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inexplicable apart from her orthodox Catholicisnd &er life among the poor at the

Catholic Worker.



Solidarity, Compassion, Truth: The Pacifist Witness of Dorothy Day
by
Coleman Fannin, M.Div.

A Thesis

Approved b; the Department of Religion

W. H. ﬁellinger, I, K.I'ﬂahairperson

Submitted to the Graduate Faculty of
Baylor University in Partial Fulfillment of the
Requirements for the Degree
of
Master of Arts

Approved by the Tfesis Committee

7.4/

Barry A Harvey, PhD., Chairperson

7 Scott g Moore, %

Rhlph C. Wood, Ph.D.

Accepted by the Graduate School
August 200

Ho AW T

J. Larry L)@], Ph.D., RQehn



Copyright © 2006 by Coleman Fannin

All rights reserved



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Character and Practice
CHAPTER TWO: SOLIDARITY
Identification with the Masses
Transforming the Social Order
Natural and Supernatural
CHAPTER THREE: COMPASSION
The Personalist Center
Obedience and the Little Way
Disarmament of the Heart
CHAPTER FOUR: TRUTH
Clarification of Thought
Challenging Her Church
Perseverance of a Saint
CHAPTER FIVE: WITNESS
The Church, the State, and the Sword
Incarnational Ethics
Beyond Liberal and Conservative

BIBLIOGRAPHY

12

12

21

27

42

42

53

61

76

77

83

95

111

112

120

132

152



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

| am grateful to the administration, faculty, atddents of Baylor University’s
George W. Truett Theological Seminary and DepartroéReligion for supporting
(financially and otherwise) a young man who knewy\gtle theology a mere six years
ago. They took me in and opened my eyes to icteldd and spiritual challenges more
vast and inspiring than | could have imagined.

| also thank the members of Calvary Baptist ChumcWaco, who taught me that
theology is not separate from a body of believergygling to embody the gospel of
Jesus Christ in a fallen and hurting world.

Finally, | owe more than | can express to Dorotlay@nd her living legacy, the
Catholic Worker. | am a visitor to this family andn only express my conviction that
encountering it has changed me profoundly. Anghianderstand is due to the clarity

of Day’s witness; any mistakes are mine alone.



CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

Stanley Hauerwas praises Dorothy Day, co-foundénefCatholic Worker
movement, at the conclusion of two of his recemisoincludingWith the Grain of the
Universe the text of his Gifford Lectures. Given that Hemas is a Protestant, a tenured
professor, and a prominent theologian, while Dag w&atholic, never held an academic
position, and never published a work of formal tbgg, why would he mention her so
prominently? The answer must include the fact shatwas an outspoken pacifist. More
precise, however, he believes that the whole ofifeeis a crediblevitnessto the gospel
of Jesus Christ, at the heart of which is a commaithto pacifism. According to
Hauerwas, the truth of the Christian message andtllectual recovery by Karl Barth
(the subject of his lectures) would languish withattnesses, and John Howard Yoder
and John Paul Il are primary examples because‘tbpyesent the recovery of the
politics necessary for us to understand why witnes®t simply something Christians
‘do’ but is at the heart of understanding how tisatvhich Christians witness is true. If
lives like theirs did not exist, then my argumeotild not help but appear as just another
‘idealism.” Hauerwas acknowledges that Yoder dotn Paul (and Barth) are in some
ways “strange bedfellows” but contends that thieared convictions arembodiedn the
practice of Day and the Catholic Worker: “Becausedihy Day existed, we can know

that the church to which John Paul Il and John Hdwabder witness is not some ideal



but an undeniable reality. Moreover, such a chuancist exist if indeed the cross and not
the sword reveals to us the very grain of the usizé

Although there have been many Christian pacifi3tsy’s witness is particularly
compelling because she converted as an adult aradibe her faith was forged in the
poverty of the Bowery in New York City, where shed&eter Maurin opened the first
Catholic Worker house in 1933. Hers was not theeydiberal pacifism dismissed by
Reinhold Niebuhr and others at the dawn of the &&&orld War. Instead, the war, the
nuclear arms race, and Vietnam only strengthenedelelve to speak about the inherent
problems of modern warfare, and @Batholic Workemewspaper became an influential
voice within and beyond the Catholic Church. Thead been no pacifist movement in
the Church for centuries and its theologians wellardred in debate about just war
theory, but as Jim Forest says, “Perhaps moreahgaiCatholic since St. Francis,
Dorothy Day began a process with her church thedesus, rather than the theologians
of the just war, at the center of the church’s alagiaching.? Day both followed the
Church’s practices and challenged it with the icgdions and radical possibilities of its

teaching® Her enduring witness was significant in a clewftsrom univocal reliance on

IStanley HauerwadVith the Grain of the Universe: The Church’s Wigasd Natural Theology
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Brazos Press, 2001), 217, 28®erforming the Faith: Bonhoeffer and the
Practice of NonviolencéGrand Rapids, Mich.: Brazos Press, 2004), Haueneées the connection
between Day’s pacifism and the economics of a mersustained blyegging “That the Worker is so
constituted no doubt helps explain why Dorothy Baw no tension between what might be thought to be
her quite conservative Catholic piety and theolagg her radical politics.” He closes the book vaith
remarkable statement: “I should like to think | Bam some small ways tried to say in my work what
Dorothy Day lived” (241).

2Jim Forest, “Opening Heart and Hom&gjournersJuly 2004, 32.

3By “radical” | mean both favoring changes in cutrpractices and arising from or returning to a
source—in this case, the teachings of the Chuktichael J. Baxter says that the Worker is radioaino
senses: it “addresses the roots of social recangiruby grounding it in the person and work of Gtir
and “refuses to conform to the order—or disorderpased by the modern nation-state.” The second is



just war theory to allowance for, even encouragdragrmpacifism and nonviolent action
that has included both the Second Vatican Councilthe United States Conference of
Catholic Bishops formally voicing support for coiestious objectior.

The above testifies to the accuracy of Hauerwasihd about the validity and
power of Day’s witness and the centrality of patifito its character. Although fruitful
work has been done on this latter element—mostbihota American Catholic Pacifism,
edited by Anne Klejment and Nancy Roberts—thereaiama need for a comprehensive
examination that attends to specifically theolobomncerns. Therefore, my purpose in
this thesis is to provide a thick description ofyBgpacifism and to order this description
theologically in terms of witness. Utilizing a egbrization developed by Tom Cornell, |
will argue that Day’s pacifism is rooted in thrastohct yet interrelated principles:
solidarity with the poor and the enemy through exploringdbetrine of the mystical
body of Christcompassiorior the suffering through practicing voluntary oty and the
works of mercy, and a commitmentttath through challenging the logic of modern
warfare and the Catholic Church'’s failure to liyeto its own doctring. | will discuss
these principles at length in the next three chragig tracing the development of their

diverse sources, including socialist identificatiith “the masses,” personalist

“w

crucial because it reads “public theology’ as idgg, that is, as a constellation of ideas thaitilegte the
dominant power relations of capitalist order byidgpg particular forms of social and politicaldibs
natural or universal” (“‘Blowing the Dynamite oféiChurch’: Catholic Radicalism from a Catholic
Radicalist Perspective,” iDorothy Day and the Catholic Worker Movement: Ceatg Essaysed.

William Thorn, Phillip Runkel, and Susan Mountin iiMaukee: Marquette University Press, 2001), 92).

“See Second Vatican Council, Pastoral Constitutiothe Church in the Modern Woraudium
et Spesy December 1965; United States Conference of @atBshops, “Declaration on Conscientious
Objection and Selective Conscientious Objectiod, TQttober 1971.

*Thomas C. Cornell, “The Roots of Dorothy Day’s Fiani: Solidarity, Compassion and a
Stubborn Hold on Truth,Houston Catholic WorkeSeptember-October 1997.



philosophy, Catholic social teaching, and Scrigteregesis. In particular, | will
examine Day'’s writings (she published four bookd bundreds of articles in the
Catholic Workerand other periodicals) in order to draw out thenaxtions between
these principles. Finally, in chapter five | wblling Alasdair Maclintyre’s analysis of
tradition and the work of other Christian thinkersthe theology of violence to bear on
Day'’s pacifist witness in order to show that thigness is the type of living argument

necessary for Christians to comprehend and eng@gaddern world.

Character and Practice

Central to my argument is the contention that Dayteess is inexplicable apart
from her orthodox Catholicism and her life among ploor. Although | will progress
thematically, | will intersperse chronological retive and analysis in order to reflect the
close relationship between the events of her hitt the development and expression of
her convictions before and after her conversiotaké as my model the methodology of
James McClendon, who arguesBilmgraphy as Theologihat the usual types of
theological ethics (e.g., “realism” and “decisiani$ are no longer adequate for
individuals or communities living in our post-ut#lrian, post-secular age. Instead, he
says, “The hope of ethics, both secular and ralgjities in the recovery of what may be
called an ethics of character.” The conceptlafracterelevates ethics to a level at
which one’s self is intimately related to one’siags, and by our actions “we form or re-
form our own characters.” The character of anviialdial, in turn, is intimately related to
the convictions of his or her community. This naigtion is the realm of theology:

By recognizing that Christian beliefs are not somyn‘gropositions” to be

catalogued or juggled like truth-functions in a guter, but are living convictions
which give shape to actual lives and actual comtrasjiwe open ourselves to the



possibility that the only relevant critical exantioa of Christian beliefs may be
one which begins by attending to lived lives. Tlbgyg must be at least biography.
If by attending to those lives, we find ways ofamhing our own theologies,
making them more true, more faithful to our anci&sion, more adequate to the
age now being born, then we will be justified iattarduous inquiry. Biography at
its best will be theolog¥.

In other words, aethicof character requirestheologyof character developed
through the investigation of those recognized asrgtars by Christian communities.
Throughout his systematic theology, including apteaon Day in volume one,
McClendon speaks of “embodied witnesses,” andeabttiset of volume thre®Vitness,
he argues that “Christian existence is both indigldand social, both a journey of
individual selves each uniquely qualified as ada#r of Jesus and at the same time a
journey together, a communal pilgrimage to reatlieeworld newly disclosed in gospel
light.” Witness is related to this community’s @yl of evangelism because “authentic
Christian existence is always missionary, possessbdto be imparted to others.”
Further, for a Christian who has “crossed into aknown realm, in Jesus’ phrase ‘a
kingdom,”” what constitutes faithful witness upaturning to one’s homeland is “a
Christian critique of its culture.” The United &8, like the rest of the “Christian” West,
is now a mission field; therefore, the policy ohegelism must be restated as a problem:
“How shall present sharers of the journey be rdlasethe human world in which they

take their journey? What ties cement the peopté@fjourney to the old, broken

peoplehood in which once they did and now in a mew still do they have a part?”

®James Wm. McClendon, JBjography as Theolog{Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1974), 14, 30-
31, 37-38. McClendon also includes excellent dismns of how a theology of character is beneficial
re-assessing certain doctrines (e.g., the atongrardtthe process of determining saints; see ¢hapd 7.

"James Wm. McClendon, JBystematic Theologyol. 3, Witness(Nashville: Abingdon Press,
2000), 20. See also vol. Ethics,2d. ed. (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 2002), chép. 1



McClendon argues that the answers to these qusesti@found in making
connectiondbetween two worlds, the natural and the superahtur was to making such
connections, and making thensibly, that Day dedicated her life as a Catholic. In,fac
she converted in part out of disillusionment witmemunism’s impersonal nature and
lack of a spiritual foundation. Her attractionclmmmunism was not deeply theoretical.
Rather, it was grounded in a desire to identifynvtite poor, and it was her recognition
that the Catholic Church truly unified immigrantsdavorkers that drew her to it:

My very experience as a radical, my whole makeleghme to want to associate

myself with others, with the masses, in loving anaising God. Without even
looking into the claims of the Catholic Church, aswvilling to admit that for me

she was the one true Church. . . . It may have beamthinking, unquestioning
faith, and yet the chance certainly came, againagadh, “Do | prefer the Church
to my own will?” . . . And the choice was the Chufc

Day was familiar with little of the Church’s doctg or social teaching at the time
of her conversion or for several years afterwaud, ae immersed herself in its practices,
which slowly opened her eyes to the community sitelonged for, a connection with a
story larger than her own. June O’Connor arguasBay underwent “a reorientation of
her whole person such that desire and commitmeassipn and generosity, become
integrally united.® However, very little of this reorientation toolape initially. Instead,
her “unthinking” entry into the Church made possiallater cognitive conversion that
began in earnest when she met Maurin, an itindraarich peasant whose stated purpose

was “to make the encyclicals click® Day not only had a natural compassion for the

®8Dorothy Day,The Long Loneliness: The Autobiography of Dorotlay Wvith a foreword by
Robert Coles (New York: Harper & Row, 1952; repridan Francisco: Harper, 1997), 139.

°June O’Connor, “Dorothy Day’s Christian Conversiodgurnal of Religious Ethic$8 (spring
1990), 164.

Day, The Long Lonelines494.



poor; she wanted to change the circumstancesdatidablpoverty and injustice, and
through Catholic social teaching and papal encgdidMaurin helped her to reconsider
her negative perception of the Church’s positiams @@ reconcile them with her
“radical” convictions. As Cornell, a former editof the Catholic Workersays, her
pacifism was also partly formed prior to her cosi@n: “By nature Dorothy had a
visceral revulsion against war. Part of it was$emrse of human solidarity, part was
natural sympathy for the abused, and part wastartion that the lofty ideals always
appealed to by every side in every war are a ciovdsase motives™ Still, these
convictions were incomplete and can only partiakylain the woman who titled a 1948
essay “We Are Un-American: We Are Catholics.” Malg ruminations on modern
warfare and her study of Scripture, theology, d®Gatholic tradition transformed her
“visceral revulsion” and gave her convictions a pothey would not have had
otherwise, power to witness to both the Churchtaedstate.

For those who are doers and not only hearers, dfatlg has become not mere
attentive perception, but life itself; now follovgns calleddiscipleship. Moreover, the
Christian story being what it is, such active folrs will follow by the Christian rules
for following” Day’s Catholicism involves more than a spiriteahnection, for she
believes that it is both true and ratian&ls McClendon adds, “Faithful witness must
distinguish between a path approachto the gospel (in which the seeker need only ask,
what would my life be if these things were truef?) a path ofollowingit. “Virtual

reality’ is not enough; we live by having a sharetiis truth.*?> The context for

Ucornell.

2\cClendon,Witness 356-57.



following the gospel, then, is participation itradition. In short, Day submitted to
Catholicism as her tradition, which she had newegredwith communism, and it became
the basis of her spirituality, her theology, and inederstanding of reality itself.

It is important, then, to understand how traditiunsction in general and how the
Catholic tradition functions in Day’s life in pagtilar. In his seminal workfter Virtue
Maclintyre argues that conceptions of rational enatie found within certain social
traditions. Thus the rationality of a particulatian can only be answered by accepting
the philosophical commitments of a given traditithere is no objective rationality
outside such a tradition. According to MacInty® living tradition . . . is a historically
extended, socially embodied argument, and an argupnecisely about the goods which
constitute that tradition:® Terrence Tilley adds that traditions are “noefixout fluid”
and “neither made nor found, yet both constructetigiven.” Following Yves Congar,
Tilley argues that traditionsgréditio) are not simply contentr@dita) but require both
givers and receivers. Thus they have two essequalities: “First, thesensus fideliuns
passed on in the practices of the faithful. Secdritis faith is to be kept alive, it
requires that the faithful of every place and oidehe enduring community that is the
Church Militant engage in inventing Catholic traaiit” For thetradita to be received in
each new context they not only can but must changemay require “extensive
reworking.” By “inventing” Tilley does not meanahsuch changes are deliberate or
necessarily novel; they are better understoodfasmation or renewal. The most
important thing is not to knowhata tradition is. Rather, “Knowing a tradition isiah

more fundamentally a knowirgowto live in and live out a tradition.” This proses

Balasdair MaclntyreAfter Virtue: A Study in Moral Theorggd ed. (Notre Dame, Ind.: University
of Notre Dame Press, 1984), 222.



requires people—witnesses—who, though shaped biitnas, “can and do reshape
traditions as they receive them by enacting themh& approaches of Congar,
Macintyre, McClendon, and others “all show thatdese there are such tight
connections among actions, beliefs, and attitudestradition, one cannot understand
beliefs without understanding the actions anduatéis with which they are linked in a
practice or set of practice?”

Again, it was Day’s engagement in practices thatight her from an isolated
conversion to the communal life of the Worker. Tuestion facing her, like that facing
every convert, was how to relate her new faitthdulture from which she had come.
According to McClendon, “Witnessing requires a reaiality, a revised engagement
with those still fixed in the culture of origin.Witnessing also requires membership in a
community with a goal oend—what Maclntyre calls gelos—participating in a story
they believe to be tru€. Building on McClendon’s definition, Tilley notésree
characteristics of practice: (1) a shavesion or “a web of convictions expressing the
goal of the practice”; (2) the developmentadpositions‘appropriate for persons
involved in the practice”; (3) grammar or “a set of inferred rules that show how means
and ends are connected in the patterns of lifecirastitute the practice.” Thus a
tradition is “an enduring practice or set of linke@ctices” and the Catholic tradition is
“a set of practices that, when engaged in propsHgpe people into a communion of

saints.” Neither practice nor participation isuetble to following a rule. Instead, the

“Terrence W. Tilley)nventing Catholic TraditiofMaryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis Books, 2000), 6-15,
29, 45-46, 52. See Yves Congar, OTPadition and Traditions: An Historical and a Thegjical Essay,
trans. Michael Naseby and Thomas Rainborough (Nevk:-YMacmillan, 1967). Tilley warns against
delineating the “core” of any tradition and notbkattsuch expressions are always contextualizeprdfers
John Henry Newman'’s “idea” of Christianity.

BMcClendon,Witness 21, 350.
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authenticity of a tradition is revealed in its vagses: “As with a language, so with a
tradition; we really only have performances of thi¢h before us. . . . We cannot but
begin with performances and their patterns, thairisctices.*®
The relationship of the Catholic tradition andptactices to Day’s witness will

become clear in the following chapters when | attenthe specific liturgical, spiritual,
and theological practices that correlate with theqgiples of her pacifism. For example,
the Eucharist and the doctrine of the mystical beltgpe her impulse toward solidarity
with the poor, her compassion is given structura lcpmmitment to voluntary poverty
and the works of mercy, and her sense of trutbfmed by these practices and intense
study of Scripture, encyclicals, theology, andréitare as well as public debate and
activism. It is also important to highlight theno@pt of a shared vision, which “tends to
distinguish a religious practice from other typépmactices.*” What is shared among
Catholics is complex, of course, but it is a visadrwhat Catholicism is or could be that
Day did not have before encountering Maurin. Imeotwords, he shared with her his
vision of the Catholic tradition and her life issb@inderstood as a performance of that
vision through which she passed it on to otherise ffuth of Day’s belief is validated by
her performance; this is what | mean by “witnesslEClendon explains:

To speak truly and faithfully of God is indeed feak in models, images,

analogies—we have no other way. Yet images caakspet only falsehood but

also truth. Some set of images, some vision dityes better than all the rest

because it is truer, more faithful, more open tahact and to beauty and to

wonder—more open to the realms of science, obad,of faith. . . .

The vindication of vision depends in part upondhality of life which that
vision evokes. And thus we come for the time béagention a final aid which

%Tilley, 53-58, 65. See James Wm. McClendon Sistematic Theologyol. 2,Doctrine
(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1994).

Ybid., 55.
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these image-bearing lives may provide to theolodyey-are witnesses concerning

the vision which they represent. . . . Thus theplisgdrawn by its biographic

material to face a challenge not only to its pragpmss, but also to the selfhood of

its practitioners®

A theologian cannot approach the life of a Dorditay and not be challenged by

the character of that life, and this idea finalppeoaches the heart of her pacifist witness.
Pacifism cannot remain purely theoretical, partdylif it is to challenge those who
would dismiss it. Rather, to be effectively comnwated it must be embodied.
Personally, | find Day’s life to be challenging rastly to my consideration of the
theology of violence but to my understanding of ¥key nature of the church catholic.
Her witness has forced me to recognize the defioesof the ecclesiology of the Baptist
tradition. However, not only do | see that thel@dt tradition has wisdom to impart to
my tradition, but | also believe that the “cathddiaptist” vision of McClendon and Yoder
has wisdom for both of these traditions. It is nope that this thesis will be received in
an ecumenical spirit that seeks to uncover thegadde character of the gospel of Jesus
Christ. The pacifist witness of Dorothy Day apmioes this goal in three ways: first, it
reveals that Christians can be both radical artibddx; second, it stirs us to actively
contend with the violence of the modern world; #mdd, it engages tensions in the

theology of violence in a fresh and constructivexne&. In the next chapter, then, | will

proceed to the first of the three principles timfdim this witness: solidarity.

BMcClendon Biography as Theology,10.



CHAPTER TWO

Solidarity

Perhaps Dorothy Day’s writing and activism or liferat the New York Catholic
Worker house are more obviously related to the ephof “witness,” but it is also
important to consider their spiritual and doctrisalirce: her commitment solidarity,
which began to take shape when the young Day beaaraee of urban poverty through
walks on Chicago’s South Side. Communism was irgrdttempt to synthesize her
convictions in a form of life; it offered a causederve, something to believe in, even if
she knew little of the intellectual content oftéschings. As a communist she was told
that violence was sometimes necessary to achiex@ g@ads for the poor, but this
principle never took hold. Rather, through heatiehship with Peter Maurin and
immersion in Catholic tradition Day’s identificatiavith “the masses” blossomed into an
embrace of the doctrine of the mystical body ofi§€thrHer quest for the implications of
this doctrine in all areas of life, political antherwise, led her to develop a profound
sense of solidarity with all persons created initha@ge of God—including the poand
the enemy. While she expressed it in both worddead, in this chapter | will examine

how this solidarity was grounded in prayer, contkatipn, and theological reflection.

Identification with the Masses
Day never joined the Communist Party, nor did stgage in its politics or
undertake study of Marxist theory. Her attractieas due instead to the radical culture

around the time of European revolutions—“when hapeshigh for a dramatic change in

12
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the social order—and a sincere, though unfocusental sensibility: Day was baptized
into the Episcopal Church, but her father was at&and the family rarely went to
church together. Art, books, and nature were gubes for religion. Robert Coles says
that “the connection between ‘art’ and life’ waalresubstantial, a powerful influence on
her everyday actions” and predated any conneati@odialism or Christianit§. Day
was inspired by Jack London’s essays on the ctasggie and Upton Sinclairshe
Jungle,and though she had yet to interact with the pstoe,identified with them: “The
very fact thafThe Junglavas about Chicago where I lived, whose streetalked, made
me feel that from then on my life was to be linkedheirs, their interests were to be
mine; | had received a call, a vocation, a directmmy life.”® When she looked to her
limited faith for support it was easily pushed asitMy belief in God remained firm and
| continued to read the New Testament regularly| lieit it was no longer necessary to
go to church. 1 distrusted all churches after imgithe books of London and Sinclafr.”
As Sandra Yocum Mize notes, Day had “a personalljtagal religiosity unprepared for
adolescent rebellion” and “a complacency ripe far Marxist critique.”

At college Day found camaraderie and inspiratiothengrowing number of
social activists on campus and rediscovered thela@f Fyodor Dostoevsky and Leo

Tolstoy. While both were adult converts, the Raissicould hardly have been more

McClendon Ethics,288.

Robert ColesDorothy Day: A Radical DevotiofReading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1987), 21.
®Day, The Long Lonelines88.

“William D. Miller, Dorothy Day: A BiographySan Francisco: Harper & Row, 1982), 29.

°Sandra Yocum Mize, “Dorothy DayA&pologiafor Faith After Marx,”Horizons22, no. 2 (fall
1995), 201.
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different. Tolstoy was a rich man who became @alidt, an anarchist and pacifist who
sought suffering that would bring enlightenments ldeals were perhaps more like
Day’s; indeed, his negative illustration of violenaWar and Peacénfluenced her
pacifism. However, it was Dostoevsky's emphasishenunity of humanity that captured
her, and she quotes himknom Union Square to Rom&ll my life | have been haunted
by God.” The authors helped her “cling to a faittod,” but she believed that her faith
“had nothing in common with that of the Christimreund me . . . and the ugliness of life
in a world which professed itself to be Christiqpalled me. . . . | felt that | must turn
from [faith] as from a drug® She dropped out of college after just two yemsyed to
New York, and went to work for th@all, whose staff represented the many varieties of
socialism. Still, Day was never formally a membgany of these groups; in fact, “her
comrades said she would never be a good Commbersause she was too religious—a
character out of Dostoevsky, a woman haunted by’God

As a reporter Day covered a speech by Elizabethe@&tynn, who later went to
prison for her leadership of the Communist Pantygl imterviewed Leon Trotsky before
the November Revolution. Neither impressed hed,sire found herself mired in the
feeling that would give rise to the title of hett@iography: “As | walked those streets
back in 1917 | wanted to go and live among thesemsadings; in some mysterious way
| felt that | would never be freed from this burd#roneliness and sorrow unless | did.”

In response Day immersed herself in a variety o¥igt causes, particularly those

®Dorothy Day,Selected Writings: By Little and By Littlegl. with an introduction by Robert
Ellsberg (New York: Knopf, 1983; reprint, MaryknoMN.Y.: Orbis Books, 1992), T’he Long Loneliness,
43. Recall Marx’s accusation that religion is ‘tgriate of the people.”

"Paul Elie,The Life You Save May Be Your Own: An AmericarriRilgge (New York: Farrar,
Straus, & Giroux, 2003), 17.



15

directed against the nation’s mobilization for waihat year proved to be pivotal in the
development of her pacifism, for it brought notyher first direct encounters with
violence but also her first attempt to act on klentification with the poor. It brought
her first arrest as well (during a strike for worisesuffrage) and the rough treatment
during her month-long sentence proved difficuletalure. “I would be utterly crushed
by misery before | was released,” she later wréiever would | recover from this
wound, this ugly knowledge | had gained of what meme capable in their treatment of
each other® She wondered what good suffrage would do, sineeyene seemed
primed for war regardless of his or her gender.il&ih jail she read the Psalms and
prayed, although Mize believes that this served tiol mask the personal pain of
injustice rather than to foment the social chanegded to end its root cause Day’s
account supports this assessment, for while hactatient to communism was
ambiguous, her periodic religious “responses” vaweays undertaken privately. Still,
O’Connor adds, “Religious faith had a longer higtior her soul than her radical
sympathies.” This faith led eventually to conversifor “she recognized herself, in a
word, as aeligious personattuned to the reality and presence of G8d.”

That Day was open to alternatives is apparentiimdsponse to the war. After
her arrest she worked for tMassesa magazine opposing American intervention, then
for the Collegiate Anti-Militarism League (CAML), hich she referred to as the “Anti-

Conscription League.” She found the CAML'’s tacties moderate and joined with

®Day, The Long Lonelines§1, 79.
Mize, 202.

%3une O’Connor, “Dorothy Day as Autobiographeérgligion20 (July 1990), 284, 290.
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others in attempting to push it “from polite dissemwar resistancet® After the

institution of the draft, however, she began walaaurse, prompting scorn from
friends. Day remained against the conflict, busmg was an opportunity to offer direct
aid to the poor, many of them displaced (and uazea workers and victims of class and
police violence. Isolated from her former ass@sand still finding her spirituality
primarily through books, she became curious aldmiservices at a Catholic church near
the hospital and began standing in the back, uoedtinearly every day. Although she
apparently saw no connection between the Mass anadrk as a nurse, she was
essentially performing the corporal works of mefty.

However, Day’s community remained elsewhere, vithplaywright Eugene
O’Neill and other bohemian writers in New York’sIMge district. Her relationship with
O’Neill is important, Forest says, because “he thasonly one in her circle of friends
who shared something of the need which drove herdnurches* O’Neill, a lapsed
Catholic, sometimes recited Francis Thompson’s “fbend of Heaven” to her,
kindling her sense of being pursued by God. Hl@sahat Day’s attraction to the
bohemians was largely about the questions shedhatte them: “How might the writer
take part in the affairs of the day? How couldytreconcile the solitude and apartness of

the writer’s life with concern for the general vae of society? She found few

Y“Anne Klejment, “The Radical Origins of Catholic iam: Dorothy Day and the Lyrical Left
During World War I,” inAmerican Catholic Pacifism: The Influence of Dorpibay and the Catholic
Worker Movemengd. Anne Klejment and Nancy L. Roberts (Westgoonn.: Praeger, 1996), 19.
2Miller, Dorothy Day,223.

133im ForestLove Is the Measure: A Biography of Dorothy Ofsaryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis Books,
1994), 43.

YElie, 45.
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answers, however; this was the beginning of a dark period, punctuated by the suicide
of a friend who died in her arms and an appardatrgit on her own life. A doomed love
affair, an abortion, and a failed marriage followeseveral of her biographers have
postulated that the abortion was a turning poird,experience of sin that spurred her
toward God, but if it was she never so much aseliat it in print. Rather, Gary Wills is
likely correct in stating that her “experiments’darebellions were, at their core, attempts
to find God'® That Day’s journey was so Augustinian in chamactmports well with

her willingness to share intimate details in orfleshow her readers that they, too, had a
home in the Church. More important, hers was alsearch for peace, for her life up to
that point had been marked by encounters with phaysind emotional violence.

Although she moved numerous times over the nextykavs, Day encountered
friends and neighbors practicing their faith, oftgtended services, and studied the New
Testament, Blaise Pascal, Thomas a Kempis, andBesity. She began to recognize
her sinfulness and desire for communion and eviehtlsa rosary, yet it was the birth of
her daughter that finally moved her to convert.r idsistence on having Tamar baptized,
in fact, ended her common-law marriage to ForstdtedBham, a topic discussed at length
in The Long LonelinessBatterham, an atheist, saw the Catholic Churath ¢ stand
against communism, as diametrically opposed taaspeogress. Day shared these
sentiments and cherished her “natural happines$i’ Batterham, but she also realized
that “there was a greater happiness to be obtdinedlife than any | had ever known®”

Elie, for one, thinks that Batterham “is largelijtarary device, and that Day’s deepest

®Gary Wills, “Dorothy Day at the Barricade€’squire,December 1983, 230.

