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Winning the War on the Cross: Americans React to Secular Offensive
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A little while ago, I was traveling with a colleague in the small town of Port Neches, Texas. While driving, we kept seeing white crosses in people’s yards and in storefronts. Even the fast-food eatery Sonic had a big one. So, we asked the lady we were visiting why there were so many little white crosses all over the city. Her explanation was an encouraging example of the fighting spirit and conservatism in America.

Our friend explained that in the city’s Riverfront Park, there is a 45-year-old monument of a large white Cross. In November 2015, this Cross became the object of a great battle between right and wrong when the Wisconsin-based Freedom From Religion Foundation threatened the city with a court case if it did not remove the Cross. The locals reacted immediately. A church bought a twenty-by-twenty-foot plot of land containing the monument from the city for $100, thereby protecting it.

In support of the Cross and as a reaction against the atheist organization, a group of locals made little white crosses for people to put in their yards or wherever they wanted. Literally, thousands were distributed. Even the local Chick-fil-A was giving them out for free.

The reaction of the locals was amazing. What the locals were saying to the outside atheist group was something like, “Bring it on! No matter what you do, we will stand up for what is right. Look at the cross in my front yard as proof.”

Not the First Nor Last Time
The Port Neches attack against the Cross is one of many recent cases in America. Such cases do not get major media coverage. However, there is definitely a pattern as can be seen by these examples.

The most shocking case of Cross removal attempts was the famed (World Trade Centre*) cross-shaped steel beams from 9/11. Despite its consoling symbolism for traumatized citizens, American Atheists Inc. tried to have it removed from the National September 11 Memorial and Museum. Fortunately, the atheists failed to take away this beautiful reminder from God that He is with those fighting against evil.
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The WTC Cross at Saint Peter’s Catholic Church in 2007, awaits return to the World Trade Center’s National September 11 Memorial & Museum.

Another example did not turn out so well. A Cross, outside one of the Longview Texas fire department stations was challenged. The Cross was part of a Christmas display. In spite of protests from the locals, the Cross was removed because of complaints from the Freedom From Religion Foundation.

Belle Plaine Threatened
In the Veterans Memorial Park of Belle Plaine, Minnesota, stands a very beautiful monument to American soldiers. It is a steel image of an infantryman from World War II, helmet doffed, rifle unslung, kneeling before the grave of a fallen comrade marked with a Cross. The Cross headstone was created by a local veteran.

Why the Cross in such a scene should concern the Freedom From Religion Foundation is unclear. But the outside group challenged just the Cross part of the scene. In January 2017, their protest and pressure convinced the city to remove the Cross from the monument.

Patriotic Americans of Belle Plaine pushed back on the city’s secularist decision. An article by a local newspaper The Star Tribune reported: “Almost overnight, dozens of wooden crosses popped up in private business windows, on mailboxes and in front yards. More than 1,200 people have signed an online petition in support of restoring the cross.”

The Star Tribune story quoted a local resident as saying, “A lot of people are turning in their graves. People are mad at that group. It’s not just us (the veterans club) but the whole city of Belle Plaine.”

Along with distributing crosses, the patriots of Belle Plaine arranged for a security detail composed of members of the veterans club and a motorcyclists club called the Second Brigade to stand guard day and night to protect what was left of the monument.

“Sometimes You Have to Fight”
On Feb. 6, 2017, the Belle Plaine City Hall was packed with people. All of them were there for a hearing on whether to return the Cross or not. Andy Parish, a strong advocate for returning the Cross, spoke his mind to the City Council members.

According to the Belle Plaine Herald Andy Parish delivered these fiery words: “We’re here tonight because of an out-of-state group, driven by extremism, has attacked our Veterans Park. We’re here tonight not by choice, but because the residents of this city feel a sense of duty. Not all fights involve money. Sometimes you have to fight for what’s right.”

The remark drew loud applause from the audience. After long deliberation, the City Council voted 3-2 to pursue a limited public forum at Veterans Memorial Park. This allowed the Cross to be placed back on the monument. Just like in Port Neches, and so many other cases, the truly patriotic Americans of Belle Plaine proudly stood up for what is right and won!

The Need to Be Vigilant
The white-cross-episode in Port Neches is not the first or the last time the symbol of Christianity will be attacked. Nationwide, Americans should be vigilant and look for similar occurrences and be ready to react because, as it is said, the only thing necessary for evil to triumph is for the good to do nothing.

What lessons can be learned from the struggle over the Cross? The first lesson is one of hope. It shows that when good Americans stand up and do not give in on their principles, they can win. The second lesson is that it is a difficult fight in which they can also lose. Citizens must be prepared to go to the end as the people of Belle Plaine did to obtain final victory after losing the first round.

Finally, a small group of loud radicals are trying to destroy the symbol of the Cross in America. All it takes is a small group of dedicated Americans to counter their efforts. People need to stand up for the Cross of Christ because it is a symbol of victory. The feisty people of Port Neches, Belle Plaine, and so many others are beautiful examples of what can be done when good people do something.

*Atheists attack 9/11 Cross
http://www.tfp.org/atheists-attack-911-cross/ 
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Atheists are trying to remove the 9/11 Cross from the Ground Zero museum and memorial.

We must fight back.  Pray.  And sign the — Urgent Petition — Keep the Cross at Ground Zero
A group called American Atheists is suing to get the World Trade Center Cross removed from the 9/11 Memorial and Museum in New York City.

As you remember, a construction worker found an intersection of steel beams that was shaped in the form of a Cross in the rubble of buildings destroyed in the September 11 attacks on the World Trade Center.

Right away the steel beam Cross become a powerful sign of hope for those who lost family members on September 11 and for every American who loves God. 
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Now this beloved symbol is under attack from American Atheists. They are suing to get it removed!

This must not happen. It would be a major sin and act of ingratitude to God to allow this Cross to be removed.
Your signed petition will be sent to the National September 11 Memorial & Museum at the World Trade Center and to American Atheists.

See, your participation in this urgent petition to keep the Holy Cross will have two immediate consequences:

•it will discourage the work of the atheists, and
•it will encourage the officials at the 9/11 Memorial to keep the Cross.

I am sure that you feel very strongly that we must keep the Cross at Ground Zero. May the Immaculate Conception, patroness of America, help us in this important crusade to keep the Cross of her Divine Son!

CRISIS Magazine - e-Letter

http://runningoff.blogspot.in/2004_03_14_archive.html 
By Deal Hudson, March 19, 2004
You may have seen the recent report of a new novelty item being sold at Urban Outfitters, a hip clothing chain. It's a magnet of Jesus on the cross, complete with other magnetic "outfits" that you can dress him up in. There's a ballet tutu, a devil's costume, a hula skirt, even a sign you can place over his head that reads “Hang in there, baby!"  When some of their outraged customers complained, the brain trust over at Urban Outfitters responded that they weren't selling the product to offend anyone but merely to "reflect a diversity of opinion among its customer base" Really? Then I suppose we can expect to see a Mohammed magnet (complete with multiple wives and an explosive suicide-belt) ... But of course, that will never happen, because the folks at Urban Outfitters wouldn't dream of offending Muslims and Jews with such repugnant items. The plain fact is, Christianity is the only religion that remains a fair target for the mockery and denigration of the secular liberal elite. 
Which brings us to Augusta, Georgia...
Another recent example of liberal anti-Christian bigotry popped up at a St. Patrick's Day parade, of all places. Organizers of the Irish-American Heritage Society's parade in Augusta refused to allow a local youth group to carry crosses in Wednesday's parade, saying the parade "cannot be a platform for anyone's views, standpoints on politics, religion, [or] race."
The youth group's minister complained, pointing out the obvious irony -- the holiday is SAINT Patrick's day, the celebration of a saint and bishop in the Catholic Church. It is, by its very nature, a Christian religious holiday. To say that carrying crosses in the parade would be an inappropriate platform for a particular religion would be like banning hymns at Christmas because it would be endorsing a particular religious viewpoint. 
Unfortunately, the parade organizers were immune to the obvious. In the end, the teens were told they'd only be allowed to carry shamrocks.
It's amazing, when you think about it. The vast majority of Americans today openly confess some form of Christianity. We currently have a film about the Passion of Christ that will surely become one of the highest-grossing movies of all time. And yet Christianity is still the target of relentless ridicule by liberal elitists. 
These people are hopelessly out of touch. 

Archbishop calls for reaction against 'shameless wave' of hatred toward Jesus and the Church
http://www.catholicnewsagency.com/news/archbishop_calls_for_reaction_against_shameless_wave_of_hatred_toward_jesus_and_the_church/ 
Buenos Aires, April 12, 2006 (CNA)  

Archbishop Hector Aguer of La Plata, Argentina, has exhorted Catholics to avoid laziness and to respond with "noble firmness" to the "dominant and shameless" wave of hatred against Jesus Christ and the Church which he says has spread across the world. During Palm Sunday Mass at the archdiocesan cathedral, Archbishop Aguer noted that a wave of hatred against Jesus Christ has been unleashed upon the world.  "We not talking about isolated incidents," he said, but rather a series of simultaneous events that bear the "markings of a conspiracy." The archbishop mentioned several examples of attacks on Christianity, such as a recent issue of Rolling Stone magazine in which a famous rapper appears wearing a crown of thorns; a short movie on Christmas in which Jesus and Santa Claus get into a fist fight; obscene cartoons about Jesus in a French newspaper, and the logo of a popular Swedish brand of jeans depicting a skull with an inverted cross. "More than 200,000 pairs of the jeans have been sold and the designer has said his intention was to speak out against Christianity," the archbishop stated. Other examples cited by Archbishop Aguer included the "infamous fables of 'The Da Vinci Code,' which will gain new strength with the upcoming release of the film," and the so-called Gospel of Judas, a Gnostic writing that was refuted by St. Irenaeus in the year 180.  "It has been presented as something new by National Geographic Magazine, thus taking advantage of the occasion of Holy Week. It also promises to be a successful economic move." "To all this one can add the numerous profanations of the Sacred Scriptures, the blasphemies against the Most Holy Virgin and the growing, ubiquitous pressure to remove crosses and other Christian symbols from public places," the archbishop added. 

He noted the widespread condemnation and rejection of recently published cartoons depicting Mohammed, as well as the rapid activation of democratic mechanisms condemning discrimination and infringement upon religious freedom whenever there is the slightest attack against the Jewish community.  And yet, he continued, "the apathy, the leniency, the suspicious silence in response to attacks on the Christian faith stands out. It seems that Christianity, and specifically Catholicism, can be attacked with impunity," Archbishop Aguer said. 

He said the lack of response by Christians to the insults and attacks upon the Lord are even more surprising and are a "sad sign of how the faith has been weakened" in cultures that once were proud of their link to the Church of Christ. Lastly, Archbishop Aguer exhorted Christians to "offer serene and cordial witness to the truth, which does not exclude when necessary a noble firmness in demanding that the sacred treasure of catholicity be respected in accord with decency, justice and the law."

Open Season on Christianity - A Little Respect Is Harder to Find 

https://zenit.org/articles/open-season-on-christianity-2/ 
Christchurch, New Zealand, February 25, 2006

The recent publication of cartoons satirizing the prophet Mohammed brought many calls for greater respect of Islamic beliefs. Christians could rightly wonder when they, too, will receive some respect. As controversy over the drawings continues, a television station in New Zealand chose this moment to show a "South Park" episode ridiculing the Virgin Mary and the Pope. The "Bloody Mary" episode of the animated series has scenes showing a bleeding statue of Mary, whose spurting blood covers the Pope, reported the New Zealand Herald on Monday. Plans by the C4 TV channel, owned by the Canadian media chain CanWest, to show the episode brought strong protest from New Zealand's Catholic bishops. The bishops issued a pastoral letter, read at all Masses last weekend. "The way in which Mary is portrayed in this episode is derisive, outrageous and beyond all acceptable standards of decency and good taste," stated the letter. "Pope Benedict is also insulted in this episode." 
The bishops observed that last year the same company was responsible for screening "the offensive 'Popetown' series." The Broadcasting Standards Authority has yet to deal with the complaint made by the bishops. In their pastoral letter the bishops explained that they wrote to CanWest several weeks ago, asking the company not to screen the "South Park" episode "because of the grave offence it would give to all Christians, including Catholics, and people of other faiths and cultures." Leaders of the Anglican and Presbyterian churches also signed the letter, along with figures from the Muslim and Jewish communities. Even New Zealand's prime minister, Helen Clark, a declared agnostic, commented that she found the cartoon offensive. 

CanWest responded to the protests by bringing forward the screening of the episode, from May 10 to Wednesday this week. According to Wednesday's issue of the New Zealand Herald, the company informed the Catholic Church's communications director, Lyndsay Freer, of the decision at 5 p.m. Tuesday. She was asked to comment on it for the 6 p.m. news bulletin on one of CanWest's channels. "Given that by far the majority of those involved in the debate have not had the opportunity to view the episode, we feel it is important to give the public of New Zealand that chance," said Rick Friesen, chief operating officer of CanWest-owned TVWorks. The Church has called for a boycott of the television station. And Wednesday's Herald article reported that Patrick Quin, owner of the agency Max Recruitment, has withdrawn advertising worth about $4,300 a month from CanWest. 

Insulting Jesus 

The New Zealand case is far from an isolated episode. Last Nov. 8 the British newspaper Guardian reported that a French paper had won a court battle giving it the right to show a cartoon of a naked Jesus wearing a condom. The daily Liberation was taken to court by a Christian organization after printing the image in April. A court in Paris described the portrayal as "crude" but said it did not contravene any laws. Last Sunday another British newspaper, the Observer, published a commentary by Nick Cohen, headlined "It's So Cowardly to Attack the Church When We Won't Offend Islam." 
Cohen described his visit to an art exhibition in London's East End by artists Gilbert and George. The exhibition is entitled "Sonofagod Pictures: Was Jesus Heterosexual?" The catalogue described the works as "an assault on the laws and institutions of superstition and religious belief." "This isn't a brave assault on all religions, just Catholicism," explained Cohen. "The gallery owners know that although Catholics will be offended, they won't harm them." He added: "If they were to do the same to Islam, all hell would break loose." Another case is that of popular Swedish jeans, which come with the logo of a skull with a cross turned upside down on its forehead, the Philadelphia Inquirer reported Jan. 15. "It is an active statement against Christianity," explained Bjorn Atldax, the designer of the jeans. "I'm not a Satanist myself, but I have a great dislike for organized religion." Atldax said that he wants to make young people question Christianity, which he called a "force of evil" that had sparked wars throughout history. The jeans have been shipped throughout Europe and to Australia, and there are plans to introduce them to the United States and elsewhere, the Inquirer said. Around 200,000 pairs have been sold since March 2004. Parody abounds Attacks on Christianity also abound in the United States. Among the examples noted Feb. 15 by the Washington Post were: the latest cover of Rolling Stone, featuring rapper Kanye West wearing Christ's crown of thorns; "South Park's" "The Spirit of Christmas" short, featuring an obscenity-filled fistfight between Christ and Santa Claus; a radio show featuring comedian J. Anthony Brown and his "biblical sayings" from the Last Supper, in which disciples make outrageous quips. 
The newspaper also recalled the 1999 controversy when then New York Mayor Rudolph Giuliani tried to shut down a museum for featuring a painting of the Virgin Mary covered with elephant dung. And, at the same time Christianity is held up to ridicule, believers face obstacles in proclaiming their own faith. A recent case is the decision on Christmas displays in New York's public schools. The 2nd U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals ruled that it is constitutionally permissible for the schools to ban the display of the Christian nativity during Christmas, while permitting the display of the Jewish menorah and the Islamic star and crescent during Hanukkah and Ramadan. 

