might wonder, how on earth does a woman endure this humiliation?”


Once again, she is exactly right.  I myself am led to wonder why the rich, philosophical anthropology of womanhood, developed by St. Edith Stein, and Pope John Paul II, in his ‘theology of the body’, is utterly ignored on the Holy Cross campus, while views such as this are promoted. 


The letter continues by pointing out—typically, for a young and idealistic person--the hypocrisy and lack of integrity displayed by the college’s action: “As a Catholic, I felt truly betrayed by the college’s endorsement of this show.  Consider for a moment the name of this school: ‘The College of the Holy Cross’.  Indeed, it is an institute of higher learning.  But what sort?  One named and designed upon the tradition of the Holy Roman Catholic Church.  I highly doubt that the founding Jesuit fathers conceived this great notion primarily as an institute of learning, and secondarily as a fertile ground for young Catholic men and women.  It is simply irrational and incorrect to believe so.  Christ tells us that we cannot serve two masters, God and man.  We must serve God first.  I would imagine that the school was constructed to reflect the calling of its Catholic students: to strive for intellectual excellence for the purpose of glorifying God.”  Note that here she correctly guesses the historical purpose and character of her school.


Next, she anticipates the objection that Catholic devotion implies lack of acceptance of others; she also identifies and rejects relativism, insisting that Christ is the way to the Father:


“This by no means excludes students of other denominations.  As Catholics, we believe that the path to the Father is through Christ.  Christ instructs us to ‘go into the whole world and proclaim the gospel to every creature.  Whoever believes and is baptized will be saved; whoever does not believe will be condemned’ (Mk. 16:16).  We are entrusted with the souls of the world, a vocation not to be taken lightly.  Do you think that [through] a direct disobedience to the teachings of Scripture and the Catholic Church has depicted Catholicism clearly to the many yearning souls on campus?  Do you think that the acceptance of anti-Catholic doctrines such as abortion, lesbianism, and pre-marital sex will foster Truth at this institution?  Or perhaps we have sacrificed Truth for some immediate end.   The defense that has been offered for this blasphemy: the proceeds benefited a good cause   Sounds like a good case for letting the end justify the means to me.  For a moment, let us re-evaluate what the end really is: Holy Cross has sacrificed its name as a disciple of Christ, a pursuer of Truth.  It has instead misled many thirsting souls, and it has offended its foundations as well as its very own members.  It has stripped away the dignity of the person, as Christ was stripped of his dignity.  It has driven nails into the hands and feet of Our Lord, and mocked his bride the Church.”


Notice how well she summarizes her case by referring to first principles and the most important realities: the viewpoints taught by the Vagina Monologues are contrary to truth and an offense against Christ, who, whatever else may be said, is indeed the Lord of Holy Cross College, its administration and students.  Sensibly enough, she ends with a prayer: “I pray that as a school we may repent and be forgiven for this horrible sin, and that the souls misled by the actions of this college may be restored to the arms of our Lord.”


The letter is a sterling plea in the finest tradition of St. Ignatius: it appeals to God’s greater glory; it uses argument and commonsense; it cites appropriately to the relevant authorities; it is filled with devotion and a zeal for souls; it is intelligent, reasoned, passionate, and prayerful.


Now, how does President McFarland respond to this student?  Remember, she is a freshman and new to the College. Does he recognize in her a kindred spirit, a fellow lover of St. Ignatius and the Jesuit ideals?  Does he commend and encourage her piety?  Does he assure her that her devotion will be strengthened and her concerns met in her next several years at the College?  Here is his response:


“Thank you for your letter in which you expressed your distress regarding the two readings of ‘The Vagina Monologues’ on campus in February.  I appreciate your concerns, and regret that you felt humiliated, but I encourage you to look beyond the posters and explicit parts of the play that made you so uncomfortable to more closely examine [sic] the messages contained in those images.” 


Notice that, whereas the student’s concern centered around moral principles and Catholic truth—objective matters—the President begins by taking her concern to involve principally her subjective feelings, of humiliation and discomfort.  He straightaway psychologizes her complaint.  Furthermore, in recommending that she ‘more closely examine the message contained in those images’, he seems to have forgotten that the student, in a very perceptive way, has already identified the view of women implicit in the play.


“I agree that the play certainly contains explicit parts that many audience members find uncomfortable or offensive”—note he does not concede that they actually are offensive, only that many people find them so—“yet the overall message is to express and affirm the identity and experience of women.”  On what basis does he say this?  “From the title to the intimate subject matter, the play was meant to be provocative and it certainly makes a political statement.  You may disagree with that, and you might be right in doing so.  The real question is whether you can impose your view of what it means to be ‘Catholic’ on everyone else by not allowing the play to be performed, especially when there are many with exemplary records within the Church who would differ from you.  When Christ instructed, as you quoted, ‘Go into the whole world,’ he never promised that it would be a comfortable experience.”  But the play does promote lesbianism, abortion, and pre-marital sex, as the student claimed.  So it would seem irrelevant what ‘many with exemplary records’ (whatever that could mean) think about it.  McFarland seems to be espousing relativism here: there’s no fact of the matter as to whether the play’s message is false and harmful, and therefore no basis for prohibiting its performance.   Of course, one wonders why McFarland did not simply quote his Loyola Professor of Catholic studies and point out to the benighted student that she was hopelessly confused in thinking that Holy Cross might be a ‘Catholic college.’


