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Antiquarian Apostasy 
All that ever was, never was 

T 
here is an unhappy misery among those who 

self-subscribe to the glitterati, the manicured 

agnostics, the self-appointed apostles to the 

gods of earth, evangelizers of the most irra-

tional antiquarian apostasy for the sake of a preposterous-

ly contrived creed to the here and now. Apostates they 

are, indeed greedily so, for to their sophistic minds, all 

that ever was, never was but myth and fairy tale; the fu-

ture-present—the Elysium of their desires; ancestral herit-

age and tradition trifles to be scourged, scorned, crowned 

with thorns, then crucified. Thus, they are well and truly 

cancelled. They say they are free, free to be all they are 

wont to be, and yet: “Mental and emotional liberty are not 

so simple as they look. Really 

they require almost as careful a 

balance of laws and conditions 

as do social and political liberty. 

The ordinary aesthetic anarchist 

who sets out to feel everything 

freely gets knotted at last in a 

paradox that prevents him feel-

ing at all.”1 What the paradox it 

is when the mad sentimentalist, 

the vulgar fanatic so passionate-

ly yearns to no longer feel any-

thing at all.  

These days religion, void of God, is but a socio-cultic 

system of depraved behaviors and practices, worldviews, 

texts, ideologies, so many bothersome isms that on rare 

occasion antipathetically relate humanity to supernatural, 

transcendental, or spiritual elements. It is unsurprising 

that what constitutes a religion today finds no scholarly 

consensus for, so few “scholars” are willing to submit to 

so base a creed, one so unpopular as to profess an unwa-

vering faith in an unknowable God. 

One of the last century’s greatest Christian apologists, 

C.S. Lewis—rivaled only by G.K. Chesterton and Saint 

John Paul II—in his 1943 book, The Abolition of Man, 

warned of the very real possibility that any one single 

generation might attempt to remove itself from the neces-

sary continuity of generations, proclaim itself superior to 

all that came before, and—even without necessarily mean-

ing to—establish itself as the authority of all that will 

come after it.2 Given the technological advances in genetic 

engineering, Lewis’ concerns have proven prophetic 

which only proves them all the more deeply troubling. 

The truth finally becomes apparent that neither in any 

operation with factual propositions nor in any appeal to 

instinct can the Innovator find the basis for a system of 

values. … All value will be sentimental; and you must 

confess (on pain of abandoning every value) that all 

sentiment is not ‘merely’ subjective. You may, on the 

other hand, regard them as rational—nay as rationality 

itself—as things so obviously reasonable that they nei-

ther demand nor admit proof. But then you must allow 

that Reason can be practical, that an ought must not be 

dismissed because it cannot produce some is as its cre-

dential. If nothing is self-evident, nothing can be 

proved. Similarly if nothing is 

obligatory for its own sake, 

nothing is obligatory at all. 

To some it will appear that I 

have merely restored under 

another name what they always 

meant by basic or fundamental 

instinct. But much more than a 

choice of words is involved. 

The Innovator attacks tradition-

al values (the Tao) in defence of 

what he at first supposes to be 

(in some special sense) 

‘rational’ or ‘biological’ values. 

But as we have seen, all the 

values which he uses in attacking the Tao, and even 

claims to be substituting for it, are themselves derived 

from the Tao. If he had really started from scratch, from 

right outside the human tradition of value, no jugglery 

could have advanced him an inch towards the concep-

tion that a man should die for the community or work 

for posterity. If the Tao falls, all his own conceptions of 

value fall with it. Not one of them can claim any author-

ity other than that of the Tao. Only by such shreds of the 

Tao as he has inherited is he enabled even to attack it. 

The question therefore arises what title he has to select 

bits of it for acceptance and to reject others. For if the 

bits he rejects have no authority, neither have those he 

retains: if what he retains is valid, what he rejects is 

equally valid too. 

But then, in every form of the Tao which has come 

down to us, side by side with the duty to children and 

descendants lies the duty to parents and ancestors. By 

what right do we reject one and accept the other? 
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Again, the Innovator may place economic value first. To 

get people fed and clothed is the great end, and in pur-

suit of its scruples about justice and good faith may be 

set aside. The Tao of course agrees with him about the 

importance of getting the people fed and clothed. Un-

less the Innovator were himself using the Tao he could 

never have learned of such a duty. But side by side with 

it in the Tao lie those duties of justice and good faith 

which he is ready to debunk. What is his warrant? He 

may be a Jingoist, a Racialist, an extreme nationalist, 

who maintains that the advancement of his own people 

is the object to which all else ought to yield. But no kind 

of factual observation and no appeal to instinct will 

give him a ground for this option. Once more, he is in 

fact deriving it from the Tao: a duty to our own kin, 

because they are our own kin, is a part of traditional 

morality. But side by side with it in the Tao, and limit-

ing it, lie the inflexible demands of justice, and the rule 

that, in the long run, all men are our brothers. Whence 

comes the Innovator’s authority to pick and choose? 