The Thomas More Law Center reported on the decision in a press release dated Feb. 3. City authorities defended the policy by arguing that the menorah and star and crescent were permissible symbols because they were "secular," whereas the Nativity scene had to be excluded because it was "purely religious." The court judged that this argument was fallacious, stating that the policy "mischaracterizes" the symbols. But it still upheld the ban on the Nativity scene. 
Further examples abound. In Britain a council-run crematorium removed a wooden cross from its chapel, for fear of offending non-Christians, the Times reported last June 9. Torbay Council in Devon also announced that the chapel would in future be known as the ceremony hall. A local Anglican vicar, Anthony Macey, observed that the cross had been in the chapel for nearly 50 years. And Father Paul Connor, the Catholic priest for Brixham, said: "If the cross offends people they can cover it up. What about the Christians who are offended by its removal?" 

Respecting beliefs 

The Second Vatican Council's pastoral constitution "Gaudium et Spes" addressed the question of contemporary culture and freedom. Culture, it said in No. 59, "has constant need of a just liberty in order to develop." For this reason it has "a certain inviolability," which is, however, not absolute. It is limited by the common good and the rights of individuals and the community, the document said. And concerning these limitations, Benedict XVI commented on the importance of respecting religious beliefs, during his speech Monday to Morocco's new ambassador to the Holy See. "It is necessary and urgent that religions and their symbols be respected," the Pope said. He added that this implies that "believers not be the object of provocations that wound their lives and religious sentiments." A principle valid for all religions, Christianity included. 

Christianity Out in the Cold - Efforts Mount to Halt Signs of Belief in Public 
https://zenit.org/articles/christianity-out-in-the-cold-3/ 
By Father John Flynn, Birmingham, England, December 4, 2006 

The faithful need to beware of those who want to refashion society in a way that would exclude Christianity. This was the warning contained in Archbishop Vincent Nichols' homily on Nov. 26, the feast of Christ the King. The archbishop of Birmingham, celebrating Mass at St. Chad's Cathedral, explained that Christ taught the importance of being witnesses to the truth. "His witness gives a clear shape to our task as a society," the prelate said. Shaping that society, he added, is "unambiguously a moral enterprise." But, the Catholic archbishop continued, many today wish to build society excluding morality and reducing all judgments to what is lawful. "The process of secular democracy in our country at this time, while claiming to act disinterestedly and in a morally neutral fashion, is in fact engaged in an intense and at times aggressive reshaping of our moral framework," Archbishop Nichols observed.
He also complained that the British government is trying to impose on the Church "conditions which contradict our moral values." This involves areas such as schools, adoption agencies and welfare programs.
The archbishop's homily drew widespread attention in the British press. Strong debate is continuing over the formulation of regulations that could see Christian organizations penalized for not fully accepting homosexuality.
If the government's proposals go ahead, the Anglican church might be forced to close its youth clubs and charitable organizations, warned the Anglican bishop of Rochester, Michael Nazir-Ali. "It will be the poor and disadvantaged who will be the losers," he was quoted as saying by the Daily Mail newspaper Nov. 29. The Anglican prelate also expressed his support for what Archbishop Nichols had declared in his recent homily.


Crosses excluded 

The exclusion of Christianity was also highlighted in a controversy over the decision by British Airways* to ask one of its workers to stop wearing a cross necklace. A Heathrow Airport check-in worker, Nadia Eweida, was asked to conceal the necklace, the BBC reported Oct. 14. Her cross supposedly contravened a ban by British Airways on religious symbols. Nevertheless, it was soon pointed out that the airline does permit the wearing of Sikh turbans and Muslim hijabs.
The issue continued to be debated over a number of weeks, during which time Eweida was obliged to remain on unpaid leave. On Nov. 20 British Airways told her that it had taken a final decision to refuse her appeal to be allowed to wear the cross, the BBC reported that day. The decision drew strong criticism. The Anglican archbishop of York, John Sentamu, denounced it as being "nonsense," the Daily Mail reported Nov. 21. "Wearing a cross carries with it not only a symbol of our hopes but also a responsibility to act and to live as Christians," he stated. On Nov. 23 the Daily Mail reported that 92 British members of Parliament signed a motion condemning the airline's decision. The signatories came from all the major parties.
As protests continued, British Airways backed down and announced that its workers would be allowed to wear small crosses, reported the Times newspaper on Nov. 25. *See following page

Campus crusade 

The debate over Christianity's role also erupted on campuses. Christian organizations are preparing to take legal action against university authorities, the Times reported Nov. 18. Student associations at four universities have banned Christian groups because they are accused of excluding non-Christians and promoting hatred toward homosexuals. The Universities and Colleges Christian Fellowship, an umbrella group for Britain's 350 Christian unions with a membership of up to 20,000 students, said its members faced a struggle "unprecedented" in its 83-year history, the newspaper reported. Alarmed by the threat to Christians on campus, a number of prominent religious leaders, including eight Anglican and Catholic bishops, wrote a letter to the Times, published Nov. 24. 
They argued that while the university bodies have a responsibility to ensure that officially recognized societies are run in a proper and lawful manner, "this does not give them, or anyone else, the right to restrict or change the essential beliefs of those societies, or impose as leaders people who do not share those core beliefs." 
Scottish universities are also raising problems for Christians. Edinburgh University banned students belonging to the Christian Union from teaching an abstinence course on campus, reported the Scotland on Sunday newspaper on Nov. 19.
University authorities claimed the course contents contravenes "equality and diversity rules," after they heard it included stories from people who had been "cured" of their homosexuality. "The university is effectively closing down free speech," protested Laura Stirrat, vice president of Edinburgh University's Christian Union.
Catholic schools in Scotland also came under attack, reported the Scottish Herald newspaper on Nov. 27. Peter Quigley, president of the Educational Institute of Scotland, a teachers union, said that a law allowing Church representatives to block the employment of teachers on grounds of religious belief or character discriminates against non-Catholics.
The article noted that the union leader's comments come only months after an employment tribunal ruled that an atheist suffered religious discrimination because he was prevented from applying for a promoted post at a Catholic school in Glasgow. As a result David McNab was awarded 2,000 pounds ($3,900) in compensation.

Christophobic 

Amid these multiple controversies Cardinal Cormac Murphy-O'Connor published an article in the Times on Nov. 25, asking if British society is turning against religion. The archbishop of Westminster insisted on the need "for respectful dialogue and cooperation" between Christians, members of other faiths, agnostics and secularists. "Shallow multiculturalism that fails to appreciate the basis of culture in faith," he argued, "leads us away from social cohesion."
"I am becoming tired of the mockery of those who seem to regard faith communities, especially Christian ones, as intrusive and contrary to the common good," the cardinal added. "I label them Christophobic."
Further controversies could well be in store. On Nov. 26 the London-based Telegraph newspaper reported that a Christian magistrate, Andrew McClintock, will take legal action against the government.
He claims that he was forced to resign from his role of placing children in foster care because of his religious belief that homosexuality is immoral. McClintock says he was obliged to preside over cases that involved homosexual parents. He argues this constitutes discrimination against his beliefs. McClintock, 62, has been a magistrate on the South Yorkshire Bench for 18 years and had been on its family panel for the past 15 years.

No room for Baby Jesus
Britain, of course, isn't the only country racked by debates over Christianity. Chicago city officials were strongly criticized for their decision to ban a clip from the film "The Nativity Story." The scenes were due to be shown at the Christkindlmarket, a Christmas festival held at Daley Plaza, the Chicago Tribune reported Nov. 29.
Jim Law, the city's executive director of special events, said that showing scenes from the film would be "insensitive to the many people of different faiths" who attend the festival. The officials do permit, however, an Islamic crescent and a Jewish menorah, along with a Nativity display, to be in the plaza, the Tribune noted.
Spain too is affected. A public college in Saragossa banned the traditional Christmas festival, the newspaper ABC reported Nov. 29. School authorities reportedly made the decision because of the presence of students from other faiths and cultures. Christians, as well as the Baby Jesus, are no longer welcome in many places. 

*British Airways about turn on its Crucifix policy 
London, UK, January 23, 2007 

Following the uproar that accompanied British Airways' decision to ban a Christian worker from wearing a crucifix, the airline has finally changed its uniform policy. Staff will now be allowed to wear a religious symbol on a chain or a lapel pin as symbol of faith.

BA Chief Executive Willie Walsh said: “Comparisons were made between the wearing of a cross around the neck and the wearing of hijabs, turbans and Sikh bracelets. For this reason, we have decided to allow some flexibility for individuals to wear on a chain.” The airline had previously told 55 year-old checkout worker Nadia Eweida that she could not wear a crucifix, but the decision provoked an outcry from a number of sources including politicians and clergy.

British school bans cross on health and safety grounds 
http://www.cathnews.com/news/701/80.php
January 15, 2007 
A school in South East England has banned a 13-year-old Catholic girl from wearing a crucifix necklace in class because it breaches health and safety rules, according to teachers. News.com.au reports that Samantha Devine, a 13-year-old Roman Catholic, was told by teachers at her school in Gillingham that it breached health and safety rules. Her family reportedly said it will fight the decision and has accused the school of discriminating against Christians because Sikh and Muslim pupils can wear religious symbols. The case echoes that of British Airways employee Nadia Eweida, who was suspended in October for failing to remove her necklace or hide it under clothing in accordance with company policy. 
The girl has pledged to keep wearing the cross when school restarts next week after the Christmas holiday. "I am proud of my religion and it is my right to wear a cross around my neck. "I can't understand why the school thinks a tiny crucifix on a thin silver necklace is a health and safety hazard," she told the Daily Mail.
Source School bans cross necklace (News.com, 13/1/07)
Archive 
British Christians cross over airline policy (CathNews, 17/10/06) 
Celtic footballer convicted for crossing Rangers fans (CathNews 28/8/06)
Hong Kong residents cannot bear cross (CathNews 24/7/06)

School reviews policy on schoolgirl’s cross 
Gillingham, UK, January 17, 2007 
The school at the centre of last week’s row over the eligibility of a Catholic schoolgirl to wear a crucifix at school has said it will review its policy on jewellery.

Thirteen year-old Samantha Devine, right, was told by teachers at the Robert Napier School in Gillingham that she could not wear a cross on health and safety grounds.
However, the school has now agreed to look again at its rules after Samantha’s parents reportedly stormed out of a meeting with head-teacher Fiona Miller, claiming she was not taking their concerns seriously.

Ms. Miller said: “I met with Samantha’s parents on Monday.
“At the meeting Mr. and Mrs. Devine asked the school to consider amending its policy on jewellery.

“I have agreed to take their request in writing to the next meeting of the school governors on January 24.

“That offer still stands. In the meantime I hope that Samantha will respect the school’s rules about not wearing jewellery.

“If Samantha needs to visibly demonstrate her Christian beliefs we are happy for her to wear a lapel crucifix.

“This is about a ban on wearing dangling jewellery, it would be wrong to portray this as a religious issue.” 
Religious Symbols in the Cross Hairs - Hostility to Signs of Christianity Mounts 

https://zenit.org/articles/religious-symbols-in-the-cross-hairs/ 
By Father John Flynn, Rome, March 12, 2007 

The presence of Christian symbols in public life is increasingly under challenge. Last October, a cross on the altar of a chapel at the College of William and Mary, in Williamsburg, Virginia, was removed on orders of college president Gene Nichol. The decision sparked off a fierce debate, culminating in the announcement last week that the cross will return, reported the Washington Times on March 7. The cross, nevertheless, will not return to the altar, but will be placed on display in a glass case.
The decision came after dismayed college alumni had threatened to withhold millions of dollars in donations.
In a report on the controversy Dec. 26, the Washington Post newspaper noted that the college president wanted to remove the cross so as not to exclude students of non-Christian faith. The article did add, however, that prior to his decision anyone who used the chapel could ask for the cross to be removed for weddings or other services.
The College of William and Mary is the second-oldest in the United States, and its Wren Chapel was built in 1732. It became a state-supported institution in 1906. The cross, reported the Washington Post, was donated by Bruton Parish Episcopal Church and has been on display since the 1930s. The symbol of the cross also came under attack in Canada late last year. The board of governors of Simon Fraser University, in British Columbia, decided to remove the two crosses from its coat of arms, reported the National Post newspaper Dec. 27.
Warren Gill, vice president of university relations, explained that the crosses, combined with the fact the university is named after a person -- explorer Simon Fraser -- has led "foreign cultures" to mistakenly conclude the university is "a private religious university, as opposed to a provincial institution," the National Post reported.
Meanwhile, in Spain, there has been conflict over the display of crucifixes in the classrooms of public schools. A primary school in the city of Valladolid decided to remove the crucifixes from classrooms, the newspaper ABC reported Nov. 27.
Commenting on the issue, Seville's archbishop, Cardinal Carlos Amigo, declared that it is much more important to teach a young male Christian student to respect a girl who wears the Muslim veil, and that she respect the boy who wears a crucifix, than to prohibit both of them from wearing their symbols. On Jan. 13 the ABC newspaper reported that another public school in Palencia put back the crucifixes after parents had protested the decision to take them down.
The article also reported that the school disputes come at a time when the Spanish episcopal conference has criticized the government for its zeal in excluding religious symbols from public events.
In fact, this theme was the subject of a pastoral letter from the bishops, published Nov. 23. The text notes that there is an "alarming development" of secularism in Spanish society. This isn't a question of the need to preserve the just independence of the temporal order and its institutions, but rather an attempt to exclude God completely.
Any reference to God, the bishops observed in the statement, is increasingly considered as a sign of intellectual immaturity and a lack of human freedom. This extension of atheism in modern culture, the document continued, marks a fundamental change in one's life, given that God is a vital part of the roots and culture of many societies.