¥Day, The Long Lonelines4,16.
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conflict was with herself—a conflict between hetdiity to her radical background and
her desire to set out on a different path.Clearly, however, she associated the Church
with charity, “something to gag over, something to shuddeiTae true meaning of the
word we did not know.” In short, she believed tihatas escapist and functionally, if not
intentionally, on the side of the oppressors, gj\ine occasional handout but not
challenging the social order. This is partly dogéghorance. For example, when a priest
asked her to write about how the Church’s socetheng had led to her conversion, Day
replied that she had “never heard of the encyditaindeed, while working for th€all
she had interviewed a Jesuit who quoted extensfuahy Rerum Novarumbut she paid
him no attention; Catholics were “a world apanpemple within a people, making little
impression on the tremendous non-Catholic populaifcthe country*®

Initially, Keith Morton and John Saltmarsh conclutiéatholicism did not
resolve the tensions in Day’s life, did not provttle ‘synthesis’ she longed for. It
grounded her spirituality but seemingly contradidter politics.*® Coles, however,
believes that she “married the church with her eyiele open, her determination mixed
with knowing resignation? Regardless, Day affirmed the Church’s claim téthe
tangible union between heaven and earth, betweenitgtand time” and “a substance to

which she could attach herseff.”I could worship, adore, praise and thank Hinthia

YElie, 49.
®Day, The Long Lonelines87, 150, 62-63.
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company of others,” she later wrote. “It is diffitto do that without a ritual, without a
body with which to love and move, love and prais&und faith. | became a member of
the mystical body of Chris€? According to John Mitchell, the usual dynamic of
education in which the believer is introduced ‘tie symbols of Christian faith, the
dignity of human persons, the mystery of suffei@ngl redemption and the solidarity all
people share with one another” was reversed for Dayasn’t the Church which
awakened her to the poor, to the meaning of saffesr the need for community.
However, her conversion enabled her to understamdieaning of her convictions more
profoundly.™ O’Connor adds that Day’s conversion narrativeashta reorientation of
her whole person such that desire and commitmeassipn and generosity, become
integrally united.” Thisaffectiveconversion is alsoognitive “As her prereflective
desires become oriented to God, she simultanebteslymes primed to appreciate a
wholly new cognitive context in terms of which latractions and commitments make
sense.® “Primed” is the key word, for while she was wetwed into an ecclesial bodly,
her connection to it began with a single realizatibat the Church, quite literallwas
the poor; that is, the flood of immigrants in thiges was overwhelmingly Catholic.

The primary obstacle to Day’s exploration of thealization was her isolation, as
she attended Mass regularly but kept her distamoee the other parishioners. Further,
like many progressives she had become a pacitisste had not acted on that belief,

“even though in most other respects she sharedrtiaivating assumptions,” because

#Day, The Long Lonelines40.
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“she was still seeking a way of ifé> In 1929 she worked briefly for the Fellowship of
Reconciliation, a Protestant organization develgmianviolent methods for the labor
movement. Although she would be a lifelong mendie¢he FOR, at the time she felt
isolated as the only Catholic on the staff. Bgtinine she was also separated from nearly
all her friends: “Being a Catholic, | discoveredt jp barrier between me and others;
however slight, it was always fef® She retreated to Mexico and two sources of splace
her daughter and the liturgy. It is importantécagnize these as dynamically re-forming
her understanding of solidarity. Day had nevemnbsese with her family or maintained
many enduring friendships, but her love for Tamaswa connection deeper than any she
had known and affected her valuation of human &&pecially life requiring much from
others. Further, the Eucharist brought not onéydhace of the real presence (in the
Catholic understanding) but instruction in the doet of the mystical body and
preparation for the next stage of her life.

That stage began soon after her return to New Ybidw distanced from the
thriving activism in the city, Day felt “out of itds a Catholic: “There was Catholic
membership in all these groups, of course, but ah@ic leadership. It was that very
year that Pope Pius Xl said sadly, . . . ‘The woskd the world are lost to the
Church.”’ Before leaving for Mexico, however, she had lin@dseveral commissions
with George Shuster @@ommonweala left-leaning Catholic magazine, and in 1933 he

enlisted her to cover an unemployment protest iston. The event stirred feelings

Charles Chatfield, “The Catholic Worker in the WnitStates Peace Tradition,”American
Catholic Pacifismged. Klejment and Roberts, 4.
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of bitterness within Day because it was organizaeddmmunists, not Christians. She
felt “the call to action” and believed Christ wagwthe marchers—she called them “His
comrades”—so she prayed that “some way would opdiorume to use what talents |

possessed for my fellow workers, the pot.”

Transforming the Social Order

The legend is that Maurin was waiting for Day on fnent steps, although the
truth may be slightly different. Still, she did eténim after returning from Washington
and he did explain his three-point plan: foundingeavspaper for “clarification of
thought,” starting “houses of hospitality,” and aniging farming communes. Maurin
had spent the previous seven years on a questdedimeone to help him implement this
plan, Shuster had recommended Day, and the CatMadi&er was born. “He told Peter
that we both had similar ideas,” she writetodaves and Fishes:Namely, that the
Catholic Church had a social teaching which co@dapplied to the problems of our
day.”® This may contradict her other statements abonghenaware of this teaching, or
it may simply mean that while her ideas were embigdMaurin’s were explicit and
articulated. It may also be an example of defezdnchim. Day often refers to Maurin
as the founder of the Worker and to herself aslisisiple, and her stated purpose is “to
embody his principles and present them to the wfidSome have commented that this

was more her creative legend-building than readitd the Worker movement was

%Day, The Long Lonelines4,69; Miller, Dorothy Day,226.
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certainly more her creation than his, particulamlyts pacifism. However, it was through
him that she received a historically and theoldiyraaformed picture of Catholic

tradition. She resisted the urge to turn him aa@g, in turn, he treated her as an equal in
faith. In O’Connor’s words, “Captivated by Maurgnwvision partly, certainly, because it
called on and affirmed her own already well-fornm@erests in the plight of the poor,
Dorothy Day then found—and created—her ‘vocatiof."Thus the cognitive aspect of
her conversion was perfected when she made thanvier own.

The essence of Maurin’s vision is a solidarity thalances personal concern for
the individual with a call for transformation ofetlsocial order. After the establishment
of the first “house of hospitality” in New York’s@®very district Maurin implemented his
program for “clarification of thought”—regular mésgs at which he instructed Day and
others using Scripture and encyclicals as primexist While he certainly added his own
twists to the encyclicals, he was quite faithfutheir spirit. Day says that he “spoke in
terms of ideas, rather than personalities,” “sedgbe importance of theory,” and “found
a common ground with all in what he termed the Tistimdoctrine of the common
good.”? For Maurin the encyclicals bring these traditiathactrines into the present and,
via the mystical body, connect the “individual” juee of the workers’ movements into a
spiritual whole. What is good for the individualteady employment and personal
freedom—is also good for the social order.

Maurin had been immersed in the encyclicals thiesrs earlier while a member

of Le Sillon,a French movement that supported democracy (ds#eboperatives and
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unions) but preached “a Tolstoyan kind of paciigposition to the rising spirit of
nationalism and militarism®® Le Sillonwas heavily influenced bigerum Novarum
(1891), in which Leo XIII sought @ia mediabetween socialism and liberalism by
arguing for humanity’s natural right to associate aarn a living wage. More important,
Leo says, “The practice of all ages has consecthtegdrinciple of private ownership, as
being pre-eminently in conformity with human nafuaad as conducing in the most
unmistakable manner to the peace and tranquiliuaian existence®® According to
Patricia McNeal, “[Leo’s] central concern was fone@w international order in which
peace was based on justice and love rather thamladary defense, and he called for a
reevaluation of the justice of defensive wars technological world. He also asked
Christians to follow Peter’s call to obey God abtwenans, beginning a new era in
which the church would declare independence froynpamnticular social order for the
first time since Constantiné” Ronald Musto adds th&erum Novarumalong with the
Council of Trent, marked the beginning of a reviolatin the papacy, which had
remained largely isolated from the social and malittrends of the nineteenth century:
If papal authoritarianism and its fears of the i@atholic world were largely
responsible for the repression of most Catholisahs$ and individual peacemaking
in the era after Trent, the changing attitudesogfgs from Leo Xl to John XXIlI
toward the role of Catholics as peacemakers cagethtbe seen as the fountainhead
of Catholic efforts for peace in the twentieth ceyt The progress of papal
thought on peace was certainly not simplistic—a enfsgm a theology of

authoritarianism to a theology of liberation. Dwuyi[these] hundred years the
popes rediscovered the essence of the Mystical Boaih resides not only in the

#Mary C. Segers, “Equality and Christian Anarchishe Political and Social Ideas of the
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head, but also in the members and spiritual strerggides throughout its physical
and spiritual being®

Pius Xl built on Leo’s foundation iQuadragesimo Ann(l931) but was more
radical in calling for changes in modern economygtems. Pius noted that Leo’s
teaching had been held as suspect by a signiflreanber of Catholics, specifically
because it had “boldly attacked and overturneddblks of Liberalism, ignored long-
standing prejudices, and was in advance of its bey@nd all expectation,” to the point
that it was regarded as “a kind of imaginary id#gberfection more desirable then
attainable.®” Maurin, however, accepted Pius’ challenge tddlyeapostolate to help
bring about the perfection of the social order,levBiay affirmed his critiques of
communism for eliminating private ownership andaiiey human association as a
means to material advantage. As John XXIII retey@nMater et Magistra,'Socialism
is founded on a doctrine of human society whichasnded by time. . . . Since, therefore,
it proposes a form of social organization which @solely at production, it places too
severe a restraint on human liberty, at the same fiouting the true notion of social
authority.”®® The pillars of private property, economic coofiers and community are
essential for establishing and maintaining peacengnmdividuals and nations, and the
bonds they create are fully realized only in thdybof Christ:

For justice alone can, if faithfully observed, raradhe causes of social conflict but
can never bring about union of minds and heartdedd all the institutions for the
establishment of peace and the promotion of murtelgl among men, however

perfect these may seem, have the principal fouodati their stability in the
mutual bond of minds and hearts whereby the mendreranited with one

*Ronald G. MustoThe Catholic Peace TraditiofMaryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis Books, 1986), 169.
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another. If this bond is lacking, the best of lajans come to naught, as we have
learned by too frequent experience. And so, they will true cooperation be
possible for a single common good when the corestttparts of society deeply feel
themselves members of one great family and childfeghe same Heavenly Father;
nay, that they are one body in Christ, “but sewgraembers one of another,”
(Rom 12:5) so that “if one member suffers anythalgthe members suffer with it”
(1 Cor 12:26)*

Maurin was critical ofQuadragesimo Annbecause it did not affirm the ideal of
personal responsibility iAuspicato Concessurbeo’s encyclical on Francis of Assf8i.
However, he affirmed Pius’ elevation of social antbver political action because he
saw the soul as intimately bound up with the gpaita principle negated by modernity’s
rejection of tradition. For Maurin, Marc Ellis sgythis meant “not simply secularization,
but economic, military, and political systems frdeam the guidance of the spirit and
thus from protection afforded the person by theopgrof eternity,” leaving them free to
oppress rather than serve the pefSott.was this integrated, spiritual view of tradii
that steadily displaced Day’s communist rationali§ccording to James Fisher, her
conversion is “an illustration of the theory thatiadividual who ‘converts’ from one
orientation to its exact opposite appears to hifresed others to have made a gross
change, but it actually involves only a very snsdiift in the balance of a focal and

persistent conflict*® Day, however, does not share Fisher's assumgiarChristianity

and communism are opposites. Rather, Mize sagsiestognizes that “Christianity
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supersedes the communist vision of a classlesstgdbrough concrete practices.
Indeed, the Worker movement “provided a sharedtipadsynthesis of all the elements
of an authentic faith after MarX® Day remains sympathetic to communists because she
knows the strength of their conviction and accepasy of their critiques of society and
the church. In this she echoes Pius Xl, who distishes between communism and a
more moderate socialism that “inclines toward and certain measure approaches the
truths which Christian tradition has always heldred.”*

Many of Day’s associates initially appreciated fihet that conversion had not
altered her belief in the possibility of social nga. However, William Miller says, “The
difference was that her friends talked of this ggabomething that would crown their
revolutionary struggle—that would be found in timgut for Dorothy, as she came to
see, the way was love and the end was eterfiithe also sees that socialism actually
complicates the attainment of justice by buildimgdivisions between people. In
contrast, “The supernatural approach when undetstom turn the other cheek, to give
up what one has, willingly, gladly, with no spiot martyrdom, to rejoice in being the
least, to be unrecognized, the slight&d.Day advocates a decentralized economy that
will allow all persons to enjoy the independencd dignity of work, and she fashions
Maurin’s personalist philosophy into a critiquecalpitalism and socialism’s shared
method of using “the masses” to achieve an equmlbersonal end, “the state.” Because

she takes Marx’s indictment seriously she can d@fily Christian response in which
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“the demand for justice stays in this world, bug tlcognized sources for these natural
aspirations are genuinely spiritual—a spirituatitpted in papal social teaching itself
rooted in the Incarnation culminating in the Cro3®. practice this spirituality means

hardship, sacrifice, and dedication to the joys smwows in the present”

Natural and Supernatural
Day recognizes that Catholicism requires a deepatasity than one built solely
on the equality of persons in the present. She@ates revolution not through slogans
but through the sacraments and the works of ménege are the “elements” that truly
differentiate the Worker. It was rare for her tssndaily Mass (or weekly confession),
for she believed that it is “the one immediate stepe taken towards peace”: “I can sit in
the presence of the Blessed Sacrament and wrestleat peace in the bitterness of my
soul, a bitterness which many Catholics throughloetworld feel, and I can find many
things in Scripture to console me, to change myttieam hatred to love of enemy®
Mitchell says that for Day the Eucharist is “a pofuesymbol of God’s love for the
world and the solidarity God intended between atie.”® However, it is more than a
“symbol.” For her, in fact, the doctrine of that@resence distinguishes the Catholic
faith from the many who merely “admire” Jesus:
If you know the New Testament at all (and you ougHbok into it if you do
not know it, for many Communists express an admomdbr the Man Jesus, and

.LW.W.’s in the old days used to speak of “Comrddsus”), you will find there
that the first to whom Christ taught this doctroféhe Blessed Sacrament turned
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from Him. This teaching, that Christ would be thdaily bread, was so simple, so
elemental a thing, in spite of its mystery, thatdren and the simplest and least of
people in the world could accept it. . . .

We are not capable always of feelings of love, ayatitude, and
repentance. So Christ has taken the form of biegtdie may more readily
approach Him, and feeding daily, assimilating Gtscsthat it is not we but Christ
working in us, we may be made more capable of wtdeding and realizing and
loving Him >°

Roberto Goizueta adds that a sacrament presuph@aethe concrete, particular
object or entity that embodies the universal readiin fact historically concrete and
particular.” This is why it is important that tBicharist beeal bread and wine “capable
of being eaten and drunk,” for in this way it eresbls to recognize theal presence, the
connection between natural and supernatural. Aihdhe substance of the bread and
wine change when consecrated, their appearancat@sinstill has value: “One cannot
love the universal and supernatural if one canowe the particular and natural—and
love these preciselys particular and natural. One cannot love the @ragdbne cannot
love the creature—and love him, her, or it pregisaicreature.®

Before | discuss Day’s understanding of the mytboay and the relationship of
natural and supernatural | must briefly addresgéhkent history of the Church’s teaching
on these issues. The popularity of the doctringefmystical body reached its zenith in
the late medieval period only to fade in the wakthe Reformation. It was renewed by
Pius IX inQuanto Conficiamur Moerorgl863), which qualified the traditional phrase

extra ecclesium nulla sulldsy stating that those who are ignorant of Chnntyabut

cooperate with divine grace can arrive at justifamaand salvation. In response many
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theologians posited that persons could be in th&tioaf or “invisible” church without
being in communion with Rome, thus implying thexdetence of two “churches”—one
the “body,” the other the “souf? Pius’Syllabus Errorun(1864) essentially outlined the
aspects of modernity that were to be rejected tagether these documents reinforced
the “layer-cake” theology of a “super-nature” otuieth and revelation over the world and
reason, leading to the Church’s withdrawal intdallsof sorts and opening another
avenue for socialist philosophy to penetrate sgciet

The election of Leo Xlll in 1878 was a crucial tumg point. InRerum Novarum
Leo argued that liberalism gave birth to the miimages of capitalism and socialism
and implied that the individual could stand apestif society and choose between them.
A group of theologians took up these critiques ai as Leo’s challenge to formulate a
renewed Thomism rejecting the separation of theeslaand the secular, and the
movement they started would reach its fruition Wttican Il. William Cavanaugh
argues that the resurgence of the mystical bodyisperiod was “an attempt to
counterbalance the emphasis on the juridical titginal nature of the Church” that had
dominated since the work of Robert Bellarmine i@ $ixteenth century: “The term
Mystical Body seemed to capture a new feeling ti@Church was more than an
institution, a semi-divine bureaucracy, but rath@mmunion that united in spirit
Catholics of all nation-states despite the irrebdeaisappearance of a united
Christendom.” Whereas Leo had called for Cathgdicticipation in democratic culture,

Pius Xl argued that the Church ought to “stop fighthe separation of Church and

*?Francis A. Sullivan, S.Balvation Outside the Church?: Tracing the Histofghe Catholic
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state” and withdraw from politics in order to foaus moral unity. He used the image of
the mystical body, as well as the “visible churdie,express this unity. According to
Cavanaugh, “It was not that Pius XI wanted to ®gtieto a purely privatized version of
Christianity; rather, he wanted to hew to a digtortbetween the political and the
social.””® However, Sullivan describes the confusion thasipeed:
For many years, Catholic theologians had been &mtes! to discussing the notion
of the mystical body in their treatise on graceergas their ecclesiology dealt
almost exclusively with the institutional churcha%perfect society.” Membership
in the mystical body was understood to depend erdégree to which one shared
in the life of Christ by grace, whereas memberghifhe institutional church
required professing Catholic faith, receiving theraments and being in
communion with the Catholic bishops and with thpgoAt the same time, it was
also understood that the term “mystical body” wasaditional way of referring to
the church. Thus one could explain how no onaved “outside the church,”
because people who are not members of the churglviaible society are, if they
are in the state of grace, members of the mystiody>*

Emile Mersch’sThe Theology of the Mystical Bofy935) emphasized the
distinction between visible and invisible and atteal many followers, but others, notably
Yves Congar, argued that the institutional churels ¥he instrument of the true church
(i.e., the mystical body) and that the two weregganically united.” Congar did
recognize “elements” of the mystical body outside €hurch and that “non-Catholics
living in the grace of Christ could be said to ejdinvisibly,” and ‘incompletely,” and

yet ‘really.” In Catholicism(1938), however, French theologian Henri de Lubac

criticized the “body-soul” distinction as insuffesit and Congar’s critique as incomplete.

Swilliam T. Cavanaugh, “Dorothy Day and the Mysti@idy of Christ in the Second World
War,” in Catholic Worker Movemengd. Thorn, Runkel, and Mountin, 458.

%Sullivan, 127-28.



31

Rather than focus on the “formation of individualse emphasized the role of the church
in the salvation of “humanity as a whof&.”

Pius XlI responded to this debate wittystici Corporis Christi(1943), which
declared the baptized membership of the Catholier€halone to be the mystical body
of Christ. While non-Catholics can be relatedh®e mystical body “by a certain
unconscious desire and wish,” they remain deprofédhany and so powerful gifts and
helps . . . which can be enjoyed only within thet®tc Church.®® This teaching faced
strong objections and the documents of Vaticaeflect a more nuanced understanding.
Still, this at least partially explains why theseedments (e.gLumen Gentium, Gaudium
et Spepfavor the phrase “people of God” when speakingaf-Catholics. As Sullivan
says, “Since the term ‘the people of God’ in theuwtnents of Vatican Il is synonymous
with ‘the church,’ the first sentence [of paragrdghinLumen Gentiufnmeans that all
are called to belong to the church.” In other vgpttiose who “belong” are Catholics;
everyone else is “related.” This distinction hagi clarified by later documents such as
Dominus lesusyhich cites Aquinas’ affirmation of Christ as thead of humanity to
show that the mystical body is coextensive with hnity, at least potentially/.

De Lubac grasps this point well in describing théyof the mystical body (as
understood by the early church) asugernaturalunity that “supposes a previous natural

unity, the unity of the human race.” The missidth@ church is therefore “to reveal to

**Sullivan, 129-30; Henri de Luba€atholicism: Christ and the Common Destiny of Maans.
Lancelot C. Sheppard and Sister Elizabeth Englimsaht, England: Burns & Oates, 1950; reprint, San
Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1988), 25.

**pius XII, Encyclical LetteMystici Corporis Christi29 June 1943, no. 13, 21.
*’Sullivan, 131-32, 152-53. See Second Vatican Cihubogmatic Constitution on the Church

Lumen Gentiun21 November 1964, no. 13; Congregation for thetfhae of the Faith, Declaration
Dominus lesus; August 2000, no. 4.
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men that pristine unity that they have lost, taoesand complete it.” Like Congar, de
Lubac argues that the church and the mystical laoelyeither co-extensive nor separate:
“The term ‘supernatural’ is applied equally to theans that shape man on his course
toward his end and to that end itself, so the Ohig@roperly called Catholic, and it is
right to see in it in truth the Body of Christ, han its invisible and final achievement”
The “means,” of course, are the sacraments, andritye of humanity is their end.
Several of the Council’'s documents also refer @@hurch as the “universal sacrament
of salvation”: more than a sign, it is an instrumneihgrace and reaches many who do not
receive the other sacraments through its messagearfciliation. Thus the Church
“must show to the world a concrete example of whaieans to be a people at peace
with God and with one another. In other wordsyitst be a holy people®

According to de Lubac, the sacraments are intimadated to the conception of
the Church as an extension of the incarnation.tiBap for example, marks the entrance
into a social reality, but it has consequences‘dnat also spiritual, mystical, because the
Church is not a purely human society.” He alsamasghat Aquinas errs in viewing the
grace of the Eucharist, the “true” body of Chrast,an end in itself rather than intrinsic to
nature and bound up with the Passion, “the vergibteiwherein unity is forged® It is
this transcendent, sacramental character thatgsieno Christianity. Day is particularly
conscious of the connection of martyrdom to thesgm@nd that pacifists must always be

willing to face a death that would reveal the rishrist. Indeed, as she writes in one of

*8de LubacCatholicism,25, 53, 73.
*9Sullivan, 157-58.

8de LubacCatholicism 83, 100, 140-41.
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her final essays, the liturgy itself implies as mutCertainly we can say that the worship
offered by a Martin Luther King resulted in his grenission and in the courage with
which he expected his own martyrdom. These pewspl&ed on the plane of this world,
but it was the spirit that animated the weak fl&€h.

In several essays Day affirms de Lubac’s conterthah Christianity should not
form leaders(“builders of the temporal”) bigaints(“witnesses to the eternal”): “The
saint does not have to bring about great tempatataements; he is one who succeeds
in giving us at least a glimpse of eternity desphthick opacity of time.” She adds that
all people, not just clergy or members of religiouders, are called to be saints and notes
the paradox of living in both the natural and supéural realms: “Ah yes, when we are
being called appeasers, defeatists, we are bepryvdd of our dearest goods—our
reputation, honor, the esteem of men—and we akgdruthe way to becoming the
despised of the earth. We are beginning perhabs taily poor.” Because evil is real
and often overwhelming on the earthly plane, thg salution is the plane of the Spirit—
what de Lubac, in a passage Day quotes frequerallg, “that fourth dimension®?

Thomas Frary argues that while the concept of “mateirre” preserved the
gratuity of the supernatural and was a needed nsgpto the Protestant emphasis on
fallenness, it gave warrant to a separation ofi fledm everyday life and “an

otherworldly spirituality that thwarted the devefoent of social consciousne<s.”

®Dorothy Day, “What Do The Simple Folk Do atholic WorkerMay 1978.

%2See Dorothy DaySelected Writings,02; “Inventory,”Catholic WorkerJanuary 1951. See
“Beyond Politics,"Catholic WorkerNovember 1949, “Are the Leaders Insand&?atholic Worker April
1954, and “What Do The Simple Folk Do?”

®*Thomas Frary, “Thy Kingdom Come: The Theology of@thy Day,” America,11 November
1972, 386.
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Indeed, this is precisely the problem that de Lulra€atholicisn) attributed to
naturalism in philosophy and “confusions of bastugjustinianism” in theolog¥* In
Surnaturel(1946) he added that God who is absolute lovarnsasibed on the innermost
being of every human creature the natural desibetonited with him. Some, including
Karl Rahner, worried that this confused or everled the orders of nature and grace
and risked denying the gratuity of the lafterDe Lubac responded witthe Mystery of
the Supernaturalin which he insists on both the simultaneity anatgjty of grace and
the inherently supernatural character of naturée*Supernatural, which always
represented God'’s will for the final end of hisaixges, put no obstacle in the way of the
normal development or activity of nature in its oender; in other words, it fully assures
the distinction between nature and grace.” Furtheis not the supernatural which is
explained by nature . . . [but] nature which islaxped in the eyes of faith by the
supernatural® David L. Schindler believeSaudium et Spegflects the vindication of
de Lubac’s project, particularly in a passage offeated by John Paul II: “Christ the
Lord, Christ the New Adam, in very revelation oé tlmystery of the Father and of his
love, fully reveals man to himself and brings @hli his most high calling®

Day’s supernatural theology was also inspired leyldite-1930s visits of Fr.
Pacifigue Roy, a Josephite priest from Quebec Wkede Lubac, was branded a heretic

for his views prior to Vatican Il. In Day’s wordBy. Roy talked “[of] how we had been

®de LubacCatholicism,313.

®David L. Schindler, introduction to Henri de Lub@tie Mystery of the Supernaturéians.
Rosemary Sheed (London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1967inteplew York: Crossroad Herder, 1998), xix,
xxiii. See Henri de Luba&urnaturel: études historiquéBaris: Aubier, 1946).

de Lubac;The Mystery of the Supernatura¥, 95.

®’Schindler, xxvii; Second Vatican CoundBaudium et Speso. 22.
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made the sons of God, by the seed of supernati@@ldnted in us at our baptism, and of
the necessity we were under to see that the seadagrd flourished. We had to aim at
perfection; we had to be guided by the folly of €@m®ss® According to Forest,
“Dorothy had at last found a priest who understtiwGospels as she did, who heard in
them a call to a way of life which was profoundéyolutionary, and who recognized in
the Catholic Worker movement a faithful responsthat call.” On Fr. Roy’s
recommendation Day also began attending the retfdat John Hugo, a young priest
from Pittsburgh. The retreat, developed by thegdan Jesuit Onesimus Lacouture and
loosely based on tH&piritual Exercise®f St. Ignatius, was controversial; in 1939
Lacouture was exiled and Fr. Hugo reassigned dy sheeriors, although Hugo was
given a temporary reprieve during the WarThe trouble arose from the retreat’s focus
on “detachment” from the impulses for power andsggsions, an element drawn from
the thought of St. John of the Cross. Critics fawas “Jansenistic” and a misconstrual
of the proper relationship between nature and gr&@e/ was not immune to the
controversy and was summoned to the office of teer Nork archdiocese and asked to
cease publication of Fr. Hugo’s wofk.

The retreat was also not without consequencesmae luw the Worker. Her
daughter Tamar believes Fr. Hugo'’s teaching onctietent led to “that period in my
teens when Dorothy got very religious and sevdldeaause of that dreadful retreat,”

while Fr. Harvey Egan recalls that some Workersh@gs a majority, strongly disliked it,

®Day, The Long Lonelines@46-47.
ForestLove Is the Measurd,11, 116.

Miller, Dorothy Day,340. Day attended the retreat from 1940 until6l@ihd she often used a
quote from John passed on to her by Fr. Roy: “Liswbe measure by which we shall be judged.”



36

and that “those who made it became another kirfdrofly, within the larger Worker
family.”’* On the other hand, Nina Polcyn Moore arguesiagtmade the “harsh” and
“wooden” retreat “more livable and lovabl&”Day believed that it explained her life
and purpose, specifically that she had been askgvé up the “natural happiness” of
her marriage in order to “live in conformity withe will of God.”® As de Lubac
(quoting Friedrich von Hugel) says, “Without theepence of a certain salt in the mouth,
no one would want to drink’; yet it is quite cldghat the salt which makes us thirsty is
not the water which quenches our thirét.Day was not a gnostic; living with a desire
for the supernatural did not mean rejecting matesastence, as her life among the poor
confirms. Rather, she writes, “It is not betweeond and evil, we repeat, that the choice
lies, but between good and better. In other wosgsmust give up over and over again
even the good things of this world to choose GGd.”

In short, the retreat spurred a “second converdioat “added the interior life to
her exterior life.” Rather than simply reading abthe saints and modeling their work,
Day took up their practices, including contemplatprayer. Dorothy Gauchat argues

that she became a “mystic” and tapped into a “\altg of spirituality” that sustained

"Quoted in Rosalie G. RieglBorothy Day: Portraits by Those Who Knew H¥taryknoll,
N.Y.: Orbis Books, 2003), 111.

"Quoted in Patrick Jordan, “An Appetite for God: Bttty Day at 100, Commonweal24
October 1997, 12.

*Day, The Long Lonelines@56.
"Quoted in Baxter, “Blowing the Dynamite,” 85.
Day, On Pilgrimage with a foreword by Michael O. Garvey and an introtion by Mark and

Louise Zwick (New York: Catholic Worker Books, 1948print, Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1999),
163.
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her for half a century, including the difficult wgears’™® Still, a dispute at a retreat in
1943 prompted her to take a sabbatical. “Whaffisladly faced was that Jesus was not a
social reformer,” Frary concludes. “. .. The Kdlogn of God is not simply a present
reality or a future hope. The Kingdom of God is indeed hiséb, rooted as it is in
Christ. But it must also have a future dimensionvihich men had to work’?
Supernatural love has a profoundly communitariamesision but remains quite different
from the natural love given to humanity by God. yAaitempt to transform the social
order based on natural aspirations (e.g., commuynisoavever genuine, is bound to fail
because it is founded in reason and thus abstndateemote. “Christianity transforms
[natural love], makes it genuine affection, intimgbersonal, tender—in a word, changes
it into a true friendship, a most sublime love,yDsays. “Thus, thpractical difference
between Christian and pagan, that is, the diffeen@ctual conduct, is that the Christian
is motivated and inspired by love.” With this innma she began to emphasize these
practices for others: “For years, . . . we havenltegng to change the social order. Now
these last years | realize that | must . . . workneke those means available for people to
change themselves, so that they can change thed soder. In order to have a Christian
social order, we must first have Christia$.”