Since I can see no answer to these questions, I draw the 

following conclusions. This thing which I have called 

for convenience the Tao, and which others may call Nat-

ural Law or Traditional Morality or the First Principles 

of Practical Reason or the First Platitudes, is not one 

among a series of possible systems of value. It is the 

sole source of all value judgements. If it is rejected, all 

value is rejected. If any value is retained, it is retained. 

The effort to refute it and raise a new system of value in 

its place is self-contradictory. There has never been, and 

never will be, a radically new judgement of value in the 

history of the world. What purport to be new systems 

or (as they now call them) ‘ideologies’, all consist of 

fragments from the Tao itself, arbitrarily wrenched from 

their context in the whole and then swollen to madness 

in their isolation, yet still owing to the Tao and to it 

alone such validity as they possess. If my duty to my 

parents is a superstition, then so is my duty to posterity. 

If justice is a superstition, then so is my duty to my 

country or my race. If the pursuit of scientific 

knowledge is a real value, then so is conjugal fidelity. 

The rebellion of new ideologies against the Tao is a re-

bellion of the branches against the tree: if the rebels 

could succeed they would find that they had destroyed 

themselves. The human mind has no more power of 

inventing a new value than of imagining a new primary 

colour, or, indeed, of creating a new sun and a new sky 

for it to move in.3 

It perhaps requires some measure of concentration to 

extract a measure of understanding from what Lewis 

wrote, but what he wrote of concerning the increasing 

rejection of values, tradition, the Natural Law, Traditional 

Morality, Practical Reason, or First Principles is far too 

much in evidence these days to be ignored or tossed casu-

ally down the memory hole.4 The absence of God, re-

placed by the idol gods of earth, and the denunciation of 

religion are but ominous commentary on the advancing 

“progress” toward the abolition of man. In his inaugural 

address to Cambridge University, Lewis would subse-

quently describe the trials and the end of the Old Western 

Men, men who desire to love the world through beauty 

and the humanities, rather than through utility and the 

sciences. 

It is hard to have patience with those Jeremiahs, in 

Press or pulpit, who warn us that we are ‘relapsing into 

Paganism.’ It might be rather fun if we were. It would 

be pleasant to see some future Prime Minister trying to 

kill a large and lively milk-white bull in Westminster 

Hall. But we shan’t. What lurks behind such idle proph-

ecies, if they are anything but careless language, is the 

false idea that the historical process allows mere rever-

sal; that Europe can come out of Christianity ‘by the 

same door as in she went’ and find herself back where 

she was. It is not what happens. A post-Christian man 

is not a Pagan; you might as well think that a married 

woman recovers her virginity by divorce. The post-

Christian is cut off from the Christian past and therefore 

doubly from the Pagan past. 

Ah, how true it is in what Lewis said of turning round 

the clock to unwind it in the false hope it might or could 

reverse its quotidian recto-circumnavigation. To return to 

the halcyon pagan days before that early Easter sunrise; 

before what once was said to be the glory of Rome so vi-

ciously suborned by that radical Christian cult bent on 

turning the world on its head, upending the well-

established, officially sanctioned state religion of demi-

gods and gods for every purpose under the earth and 

above the heavens. Religion was personal and impersonal, 

the gods and earthly powers cared for none but them-

selves, even less for the other. To this poor mind, it was 

Hans Urs Von Balthasar5 who would, even at so late a 

date, provide sound theological witness to religion, Chris-

tianity, and Catholicism. 

Religion is the world in its journey toward God. Christi-

anity is God journeying toward the world, and people 

who believe in him taking the same direction as he. 

Catholicism is Christianity which, with utmost serious-

ness, allows God in his fullness, the whole God, to pur-

sue this destination right up to the bitter end—and ulti-

mately to the end of blessedness. 
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The other forms of Christianity are somehow ashamed 

of God for involving himself so deeply with Adam’s 

clay, for getting his hands dirty. Many things are left to 

their own course; much is left to the individual’s con-

science and opinion. He is supposed to submit himself 

“to the word”, but for the most part this does not con-

cern itself with detailed regulations. So the decisive 

factor is mostly the Zeitgeist, the trend of the times, 

which looks at things from a secularized standpoint. 