The desire to exclude God in such a radical way, the bishops commented, is due to the desire to be absolute masters of one's own destiny, and to order society according to one's own will without reference to any higher authority. From this stems the hostility to religion and the idolization of worldly goods as the supreme good in life, added the prelates.
In England, the debate over Christian symbols continues. Last year an employee of British Airways was asked to not wear a small cross necklace to work. Earlier this year, the Robert Napier School in Gillingham, Kent, asked one of its Catholic students, Samantha Devine, to remove a cross necklace that she was wearing, the Daily Mail newspaper reported Jan. 13.
Her family was quick to protest, noting that the school allows Muslim pupils to wear head scarves and Sikh students to come to lessons with turbans and bangles, the article pointed out.


Work it out 

Conflicts over religion and work are not uncommon in the United States. In 2003 Connie Rehm of Savannah, Missouri, lost her job at the town's public library for refusing to work on Sundays.
The library had started to open Sundays, but Rehm, a Lutheran, said her faith prohibited her from working on those days.
She was reinstated last autumn after taking her case to the federal courts, the Associated Press reported Nov. 16.
The importance of the issue of religious discrimination is reflected in the decision of the U.S. Department of Justice to make a program to help protect people on this issue. The First Freedom Project was launched Feb. 20 by Attorney General Alberto Gonzales. Religious liberty is often referred to as the "First Freedom" because of its first place in the Bill of Rights, noted a press release on the project's Web site. Along with the project launch, the Justice Department published its "Report on Enforcement of Laws Protecting Religious Freedom: Fiscal Years 2001-2006."


Role in society 

Addressing the issue of human rights and religion, the Holy See's permanent observer to the United Nations, Archbishop Celestino Migliore, argued for the need to respect religious liberty. In his Oct. 27 address to a General Assembly committee, the Vatican representative pointed out that the freedom to believe, worship and witness to one's faith is essential. "The Holy See continues to be concerned by a number of situations where the existence of enacted or proposed legislative and administrative measures for placing limits on the practice, observance or propagation of religion are a reality," said Archbishop Migliore. The rights of religion in public life were also defended recently by Irish Prime Minister Bertie Ahern. "The legitimate role of the Churches and faith communities in the public life," he said, speaking Feb. 26 at the inauguration of what was called the "Structured Dialogue with Churches, Faith Communities and Non-Confessional Bodies."
Dialogue with churches and religious groups, he continued, is important in "understanding the beliefs and values which have shaped our institutions, customs and values and which provide the key to the overall sense of identity of so many of our people." "Turning our back as a country on our living and vibrant life of religious faith would be a loss and would be a mistake," the Irish leader argued. "The moral attitudes inculcated in a culture of faith are at the core of the beliefs of very many more people who would not particularly consider themselves aligned with any particular creed or denomination."
"If modern Ireland were to dislocate from its hinterland of religious belief, our culture and our society would be cut adrift from its deepest roots and from one of its most vital sources of nourishment for its growth and direction into the future," Ahern maintained. The prime minister described as "illiberal" the voices that belong to an aggressive secularism that ignores the importance of the religious dimension and wishes to strictly confine religion to the private sphere. Governments, he continued, "which refuse or fail to engage with religious communities and religious identities, risk failing in their fundamental duties to their citizens." This comment comes as a welcome change from the hostility to religion that is increasingly prevalent. 

Catholic suspended over Jesus image 

http://www.cathnews.com/news/710/79.php 

October 12, 2007
A Catholic worker at Manchester Airport was suspended after hanging an image of Jesus on a staff room wall. 
Gareth Langmead, 40, was sent home from his job as a car parks supervisor after a complaint from a Muslim colleague. 
He was off work for three days while an investigation was carried out and later reinstated with a clean record, BBC News reported. Union officials accused the airport of overreacting and said Mr. Langmead was upset by the incident, but the airport said he had not complained.  The airport worker, from Atherton, Greater Manchester, found the image of the Sacred Heart of Jesus as he was clearing out a desk drawer. As he felt unable to throw it away, Mr. Langmead hung it on a wall in the staff rest room, prompting a complaint it had been put up as "an act of provocation". 
Airport bosses investigated the claim but reached the decision that he had done nothing wrong. "This investigation was swiftly concluded and the employee has returned to work with a clean record" a Manchester Airport spokesman said.
Last year, Heathrow worker Nadia Eweida was suspended by British Airways for wearing a Christian cross but later reinstated following condemnation by clerics and politicians. 
Source Worker suspended over Jesus image (BBC News, 10/10/07)
Crucified frog controversy 

http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=7343
May 27, 2008 

[image: image5.jpg]



A sculpture of a crucified frog holding a mug of beer on display at a Bolzano museum has sparked outrage in Italy. 

ANSA reports that local clerics and politicians want the work removed. 

The one metre high work by late German artist Martin Kippenberger (Martin Kippenberger) belongs to his Fred the Frog series and depicts a warty, pop-eyed amphibian nailed to a cross with a frothing mug of beer in one hand. 

Curators at Bolzano museum of modern art Museion said that Kippenberger's work was a self-portrait of the artist ''in a state of profound crisis'', but their explanation has been given short shrift by local bishop Wilhelm Egger. 

''The crucified frog has shocked many visitors to the Museion and has hurt their religious feelings,'' Egger said. 

''Even if this was not the intention of the artist or the Museion, there is a law in place that says religious feelings should be respected. 

''Today the symbols of Christian faith are often held in contempt, and an exhibition of works like this one does not help to create peace between cultures and religions,'' he added. 

Source Crucified frog sparks anger (ANSA, 26/5/08) 

2 comments of readers 

1. I guess the self-styled spokesmen for the "art world" would tell us that it's merely a remarkable coincidence that no museum ever displays any "work of art" mocking Islam, atheism, or any other religion except Christianity. 
2. ''The crucified victims were shocked with many visitors to the Church having their religious hurt,'' Egger said.
''Even if this was not the intention of the pedophile priest or the parishioners, there is a law in place that says religious feelings should be respected. Today the symbols of Christian faith are often held in contempt, and another clergy sexual abuse crisis like this one does not help to create peace between cultures and religions,'' he added. 

Pope attacks "crucified frog" 
http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=8733
August 28, 2008 
Pope Benedict has written to a local government president in Italy's north stating that a controversial sculpture of a crucified frog "injured the religious feeling of people". 

ANSA reports that Trentino-Alto Adige regional council president and anti-frog campaigner Franz Pahl said the pope wrote the sculpture ''has injured the religious feeling of many people who see in the cross the symbol of the love of God and of our salvation which deserves recognition and religious devotion." 

The pope wrote to Pahl while on summer holiday in the nearby town of Bressanone, during which he and local bishop Wilhelm Egger discussed the controversial sculpture. 

Egger, who died last week, said the work had ''shocked'' many visitors to the museum. 

The one metre tall work by late German artist Martin Kippenberger depicts a warty, pop-eyed green amphibian nailed to a cross with a frothing mug of beer in one hand and an egg in the other. 

Critics say the work offends the sensibility of Alto Adige's 99 percent Christian population, while museum curators maintain that Kippenberger's work is a self-portrait of the artist ''in a state of profound crisis'' and is not an attack on religious feeling. 

The row gained momentum at the end of July when former Senator and Catholic politician Renzo Gubert reported the work to police for public obscenity. But Museum director Corinne Diserens said on Wednesday the frog would remain in place until the temporary exhibition is due to end on September 21. 

Artinfo adds that Kippenberger's sculpture has sparked controversy since its installation in the Museum of Modern and Contemporary Art (Museion) of Bolzano in May. 

Museum curators maintain that the work is a self-portrait of the artist "in a state of profound crisis" rather than a religious commentary. Though they have moved the sculpture from the entrance of the museum to a more out of the way position, they refuse to remove it. 

Source Pope slams crucified frog (ANSA, 27/8/08) 

Pope Gets in on Crucified Frog Debate (Artinfo, 27/8/08) 
Spanish cardinal slams "Christophobia"

http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=10368
November 26, 2008 
Spanish Cardinal Antonio Cañizares Llovera of Toledo has described a judge's ruling banning crucifixes from classroom walls as a "Christophobic" attempt to impose a new culture denying both God and man. 

A judge in Spain has ruled that crucifixes hung on classroom walls contravene the secular and neutral nature of the country's constitution, Euronews reports. 

The Macias Picavea state school in Valladolid must now remove the religious symbols from classrooms and public spaces. The case was sparked by a 2005 complaint from a parent and a local secular association. 

The judgement is said to be the first of its kind in the country's history: "What you have to realise is that the content of this ruling corresponds exactly with the provisions of the constitution and the secular character of the State," said Mercedes Cabrera, Spain's Education Minister. 

Despite the provisions of the 1978 constitution, ensuring the separation of Church and state, Catholic symbols are prominent in many of Spain's schools and colleges. 

The Catholic Church in Spain criticised the decision, saying it could make religious co-existence more difficult: 

"I think what is important is not to get rid of all religious symbols, but to help people learn to respect them, whatever their religion," Archbishop Carlos Amigo of Seville said. 

Toledo's Cardinal Cañizares responded to the decision, saying "it is an attempt to impose a new culture, a project of humanity that implies an anthropological and radical vision which changes the vision that constitutes our identity, an identity Spaniards have received from our predecessors. 

"Forgetting God is like forgetting and denying man himself, even if we hardly admit it," the cardinal said, according to Catholic News Agency. 

This leads to a "pathological situation" which permits abortion, euthanasia, experimentation on embryos and their exploitation for economic purposes. 

He said such phenomena and the decision are not "isolated episodes" but reveal "a Christophobia which is nothing else but hatred for oneself." 

"We are suffering from a real pathology caused by the weakening, or even the destruction, of family which, along with the Church, is seen as an obstacle to be removed in order to impose the new project of man and society which has no future because, at the end, it is a project that destroys him," Cardinal Cañizares said. 

Source 
Spanish cardinal criticizes ‘Christophobic' ruling removing crucifixes from schools (Catholic News Agency, 25/11/08) 

Spain makes history with crucifix ruling (Euronews, 25/11/08)
Worker fired after posting picture of Jesus - Says manager told him God not allowed on cubicle walls  

http://www.wnd.com/2007/04/41220/
April 21, 2007
A call center employee says he has been dismissed from his job for posting an artist's rendition of the crucifixion during Easter week, even though other employees were allowed to post pictures and art as they chose in their cubicles.  Chris Romansky, a former employee of Barclays, told WorldNetDaily he was told there had been a complaint about the picture he put up to remind himself of Christ's sacrifice on the cross, a foundational belief in Christianity.  A company spokeswoman, Donna Sokolsky, told that the job termination "had nothing to do with anything religious whatsoever." But she said she was not permitted by human resources to know "more beyond that." 

Church of England school bans girl from wearing crucifix - but allows Sikh pupils to wear bangles 
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-1196794/CoE-school-pupil-banned-wearing-crucifix-Sikh-pupils-allowed-wear-bangles.html 

July 1, 2009

A school told a child to remove a Christian cross she was wearing even though it lets Sikh children wear bangles as part of their religion.

Lauren Grimshaw-Brown was told to take off a necklace with a cross on it because of health and safety fears.

But the eight-year-old's furious mother has accused the school of double standards because they allow children following other faiths to wear jewellery on religious grounds.

The mother-of-two says Lauren and brother Callan, five, have always worn crosses at St Peter's CE School in Chorley, Lancashire.

'We're a Christian family and my children wear the necklaces underneath their tops,' she said.

'On Thursday Lauren was told by a teacher to take it off because apparently they're not allowed to wear jewellery. 

'I could understand it if it was a fashion accessory or a High School Musical necklace, but it's part of our faith.'

Mrs. Grimshaw-Brown complained directly to the head teacher, Helen Wright, who referred the matter to the school's chairman of governors, Father Atherton. He upheld the ban.
Mrs. Grimshaw-Brown added: 'I received a letter in my child's reading folder. It said that if she had been a Sikh child she would be allowed to wear bangles because it's part of their religion.

'I've got absolutely no problem with any other religion wearing bangles or another item of jewellery, but why can't my daughter wear a necklace with a cross? It's a church-led school.

'The necklace is designed to come apart if it snags. The school has suggested she wear a brooch but surely that's more dangerous because of the pin.

'Lauren was really upset by this and I feel very let down.'

The letter to Mrs. Grimshaw-Brown said: 'The prospectus makes clear that jewellery may not be worn except for earrings and watches.

'This is because there have been incidents in schools where hooped earrings, bracelets and necklaces have caused injuries to children when caught in outdoor play or physical activity.

'The prospectus makes it clear that school will allow jewellery where it is a necessary part of the religious faith of the child, i.e. Sikh families must wear bangles as one of the "five Ks", the religious rules for dress.'

Mrs. Wright denied there was any discrimination against people following a Christian faith.

'We do want children to be proud of their Christian faith, therefore we would like to encourage them to wear crosses,' she added.

'The best solution in this case for children to be kept safe would be for pupils to wear a brooch - in fact some children already do.'