Miller adds that the retreat confirmed her vocatitaurin had provided her
with a vision of a human destiny that had come feologic and knowledge of things

infinitely larger than anything she had known befoOut of that vision had come her

®Quoted in RiegleDorothy Day,82, 84.
""Frary, 386.

®Day, On Pilgrimage,143, 189.
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vocation, and Maurin, the worthy teacher, had githext vocation by his own saintliness.
The retreats, as she said, simply underlined wraatri had taught her'® Michael
Baxter, himself the founder of a Worker house, yred one of Maurin’s “Easy Essays”
in which he uses the metaphor of “blowing the dyiehof the gospel. This dynamite
had been suppressed by the idea that natural slesivéd be fulfilled without the
supernatural life of Christ in the Church. Mauexplicitly rejected this separation and
said the spiritual ought to be integrated intcaadlas of society, including economics and
politics. He did not deny the spiritual missiontleé Church, but “spiritual’ signified
specific practices and a specific form of socii@.1i Although both Day and Maurin
recognized a natural law, they argued that it mosbe conceived apart from its
supernatural end, as the modern liberal state ptteto do. Indeed, Baxter says,
Catholic scholarship’s attempt to contain the redtwithin an “autonomous sphere” was
ripe for the theological critique provided by theokier's social life®

In fact, Day wrote the chapter ®he Long Lonelinessn the retreat shortly after
the promulgation of Pius XlII'slumani Generiswhich “defended the neo-scholastic
notion of ‘pure nature’ as necessary to presergarttegrity of nature and the gratuity of
grace,” a direct challenge to the work of de Luaad others. According to Baxter, this
reveals that Day'’s integrated understanding oftteiral and supernatural “ran counter
to the neo-scholastic two-tier paradigm that dongiddahe discourse of Catholic
scholarship during the preconciliar era.” Day gisblished the work of two scholars,

Virgil Michel, O.S.B. and Paul Hanly Furfey, whayaed that authentic social

Miller, Dorothy Day,375.

8Baxter, “Blowing the Dynamite,” 81-84. See Piud,Xncyclical LettetHumani Generis12
August 1950.
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regeneration springs from the liturgy (Michel) aorh participation in the inner life of the
Trinity (Furfey). Still, “it was Day who was abte articulate [this perspective] in terms
of specific practices that make up a supernatwedliife.”*

Day is also convinced that supernatural love caemniead to or justify violence.
In this she follows Fr. Hugo, who in the introdwctitoThe Gospel of Peaaieclares,
“Necessary as it is to know something of the naforiaciples that determine the justice
of war, it is far more necessary to know and toage supernatural truths that reveal
the conditions for obtaining true peace.” He sgeaK‘’certain pacifists” who deny the
possibility of just warfare as “unhampered by tihewledge of theology, the exigencies
of reason, the need for intellectual consistenay@orctrinal integrity” and states that “the
affirmation of the possibility of a just war is &aging point for true Christian pacifism.”
This is because such a denial is also “a deniabafan rights.” While he may be captive
to terminology that is difficult to define, Hugodates pacifismvithin the Catholic
tradition and provides a proper context for just Weory. Whether a just war has ever
been fought is difficult to say, but Aquinas’ fortation recognizes that “due to the actual
condition of human nature, the full and simultarecealization of all the conditions
required for a just war is a moral impossibilityThe declarations of Pius Xll reveal that
while “Christianity is not opposed to was suchjt is opposed to wars in actual reality.
Therefore, we must in practice oppose every coadénstance of war®

Mark and Louise Zwick say that in the area of paawas Hugo who learned

from Day, as she counseled him against becominditany chaplain. In turn, he taught

8bid., 86.

83John J. HugoThe Gospel of Pead®lew York: privately printed, 1944), iv-vi, xvixk
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her to speak of “weapons of the spirit"—such aye@rafasting, and reception of the
sacraments—as directly countering weapons of warjffpeace is to rule human affairs,
then peace must be waged with as much preparasamuch determination and as much
sacrifice as the waging of war.” Day distinguisbesween true and false pacifism and
emphasizes the activeness of the former. The ehsioetween physical or spiritual
weapons; passivity is never an option. Hugo atbher to develop “a theology of
nonviolence”: “If you knew no theology, it wouldgiyably be simpler to make a
solution. Yet the decision must be based on dwetrPacifism must proceed from truth,
or it cannot exist at al® 1 will discuss truth in chapter four, but forwdt will suffice

to note that while just war principles stipulatattdefense can be the most “loving”
action, as early as 1940 Day wrote that tactick siscbombing cities and using poison
gas could not be defended by any theory. “Lov®isthe starving of whole populations.
Love is not the bombardment of open cities,” sherldeclared. “Love is not killing, it is
the laying down of one’s life for one’s frien&"”

From the perspective of the mystical body, violedoge to another person is also
done to oneself and ultimately to Christ. “Whileshsaw the Mystical Body as that
which united Christians in spirit above the badlities which pitted Christians in Europe
against one another,” Cavanaugh notes, “Dorotleripméted the Mystical Body as that

which made Christian participation in the confahply inconceivable. The Mystical

Body does not hover above the national bordershwtiincide us; it dissolves them.” Her

8Mark Zwick and Louise ZwickThe Catholic Worker Movement: Intellectual and Sy
Origins (New York: Paulist Press, 2005), 261-62; “Dorobgy, Prophet of Pacifism for the Catholic
Church,”Houston Catholic WorkeSeptember-October 1997.

#Dorothy Day, “Our Stand,Catholic WorkerJune 1940; “Why Do the Members of Christ Tear
One Another?,Catholic WorkerFebruary 1942.
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writings emphasize “body” more than “mystical” acwhvey “a very concrete and
sacramental sense that war is about the destruzfti@al bodies . . . There can be no
unity in spirit when we attack one another in botfy.

The challenges of the Second World War—when maayadbned pacifism for
“realistic” ethics—crystallized Day’s convictiongnd her identification of war as “social
sin” was perhaps the most controversial aspeceostand. When Mike Wallace asked
her, “Does God love murderers, does He love a KHigl&talin?,” she responded, “God
loves all men, and all men are brothers. . . . Véeal murderers.” Day never retreated
from her belief that every citizen was responsii@ére God for Hiroshima, Vietnam,
and other atrocities. “It was Jesus who saidtthaivorst enemies were those of our own
household,” she said in 1972, “and we are all pattis country . . . and share in its
guilt.”® If we are truly united with our enemies in thestigal body, then, as Walter
Wink says, our solidarity with them extends to “common evil”: “As we begin to
acknowledge our own inner shadow, we become méeeatat of the shadow in others.
As we begin to love the enemy within, we develogp¢bmpassion we need to love the
enemy without.®” For Day love always involved such compassionsémond principle

of her pacifist witness.

8Cavanaugh, 457, 461-62. As the arms race heatddaypdeclared, quoting St. Cyprian, that
war is “the rending of the Mystical Body of ChrigtBeyond Politics”).

8Dorothy Day, “On Pilgrimage,Catholic WorkerFebruary 1960; “On PilgrimageCatholic
Worker,July-August 1972.

8\walter Wink, The Powers That Be: Theology for a New Millenniiivew York: Doubleday,
1998), 165.



CHAPTER THREE

Compassion

The founding of the Catholic Worker was, on thdaze, a minor event in the
midst of the Great Depression, but it quickly bmsgd into a spiritual movement and a
nationwide network of what Peter Maurin called “Bes of hospitality” engaged in
feeding, clothing, and sheltering those who weseyéarious reasons, the poor. Maurin
taught Day that poverty was more than a causertiest; it could also be a sign of
compassiorand a means to perform the works of mercy. EHids that for Day poverty
was a freely chosen, theologically informed wayifef “a response to the Gospel
message which calls for a non-attachment to matgpiads as well as a shared spiritual
life.” This is distinct from destitution, which épresents the evils of our present society
which does not care for others, and reduces pgomeonomic, social and spiritual
obscurity.® What destitution “obscures” is solidarity amotigp@rsons in the mystical
body of Christ, and as she became conversant wiipt8re and Catholic tradition Day

realized that poverty and violence have much inroom

The Personalist Center
As O’Connor notes, “The doctrine of the MysticaldBcsupported, deepened,
enhanced, and beautified an ethic of caring shechaunitted herself to years earliér.”

In the previous chapter | discussed Day’s youthfudreness of urban poverty, her work

'Ellis, A Year at the Catholic Workes2.

0’Connor, “Dorothy Day’s Christian Conversion,” 172
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as a nurse during the First World War, and hern@pation in the workers’ movements;
she and Mike Gold, editor of ti@all, even befriended homeless men and brought them
to his apartment for shelter. Yet it was her refeghip with Maurin that formed her
localist and personalist politics. He had littkedor the bureaucracy of the modern state
and thought people ought to be educated togetltewark with each other to produce
what they needed—a synthesis of “cult, culture, @rtivation.”® Modern society had
separated sociology, economics, and politics freengospel and in the process had lost
any sense of ultimate, transcendent purpose. Sibeiavas now organized around the
drive for production and profit rather than the elepment of persons. As Robert
Ellsberg explains, “Human beings, intended by Godd co-creators by virtue of their
labor, had instead become alienated and atomizgdftlof any spirit of community, and
reduced generally to the status of cogs in a machirie Church, in Peter’s view, had an
answer to all this but had failed to act on’it.”

This lack of action was what motivated both Day &alrin. Unlike her,
however, he had no interest or confidence in ptotétat was needed was “a vision of a
future society, and with this a program of congiugcsteps with which to begin realizing
bits of the vision in one’s own life>” Involving people of faith in social problems mean
first instilling in them a spirit of responsibilityMaurin often said, and Day agreed, that
Christians had turned to the state through homefrsbcial legislation, and social

security and no longer saw themselves as beinglihather's keeper. “Perhaps a

®Robert Coles, introduction to Dayhe Long Loneliness,
“Robert Ellsberg, introduction to Da$elected Writingsgxiv.

5Forest,Love Is the Measur&3.
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Christian state could do all these things,” shetevio 1938. “But since we are living
under only a nominally Christian state, Christiarlé have to resort to those old-as-the-
Church itself methods of the works of mercy throhglises of hospitality to care for
immediate needs such as food, clothing and shélt&ay and Maurin’s response to the
weaknesses of democratic capitalism, then, wasorssdek a theocratic Christian state or
a libertarian ideal of isolated responsibility. tRar, they believed the creation of local
institutions would realize a bit of the vision metpresent.

Beneath his simplified program Maurin held to algsficated view of society
culled from several schools of thought. He learokanarchism and distributism—a
theory that rejects technology and urban civil@atin favor of an agrarian society—
from the Russian philosopher Peter Kropotkin, atygaoponent of “anarchist
communism” who believed that cooperation, not caitipa, to be the natural and most
efficient tendency of humankirld Perhaps Maurin’s greatest weakness was that his
“future” vision resembled a romanticized past. Hwer, although he sometimes used
the terms “utopian” and “communist’—even calling f&€hristian communism”—his
program was quite different from either. The Worakso did not concern itself with the
rejection of legitimate government. With the rifeotalitarian regimes Maurin began to
ascribe more value to democracy—Marxist regimeisnad authority rightly reserved for
the divine—and he and Day were among the firsetmryglfascism. Indeed, they

advocated anarchism because it provided the freetbomed by capitalism, socialism,

®Dorothy Day,Writings from “Commonweal,2d. with an introduction by Patrick Jordan
(Collegeville, Minn.; Liturgical Press, 2002), 59.

"Ellis, Peter Maurin,43.
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and fascism, which rely on coercidnAccording to Mary Segers, they also embraced the
anarchist principle of “direct actionii the present‘Only with Maurin and the Catholic
Worker, direct action consisted not in terroridisauf violence but in the corporal and
spiritual works of mercy of traditional Catholicatblogy, which the Catholic Worker

took to include actions such as picketing and Inglgitriking workers as well as feeding
the poor, visiting the sick, and sheltering the btess.?

John Howard Yoder discusses a utopian type of igatih which behavior is
governed by a criterion that, “if everyone didwguld bring a new order.” One arrives at
this order “not by compromising with the present I confessing a faith which makes
the future real in symbolic ways toda¥.”Day’s pacifism, in which the Sermon on the
Mount functions as a criterion of sorts, certaipérallels this view. However, the works
of mercy presupposesaipernaturalend and a kingdom that is already present buyeiot
realized, thus freeing the Worker from the necgssitealizing utopia on earth, a pursuit
that has had devastating consequences for humahityording to O’Connor, “Her way
of avoiding this pitfall was to practice and to adate one step at a time, one brick at a
time, one action at a time, life lived by littlechhy little, all of which was done against
the backdrop of a comprehensive vision of a digtid society in which it would be
easier for people to be good. Current scholadgiment suggests that a fundamental

weakness of the Catholic Worker movement can bednat precisely this point: its

8william A. Au, The Cross, The Flag, and The Bomb: American Cata@iebate War and
Peace, 1960-198@Nestport, Conn.; Greenwood Press, 1983), 24-25.

°Segers, 211, 216-17.

%30hn Howard Yodeevertheless: The Varieties and Shortcomings agiRak Pacifismrev.
and exp. ed. (Scottdale, Pa.: Herald Press, 1987)5.
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failure to articulate a theory of the good sociesought to create** Day does
recognize the power of “Utopias”: “There is alwaygreat need of idealists who hold up
the ideal rather than the practical. . . . Littielittle, it can be found that the ideal works
and is practical and then people are surprisédifhat O’Connor misses, however, is
that Worker life does not require a theory. Rattiex performance of this life itseld
articulates its truth. Also, Day is self-critiahd careful never to demand that her form
of life is the ideal for every person. A utopiawsfiion is vulnerable to being of no use in
the messiness of life, but the Worker’s achievesiegfute such a charge. On the
contrary, Yoder says, it is warfare that is utopian
War is utopian both in the promises it makes ferftiture and in the black-and-
white way of thinking about the enemy, which itases. . . .

... Itis utopian in continuing to believe .that one can win a war without
committing atrocities. It is utopian in believitigat the only obstacle to peaceful
settlement is the inexplicable obstinacy of theso#ide.

In all these dimensions, it is the purist visioniethseems to be guiding
United States policies overseas. That purismagtiduct of the morality of the
Western novel or film, with the easily identifiedap guys and bad guys, and the
unlimited justification of violence in the handstb& good-*

Apparently Day was already familiar with Kropotkamd she had an attachment
to anarchism stemming from her studies of Tolsteygings and de Lubac’s biography
of Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, a contemporary and @ppah Marx. However, although
the egalitarian character of the Worker is derivegart from these philosophies, it is

rooted more deeply in Scripture and Catholic tradit Day advocates not “anarchism”

in general but Christian anarchism, not pacifisth®@ristian pacifism. She once told a

Ho'Connor, “Dorothy Day as Autobiographer,” 291.
Day, “Days with an End.”

13Yoder,Nevertheless76.
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professor that the Worker’s anarchism “stems frbenlife of Jesus on earth who came to
serve rather than to be served and who never aheffgere was no question of forcé.”
She also utilizes encyclicals to advocate a liwwage and private property. For
example, she quotes Pius XlI: “What you can anchotmstrive for is a more just
distribution of wealth. This is and this remainseatral point in Catholic social
doctrine.™® Like Maurin, Day connects this point to poverhdaacifism:

We feel that the great cause of wars [is] maldistion, not only of goods but of

population. Peter used to talk abouygrélosophy of work and a philosophy of

poverty Both are needed in order to change things asafes to do away with the

causes of war. The bravery to face voluntary pgvemeeded if we wish to

marry, to live, to produce children, to work fdielinstead of for death, to reject

war®

Work is not merely economic but can and shouldrbexgression of freedom that

contributes to community and centers on the peraath Maurin’s farms—drawn from
both distributism and Emmanuel Mounier’s call faradl, “socialist” social forms not
centered in the state—were an attempt to embodyctriviction. Day is critical of the
farms, where she spent several months a year gbawareness of the conflict between
“the ideal world and the fallen one” allows heisee them as a way “to narrow the gap
between the life she lived and the life she wrdteua™’ She recognizes that voluntary

poverty is easier in the country, where one canye one’s own goods by manual labor

and not rely on industries interwoven with violence

Quoted in Miller,Dorothy Day,378.

*Quoted in DayQn Pilgrimage,181. It is not clear from where Day takes thistgtion, but it is
consistent with the statements of Pius XII.

¥1bid., 151.

Elie, 100.
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Our whole modern economy is based on preparatiowdo, and this surely is one
of the great arguments for poverty in our timeth# comfort one achieves results
in the death of millions in the future, then thatrdort shall be duly paid for.
Indeed, to be literal, contributing to the war (n@med “defense”) effort is very
difficult to avoid. If you work in a textile milinaking cloth, or in a factory making
dungarees or blankets, your work is still tied ughwvar. If you raise food or
irrigate the land to raise food, you may be feedingps or liberating others to
serve as troops. . . . Whatever you buy is taxethat you are, in effect, helping to
support the state’s preparations for war exactiypéoextent of your attachment to
worldly things of whatever kintf
Segers is correct in noting that Day’s locationtegtualizes her advocacy for
principles that draw heavily on anarchism and discig™® However, Day understands
“liberty,” for example, quite differently than maymericans (or Catholics). In fact, one
of her purposes in utilizing diverse sources isstow the tremendous freedom there is
in the Church, a freedom most cradle Catholicsatcsaem to know they possess. They
do know that a man is free to be a Democrat or Bliggan, but they do not know that he
is also free to be a philosophical anarchist byadion. They do believe in free
enterprise, but they do not know that cooperativaership and communal ownership
can live side by side with private ownership ofgery.”® Further, her conception of
“equality” and the practices of voluntary povertydahe works of mercy are part of an
ontology in which each person is created in thegienaf God and at least potentially part
of the mystical body of Christ.
Thus Christian personhood is distinct from the alistiidea of “the masses,” and

William Miller goes so far as to say that Day’s g@ralism “was the most fundamental

and clear-cut anticommunist idea and program thdtideen defined by an American

®Day, Loaves and FisheS§g.
¥segers, 197.

®Day, Selected Writings, 70.
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Catholic.”™ However, as Michael Harrington—a former editothe\Workerwhose
bookThe Other Americelped start President Kennedy’s “War on Povertgays, the
Worker’s “many different strands” were a critiquieatl forms of statism: “[Day] called it
anarchism, but what she wanted was for everyboggttorm the works of mercy. . . .
And if everybody did that, you wouldn’t need a vee#f state®* This critique unites the
diverse thinkers from whom Maurin gathered his vasgociety. In short, they argue
that the rise of secularism and capitalism in tigateenth century initiated the decline of
civilization and that the Church’s failure to regpded many to identify with Marxist,
even fascist, versions of freedom. Only “the raVof the spiritual dimension in the
person and the culture” could reverse this dedfinstill, Maurin was skeptical of Fr.
Hugo’s retreat, for example, because it over-emphdghe spiritual at the expense of
the natural; he preferred “a personalist action wwuld redeem nature itseff*

The French philosophy of personalism originated esligious and political

response to the rise of existentialism and Manaster World War > Led by Mounier,

ZMiller, Dorothy Day,434.

#Quoted in RiegleDorothy Day,58-59.
*Ellis, Peter Maurin,18.

#Miller, Dorothy Day,355.

%This philosophy is distinct from the “Boston Peralism” that originated with Borden Parker
Bowne at Boston University in 1876. There appéatsave been little interaction between the two
traditions, and though they share characteristiey tiffer in several ways. Perhaps most impoiitit
the Boston tradition’s idealism or realism, in white “criterion of truth is empirical and rational
coherence” and the emphasis is on personal exgergamd metaphysics. Martin Luther King, Jr., edrne
his doctorate at Boston and was the most promidvibcate of this type of personalism. King was a
student of Edgar S. Brightman’s system of reguéathoral laws operating independently of tradition.
However, King transformed this system in ways tiatelate with Day’s thought, particularly in
emphasizing active response over passive, thel satégory over individualism, and self-sacrifioeeo
self-preservation. He used these principles tasephe Vietnam conflict and disputed Reinhold
Niebuhr’s doctrine of human nature and critiqug@a€ifism, which he also studied at Boston. Rufus
Burrow, Jr.,Personalism: A Critical IntroductioSt. Louis: Chalice Press, 1999), xii-xiii, 77-220-22.
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a committed Catholic, the personalists argued“thagvolution of sorts was necessary,
against capitalism and state socialism, liberal amacy, the bourgeois spirit, and
nationalism.” According to Mounier, the human pergannot be known fully as either
object or subject but only as “a living center cative activity, communication, and
commitment who comes to know himself across thégeriof action.” The goal of
personalism, then, is not “to construct a closatbpbphical edifice in which the concept
of person could be housed” but to encourage freleaative persons “to unite with others
to create a society in which the structures, cust@nd institutions are rooted in and
revolve around the person as center.” Furtherctimemon good is meant to serve
personhood and requires solidarity that transcéatisonventional boundarie<®
Thomas and Rosita Rourke argue that this is theldauovement that modern,
liberal forms of rationalism (e.g., capitalism awtialism) fail to comprehend but
personalism’s Christian roots provide: the digmtyhe person, created in the image of
God and “deepened by the doctrine of the Incarnatibich proclaimed that human
nature was concretely united to the Divine Perdddhuist.” These roots inform a call to
action and an understanding of freedom as “takingesponsibility for others?* This
depends on a Thomistic understanding of historgctkding to Aquinas,” Geoffrey
Gneuhs says, “we are most free then when we Iokenwe act for the good, because
then we are acting in God, the source of our bamdjthe one to whom we are called to

return.” Again, the common good “has to do witlhgo®s, not with the state,” and “any

*Thomas R. Rourke and Rosita A. Chazarreta Rodtkeheory of PersonalisifiNew York:
Lexington Books, 2005), 7-8. See Emmanuel Moumiersonalism(Notre Dame, Ind.: University of
Notre Dame Press, 1952).

ZIpid., 10.
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law that is not good is not true law and need moblbeyed.” Aquinas’ notion of divine
law is therefore “a cogent defense for one engameiil disobedience

Not only was Maurin aware of philosophical devel@mts in his home country,
but Jacques Maritain, who had been part of ther@igersonalist circles, occasionally
visited the New York house. Indeed, it was largalpugh the Worker that personalism
became more widely known in the United Stafeét the same time, Day transformed it
by more explicitly aligning it with the Catholicadition. Patrick Coy contends that
personalism crystallized her belief that every pens called to directly serve those in
need, press for change in “the social and politoalditions that are creating the
problems in the first place,” and offer “viablealatives while openly resisting and
confronting current conditions.” This approach sloet replace politics but is superior to
it.*® “True, Day wrote and spoke out against the abasé®e economic and political
orders,” the Rourkes add, “but such activities mexnelermined or replaced the daily
practice of the works of mercy.” Still, while & true that “anyone who wants to can start
a Catholic Worker house,” they underemphasizedhesof tradition in asserting that
“personalism never depends on institutional stmecta get started® William Miller

describes the Worker idea as a series of “coneecitiles in which the dynamism

#Geoffrey Gneuhs, “Radical Orthodoxy: Dorothy Dagsallenge to Liberal America,” in
Catholic Worker Movemengd. Thorn, Runkel, and Mountin, 212, 214-15.

*Rourke and Rourke, 10. Maritain’s neo-Thomism waite different from theessourcement
stream that deeply influenced the Worker, and tex Bupported the war effort and advocated the €tsir
reconciliation with democratic capitalism. HowevPay embraced his teachings on the necessitywg“p
means” and the primacy of the spiritual. See Maskck and Louise Zwick, “Jacques and Raissa Maritai
Influenced the Early Catholic Workeitfouston Catholic WorkeNovember 1995.

¥patrick G. Coy, “Beyond the Ballot Box: The CatledlVorker Movement and Nonviolent Direct
Action,” in Catholic Worker Movemengd. Thorn, Runkel, and Mountin, 175.

3IRourke and Rourke, 175, 185-86.
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moved outward from the personalist center.” Angrch distributism, pacifism—each is
connected to this cent&. The practices of Workers depend on this centerpiore
important, the center of Catholicism (and Cathpiecsonalism)s a person: Jesus Christ.
Day’s type of personalism, like her understandihthe natural and supernatural,
has found widespread support among Catholic theieg For example, John XXII
argues that the Church’s social teaching “rester@nbasic principle: individual human
beings are the foundation, the cause and the eadeny social institution” and “are
raised in the plan of Providence to an order ditseahich is above nature®® John’s
call to the laity to implement this personalistnuiple is echoed by John Paul Il, himself
a student of the “Lublin School” in Poland, a cemkpersonalist thought. According to
the Rourkes, John Paul “sought to develop an ogyodd the person with a particular
focus on the person as concrete, existential, etiga synthesizing Aristotelian-Thomist
insights with those of phenomenology.” Laborem Exercengl981), for example, he
insists that persons realize their humanity in #tmndugh work and that labor has priority
over capital, and later he “extends personalistheéaentire society, insisting that modern
societies respect the subject character of albsoecganization® Reflecting orRerum
Novarum,John Paul echoes Leo’s recognition that the Chspelaks through its social
doctrine, which “situates daily work and strugdiesjustice in the context of bearing

witness to Christ the Savior” and is “a source mifyuand peace in dealing with the

*Miller, Dorothy Day 378. For more on the connection between anarchiz personalism, see
Fred Boehrer, “Diversity, Plurality and Ambiguiténarchism in the Catholic Worker Movement” in
Catholic Worker Movemengd. Thorn, Runkel, and Mountin, 95-127.

#John XXIIl, Mater et Magistrano. 219-25. De Lubac also says that “Catholicism
personalism are in harmony and reinforce one aribf{@atholicism,337).

*Rourke and Rourke, 11-12. See John Paul Il, Eim}dletterLaborem Exercend4
September 1981 and Encyclical Let@#ntesimus Annug, May 1991.
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conflicts which inevitably arise in social and eoamc life.” He also affirms a limited
role for the state in economics and notes thalattle of private property hinders human
dignity and community. Unfortunately, rationali$ras given rise to “a partisan interest
which replaces the common good,” even to the pafiftotal war.” The logic of total
war must be repudiated by “showing that the compl@blems faced by those peoples
can be resolved through dialogue and solidaritzerathan by a struggle to destroy the
enemy through war®

As Coy remarks, its history “reveals that the @cbf nonviolent action give both
form and substance to the outward expression diMtbeker’s personalist politics™® |
will discuss this more thoroughly in the next cleapbut it is crucial to recognize the
connection between personalism, which the Workeésraoed early on, and the
development of Catholic social teaching regardirginterrelation of economics and
violence. Also, as we will see, the logic of totadr that arose during World War 1l and
the Cold War was also diagnosed early by Day, amd kind of exegesis on Peter’s
personalist position” she posited voluntary povertyg the works of mercy as “the only

answer to the chaos into which the world seemédx theading®’

Obedience and the Little Way
Although Mounier “inclined to pacifism,” he belies¢hat “evil was real, indeed

personal, and could not be eliminated without fitecisions.?® Day, however, sees

%John Paul lICentesimus Annusp. 5, 13-14, 18, 22.
%Coy, “Beyond the Ballot Box,” 171.
3'Miller, Dorothy Day,281.

%Rourke and Rourke, 9.
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pacifism as another facet of personalism to belamoed. Patricia McNeal remarks that
evangelical pacifism, “with its emphasis on obedeto the spirit and word of the New
Testament,” was a natural extension of [Day andrvi&a)} commitment to service and
solidarity; in fact, it completed i Day thinks that pacifism is rational, compasstena
and compatible with tradition, but it is also a teabfobedience.To accusations of
cowardice she responds that Christ and his follswaffered rather than violently resist
evil. Indeed, pacifism is the bravest of all posis: “A pacifist who is willing to endure
the scorn of the unthinking mob, the ignominy off jae pain of stripes and the threat of
death, cannot be lightly dismissed as a cowarddafigphysical pain® Yoder terms

this “redemptive personalism,” which does not deadical evil but seeks to “break the
chain of evil causes and effects” by taking onesurfig. In this way pacifism becomes
“an [evangelical] appeal to the conscience of thispn with whom one deals.” Such a
position cannot rest on the observable “facts’hed tvorld but “can be held only by those
for whom it is rooted in some ground of faith begiaxperience®* Day often expressed
this paradox through Paul’s words, “As dying, yehbld we live” (2 Cor 6:9): “We can
suffer with others, we can see plainly the frigimgrchaos, the unbelievable misery of
cold and hunger and bitter misery, yet all the tthere is the knowledge ‘that the

sufferings of this time are not to be comparec#joy that is to come.*

*patricia McNeal, “Origins of the Catholic Peace Mment,"Review of Politic85 (July 1973),
368.

““Dorothy Day, “Pacifism,'Catholic WorkerMay 1936.
“tyoder,Nevertheles92-94.

“Day, On Pilgrimage 85.