Should the Church really involve herself with questions 

of sexual ethics inside and outside marriage, questions 

of contraception and divorce? Should she seek a bind-

ing interpretation of the gospel’s requirement of pov-

erty? Or, stepping into the area of the mysterium, should 

she try to explain more precisely the real presence in 

the Eucharist or the Virgin Birth? Why not simply let 

such matters alone? Catholic ethics often seems so casu-

istic and petty compared with other Christian ethics, 

and Catholic dogmatics often seems so materialistic. 

There were many genuinely petty inquiries in late Scho-

lasticism, topics pursued out of a curiosity that was 

unworthy of the profundity of the mystery. No one 

today will want to revive them. And no one will want 

to defend many a distortion found in popular forms of 

devotion. But behind abuse there is often a good usage, 

preserving a reverence for the matter of which man is 

made and which he has to reckon with, the deep, vul-

nerable, and often humiliating mysteries of human 

bodiliness (which is inseparable from his spirit): “Do 

you not know that your body is a temple of the Holy 

Spirit within you …? So glorify God in your body” (1 

Cor 6:19f). “For God’s temple is holy, and that temple 

you are” (1 Cor 3:17). 

In the biblical revelation the world is secularized only 

insofar as it is deprived of its own illusion of being di-

vine. It is sacralized, however, insofar as the only God, 

holy and sacral, who has created it, chooses it for his 

dwelling place in a wholly new and intimate way. And 

he does this, not in a vague and general way, but indi-

vidually and particularly.6 

As for Dogma, Balthasar wrote “Fundamentally there 

is only one single dogma, just as the human being is a sin-

gle unity in spite of his many organs, conditions and 

views. ”This dogma is identical with the apostolic procla-

mation: He who rose from the dead has suffered on the 

cross ‘for us and for many’; therefore he is the Son of God; 

therefore he was born of the Virgin; therefore he is the 

Judge of the living and of the dead who will rise. And 

since he is God’s Son, he is not subordinate to God the 

Father, and the Spirit he sent to his Church is really the 

Spirit of God, the Spirit of Father and Son. … These affir-

mations are not juxtaposed: they are interrelated; if Jesus 

is risen from the dead (and ‘otherwise our faith is in 

vain’), they logically imply each other.” From this Bal-

thasar asserts “The one, original dogma, the fact estab-

lished by God, is the Catholic truth.” 

If the Son is no longer equal in nature with the Father, 

as Arius asserted, but is only similar to him, the whole 

internal logic of the world’s redemption falls apart, 

bringing with it the structure of the Trinity, the Church, 

and of eschatology, as the Fathers never tired of demon-

strating. 

Either the truth of revelation is Catholic, all-embracing, 

“greater than which nothing can be conceived”, or it is 

not truth at all. And it is only in order to protect truth’s 

catholicity against falsification and loss of substance 

that, down through the ages, councils have made state-

ments designed to prevent the Church from veering to 

left or right of a proper understanding.7 

In completing his thoughts on Catholic truth, Bal-

thasar enclosed a brief excerpt from Chesterton’s master-

piece, Orthodoxy, wherein he wrote of the many paradoxes 

of Christianity; the passage bears considered reflection. 

Last and most important, it is exactly this which ex-

plains what is so inexplicable to all the modern critics of 

the history of Christianity. I mean the monstrous wars 

about small points of theology, the earthquakes of emo-

tions about a gesture or a word. It was only a matter of 

an inch; but an inch is everything when you are balanc-

ing. The Church could not afford to swerve a hair’s 

breath on some things if she was to continue her great 

and daring experiment of the irregular equilibrium. 

Once let one idea become less powerful and some 

other idea would become too powerful. [emphasis add-

ed] It was no flock of sheep the Christian shepherd was 

leading, but a herd of bulls and tigers, of terrible ideals 

and devouring doctrines, each one of them strong 

enough to turn to a false religion and lay waste the 

world. Remember that the Church went in specifically 

for dangerous ideas; she was a lion tamer. The idea of 

birth through a Holy Spirit, of the death of a divine 

being, of the forgiveness of sins, or the fulfilment of 

prophecies, are ideas which, any one can see, need but a 

touch to turn them into something blasphemous or fe-

rocious. The smallest link was let drop by the artificers 

of the Mediterranean, and the lion of ancestral pessi-

mism burst his chain in the forgotten forests of the 

north. Of these theological equalisations I have to speak 

afterwards. Here it is enough to notice that if some 

small mistake were made in doctrine, huge blunders  
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might be made in human happiness. A sentence 

phrased wrong about the nature of symbolism would 

have broken all the best statues in Europe. A slip in the 

definitions might stop all the dances; might wither all 

the Christmas trees or break all the Easter eggs. Doc-

trines had to be defined within strict limits, even in or-

der that man might enjoy general human liberties. The 

Church had to be careful, if only that the world might 

be careless. 