Cardinal: Pumpkins, Not Crucifixes? Responds to European Court Decision on Schools
https://zenit.org/articles/cardinal-pumpkins-not-crucifixes/ 

Vatican City, November 5, 2009 
In European schools, crucifixes are prohibited but Halloween pumpkins are promoted, observed Benedict XVI's Secretary of State. Cardinal Tarcisio Bertone stated this in response to the Tuesday decision of the European Court of Human Rights, which called for the removal of Christian symbols from public school classrooms. "This Europe of the third millennium only leaves us the pumpkins of the feasts repeatedly celebrated and takes away from us our most cherished symbols," said the cardinal in an article published in L'Osservatore Romano. He continued: "It is really a loss. We must try with all our strength to preserve the signs of our faith for those who believe and those who do not believe." After expressing his appreciation for the initiative of the Italian government to appeal against the decision of the European judges, the prelate stated that the crucifix is the "symbol of universal love, not of exclusion, but of acceptance." "I wonder if this decision is or is not a reasonable sign," he concluded.
For his part, Monsignor Aldo Giordano, the Holy See's permanent observer to the Council of Europe, commented to Vatican Radio that this decision confirms "a certain ideological attitude." "In the name of certain ideas," he said, "it attempts to force the reality," or demonstrates "a wish to impose things on reality." The priest stated: "I believe instead that Europe has extreme need of respect for the reality of the people, for the traditions. If we continue to corrode our identity, we begin to no longer have a vision for the future." He added, "Instead of a Europe that is at the service of persons, at the service of the people, at the service of our identity and hence with the ability of taking up our identity, to put it in communion with identities that are valued, it seems, instead, that we are afraid of our identity, we are afraid of our traditions." Monsignor Giordano affirmed that the decision of the European court uses "a concept of laicism in an exclusivist sense: that is, a laicism that tends to exclude, hence a laicism that creates an empty space." In place of a laicism of this sort, which is "dangerous" and "does not attract," there is need of "a laicism that creates space for all positive contributions, for the social, for man, to address the great problems of humanity," he said. In this sense, the priest continued, the decision "does not express what people in Europe truly begin to feel and wish to live, and which some nations are already beginning to perceive." He concluded, "It seems to me that we have remained somewhat in the old, outdated." 
Brazilian President Seeks to Secure Abortion as “Right,” Ban Crucifixes in Government Buildings
Massive legislative program being called a nonviolent "coup d'etat" and a socialist party "dictatorship."
By Matthew Cullinan Hoffman, Latin American Correspondent
http://www.catholic.org/news/politics/story.php?id=35290 
Brazilia, January 22, 2010 (LifeSiteNews.com)
Brazilian President Luiz Lula da Silva has introduced a massive legislative reform package in the last year of his term that would secure abortion as a "human right," impose socialist and homosexualist ideology in the schools and media, and ban crucifixes from government facilities, among other measures.

The legislative program, which is called the Third National Program for Human Rights (PNDH-3), would establish a level of control over the media and private property that is being called a nonviolent "coup d'etat" and a socialist party "dictatorship." It has elicited widespread protest from institutions ranging from the Catholic Church to military leaders, the agricultural sector, and even members of the president's own cabinet.

The leadership of the National Conference of Brazilian Bishops (CNBB) has issued a declaration "reaffirming its position, manifested many times, in defense of life and the family, and against the decriminalization of abortion, against marriage between people of the same sex and the right of adoption of children by homosexual couples."
The CNBB leadership "also rejects the creation of 'mechanisms to impede the display of religious symbols in public establishments of the Union,' because it regards such an intolerant measure as ignoring our historical roots."

A Socialist Party Dictatorship?
If the Brazilian Labor Party succeeds in imposing the legislative package contained in the PNDH-3, it will receive broad powers to shut down media outlets that disagree with its ideology, impose its pro-abortion and homosexualist political agenda on the entire country, and undermine the rights of private property.  The extensive powers proposed by the government have led at least one prominent Brazilian commentator to speak of a party "dictatorship."

For example, the Program treats the killing of unborn children as a "human right," to be protected by the state. Directive 9 includes "supporting the approval of legislation that decriminalizes abortion, considering the autonomy of women to make decisions concerning their bodies."

It also orders the creation of "campaigns and educational actions to deconstruct the stereotypes related to sex professionals."

Education and Culture in Human Rights," the fifth "axis" in the Program, directs that children from "infancy" (early childhood) must be taught the government's concept of "human rights," which includes "the study of themes of gender and sexual orientation" for the purpose of "combating prejudice, which is sometimes rooted in the family itself."

Directive 10 strikes a decisive blow against the Brazilian tradition of displaying crucifixes in public facilities, mandating the creation of "mechanisms to impede the display of religious symbols in public establishments of the Union (Brazil)."

It also proposes to "carry out campaigns and educational activities to deconstruct the stereotypes related to ... sexual identity and orientation."

The Program's Directive 19 requires the creation of curricula "for all of the levels and forms of teaching for basic education," for "promoting the recognition and/or respect for the diversities of gender, sexual orientation, gender identity…" 

The Program's educational directives will have an even greater impact given the fact that the government recently passed a constitutional amendment requiring that all children be sent to school at the age of four.

Broad Control over the Media and Private Property
Directive 22 of the PNDH-3 would establish state control over broadcast media content, requiring radio and TV stations to show "respect for Human Rights in services of radio broadcasting (radio and television) that have [government] concessions, permission, or authorization, as a condition for the awarding or renewal [of their licenses], foreseeing administrative penalties such as warnings, fines, suspension of programming and cancellation, in accordance with the gravity of the violations committed."

It also directs the creation of "incentives" for "regular investigations that may identify forms, circumstances, and characteristics of violations of Human Rights in the media."

Directive 8 also proposes the use of the media as a mouthpiece of the government's "human rights" indoctrination program for young people, directing the "informing of children and adolescents regarding their rights, by means of joint efforts in schools, print media, television, radio, and internet."

Regarding private property, PNDH-3 proposes that a special "legal framework" be created for the "mediation of urban property conflicts" which will "guarantee the required legal process and the social function of property."  It uses similar language for rural property conflicts.  According the conservative Spanish publication El Pais, this language is almost identical to that of Venezuela's president Hugo Chavez, who speaks of the concept of "social property."

The Program has caused consternation and provoked threats of resignation from senior military leaders for proposing the creation of a "Truth Commission" to examine crimes committed by the military regime of the 1960s and 70s.  Military leaders are exempt from prosecution from such crimes according to current Brazilian laws. Lula has calmed fears among military leaders by agreeing to apply the commission to all violations of "human rights," which presumably includes the terroristic activities of the socialist opposition during the same period.

Controversy Erupts in Brazil
Although President Lula has quieted fears of a socialist witchhunt against its former military enemies, the plan continues to provoke outrage and fierce opposition within Brazil.

Reinaldo Azevedo, blogging for the widely-read news magazine Veja, says that the proposals would constitute a "dictatorship" run by associates of president Luiz Lula, calls it a bloodless "coup d'etat," and compares the regime it proposes to that of Hugo Chavez, who is gradually eliminating civil liberties in Venezuela.

Azevedo also writes that the proposals would "extinguish private property in the country and the cities" and avers that "the Military Regime instituted in 1964 was more explicit and more modest" in its intentions.

Dimas Lara Resende, Secretary-General of the National Conference of Brazilian Bishops, has commented that "next we will have to demolish the statue of Christ the Redeemer."

Broadcast media and agricultural associations have also raised their voices against the proposals.

The President of the National Confederation of Agriculture, Senator Katia Abreu, has reportedly said that the creation of mediation programs in cases in which people invade private property will encourage rural violence and prejudice the rights of property owners.  Andre Meloni Nassar, Director General of the Institute for Studies of Commerce and International Businesses writes that the Program is a "funeral for agribusiness."

Even Lula's Minister of Agrigulture, Reinhold Stephanes, has rejected the idea, expressing fears that such measures will "increase the insecurity in the country" and "strengthen radical organizations." 

Although Lula has himself expressed concern about some of the material in the Program, he appears determined to defend it, although it threatens to undermine his strong popularity in his last year of office.

400 Students Defy ACLU and Stand to Recite Lord's Prayer at Graduation

http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2009/jun/09060510.html  
By John Jalsevac, Santa Rosa County, Florida, June 4, 2009 
Nearly 400 graduating seniors at Pace High School stood up in protest against the ACLU [American Civil Liberties Union] and recited the Lord’s Prayer during their graduation ceremony last Saturday. Many of the students also painted crosses on their graduation caps to make a statement of faith. (To watch a video of the prayer, click here) 

The prayerful protest by the students comes on the heels of a lawsuit the ACLU filed against the Santa Rosa County School District, claiming some of the teachers and administration endorsed religion. The suit was filed on behalf of two students, who said that the teachers were promoting their views of religion. 

The two teachers at Pace High School were Principal Frank Lay and school teacher Michelle Winkler. The ACLU alleges that during a dinner event held at the school, Principal Lay asked the athletic director to bless the meal. In another incident, the ACLU alleges that Michelle Winkler’s husband, who is not a school board employee, offered prayer at an awards ceremony

According to the ACLU lawsuit, graduation ceremonies during the past five years at Central, Jay, Milton, Navarre and Pace High Schools in the Santa Rosa District have included prayers by students – often members of groups like the Fellowship of Christian Athletes or the Christian World Order. The graduation ceremonies at Santa Rosa Adult School and Santa Rosa Learning Academy also have included prayers.

Leading up to the graduation ceremony, the ACLU demanded that Pace High School censor students from offering prayers or saying anything religious. In the end, members of the student body were not permitted to speak at the graduation.

The graduating class at the school, however, decided to react against the ACLU bullying by taking a stand at graduation. As soon as Principal Lay asked everyone to be seated at the ceremony, the graduating class remained standing and recited the Lord’s Prayer. 

 ACLU attorney Benjamin Stevenson told ABC Channel Three after the event: "Our feeling is that it's regrettable that the students took over the ceremony to impose their religious views on the audience who may not have shared the same religious views. 

"School officials have a responsibility to protect the silently held religious views of others."

Stevenson said that something should have been done to stop the recitation of the Lord's Prayer and that it is too early to know whether the ACLU will pursue further legal action. 

Mathew D. Staver, Founder of Liberty Counsel and Dean of Liberty University School of Law, commented: “Neither students nor teachers shed their constitutional rights at the schoolhouse gate. The students at Pace High School refused to remain silent and were not about to be bullied by the ACLU. 

“We have decided to represent faculty, staff and students of Pace High School,” he said, “because the ACLU is clearly violating their First Amendment rights. Schools are not religion-free zones, and any attempt to make them so is unconstitutional.” 

The Left is killing religion

http://www.theaustralian.news.com.au/story/0,25197,25715211-5015664,00.html 
July 1, 2009

BY an odd coincidence, Hal G.P. Colebatch's excellent article "UK bill an attack on faith" appeared in yesterday's The Australian about five days after I had the pleasure of delivering the annual St Edmund Campion lecture at Sydney's Campion College.

Colebatch's moving piece explained why it may soon become illegal to hang a cross in any Catholic school in Britain and asks advisedly what sort of intolerant world postmodernist totalitarianism is creating. 

Anyone familiar with Elizabethan history in Britain may recall that Campion was tortured and executed in 1581 for trying to keep alive the old faith - Catholicism - in Britain after Henry VIII's historic rift with Rome in 1533. 

The substance of my talk, which was called "Are we truly evolving? Reflections on the life of an Elizabethan saint", touched on the creeping influence of postmodernist totalitarianism throughout the Western world rather than only in Britain. 

Anyone who has read Evelyn Waugh's biography of Campion will understand something of the extraordinary heroism through which he and scores of other martyred priests - plus thousands of devout laypeople - struggled to keep what they regarded as the true, historic Christian faith alive in Britain. 

Now, instead of finding itself persecuted by Elizabethan spies, informers and hangmen, Catholicism finds itself under severe assault from the self-righteous, politically correct social engineers of Britain's political Left. 

Thankfully the same thing has yet to happen in Australia, but with the increasing politicisation of public education here by an ideologically driven Marxist Left, something very similar may not be far away. 

Already Christianity in all its forms is treated with increasing contempt in societies that basically believe they have evolved and so distanced themselves from what they imagine are the old-world superstitions - and attendant moral constraints - of their past. 
Postmodernist ideology is an exclusively man-made - and, of course, woman-made - ideology that finds no basis whatsoever in any traditional human system of belief. Until the advent of postmodernism, communism was Christianity's most persistent and relentless recent foe. 
Now postmodernism in all its largely Marxist-inspired guises - political correctness, gender theory, feminism, post-colonialism, determinism, deconstruction, relativism, structuralism, historical revisionism - has become a stealthier and thus even more sinister adversary that flourishes, generally unremarked, in our midst. 

Why has Western society, with all its proud history, generally allowed such an abject internal collapse? 

American Roger Kimball, who is one of a number of international cultural commentators with whom I have corresponded through the years, explains the whole matter as well as anyone: "In a democratic society like ours, where free elections are guaranteed, political revolution is almost unthinkable in practical terms. Consequently, utopian efforts to transform society have been channelled into cultural and moral life. 

"In America, scattered if much-publicised episodes of violence have wrought far less damage than the moral and intellectual assaults that do not destroy buildings but corrupt sensibilities and blight souls. The success of America's recent cultural revolution can be measured not in toppled governments but in shattered values. 

"If we often forget what great changes this revolution brought in its wake, that, too, is a sign of its success: having changed ourselves, we no longer perceive the extent of our transformation." These wise words are taken from Kimball's The Long March. 

Postmodernism corrodes society largely through assaults on its soft underbelly, principally through the effective hegemony it has created in the arts, education and culture generally. 

Perhaps its most damaging corrosion has been through the politicisation of public education at the tertiary, secondary and even primary levels. 

In Australia, generations of children have effectively been abducted from the influence of their parents, who often have little or no say in what - or how - their children will be taught. 

Now, as Colebatch makes clear, the postmodernist Left is intent on wiping out the remaining pockets of resistance that exist in private and religious schools. 

I hope I am not alone in regarding this as an insult to the basic principles of democratic life. 

Giles Auty is a former art critic for The Spectator and The Australian.
UK Nurse Penalized for Wearing Cross 
https://zenit.org/articles/uk-nurse-penalized-for-wearing-cross/  
Exeter, England, September 24, 2009

Shirley Chaplin, a Christian nurse from Exeter, has been forced to accept a transfer from her current position after disciplinary action for wearing a cross necklace to work.
The Christian Legal Centre reported that Chaplin, 54, accepted the offer of redeployment Monday "under duress," and is consequently seeking legal counsel to claim discrimination. The nurse has served in her position for almost 30 years, and has worn the cross on a chain on a constant basis since before her training. 
Recently, her boss at The Royal Devon and Exeter Trust Hospital told her to take the cross off, and she refused, stating that it is an expression of her Christian faith. Chaplin was threatened with disciplinary action for allegedly violating the uniform policy, and wearing something that is a potential "health risk" to her and her patients. The nurse asserted that this request from her boss is an infringement on her rights, and that the issue is irrelevant to the health and safety standards of the workplace. A spokesman from the Berkshire Healthcare NHS Foundation Trust said that wearing the cross is not seen as a "requirement" of faith, and thus the issue is about health and safety. In the statement from the Christian Legal Centre however, Chaplin said, "This blatant piece of political correctness amounts to the marginalizing of employees' personal human rights, a blanket 'secularizing and neutralizing' […] intended to stop Christians from expressing their faith."  

British nurse loses fight against work crucifix ban 
http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=20509 
April 8, 2010

A British Christian nurse has lost her fight against a policy that barred her from wearing her crucifix to work. 

Shirley Chaplin, 54, was told by the Royal Devon and Exeter NHS Trust Hospital last year that the crucifix she has worn for almost 40 years on the job without incident needed to be removed for "health and safety reasons", the Catholic News Agency reports. 