“In your letter”, he continues, “you may be projecting your own feelings about the play, when you say that it ‘offended the personhood of every woman on campus, and deeply insulted the Catholic Church.’”  That is, McFarland is suggesting that the virtue of modesty is not something objective; that the student, in appealing to it, is merely projecting her feelings onto reality.  That is, after espousing relativism, he adopts the philosophical view known as ‘emotivism’—that moral judgments are simply the expression of our feelings. 


“Most who saw it”—now truth gets decided by majority vote—“felt that it was not primarily about body parts or sex”—but the student never claimed that it was—“but used these images to get to deeper issues about what it means to be a woman and about the gender-based power relationships in our society.   Those issues are worth exploring, especially within the setting of a Jesuit, Catholic college whose mission is to form leaders who will provide a strong voice for the victims of social injustice in this world.”  President McFarland seems now to be endorsing the radical feminist interpretation of society, and furthermore making the remarkable claim that the best way to ‘explore’ the truth of that position is through pornography.


“Reactions to the performance on our campus were as varied as the ages, genders and experiences of the audience members.  While parts of the play may be objectionable (to me, as well as others), it raises serious moral issues about which our students should be thinking….”.  Ignoring completely the students astute point that an good end cannot justify immoral means, the President concludes:

“It cannot be dismissed that the Holy Cross Women’s Forum staged the play as a fundraiser for Abby’s House, a local shelter for battered women and their children where many of your classmates volunteer… thank you for writing.  I understand your concerns.”—No, he doesn’t understand them at all.—“However, I do believe that allowing the play was justifiable, not, as you suggest, ‘a horrible sin,’ and that considerable good and necessary dialogue has come from it.”


Notice, in conclusion, that President McFarland’s letter appeals to not a single Catholic principle.  The viewpoint he defends might appropriately be labelled ‘secular liberalism’: an institution is obliged to remain neutral on issues on which there are fundamentally different and competing positions among its members.  His letter could just as well have been written by Ronald Dworkin or Albert Hunt.   And in order to defend his position, he is forced to appeal to relativism, emotivism, and religious indifferentism, all of which are not compatible with the Catholic faith.   We may take this exchange of letters to represent the institutional attitude of Holy Cross vis-à-vis devout Catholic students on the hill.  They are narrow, benighted, rigid, parochial, intolerant in tendency and absolutizing in their thought.  They need to be led to reject these narrow beliefs—not by argument, of course, because argument is on their side, but rather by psychologizing and relativising the debate, and through vague appeals to what ‘most people feel’ and what some ‘people with exemplary records’ believe.

I might summarize my position by saying that I consider Clark University a more Catholic institution than Holy Cross. It has more Catholic faculty in key departments than does Holy Cross; there is a clearer representation at Clark of what it is to be a Catholic than at Holy Cross; with St. Peter’s across the street, there is easier access to liturgically correct Masses at Clark; and there is more academic freedom for orthodox Catholics, who are not, at Clark, regarded as sectarian or a threat to the institution’s identity.  A student such as this letter-writer would not feel attacked at Clark, since the university makes no representation of being Catholic.  But Holy Cross, by claiming to be Catholic but offering as Catholicism little more than warmed over secular liberalism, attacks students such as this and, by its lack of integrity, becomes a constant affront.

How did Holy Cross become secularized?  We may cite, as causes, the decline and confusion among the Jesuits about their identity and mission, which dates from the 1960s.  Nor can we neglect the significance of dissent in the Church, which has caused academics and administrators, in their intention at least, to separate themselves from the magisterium of the Church.  Yet historically a connection with the magisterium has been the safeguard of clarity about Catholic truth: insofar as Holy Cross separated itself in intention from the See of Peter, it became exposed to the same dissensions and divisions as have afflicted Protestantism—relativism and religious indifferentism being the result.  Moreover, Holy Cross and other Catholic institutions accepted a misguided notion of institutional autonomy and academic freedom deriving from the 1968 Land O’Lakes Conference.  There, many Catholic institutions concluded, incorrectly, that they had to trade their Catholic identity for Federal dollars.  Finally, we could cite also lack of oversight by alums, who, in their loyalty to their alma mater, have turned a blind eye to its faults.