This is the thrilling romance of Orthodoxy. People have 

fallen into a foolish habit of speaking of orthodoxy as 

something heavy, humdrum, and safe. There never was 

anything so perilous or so exciting as orthodoxy. It was 

sanity: and to be sane is more dramatic than to be mad. 

It was the equilibrium of a man behind madly rushing 

horses, seeming to stop this way and to sway that, yet 

in every attitude having the grace of statuary and the 

accuracy of arithmetic. The Church in its early days 

went fierce and fast with any warhorse; yet it is utterly 

unhistoric to say that she merely went mad along one 

idea, like a vulgar fanaticism. She swerved to left and 

right, so exactly as to avoid enormous obstacles. She left 

on one hand the huge bulk of Arianism, buttressed by 

all the worldly powers to make Christianity too world-

ly. The next instant she was swerving to avoid an orien-

talism, which would have made it too unworldly. The 

orthodox Church was never respectable. It would have 

been easier to have accepted the earthly power of the 

Arians. It would have been easy, in the Calvinistic sev-

enteenth century, to fall into the bottomless pit of pre-

destination. It is easy to be a madman: it is easy to be a 

heretic. It is always easy to let the age have its head; the 

difficult thing is to keep one’s own. It is always easy to 

be a modernist; as it is easy to be a snot. To have fallen 

into any of those open traps of error and exaggeration 

which fashion after fashion and sect after sect set along 

the historic path of Christendom—that would indeed 

have been simple. It is always simple to fall; there are 

an infinity of angles at which one falls, only one at 

which one stands. To have fallen into any one of the 

fads from Gnosticism to Christian Science would in-

deed have been obvious and tame. But to have avoided 

them all has been one whirling adventure; and in my 

vision the heavenly chariot flies thundering through the 

ages, the dull heresies sprawling and prostrate, the wild 

truth reeling but erect.8 

It is easy to push the Easy button. Too easy. The easi-

er, more comfortable, the greater the satisfaction with life, 

the easier it is to take God for granted or ignore him alto-

gether. Like a prudent parent who commands respect, 

good manners, and strict obedience, who demands noth-

ing less than a child’s absolute best, Mother Church and 

God, our Father demand nothing less than perfection from 

their imperfect children. It is hard, never easy. In our 

smugness we have fallen into the trap of arrogating our-

selves to “low expectations”9; in the solace of our indiffer-

ence, we have too easily become complacent, willingly 

leaving the hard stuff for another day or to someone else. 

Hard work, personal responsibility, and golden rules are 

for fools and Mamas don’t raise no fools. We have suc-

cumbed to the poorest rhyme, ignorant of the poet’s siren 

elegy, “Poems are made by fools like me, but only God 

can make a tree.”10 In our apathy, we become bitter; in our 

bitterness, we breed resentment, anger and hate; thus, we 

abandon reason; without reason, faith, hope, and love are 

but anachronistic feelings which further fuel our apathy. 

Glenn Ellmers, Senior Fellow of the Claremont Insti-

tute and a visiting research scholar at Hillsdale College, 

wrote recently: “Let’s be blunt. The United States has be-

come two nations occupying the same country.” The two 

nations were not what might immediately (if at all) come 

to mind; for what he was really impeaching were the 

“many native-born people—some of whose families have 

been here since the Mayflower—who may technically be 

citizens of the United States but are no longer (if they ever 

were) Americans. They do not believe in, live by, or even 

like the principles, traditions, and ideals that until recently 

defined America as a nation and as a people.”11 The other 

nation are people who do consider themselves Americans, 

people who believe in the principles upon which America 

was founded, who would willingly die to protect and de-

fend the freedoms of every American. Either nation, 

Ellmers writes, cannot be sliced, diced, and sat under the 

usual “sorting hat” of liberal, conservative, libertarian, 

socialist, democrat, republican, left or right, gay, straight, 

black, white, brown or yellow, or whichever house has the 

proper plumbing. The true line of demarcation lies be-

tween love and hate, those who love America and those 

who hate America. 