Refusing to comply, she took the hospital to an Employment Tribunal. The tribunal ruled on Tuesday that Chaplin is not facing discrimination, as it asserted that all employees are treated equally. 

Under the Trust's current uniform policy, however, one can wear a hijab for religious reasons but not a cross, because the crucifix and chain could cause Chaplin or others harm if a patient caught hold of it. 

The nurse's offer to have a metal clasp inserted on her chain so it could easily be removed in such situations was, however, rejected. The Trust suggested that the nurse wear cross earrings or pin the crucifix on the inside of her uniform pocket. 

"I am disappointed, but not at all surprised by the decision of the Tribunal today," she said in reaction on Tuesday. 

"It was obvious from the very start that the Trust would use every tactic possible to get itself off the hook. The Trust changed its defense several times and each time we were able to counter it with a sensible argument but this did not prevail. The Trust may have won the legal argument today, but its reputation has been damaged as the moral argument was won before I even entered the Tribunal." 

Full story Nurse barred from wearing crucifix loses discrimination claim (Catholic News Agency) 
Centacare employee told to remove crosses 

http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=16771
September 30, 2009 
Jenny Bill, a counsellor, says she was asked to remove two crosses from around her neck while working at Centacare Fraser Coast in Queensland and her refusal to comply led to her being ignored at work and feeling ridiculed. 

"This is a shameful thing, especially for a Christian organisation," Ms. Bill was cited as saying by the Fraser Coast Chronicle. 

Centacare executive director Peter Selwood said the organisation had to strike the right balance between being a church organisation and government funded and had to be careful about being overly church focused. 

But he acknowledged that it was "certainly inappropriate that Jenny was told to remove her crosses." 

"I refused to take my crosses off because this was blatant religious discrimination, let alone that wearing a cross in 2009 is also considered fashionable," Ms. Bill said. 

Ms. Bill said she was told within the first few days of employment by one of her superiors, that she was ordered by the organisation's service director, Jo Chorny, to remove her crosses. In a later meeting with Ms. Chorny, she was made to understand that if the crossed weren't removed "I would be risking losing out on future employment there." 

When she made a formal complaint, she says she was "subject to being ignored at work, given seething looks and the silent treatment and overheard conversations among staff loyal to senior management that left me feeling ridiculed, very uncomfortable and intimidated." 

She has since left the organisation. 

Ms. Chorny has sent Ms. Bill a written apology for any "unintended consequences" and the order coming off as "intimidatory in nature" or as "reflective of Centacare Community Support Services' policy." 

But Ms. Bill said the letter did not contain an apology for asking her to take off the crosses. 

Full story Catholic bosses: 'remove cross' (Fraser Coast Chronicle)
More Blake prize controversy 

http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=8396
August 6, 2008 
A judge in the annual Blake Prize (Blake Prize) for religious art is believed to have resigned over his objections to a painting of the crucifixion that another judge also described as "really offensive". The Age reports the nation's top prize for religious art is again embroiled in controversy after its judges fell out over the selection of a painting of the crucifixion. 

It is understood that one of the Blake Prize judges, academic Christopher Allen, has resigned from the panel over his vehement objections to Sydney artist Adam Cullen's work. The triptych shows Christ on the cross with the inscription "only woman bleed", inspired by a line from an Alice Cooper song. 

Cullen said he was contacted yesterday and told that Dr. Allen had resigned in protest over the work's selection for the $20,000 prize. Dr. Allen could not be contacted yesterday about his views on Cullen. 

But at a judging session on Friday, he admitted he was not a fan of the artist's work. "It has a kind of deliberate ugliness which has been exploited as a gimmick. This isn't a personal preference, it's a judgement," he said. 

Another judge, academic Kathleen McPhillips, described the work as "really offensive". 

Most of the entries this year are benign religious images, The Age says, but one of the more provocative works is a picture of Melbourne party boy Corey Worthington as Jesus. 

"Jesus was crucified to pay for the sins of man, and Corey was crucified by the media to pay for the sins of the MySpace generation," said Sydney photographer Dean Sewell, who created the image. 

Source Blake judge resigns in protest (The Age, 6/8/08) 

Readers’ comments 

1. Another cheap shot at the Catholic Church and its belief systems. Both are appalling by any standard and beg the question as to the status of art/what constitutes art in our Australian society. Imagine the outrage if it was any type of attack or offensive depiction of Prophet Mohammed or anything Islamic. The Blake Art Award deserves very much better than this rubbish from sick minded people. 

2. Apparently some "artists" and judges misread the prize title and conditions as a "prize for ANTI-religious art". The two "works of art" mentioned should have been automatically disqualified. 

3. I believe I am not alone in thinking that there has been a drastic decadence in the way sections of the art community have been behaving. The uproar about an underage nude photo of a girl on an art magazine cover came to my mind. And did you hear what the Court stated, that it was Okay? But this morning I was rightfully shocked to read about an artist depicting Christ's crucifixion with a subtitle of "only women bleed". When criticised, he also responded by more or less saying "what's the big deal, it is only a Jew being crucified". Obviously in the name of freedom of expression people are almost licensed to offend anybody at will. It is also blasphemous that Corey Worthington is pictured as Jesus Christ. Doesn't anyone care, whether something as offensive as this can be left alone? -Ray
4. A slight correction Ray, "in the name of freedom of expression people are almost licensed to offend CHRISTIANS AND ESPECIALLY CATHOLICS at will." Verbal and visual offences against all other groups are still prohibited and punished. In the case of a few other groups, even the slightest implied criticism is severely punished. 

European Court of Human Rights Bans Crucifixes in Italian Schools 

http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2009/nov/09110311.html 

By Thaddeus M. Baklinski, Strasbourg, Rome, November 3, 2009

The European Court of Human Rights ruled today that displaying crucifixes in Italian classrooms violates parents' rights to secular education for their children.

The Strasbourg court found that, "The compulsory display of a symbol of a given confession in premises used by the public authorities ... restricted the right of parents to educate their children in conformity with their convictions."

"The presence of the crucifix ... could easily be interpreted by pupils of all ages as a religious sign and they would feel that they were being educated in a school environment bearing the stamp of a given religion," the court said in a statement, adding the presence of such symbols could be "disturbing for pupils who practiced other religions or were atheists."

The seven judges ruling on the case added that crucifixes in the classroom also restricted the "right of children to believe or not to believe," according to the statement quoted by AFP news agency.

The case was brought to the Human Rights Court by Soile Lautsi, a mother of two from Abano Terme, near Padua, on the grounds that her children were being influenced by having to attend a school that had crucifixes in every room.

Ruling that this contradicted the separation of Church and state in Italy the court awarded her 5,000 euros (7,400 dollars) in damages.

The court did not, however, order the Italian authorities to remove the crucifixes, and the Italian Government said that it would appeal to the European Court of Human Rights' Grand Chamber, according to the ANSA news agency.

The ruling has sparked an uproar throughout the country, with religious leaders and politicians condemning the ruling using words such as "abhorrent," "offensive," "pagan," and "spineless."

"This is an abhorrent ruling," said Rocco Buttiglione, a former culture minister.

"It must be rejected with firmness. Italy has its culture, its traditions and its history. Those who come among us must understand and accept this culture and this history," he said.

Mariastella Gelmini, the Minister for Education, said that the ruling was "an offence against our traditions."

"The presence of a crucifix in the classroom does not signify adherence to Roman Catholicism, rather it is a symbol of our tradition," Gelmini told the ANSA news agency. She pointed out that, "The history of Italy is marked by symbols and if we erase symbols we erase part of ourselves. No one, and certainly not an ideological European court, will succeed in erasing our identity."

"It is not by eliminating the traditions of individual countries that a united Europe is built," Gelmini stated.

Mario Baccini, a senator in Prime Minister Silvio Berlusconi's government, said the European Court of Human Rights had "gone adrift in paganism," while Pierferdinando Casini of the opposition Union of Christian Democrats party said the ruling showed that the European Union's institutions were "spineless" in their failure to acknowledge the continent's Christian roots.

Vatican spokesman, Rev. Federico Lombardi, said he wanted to see the ruling and the reasons behind it before commenting, whereas the Italian Bishops Conference said that the verdict was "one sided and ideological," and "evokes sadness and bewilderment." 

Vatican "Regrets" European Court Ruling on Crucifix. Spokesman Defends Symbol of Italian Culture, Identity
https://zenit.org/articles/vatican-regrets-european-court-ruling-on-crucifix/  
Vatican City, November 3, 2009 
The Vatican expressed "astonishment" and "regret" at Tuesday's decision from the European Court of Human Rights that crucifixes in public school classrooms are a violation of freedom. Jesuit Father Federico Lombardi, director of the Vatican press office, gave a brief statement today to Vatican Radio in response to the decision. "The crucifix has always been a sign of God's offer of love, of union and of welcome for the whole of humanity," the spokesman said. "It is to be regretted that it has come to be considered as a sign of division, of exclusion and of limitation of liberty. It is not this, and it is not so in the common feeling of our people."
The Italian government protested the ruling, having contended that crucifixes -- often hung in Italian public schools -- are national symbol of culture and history. Father Lombardi echoed this idea. He called particularly grave "the desire to set aside from the educational world a fundamental sign of the importance of religious values in Italian history and culture."
The Jesuit added that "religion makes a precious contribution to a person's formation and moral growth, and is an essential component of our civilization. It is mistaken and myopic to want to exclude it from the educational realm."
"It is astonishing then that a European court should intervene weightily in a matter profoundly linked to the historical, cultural and spiritual identity of the Italian people," the Vatican spokesman stated.
Father Lombardi said decisions like this one do not make a person "attracted to love and share ever more the European idea, which as Italian Catholics we have strongly supported since its origins."
"It seems," he suggested, "that there is a desire to ignore the role of Christianity in the formation of European identity, which instead has been and remains essential." 

Crucifix Ruling Seen as Severing Italy from Roots. Prelates Lament Court's "Ideological Outlook"
http://www.zenit.org/article-27434?l=english 
Vatican City, November 3, 2009
Italy's bishops are saying the European Court of Human Rights is guilty of a partial and ideological outlook with its Tuesday decision that crucifixes in public school are a violation of freedom. The Vatican and the Italian government expressed dismay with Tuesday's decision and Italian bishops expressed their own perplexity. The court ruled in favor of an Italian citizen of Finnish origin who complained in 2002 that the state school where her two children studied violated their freedom by displaying crucifixes. The school's administration refused to remove them, contending that the crucifix is part of Italian cultural patrimony; Italian courts subsequently backed this claim. Now, the Strasbourg-based European court has asked the Italian government to compensate the woman with Euro 5,000 ($7,300). 
Judge Nicola Lettieri, who defends Italy in Strasbourg, assured that the Italian government will appeal the decision.
The Italian bishops' conference said the decision "causes distress and many perplexities."
"It ignores or neglects the multiple meaning of the crucifix, which not only is a religious symbol, but also a cultural sign," a communiqué from the conference stated. "It does not take into account the fact that, in reality, in the Italian experience, the display of the crucifix in public places is in harmony with the recognition of the principles of Catholicism as part of the historical patrimony of the Italian people, confirmed by the Concordat of 1984." The bishops cautioned that the ruling "runs the risk of artificially severing the national identity from its spiritual and cultural origins."
The episcopal conference statement maintained that the decision goes beyond a separation of Church and state, and becomes "hostility toward any form of political and cultural relevance of religion."
For his part, jurist Giuseppe Dalla Torre, rector of the LUMSA University of Rome, told the bishops' SIR news agency that the court's argument is "mistaken reasoning based on an assumption that the crucifix might oblige a profession of faith. However, the crucifix is a passive symbol, that is, it does not oblige anyone in conscience."

Row over Italy's crucifixes in classrooms 
http://cathnews.com/cathnews/61-archive/7594-row-over-italys-crucifixes-in-classrooms
November 4, 2009

A ruling by the European Court of Human Rights, which upheld the protest of an Italian woman against the display of a crucifix at a state school attended by her two children, is being criticised in Italy. 

Soile Lautsi, from Abano Terme, near Padua, had taken the issue to Strasbourg on the grounds that displaying crucifixes in classrooms contradicted the separation of Church and state in Italy, said UK's Times Online. 

She was awarded €5,000 in damages, with the court finding that the school had violated religious and educational freedoms guaranteed under the European Rights Convention. 

It did not order the Italian authorities to remove the cross. Italian Minister for Education, Mariastella Gelmini, was scathing of the court's ruling, saying the crucifix was more a part of the country's identity than a religious symbol. 

"No one, and certainly not an ideological European court, will succeed in erasing our identity," she was quoted as saying in an AFP report in the Sydney Morning Herald. 

The AFP report said Lautsi's efforts to change the tradition through Italian courts had been thrown out after years of wrangling. The courts there had ruled that the crucifix was a symbol of Italy's history and culture, and therefore a part of its identity. 
The Times report said that The Vatican would study the ruling before making a comment. The ruling could reportedly encourage a review of the use of religious symbols in state schools throughout Europe, it added. 

Full story Italy challenges ruling that crucifix in class violates religious freedom (Times Online) 

Italy's crucifixes in classrooms 'violate rights' (Sydney Morning Herald/AFP)

A reader’s comment: "It was in 1924 that Fascist dictator Benito Mussolini brought in the law which ordered that crucifixes must be displayed in school classrooms and Alessandra Mussolini, the 46-year-old granddaughter of the man who used the title II Duce, is one politician angry at the ruling of the European Court. She said: 'This is an attempt to erase our Christian roots. They are trying to create a Europe without identity and tradition'"
I think she has a good point, actually. -Nathan Socci

ITALY STANDS UP TO EUROPEAN HIGH COURT'S INJUNCTION TO REMOVE CRUCIFIX FROM CLASSROOM WALLS 
The culture of Italy today is a highly secular. Yet the ruling of the Court in Strasbourg has ignited a popular rebellion and uproar throughout the peninsula. by Antonio Gaspari

Rome, November 7, 2009 (ZENIT.org) 
The bigger media are not telling, but the ruling by the European Court of Human Rights in Strasbourg, which stipulates that crucifixes must be removed from  schoolrooms, has unleashed an instant and spontanous rebellion throughout Italy.
Crucifixes are being hung on walls where there used to be none and demonstrations are being initiated in favor of the Cross, universally recognized as the symbol of the nation's identity.
Since the Court's ruling was made known, there has been a drumbeat of letters to newspapers,  interpellations in Town Councils, emails, radio phone-ins, debates, masses and prayer meetings, all to defend and uphold the presence of the crucifix, not only in schoolrooms but in all public venues.
As it turns out, Italians identify with the crucifix as a people. Everyone is taking action: mayors, headmasters, town councils, newspaper editors, ministers, senators, congressmen, parish priests, bishops, teachers, local administrations, theaters, entrepreneurs, tradesmen, manufacturers; citizens one and all.
Almost each and every Township in Italy has discussed the issue and the vast majority have released statements or directions to place the crucifix in every classroom, especially in those from which, for various reasons, it may happen to have been removed. Only in a very few cases have the governing bodies avoided taking action.
A clear retort came from the Regional junta in Valle d'Aosta, which invited children of all ages to keep the crucifix in their classroom and the national government to appeal to a higher court.
In Montecchio Maggiore, in the province of Vicenza, mayor Milena Cecchetto pooled her personal resources with those of her colleagues in the town junta to buy a two-yard-high crucifix and install it at the entrance to the Town Hall.   Mayor Cecchetto explained that "the gesture was necessary to defend what to us and to our country stands for tradition and is at the root of our values: whoever wants to eliminate it is not interested in secularism but in paving the way for other forms of religious expression."In Imperia, like in Sanremo and dozens of other cities, the town councils ordered the crucifix appended in whatever classrooms might be without.
In Sassuolo, near Modena, the Mayor bought 50 crucifixes for any schools that might be wanting.  