55

Charles Chatfield argues that Day’s allusions ®@3krmon on the Mount were
intended to offer a decision to her readers: “Gikenspiritual personalism, she likely
intended to present the ethical necessity that ealividual choose for peace or war,
hoping to elicit a pacifist respons& "Perhaps, as McClendon contends, this is because
she did not have the preconceptions of a Cathdlic&tion: “Instead, she read the Greek
New Testament in high school, with Jesus’ SermotherMount front and center in it.
Nobody explained to her that the word ‘peace’ | @hristian liturgies she attended
through her years of intermittent and later regalarrchgoing didn’t mean peace.”
Instead, her encounter with tradition came firsbtigh Maurin, “who was in full
rebellion against the militarism of his French yguand later through historians who
“told her (correctly) that the early church waseed pacifist.” Day’s pacifism “was not
just a happenstance reading of Christian morahiagc . . To be a pacifist put her at
odds with many. But it put her in the center oédience to Jesus Christ, and that was
now what mattered®*

Mel Piehl points to Day’s essay “Holy Obedienceliigh emphasizes the
paradox that “the believer freely chooses to sulomitvidual free will to God and other
people.*> Coy adds that her personalism “situated the loés®cial change and
revolution not in institutions, but in the hearttbé individual. So it was with war. The

way to stop the impending war [World War Il] was fodividuals to refuse to fight in

“*Chatfield, 8.
“McClendon Ethics,297.
“*Mel Piehl, “The Politics of Free Obedience,”ArRevolution of the Heart: Essays on the

Catholic Workerged. Patrick G. Coy (Philadelphia: Temple Univer§ltess, 1988), 177. See Day,
Selected Writingsl 68-73.
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it.”® In short, to refuse to kill is the proper respois Christ's command to love. Day
argues that references to military service as figylown one’s life for one’s friends” (Jn
15:13) are blasphemous: “Men are taught to kilt,today down their lives if they can
possibly help it. Of course we do not talk of et in wartime. We talk of the enemy,
and we forget the Beatitudes and the commandmeavéoour enemy, do good to them
that persecute us.” Real love is the folly of thess: “We do not yet know what it
means. Loving our enemy. We only fear him. Weehgreat possessions, like the
young man in the gospel and we turn from Chrisheouse of force to protect them.”
War does not express love for our fellows but lafskith in them, epitomized by “the
belief that only force can overcome force.” Sadlys is also the belief of the Church,
and it is up to the Worker to offer an alternative:
We know that men are but dust, but we know toofttinay are little less than the
angels. We know them to be capable of high heroigreacrifice, of endurance.
They respond to this call in wartime. But the caihever made to them to oppose
violencewith non-resistangea strengthening of the will, an increase in lavnd
faith. We make this call, and we feel we haveghtrto make this call by the very
circumstances of our lives. We know the sufferimipsch people are already able
to endure . . . We know it in the response wHhible Catholic Workehas met with
throughout the land. We know it in the responstho$e very poor upon our
breadlines who are helping us in carrying on thekvadl over the country’
Day and her fellow Workers are able to demonsttaetheir personalism and
pacifism are more than theoretical. Worker lifsmegns unromantic; in fact, many who

come to volunteer are only able to endure it fmrsperiods. Day herself struggled,

often quoting Fr. Zossima froithe Brothers KaramazotiLove in practice is a harsh

“*patrick G. Coy, “Conscription and the Catholic Gziesce in World War I1,” irAmerican
Catholic Pacifismed. Klejment and Roberts, 50.

“'Dorothy Day,On Pilgrimage 236; “Letter: Things Worth Fighting For?,” iritings from
“Commonweal,”101-2; “Wars Are Caused by Man’s Loss of His Faitivian,” Catholic Worker,
September 1940.
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and dreadful thing compared to love in dreaffisWhat is important in the witness of

the Catholic Worker, however, is not that one agtseholiness through a certain amount
of suffering, as if one could ever suffer enoughGtrist. Rather, it is in how one sees
and treats the other who is truly destitute. Ay Blated at a speech in the 1950s, “There
is nothing particularly holy about dirt and ratsglanaches. But there may be something
very unholy about the way we regard those who stififen these things. The safety of
the rich lies in almsgiving. We must give until Wwecome blessed. . . . The paradox
again. Such as dying to live. No one pretendsatsimple matter*

Worker life, then, witnesses to the possibilitypoéaking down the problems of
poverty and violence “on the earthly plane” inttmam that individual Christians can
address. Day recognizes the sense of futilityfglyoung people who cannot see the
necessity of taking one step in the present monberthis “little way” of Thérése of
Lisieux, one of her favorite saints, is the onlywta bring forth the kingdom: “We can
beg for a increase of love in our hearts that willize and transform these actions, and
know that God will take them and multiply them Jasus multiplied the loaves and
fishes.” Again, this is not new. In its first issDay declares the paper to be “an attempt
to popularize and make known the encyclicals ofRbpes in regard to social justice and
the program put forth by the Church for the ‘re¢aintion of the social order,” while
according to its statement of aims and purposedhiker’s goal is “to realize in the

individual and society the expressed and implieghengs of Christ.” Jesus and his

*8Mark Zwick and Louise Zwick, introduction to Da@n Pilgrimage 48-50.

“‘Quoted in RiegleDorothy Day,32.
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disciples, including the popes and the saintsraieals, for as Day also said in 1933, it

is “possible to be radical and not athefSt.Ellsberg explains:
To be both a radical and a Catholic did not meahghe inhabited an
“underground” Church, distinct from the faith ancgtice of ordinary believers.
Nor did it signify the kind of seductive idolatriyat would identify the Kingdom of
God with a particular movement or cause. . . inlipdy meant that she held the
powers of this world, as she held herself, accdiatt the word and
commandment of God.

That commandment, as she understood it, entrustedtin a special
responsibility for the vindication and defenseitd.| Dorothy responded to that
obligation not only in its personal form of charfiyt in its most political form as
well: challenging resisting and obstructing theitnsonal forces which led to
poverty and waste of wat.

In one of Maurin’s favorite encyclicalduspicato Concessurbeo Xl argues
that if the institutes of St. Francis were revivVedery Christian virtue would easily
flourish”; therefore, “everyone should . . . aimirattating St. Francis of Assisf? In
fact, Francis of Assisi has been the most-illustifegaint in th&€atholic Workerand
Brigid O’Shea Merriman adds that Francis’ connatt poverty and pacifism “runs as
a thread through many of [Day’s] writing®” Francis, it must be remembered, regarded
the rule of the Third Order to be “applicable te thrdinary Christian,” a principle
revived by Leo and lay movements such as the Wofk&. K. Chesterton, whom Day

often quotes, recognizes in the saint the propderorg of love: “As St. Francis did not

*Dorothy Day,Selected Writing=286; “To Our ReadersCatholic WorkerMay 1933; “Catholic
Worker Positions,'Catholic WorkerMay 1972.

*!ElIsberg, introduction to Daygelected Writingsgvii-xviii.
*2Leo XIII, Auspicato Concessumg. 23-25.

*3Brigid O’Shea MerrimanSearching for Christ: The Spirituality of Dorothya(Notre Dame,
Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1994), 178-79

**Robert Ludlow, “St. Francis and His Revolution,”ArPenny a Copy: Readings from “The
Catholic Worker,”rev. and exp. ed., ed. Thomas C. Cornell, Robi&sb&rg, and Jim Forest (Maryknoll,
N.Y.: Orbis Books, 1995), 89.
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love humanity but men, so he did not love Christiabut Christ . . . to this great mystic
his religion was not a thing like a theory but enghlike a love-affair.” In short, Francis’
philosophy, like that of Day, “revolved round tltea of a new supernatural light on
natural things, which meant the ultimate recovethe ultimate refusal of natural
things.” Both were attempting to build “somethiihgt has often enough fallen into ruin
but has never been past rebuilding,” that is, thech® Day particularly identifies with
Francis’ openness to the world, which set him afpanh the monasticism of his day, and
his embrace of the Sermon on the Mount as unigdenammative for ethics:

Chesterton in writing about Pacifism (to which beosl opposed) said that
there were “the peacemakers who inherited the tbelatiand the peacemongers
who profaned the temple by selling doves.” We dtainthe present time with the
Communists, who are also opposing war. It happéttsis moment (perhaps the
line will change next week as it is wavering notkgt the party line so dictates this
policy. But we consider that we have inherited Beatitude and that our duty is
clear. The Sermon on the Mount is our Christiamifeato>®

In Day'’s interpretation, Christ has called his dalkers beyond the temporal in
favor of a new state of being prefiguring thestific vision the perfect happiness of
immediate knowledge of God. There will be suffgribut because there is no “time”
with God, there is no “reason” not to live in thaof perfection, regardless of the
consequences: “In heaven there is neither timespace, so we can be with everybody,
everywhere at the same time, days without endThe more you love in this life, the
more you suffer, and yet who would be without lov@®d is love, the beatific vision is

love; in Him we possess all things.” Put anothayythe Sermon’s supernatural

rationality corrects and perfects natural reasaod,lzcause the vision represents the

*G. K. ChestertonCollected Worksyol. 2, St. Francis of Assisi, The Everlasting Man, St.
Thomas AquinaéSan Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1986), 29-305%261.

*Day, “Our Stand.”
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elevation of humanity to the plane of Christ, ip@ssible in a limited sense on earth:
“The teaching has been that love which is of thedrdor the Beloved can only be
between equals, and so to achieve this we must diree natural and live supernatural
lives, doing everything for the love of Gotl.”According to Piehl, the Sermon’s balance
between ethics in the temporal—Augustine’s “thiitg"e—and the supernatural—the

City of God—orders has enabled the Worker “to ughbk transcendent mysteries of
Christian faith while immersing itself in the mumgacontemporary concerns of politics,
economics, peace, and race relatiofis.”

As she does with soldiers, Day recognizes a lirtkvben workers, poverty, and
militarization: “All our talks about peace and tlveapons of the spirit are meaningless
unless we try in every way to embraaduntary povertyand not work in any position,
any job that contributes to war . . . We must gipeour place in this world, sacrifice
children, family, wife, mother, and embrace poveatyd then we will be laying down

life itself.>®

Thomas Merton notes that casuistry in the thgotfgriolence obscures the
problem of “death and even genocide as big businessch, at the same time, “involves
a long chain of individuals, each of whom can taatself absolved from responsibility.”
In other words, “We have got to face the fact that is not merely the product of blind

political forces, but of human choice®."Likewise, Francis declares that “if we had any

possessions, we should need weapons and lawseioddisfem,” and Day says that

*Dorothy Day, “On Pilgrimage,Catholic WorkerFeb. 19520n Pilgrimage,136.

*%piehl, “The Politics of Free Obedience,” 178.

*Day, On Pilgrimage,155.

®Thomas MertonFaith and Violence: Christian Teaching and Christiiractice(Notre Dame,

Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1968)P&ace in the Post-Christian E{Maryknoll, N.Y.: Orbis
Books, 2004), 7.
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relinquishing the false security of possessiorsaglone to relinquish the state’s
protection, for “the only way to live in any truecurity is to live so close to the bottom
that when you fall you do not have far to drop, yimunot have much to losé&”

Again, the commitment to sacrifice or sufferingt adhatred of material goods or
private ownership, is the basis for poverty. Therpare often forced into their condition
by physical disability, mental iliness, or lackexfucation or capital, and voluntary
poverty is an attempt to understand their precaity Day says, “It is not true love if we
do not know them, and we can only know them byhtvivith them, and if we love with
knowledge we will love with faith, hope, and chgrif? Coy adds that the connection
between hospitality and politics “is profound enbulgat it transcends both time and
space within the movement,” as those who live antbegoor are unable to ignore the
problems caused by some public policies: “In shtbe,Catholic Worker house of
hospitality is a source of political knowledge leapto nonviolent action. We might
usefully see hospitality and the solidarity it enders as the grounding of a Catholic
Worker epistemology®® Thus the first two principles of Day’s pacifismeanseparable

from one another and from poverty; one is not pioeathe other.

Disarmament of the Heart
As Ellis contends, “Being with the poor and theaast, being in a sense with the

victims of our society, discourages any pretenaed Day'’s introspection and self-

®'Quoted in Chesterton, 92; Ddypaves and Fishe$§6.
®Day, The Long Lonelinesg14;0n Pilgrimage 250.

%3Coy, “Beyond the Ballot Box,” 176-79.
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criticism instead result in a remarkable humifityWhen challenging the comfort of
others she nearly always includes herself: “Whgtitrhas any one of us to security when
God’s poor are suffering? What right have | teplen a comfortable bed when so many
are sleeping in the shadows of buildings hereisithighborhood of th€atholic
Workeroffice?” Although many volunteers left “becauddleeir own shame,” enduring
such shame, she says, “is part of our penafic€drther, Ellsberg says, “Each protest,
each fast, was an effort to take upon herselfpmessmall way, the guilt of Dachau,
Hiroshima, and other crimes as yet uncommitted,thns preventable®® Penance
includes both an obligation to act and a willingah&strust in God'’s will: “Leaving out of
account Divine Providence, there is chaos and ulggin ahead, and injustices breeding
new wars. But we cannot leave out of account 2iWnovidence, so we can live in hope
and faith and charity, and rejoice and continuprety and do penance to avert another
war.” Protesting a Mass for the military on theiaersary of Hiroshima, she quotes
Luke 13:3: “Unless you do penance, you shall aelligh.” Penance comes before the
Eucharist. Otherwise we partake of the Sacramenbrthily. . . . Our Creator gave us
life, and the Eucharist to sustain our life. B ave [given] the world instruments of

death of inconceivable magnitud¥.”

®Ellis, A Year at the Catholic Worket17.
®Day, Selected Writings[0; The Long Lonelines€16.

®Robert Ellsberg, “Dorothy Day and the Gospel ofdegi_iving Pulpit 7, no. 4 (October-
December 1998), 21.

*Dorothy Day,On Pilgrimage,148; “Bread for the HungryCatholic WorkerSeptember 1976.
The Greek woranetanoiain this verse is usually translated “repent,” fdu penance.” It is possible that
Day misunderstands the meaning. More likely, simply associates repentance with the Catholic
sacrament of penance, usually called confessiorhioh the forgiveness of sins is granted through t
pronouncement of absolution by a priest. As | ddtefore, Day participated in weekly confessiorgthar
example of her form of life being inseparable frber Catholic practices.
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Day’s advocacy on behalf of workers is not my fohase, but it indicates the
transformation of her concern for persons and hiingness to engage the laity. Indeed,
Frary suggests, “She had a theology of the la&y #mtedated Vatican Il, and to which
Vatican Il added only a systematic presentatf®nAs Coy explains, lay awareness of
social issues and efforts to help them “inform itleeinscience” were rare prior to the
council, but “Day chose to stake the future of Gatholic Worker movement on a
position that ran absolutely contrary to this hisi@l pattern.” It is also important that
she was successful. For example, many Catholisoiemntious objectors continue to cite
articles from the paper in their applications f@ 6tatus?®

The founding of the Worker was providential in thdioth proclaimed and
embodied an alternative form of action at a crititae. Mark Massa argues that it
offered “an anti-structural vision of what Americ@atholicism might be during a period
of great uncertainty and flux, when Catholic gradentity was fluid and ambiguous and
its new corporate ‘niche’ in the religious landseapmained unclear® Yet to call the
Worker “anti-structural” (or the Church a “nicha¥)an overstatement, for Day was loyal
to the Church’s authority, to the point that shes waticized for accepting its structure
and dogma. How, her detractors wondered, couldslsd radical about social and
political issues and so conservative and traditiabaut her Catholicisni? Her

response was that the Church has not spoken bijatin many issues, thereby leaving

®®Frary, 387.
%Coy, “Catholic Conscience,” 54.

“Mark S. MassaCatholics and American Culture: Fulton Sheen, Dbyobay, and the Notre
Dame Football TeaniNew York: Crossroad, 1999), 124.

"Jim Forest, “Dorothy Day: Saint and Troublemakér,Catholic Worker Movemengd. Thorn,
Runkel, and Mountin, 583.
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room for interpretation. Further, although heriposs caused tension, Day was afforded
respect because she and her associates facedltdfcl, on occasion, violent situations
and did not back down from them. Catholic Workessonly assist victims of domestic
violence and gang wars; many recount stories ofemgiye, even armed, persons at the
houses and of how nonviolent responses defusesltttetions. Day did not live in a war
zone, but she faced threats and temptations tayenigaviolence and chronicled her
experience for public consumption. In Sally Cumigevords, “Telling us of her life at
the Worker, she also helps us understand thataachcan live by a power other than
conformity or force.”® Sr. Rosemary Lynch adds that “Dorothy always ustoed the
connections between the power of nonviolence wiAinrker houses] and the power of
nonviolence in bringing political peace to the wéulorld.”

Maurin thought that protest was rarely effective-trl&s don’t strike me,” he
often said—and unions were too confrontationakasety ought to be cooperative. To
some, Segers says, it appeared that he “read tia¢ g@acyclicals selectively, accepting
the principle of subsidiarity but rejecting the pgpstress on the importance of the just
wage for the workingman, the validity of labor angaation, and the necessity of state
intervention to bring about greater justice for goor.”* Maurin, however, thought it
more important to emphasize the tendency of labgairazation and state power to

subordinate values to economic considerations. dgages, but she also believes that the

"?3ally Cunneen, “Dorothy Day: The Storyteller as HumModel,”Cross Current84, no. 3 (fall
1984), 283.

*Quoted in RiegleDorothy Day,47. For insight into encounters with violencehet Worker
houses, see Angie O’Gorman and Patrick G. Coy, Sdewf Hospitality: A Pilgrimage into Nonviolence,”
in A Revolution of the Heargd. Coy, 239-71.

"segers, 210.
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encyclicals of Leo XIII and Pius XI support thehtgf workers to strike and form
unions, which offer the opportunity “to experiersmidarity in their support for one
another in a common struggle.” As Mitchell saydef writings do not offer a systematic
critique of capitalism as much as they offer tr@on of a new cooperative economic
order beyond capitalisn’> For Day, anarchism and distributism are not aittve
“systems.” Rather, they show that societies amsh@aies do not have to be organized
materialistically. While the alternative cannotdeveloped wholesale, it can be
demonstrated in microcosm by the Worker and othaums.

Day also extends Maurin’s “philosophy of work” afpdhilosophy of poverty” to
modern warfare, often noting the tendency of céipitaand socialism to deny the dignity
of the worker and legitimate violence in the putrsfiieconomic goals. Such flaws
expose our idolatrous allegiance to these systéfttsle their intentions may be noble,
clergy who support democracies set important pgoiesiaside by “accepting the easy
way of capitalist industrialism, which leads toleotivism and the totalitarian stat&”
With the decline of cultures united by values amel¢orresponding rise of large social
and economic entities, Wink says, “Individuals setieat their only escape from utter
insignificance lies in identifying with these giardnd idolizing them as the true bearers
of their own human identity” These “giants” have become the perceived beafé¢he
common good, a perception that the “localist” poditof the Worker denie€’. According

to the Rourkes, while ideologies of both left amght claim to be in favor of the

"Mitchell, 168, 164.
*Day, On Pilgrimage 151, 183.
"\Wink, 60.

®Massa, 105-6.
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“individual,” they fail to recognize that this abstt, modern conception is fundamentally
different from the real human person, who is “ceter historically and culturally
situated, and a member of a specific community dtévialistic and utilitarian ideologies
cannot hold these elements together, “as theytagyitake one component of the
person and play it off against another.” Thusrtiws of the problem are
anthropological, and in Christian anthropology pleeson “is an autonomous center of
responsible activity, yet is relational to his veore, oriented to the most profound
solidarity with others.”

However well this latter anthropology was appliedChristendom, its fracturing
helps explain the modern emphasis on the “free™aattbnal” individual independent of
any tradition. Frary argues that the Catholic €hwas complicit in this development in
its withdrawal from politics and overemphasis oni€its divinity in the nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries. Day, on the other héoehtes his humanity and identification
with persons at the center of her theol8YyOne of her most famous declarations is that
“our problems stem from our acceptance of thigyiltrotten system.” Certainly many
radicals can agree, but what separates Day isdis&nctive announcement that the one
true antidote for the system is the Church.” Adoog to Michael Garvey, it is this
conviction that places her far closer to John Pawho labeled this system a “culture of
death,” than to any socialist, anarchist, or poditiiberal. As Forest writes, “That
culture’s idolatrous worship of individual autononig reliance on usury, its fetishizing

of corporate power, its murderous addiction toeasingly apocalyptic weaponry to

®Rourke and Rourke, x-xi, 6-7.

®Frary, 386.
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underwrite a spurious notion of security—all arstamces of an intolerable situation in
which acquiescence has become indistinguishabie §in0.”®* Like Maurin, Day thinks
the Church’s failure to address poverty is pastiall fault, for “serving soup one day and
war the next” makes little sene.

Day believes that she can set an example by supgamions and workers’
movements while refusing to participate in armetibac She makes it a point to call out
influential Catholics such as John Brophy of ther@attee for Industrial Organization
(CIO): “You are a man of influence, and it is yaluty as a Catholic and a trade unionist
to preach in season and out of season the use®hpeans. And by that we mean
nonviolent coercion.” However, Day also challentfeslaity, and though she is well
aware of the ambiguous reasons for military serdsbe knew many soldiers personally
and had relatives that fought in conflicts from @igil War to Vietham—she maintains
that all persons have alternatives and must preépaesist the temptation of violent
response and choose the “better way” of the supeala

We must prepare now for martyrdom—otherwise we moll be ready. Who of us

if he were attacked now would not react quickly andhanly against such attack?
Would we love our brother who strikes us? Of &lllae Catholic Workehow

many would not instinctively defend himself withyaiorceful means in his power?
\r/]\éznrrggst prepare. We must prepare now. There bauatdisarmament of the

Day called on workers to refuse to manufacturegardport “articles of war”

intended for nations involved in the growing cottfin Europe. Rather than discuss their

8Michael O. Garvey, foreword to Da@n Pilgrimage xi.
82Jim Forest, “Dorothy Day and the Sermon on the Mguther SideAugust 1981, 16.

8Dorothy Day. “Open Letter to John Brophy, CIO Dic’ Catholic Worker April 1937;
“Dorothy Day Explains CW Stand on Use of Foragdtholic Worker September 1938.
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guilt for participating in the system (as she sames did), she focuses on their power to
effect real change: “Whether you know it or notuythe workers, hold in your hands the
power to tip the scales in favor of peace or crirAee you afraid of your power? We are
waiting for your answer.” Again, Day disputes #rgument that war is justified in order
to defend Christianity, civilization, or democratlgese are worth saving but cannot truly
be saved by violent means. Further, war is a watdegor in a world already reeling
from conflict. “Instead of gearing ourselves imsthountry for a gigantic production of
death-dealing bombers and men trained to kill,” stgeies, “we should be producing
food, medical supplies, ambulances, doctors anskesuor the works of mercy, to heal
and rebuild a shattered worldf”

Day and Maurin had long warned of the darknessasdifm, and she saw the
crimes of Franco, Hitler, Stalin, and Tito with Ckearer eye, and sooner, than most of her
generation.* She picketed the German embassy and was amofigsttte publicly
denounce anti-Semitism, a controversial positioogrthe many who listened to Fr.
Charles Coughlin’s weekly radio program that condedhboth Jews and communists
(and the New Deal). Those selling Coughlin’s pagemn confronted theCatholic
Workercounterparts, calling them “communists” and knagkihem to the ground. In
1939 Day helped found thé&iceto counter Coughlin and thWorkercalled on the

country to open its doors to “all Jews who wishefeecess to American hospitality,” an

#Dorothy Day, “To the Workers Catholic WorkerOctober 1939; “Our Stand.” Recall
Augustine’s observation—comparing the City of GathviRome—that “keeping the faith” may involve
relinquishing one’s “safety”: “The safety of thetCof God, however, is of such a kind that it can b
possessed, or rather acquired, only with faithtanough faith” The City of God against the Pagaesl..
and trans. R. W. Dyson (New York: Cambridge UniitgrBress, 1998), 1118-19, book XXII, chap. 6).

8Charles R. MorrisAmerican Catholic: The Saints and Sinners Who Buiterica’s Most
Powerful ChurchNew York: Times Books, 1997), 144.
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appeal that went largely unheed@dAfter the war she was asked how she justified her
pacifism in view of the Holocaust; her reply waattivinning the war had not, in fact,
saved many Jews. She was not sympathetic to fia'scggpals or means but argued that
the Allies did not recognize the presence of Chinigheir enemies or the possibility that
God works in the midst of evil:

During the Franco-Prussian war, Bernadette consitigre Prussians the
servants of God. When the Maccabees were beiiyg slae by one, in defense of
their faith, they each testified that they werdestihg for the sins of their race.
How many Christians think of Hitler or Stalin inghway, as “the servant of God"?
Do they remember them as temples of the Holy Glwosatures made to the image
and likeness of God, two human beings for whom Elilies on the Cross? Are
they praying for them—uwith love and pif{/?

After Pearl Harbor—and after less than a decadeG@atholic and in opposition
to Maurin’s desire to be silent—Day boldly declarest opposition to American entry
into the war. “We are still pacifists,” she write’s . . We must all admit our guilt, our
participation in the social order which has resuiitethis monstrous crime of war.” She
adds the phrase, “We love our country and we larePoesident” and acknowledges
America’s history of welcoming the oppressed amigisg for peace, but she argues that
the nation is now failing to live up to its own peiples®® The facts of war, however
grave, cannot supersede the commandment to love ememies. These declarations
contextualize the difficulties that emerged for thevement during the war years. For

example, nearly all the pacifist groups that hasearafter World War | faded away and

many who opposed American involvement (and the grgwureaucracy of the

8ForestLove Is the MeasurgQ1.
8Day, “Our Stand.”

#Dorothy Day, “Members of Christ”; “Our Country Passrom Undeclared War to Declared
War to Declared War; We Continue Our Christian fstcttand,”Catholic Worker January 1942.
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Roosevelt administration) were slandered, but Daglerit a point to defend theth.In
contrast to the Cold War and Vietnam, she did ngage in nonviolent action. Still,
while she favored non-cooperation with conscriptiday spoke before a congressional
committee on the Selective Service Act. A cleeistifying for the usual conscientious
objector status for clergy and religious asked wiggit she had to speak, to which she
replied, “I'm speaking for the lay peopl&’” Her testimony had some impact on the
committee’s allowing Catholics to perform alternatservice. In fact, although the
leadership of the peace churches supported CO clamiigeir members, the Catholic
camps—Gordon Zahn calls them “the first corporag@ession of Catholic pacifism in
this country”—were supported almost solely by traHt®lic Worker’*

The newspaper’s offices were flooded with negategponses, but Day mounted
a vigorous defense. A seminarian wrote that theudé on pacifism among the students
was unfavorable. Some thought it was the changiragcounsel (or ideal) to a precept
(an obligation), while the rest were “swept alorytle tide of friends and relatives who
are fighting and by the solid fact to which themgl—the Japanese attack last
December.” Day'’s response repeats Fr. Hugo’s rmdhéat the precept is the end and the
counsels the means: “The counsels (of poverty tithasnd obedience) are looked upon
as the best means to the end toward which we boéliaed to aim, perfection’ This

position is a remarkable reversal, as the courmdgderfection—the rules of conduct

8Bill Kauffman, “The Way of Love’: Dorothy Day anthe American Right,” irCatholic Worker
Movemented. Thorn, Runkel, and Mountin, 228. Charles bigh is a primary example.

“Quoted in RiegleDorothy Day,44.
“Cornell.

Dorothy Day, “Day After Day,Catholic WorkerDecember 1942; “Day After DayCatholic
Worker,February 1942.
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given by Jesus—had historically been regardedcadliag for only a few, usually those
in religious orders. They were not necessaryHerdalvation of or even advisable for lay
Christians, who are called only to observe prectpkeep from indulging in one of these
areas. This distinction was challenged by mamhefReformers, who maintained that
all Christians, though they will fall short, aredral to do their utmost. This often
resulted in a minimal conception of Christian ohtign, but Day emphasizes a vision of
perfection in regard to the counsels of poverty padicularly of obedience, under which
pacifism falls. Another objection was that the W&arwas straying from its support for
the lower classes, many of whom were being victeaiby the Nazis, but Day points out
that theyare being consistent: “From the first issueTdfe Catholic Workewe have
opposed the use of force. . . . If we do not warkaur program on these lines we might
as well turn to revolution.” Once again she defetiee bravery of pacifism:

One reader writes to protest against our ‘fraifces “blatantly” crying out against

war. Another Catholic newspaper says it sympashizieh our sentimentality.

This is a charge always leveled against pacifigt® are supposed to be afraid of

the suffering, of the hardships of war.

But let those who talk of softness, of sentimettatome to live with us in
cold, unheated houses in the slums. Let them dorinee with the criminal, the
unbalanced, the drunken, the degraded, the péfvert.

Day notes that more pressing economic problemstaseured by the demand for
focus and allegiance, in which all persons are dsiédo their part” for the war effort:
“This is total war, and that means every man, woarash child, possessed, heart and
mind, body and soul, by the state.” As she laberctudes, the state neither provides the

security it promises nor accepts responsibilitytha destruction it unleashes: “The

modern States which built up a Hitler, which did depopulate concentration camps and

%Day, “Members of Christ.”
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gas chambers by providing living space, giving asybr by imposing economic
sanctions, are monstrosities. When they are dtiwdorce finally, they fail to
accomplish that peace which they set out for.” ®hky solution is for workers to “lay
down their tools and refuse to make the instrumehtkeath” and for all Christians to
perform the works of mercy, the opposite of “therkeoof war.®*

The rise of “nuclear pacifism” after Hiroshima addgasaki soon faded in the
face of anti-communism. As Day recalls, “Our itsmce on worker-ownership, on the
right of private property, on the need to de-piaiee the worker, all points which had
been emphasized by the Popes in their social @naig;lmade many Catholics think we
were Communists in disguise.” Now the Worker waiscized for defending the rights
of communist leaders, and Francis Cardinal Spellafdtew York threatened either to
shut down the paper or force it to remove the w@atholic” from its name. When the
paper argued that Elizabeth Gurley Flynn and gtiksd communists ought to be
allowed freedom on bail while they prepared theiiedse, angry letters and cancellations
poured in. Day responds by noting that althoughdibagrees with communists about
violence, she also disagrees with many Christiadding that much of the “freedom”
enjoyed in the West is dependent on the defensesind Here she discusses her visit to
coal mines in western Pennsylvania:

There is no respect for property here. So why ddalkk of fighting
communism, which we are supposed to oppose betalses away with private
property. We have done that very well ourselvasis country. Or because it

denies the existence of God? We do not see Ghrigtr brothers the miners . . .
We deny Christ here. And what about that otheurment about the use of force?

%“Dorothy Day, “If Conscription Comes for Womer€atholic WorkerJanuary 1943; “The Pope
and Peace,Catholic Worker February 1954; “Works of Mercy Oppose Violencé @bor’s War,”
Catholic Worker April 1941.
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We live in an age of war, and the turning of theeels of industry, the very
working of the mines depends on our Wars.

Unlike many on the “left,” the writers of ti@atholic Workemwere experienced in
critiguing communism and their pacifist stance wascompromised by earlier defenses
of communist expansion in Eastern Europe. As sliesimce the thirties, Day
maintained that communism was “essentially a respaom Christian failures to promote
social justice” and “could only be countered byegger Catholic commitment to the
welfare of workers and the poor, not by politicahailitary confrontation.®® During the
sixties Day made a controversial visit to Cubaraftieich she sympathized with the
revolution. At the time she said that “accordingraditional Catholic teaching, the only
kind Fidel Castro ever had, the good Catholic $8 #he good soldie’® William Miller
argues that the trip illustrates that Day nevdyfatldresses the communist conception of
freedom that drove revolutiofl. Not only is this not true, she is openly criticélthe
“natural” goals and means of communiatgl the anti-communism of Catholics who
have their own “atheistic” allegiance to state powe

Have not we Catholics, by and large, gone dowrrdlhd of compromise so far that
we can awaken no enthusiasm among the people?thihanly thing we can whip
up enthusiasm for . . . is an anti-Communist cra8ad crusade that utilizes the
anti-Christian and Mohammedan concept of a “holy.iva . The policy of the
United States is anti-Catholic because it is atleissod does not enter into it for
in place of Him there is EXPEDIENCY. It has becoexpedient that we murder,

it has become expedient that we ignore the precg@issus Christ laid down in the
Sermon on the Mount and applicable to ALL MEN, just to a chosen few who

%Dorothy Day,The Long Lonelinesd87-88; “Beyond Politics”; “Reflections on WorkZatholic
Worker,December 1946.