Much the same could be said of religion broadly, 

Christianity generally, and to this Christian and Catholic, 

Catholicism specifically. To parrot Ellmers, “Let’s be 

blunt.” The Catholic Church has become two churches 

trying desperately to occupy the same empty tomb much 

as Ellmers says of the United States becoming two nations.  
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There are many “cradle” Catholics who consider them-

selves to be members of the Catholic Church but who are 

not, in truth, Catholic, for they do not “believe and profess 

all that the holy Catholic Church believes, teaches, and 

proclaims to be revealed by God.”12 They are often re-

ferred to as “Cafeteria Catholics”13 because they pick and 

choose what they believe and ignore what they choose not 

to believe. Catholic philosopher, Peter Kreeft, once asked 

“how can there be so many ‘cafeteria Catholics’?” and 

then answered his own question “There is no such thing, 

really. It’s a contradiction in terms. Catholic means 

‘universal’, or ‘whole’, or ‘all’. Cafeteria means only ‘some’. 

It means being picky and choosy.” He then asked, “You 

know what the Greek word for ‘pick and choose’ is?” 

“Heretic.”14 Oops! 

Then there are those Catholics who make every, some 

might even go so far as to say super human, effort to fully 

and faithfully exercise the tradition, doctrine, and dogma 

as taught by the magisterium, the successors to the apos-

tles, to whom Jesus Christ commissioned to “Go therefore 

and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the 

name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, 

teaching them to observe all that I have command-

ed” (Matthew 28:19-20). Balthasar, perhaps in a moment 

of Catholic fidelity, makes it quite clear: “Jesus must be 

Catholic, otherwise his Church, which follows him and is 

promised his fullness, could not be called Catholic. Being 

Catholic means embracing everything, leaving nothing 

out.” [emphasis added] 

A Church can be Catholic only because God is Catholic 

first, and because, in Jesus Christ and ultimately in the 

Holy Spirit, this catholicity on God’s part has opened 

itself to the world, simultaneously revealing and giving 

itself. The Spirit is “Person”, the “We” in God: he pro-

vides the basis for the “we” that exists between God 

and ourselves, and hence too between men. But we 

would know and possess nothing of this if Jesus Christ 

had not stood at the alpha and omega of all God’s ways 

in the world, as the form of revelation available to any-

one who is open to it, i.e., is prepared to believe.15 

Cafeteria Catholics (whether laity or clergy), with var-

ying degrees of hubris, dare to place conditions and limits 

upon God and his Church; such a church, as they envision 

is, but a house built on sand where the light shines not on 

the Divine Presence, but lays buried deep beneath the 

heavy burden of quick setting cement. In a sense, most 

Catholics, can be found, on occasion, dining at the cafete-

ria of desire. Temptation smells so sweet and it is always 

tempting to pick and choose what seems so good and pass 

on those things that fail to entice the tongue. We are fallen 

creatures, good and bad, strong and weak. Remember Ad-

am? That fruit looked so good, so where’s the harm in one 

small bite? 

A prevailing attitude among most, if not all, cafeteria 

Catholics, even among stalwart Catholics and Christian 

believers, is the widespread belief “that religion and wor-

ship should spark our emotions and make us feel good. 

The wayward conclusion is reached: if they cannot accom-

plish the demands of sentiment, then they aren’t worth 

doing. This is the sad, false reality that occurs when reli-

gion becomes sentiment.” 

In our desire to accept the path of true worship, there 

are some struggles along the way. We are fallen, and in 

our fallenness we are inclined to incomplete worship, 

or even to well-disguised self-worship. In particular, 

our sentiments and emotions want to corrode reality 

and make our hearts the center of all things. With that 

temptation before us, we have to clarify what our heart 

is, why we’ve been created with sentiments and emo-

tions and how we are to understand them. 

As human beings, made in the image of God, we have a 

self-possession born from our spiritual souls. This self-

possession is the ground upon which we share in God’s 

own divine reason. It is the basis upon which our senti-

ments move. 

Biblically, our self-possession is referred to as “the 

heart,” which the Catechism of the Catholic Church calls 

our hidden center, the place of truth, decision, cove-

nant, and the arena where we encounter God (2563). 

And so, when the Bible speaks of “the heart,” it is not 

referring to the epicenter of our emotions, or even to 

how we “feel” in the popular sense, but rather to the 

place where truth is discovered (not invented), where 

we are revealed to ourselves, and where we encounter 

the living God. 