In Trapani, the President and aldermen of the Provincial Administration personallly bought 72 crucifixes for the classrooms where it was missing. In Trieste, mayor Roberto Dipiazza said "As long as I'm mayor of Trieste no one is removing any crucifix from any school in the city, nor from any city offices." The mayor of Galzigano Terme, near Padua, ordered the crucifix appended in all the public offices, setting a 500 euro fine for offenders.
In Assisi the mayor put forth the proposal to exhibit not only the crucifix but also Nativity scenes.
In Busto Arsizio, near Varese, the township protested against the Court's ruling by lowering the European flag to half-mast.  The mayor of Loreto, near Ancona,  has readied a town ordinance to prevent the removal of the crucifixes, to be used in case the Strasburg ruling is confirmed on appeal.
The township of Montegrotto Terme (Padua) is using billboards from a publicity campaign bearing a crucifix with the words "WE WILL NOT REMOVE IT"
On Facebook there is a new group called "YES TO THE CRUCIFIX IN SCHOOLS" sialcrocifis​so@gmail.com, which has already gathered over 27 thousand signatures as well as another group called "LET'S PUT THE CRUCIFIX BACK IN OUR CLASSROOMS, which collected 8872 signatures in no time.
In Rome the merchants' association has asked all its members to put a crucifix in their shop windows, adding that: "If they want to remove the crucifixes from our schools, then we'll place them in our offices. " 

Roman daily Il Tempo has launched a public appeal to the national government and to Parliament, asking them to reject the Strasbourg injunction against the crucifix in schoolrooms. 

According to the bishops' daily, Avvenire, in Abano Terme, where Ms Soile Lauti's protest initiated, the rector of the Cathedral, Fr Antonio Toigo, said that "separation between church and state is not something that removes but that mutliplies. Those who complain are those who don't have the crucifix in their hearts." The headmaster of the school attended by Mrs Lautsi's children pointed out that since 2002, the year of her first complaint, no other family has asked for the crucifix to be removed from the classrooms, which goes to show that "the integration and welcoming programs of the school have worked."

Massimo Bitonci, mayor of Cittadella, near Padua, had an antique wooden crucifix installed in the entranceway of the Town Hall.
In Tuscany, the president of the Mountain Communities (Uncem), Oreste Giurlani, invited all the mayors of his region to issue ordinances in defense of the crucifix in classrooms.
In Florence,  Town Councillor Marco Cordone attended a Council meeting wearing a white shirt with the words "Hands off the crucifix" and with a gigantic crucifix hanging from a chain around his neck. The president of the Council gorning the province of Florence, Davide Ermini, bought a crucifix and put it up on the wall in his office in the Medici Riccardi Palace.
Massimo Polledri, Town Councillor of Piacenza, attended his Council meeting wearing a teeshirt with the picture of a crucifix on it and the words "What wrong have I done?"
The Town Council in Taranto passed a retort to the Strasbourg ruling. The mayor and junta maintained that "the crucifix is a symbol of peace and love among mankind" and that "imposing a Europe that is against the traditions and identities of the single countries means betraying the purpose of the Union, as planned by the founders and identified today in the European Union."
In Leonessa, in the province of Rieti, mayor Paolo Trancassini signed an ordinance ordering the crucifix to be maintained in all classrooms, or placed anew wherever it may be missing.
Fabio Callori, mayor of Caorso, in the Piacenza province, signed an ordinance that says that the " in order to safeguard the values that belong to our country, the crucifixes in the classrooms of the schools of this territory must not be removed".
The president of the independent Province of  Bolzano and governor of  Trentino Alto Adige (in the norteastern Alps), Luis Durnwalder, repeated that "the crucifix will always have a place in our schools" and added: "The cross offends no one and therefore we will not accept any order from Brussels."

As to the schools themselves, a huge number of principals has requested that each and every one of their classrooms be fitted with a crucifix. In Parma. elementary,  middle and high schools have united in a move to install crucifixes in whatever classrooms were without.  Principals concur: no one ever had complained before, so now the crucifix stays put.
In an elementary school in Rome, the children asked the teacher to hang the crucifix higher, where nobody can ever take it down.
In Agrigento, Sicily, some female students of  High School Lyceum "Empedocle", at the end of the lessons on the morning of Nov. 7 went to a shop to get a crucifix, had it blessed ant then went back to school to hang it on the wall.  The group included non-believers, who took part in the protest in order to show that the crucifix is not only a religious symbol but also the symbol of the Italian culture, which is deeply rooted in all its citizens.
In Tuscany, student association "Student Fight" made 100 crucifixes out of plywood and placed them in all of the classrooms of the high schools in Massa, to confirm their "no" to the Strasbourg ruling and reaffirm the Christian roots of Italy of the European continent. In their fliers they wrote "Hands off the crucifix: let's bring it back to the classrooms, let's defend our roots."
Some manufacturers also demonstrated in defense of the crucifix. In Gavirate, in the province of Varese, entrepreneur Giorgio Feraboli called all the workers to a meeting, then invested 1200 euros to build and install a crucifix 7-yards-high and three-yards-wide in his company's backyard. Feraboli also fitted the crucifix with lights so as to make it visible in the dark.
Priests and bishops are not dragging their feet either. According to Avvenire, Cardinal Carlo Caffarra defined the European court's ruling "a thoughtless decision that mortifies our civilian history."  Removing the crucifix, explained the Archbishop of Bologna, means removing "man's chance to be astonished at his own dignity; and at that point you will know that the barbarians are back." 
The parish priest of the sanctuary of Montenero, in the province of Leghorn, don Luca Giustarini, gave out little crucifixes to the children at Mass, inviting them to wear them to school and "show them off with pride."
More demonstrations are being planned as we write.

(translated and adapted by A. Nucci from a series of articles by Antonio Gaspari)

The Cross Is Part of History 
This article reminds me of a controversy that I had read about the symbol of the region of Vendée in France. Here is the quote: "The symbol of Vendée is a matter of controversy. In March 1999, the association Une Vendée pour tous les Vendéens served a writ on the General Council because of its logotype. The cross was considered as a religious symbol in contradiction with the state secularity (in France, state and religion have been separated since 1905). The court of Nantes, however, validated the logotype and stated: 'The logotype does not refer to religion but to history.'"
It might help enlighten the Italians -- it is not a matter of religion but of history -- you cannot deny history. -Tarcila Abano, RGS, Religious of the Good Shepherd http://www.zenit.org/article-27482?l=english November 7

The Crucifix and ungratefulness  

The European Court of Human Rights has ordered crucifixes in Italian classrooms to be removed because they are religious symbols, what is worse, because they are a violation (of the parents’ liberty) and an attack (against the student’s religious freedom). 

Were it not for the fact that malice is ascribed to this ruling we would have to brand it as madness, or at least, as deep ingratitude. Let’s look at who is hanging from the Cross: he is a victim of human cruelty who was denied the right to die, as we would say nowadays, with dignity.  Flogged, insulted and carrying a burden since the beginning of his life on earth, especially during the three final years, God-made-flesh did not renounce his torment as it was the payment of the ransom for our souls. Indeed, the crucifix is a religious symbol which gives evidence of God’s immeasurable love for men. 
But it bothers some, as it reveals that they do not love Love and that they do not wish to follow the dictates that bring happiness to man. Instead, they decree their own law which is to follow their own will, this being a far cry from loving God above all things and one’s neighbour as oneself. Clara Jiménez Murcia, Spain Nov 13

Italian Mayors Order Crucifixes Put in Classrooms in Revolt against European Court Ruling
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/italian-mayors-order-crufixes-put-in-classrooms-in-revolt-against-european- 
Polish president and Greek Orthodox Church also hit out at decision against crucifixes in classrooms By Hilary White

Rome, November 17, 2009 
Poland's president, Lech Kaczynski and the leadership of the Greek Orthodox Church have both hit out at a decision by the European Court of Human Rights (ECHR) attempting to ban the display of crucifixes in Italian public schools. At the same time, a general revolt against the ruling in municipalities all over Italy has been started by public officials, who are now ordering the display of crucifixes in schools, and levelling fines for non-compliance. 

The November 3rd ECHR ruling, made in response to a complaint by an Italian secularist campaigner, said that the display of crucifixes violated the religious rights of pupils. 

During Independence Day celebrations on Wednesday in Warsaw, Poland's Kaczynski said that "nobody in Poland will accept the message that you can't hang crosses in schools."

"One shouldn't count on that. Perhaps elsewhere, but never in Poland," Kaczynski said.

The reaction from Poland has touched a national nerve in a country where crucifixes and other religious symbols were banned under the atheistic communist rule and are now a prominent symbol of national sovereignty. 

Lech Walesa, the former president and leader of the Solidarity movement that eventually freed Poland from its Soviet-controlled communist dictatorship, challenged the court ruling in a TV interview Thursday, saying, "We must respect minorities but also protect the rights of the majority."

At the same time, Archbishop Ieronymos, the Archbishop of Athens and primate of the Autocephalous Orthodox Church of Greece has also spoken out, urging all Europeans to oppose the ruling, saying the court is ignoring the role of Christianity in forming Europe's identity. The Greek Church has intervened in the case in response to a Greek citizen whose son is studying in Italy, the BBC reports. 

The reactions from Greece and Poland reflect the warning made recently by UK legal expert Neil Addison, who told LifeSiteNews.com that, because of the intricacies of European Union law, the Italian crucifix ruling is likely ultimately to affect all 27 member states. 

Addison, an author and expert on anti-discrimination law, said that if the Italian government loses their appeal, the ruling could result in the enforced exclusion of all public displays of Christian symbols all over Europe. Addison specifically warned that in countries like Greece and Cyprus, the common display of icons in public places would be under threat. 

In fact, since the November 3rd ruling was announced, a secularist activist group in Greece, the Greek Helsinki Monitor, has called for a similar ruling to be applied to that country. The group is urging trade unions to challenge the presence of religious symbols in Greek schools. 

The BBC reports that the Orthodox Church plans to hold an emergency Holy Synod to hash out a plan to oppose the ruling.

Meanwhile, Italian papers are reporting a general revolt across the country against the Strasburg ruling. All schools in the League Monza in the Lombardy region, have been given seven days to ensure that crucifixes are displayed in every classroom. The mayor of Besana in Brianza, Vittorio Gatti, signed an order levelling a €150 fine for non-compliance. 

Mayor Gatti said, "We will give principals time to adjust, but then the order will be respected."

In a statement published on the municipality's website, the mayor referred to the ECHR decision, saying, "We believe that the crucifix is a symbolic expression in Italy of the religious origin of such important civic values as tolerance, mutual respect, enhancement of the person, freedom, solidarity and rejection of any discrimination."

"I believe I have decided the right thing. I have always seen crucifixes in schools and I believe we should have respect for our traditions and defend them against those who do not even know what they're talking about," Gatti said. 
The mayor of Priverno in the province of Latina, Lazio, central Italy, signed an order which provides for the maintenance of crucifixes in classrooms of primary schools throughout the municipality. Mayor Umberto Macci, instructed the municipal police to check that crucifixes are in place, with non-compliance to be fined €500. Citing 1924 and 1927 regulations on school furniture, which provided for the display of crucifixes in schools, the mayor said they are "an expression of fundamental civic values and Italian cultural values."

The mayor of Ascoli Piceno in the in the Marche region near the central east coast, said the crucifix expresses "in a symbolic way, the origin of religious values of the republican constitution. I am referring to freedom, mutual respect, appreciation of the person, solidarity and the rejection of any discrimination."

Mayor Guido Castelli cited state laws that agreed the display of crucifixes in classrooms "does not seem open to criticism over the principle of secularism" of the Italian State.

Czech Bishops Denounce Crucifix Ruling - Decry Religious "Insensitivity" of European Court
http://www.zenit.org/article-27983?l=english, http://christusimperat.org/en/node/23284 
Prague, Czech Republic, January 7, 2010 
The Czech bishops are sending an appeal to Europe to remember its principles, especially with regard to the recent ruling that crucifixes in schools are a violation of rights.

The Czech bishops' conference issued a statement Tuesday, the first day of its plenary conference in Prague, in which it affirmed, "We hope that member states of the Council of Europe will not be subject to denying the principles upon which the Council of Europe and the European Court of Human Rights were created."
The statement was written in response to the recent ruling by the European Court of Human Rights, which decided in favor of a mother who protested the crucifix in her children's Italian school.
The court did not order crucifixes to be removed, however, and the Italian government is appealing the decision.
The European Parliament was due to vote on this appeal Dec. 17, but instead postponed the decision for a later meeting.
Meanwhile, the Catholic Family and Human Rights Institute reported that a "little-publicized" decision by the Italian constitutional court last month is calling into question the legitimacy of the European court's ruling.
The Italian court decided that "where rulings by the European Court of Human Rights conflict with provisions of the Italian Constitution, such rulings lack legitimacy," the institute affirmed.
It stated further that this decision could "embolden" other countries such as Ireland, which is currently being challenged by the human rights court due to its stance on protecting human life in the womb. 