“Mel Piehl, “The Catholic Worker and Peace in thel{f&old War Era,” inAmerican Catholic
Pacifism,ed. Klejment and Roberts, 79-80.

*Dorothy Day, “Pilgrimage to Cuba—Part Latholic Worker September 1962.

%Miller, Dorothy Day,471.
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are to be perfect. It has become expedient thaireg&ch hatred of Communists to
the people . . . Christianity has been reducedeéytieologians to a rule of
expediency, Christianity has been made to ideitsBif with Americanism, with
the scum of the Right]

Day is pointed in criticizing clergy who unquesiiogly submit to the state’s
military endeavors. The Worker, of course, staamgisnst this: “We were to live without
killing, not matter what the provocation or consexgece, not matter how many other
Christians or Christian bishops were fighting wardlessing them™° As | noted
earlier, one factor is the Church’s failure to adrpoverty, its “serving soup one day
and war the next.” Living among the poor gives Rgyerspective that many clergy
cannot or will not see: “And this goes for the ptio, wherever he is, whether he deals
with the problem of war or with poverty. He mayit@rand speak, but he needs to study
the little way, which is all that is available teetpoor, and the only alternative to the
mass approach of the State.” Such loyalty is déifgrent from duty to country:

We have to begin to see what Christianity reallyhat “our God is a living fire;

though He slay me yet | will trust him.” We hawethink in terms of the

Beatitudes and the Sermon on the Mount and hasedhdiness to suffer. “We

have not yet resisted unto blood.” We have notowetd our neighbor with the

kind of love that is a precept to the extent ofigydown our life for him. And
our life very often means our money, money thahaee sweated for; it means
our bread, our daily living, our rent, our clothéd/e haven’t shown ourselves
ready to lay down our life. This is a new precépt a new way, it is the new
man we are supposed to becofffe.

The key to this “new way” is to release immediatactess” as a goal for ethics.

Both voluntary poverty and pacifism are a mattedefierence to the supernatural grace

“Dorothy Day, “We Are Un-American: We Are Catholit§atholic Worker April 1948. | am
unsure if she is referring to the Americanist hgresndemned by Pius IX i8yllabus Errorunor a more
general belief in American exceptionalism.

1% orest, “Dorothy Day and the Sermon on the Mouh®,”

Iporothy Day, “On Pilgrimage,Catholic WorkerDecember 1965; “Fear in Our Time,”
Catholic Worker April 1968.
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of Jesus Christ; in recognizing grace we also rezegthat our security is only found in
Him. At the same time, pacifism is not passive,isat ineffective. “In the context of
the Kingdom, pacifism is a question of belief,” Brargues. “[Day] believed in the
power and effectiveness of love to the same degateothers believed in the power and
effectiveness of violence in obtaining for men saguality of life.”*°* For many readers,
“direct action” was fine as long as they were nqiexted to be part of it. “But there
were a very great many who has seemed to agreaisittho did not realize for years
thatThe Catholic Workeposition implicated them,” Day muses. “If thelibeed the
things we wrote, they would be bound, sooner @r]db make decisions personally and
to act upon them*®®

If the Worker is “anti-structural” at all, it is e, for the Church had for centuries
relied on religious orders to meet the world’s reee¥et its structure was hindering this
mission by blinding it to the realities of thosgpuosedly in its care. Thus each house of
hospitality was (and is) given functional indepemckeand residents are free to express
their consciences. This sometimes leads to condigcat the outset of World War 11, but
contributes greatly to the Worker’s sense of comitgiand its witness of poverty.
Further, as Coy says, “The experience of living i@atholic Worker hospitality in
solidarity with the poor softens the aversions mpagple have to presuming to know a
‘truth,” and to speaking that truth to the worldahgh nonviolent action*** This

confidence in truth is the third principle of Dayacifist witness.

%% rary, 387.
1%pay, The Long Lonelinesg64.

1%4coy, “Beyond the Ballot Box,” 179.



CHAPTER FOUR

Truth

As | have explained, it was only after her conv@rsand under the tutelage of
Peter Maurin that Dorothy Day was able to recontde Christian sympathies with her
positions on social and political issues, whicheveeavily influenced by communism.
However, as her youthful reading habits and activasgtest, Day was always deeply
concerned withruth and pursued it with an energy few could matchis phinciple can
be seen as the intersection of solidarity and casipa. In other words, if the solidarity
of the mystical body is real, then this doctrinekeeademands on Christians, and if
compassion is to be of value, then it must be giednn truth. | have also been arguing
that Day’s pacifist witness tsaditioned,that is, a product and part of the Catholic
tradition that has little meaning apart from thamtext. Of course, pacifism is not the
norm of this tradition, a fact | will examine inabter five. Here it is important to recall
Maclintyre’s definition of tradition aslaving argument. In the words of de Lubac, “Faith
is not a repository of dead truths which we mapeetfully set aside so as to plan our
lives without them.* Day affirms the Church’s teachings, but she hk@ves that
many are open for debate and revision, includisgyar theory. In this she is not
striking out on her own but following Scripturegtbaints, and papal documents, and her
minority position requires her to be particulargreful in studying these sources. My

concern in this chapter, then, is Day’'s “embodirhefnthis argument, which she

'de LubacCatholicism,365.
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addressed head-on in her writings and eventuatly to the streets. As tradition is
living, so is the faith of Dorothy Day, a faith ¢ered on discerning truth and bearing

witness to it before the Church and the world.

Clarification of Thought

As | noted in chapter two, 1917 was a critical yieahe development of Day’s
pacifism. That spring she joined a bus tour ofu@@ia University students to hand out
leaflets and make speeches protesting military hzaltion. They met with resistance
from police; in Baltimore there was a riot and dficer hit Day with a club. Then, on
April 2, President Wilson asked Congress to dechkareon Germany in order to make
the world “safe for democracy.” Day opposed the g was not yet a pacifist, as she
welcomed the Russian revolution and could only amttthe joy of the revolutionaries
with the “war-mad” audience at a rally supportinmérican engagemehtAs
McClendon observes, “Day was caught up in a fadsba&ology, one that would seek
peace by the way of violence, justice by way o€éof chaos™ Indeed, she was arrested
in front of the White House for supporting a strike women’s suffrage and resisted
violently, biting the warden and kicking two guardShe also quit th€all after slapping
a mentally ill man who was trying to embrace h#twas always clear that she would
leave her mark on the world,” Wills writes, “butitust have seemed, in 1917, that the

mark she would leave would be a bloody ofie.”

’Day, From Union Square to Rom@3.
3McClendon Ethics,288.

“Wills, 228.
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After her pregnancy and conversion Day all but ggvgoing to radical
meetings, but she worked briefly for the Anti-Imipdist League, a communist affiliate
aiding the opposition to U.S. forces in Nicaragi#ore important, by this time she
identified herself as a pacifist, for it was soneghshe had to reconcile with her
associates who were not. Although not centrakindonversion narratives, this
conviction was a factor in her struggle over thetriew years to find something that
would support her new family while integrating getius faith, social justice, and
writing.> What she found was Maurin’s vision. “Obijectivelhe vision] was true
because, in the logic of those elements thattit ihe equation summing the problem of
existence, it took into consideration the wholehaf equation—time and eternity, spirit
and matter,” William Miller says. “Subjectivelyt,was true because of Peter’s sanctity.
This, as Dorothy saw it, made him the believabéeher.®

The basis of Maurin’s commitment was fundamentdifierent than that of the
era’s secular movements, for he grounded his ioledssus’ example of renunciation and
sacrifice and believed that only in this spirit ¢ha integrity of the person be restored
and the social order transformed. Therefore, emare than a dissenter; he was first
and foremost a disciple, and he often repeatechikathilosophy was not revolution but
tradition—"a faith so old it looks like new’—thoughwas clearly “a tradition made
dynamic and faithful to its calling to representiGhin the world.” Prior to his
involvement withLe SillonMaurin had been drafted into the French militahyles

serving with the Christian Brothers, a Catholic tagler. After two years he returned to

SForest,Love Is the Measur&0.

®Miller, Dorothy Day,243.
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teaching and began to reflect on the coercive astruakctive potential of social
organization. His explorations of pacifism, int@lar, caused concern among some of
his peers who “feared his interest in social qoastwould disturb his religious
vocation.” Yet Maurin avoided pacifist terminology, even tianing Day during the
Spanish Civil War and the Second World War becéesenought that the world was not
ready to listen. This has led some to speculatetabe strength of his convictions.
However, Miller contends that “peace was so profttyiand integrally at the center of
his vision that he did not have to particularizeuattit.”

Day was also convinced that Maurin completely nej@wiolence and believed
that his reluctance was a way of exercising hisdoen: “Peter did not want to be
fragmented, if we can use that word, by being dadeacifist or an anarchist, both of
which words would serve to set him apart from merThe evidence is on her side, as he
often spoke against the violent tactics of clasgggfle and terrorism in his “Easy
Essays.” In 1938, for example, he argued that goaents have no fixed standards of
morality and thus cannot settle the question offeaChristians. The next year he
published a lecture by Theodor Cardinal Innitze¥m®ina arguing that in the Sermon on
the Mount Jesus blesses those who make peaceresdelsimnself as the one who brings
peace, and calls his followers to make peace vath ether, love their enemies, and
refuse every form of violence. Maurin understdoel ¢entral dilemma of personalism:

for the spiritual development of persons to procéeel social order must to be changed,

’Ellis, Peter Maurin,18-19, 24.
8Miller, Dorothy Day,355.
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but the spiritual nature of reality makes violenoacceptable. In Ellis’ words,
“Incarnation meant reforrand nonviolence.*

Maurin also published an address by Eric Gill inahtthe artist (and distributist)
argues that the entire structure of warfare hasgéd Instead of small professional
armies participating in limited engagements, waras/ conducted on a mass scale with
entire populations mobilized for the effort, and trast majority who fight know little
about the conflict. If war has ever been heroat thme has passed, and it is no longer a
guestion of justice or defense but simply of tasmor. Maurin, in fact, was prophetic in
his assessment of capitalism, socialism, and fasassideologies that were all part of the
same march toward totalitarianism, an argument\Rayld take in earnest after World
War Il. “For Maurin the power of modernity and thed of tradition seemed to be
hurtling the world into darkness,” Ellis statedt was the voice of tradition that would
illumine this darkness by providing cultural contity to the Western world, by
critiquing the present, and finally by forming thasis for a new social order.” In fact,
after the first few issues of the paper Maurin Okl that she was placing the locus of
power in centralized politics rather than wherttity is—in local, personal activit}:

Apparently she took his advice, as the strengtheofwriting is its connection to
life at the Worker. Although it fit her messagegy» journalistic style did not lend itself
to formulating a theological structure. Rathertriel Jordan says, “She was a reporter of
daily realities for whom faith, hope, and love wégsted in the roiling crises of her

Catholic Worker experiences, her travels, and haress—all beneath the shadows cast

Ellis, Peter Maurin 145, 20.

Ybid., 145, 34, 42.
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by the grimmest of centurie$?” She can be harsh and confrontational at timeshdu
slant is essentially positive. “She’s not writitagdepress people into revolution,” Forest
says. “She wanted to inspire people to revolution it's a quite different method™>
Numerous lengthy, theoretical articles appeargtierpaper, but her columns were the
driving force because they were accessible to,anfih’s words, “the man on the street,”
as well as clergy and opinion leaders. Day has ba#cized for not articulating a
“theory,” but her transparency enabled her reattegsasp the theology that informed the
movement. As Ellsberg explains, “She wrote to gaeson for a marriage of convictions
that was a scandal and stumbling block to manycahgolitics and traditional,
conservative ideology. Yet it was not what Dorolbgy wrote that was extraordinary,
nor even what she believed, but the fact that thex®absolutely no distinction between
what she believed, what she wrote, and the mannghich she lived **

Day’s pacifism was less well-received than her mtduy poverty or support for
workers’ movements, yet it is where she most cjedifferentiates herself from
socialism (and capitalism). For Marx the role mflence is secondary, as he likens
conflict to “birth pangs” preceding the emergenta olassless society. Although the
state is an instrument of violence for the rulitags, its power is in controlling the
process of production; violence is only a meanseine this control, an element of
“restraint” largely lost in the revolutions in Ey®. Christianity and communism seek a

similar end—transformation of the social order—th# latter justifies the use of any

2patrick Jordan, introduction to Dayritings from “Commonweal, Xiv.
3Quoted in RiegleDorothy Day,18.
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means to achieve it and threatens liquidationlokab do not conform. Day, however,
distinguishes between “worldly” and “unworldly” jise. Transformation comes through
the love of Christ and is not bound by time:

“Nothing will be achieved until the worker rises uparms and forcibly takes
the position that is his,” the Communist says. ¥ movement, which trusts to
peaceful means, radical thought it may seem, isndaloto failure.”

We admit that we may seem to fail, but we recatidoreaders the ostensible
failure of Christ when He died on the Cross, foesaky all His followers. Out of
this failure a new world sprang tp.

Still, Day repeatedly states that the Church alldasily assents to similar
means—often in response to communism—rather thafwesapons of the spirit.” To
her mind this is “madness”: “This means the weapmesl by either Communist or
Christian, who today seem to me in both politieedd] economic life to be Marxist also.
The Communist believes in force, in espionage;sthd press and the pulpit of the
Christian churches.” She calls on Christians fasate from this logic of force:

If we are truly living with the poor, working sidgy side with the poor, helping the
poor, we will inevitably be forced to be on [themunists’] side, physically
speaking. But when it comes to activity, we wil pacifists, | hope and pray,
nonviolent resisters of aggression, from whometveomes, resisters to repression,
coercion, from whatever side it comes, and oundgtwill be the works of mercy.
Our arms will be the love of God and our brotHer.

Day sympathizes with revolutionaries but not theatence: “What attracts one in
a Che Guevara and a Ho Chi Minh is the hardshiptaeduffering they endured . . . The
impulse to stand out against the state and galtajher than serve is an instinct for

penance, to take on some of the suffering of thedito share in it.” She also argues

that it is “better to revolt, to fight, as Castnd avith his handful of men . . . than to do

®Day, Selected Writing243.
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nothing.” Day surmises that revolution, howevemiéd, can result in a better social
order that will, in turn, provide a place for graodlourish. The end does not justify the
means, but the motivation to attain it is oftenippes. Following Gandhi, she also
prefers violence to passivity or cowardice:

What about the business of letting the other feli@tvaway with things? Isn’t

there something awfully smug about such piety—uogdip your own

sanctimoniousness at the expense ofrtheeasedguilt of someone else? This

turning the other cheek, this inviting someone &dsiee a potential thief or

murderer, in order that we may grow in grace—howdous. In that case, |

believe I'd rather be the striker than the meek sineck. One would almost rather

be a sinner than a saint at the expense of thersiio, somehow we must be

saved togethéeY.

Challenging Her Church
Some Catholics read Day’s support for specificamstias endorsements of

socialism rather than responses to and critiqués gi/ing the Worker a stigma in some
circles that persists to this day. However, tlet fiaat her ideas are often drawn directly
from encyclicals, for example, reveals that thé peablem is that many American
Catholics are either not familiar with or not inragment with the Church’s social
teaching. Of course, violence was among the $asteis to be revisited by this teaching.
There are two reasons for this, both related teséparation of natural and supernatural.
The first is uncritical acceptance of just war theoAs refined by Aquinas in the
thirteenth century, just war theory grants resgahsi for deciding the morality of
armed conflict and the presumption of justice tageral authorities, not the Church or

individual persons, thereby placing the burdenrobpon the objector to war. Clergy

have since supported the policies of “Christiartiores with few exceptions, and

YDorothy Day,Selected Writingsl 79; “About Cuba, Tatholic WorkerJuly-August 1961;
Loaves and Fishe$1.



84

McClendon argues that this makes Day’s pacifish@gs all the more remarkable, for
while the Church often officially spoke for peaté/hat was often if not always implied
was a peace achieved by fighting ‘just’ wars osedes, that is, wars that were
conducted only under particular limits, rules, andditions, and for particular goal&”
The second reason is loyalty, stemming from thén@&t community’s desire to
overcome latent anti-Catholicism and find a placAmerican social and political life.
Stereotypically, Protestants were individualistieyoted to progress, and loyal to the
nation, while Catholics were self-isolating, subsnie to Rome, and poor. The Social
Gospel movement, in fact, was a response by Paotielstaders to the immigrant
population in the citie§’ That population’s needs kept many bishops foceseldcal
institutions (e.g., churches and schools) and titéampt, later dubbed “Americanism,”
to assimilate immigrants into a single Americanh©ét culture. Leo XllI'sTestem
Benevolentia¢1899) condemned the Americanist position butltedun a decades-long
isolation of the bishops from Rome. Although hosial doctrine was influential, most
American Catholics paid little attention Leo’s thanrg on peace and international affairs.
They were eager to show allegiance to their adoptedeland, and the convergence of
Americanism, Catholic modernism, and Protestantimfced theological liberalism
resulted in uncritical support for its wars, inaluglthe bishops’ formation of the

National Catholic War Council during the First \ibkVar?°

18\cClendon Ethics,296.
Elie, 5-6.

“McNeal, “Catholic Peace Movement,” 347-48. See K#t Encyclical LetterTestem
Benevolentiae?22 January 1899.
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This history is disputed and too complex to adegjyatddress here, but it is
important to recognize that despite the suppotth@fmajority of American Catholics,
World War | was a turning point in the Church’sdlagy of violence. Benedict XV was
a strong opponent of the war and criticized just thaory as outmoded and theologically
inadequate, a stand that earned him the title iPaftPeace.” However, his appeal to
individual conscience was more in line with theasllumanist peace tradition than with
the internationalism that had sprung from the CdwicTrent and Leo’s writingé® The
latter took hold when the newly formed National ligdic Welfare Council tabbed John
A. Ryan, a prominent social theorist, to head igp&rtment of Social Action. Ryan had
approved of Benedict’s proposal for ending the mgrwas a strong advocate for the
League of Nations. He was also instrumental iméog the country’s first Catholic
peace organization, the Catholic Association feermational Peace (CAIP), in 1927.
The CAIP formally rejected pacifism, and thoughitially supported neutrality its
commitment to collective security and the just wtnic led it to alter this position. The
Worker, however, joined other pacifist groups irv@zhting strict neutrality, and this
early division represented “the two major ways imah American Catholics understood
the issue of war as the nation and the Churchemtée decade of the sixtieS.”

The approach of Ryan and the bishops was to symth&€homism and Catholic
social teaching with liberal theories of econonaosl government. Unfortunately,
Gneuhs contends, “In so doing they had to accepirafthe premises of liberal thought

and as time went by the distinctive critique oflidit doctrine became minimized,” an

2IMcNeal,Harder than War.
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accommodationist trend that continues totfayhereas Ryan (and the Catholic press)
emphasized the power of the state, McNeal saysy tisieved that peace depended on
the actions of individuals and not nations or wantdanizations; her internationalism
resided in human solidarity and the doctrine ofNhestical Body of Christ whereby the
action of each individual affected every other undiual.” She and Maurin saw the
global rise in aggression as “the play of powertpsl’ and responded with a roughly
formulated but thoroughly evangelical pacifism tteepped out of the whole
intellectual and social ethos of Americanism.” T®IP’s internationalism, however,
left it “with no alternative to war once it was d@ed by the government of the United
States.?* Although the CAIP placed itself in the larger Aiican current of reform and
attempted to apply many of Leo’s teachings to $a@tlacs, in the area of peace Day and
the Worker—where individuals embodied peace in comity—took the lead.

As early as its fourth issue tl@atholic Workeraccused the Communist Party of
encouraging labor violence, and in 1935 it publishe article by a Dominican priest
utilizing just war theory to condemn modern warfanel an imaginary dialogue, written
by Furfey, between a “patriot” and Christ implyitigat following the latter required the
renunciation of violence. Forest claims that with latter article “the Catholic peace
movement in America was borf>” One year later Day argued that “the conditions

necessary for a ‘just war’ will not be fulfilledday.””® However, “At the time there were

BGneuhs, 2009.
2McNeal,Harder than Warxi; “Catholic Peace Movement,” 367, 372.
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fewer pacifists in the Catholic Church in Ameriban there were poor men in line for
coffee at the Catholic Worker house on Mott Storest weekday mornind-® While

Day declared the paper to be pacifist and encodragaviolent action, neither was at the
forefront of her concern as yet. It is interestiogponder what might have become of the
Worker had the Depression faded without the outbodavar. Regardless, while it
initially reduced its readership, in the long rte paper’s stand enhanced its profile and
contributed significantly to its endurance.

Day’s pacifist withess faced its first test witlet8panish Civil War, which had a
heightened political character because Spain waktie European nation where
elements of democracy and socialism were emergigetther. Thus many liberal
radicals supported the communist-backed Repub@icaernment, while many Catholics
saw the conservative nationalist (and overwhelnyi@gtholic) revolutionaries as
waging a holy war against atheistic communism. ,[ddgng with Maritain, Mounier,
and others, sought a middle way, agreeing that dfamkilling priests—she calls them
“martyrs"—and desecrating churches was shared dietlvho had convinced the poor
that the Church belongs to the powerful but addiag those who justified vengeance in
the name of Christ were guilty of the greater $aga. She recognizes the legitimate fear
of many that the Church will be removed from Spain, she refuses to believe military
action could save it. By resorting to force, Cliaiss were like those who said to Christ,
“Come down from the Cross. If you are the Son otiGave Yourself” (Mt 27:40).
Christ, however, would respond as he did to Pé&gart up thy Sword”:

His were hard sayings, so that even His own follsveld not know what He
was saying, did not understand Him. It was noil after He died on the Cross, it

2Elie, 117.
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was not until He had suffered utter defeat . at they were enlightened by the

Holy Spirit, and knew the truth with a strengthtteaabled them to suffer defeat

and martyrdom in their turn. They knew then thattlvy force of arms, by the

bullet or the ballot, would they conquer. Theywkraend were ready to suffer

defeat—to show that great love which enabled theetayt down their lives for their

friends. And now the whole world is turning to fée” to conquef®

Day understands that her position will be unpopudat she invokes the same

“martyrs” to support her, declaring that “their btbcries out against the shedding of
more blood to wash out theirs” and that by trustmfprce “we are neglecting the one
means—prayer and the sacraments—by which wholeearcain be overconi. The
Workerwas summarily expelled from the Catholic Presso8isgion, which it would
never rejoin, and another stream of letters andedktions arrived. Ellsberg notes that
“on the subject of war and peace, it was chardeelwgs drifting into the area of politics,
a world of complexities and ambiguities best lefpbliticians and theologiané> The
reaction indicates how influential the paper hacoinee, as it was being widely read by
priests and in seminaries. Day and the editostagan to discuss pacifism more
thoroughly, printing the work of writers such asIN&m Callahan, Furfey, and Arthur
Sheehan as well articles by Pius Xl attacking matiism as a source of war. Furfey

connected pacifism to the counsels of perfectiec|ating, “The Prince of Peace would

rather that we suffer injury than protect our nagibrights by violence® Callahan, on

#Dorothy Day, “The Use of ForceCatholic WorkerNovember 1936.
®Dorothy Day, “Explains CW Stand.”
*Elisberg, “Gospel of Peace,” 20.
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the other hand, spoke of conscientious objectiah“prst war pacifism,” i.e., that the
conditions of just war theory could no longer bkilfad. *?

As the world’s attention turned to fascism, mogialst and pacifist groups fell
silent and even supported the policies of theip@esve nations, but Day lauded those
who refused military service. Her position, alomith that ofCommonweal;signaled
the first American Catholic rejection of the traofital just war theory®® McNeal,
among others, criticizes Day for being unable ‘tp@y adequate arguments in response
to the evils of Hitler and Japanese aggressionjlenlilliam Miller refers to her
neutrality as “curious” and argues that she keptthar at a distance in order to not be
“stained” by it: “Seen in the perspective of foyars, Dorothy’s pacifist stand at this
point was one of the significant events in conteraporeligious history,” but at the time
it “seemed a much too simplistic response to tieblpm of the various madnesses that
the world then faced® Some readers may have felt this way. Howevérpagh Day
decried the actions of the states involved, shegmized that the belief that they could
solve the “problem” by violence was itself a prohleHer “response” is “simply” that
Jesus is asking Christians to put down their swardsperform the works of mercy: “If
we are not going to use our spiritual weapong)ddaby all means arm and prepare,” she

wrote in early 194%> This may be a problem for “realistic” ethicistaavbelieve that

32Cornell.
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Christians are responsible for the preservatiamefstate and conclude that violence is
the only way to do so, but it is not a problemHer.

Criticism came not only from the outside. Althouggime Workers went to
conscientious objector camps, others sympathizéutive Allies. Day, however, called
resisting Nazism with violence “a terrible tempdati’ She had long recognized the
insincerity of her “noble” identification with theoor, and now, O’Connor says, “She
directed a similar distrust to the supposedly cgeoais choices of others®” She did not
allow the interventionists to publish their crisois and sent a letter to the houses asking
everyone to register as conscientious objectole |&tter sparked anger, as some saw it
as an attempt to impose authority on a movemenes@oused freedom of thought, and
confusion, as others had not realized that pacifigrs an integral part of what they had
joined®” A weekend retreat led by Furfey was convened@worker farm in Easton,
Pennsylvania. According to Miller, “It was the l@seat get-together the Catholic
Workers had before we were separated by ar.”

John Cogley, later a writer f@@ommonwealwas angered by the tone of the
retreat, and his subsequent enlistment resultdekiclosing of the Chicago house, while
another dispute shut down the Milwaukee house.e“ThV. is gone,” Cogley wrote.
“Now there is a group of pacifists defending th@sitions by calling attention to their

good works and another group of die-hards like ygleo leave gracelessly. Peace!
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Peace! And there is no peade.The passage of time mellowed Day’s view of the
incident. “It is a matter of grief to me that mo$those who are Catholic Workers are
not pacifists,” she later said, “but | can seehlow good it is that we always have this
attitude represented among us. We are not liviraniivory tower.*® Cogley came to
see her pacifism as invaluable because “it has mau@ossible for non-pacifists like
me to accept violence unthinkingl§-” However, his comment neglects the depth of
Day’s belief, as she declares that pacifism is &no@ not merely a necessary minority
witness, the typical place afforded it by Cathelihics.

Elie argues that as the war continued Day incrgasspoke as an independent
individual, “a Catholic radical who must obey thetdtes of her own conscienc¥.”
This ignores the fact that she never ceased refgtoi traditional sources. Certainly she
was wounded by the internal strife and the waltfits€he world is too much with me in
the Catholic Worker. The world is suffering andrdy | am not suffering and dying in
the CW; | am writing and talking about {t*” She had taken over leadership of the
Worker from Maurin—he was often traveling and piaaif had made her its public
face—and now she had “the terrible task of holdirgmovement and the paper
together.** Subscriptions to the newspaper, which had reatB8@00 in May 1938,

plummeted to 50,500 by November 1944 and only afrte peak thirty-two houses
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“Day, The Long Lonelinesg72.
“Ipiehl,Breaking Bread171-72.
“Elie, 140.

“3Quoted in Miller,Dorothy Day,364.

4Ellis, Peter Maurin,157.



92

were still operating® Many supporters distanced themselves, and atdispa retreat
prompted her to take a sabbatical. She return#danscathing critique of President
Truman’s speech after the dropping of the atomrulis
Mr. Truman was jubilant. President Truman. Truenpwhat a strange

name, come to think of it. We refer to Jesus Classtrue God and true Man. Mr.

Truman is a true man of his time in that he wadanb. He was not a son of God,

brother of Christ, brother of the Japanese, jubidpas he did. . .Jubilate Deo.

We have killed 318,000 Japanese. . . . We are rgakinbombs. This new great

force will be used for good, the scientists assuedAnd then they wiped out a

city of 318,000. This was good. The President jub#ant*®

The conflicts of the twentieth century had movegdmel encounters between

soldiers; killing was more indiscriminate and nasavere less hesitant to harm
noncombatants. As | noted in chapter two, befoeanar Day recognized that modern
tactics could not be framed as “just,” and now stieed just war language to argue that
one did not have to be a pacifist to reject nuckeanfare. She began by calling on the
United States to end its nuclear program, “putamksloth and ashes, weep and repent.”
She anticipated the response and her reply wasstents “One of the saints [probably
Francis], when asked what he would do if he wele: lte was to die within the next day,
replied that he would go on doing what he was doifigat is the state of mind we must
cultivate.” The willingness of Christian thinkersposit an “interim ethic” for warfare or
deterrence led Day to intensify her rhetoric. énf@aps her most important essay of the

era she declares that “we are against war bectisseontrary to the spirit of Jesus

Christ, and the only important thing is that wedshin His spirit. It is more important

“SKauffman, 229.
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than being American, more important than beingeetgble, more important than
obedience to the State. It is the only thing thatters.*’

Pius XIlI, whose public neutrality regarding the Maand response to the
Holocaust has been the subject of recent contrgyeever mentioned pacifism or
conscientious objection in his wartime addressesirbthe war’s latter stages he
condemned the bombing of Rome and the use of atbomdbs as “unjust” and after the
armistice he spoke of the “emptiness” of deterrearthe “hollowness” of a just war
fought with modern weapori8. Musto argues that the war “taught the churchva ne
lesson” and that in place of nineteenth-centurynoign and trust in government Pius
embraced “the role of the Catholic laity in makpeace.” The American bishops,
however, did not follow the pope’s lead. During thar they issued five statements,
none of which condemned obliteration bombing orearcweapons and the last of which
reiterated just war principles and supported thaddrStates’ stand against the spread of
communisni’ This was a startling turn, as the isolationisnthef 1930s had been
reversed in favor of the position of the CAIP, whitad refused to support conscientious
objection and openly condoned the decision to tm®ia weapons.