It would be wrong to think that a secularized Holy Cross goes astray only because it harms its students.  It also offends against all those Catholics who labored and sacrificed to turn it into a pre-eminent and prestigious college.   Holy Cross today is, in the strict sense of the term, impious. Piety means regarding ourselves as bound by the sacrifices of those who came before us and who bestowed us with some important good. Impiety means not regarding ourselves as so bound.  In acquiescing in its secularization, Holy Cross commits an injustice against the holy priests and humble immigrants who built it up.  It is guilty of ‘disappropriation’, that is, of disregarding this debt to the past and taking the resources of the college, instead, to advance the purposes, merely, of those who happen to be in control in the present.  It effects a kind of tyranny of the present generation.  That the present administration of Holy Cross has the absolute force of will of a tyranny, in not being open to any alternative to their method of rule, is shown in O’Brien’s book, where he asserts: “Our experience suggests that Holy Cross will never again be an unequivocally Catholic school marked by attentiveness to the teachings of the church as the central element of its life; [it probably never was].  Nor will Holy Cross become a confessional school, deliberately choosing Catholic faculty and staff, serving mostly Catholic students, or constituting an authentic Christian community…”(139-140).

Fr. Benedict Groeschel has said that the most fundamental meaning of the Second Commandment, “Thou shalt not take the name of the Lord in vain”, is that we are not to take something dedicated to God and use it to advance our own purposes.  The student letter writer claimed that Holy Cross had sinned and needed to repent of its sin.  Well, if this is so, against what commandment did it sin?  We may say, precisely, that its sin is against the Second Commandment, insofar as it takes the name of the Lord and of His Cross in vain—and, as regards alums, it takes the name of the Lord in order to raise money. (The current fundraising campaign is called “Lift High the Cross”, in allusion to the famous hymn.)

In accordance with an old Jesuit maxim, the principal evil of a sin typically consists more in omission than commission.  The loss to the Church and to society, that comes from the secularization of colleges such as Holy Cross, is incalculable, especially given what needs to be done.  What should a Catholic college be doing?  It should be fostering the culture of life and training citizens who are appropriately critical of the false images of happiness of the age.  It should be known for its engagement, in various academic disciplines, of Catholic truth with reigning orthodoxies: contributing to a renaissance of Catholic philosophy; to a sounder understanding of human psychology than can be offered by materialist science; to a view of economics which is guided by a correct understanding of complete human development.  It should provide an intellectual community where the teachings of the Holy Father are received with respect and serve to inform and illuminate all of the various disciplines.  A secularized Catholic college is incapable of doing any of these things.  Offering no more than secular liberalism, it is ‘salt which has lost its saltiness’ and which therefore has no other use than to be thrown out into the street.

How can this be changed?  Professor O’Brien’s answer is that alumni give money to the College to establish a Center of Catholic Studies.  The appropriate response is that all of the money given to the College now, and all of its resources from the past, by right should be directed to ‘Catholic Studies’, and that, if any special plea for money is necessary, it ought to come from those who wish to promote non-Catholic studies—and good luck to them.  But one might also register a doubt as to whether money given explicitly for such a cause would end up being applied in the right way.  Prof. O’Brien currently oversees the Center for Religion, Ethics, and Culture, to aim of which, according to its own Mission Statement, is to issue  to students an "invitation to dialogue about basic human questions".   The Center grew out of an initiative by the College’s Board of Trustees, who wanted to do something to express the Catholic faith on campus.  The Center was originally meant to be a vibrant, nationally recognized institute for Catholic studies.  But somewhere between the Board’s approval and the College’s implementation, even this small gesture at reform was gutted of any special emphasis on Catholicism.  What the College made for itself was yet another institute for comparative religions and the study of ‘values’—and yet it holds out its hand asking for money for Catholic studies? 
But the correct path to change is obvious, simple, and already pointed out in the Vatican document, Ex Corde Ecclesiae.  But it’s also difficult and unpopular.  The faculty of Holy Cross must be changed. What is needed is that Holy Cross take care to hire serious faculty who accept wholeheartedly the Catholic faith--who love the faith, who welcome and eagerly fly to it, who view the Church as the body of Christ and as ‘the pillar and ground of truth.’   Catholics who are experts in their own disciplines and see no conflict between the highest standards in their field and the teachings and moral principles of the Catholic faith—indeed, Catholics who regard their professional work as illuminated by their faith.   The Vatican’s document which aims to reform Catholic colleges, Ex Corde Ecclesiae, in fact requires, as a norm, that at least half of the faculty at a Catholic institution be Catholic.  If this norm is implemented with due haste by the administration of the college, and under the authority and oversight of Bishop Reilly, then the Catholic character of Holy Cross may yet be restored.  This will require deliberate identification and recruitment of young Catholic scholars in graduate school, as well as ‘buying out’ entrenched faculty members who can’t be expected to change.   Here is a worthy project to which concerned alums might contribute their resources, provide that there was proper accountability. But can there be any doubt that this is the direction in which the College should go, ad maiorem Dei gloriam?

� A talk given to the newly-founded Holy Cross Cardinal Newman Society (an alumni initiative, not yet recognized by the College) at Holy Cross on June 7, 2002.


� Predrag Cicovacki,“On Love and Fidelity in Marriage”, Journal of Social Philosophy, (24) 1993 92-104.
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