In a moral sense, “the heart” is also a reference to our 

conscience. Properly understood, the conscience is the 

inner sanctuary of the person where he communicates 

not only with himself but also with God. There, in the 

hidden meeting place of his interior life, the moral law 

and the person’s freedom interact and make decisions. 

In understanding the conscience in this way, we can see  
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it as the place of unity between the moral law and free-

dom. It is in the heart, a person’s conscience, that the 

moral law tempers freedom and spares it from becom-

ing an idol, as it reveals the moral law and commands 

our freedom to obey it. 

In a similar fashion, freedom empowers the moral law 

for the growth of virtue and holiness. A mature con-

science does not seek to be freed from truth but sees 

truth as the means by which it can be truly free and 

grow in goodwill as a child of God. 

If a person does not have some form of an interior life, 

and lacks an attentive ear to his conscience, then he can 

be easily misled regarding what is true, good, and 

beautiful. 

At times, sentiment assaults our hearts, and we are 

tempted to compromise with evil, to betray goodness or 

to redefine it. … In particular, if sentiment overtakes 

our conscience, then we are imprisoned in a small, self-

created world, where good and evil become whatever 

we feel they should be. In such a world, we become 

slaves to the whims, shallowness, and cruelty of our 

own emotions. In this process, our sentiments demand 

that we worship them. By adhering to this false wor-

ship, we end up worshiping ourselves. 

Our sentiment—the combined experience of our feel-

ings and emotions—cannot be used as a gauge for 

whether something is good or evil. Our sentiment is not 

a moral equivalent to the Ten Commandments. Simply 

that we feel something does not make it right (or 

wrong).16 

The conscience of the cafeteria Catholic overtaken by 

sentiment becomes enslaved to the whims, shallowness, 

and cruelty of their emotions, and as stated above, senti-

ment demands worship and false worship ultimately ends 

up in self-worship. Unconsciously, perhaps, the cafeteria 

Catholic thus makes of himself like a god.  

Unlike the cafeteria Catholic, the constant Catholic 

humbly acknowledges that the holy Catholic Church is 

not his but God’s: God’s house, God’s table, God’s food, 

God’s rules. We must be willing to unconditionally abide 

by the house rules if we wish to hear him say, “Well done, 

good and faithful servant; you have been faithful over a 

little, I will set you over much; enter into the joy of your 

master” (Matthew 25:21-22). “Only if we exhibit a readi-

ness that stipulates no conditions can the Spirit, in his 

freedom, prove to us that the entire Catholic revelation—

God, Christ, the Church—was and remains a project un-

dertaken by the sovereign free love of God.”17 

The Church instituted by Christ is an instrument of 

Divine Grace. “Jesus has died and has returned to the Fa-

ther; true, his Spirit is there, but will he be able to imprint 

himself on the recalcitrant matter of history without an 

instrument capable of shaping that same history? Jesus 

himself chose people and sent them out, tentatively at 

first, only to the lost sheep of the House of Israel, and then 

finally and definitively to all nations to the end of time.” 

There is a temptation to define these people, or the 

Church they constitute, in terms of pure mission: they 

are to radiate Christ into the world. There is a tempta-

tion to forbid them to reflect on their own nature and to 

see such reflection as a turning-aside from their com-

mission, as an interruption of the clear stream they are 

meant to be. They are supposed to want to be nothing 

more than the “hyphen” that traverses world history, 

linking Christ with the Kingdom of God that is ex-

pected at the end of time.  

The question arises, however, how there can be mission 

without a missionary, a sending-out without someone 

sent. Christ himself was pure mission from the Father, 

but he had to know who he was in order to be able to 

point away from himself and toward the Father. In this 

sense a purely function Christology is a contradiction 

that in no way does justice to Holy Scripture unless, at 

least implicitly, it is also structural and ontological.18 

The question “Who are you?” echoes through all the 

Gospels, and Jesus responds to it by avoiding the traps 

it contains, which once again shows that he knows his 

personal identity. It is an identity, of course, that is co-

extensive with his mission. 

The same question “Who are you?” is continually and 

of necessity being addressed to Christ’s ambassadors, 

and they cannot take refuge in some anonymous 

“radiation”, leaving the answer to Christ and the Holy 

Spirit. The witnesses must produce their papers; they 

themselves must be able to substantiate their faith and 

their mission. And if they present the New Testament 

as their documentary evidence and use it to demon-

strate not only their faith but also their personal com-

mission, they thereby show that their letters of accredi-

tation belong, not just to anyone, but to them. 