As Pius envisioned, the “new spirit” would havectome from the laity. Growing
disillusionment convinced many that a postwar peacegement must be “less piously

moralistic,” Piehl contends. “. . . The initial apgtion to war had turned many modest
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young Catholics into radical advocates of sweepigal change® If he is referring to
Day as “piously moralistic,” then it is an inaccigrdabel. The Worker did assume a lead
role in Catholic activity but it was able to dolsecause she had remained steadfast
during the war. It also enjoyed a tenuous pravectiom the hierarchy. For example, in
response to numerous complaints Bishop J. Franciatite of New York noted that he
“had not studied these things in the seminary” @eférred to Jesuit theologian Joseph
O’Connor, who said the Worker stood on solid thgial grounds* Day, in turn, saw
no reason to ask for support or permission. Adogrtb Rosalie Riegle, “This attitude
of respectful distance didn’t give the bishops ande to say no and probably muted
criticism in the Catholic press? Although they did not always appreciate her
disagreements with them, the bishops never tookiph@n her offer to stop publishing
articles on pacifism, or even the entire papehefy asked.

Of course, few had a problem with the Worker’s fegdind clothing of the poor.
We must be careful not to assume that bishops maissad objections to military actions,
but their tendency to “find” just war rationalessamply step aside cannot be obscured.
Day recognized this and stated in a 1950 ess@pmmonweathat it was “time to
protest against this horror of war, each one torgaggainst the acceptance expected by
the State® However, Eileen Egan adds, “By a special gife sias able to direct

attention to issues rather than engage in nakeflasdation with the ecclesiastical

*piehl,Breaking Bread204.
*ICoy, “Catholic Conscience,” 58.
*?Riegle,Dorothy Day,94.

*Day, Writings from “Commonweal,”118.



95

institution.” Day’s approach, despite being direct, was undgegiwith love as well as
self-criticism. According to Forest, “She was liymeans an opponent of the bishops or
someone campaigning for structural changes in thed¢h. What was needed, she said,
wasn’'t new doctrine but living out the existing ttote. True, some pastors seemed
barely Christian, but one had to aim for their censwon. . . . The way to do that was to
set an example>® Further, critics were unable to effectively cheatger with

undermining Catholic doctrine. “This was the uraiable thread—fidelity to the
teachings of the Gospels,” Roberts says. “It edifDorothy Day . . . and conservative
Church authorities. Theirs was a complex relatigms. . . Through the years that

relationship grew, in large part through her dipémy°

Perseverance of a Saint
This relationship was put to the test when Card8liman vowed to break the
strike of the Queens gravediggers’ union. Afteresal Workers joined a picket line
outside his residence he sent word that the hoiget tne shut down’ Day wrote that
Spellman’s action was “a temptation of the devithtat most awful of all wars, the war
between the clergy and the laity,” and after heogted a group of American troops to
pursue “victory, total victory” she denounced hisrds as “un-Christian>® Elie

speculates that such tension “made her desparirgfibg about change within the
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Church”: “With Peter Maurin’s death [in 1949] hepwement had lost a vital connection
to working-class Catholics. Moreover, those Catsolvere moving up in the world—
moving out of the Catholic ghettos and into thewsbb. In such a world the person of
faith was called to appeal to believer and unbeli@like®® However, despite occasional
self-doubts and frustrations and a willingness tokawith other groups, Day did not
shift her focus. If anything, she despaired off@ats sacrificing their convictions in
order to participate in larger movements.

For Day the only response to the frightening pob$ds of the nuclear age was
the teaching of indiscriminate love, for “to livader the ‘protection’ of such weapons
without resisting, without raising an outcry, washer view, to participate in the
ultimate blasphemy® Although the state promises to provide securitgsichange for
allegiance, she argues that militarization bringly onore carnage: “It is as though we
are saying these days, as it was said at the bagiohthe last world war, ‘This is no
time for the beatitudes. This is the time for mmétant virtues.” All the forces we used
then, including the atomic bomb, did not bring esqe but built up an ever vaster war.”
In other words, security is not a legitimate reagomaintain arms or use force, as “it is
better than the United States be liquidated thahshe survive by waf® Forest recalls
Day’s address to a group of college students duhedgCold War:

Some of those in the room found Dorothy’s pacifisaiive if not subversive. One
of them demanded to know what Dorothy would ddé& Russians invaded the

United States. Would she not admit that in thisesre, at least, killing was in
order, even a duty? “We are taught by Our Lortb¥#e our enemies,” Dorothy

*Elie, 212.
®Ellsberg, introduction to Dayselected Writingsgxxiii.

#Day, Writings from “Commonweal,"117-18; “We Are Un-American: We Are Catholics.”
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replied. “l hope I could open my heart to them agxkive them with love, the
same as anyone else. We are all children of a @omnifrather.” Again, . . . there
was a shocked stillness in the ro®m.

Theologically, the “necessity” of violent resistano evil (e.g., Christian realism)
rests on a view of human nature as fallen and fakbli sinful. Recall, however, Day’s
insistence on the formation of a supernatural natlity, which is a question of faith (and
theology). Simply put, if the God of the New Testnt exists, the Christian’s future—
and present—is secure. It is therefore reasonalile obedient to Christ even if he calls
us to be pacifists. Further, as | will discusghi@ next chapter, just war theory (when
properly understood) is also bound to this supermatationality, and trust in the power
of the state remains a misunderstanding of fai@®ur so-called ‘Faith’ is not worth
fighting for,” Day argues. “So don't let us talkyanore of saving our faith when we beat
the drums for a war with Russia. It is a war bemwempires, and neither of them is
Christian.” It is a luxury to make such claims lghprotected by a powerful military
force, but there have been pacifists in many viodgnations, including those of the early
church, and such faith is undertaken with humility:

People probably do not realize with what fear aethbling | speak or write
about the Catholic Worker, our ideas and our poiniew. It is an extreme point
of view, and yet it is tested and proved over angl @gain; it is almost as if God
says to us “Do you really mean what you say?” &eth igives us a chance to prove
it. We have to live with the positions we taked at the same time we are bound
to be beset with all kinds of human doubts: whoveeewho have so seldom been
tried and have not suffered as others have intwdagke such a position? . . . |

know what human fear is and how often it keepsas ffollowing our conscience.
We find so many ways of rationalizing our positiGhs

%2Forest,Love Is the Measur@12.
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As | have noted, the willingness to maintain aretuires a differential valuing of
human persons. During the Korean War, for exanipds, noted the parallels between
the sufferings of those on both sides. “Who aesgpbor?” she asks. “They are our
soldiers in Korea fighting in zero weather, thouwdsaaof them suffering and tortured and
dying. . . . They are the Koreans themselves, ramthsouth, who have been bombed
out, burnt out in the rain of fire from heaven.etérrence and warfare are often justified
by principles Christians can support—liberty, dignand security—but once the fighting
begins these are “put back into storage just teeyf were tanks.” As Day cautions,
“Only by the sacrifice of intellectual honesty igbssible to identify the cause of truth
with that of an army.” These “principles” are,tire end, only shadows:

We must prepare to fight for freedom here in Ameeribey say, but we have
lost our freedom here. People have come to atkeptlea that we are a nation of
industrial slaves, creatures of the State whicleslout relief and jobs, and which is
now going to seize the young and the strong foe k.

We have lost our democracy because we have logaibiin men—we no
longer look upon them as creatures of body and semlples of the Holy Ghost,
made to the image and likeness of God. If we mviith in their spiritual
capacities, we make no call on their spiritual teses®*

Some clergy and union representatives spoke pulaghinst Day’s critiques of
the Korean conflict, saying that the movement ougtibcus on the poor. “Labor leaders
themselves felt that in our judgment of war, weged them also for working in the
gigantic armaments race, as indeed we did,” DayevrtOurs is indeed an unpopular

front.”®® Yet the “front” was becoming more popular. Thper’s circulation rebounded

and it began publishing the articles of Ammon Hexyrend Robert Ludlow, both

®Dorothy Day, “The Message of LoveCatholic Worker December 1950/vritings from
“Commonweal,”117-18; “Man’s Loss of His Faith.”

®Day, The Long Lonelines@22.
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converts and students of Gandhian nonviolenceik&tthe Depression and the wars in
Europe, the Cold War was “a symbolic standoff,” e@gn the cultural imagination and
via the new medium of television, requiring symbattion®® Such action included
occupying missile bases, blockading submarinessied) conscription, and not paying
taxes. The latter idea came from Hennacy, andltegde and Day led annual protests
of civil defense air raid drills from 1955 to 196The group would gather in Washington
Square Park, a block from Civil Defense headqusyrtsrrying signs and handing out
leaflets proclaiming, “In the name of Jesus, wh@a&l, who is Love, we will not obey
this order to pretend, to evacuate, to hide We.do not have faith in God if we depend
upon the Atom Bomb.” When a judge accused thefailig to “render to Caesar the
things that are Caesar’s,” Hennacy replied thae%a has been getting too much around
here and someone has to stand up for Gbd.”

The protests were not out of character for Dayablagical extension of her
personalism, for “perhaps even more dramaticabiyttne draft, the civil defense drill
made tangible the state’s pervasive but usuallfrattsand disguised power to wage war
by demanding that all individuals act in accordwis policies.” Following Hennacy
she framed the protests as “acts of repentanceh&bombings of Hiroshima and
Nagasaki. This identified themith, rather than solelggainst,the nation, and thus
guaranteed their success. According to Piehth#fpurposes were only political then its
success or failure could be measured in praceécais. But . . . the Catholic Worker’'s

campaign was against the ‘spiritual evils’ that haable the bomb and the drill possible

Elie, 237.

5ForestLove Is the Measurd,35, 138.



100

in the first place.” Day’s emphasis on conscriptiept the focus on persons, thereby
demonstrating “the power to affect deeply the leak and destinies of a few people—a
more convincing form of witness than many causegdcmuster.®® Indeed, the draft
was more important than “the power to split atoms”:
It is more important because it is an interferentth the destiny of a human soul.
It is usurpation of authority in the moral spheag regards the individual.
Collectively, this power to conscript men for maly duty results in turning the
whole world into an armed camp.

Christians are not supposed to live in armed canip& atmosphere of
armed camps is poisonous with hatred, whereas tiamssmust live in that
communion of love which is the life of the Mystidabdy of Christ. The two states
of life are unalterably opposed to each other. Wlletake an important step
toward true Christianity when we realize this tratid act upon ft?

The jail sentences allowed the Workers to meet neesntif the Fellowship of
Reconciliation, the Committee for Non-Violent Aaticand the War Resisters League,
groups that were rooted in the social gospel ti@dibut had more in common with the
Worker than the CAIP® Fueled by these connections, the protests gresiréngth until
the drills were stopped, a success that confirmagdstatus “among the leaders of
American pacifism.” “The movement was too smalll aeligiously idiosyncratic to
carry much weight in the swelling national peacevement,” Piehl concludes. “Among
peace-conscious activists and writers, however, aayher followers exercised an

influence far out of proportion to their numberspotitical importance.” Other

“leaders” began extending invitations for Day teitvtheir communities. She was nearly

®piehl, “Early Cold War Era,” 85-86, 81-82.
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wounded by gunfire while visiting Koinonia, an int&cial Christian farm in Georgia, and
also stopped in Montgomery, where she was encodragéhe bus boycotts because
they revealed that nonviolent action was beginminige taken seriously. She later
visited César Chavez in California and Mother TaliesCalcutta. These figures, as well
as Martin Luther King, Jr., were all influenced $atyagrah&a“the power of truth”),
Gandhi’'s term for nonviolent resistance. Day sstgthat this approach applies to just
war theory “as one of the peaceful methods that ineisried before war was declared,”
and Piehl believes that its effectiveness helpéstéoCatholic pacifists’ morale and edge
them toward a “more practical and politically engagctivism.*?

The most prominent Catholic to identify with Dagacifist withness was Thomas
Merton, the Trappist monk and best-selling auth®iconscientious objector during
World War Il, Merton had been shaken by the Chugd¢dack of response to the Holocaust
and had begun to question his own “silence” regarthhe arms race. He looked to Day
because she was the only Catholic speaking pulalmbyt militarism, while she had read
The Seven Storey Mountand appreciated the similarities of his journehéo own.

They corresponded for nine years, writing over tiydéetters apiece to one another. At
the time Merton was facing opposition to his aetscbn violence, each of which was
carefully scrutinized by censors, but in 1961 hgdmea series of circular letters to friends
in the peace movement. That year@aholic Workermpublished a chapter from Hiew
Seeds of Contemplatianith additions the censors had not seen. “Atrtwe of all war is

fear: not so much the fear men have of one anathére fear they have everything)

"’Forest,Love Is the Measurd,74.
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Merton declares. “It is not merely that they dad tnast one another; they do not trust
even themselves. . . . They cannot trust anytliagause they have ceased to believe in
God.” He affirms the “war-madness” of deterrennd aays that “prayer and sacrifice
must be used as the most effective spiritual wesjpothe war against waf®

Daniel Berrigan later said it was one of Mertorssays in th&Vorkerthat “set
me on fire,” and McNeal adds that “it would notdreoverstatement to say that every
Catholic peace activist of the sixties read Mersontitings on peace’> However,
Merton, like Gandhi and King, is not an absoluteifist, and in an essay entitled
“Shelter Ethics” he supported the right of selfatefe if an intruder enters one’s home or
air raid shelter. Day’s response was that restranot killing—is acceptable in such a
situation’® They exchanged several more notes on the tapitwéile Merton argues
that the dignity of the human person requires dngihess to defend such persons, Day
replies that “such a view of neighbor also inclioee to respect and love our neighbor as
the image of God, rather than as our enemy” arsl he@h of her experience in jail, when
violent persons were converted through the peace$plonse of other prisonérs.

As Au notes, “Merton’s concern was not to work thé implications of any
preconceived theory of pacifism or the delineatbthe limits of the exercise of the
right of self-defense. Rather, he sought to dbsdhe existential condition of modern

society and the concrete requirements for justicerauman survival in the modern era,”
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and in his practical conclusions he “was clearlyhia pacifist camp™ Although he
believes that a just war is theoretically possiMerton recognizes that modern wars are
“shot through with evil, falsity, injustice, andhsio such a degree that one could only
with difficulty extricate the truths and the caugeswhich the fighting was going orf®
In this he is quite close to the ethic Day learfiech Fr. Hugo, and like her he affirms
the weaknesses of casuistry and notes that none®leould be “far more significantly
Christian than the rather subtle and comfy positiohcertain casuist$® Still, her
response reflects a more consistent differentidietween warfare that requires military
buildup and a method of restraint more akin toqeolction. As Yoder points out, “It is
widely agreed that the use of ‘the sword’ is theegjua non (i.e., indispensable)
definition of the state. If there is no coercivener, there is anarchy. Over against this
kind of definition, the political pacifist argudsat the police power is not the center but
the far edge, . . . the last resort of any wholesboman community.” From this
perspective, “The doctrine of the ‘just war’ isefifiort to extend into the realm of war the
logic of the limited violence of police authority—#bnot a very successful on&-”

By this time Day was also more forcefully addregdime hierarchy. After Pius
XlII's 1956 Christmas message reaffirming just wactdne (and criticizing CO status for
Catholics), the paper received letters and cafjaiag that if the conditions given by the

pope were fulfilled a citizen could not refuseigght. Day did not accept this reasoning
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and concluded that in modern warfare “it is impblesfor these conditions to be
fulfilled,” though she added that “when the Popkofes up this paragraph with a
reiterated call for disarmament, we cannot feel figais calling for war, or endorsing
war.” In his confirmation address Pius’ succesdohn XXIIl, addressed the need to
overcome global poverty: “In bringing about so lablk, so praiseworthy a proposition
and to level the differences there are grave atntate difficulties in the way, but they
must be victoriously overcome, even if by forc®4ay thought John was more open to
pacifism and, perhaps too sympathetically, readcddas a metaphor:
Heaven must be taken by violence, and working floetéer order here in this world
means a terrible struggle. We need all the streafjbody and soul and mind too.
To live in poverty ourselves, to share the misdrg,homelessness, the uncertainty
and the precarity of others; to make our proteatrej the evils of the day, the
injustice—to speak out strongly, fearlessly, rigkjab and home for oneself and
for family; enduring the scorn of the world, andeof too, of those one loves. . . .
Yes, we must set ourselves with all the force wespes, against war, and the
making of instruments of war, and our means argeprand fasting, and the non-
payment of federal income tax which goes for #ar.

Where Day found support, others saw inconsistemiynetheless, theology of
violence moved front and center in the second gé¥atican 1l when John issued
Pacem in Terrisin which he asserts that humanity is created éacp, not war, declares
that there can be no just war fought with nucleaapons, and calls for an end to the
arms rac&® According to Elie, the encyclical “set aside direumspection of previous

popes and the ancient Christian ‘just-war’ thedfy.Day traveled to Rome in 1963 with

a group of fifty “Mothers of Peace” to thank Joland two years later she returned to fast

8Dorothy Day, “On Pilgrimage,Catholic WorkerJanuary 1957; “The Pope Is Dead. Long Live
the Pope/Viva John XXIII,Catholic WorkerNovember 1958.
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and urge a condemnation of modern war. She afgcesery bishop a copy of a special
edition of theCatholic Workerdesigned as a teaching tool. Her influenc&andium et
Spesthe council’s concluding pastoral, is debated,Jauhes Douglass, the Worker who
drafted sections of the document, believes thafdsr‘was the most important element
in the bishops’ turning from what had been a compsed statement around war and
peace to a more direct statement that actuallyeoned total war and supported
conscientious objectiorf” Whether or not this is true, delegates were awhBay’s
presence, an@audium et Speasikes up the issue of peace only after discushimg
human person, noting that the human family “carm@gbmplish its task of constructing
for all men everywhere a world more genuinely humaless each person devotes
himself to the cause of peace with renewed vi§dralthough the council still regards
pacifism as the calling of a minority, Yoder notkat the bishops listened to Day
“simply because of the symbolic quality and intggdf her commitment®

The council definitively settled the question ofetiier a Catholic can be a
pacifist or conscientious objector, a move the Aoaar bishops later confirmed with
their “Declaration on Conscientious Objection” (19and, though it affirms the right of
armed defense, “The Challenge of Peace” (1983);hmnientions Da§® Gaudium et

Speswas cause for celebration, as the Church haddureased a specific method of

#Quoted in RiegleDorothy Day,35.
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warfare since the Second Lateran Council in théftiveentury®® However, the good
feelings were soon tempered by the escalatingiconfl Southeast Asia. Theatholic
Workerwas one of the first publications to oppose ety Vietham; many Workers
became conscientious objectors and did alternagwace while others refused the
exemption and spent time in prison. By 1965, hawethe character of the peace
movement was changing, and the last moment whafigt@enaintained a leadership
role was at the mass rallies in New York that YallA group of Workers had been
staging annual demonstrations of burning draft€aadd that year a young man named
Roger LaPorte was inspired to set himself on firant of the United Nations.

In the wake of LaPorte’s death John Leo ofitaional Catholic Reporter
claimed that the Worker was “traditionally intolataf distinctions which are not its
own” and questioned whether its “sort of built-ejaction of complexity” had
contributed to the incidefit. Merton wrote fiery letters to Day, Forest, andriggn and
declared his intention to withdraw from the Catbdteace Fellowship (CPF). Anne
Perkins remembers Day being very upset by Merti@tter, in which he called LaPorte’s
act “demonic” and told her “I wouldn’t let your pgle do these things if | were yot?”
However, she responded only indirectly in the papeknowledging the horror of
LaPorte’s act but saying that it was wrong to cond®ne man for killing himself when
in Vietnam “there were more killed on both sidest laeek than at any time since the war

began.” It was not the peace movement that wantaec” but the war machine, a fact
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LaPorte had sought to bring attention to. Thresryéater Berrigan, his brother Philip (a
sometime writer for th&/orken, and seven other Catholics broke into the Selecti
Service office in Catonsville, Maryland and burrikd files they stole in the parking lot.
Although she sympathized with the cause, sayingutsuffering is what redeems the
action,” Day, along with Merton, denounced the dleeit as an act of violené&.She also
worried that less “dramatic” efforts would now lgmored and reminded her readers that
peacemaking was often quite ordindty.

It was a humbling time for Day, even in the midsapparent progress. “Here
she had what she struggled to achieve in thoser loigtys of World War II, substantial
unity on pacifism,” Cornell says. “But there wasew set of problems, just as
intractable . . . And there was a new divisions time over the nature of authentic
nonviolence.®> Vietnam was the first conflict to openly splittBalics, and Zahn noted
in the paper over a year after the My Lai masstwaenone of the hierarchy had stepped
forward to condemn the action or the war itSéliMany seemed to ignofeacem in
Terris andGaudium et Speskigures such as Day, Merton, and the Berrigassiedl as
Commonweaand a handful of other publications, stood onstlde of Paul VI, “who in
1965 had criticized the United States involvemar¥ietnam,” while conservative

publications and most of the laity and bishops dtopposed. The latter, in fact, did not

%Elie, 379-81, 399, 409; quoted in Riedlgrothy Day,48-49.
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%Cornell.
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declare the war unjust until late 1971 The Catonsville action also revealed that the
place for the Worker’s kind of pacifist witness wagpidly shrinking, as the anti-war
movement had become a coalition of groups witlelgtse in common. Chatfield argues
that the movement had developed two “poles,” oaéworked through the system and
another that thought the problemasthe system. Public perception was aggravated by
“the dominant image of antiwar protest [as] radicahfrontational, and countercultural,
whereas the mass of it was politically and cultyral the mainstream®

Meanwhile the Catholic peace witness was growirdydiversifying. Day helped
start CPF in 1964 and an American chapter of PaistClvas founded in 1972 with her
support. The rise of these groups marked “whahig called the coming of age of the
American Catholic peace witness,” Piehl says. &akCPF were forerunners of “the
growing breadth of Catholic concern about war dredgrowing internal diversity of
American Catholicism in general,” even sparking tafl a “Catholic Left.” However,
many of these new activists “were too caught ujha@r own novelty and what they saw
as immediate moral imperatives to explore the c@rable religious and intellectual
heritage” of Day and the Worker, which they thoughtf at all, as “symbols of the
past.® The result was the loss of a clear Catholic attarar focus. Au, for one,
believes that this is “evidence of the vé@mericancharacter of the movement and its
desire to be part of a wider movement for revoluito America.” CPF, in fact, had been

formed as “part of a deliberate effort to move avrayn the Catholic Worker’s tradition
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of avoiding organizational links with other non-Galic groups precisely to preserve its
Catholic identity.” He adds that the Catholic Laftgely abandoned the “the agrarian
ideal of Maurin and the traditional conservativetigue of modernity” in favor of “the
pre-Constantinian model of the Church”; that igytllid not refer to the medieval
synthesis of church and state in EurdffeHowever, it is too easy to posit that Day and
Maurin, particularly the former, are nostalgic &ther the early or medieval forms of the
church. Rather, they both recognize that the fidess not been achieved and offer to
learn from all these forms, a far more adequaterstdnding of tradition.

The cultural changes directly affected the Workeough those coming to live at
the houses, and their disinterest in its routireptietroubled Day. “She perceived a
growing sense of despair in the young, a frustnatamd eagerness for fast ‘results,”
Ellsberg states. “Many were questioning the ‘ralese’ of such undramatic efforts as the
Works of Mercy. They rejected the personalist hetion of Peter Maurin, rejecting, too,
the faith that was the basis of her own radicabwig'®* Day also worried that the
renewal of Vatican Il was being used to “vandalitte tradition and she was upset by
the growing acceptance of birth control and abart?é Catholics, an isolated subculture
at the time of the Worker’s founding, were beconmpagt of the mainstream and viewed
themselves as productive, even patriotic, citizefss increased the visibility of the
movement but came at the cost of accepting thematmilitarism and anti-communism.

Day valued the idealism of the sixties, as it rdslexhthe Worker’s early days, but she

1%y, 151-52, 157-58.
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also thought that the decade was “full of signsarhething vital having gone out of the
world—a glue that had held things together no lowgarked.™®* By the mid-seventies
she was spending less time at the New York houderamme at her cottage on Staten
Island, and it was there that she died on Nover2®ei980.

Day has been claimed by the “liberal” and “conseved strains that have
emerged in the wake of the council. For exampiegle says, “Conservative Catholics
project her acknowledged liturgical conservatisnater years as proof that she was
conservative in other ways. More liberal Cathopess on the stories that support her
anarchism, her wry subversive humor, and her tramictriticism of both the state and
the church she loved® As | will discuss in the next chapter, theseitatt are both
rightandwrong. Regardless, we must not forget the impadtof Day and her fellow
Catholic peacemakers during the post-war yearsMéseal says, the 1971 statement of
the American bishops marked “the first time in thated States, and possibly in history,
a national hierarchy [had] announced as unjustrabeimg waged by its own natioh®®
Day’s endurance “earned grudging respect from npaoydly atheistic radicals” and
helps explain how the Worker “came to be admirethimge who simply ignored or
glossed over some of its tenets, prominent amoeny its core faith*®° This respect
includes many Catholics, lay and religious, anchaps more incredibly did not require

Day to change her belief in the truth of her posisi.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Witness

So far | have outlined Dorothy Day’s pacifist wisisen terms of solidarity,
compassion, and truth and discussed her signifecanelation to the socio-political
context of the twentieth century. Not only did srensform the lives of many who
encountered her writings or came to the Catholick#&io she also influenced the
structures of the Church and started a movemenetidures today. As Edmund Miller
notes in reviewing a recent collection of essays;imof this can be attributed to “the
potence of personality.” Personalities come anchgwever, so why are there Worker
houses across the nation when there is no longeextimple, a Hull House in Chicago?
Why is there an effort to promote the canonizatba woman whose life was, at the
very least, complex and who asked not to be callsdint because she did not want “to
be dismissed so easily”? Why does the rate oflacstup on Day continue to increase?
Why is she a central figure in a debate among réils and “conservatives”—and even
Catholic Workers—about the future of the Churclthia United States? “The memory of
a founder, however, is rarely a leak-proof sourcenity,” Miller says, and the essays of
which he speaks “underscore the truth that therdecblife and thought of a past
charismatic founder can be cited to opposing ehds.”

What, then, are we to do with this confusion? h& outset | outlined several

important themes for examining Day’s life theoladig. Now | will return to and
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expand these themes in order to argue that Day—Fliaacis of Assisi, whose words and
practices not only transformed his Church but awgsited with each generation—is what
de Lubac terms a “witness to the eternal,” thaa ggint. My Baptist tradition does not
formally recognize saints, and | have little akstan whether the Catholic Church
decides to do so with Day. Regardless, the charather life is not that life itself but
the eternal truth to which it bears witness. Iis ttontext life is a gift of grace and a saint
recognizes only gratitude. As Ellsberg says,was one reason Day did not like to be
called a saint, as “she believed she was respe®bher failures; everything else was
due to God.” Forest adds that “her canonizationld/ghange our idea of what we
understand by the woshint If Dorothy can be a saint, probably anybody bara

saint.”? This was her conviction—that everyone is calletie a saint—and it means not
perfection but recognizing the truth and pursutngawever difficult or inconvenient the
path. To live in this way does not require a chdetween liberal and conservative, nor
is it an alternative to these categories. Rathbtpws them apart and challenges how
our notions of rationality relate to Christian eibecause it is central to Day’s message

that “the cross and not the sword reveals to uséhg grain of the universée.”

The Church, the State, and the Sword
The pacifism of Day (or any Christian) is embedded number of theological
and historical discussions. For example, as tlspgspread and persecution lessened,
clergy and theologians were forced to consideriolight of Jewish history, reconsider)

the question of the church’s proper relationshithostate. When Christians, simply

“Quoted in RiegleDorothy Day,195-96.

3HauerwasWith the Grain of the Universap.
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because of their numbers, became capable of irfingrgovernment, a number of
possibilities presented themselves—a number treabhly grown with the passage of
time. We can consider this dilemma as a continwittm two poles, one the position that
the church ought not concern itself with the stdtall and the other that the church ought
to be (or control) the state. The “options” betweersthextremes are not only
theoretical, as some have been implemented—impbsfe€ course—by intention or
necessity over two thousand years. In short,abmsplex history reveals that the church
has not reached a definitive answer to this questAnother consideration—one | will
return to—is whether the churcdlughtto have such an answer or simply declare certain
options “off-limits” and go forward in whatever dent it finds itself.

The church-state question has been fantasticathptioated in the West by the
advent of modernity. From Constantine to Luthevas answered quite closely to our
second pole, meaning that the church held (or otbatt the hand that held) the “sword”
of the state and that the possibility of violenoe@hristians was taken for granted.
However, the fracturing of the Church has takes tloercive power away, a fact the
splintered parts of the body have had considemdilfieulty addressing. For one thing,
just war theory was crafted in this prior set s€umstances, and the need to reconcile
the new situation with the old theory helps explthia current disparate views in the
theology of violence. Some think it needs only mfiodtion, while others see the prying
apart of church and sword as a providential consecgl of division that reveals the error
of the theory itself. Again, factors such as tise of “secular” democracy and
economics only enhance the confusion, particularyCatholics and in regard to

tradition, which just war theory is undoubtedlyatpof.



114

Macintyre, for one, argues that while our cultietams “simulacra” of moral
discourse, we have lost the context in which ibislligible, as evidenced by the
increasing difficulty of reaching moral agreemehte tells the history of this decline in
stages, ending with the theoryarhotivismwhich legitimizes the disarray by claiming
that “the apparent assertion of principles functias a mask for expressions of personal
preference” and “rests upon a claim that everyrgitewhether past or present, to
provide a rational justification for an objectiverality has in fact failed.” Macintyre
begins his history with Aristotle, who saw the matof the human person as on a journey
from a present state to a potential future fulféim (ortelog and therefore needing
guidance from thegirtues. This approach was “complicated and added tonbut
essentially altered” by the Christian tradition,shnotably by Aquinas. The virtues were
re-imagined as “expressions of a divinely ordaila®d” while the trugeloswas only to
be achieved in the next world. This was not onby@duct of revelation, “but also a
discovery of reason and rationally defensitfle.”