The statement by the Czech bishops affirmed, "The European Court of Human Rights is a judicial authority created by a decision of European states, associated in the Council of Europe, to explain the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms with a view to ensure carrying out the obligations that result from the Convention."
Quoting the Council of Europe's statute, it noted the organization's objective should be to "achieve a greater unity between its members for the purpose of safeguarding and realizing the ideals and principles which are their common heritage and facilitating their economic and social progress."
The conference noted, however, that "the decision of the European Court of Human Rights, following the tendency to remove the cross from public and social life, contradicts this basic aim of the Council of Europe and the European Convention."
It explained that "Christianity, traditionally proclaiming timeless rights and freedoms of every man, is a constant part of the ideals and principles that create a common patrimony of European states." As well, the statement added, "the cross, as a basic Christian attribute, is at the same time a symbol of the common European heritage."
The human rights court ruling "manifests an insensitive attitude towards religious feelings of European nations, to their traditions and international cooperation in the area of health care, humanitarian and social help within the Red Cross," the conference asserted. It continued: "The Czech bishops' conference rejects these efforts to drive out traditional manifestations of the Christian culture from the social life and substitute them by atheistic attitudes.
Lithuania Supports Italy in European Crucifix Case 
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/lithuania-supports-italy-in-european-crucifix-case  
By Hilary White, January 15, 2010
Lithuania has announced its support for Italy after Italy signalled its refusal to comply with an order by the European Court of Human Rights to remove crucifixes from public school rooms. The Lithuanian Parliament's Committee on Foreign Affairs has “expressed its regret” over the ruling banning crucifixes and says it is not grounded in law. “The use of crucifixes in public space does not violate the freedom to choose a religion to exercise,” the committee said Wednesday. 

The committee noted that “the symbol of a crucifix does not compel anyone to follow a specific religion, and it is a historically inseparable part of the entire European Christian humanist tradition, the use of which does not affect unbelievers or non-Christians and does not restrict the freedom of pupils or their parents to exercise any religion and beliefs and their freedom of expression.”

The committee said it agrees with the Lithuanian Foreign Ministry that it would be appropriate for Lithuania to intervene in this case as a third party.

In November, after the European court ruled that the display of crucifixes, mandated by the Italian constitution, violated religious freedom, Education Minister Mariastella Gelmini said the government would appeal the decision. She said the crucifix was part of Italian tradition.

“No one, and certainly not an ideological European court, will succeed in erasing our identity,” Gelmini said.

“The presence of the crucifix in classrooms is not a sign of belief in Catholicism, rather it is a symbol of our tradition,” she said.

Lithuania is the home of the famous “Hill of Crosses” where Lithuanians have brought crucifixes for devotional and patriotic reasons since at least the 19th century, though some estimate the shrine has existed since the middle ages. Pilgrims have brought not only crosses but statues of Lithuanian patriots and saints and of the Virgin Mary and thousands of tiny effigies and rosaries. It is estimated that the hill contains as many as 100,000 individual Catholic devotional objects. The hill took on special significance for Lithuanian patriotism during the years of Soviet occupation of the country, during which time the site was bulldozed by the communists at least three times. 

Italy Appeals Crucifix Ban
http://www.zenit.org/article-28273?l=english
Rome, February 5, 2010 
The Italian government is appealing a November ruling by the European Court of Human Rights that crucifixes in public school classrooms are a violation of freedom. The Italian appeal defends the crucifix as "one of the symbols of our history and our identity."
"Christianity represents the roots of our culture, what we are today," the text of the appeal states. "The display of the crucifix in schools should not be seen so much for its religious meaning but as reference to the history and tradition of Italy. "The presence of the crucifix in class remits also to a moral message that transcends secular values and does not infringe the right to adhere or not adhere to a religion."
The European Convention on Human Rights foresees that the Grand Chamber can consider an appeal if a case raises "a serious question" on the interpretation of the convention.
EU Rights Court Has no Jurisdiction over Italian Crucifixes: Council of Europe 
https://www.lifesitenews.com/ajax/email-article/news/eu-rights-court-has-no-jurisdiction-over-italian-crucifixes-council-of-euro  
By Hilary White, Rome, February 23, 2010 
The Council of Europe has declared that it is not within the scope of the European Court of Human Rights to force Italian schools and public offices to remove crucifixes. 

This week, the Council of Europe voted to adopt a declaration that the Court had no right to rule on questions of the cultural and national traditions of member states.  This declaration “invites” the court to “to apply in a uniform and rigorous manner the criteria concerning admissibility and jurisdiction.”

This, however, does not automatically overturn the court’s November 2009 decision against Italy’s use of crucifixes in public offices and schools. The Italian government has launched a formal appeal against the ruling, which is expected to be heard in March this year. 

The council vote follows a massive public uproar in Italy, after the court ordered the Italian government to remove crucifixes from public spaces. The ruling came in response to a single complaint made by a Finnish woman who lives in Italy and who said that, as an atheist, she wanted her children to be free of religious influences. 

The court ruled unanimously that crucifixes in Italian public school classes are contrary to the rights of parents to “educate their children in line with their convictions” and to the children’s right to freedom of religion under article 2 of the 1st Protocol, and art. 9 of the Convention. 

Members of the Italian national government made several declarations against the ruling, but in local regions, mayors and governors took direct action, instructing schools and public offices to install crucifixes where they had been absent, and ordering police to issue fines for non-compliance. 

In early January, the Italian High Court issued a ruling asserting the supremacy of Italian law and custom over the orders of the European Court of Human Rights. 

L'Osservatore Romano reports that the council met for two days in Interlaken, Switzerland to decide on reforms of the Court’s activities. Among the issues addressed was the Court’s public credibility and the concern for the large backlog of unresolved cases. At that meeting, Lithuanian and Maltese representatives brought up the issue of the Italian crucifix case. Carmelo Mifsu Bonnici, Justice Minister of Malta said the Court “is not sufficiently sensitive” to the “cultural characteristics” of the “national identities” of member states. 

The Court was first established under the European Convention of Human Rights of 1950 to monitor respect of human rights by 47 member states of the Council of Europe, a body that is distinct from the European Parliament.

The Rights Court is not related to the EU’s Court of Justice, whose rulings are considered binding on EU member states. But since the ratification of the Lisbon Treaty, it is understood that the EU will endorse the Convention of Human Rights, bringing the two courts into closer union. This will make the Court of Justice bound by the judicial precedents of the Court of Human Rights and thus be subject to its human rights law.

British lawyer and anti-discrimination law expert Neil Addison has warned that the crucifix case should be a warning to Christians in Europe of the ways human rights laws are being used to quash public expressions of religious belief in the EU. 

Given the intimate connections between the ECHR, the Lisbon Treaty and the European Convention on Human Rights, Addison said, the Lautsi ruling is “an extraordinarily wide decision which could be used, for example, to prevent state schools putting on nativity plays.” 

He cited the examples of Greek and Cypriot schools where it is common to see icons displayed. If the Italian crucifix ruling stands, he said, “those icons will have to be removed and, arguably so will displays of Christianity from all public buildings throughout Europe.”

Appeal of Crucifix Ban Is Accepted - European Court Accused of Overstepping Bounds

http://www.zenit.org/article-28523?l=english
Strasbourg, France, March 3, 2010 
A five-judge panel at the  Grand Chamber of the European Court of Human Rights accepted Tuesday an appeal filed by the Italian government to a November ruling that deemed crucifixes in public schools a violation of freedom. Arguing that the crucifix is a symbol of Italian culture, the government on Jan. 28 filed an appeal of the European Court ruling. The Grand Chamber's acceptance of the appeal is the first step in the process; in the coming months, the chamber will give its ruling in a final judgement.

"This is the first step of the victory, indeed it is already a victory in this case," said Grégor Puppinck, director of the European Center for Law and Justice. "The Court has recognized that the November decision raised serious legal issues and must be reconsidered due to its lack of case law reference and due consideration of the margin of appreciation. We can consider that the Grand Chamber decision will be the real first true decision of this case." 
The court's November ruling was criticized as being based on a negative understanding of religious freedom, and as overstepping the cultural and religious traditions of individual nations.
The European Center for Law and Justice is encouraging other nations to associate themselves to the case as third parties, since a final ruling will be binding for them as well. Nations such as Poland and Romania often have religious symbols in schools, the center pointed out; and nations with a large presence of Orthodox Churches are deeply influenced by religious traditions. "It is very important in this context that the European court respects the spiritual and moral values on which it is based," Puppinck affirmed. "If the court ruled against its own spiritual and moral foundation it would ruin this European system which was founded to protect human rights."

Crucifix Gains a New Defender - European Centre for Law and Justice to Address Rights Court
http://www.zenit.org/article-29247?l=english
Strasbourg, France, May 13, 2010 
The European Centre for Law and Justice has been authorized to become a third party in the court hearing regarding the legitimacy of displaying crucifixes in Italian schools.
The center reported Wednesday that the European Court of Human Rights gave it authorization to become an amicus curiae to the "Lautsi vs. Italy" case. The center, an international law firm focusing on the protection of human rights and religious freedom in Europe and worldwide, will submit its written observations to the rights court on May 26.
In its press release, the center noted that it plans to "demonstrate that the presence of the crucifix in the Italian schools is legitimate – that it is not disrespectful to other beliefs, and that nothing in the European Convention of Human Rights can be interpreted as imposing secularism in the context of public education."
The center's communiqué noted that the court's Grand Chamber will hold a public hearing on June 30, and the final judgment on the case is expected by the end of the year.
This case was referred to the Grand Chamber when the Italian government appealed the decision issued by the Second Section of the court last November.
In this first decision, the communiqué reported, the court ruled that the presence of the crucifix in the classrooms is "contrary to parents' right to educate their children in line with their convictions and to children's right to freedom of religion" because the Italian pupils would feel "educated in a school environment bearing the stamp of a given religion."
It added that the court affirmed the presence of the crucifix could be "emotionally disturbing" for Lautsi's child, and that its display could not "foster critical thinking in pupils" and "serve the educational pluralism that was essential to the preservation of a democratic society."
Nonetheless, the center pointed out, "it has been reaffirmed that the European Convention of Human Rights has never required that the state must observe confessional neutrality in the context of public education, or any other public sector."
It affirmed that when the Grand Chamber agreed to hold the hearing, its members "recognized that the November decision raised serious legal issues and must be reconsidered."
On April 29, Italian government officials sent a note to the court asserting that the European judges "have no competency to impose the secularization of any country, and especially Italy, a country characterized by its overwhelmingly Catholic religious practice and identity," the law firm noted.
It stated that several member states, including Malta and Lithuania, as well as nine non-governmental organizations, were authorized to join the case as third parties.
The communiqué affirmed that this type of "direct participation" of several entities in one case "is absolutely unprecedented." "They all proceed in support of the legitimacy of the public display of the crucifix," it affirmed.
The press release also stated that the center has been given an "exceptional" amount of support from 79 Parliament Members from various European and political parties in regards to this case. The director of the center, Grégor Puppinck, stated, "Real pluralism shall first apply within Europe and begin by respecting the various European societies in relation to culture, identity and religious traditions." He added, "A decision imposing secularism throughout Europe is the exact
opposite to the values of pluralism, respect and cultural diversity."
10 European States Join Italy to Defend Crucifix - Catholic and Orthodox Join in Alliance
http://www.zenit.org/article-29443?l=english
Strasbourg, France, June 1, 2010 
The "crucifix trial" in the European Court of Human Rights has given rise to an unprecedented intervention of 10 member States as third parties.
The European Centre for Law and Justice, which was also authorized to become a third party in the court hearing regarding the legitimacy of displaying crucifixes in Italian schools, reported today that ten other States will have this amicus curiae status in the "Lautsi vs. Italy" case.
This case was referred to the Grand Chamber when the Italian government appealed a decision issued by the Second Section of the court last November, which spoke against the presence of the crucifix in classrooms.

These States, all of which are supporting Italy in the desire to overturn last November's decision, include: Armenia, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Greece, Lithuania, Malta, Monaco, San-Marino, Romania, and The Russian Federation.
The third party status allows the States to submit to the court their written and oral observations as official parties to the case.
The court's Grand Chamber will hold a public hearing on June 30, and the final judgment on the case is expected by the end of the year.
The director of the European Centre for Law and Justice, Gregor Puppinck, stated in a communiqué today that this is "an important precedent in the practice of the court, because usually member States abstain from intervening, or intervene only when the case affects a national of their State."
"The Lautsi case is unique and unprecedented," he continued. "Ten States are in fact explaining to the court what is the limit of its jurisdiction; what is the limit of its ability to create new 'rights' against the will of the member States."
"This can be seen as a kind of counter-balancing of power," he explained.
The communiqué also noted the "tremendous importance" of the fact that this is "an unprecedented alliance between Catholics and Orthodox countries in the face of the liberal and secularist ideology."
"Those countries are uniting their forces to protect their religious heritage and freedom to reaffirm that the Christian symbols have a natural right to be displayed in public within Christian countries," it added.
The center pointed out that the court's role is to apply the European Convention on Human Rights, which says nothing about "duties to secularize education in Europe" nor about "the nature of the relationship between the State and the church."
Greek Bishops Defend Crucifix - Caution Against Denying Cultural Patrimony 

http://www.zenit.org/article-29677?l=english
Athens, Greece, June 22, 2010 
Banning the crucifix from public places is not an aid to peaceful coexistence in Europe, say the bishops of Greece.
The holy synod of the Catholic hierarchy of Greece affirmed this in a June 11 communiqué in view of a June 30 public hearing regarding the European Court of Human Rights November decision to ban the crucifix.
The communiqué was signed by the president and secretary of the conference, Bishop Franghiskos Papamanolis and Archbishop Nikolaos Printesis, respectively.
The court decision regarded a case originating in Italy. Ten member states have since joined Italy in appealing the decision.
The Greek bishops pointed to the ruling as another move in a series of actions, to refuse to "recognize in the Constitution the Christian roots of our Old Continent." The prelates insisted that "mutual respect of religious traditions is necessary in a society that is increasingly becoming more multi-cultural." They said this respect assures "peaceful coexistence" of "all creeds and traditions, condemning all forms of religious fundamentalism, which has only caused pain to humanity." 
The Greek bishops stated that "the public exhibition of Christian religious symbols must not be prohibited in societies that have centuries of Christian tradition." Such a prohibition, they said, "would be a contradiction and the denial of
the spiritual and cultural patrimony of a country, whose roots form part of the future."
Christianophobia at Work in "Crucifix Trial," Says Cardinal - Roundtable Event Held in Rome Ahead of Public Hearing 
http://www.zenit.org/article-29688?l=english
Vatican City, June 23, 2010 
The decision of the European Court of Human Rights to ban the crucifix from Italian classrooms is a result of the encroachment of "secularist fundamentalism" and "Christianophobia," says the former president of the Pontifical Council for Legislative Texts.
Cardinal Julián Herranz Casado said this today in Rome at a round table event organized by the Christian Humanism Association, with the sponsorship of the office of Italy's prime minister. The title of the event was "Values and Rights: The Value of the Crucifix."
In November, the human rights court ruled in favor of an Italian citizen of Finnish origin who complained in 2002 that the state school where her two children studied violated their freedom by displaying crucifixes.
Italy launched an appeal in January, contending that the crucifix is part of Italian cultural patrimony. Since then, 10 other member states have joined Italy's appeal as third parties. At stake is not only the crucifix ban, but also the limits of the jurisdiction of the human rights court. The court's Grand Chamber will hold a public hearing on June 30, and the final judgment on the case is expected by the end of the year.
Cardinal Herranz explained that the ruling is a result of a growing "secularist fundamentalism" that seeks to "relegate the Christian faith and religion in general to the mere private realms of personal conscience, excluding all signs, symbols or external manifestation of the faith in public places and civil institutions (schools, hospitals, etc.)."
The 80-year-old cardinal said the erroneous reasoning behind the court's decision asserts that the presence of the crucifix in classrooms is "contrary to the right of parents to educate their children in line with their own convictions, and to the right of children to religious liberty," as the atmosphere of the school would be "marked by a specific religion."