Of course, this reveals the whole paradox of the Catho-

lic Church. It is the pure radiation of Christ into the 

world, and, in order to radiate, it must also be a struc-

ture. It is both in motion “away from itself” and abiding 

“in itself”. The reconciliation of the world has already 

been achieved, and Christ’s selection of the individual  
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messengers (“he called to him those whom he wished”) 

is simultaneous with this work of reconciliation: as the 

Light of the World (Jn 8:12), he has already appointed 

his chosen messengers to be the “light of the 

world” (Mt 5:14). The Church is first and foremost the 

radiation of the redemption (far beyond all structure), 

and in order to be this radiation it has structure. 

The Church is one element within Jesus Christ’s work 

of reconciliation. Consequently it shares—in appropri-

ate measure—in the insoluble paradoxes that surround 

him, i.e., that it is precisely in his humiliation that Jesus 

shows his greatness, and that it is by pointing exclu-

sively to the Father that he gives expression to his own 

unique personality. 

In its paradoxical unities the Church, which is com-

posed of sinners and fallible human beings, and which, 

for two thousand years, has offered an unprotected 

flank to the world, is much easier to dismantle. But the 

fact that she is constantly accused of contradictory traits 

points back to the Christological paradox. 

The Church, it is said, is too ascetic and takes too much 

delight in the world; she is too severe (celibacy, the in-

dissolubility of marriage) and too lax; she is too de-

pendent on the Old Testament (“holiness through 

works”) and too antisemitic”; she is the snivelling fail-

ures’ religion of suffering (Nietzsche), but blesses secu-

lar weapons or uses them herself, against outside oppo-

nents (the Crusades) or enemies within (the Inquisi-

tion). Protestants accuse her of being too concerned 

with tradition; Orthodox, of being too little concerned. 

The Church’s sacramental practice is too close to folk-

lore, or else it is too remote from everyday reality. She 

is too interior and world-denying, so say those whose 

commitment is political, while others complain that she 

is too activist, too conformist, too compromised by the 

capitalist half of the world. She clings to her schools 

and hospitals (the beginning and end of life), but her 

interest in the efforts of mature humanity is small or 

marked by distrust (e.g., the fate of Teilhard). She is 

much too tolerant, running after every modernity, ever 

since she incorporated Platonism and subsequently 

Aristotelianism into herself, right up to the present day 

when she is getting tangled up with the Jewish philoso-

phy of hope—and at the same time she is the epitome of 

intolerance. 

The litany is endless. Seeing the Church from the front, 

the critic complains that he cannot see the back; the 

critic who stands behind her feels insulted that she does 

not turn round to him. More precisely, what the one 

sees as her “grandeur”, another regards as her 

“misère”. Provided this “misère” reflects the “misère” 

of Christ (and is not simply the self-incurred misery of 

sin), both “grandeur” and “misère” could be grasped as 

identical, and this would provide a basis for disciple-

ship in both cases. True, in the realm of phenomena the 

Church’s disparate aspects can be added together and 

totalled, but her catholicity is like that of her Lord, 

whom she reflects: she transcends quantity, however 

great and comprehensive. She cannot adequately be 

defined because she is part of the mystery of God; par-

ticipating in this mystery is of her very essence.19 

In his marvelous allegory, The Great Divorce, C.S. Lewis 

imagines the denizens of “the grey town” so involved 

with their own selves they cannot recognize where they 

reside. One Spirit, “who was naked and almost blindingly 

white,” in a revealing conversation with an old acquaint-

ance now residing in the grey town, asks, 

“Excuse me. Where do you imagine you’ve been?” 

“Ah, I see. You mean that the grey town with its contin-

ual hope of morning (we must all live by hope, must we 

not?), with its field for indefinite progress, is, in a sense, 

Heaven, if only we have eyes to see it? That is a beauti-

ful idea.” 

“I didn’t mean that at all. Is it possible you don’t know 

where you’ve been?” 

“Now that you mention it, I don’t think we ever do give 

it a name. What do you call it?” 

“We call it Hell.” 

“There is no need to be profane, my dear boy. I may not 

be very orthodox, in your sense of that word, but I do 

feel that these matters ought to be discussed simply, 

and seriously, and reverently.” 

“Discuss Hell reverently? I meant what I said. You have 

been in Hell: though if you don’t go back you may call 

it Purgatory.” 