Aquinas’ view has been challenged by the Reformadiad the “Enlightenment
Project,” a series of approaches to moral argurfeaaording to which an agent can only
justify a particular judgment by referring to somm@versal rule from which it may be
logically derived.” For example, for Hume thiseus the passions, for Kant it is reason
alone, and for Kierkegaard it is radical choiceowdver, these solutions are no better
than the problem, for each is “in the end an exgoesof the preferences of an individual
will and for that will its principles have and chave only such authority as it chooses to

confer upon them by adopting them.” In short, Bmightenment has elevated the

*Maclntyre After Virtue,2-6. 19-20, 52-54.
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individual to the status of moral agent, “free’nbi@ke choices without guidance, but the
loss of a shared ethical life is not without consstpes, as it has left behind rules for
morality that, if they “cannot be found a new ssatvhich will make appeal to them
rational, appeal to them will indeed appear as eenmstrument of individual desire and
will.” One possibility is to find a newelos this is the view of utilitarianism, which
determines morality by whatever policies will prd@ithe greatest good for the greatest
number. Another is analytic philosophy’s seriesitdémpts to ground morality in
“practical” reason, which can “assess truths of éal mathematical relations but
nothing more.” It can speak of means, but “aboutsdt must be silent”

Unfortunately, both these approaches define mgratitording to principles—
such agyood, rights,andjustice—that are vacuous without a shared context. Iiips)|
for example, “The mock rationality of the debat@oeals the arbitrariness of the will and
power at work in its resolution.” The space lefttbe departure of the moral community
has been filled, then, by the procedural ratiopaftMax Weber, that of “matching
means to ends economically and efficiently.” Buacy—what Day calls “this filthy,
rotten system”—is all that shields us from the taaoy, but its long-term goals are hard
to define and short-term goals all too easily malaifed. Macintyre recognizes that there
have been two responses to this situation. Theifithat of Nietzsche, who argues that
if morality really is arbitrary, then “the rationahd rationally justified autonomous moral
subject of the eighteenth century is a fictionendfore, we can only reclaim our
subjectivity “by some gigantic and heroic act dof thill.” Macintyre contends that our

bureaucratic societies mask Nietzschean premigethanit is therefore possible to

®Ibid., 20-21, 40, 62, 53-54.
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predict the periodic emergence of social movemietsmed by then?. “To put it
differently,” Brad Kallenberg says, “the emotiwgorld is neither stable nor self-
sustaining. Rather, it is a battleground of conmgetvills awaiting the emergence of a
conqueror.” What is perhaps harder to see is that this esitrahe United States, where
the fact that “rational” individuals reach radigatlifferent conclusions is “dignified by
the title ‘pluralism.”® John Paul Il observes:
Those who are convinced that they know the truthfamly adhere to it are
considered unreliable from a democratic point efwisince they do not accept that
truth is determined by the majority, or that isithject to variation according to
different political trends. It must be observedhis regard that if there is no
ultimate truth to guide and direct political actjvithen ideas and convictions can
easily be manipulated for reasons of power. A®mhjsdemonstrates, a democracy
without values easily turns into open or thinlyglissed totalitarianism.

Albert Camus argues that rebellion—in capitalistnd socialistic forms—raises a
fundamental question: “Is it possible to find aerof conduct outside the realm of
religion and its absolute values?” “When the tleroh God is overturned,” he says, “the
rebel realizes that it is now his own responsipiid create the justice, order, and unity
that he sought in vain within his own conditiorLaw becomes “nothing but the law of

force; its driving force, the will to powel® Camus recall¥he Brothers Karamazov,

which Day uses to explain contrasting views of dicea and history. The Grand

®bid., 71, 25-26, 113-14.

"Brad J. Kallenberg, “The Master Argument of Machatg After Virtue” in Virtues and Practices
in the Christian Tradition: Christian Ethics aftdfacintyre,ed. Nancey Murphey, Brad J. Kallenberg, and
Mark Thiessen Nation (Harrisburg, Pa.: Trinity, I9913-14.

8Macintyre, After Virtue,32.

9John Paul lICentesimus Annusp. 46.

Albert CamusThe Rebel: An Essay on Man in Rewvioiins. Anthony Bower (New York:
Knopf, 1956; reprint, New York: Vintage, 1991), 2-25, 41. See Elli®eter Maurin,10.
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Inquisitor rightly identifies the longing of evespul for freedom but argues all that can
be done is to pacify the people with an illusiotiltheir flesh and spirit perish. “In the
end,” he says, “they will lay their freedom at deet and say to us: ‘Better that you
enslave us, but feed us.” Christ, however, sitety and offers no alternative system,
for to bind humanity to time is “to deny to it theost fundamental requirement for
appreciating its true end: its freedof.In Gneuhs’ words, Day and Maurin “explicitly
founded the Catholic Worker in response to thisief modernity” and “rejected the
welfare state because it offered a materialisstow of human existence, destroyed
freedom, and denied personal responsibility forgbed of the other®

Both Marxist socialism and liberal capitalism degp@m the Enlightenment idea
of progressand accept the state’s role as holding the mateadd together in the midst
of it. The former envisions the attainment of antlely paradise through struggle, while
the latter keeps the process going for pragmatisaes. As Camus says, “Every form of
collectivity, fighting for survival, . . . postposgustice for a later date, in the interests of
power alone. But power opposes other forms of powerms and rearms because
others are arming and rearming.” Although thesm$oattempt to replace God with
history, in the end thegenyhistory in favor oexpediencynd “systematic violence, or
imposed silence™® Ellis says this explains “the relentless moventeward mass death”
in the twentieth century. The Nazi death campsekample, “were more than a

testimony to Hitler's madness. They enlarged aunception the state’s capacity to do

Miller, Dorothy Day,472, 247. See Fyodor Dostoevskie Brothers Karamazov: A Novel in
Four Parts with Epiloguetrans. Richard Pevear and Larissa Volokhonsky ancisco: North Point
Press, 1990), 246-64; Dorothy Day, “More About Gulizatholic Worker July-August 1962.

?Gneuhs, 214.

Bcamus, 219, 2809.
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violence and, moreover, were an example of a sydterform of extermination made
possible through the employment of technology andem bureaucracy* Further,
Richard Rubenstein notes that the Holocaust wa%amoantireligious explosion of pagan
values in the heart of the Judeo-Christian woittdit a consequence of that world’s
“secularization of consciousness involving an amtfrdehumanized, calculating
rationality.” In such a context we ought not bepsised that “the secular state has
dethroned all mystifications of power and moratigve its own*®

Unfortunately, modern ethics tends to emphasize¢eel for a theory comprised
of rules for decision-making, but in the end aktlstheories rest on the same arbitrary
foundation. The reason Day and Maurin were abte¢ognize the “coming darkness”
of the twentieth century so early, however, is thaly embody what Maclintyre posits as
the only rational alternative to Nietzsche’s argaiméhe tradition exemplified by Leo
XlII's Aeterni Patris(1878), which requires commitment to a commumtwhich “the
conclusions which emerge as enquiry progresseofiwburse have been partially and
crucially predetermined by the nature of this aitommitment.*® This third form of
moral enquiry, also callemheta-ethicscontends that “ethics must be shaped in the same
way that language, culture, and history shapeeheaf our thinking.*” Rules have
authority only as part of a life formed by thietues,which biblical culture transformed

by grounding them in history and changing theios. “It is for the sake of achieving

YElis, Peter Maurin,11.

Richard L. Rubensteiffhe Cunning of History: The Holocaust and the AgseriFuture(New
York: Harper & Row, 1975; reprint, New York: Perén2001), 31, 91.

®Alasdair MaclntyreThree Rival Versions of Moral Enquiry: Encyclopaedbenealogy, and
Tradition (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Prd€390), 24-25, 60.

YKallenberg, 8-9.
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this latter good that we practice the virtues amdde so by making choices about means
to achieve that end,” Maclntyre states. “. . .Isdieoices demand judgment and the
exercise of the virtues requires therefore a capéxijudge and to do the right thing in
the right place at the right time in the right way.

For Aristotle the end of human life is rationaligpplied in a community that
presupposes a wide range of agreement on goodaréues and makes possible the
bond of friendship that constitutepalis!® According to Kallenberg, the problem is
how to reconcile what Aristotle terms “theoreticatid “practical” reason into a single
form of life, and Maclintyre’s solution isadition, which entails other concepts that |
discussed in chapter oft.For examplepracticesare both communal and extended
through time, inseparable from and sustained hiytini®ns. What makes sense of a
person’s action is his or hearrative embodied in th@olis, but thepolis as Aristotle
understood it has vanished, replaced by “bureagaratty.” In this situation, “The
nature of political obligation becomes systemalycahclear. . . . Loyalty to my country,
to my community becomes detached from obedienee the government which just
happens to rule me.” While certain forms of goveent are “necessary and legitimate,”
the modern state is not one of them, and the altemis “the construction of local forms
of community within which civility and the intellagal and moral life can be sustained

through the new dark ages which are already updf'us

BMaclntyre, After Virtue,147, 150.
YIbid., 154-55.
“Kallenberg, 20.

ZMaclntyre, After Virtue,208, 254, 263.



120

Incarnational Ethics

The point of this explanation is that the Cath®liorker is just the kind of
alternativepolis MacIntyre suggests, and as an extension of theoGatradition it has a
rationality through which pacifism “makes sens@&he problem with the rationality of
the Enlightenment, Goizueta says, is that it “caly deal in abstract generalities, so it is
forced to turn human life into such an abstractiovhile an ethic focused on external
acts and norms may be better than such theoriesuperior is “the concrete life of love,
which is best represented not by doctrinal concepg&thical imperatives but by concrete
human lives.” A Christian community is rooted hetincarnation, where “the universal
God is revealeth the particularperson of a first-century Jewish carpenter’s somf
Nazareth.” This is the only way to overcome th@mmensurability of our “truths” and
“meanings”: “If community is theourceof individuality, then the possibility of
transcending one’s individual experience and oo@/s ‘truth’ is presupposeth human
praxis. . . . The possibility of mutual, shared erstianding implies, in turn, the
possibility of shared norms—mediated, always, leyghrticular perspectives through
which they are revealed.” In short, truth is iresgble from the practices of particular
people in particular communities. Further, itasiid by identifying with particulgvoor
persons; this is the true meaning of the oft-misusidod “preferential option for the
poor.” “If God did not love the poor preferentigll Goizueta contends, “. . . God would
implicitly be loving the wealthy preferentially—bsplicitly condoning the unjust status
quo from which the wealthy benefit*” Knowledge of the poor, then, is the social

location from which the theology of violence, foraenple, must begin.

2Goizueta, 92-94, 152-53, 177.
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It is the inability to conceive of such an altemafolis that leads to many of the
misunderstandings and rejections of the Workereltag like-minded individuals and
communities. There seems to be a contradictioe: iy is clear in her “anarchist”
critiques of the modern state, but she often chg#e the United States to live up to its
own stated principles, lobbies within the “systefior’ change, and lauds politicians and
other leaders who make decisions she approveSinte she clearly believes that the
state must draw on spiritual truth, does she lamgfkind of Christendom? If so, it is
one very different from the history of coercive movin Europe. Just as Day believes in
the truth of pacifism but uses just war argumentmake her points, she also believes in
small, limited government but directs democractetheir highest ideals. She also
openly questions whether the state has grown tge lf@r demonstrations to do much
good and laments its assuming responsibilitiesatathe duty of Christiarfs. In other
words, idealism and realism are interwoven in heught, but she always speaks of the
idealasrealistic and the truth of the gospel as the sghélegiance.

It may be helpful to briefly consider several othigures that share aspects of
Day’s politics. One is Dietrich Bonhoeffer, altataly seen as an advocate of pacifism or
the embodiment of realistic ethics for his par&iplot to assassinate Hitler. Bonhoeffer,
of course, was Lutheran, and following Luther Pstdats all but discarded the virtues.
Day encountered them in the Catholic Church, wiiahsformed her understanding of,
for example, charity. Rightly understood, chafaiters the conception of the good for

man in a radical way; for the community in whicle gjpood is achieved has to be one of

%Day, Loaves and Fishe4,90.
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reconciliation.?* Stanley Hauerwas believes that this is exemglifie Bonhoeffer’s
suggestion that “our stumbling toward the truthibggvith such confession making
possible a politics that does not need to jushigyevils we have perpetrated on one
another, too often legitimated as ‘necessitiedntieed, the German church reflects the
“Constantinian” shift outlined by Yoder: “Prior tonstantine it took exceptional
conviction to be a Christian. After Constantintaites exceptional courage not to be
counted as a Christian. This development . leddbrth a new doctrinal development,
‘namely the doctrine of the invisibility of the ctoln.”?> Luther’s confirmation of this
doctrine led to the dominance of a minimal ethic@brristian citizens.

In his early worlkDiscipleship,however, Bonhoeffer is “determined to break the
church out of its standard mode of compromise vétid accommodation to, political
powers for the sake of its own survival as churcByen the ethic of Luther—whose
theology of two kingdoms affirmed that “faith anihieal convictions were one
reality"—had been “eclipsed by the reductionisnPabtestant liberalism in which Jesus
became a mere teacher of moral trufisBonhoeffer’s term for this is “cheap grace”—
“grace without discipleship, grace without the s,agrace without the living, incarnate
Jesus Christ"—which reduces the church to the pewof the sacraments while
dismissing the Beatitudes as impossible idealscdfrasts this with the “costly grace”

lost with “the expansion of Christianity and thern@asing secularization of the church.”

#Macintyre, After Virtue,174.

PHauerwasPerforming the Faith14, 43. See John Howard Yod€&he Priestly Kingdom: Social
Ethics as GospdgNotre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Prex3)1), 136-37.

#Geffrey B. Kelly and John D. Godsey, introductiorietrich BonhoefferDietrich Bonhoeffer
Works,vol. 4,Discipleship,ed. Geffrey B. Kelly and John D. Godsey, trangbaga Green and Reinhard
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Bonhoeffer recognizes this even in the United Statdere for those weary of religious
warstolerancehad become “the basic principle of everything €lin.” His contention
is that the church must become visible again becaus essential to the revelation of
God in Jesus Christ that it occupies space withénorld.”’

As for Day, visibility requires ecclesiology growedlin Christology and the
incarnation and discipleship centering on obediearzkthe unity of humanity. “Because
Christ exists, he must be followed,” Bonhoeffersagnd this way of following is the
way of the cross. Specifically, “Jesus’ disciptegintain peace by choosing to suffer
instead of causing others to suffer,” and the Serorothe Mount puts suffering “into the
clear-cut context of love for our enemié&.’According to Geffrey Kelly and John
Godsey, “In his strongest condemnations of wanaol@nce Bonhoeffer relies on the
commands of Jesus Christ, which in their starkaesiscounter-culturalism are given to
us not to dissect in endless casuistry, but onbbiy. Christ is the prime reality; hence,
attacks on people are, for Bonhoeffer, attacksamerother than Jesus Chriét."As
Ellsberg said recently when speaking to a groupnptong her canonization, the
incarnation was the central doctrine of Day’s faith

This strong incarnational faith was the thread thrated the various aspects of her
life: her embrace of voluntary poverty and a lfiecommunity among the poor; her
practice of the works of mercy—feeding the hunghgltering the homeless; her
prayer and commitment to the sacramental life efdhurch; her staunch
commitment to social justice; her “seamless garimagmproach to the protection of

life; and her dedication to Gospel nonviolencewds the Incarnation, ultimately,
that showed the way to that synthesis reconcilagdy and soul,” the spiritual and

?Dietrich BonhoefferDiscipleship,44-46;No Rusty Swordsans. Edwin Robertson and John
Bowden (New York: Harper & Row, 1965), 103, quoteddauerwasPerforming the Faith59; Ethics
(New York: Macmillan, 1962), 68, quoted in HauernRsrforming the Faith48.
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the material, the historical and the transcendbet|ove of God and the love of
neighbor, “this world and the next>

This parallels Merton’s discussion of Christian tence and responsibility:
“The doctrine of the Incarnation makes the Chnstialigated at once to God and to
man. . . . Whoever believes that Christ is the Woadle flesh believes that every man
must in some sense be regarded as Christ. Fareadit least potentially members of the
Mystical Christ.” Merton also connects the mydtiwady to charity, which “cannot be
what it is supposed to be as long as | do notlsstenty life represents my own allotment
in the life of a whole supernatural organism toethi belong. Only when this truth is
absolutely central do other doctrines fit into thebper context® Like Day and
Merton, Bonhoeffer believes that society must bbeneed by truth and that the West has
erred in subordinating it to an illusory peace fed on violence and necessity rather
than the forgiveness of sins. “Bonhoeffer riglahw that the Christian acceptance that
truth does not matter in such small matters preptire ground for the terrible lie that
was Hitler,” Hauerwas states. “In order to exptteesmall as well as the big lies a
community must exist that has learned to speakfully to one another®

Forgiveness is but one of the ways Christian excgas fundamentally
performative. While “Christians have always beenazrned about ‘getting it right,”

and rightly so, Hauerwas says, our contingency éaa achievement is not necessary:

“In other words, recognizing and explicitly ackn@dging an eschatological rather than a

*Robert Ellsberg, “Dorothy Day: Model for Our Timéfbuston Catholic Workeruly-August
2005.

#IMerton, Peace in the Post-Christian EraQ; Essential Writings158.

*HauerwasPerforming the Faithg0, 70.
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teleological orientation serves as a helpful rerairttiat the story centers on a sovereign
God and not on the acting human subject.” All €tn performances “are repeat
performances, at once emulating the one true prdoce of God in Christ but also and
extension and variation . . . of that singularlyiniag performance.” Hauerwas clarifies
this point by connecting Bonhoeffer (and Day) witbder, who argues ifihe Politics of
Jesughat nonviolence is political. Although he is aw/af the principle-application
models of American Catholicism, Yoder has in mine $ocial-responsibility models of
Walter Rauschenbusch and Reinhold and H. Richasbuiir that have been central in
the church’s reconciling itself with the Constarmform known adiberalisn

With Constantinianism the true church becomes ibladbecause now it is

assumed that God is governing the world throughs@uine. As a result peace is

turned into an ideal rather than a practice cantsté of the church. Correlatively,

Christians now look for sources of moral knowledgger than the Scriptures and,

in particular, the teachings of Jesus. Christlzagin to think the primary moral

guestion is “What would happen if everyone actkd that?” no longer

remembering that Christians should ask, “How musi&et as disciples of

Christ?®

According to Hauerwas, the distinguishing markilo¢talism “has been the
attempt to suppress memory in the interest of elating conflict.®* This attempt denies
the historicization identified by Maclintyre in favof a universal rationality available to
any person at any time. Ethical theories developéun this framework either form
around view of history as progress (with a rteleg or inevitable conflict. Reinhold
Niebuhr exemplifies the latter view in the followjipassage:
| do not believe that war is merely an “incident’history but is a final revelation

of the very character of human history. . . . idet that an international crisis
merely reveals in its most vivid form what humastabiy is like, and | accuse

bid., 82, 97, 103, 144-45, 174.

3bid., 238.
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pacifists of not being aware of its character unts thus vividly revealed. At
that moment they seek to escape history and asivelresponsibilities by a
supreme act of renunciation. | do not believe thatincarnation is “redemption”
from history as conflict. . . . The redemption ihr(St is rather the revelation of a
divine mercy that alone is able to overcome thereaiictions of human history
from which even the best of us cannot extricatseives>
For Niebuhr and other “realists,” the requiremeaft€hristian ethics are not a
call to perfection or holiness beyond our “natuigdbdness but are “structured into our
freedom,” and our sinfulness means we should tetgut to achieve them outside a
relationship between two people; any larger graggtires a rational estimate of
conflicting needs and interests.” In this view,udavas contends, “Justification by faith
is loosed from its Christological context and madeuth to underwrite a generalized
virtue of humility in order to make Christians treg players in the liberal game of
tolerance.®® Consequently, what often goes unexamined intteelogy of violence is
the proper basis of ethics; that is, whether théslife, death, and resurrection of Jesus
Christ or “responsibility” to liberal democratica@ety. Frary poses this question another
way; that is, “whether the Kingdom of God is a grasreality or only a future hope. The
manner in which a person answers this questionrdetes his relationship to the world
and the function of the world in aiding or hinderitme realization of his eschatological
hope. Dorothy felt this tension all her life, ahéormed the theological context from
which and in which she shaped her theolody.”

If the kingdom is purely eschatological, then toermsels of Jesus are not

“relevant” for such questions as military actiometefore, they may be pushed to the

%Quoted in HauerwasVith the Grain of the Univers85.
*Ibid., 135-37.
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margins and an ethic developed from some other néion Yoder, this understanding of
“responsibility” is a remnant of Christendom thapbt to be finally dispensed with.
“Common sense” or “realistic” slogans “point to gmstemology for which the classic
label is theheology of the naturathe nature of things is held to be adequatelggeed
in their bare givenness; the right is that whicspexts or tends toward the realization of
the essentially given.” The logic of the just vgasition, for example, wrongly assumes
that the questions of casuistry can be given neawers. What matters in such passages
as Luke 12:49-13:9 and 14:25-36, however, “is thality of the life to which the
disciple is called. The answer is that to be aigis is to share in that style of life of
which the cross is the culmination.” The distimenhess of such a life is not separation
but “a nonconformed quality of (‘secular’) involvemt in the life of the world. It
thereby constitutes an unavoidable challenge t@poheers that be and the beginning of a
new set of social alternatives.” The ethic of 3aswconcrete and historical. As Aquinas
understood, “The Kingdom of God is a social ordat aot a hidden one. . . . It does not
assume that time will end tomorrow; it reveals vithg meaningful that history should
go on at all.” Particularly striking is his readinf Romans 12-13, often cited as
justification for the Christian’s right to kill, ihich Paul is speaking of a particular
situation and not “the nature of all political riégdl or “an ideal social order”:
Romans 12-13 and Matthew 5-7 are not in contramhabr tension. Thelgoth
instruct Christians to be nonresistant in all thelationships, including the social.
Theybothcall on the disciples of Jesus to renounce ppgtmon in the interplay
of egoisms which this world calls “vengeance” arstice.” Theybothcall
Christians to respect and be subject to the hestbprocess in which the sword

continues to be wielded and to bring about a kihdrder under fire, but not to
perceive in the wielding of the sword their ownaeciling ministry>®

%yoder, The Politics of Jesu§-8, 38-39, 144-45, 105, 201-10.
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In the Sermon on the Mount, Wink adds, “Jesus ideiting us to submit to evil,
but to refuse to oppose it on its own terms.He is urging us to transcend both passivity
and violence by finding a third way, one that i®ate assertive and yet nonviolertt.”
This “third way” is not abstract but “a skill hon#ddrough the idiom of the Bible, which
reaches its consummation in Jesus and the chiftch is the “true” pacifism that Day
distinguished from “false,” passive pacifism. Irefbn’s words, Christian nonviolence
“Is convinced that the manner in which the conflattruth is waged will itself manifest
or obscure the truth” and “lays claim torere Christian and more humane notion of
what is possiblé. At the same time, iteelosfrees it from the dangers of a focus on what
Merton calls “this fetishism of immediate visiblesults”: “The chief difference between
non-violence and violence is that the latter depasrdirely on its own calculations. The
former depends entirely on God and on his Wétd.”

For Yoder this again highlights the dichotomy begwéwo views of history. “It
has yet to be demonstrated that history can be dniovine direction in which one claims
the duty to cause it to go,” he says, but this datgates a new autonomous ethical value,
‘relevance,’ itself a good in the name of whichl eway be done.” Christ, however,
“renounced the claim to govern history”; therefdthe calculating link between our
obedience and ultimate efficacy has been brokengghe triumph of God comes
through resurrection and not through effective seigmty or assured survivaf?

According to Hauerwas, this ethic has no “predeteech understanding of what counts

#\Wink, 100-1.
“*HauerwasPerforming the Faith176.
“IMerton, Faith and Violence20-23, 27.

“2yoder, The Politics of Jesug30, 234, 238-39.
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as violence or nonviolence” but names the reality community represented by Yoder
and John Paul Il and “exemplified by a life thahpwhat they each hold dear. The
name given to that life is Dorothy Day.” Placingrhoeffer with these figures “risks
making him subject to the same criticism so ofteaated at Yoder—i.e., Bonhoeffer’s
account of the church makes the church politicatglevant,” but he—like Day, who
also faces these criticisms—understands that ‘ifihéhg church gives to any politics is
the truthful proclamation of the gospéf.”

McNeal is correct in saying that Day’s witness ‘ibdraged the church’s
theology” but wrong to contend that she “did ndicatate a theological rationale for
these positions** Witness is not separate from theology. Inddeelmtovement is itself
a kind of tradition within the tradition; it conties to thriveand continues to be Catholic.
This is because the communal embodiment of a tbadias “a way of making claims on
human action, and the members have a way of watdirgact, pass on, and honor the
traditions of the community,” Coy says. “. .. Naolent action is not only politically but
also socially taxing, and membership in a Cathélmrker community reduces those
many costs while adding various affirmations irffte mix.”> The Worker’s organic
anthropology is an antidote to the modern dichottwetyveen individual and community.
As Goizueta says, such an anthropology “cannantoesically anti-institutional.”

Rather, the institution, extended through time pégmaits organic quality™®

**Hauerwas,Performing the Faith172, 55:With the Grain of the Univers@30.
*“McNeal,Harder than Warx-xi.
“*Coy, “Beyond the Ballot Box,” 179-80.

“Goizueta, 52, 64, 58-60.
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In fact, Piehl says, very little of the Worker ism as “it has spent most of its
theological energy elaborating such thoroughlyiti@aaial doctrines as the eucharist and
the mystical body of Christ.” This returns to tpgestion of authentic freedom: “For
what seems to most people a restriction of libergybmission to the spiritual authority
of the Catholic church—has been understood by #tadlic Worker as the highest
expression of human freedom.” Rather than trymigripose their views as necessary
marks of Christianity, the Workers have claimedydhbt they areompatiblewith the
Church’s teachings. This has freed them to perso#ters without moving toward
either “ecclesiastical control of politics” or “dgadanism.” Piehl adds that unlike other
movements that renounce organization and coerttier\Worker has refused to withdraw
from society or politics. While this may seem taqge it alongside such efforts as the
Social Gospel tradition, it differs “in putting pemnal spiritual transformation ahead of
politics as a means of social reconstruction, ihaoonpromising its ideals in order to
achieve concrete social gains, and in making fligat vision a corollary of religious
faith, rather than redefining religion in purelhieal or social terms?

Unlike John Ryan, Day did not openly identify witle Social Gospel. Robert
Trawick notes that her politics, gender, and religi affiliation differ from those of the
Social Gospel theologians, and while she sharad¢hgcisms of industrialization and
capitalist expansion, she stood with industriabnem and the political forces that

supported its cau$&. Morton and Saltmarsh argue that she intentioveélgt another

4’Piehl, “The Politics of Free Obedience,” 201-2, Z0&.80-82.

“8Robert Trawick, “Dorothy Day and the Social Gosielvement,” inGender and the Social
Gospel ed. Wendy J. Deichmann Edwards and Carolyn Det8waifford (Chicago: University of lllinois
Press, 2003), 139-40, 142-43.
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way, in part out of “an acceptance that the world the human beings in it, including
herself, were flawed and not perfectable.Niebuhr and many other Social Gospel
theologians reached similar conclusions and shtfi¢@hristian realism,” demanding
that Christians “undertake the moral compromisexiad in a world not yet ruled by the
law of love.™ Day, however, founded the Worker, and Massa meizeg in her
supernaturalist and localist theology an altermatosthe Protestaiaind Catholic ethical
traditions (and other American movements) of theeypar years. While these groups
“identified the public sphere and the common godaith the centralized and bureaucratic
modern state,” she “simply denied that the prin@olitical mechanism for the
implementation of justice and the meeting of ba&siman needs was the government on
any level.” Likewise, the “downward path” she egped after the war had a greater
purpose than protesting the increasing confornfithe culture. Rather, “Over against
both the Protestant and post-Protestant ‘guardi@msimerican culture, no less than
against the heavy clerical champions of Catholmatmodation and adaptionism to the
American circumstance, Day and Maurin uttered a land resounding ‘no*

The error in William Miller’s claim that “Dorothyherefore had no strong Church
tradition to back her” in her pacifism should bearf? Still, considering that this
tradition overwhelmingly subscribes to just wardhg her faithfulness on this point is
disputed. Recall again, however, that for DayGlagholic tradition is diving tradition,

“a historically extended, socially embodied argutrieAs Macintyre says, “It is the

“Morton and Saltmarsh, 249.
**Trawick, 146.
*IMassa, 105-9.

*Miller, Dorothy Day,313.
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possession and transmission of the kind of alititecognize in the past what is and
what is not a guide to the future which is at tbheecof any adequately embodied
tradition.”®® This is Day’s approach to the Catholic traditiord particularly to just war
theory. She both submits to the wisdom of the €iingrhistory while making an
argument about how it ought to relate to the wotldthis she represents a radical
traditionalism, for by integrating elements from mhargins and beyond she is able to

critique the “alien rationalities” within it thataent to violence.

Beyond Liberal and Conservative

Many Christians in our polarized church and socs&t/unable to grasp such a
“radical traditionalism.” This point brings usnélly, to the debate in contemporary
American Catholicism—and in Christianity at largeveothe proper relationship of
church and state, a debate in which the discusdigiolence is central. The recent
history of Catholic moral enquiry is inseparablenfrthe renewal of Thomism that had
been going on for three decades when Leo Xl iested pope in 1878. However,
Leo’s call to make Thomism the official philosopbiythe Church generated “a number
of different and rival Thomisms.” This division svaot new but was rooted in Aquinas’
harmonization of Aristotle’s account of nature aedson with Augustine’s supernatural
theology>* The perceived difference between Augustine andies endured, however,
so while every Catholic theologian was now, in s@®ese, a Thomist, Catholic theology

aligned roughly intameoscholasti¢Aquinas) angersonalist{Augustine) streams.

*Maclintyre,After Virtue,222; Three Rival Versiong,28.

*Maclntyre, Three Rival Versiong/2, 123.
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In the mid-twentieth century the former group, udihg Karl Rahner and Edward
Schillebeeckx, “proposed and attempted a positngagement with modern intellectual
and cultural movements” calledjgiornamento.The latter group, led by de Lubac, Jean
Daniélou, and several German theologians (of whosepgh Ratzinger was a student)
advocated a return to the sources of the earlycbhkmown agessourcementAlthough
they united at Vatican Il in opposition to what Hager terms the “anti-Modernist
neurosis” of the previous century, these groupsibeg divide oveGaudium et Spesnd
how to engage a world that relegated religion éoghvate sphere. The “Neo-Thomist”
camp focused on finding spiritual signs in otheriglbband cultural movements, while the
ressourcementamp said that this neglected the reality of siand “tacked on” Christ to
the natural world. The former is often labeledbéiial” and the latter “conservative,” but
the reality is more complex. Ratzinger (now BentXiVl), for example, argues that the
Church is countercultural out of a concern for tihéy of knowledge. In doing so,
Joseph Komonchak says, he is fighting “the cursaadern theology,” that is, “the
neoscholastic dualism which returns to the separatf nature and grace of centuries
past,” instead of “emphasizing their organic uriit$uch discussions are inadequate “if
they do not address the need for a radical tramsfhon of nature in relation to God. . . .
The drive of modernity to operate without God arnthaut this transformation leaves the
poor without anything.” The loss of a common regé and the philosophical shift from
attempting to understand the world to attemptingiange it complicates the situation,

and the Church has not, in fact, turned to theasubut to this kind of philosophy.