“Go on, my dear boy, go on. That is so like you. No 

doubt you’ll tell me why, on your view, I was sent 

there. I’m not angry.” 

“But don’t you know? You went there because you are 

an apostate.” 

“Are you serious, Dick?” 

“Perfectly.” 

“This is worse than I expected. Do you really think peo-

ple are penalised for their honest opinions? Even as-

suming, for the sake of argument, that those opinions 

were mistaken.” 

“Do you really think there are no sins of intellect?” 

“There are indeed, Dick. There is hide-bound prejudice, 

and intellectual dishonesty, and timidity, and stagnation.  
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But honest opinions fearlessly followed—they are not 

sins.” 

“I know we used to talk that way. I did it too until the 

end of my life when I became what you call narrow. It 

all turns on what are honest opinions.” 

“Mine certainly were. They were not only honest but 

heroic. I asserted them fearlessly. When the doctrine of 

the Resurrection ceased to commend itself to the critical 

faculties which God had given me, I openly rejected it. I 

preached my famous sermon. I defied the whole chap-

ter. I took every risk.” 

“What risk? What was at all likely to come of it except 

what actually came—popularity, sales for your books, 

invitations, and finally a bishopric?” 

“Dick, this is unworthy of you. What are you suggest-

ing?” 

“Friend, I am not suggesting at all. You see, I know 

now. Let us be frank. Our opinions were not honestly 

come by. We simply found ourselves in contact with a 

certain current of ideas and plunged into it because it 

seemed modern and successful. At College, you know, 

we just started automatically writing the kind of essays 

that got good marks and saying the kind of things that 

won applause. When, in our whole lives, did we hon-

estly face, in solitude, the one question on which all 

turned: whether after all the Supernatural might not in 

fact occur? When did we put up one moment’s real 

resistance to the loss of our faith?” 

“If this is meant to be a sketch of the genesis of liberal 

theology in general, I reply that it is a mere libel. Do 

you suggest that men like…” 

“I have nothing to do with any generality. Nor with any 

man but you and me. Oh, as you love your own soul, 

remember. You know that you and I were playing with 

loaded dice. We didn’t want the other to be true. We 

were afraid of crude salvationism, afraid of a breach 

with the spirit of the age, afraid of ridicule, afraid 

(above all) of real spiritual fears and hopes.” 

“I’m far from denying that young men may make mis-

takes. They may well be influenced by current fashions 

of thought. But it’s not a question of how the opinions 

are formed. The point is that they were my honest opin-

ions, sincerely expressed.”20 

The Great Divorce was but a dream with Lewis as its 

central character. On the front page is a quotation from 

George MacDonald which in part inspired the dream: 

“No, there is no escape. There is no heaven with a little of 

hell in it—no plan to retain this or that of the devil in our 

hearts or our pockets. Out Satan must go, every hair and 

feather.” In his preface, Lewis writes what few these days 

dare consider, to their eternal peril. 

I do not think that all who choose wrong roads perish; 

but their rescue consists in being put back on the right 

road. A sum can be put right: but only by going back till 

you find the error and working it afresh from that 

point, never by simply going on. Evil can be undone, 

but it cannot ‘develop’ into good. Time does not heal it. 

The spell must be unwound, bit by bit, ‘with backward 

mutters of dissevering power’—or else not. It is still 

‘either-or’. If we insist on keeping Hell (or even Earth) 

we shall not see Heaven: if we accept Heaven we shall 

not be able to retain even the smallest and most inti-

mate souvenirs of Hell. I believe, to be sure, that any 

man who reaches Heaven will find that what he aban-

doned (even in plucking out his right eye) has not been 

lost: that the kernel of what he was really seeking even 

in his most depraved wishes will be there, beyond ex-

pectation, waiting for him in ‘the High Countries’. In 

that sense it will be true for those who have completed 

the journey (and for no others) to say that good is eve-

rything and Heaven everywhere. But we, at this end of 

the road, must not try to anticipate that retrospective 

vision. If we do, we are likely to embrace the false and 

disastrous converse and fancy that everything is good 

and everywhere is Heaven. 
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I think that I shall never see 

A poem lovely as a tree. 

A tree whose hungry mouth is prest 

Against the earth’s sweet flowing breast; 

A tree that looks at God all day; 

A tree that may in Summer wear 

A nest of robins in her hair; 

Upon whose bosom snow has lain; 

Who intimately lives with rain. 

Poems are made by fools like me, 

But only God can make a tree.  
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