*Joseph A. Komonchak, “The Church in Crisis: Popeesct’s Theological Vision,”
Commonweal3 June 2005, 11-14.
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Here Day is quite helpful, for as Mize argues, ‘shlores life experiences that
‘made intelligible and acceptable’ the Neo-Thonaistiviction that grace embraces
nature and then transforms it,” including the “mataspirations” of Marxists and other
political radicals>® It is also important to consider the recent cleaingthe Church’s
position on religious liberty, exemplified by theaiments of the council. | have noted
Baxter’s critique of Americanism in which the cattligure is John Courtney Murray,
who “is credited with demonstrating that Cathokies give their full moral and
intellectual assent to the political arrangemeat firevails in the United States,
particularly to the constitutional separation oficdth and state.” Such an assent had been
ruled out “on the grounds that the state deriv@pawer from the spiritual power of the
church,” meaning that the church “should be givewileged status in relation to the
state.” Baxter contends that American Catholia $een church-state separation as a
pragmatic compromise to the ideal of the Cathdhtes but Murray argues thatstthe
ideal. His argument rests on understanding natumdlsupernatural as separate and the
incarnation as “a divinely inaugurated interruptinrhistory which establishes a new
spiritual order of human existence, and this gmtibrder confines the activity of the
state to a limited sphere, the temporal, therellgihg its expansive tendencies in
check.” This is precisely the kind of politics ‘thvout ends” that Baxter thinks is destined
to fail, for a politics “specifically designed telegate matters of theological truth to a

separate sphere . . . is not, in Augustinian tegasuine politics at all>

*Mize, 200.

*’Michael J. Baxter, “Writing History in a World Withit Ends: An Evangelical Catholic Critique
of United States Catholic History?ro Ecclesiab, no. 4 (fall 1996): 444-47.
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Baxter is also critical of several prominent Cathbistorians who have
legitimated Murray’s conclusions. John Tracy Elfe example, assures his readers
“that Catholics have been, are now, and alwaysheilthe kind of Americans who know
how to keep their particular religious beliefs gmectices out of the political arena and
who willingly join with those of other denominati®@and religious traditions in
promoting a non-religious ‘public’ discourse, al the good of the nation.” Meanwhile,
David O’Brien advocates “Public Catholicism,” awi¢hat dismisses “Evangelical”
Catholics (e.g., Catholic Workers) in a Niebuhnmaanner while they “dedicate
themselves (more responsibly) to the real busiaekand . . . in the hope that the
decision-makers inside the beltway will follow soofeheir policy recommendations.”
Unfortunately, Public Catholics falil to fully comt&r the fact that this is rarely, if ever,
the case. If anything, the state uses their “nenstantinian” assent as justification for
its actions. More important, Baxter says, thel/taitake seriously a contention that has
been central to the life of the Catholic Workemfrthe beginning, namely, that the
modern nation-state is a fundamentally unjust awcupt set of institutions whose
primary function is to preserve the interests efthling class, by coercive and violent
means if necessary—and there will always come a tifnen it is necessary™’

Particularly disconcerting to Baxter, then, is Bhélic Catholics’ embrace of a
revised just war theory. Like pacifism, when “Hitlly theorized and practiced” the just
war tradition “calls for a politically disruptiveitmess on the part of its practitioners.”

Just war theory was formed and elaborated, injtlayl Augustine, out of a pastoral

*Baxter, “Writing History,” 442, 462; “Blowing the yhamite,” 90.

*Michael J. Baxter, “Just War and Pacifism: A ‘PatifPerspective in Seven Pointsjbuston
Catholic WorkerMay-June 2004.
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concern for determining if a person’s going to wabehavior in combat was sinful. As
Bryan Hehir notes, “The transmission of the normeatoctrine from Augustine to
Aquinas had presupposed the framework ofRepublicana Christiana®® With the
advent of the modern state the doctrine “came teele@ primarily as a set of norms for
managing the affairs of modern states in the aoéirsternational politics® What is
often missed, however, is that in affirming religgdiberty the council “divorced itself
from any one social, political, or economic systeimgluding the Constantinian alliances
of Europe. “The scriptural tradition replaced theChristian traditions of Roman law,
natural law, or Aristotelian logic,” Musto state®lhis change opened the door for a
gradual discarding of the just-war tradition. dtsangelical outlook and concern for
individual conscience also put Vatican Il firmlyHyed the rediscovered tradition of
biblical pacifism.®? Perhaps this is too optimistic, as the passagestdvtites
approvingly have contributed to the division in thake of the council. For example,
though it recognizes the right of “those who faagens of conscience refuse to bear
arms,”Gaudium et Speslso says that soldiers “are making a genuineridanion to the
establishment of peace” and affirms “the permaberding force of universal natural
law and its all-embracing principle8®” Interpretation of this declaration, of course,
depends on one’s understanding of natural law! rigted earlier, Day and Maurin

recognize a natural law, but one with a limited dedcriptive function that cannot be

€03. Bryan Hehir, “Just War Theory in a Post-Cold Wiorld,” Journal of Religious Ethicg0,
no. 2 (fall 1992): 238-39.

81Baxter, “Just War and Pacifism.”
%Musto, 193.

®3Second Vatican CounciGaudium et Speso. 79.
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conceived apart fromtlos® In The Long Lonelines®ay includes a quote from
Ludlow, who connects natural law with anarchism sags that, coupled with the
Sermon on the Mount, it reflects the duty to maleahjudgments:

The question of pacifism may be treated from thenador supernatural
viewpoint. From the natural viewpoint it derivés validity from reason, and
natural morality, which is derived from the natofeman, is susceptible of
development in that we understand more its impboatas we understand more
the nature of man. From an ethical and psychotdgit@ndpoint it seems evident
that pacifism, as exemplified in non-violent proges] is more reasonable than is
violent procedure and therefore is more in accat man’s nature which differs
from sub-human nature precisely in that man is lokepaf rationality.

As the Catholic religion is not in opposition totun@ but rather completes it
and confirms nature it would seem that there cbeltho opposition between a
pacifism basing its validity on man’s reason argldFicial teaching of the
Church®®

A supernatural rationality that is grounded in tatien and orders and completes
natural law is why Nicole d’Entremont can say of fe#low Workers who burned their
draft cards, “These are young men who have lean@#idone historical fact, and that is
that you can never win over an ideology by killihg men who have the idea. . . . Are
such young men dodging or are they confrontingty@df® As Maclintyre says, all that
can be grasped initially about natural law are ‘tbaditions for entering a community in

which we may discover what further specifications good has to be givei”

However, Catholic ethicists such as George Weigetheinforced Murray’s view by

®‘See Baxter, “Blowing the Dynamite,” 81-84. For exde, in discussing the “better” of the
supernatural Day says that “we are still livinghe Old Testament, with commandments as to theaatu
law” (On Pilgrimage,163). John R. Bowlin argues persuasively that ihhow Aquinas’ formulation of
natural law is best understood (“Aquinas and Wiitein on Natural Law and Moral Knowledge,” in
Grammar and Grace: Reformulations of Aquinas anttg#hsteinged. Jeffrey Stout and Robert MacSwain
(London: SCM Press, 2004): 154-74).

®Quoted in DayThe Long Lonelinesg67-70.

®Nicole d’Entremont, “Chrystie Street,” iy Penny a Copyed. Cornell, Ellsberg, and Forest,
142-43.

®Maclntyre, Three Rival Versiond,36-37.
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appropriating the “realism” of liberal Protestastsh as Niebuhr and Paul Ramsey. Yet
this is not solely a “neoconservative” tendencyr &ample, Hehir, a model of “liberal”
Public Catholicism, praises Murray and Ramsey éshaping just war thinking from
“rote repetition in the textbooks of ethics” intdaam that could “meet the demands of
cold war politics and strategy.” He acknowleddest modern weapons and the lack of a
central political authority pose new challengeth®moral use of force. In the end,
though, “The decentralized, anarchic nature ofrivdonal politics still stands . . . as the
reason why the just war argument must be retainédthe name of “human rights”
Hehir wants to focus on the “political” or “intemgonist” character of just war theory
rather than the “strategic” dimension dominant sidOWar discussion®. As Lisa Sowle
Cahill says, however, Hehir fails to recognize “theroughly communal and
perspectival nature” of moral discourse and insteaidts that “it is legitimate and even
obligatory for Christians to strive to transfornetbocial order toward greater conformity
to rationally-discerned and cross-cultural stanslafgjustice.®®

More ominous is Hehir’s vulnerability to what Daglls the “terrible temptation”
of justifying evil means for good ends. He notesttin assessing liberation theology, for
example, John Paul Il argues that “force must bbe@sed, even when injustice is
resisted” but does not extend this condemnatiomaioagainst “an unjust aggressor.”
However, Hehir is nervous about “whether any modean. . . would meet the pope’s
understanding of a just war,” particularly in antedal in which John Paul uses the Gulf

War “as an example of why modern warfare will aleajolate traditional ethical

%8Hehir, 239-43, 252-55.

®Lisa Sowle Cahill, “Theological Contexts of Just MI@eory and Pacifism: A Response to J.
Bryan Hehir,”Journal of Religious Ethic20, no. 2 (fall 1992): 260.
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restraints.” Although he acknowledges that thegb®pritique comes fronmsidethe just
war framework, Hehir dismisses his propositionsragjanodern war as not “argued in
the detail necessary to make them convincifigte also does not deal wientesimus
Annus,which declares “no, never again war,"Eorangelium Vitaewhich preserves self-
defensan theorybut recognizes the legitimacy bt defending oneself “according to
the spirit of the Gospel Beatituded.”

Although the pope cannot be said to be an “absbpateifist, his approach is
consistent with Musto’s reading of Vatican Il aihe ttrue” pacifism of Day and Hugo.
Unfortunately, in dissecting Hehir's argument Chdliplays several of the same
confusions. First, she calls pacifism and just \fiandamentally different conceptions of
Christian identity” and further divides them intagustinian and Thomistic forms.
Second, she misidentifies Hauerwas and Yoder \WweHdrmer, which emphasizes
“witness,” and Day and Merton with the latter, whemphasizes “compassionate
solidarity.” Finally, she contends that John Ratgmains in the natural law-based just
war framework that is focused on rules and conalitiand has been further developed by
Murray and the American bishops. This is distiinatn the Augustinian stream that
includes Luther, Niebuhr, and Ramsey and is mons@ous of the command of love.
Cabhill rightly notes that pacifism is not a “thebbut a “way of life,” but errs in saying
that just war theory “is not communal in any speskEnsereciselybecause its purpose

is to unite . . . antagonistic religious, moralgdamltural communities around a set of

Hehir, 249-52.

"John Paul IlCentesimus Annusp. 52; Encyclical LetteEvangelium Vitae25 March 1995, no.
55.
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minimal criteria.”? In short, by relying on easy divisions she negléite context of just
war outlined above as well as its connection tafjsac.

Unlike Fr. Hugo, Day does not affirm the “originatérsion of just war theory,
but she follows him in recognizing the importanéé&®doctrinal basis and that strict
adherence to this doctrine would likely end the €his involvement in war or would be
at least a significant improvement—as even realisimld be. In the end, though, Day is
more like Merton, who argues that the Church mgst free from the overpowering
influence of Augustinian assumptions and take a view of man, of society and of war
itself . . . by a renewed emphasis on the eari@re mystical and more eschatological
doctrine of the New Testament and the early Fatlieosigh not necessarily a return to
an imaginary ideal of pure primitive pacifism.” Abave said, Day is careful to separate
pacifism from idealism, but she recognizes anotleéiciency of just war theory, what
Merton calls “an excessive naiveté with regarchogood that can be attained by violent
means.*®* While the intention of priests, for example, wthpto follow just war doctrine
is “to bring about peace and initiate rational dsgon” in order to repair the damage
done by war, the means used to accomplish thes®l“gnds’becomehe ends. As Day
noted in 1975, “All the wars we have seen since3193 have not achieved any of the
ends we as a people have wanted, or have beewdoltere working for.”

This failure has been carried into recent decagleme versions of liberation

theology. Matthew Smith, for one, argues thatwWmaker movement is itself “a form of

2Cahill, 260-64.
Merton,Peace in the Post-Christian Erd1-42.

"Day, “On Pilgrimage,” December 1965; “Bill Gauch@he Way of PeaceCatholic Worker,
May 1975.
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liberation theology.” While liberation theology is quite distinct frdiberal theology,
the two have sometimes been confused when the fdraseappropriated elements of the
latter. Smith’s contention exemplifies the problEamund Miller points out, namely,
interpreting the epiphenomenal aspects of Day'segs—serving food, supporting
unions, protesting war—as evidence that she igardl.” This is characteristic of
O’Brien’s essay in the same volume in which he sse$ language as “social change,”
“the peace and justice agenda,” and “faith-basgubsition to violence, racism and social
injustice.” Not only does he depend on “a fixednscendent vision” of the meaning of
these terms, O'Brien’s references to a “Catholitt,L.an “American Catholic Church,”
and “liberal Catholicism” betray a belief in theeintable progress of history similar to
that of liberation theologianS. As Goizueta notes, liberationists influenced bgialism
have often failed to recognize the difference betwilarx’s notion opraxisand that of
Aristotle, for whompraxisis action, not productiorpfesi3: “What makes human life
humanis precisely that it is an absolute value in ftsekgardless of its productivity,
usefulness, or practicality”

Thus a “liberal” form of liberation theology is avelnerable to a return to seeing
the person as a means to an end, particularly vwheits to see, as Day does, that “the

Church is beyond time” and that theology is rigtithyeo-centric, not historo-centri¢®

Matthew R. Smith, “The Catholic Worker Movement:lard a Theology of Liberation for First
World Disciples,” inCatholic Worker Movemengd. Thorn, Runkel, and Mountin, 151.

"Miller, “No Catholic Church,” 43. See David J. QIBn, “The Significance of Dorothy Day and
the Catholic Worker Movement in American Catholigj5in Catholic Worker Movemengd. Thorn,
Runkel, and Mountin, 41-58.

""Goizueta, 84.

Miller, “No Catholic Church,” 43-44.
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Gneuhs explains that Day rejects the linear viewnealfity (exemplified in her day by
Ryan) because she realizes that “love is not medsaodoing but rather idiving the
eternal now.” He calls the “leftist” interpretati of the Worker a “gross misreading.”
Rather, Day offers a “radical critique of moderratyd the liberal bourgeois world.” She
is able to do so because she “lived this liberabidgy” and “found it wanting.” Her
alternative, then, is a transcendent personaligitedoin the doctrines of the mystical
body and the incarnatidfl. Edmund Miller draws attention to the correspogdin
conservative error, that is, assuming that tinfeyslic repetition.”® Just as some align
Day with the Catholic Left, so there are variousmpts to elevate her “conservatism.”
Some are quite enlightening; for example, Au lihks with the European and “old”
American Right’s repudiation of “the fundamentaldés of the philosophical liberalism
underlying the structure of American economicsijti@sl, and society,” while Kauffman
notes that Day resembled other conservatives dirtieewho tended to be isolationist
and decentralist and rejected “the bureaucratilitamstic, centralizing thrust of [the]

New Deal.®!

Others, however, have noted her orthodox positanissues such as
abortion and homosexuality and called her “condarvaas a slight.

Such labels reflect the kind of reduction thathalenging the post-conciliar
Church and the vision of Vatican Il, which is nloé tproperty of right or left. In Fr.

Richard McSorley’s words, “The right are those velee religion as personal, without

Gneuhs, 205, 210-13. Ann O’Connor and Peter Kine that to speak of the Worker as
simply another social justice movement is to nmigsgoint, that is, its Catholic character (“WhaT'atholic
about the Catholic Worker Movement? Then and NéwCatholic Worker Movemengd. Thorn, Runkel,
and Mountin, 128-43).

8Miller, “No Catholic Church,” 43. Recall the emptimof Protestant “realists” on the inherent
and inevitable sinfulness of humanity.

81au, 19; Kauffman, 226.
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any social aspect to it. Then there are Catholicthe left who work for justice and
peace and very often don’t do much personal praykat division is widening by
misinformation from one group against the otHfér This problem is manifested in
American politics, where a Catholic voter must cdebetween opposing abortion or the
war in Iraqg, and reinforced by Public Catholicgheir angry debates. For example,
Miller says, O'Brien “disapprovingly cites the allice of Catholic bishops, in their
prolife efforts, with ‘conservative politicians opged to Catholic teaching on many other
guestions,” but he “seems happy to form allianeéhk others opposed to Catholic
teaching.®® Meanwhile, the Rourkes note that neoconservativesemphasize the
individual in “their relatively uncritical suppofor the liberal, capitalist economic order
which is now becoming globalized. They fail to s@&y connections between it and the
proliferating poverty, unemployment, and culturahdse.” Instead, they encourage
“warlike attitudes” against foreign nations or gpstthat make such complainf§.”

The consequences of this division have been displaya recent round of
controversies in which the theology of Day and\Warker play a central role, a story
Scott Moore tells to great effect in “The End off@enient Stereotypes.” The first
controversy stemmed from a symposiunfrirst Things,the “conservative” journal
edited by Richard John Neuhaus, on the judiciatpegion of politics. In short, the
symposium was cited as evidence of a breakdowheoélliance on the right between

“theocons” relying on a supposedly “Thomist” conibep of natural law and “neocons”

8Quoted in RiegleDorothy Day,96.
8Miller, “No Catholic Church,” 43. See O'Brien, 49.
%Rourke and Rourke, 5. The Rourkes specifically eéime “economic personalism” of Rev.

Robert Sirico and the Acton Institute for the StaedyReligion and Liberty. Having attended an Acton
conference for graduate students, | can only agree.
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more focused on economics and the rights outlingde Declaration of Independence.
The ensuing debate reveals several confusiongirestiom Protestants and Catholics
(and Jews) aligning themselves with political ia&gl among both the “conservative”
perpetrators and the “liberals” outraged by thibaly alliance. Also, the worries of
some theocons about the legitimacy of a natiorestett sanctions abortion, for example,
is precisely the kind of questioning that has redrbpushed far enough. While they
believe the judiciary is acting against the wisbethe American people, Hauerwas
rightly contends that it is only legitimating thelesire for autonomy, a natural
consequence of Enlightenment liberali$hiThus their unwillingness to question the
roots of American society and politics mirrors tbétiberals.

The second controversy erupted over the hiringaét& by the “liberal”
theology department at the University of Notre Darbespite being a qualified
professor and Holy Cross priest, he was initiadigcted by a departmental committee,
perhaps for being associated with Hauerwas, hgedetion director. The university
president, Edward Malloy, stepped in and appoiB&xter, and in his letter to the
committee Malloy alluded to earlier “disputes” hretdepartment involving Hauerwas
and Richard McBrien, former chair of the departmamd an opponent of Baxter’s
appointment. What is most interesting, Moore sey#)at the appointment wapposed
by theNational Catholic Reportem “liberal” publication, andupportedot only by the

Houston Catholic Workesind a number of scholars with sympathies for tloeRét

8Scott H. Moore, “The End of Convenient Stereotypésw theFirst Thingsand Baxter
Controversies Inaugurate Extraordinary Politi¢d Ecclesia7, no. 1 (winter 1998), 20, 28. See
“Symposium: The End of Democracy? The Judicial Ppation of Politics,First Things67 (November
1996): 18-42; Jacob Heilbrunn, “Neocon v. Theocdev Republic30 December 1996, 20-24.
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(including Maclintyre) but also by Neuhaus in theggmofFirst Things®® Further, the
Reporterpublished a second, friendlier article noting thizdxter’'s allies say he blows
apart the usual liberal-conservative categoriestthae often been used to describe
Catholics since the Second Vatican Countil.”

The question is why this is the case. Moore caleduthat just as tHérst Things
controversy “wreaked havoc with traditional serlgibs about religion and politics on
the right,” the Baxter controversy did so on tHe ¥ There is an additional element: the
individuals and groups intertwined with both conetsies, including Hauerwas and Day
(whom Moore does not discuss). McBrien, for oeéens to Hauerwas and his Catholic
students as “sectarians” in liscyclopedia of Catholicisnealling their views
“diametrically opposed to Catholicism,” particulatb Gaudium et SpesA “sectarian”
is “one who defines the church as the exclusivadarf God’s activity, and the mission
of the church as limited to a countercultural, otvegldly salvation.” Elsewhere
McBrien has referred to Day as a saint while sgativat her “countercultural” approach
“is not representative of the Catholic traditidtis like a dissenting opinion®® The
sectarian charge is not new from the right, eith&feigel, for example, refers to Day this
way in at least two books and aligns her with &nEis in “breaking with the

mainstream tradition of American Catholicism arsdview of the American

bid., 23-26. See Richard John Neuhaus, “Religiithin the Limits of Morality Alone,"First
Things72 (April 1997).

8Pamela Schaeffer, “Notre Dame Dispute May Sigrihidt: Countercultural Catholic Voice
Stirs a Storm,'National Catholic Reportei31 January 1997.

8Moore, 27.

8Quoted in Schaeffer. See Richard P. McBrien, Bk, HarperCollins Encyclopedia of
Catholicism(San Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 1995).



146

Experiment.®° This is company Day would be proud of, but is ttéfinition even
correct? As Moore says, the stance of these smusdiis better described as affirming
confessionally particularist approaches to moragptlitics, and faith.” In short, “One of
the dreams of Enlightenment Liberalism was therdesiremove the scandal of
particularity from the engagement of religion armdifes. . . . Baxter and Hauerwas
recognize that the scandal of particularity carbetemoved without compromising
authentically Christian conviction§”

This, | think, approaches the heart of the ma#teit is the “confessionally
particularist” (or “radical traditionalist”) kindfcChristianity that public theologians and
others of both right and left are often unablegwoncile with their positions. Therefore,
they must label such views “sectarian” or “irresgpible” in order to dismiss them. This
is difficult, the Zwicks say, because “McBrien aitkigel are both speaking of a woman
who went to daily Mass and communion and weeklyfesgion, made a holy hour daily,
memorized and studied constantly the papal en@fsliprayed the Divine Office,
participated in the Catholic renaissance beforeS#neond Vatican Council, and lived the
Sermon on the Mount. . . . She was thoroughly Gatiothe Benedictine tradition. Are
she and the Benedictines outside the Catholictioa®” The question, then, is who the
real dissenters are and if, in fact, traditionlftsethe real threat. “Perhaps it is the
Americanists . . . who might more properly be ahfectarian,”” the Zwicks contend,

“because they respond to the tensions between &lamat world by restricting religion

“Mark Zwick and Louise Zwick, “Why Argue About Fr.ithael J. Baxter and Notre Dame?,”
Houston Catholic WorkeiMlarch-April 1997. See George Weigétanquillitas Ordinis: The Present
Failure and Future Promise of American Catholic Tigat on War and Pead®lew York: Oxford
University Press, 1987Freedom and Its Discontents: Catholicism Confravitelernity (Washington,
D.C.: Ethics and Public Policy Center, 1991).

“Moore, 29-30.
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to a private affair and going along with everyotseean the public arena. This has never
been the Catholic traditiorn’”

That pacifism or strict just war theory is centthe faith and practice of most
confessional particularists is no accident, fas the theology of violence that most
clearly reveals the difference in ethics regardihgrch and state. My argument is not
that Day is the definitive example of confessigetticularism, only that her witness is a
powerful and effective example of the form of liffecessary to display the truth of this
approach. Neither is every aspect of the Enlightsmt or modernity to be discarded.
Indeed, as | noted above, the separation of thechHtom the sword is no less than
providential, and as Moore says, “Liberalism haskkal utterly compelling in the face of
the twentieth century options of Nazism, Stalinismg Communism.” The problem,
however, is that the common cause of Christiang llaeralism in order “to make the
world safe for democracy,” a phrase | mentionedhapter four, “betrays the conviction
that the guiding teleology was not one of religbart of a certain sort of politics. . . . The
guestion remains, however, once the world has beste safe for democracy, what need
does it have of Christianity? Very little. Henees see the increasing privatization and
the trivialization of religion in the public squat&

Whereas conservatives and liberals believe thaarkidote is a return to the
“real” politics of the United States—Neuhaus c#tis “contending for the soul of the

liberal tradition”—Baxter, Hauerwas, and Day reciagrthat thids the reality’>® As

92zwick and Zwick, “Why Argue.”
“Moore, 33-34.

%Richard John Neuhaus, “The Liberalism of John MBguFirst Things73 (May 1997).
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Moore says, “The Enlightenment commitment to ‘thional, dispassionate search for
truth, and . . . the dissemination of knowledgetfar sake of knowledge’ is a kind of
religion,” one that “requires an absolute faithfegs since it alone possesses the capacity
to adjudicate between the irrational excessesadittonal religions.*® In other words,
there can be no “neutral” separation of churchstate. “Faced with this situation, the
Church does not need a theory of the state,” Baxetends. “What the Church needs is
a description of the true character of the stateaaset of practices to resist it.” These
practices are embodied well, though not exclusivielgommunities like the Worker:
History does not, of course, begin and end withGh#holic Worker. But history
does begin and end with Jesus Christ, the Alphal@®mega, and the Catholic
Worker at its best has conformed its aims and mepdto this truth. In so doing, it
has demonstrated a basic point . . . that it isSiplesto avoid an Americanist
accommodation to the liberal state without resuimgahe fantasy of the
confessional stat¥.

At the time of his essay Moore envisioned a reafignt that would put Baxter,
Hauerwas, and Neuhaus (and, by extension, Daye@same “side* This, however,
appears increasingly unlikely. In the essay dafepBaxter’s hiring, Neuhaus calls him
“a child of Kant, a modern theologian who critiquke entirety of the tradition by a
criterion of his choosing,” in this case, pacifisinBaxter’s response is to point out the
differences between Kant’s project and his ownnapite'to demonstrate the necessity of

the Church for moral reflection,” as well as Neusidailure to consider “the extent to

which the body politics can permeate religion alehth out its distinctive character.

“Moore, 39-40.
“Baxter, “Well Worth an Argument.”
*Moore, 30.

%Neuhaus, “Morality Alone.”
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When this happens, the Church ceases to respditdityito the political life of
whatever nation in which it is located"First Thingsexemplified this failure after
September 11 when it ran an editorial supportiregident Bush and declaring that “this
is, for America and those who are on our side,fardgve war.” The article distinguishes
between “real” and “fraudulent” pacifism and cord#s that “pacifists embrace not
nonviolent resistance but nonresistance.” Not ai@yonviolent resisters “live in an
unreal world of utopian fantasy that has no basGhristian faith,” they “have no
legitimate part in the discussion about how militearce should be used® According
to Baxter, this separates the absolutes of Chmisgifrom the “relativity” of politics,
because “the last thing we want involved in paditie someone who believes in an
absolute ethics, such as set forth in the SermaheMount.***

The impact of the “absolute ethics” of Dorothy Canyd the Catholic Worker,
however, may only yet be reaching its zenith. phaifist witness revealed the potential
of the encyclicals of the late nineteenth and eavBntieth centuries and was decades
ahead of Vatican Il and the Catholic peace moversieathelped found. Indeed, as Fr.
McSorley says, “Dorothy was Vatican Il before Vaticl.”*°? Her influence is still
being felt today, and not only in the affirmatiohpacifists and conscientious objectors.
As the Zwicks point out, the altered terrain of Ii&dic thought on violence enabled John

Paul 1l “to take the theological discussion of vaad peace beyond a disagreement

“Baxter, “Well Worth an ArgumentFirst Things75 (August-September 1997).
1%Editors, “In a Time of War,First Things112 (December 2001): 11, 14.
lBaxter, “Just War and Pacifism.”

1%2Quoted in RiegleDorothy Day,100.
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between pacifism and just war doctriné> That it is possible for the “reformist”
methodology of Baxter and other Catholics (and é&taints) to challenge the “public
church” model is due in large part to Day. Yetdieement lingers and the Worker
“remains marginalized in the discourse of Cathsticial ethicists*** Kristin Heyer, for
one, laments this division and calls for “a creattombination of both, rather than living
with substantive pluralism or relegating one to onity status.” Unfortunately, her
solution fails in seeking compromise rather thamhtr especially when she argues that
both models have “equally inherent” risk and thithe"multifaceted nature of the basic
public church posture helps guard against too apticnor too pessimistic a view of the
wider world and a disproportionate reliance upgadicular theological ‘canon within a
canon.”® Heyer misunderstands the dynamic, for Day and\tbeker are an example
not of division but of bringing together the elerteetorn apart by division.

A better approach is not only to replicate the Gl¢hVorker but to take up its
practices in local communities and congregatidnsEEdmund Miller’s words, “Only he
[or she] who dwells first on the mystery of the @Huand the Mystical Body can grasp
the radicalism of Dorothy and the Workéf® Elisberg argues that if Day is remembered
in a hundred years, “it may well be because ther@hwill have assumed the prophetic

witness which she embodied, and the definitiorhefword ‘Christian’ expanded to

1937\wick and Zwick, “Prophet of Pacifism.”
1%“Baxter, “Blowing the Dynamite,” 87.

1% ristin L. Heyer, “Bridging the Divide in Contempary Catholic Social EthicsTheological
Studies66, no. 2 (June 2005): 430, 403.

1%8\iller, “No Catholic Church,” 44.
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embrace its original identity with ‘Peacemakée’” For this to happen, however, the

kind of politics she embodies must be consideradane theological depth. | have
attempted a small contribute to this effort herg,rhany aspects must be explored more
fully, including Day’s doctrine of sin, her distithen between cooperation and coercion,
her understanding of natural law and other docttiaed the ways in which her theology
reflects elements drawn from others. As for thesgions her pacifist witness raises for
the Baptist tradition, they include the necessitg sacramental sense of the church and a
robust ecclesiology as the other side of Baptstimtitives such as religious liberty and

the priesthood of all believers. | can only clesth a statement from Hauerwas: “For
those inclined to so dismiss my argument, | havdemsive response other than to ask if

they represent practices that can produce a Doiéyy™

7 |Isberg, introduction to Dayselected Writingsgviii-xix, Xxix.

1% auerwasWith the Grain of the Univers@31.
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