The court, he continued, also wrongly affirmed that the presence of the crucifix might be "emotionally disturbing," and that its display might not "foment critical thought in pupils" or the "educational pluralism" that is essential to preserve a "democratic society." "This decision," the Spanish cardinal responded, "makes reference without a motive -- because the mere display of the crucifix does not have an imperative or discriminatory character -- to the religious liberty of non-Christian pupils, while it does not respect Article 18 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, which affects Christian pupils of Italian schools and the 'patria potestas' of their parents." "This norm," Cardinal Herranz stressed, "guarantees the right of religious liberty, which includes among other things: 'the liberty to manifest one's religion or belief, individually and collectively, both in public as well as in private, by teaching, practice, worship and observance.'" 
In second place, the cardinal indicated that "secularism certainly represents a constitutive principle of democratic states," but noted that the court ignores the rights of states to "determine in each case their concrete forms of application, in the light of the different circumstances and local traditions." Secularism, he insisted, "is not an ideological principle that must be imposed on society violating the traditions, feelings and religious beliefs of the citizens."
Cardinal Herranz said that the Strasbourg Court confuses the meaning of "the neutrality or a-confessionality of the state" with the idea that "the state must be 'anti-confessional,' that is, opposed to the presence in public institutions of any religious sign or symbol." "This attitude of rejection of religion would make of atheism a sort of ideology or state religion," he stressed. 
Moreover, the Opus Dei cardinal continued, "it seems that the court has exceeded illegitimately the limits of its own competence, pronouncing itself on a question that affects the legitimate and due safeguarding on the part of the state of the national traditions and culture, as well as the commitments assumed with concordats or particular conventions with the Catholic Church and eventually with other religious confessions." 
He spoke of "strong media powers and some political groups that for a long time have supported the ideology of secularist fundamentalism" and who hope for a law of religious liberty that would prohibit "crucifixes and other religious signs [...] in public institutions and official ceremonies (schools, courts, hospitals, state funerals, etc.)." 
And they do this, the cardinal added, knowing that "the majority of citizens, if consulted in a referendum, would vote against this."
US Professor's Testimony in Europe's "Crucifix Trial" - "There Is a Huge Diversity of State-Church Arrangement in Europe" 
http://www.zenit.org/article-29769?l=english 
Strasbourg, France, July 1, 2010 
Here is the oral submission presented Wednesday by Joseph Weiler, professor of law of New York University School of Law, on behalf of several third-party intervening states (Armenia, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Greece, Lithuania, Malta, The Russian Federation and San Marino) in the "Italian Crucifix Case" (Lautsi v. Italy), regarding Italy's right to display crucifixes in its public schools.
May it please the Court, 
1. My name is Joseph H.H. Weiler, Professor of Law at New York University and Honorary Professor at London University. I have the honour to represent the Governments of Armenia, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Greece, Lithuania, Malta, The Russian Federation and San Marino. All Third Parties are of the opinion that the Second Chamber erred in its reasoning and interpretation of the Convention and its subsequent conclusions. 
2. I have been instructed by the President of the Grand Chamber that the Third Parties must not address the specifics of the case and be limited to the general principles underlying the case and its possible resolution. Time allocated is 15 minutes. I will, thus, only mention the most essential arguments. 
3. In its Decision the Chamber articulated three key principles with two of which the Intervening States strongly agree. They strongly dissent from the third. 
4. They strongly agree that the Convention guarantees to individuals Freedom of Religion and Freedom from Religion (positive and negative religious freedom) and they strongly agree on the need for a classroom that educates towards tolerance and pluralism. 
5. The Chamber also articulates a principle of "neutrality": "The State's duty of neutrality and impartiality is incompatible with any kind of power on its part to assess the legitimacy of religious convictions or the ways of expressing those convictions." [Paragraph 47] 
6. From this premise the conclusion is inevitable: Having a crucifix on the walls of classrooms was obviously found as expressing an assessment of the legitimacy of religious conviction -- Christianity -- and hence violative. 
7. This formulation of "neutrality" is based on two conceptual errors, which are fatal to the conclusions. 
8. First, under the Convention system all Members must, indeed, guarantee individuals freedom of religion but also freedom from religion. This obligation represents a common constitutional asset of Europe. It is, however, counterbalanced by considerable liberty when it comes to the place of religion or religious heritage in the collective identity of the nation and the symbology of the State. 
9. Thus, there are Members in which laïcité is part of the very definition of the State, such as France and in which, indeed, there can be no State-endorsed or -sponsored religious symbol in a public space. Religion is a private affair. 
10. But no State is not required under the Convention system to espouse laïcité. 
Thus, just across the Channel there is England (and I use this term advisedly) in which there is an Established State Church, in which the Head of State is also the Head of the Church, in which religious leaders, are members, ex ufficio, of the legislative branch, in which the flag carries the Cross and in which the National Anthem is a prayer to God to save the Monarch, and give him or her Victory and Glory. 
[Sometimes God does not listen as in a certain football match a few days some days ago…] 
11. In its very self-definition as a State with such an established Church, in its very ontology, England would appear to violate the strictures of the Chamber for how could it be said that with all those symbols there is not some kind of assessment of the legitimacy of religious belief? 
12. There is a huge diversity of State-Church arrangement in Europe. More than half the population of Europe lives in States which could not be described as laïque. Inevitably in public education, the State and its symbols have a place. Many of these, however, have a religious origin or contemporary religious identity. In Europe, the Cross is the most visible example appearing as it does on endless flags, crests, buildings etc. It is wrong to argue, as some have, that it is only or merely a national symbol. But it is equally wrong to argue, as some have, that it has only religious significance. It is both – Given history that is part of the national identity of many European States. [There are scholars who claim that the 12 Stars of the Council of Europe has this very duality too!] 
13. Consider a photograph of the Queen of England hanging in the classroom. Like the Cross, that picture has a double meaning. It is a photo of the Head of State. It is, too, a photo of the Titular head of the Church of England. It is a bit like the Pope who is a Head of State and Head of a Church. Would it be acceptable for someone to demand that the picture of the Queen may not hang in the school since it is incompatible with their religious conviction or their right to education since – they are Catholics, or Jews, or Muslims? Or with their philosophical conviction – they are atheists? Could the Irish Constitution or the German Constitution not hang on a class room wall or be read in class since in their Preambles we find a reference to the Holy Trinity and the Divine Lord Jesus Christ in the former and to God in the latter? Of course the right of freedom from religion must ensure that a pupil who objects may not be required actually to engage in a religious act, perform a religious ritual, or have some religious affiliation as a condition for state entitlements. He or she should certainly have the right not to sing God Save the Queen if that clashes with their worldview. But can that student demand that no one else sing it? 
14. This European arrangement constitutes a huge lesson in pluralism and tolerance. Every child in Europe, atheist and religious, Christian, Muslim and Jew, learns that as part of their European heritage, Europe insists, on the one hand on their individual right to worship freely – within limits of respecting other people’s rights and public order – and their right not to worship at all. At the same time, as part of its pluralism and tolerance, Europe accepts and respects a France and an England; a Sweden and a Denmark, a Greece and an Italy all of which have very different practices of acknowledging publically endorsed religious symbols by the State and in public spaces. 
15. In many of these non-laïque States, large segments of the population, maybe even a majority are no longer religious themselves. And yet the continued entanglement of religious symbols in its public space and by the State is accepted by the secular population as part of national identity and as an act of tolerance towards their co-nationals. It may be, that someday, the British people, exercising their constitutional sovereignty, will divest themselves of the Church of England, as did the Swedes. But that is for them, not for this distinguished Court, and certainly the Convention has never been understood as forcing them to do so. 
16. In today’s Europe countries have opened their gates to many new residents and citizens. We owe them all the guarantees of the Convention. We owe the decency and welcome and non-discrimination. But the message of tolerance towards the Other should not be translated into a message of intolerance towards one’s own identity, and the legal imperative of the Convention should not extend the justified requirement that the State guarantee negative and positive religious freedom, to the unjustified and startling proposition that the State divest itself of part of its cultural identity simply because the artefacts of such identity may be religious or of religious origin. 
17. The position adopted by the Chamber is not an expression of the pluralism manifest by the Convention system, but an expression of the values of the laique State. To extend it to the entire Convention system would represent, with great respect, the Americanization of Europe. Americanization in two respects: First a single and unique rule for everyone, and second, a rigid, American style, separation of Church and State, as if the people of those Members whose State identity is not laique, cannot be trusted to live by the principles of tolerance and pluralism. That again, is not Europe. 
18. The Europe of the Convention represents a unique balance between the individual liberty of freedom of and from religion, and the collective liberty to define the State and Nation using religious symbols and even having an established Church. We trust our constitutional democratic institutions to define our public spaces and our collective educational systems. We trust our courts, including this august court, to defend individual liberties. It is a balance that has served Europe well over the last 60 years. 
19. It is also a balance which can act as a beacon to the rest of the world since it demonstrates to countries which believe that democracy would require them to shed their religious identity that this is not the case. The decision of the Chamber has upset this unique balance and risks to flatten our constitutional landscape robbing of that major asset of constitutional diversity. This distinguished Court should restore the balance. 
20. I turn now to the second conceptual error of the Chamber – the conflation, pragmatic and conceptual, between secularism, laïcité, and neutrality. 
21. Today, the principal social cleavage in our States as regards religion is not among, say Catholics and Protestants, but among the religious and the ‘secular’. Secularity, Laïcité is not an empty category, which signifies absence of faith.
It is to many a rich world view which holds, inter alia, the political conviction that religion only has a legitimate place in the private sphere and that there may not be any entanglement of public authority and religion. For example, only secular schools will be funded. Religious schools must be private and not enjoy public support. It is a political position, respectable, but certainly not “neutral.” The non-laique, whilst fully respecting freedom of and from religion, embrace some form of public religion as I have already noted. Laïcité advocates a naked public square, a classroom wall bereft of any religious symbol. It is legally disingenuous to adopt a political position which splits our society, and to claim that somehow it is neutral. 
22. Some countries, like the Netherlands and the UK, understand the dilemma. In the educational area these States understand that being neutral does not consist in supporting the secular as opposed to the religious. Thus, the State funds secular public schools and, on an equal footing, religious public schools. 
23. If the social pallet of society were only composed of blue yellow and red groups, than black – the absence of color – would be a neutral colour. But once one of the social forces in society has appropriated black as its colour, than that choice is no longer neutral. Secularism does not favour a wall deprived of all State symbols. It is religious symbols which are anathema. 
24. What are the educational consequences of this? 
25. Consider the following parable of Marco and Leonardo, two friends just about to begin school. Leonardo visits Marco at his home. He enters and notices a crucifix. What is that?’, he asks. ‘A crucifix – why, you don’t have one? Every house should have one.’ Leonardo returns to his home agitated. His mother patiently explains: ‘They are believing Catholics. We are not. We follow our path. Now imagine a visit by Marco to Leonardo’s house. ‘Wow!’, he exclaims, ‘no crucifix? An empty wall?’ “We do not believe in that nonsense” says his friend. Marco returns agitated to his house. ‘Well’, explains his mother, ‘We follow our path.” The next day both kids go to school. Imagine the school with a crucifix. Leonardo returns home agitated: ‘The school is like Marco’s house. Are you sure, Mamma, that it is okay not to have a crucifix?’ That is the essence of Ms. Lausti’s complaint. But imagine, too, that on the first day the walls are naked. Marco returns home agitated. ‘The school is like Leonardo’s house,’ he cries. ‘You see, I told you we don’t need it.’ 
26. Even more alarming would be the situation if the crucifixes, always there, suddenly were removed. 
27. Make no mistake: A State-mandated naked wall, as in France, may suggest to pupils that the State is taking an anti-religious attitude. We trust the curriculum of the French Republic, to teach their children tolerance and pluralism and dispel that notion. There is always an interaction between what is on the wall and how it is discussed and taught in class. Likewise, a crucifix on the wall, might be perceived as coercive. Again, it depends on the curriculum to contextualize and teach the children in the Italian class tolerance and pluralism. There may be other solutions such as having symbols of more than one religion or finding other educationally appropriate ways to convey the message of pluralism. 
28. It is clear that given the diversity of Europe on this matter there cannot be one solution that fits all Members, all classrooms, all situations. One needs to take into account the social and political reality of the locale, its demographics, its history and the sensibilities and sensitivities of the Parents. 
30. There may be particular circumstances where the arrangements by the State could be considered coercive and inimical but the burden of proof must rest on the individual and the bar should be set extremely high before this Court decides to intervene, in the name of the Convention, in the educational choices made by the State. A one rule fits all, as in the decision of the Second Chamber, devoid of historical, political, demographic and cultural context is not only inadvisable, but undermines the very pluralism, diversity and tolerance which the Convention is meant to guarantee and which is the hallmark of Europe.
Why 20 Nations Are Defending the Crucifix - Interview with Director of European Law Organization
http://www.zenit.org/article-29956?l=english
By Jesús Colina, Strasbourg, France, July 21, 2010
Last November's ruling against the display of crucifixes in Italian schools has caused the most widespread opposition in the history of the European Court of Human Rights: 20 countries are officially opposed and have joined Italy in defense of the crucifix.
The July 22 Italian edition of L'Osservatore Romano explains some reasons for this in an article written by Gregor Puppinck, director of the European Center for Law and Justice, a Strasbourg-based NGO committed to freedom of worship and thought, especially before the European Court of Human Rights (ECHR) and the United Nations. 
Puppinck shows that opposition to the decision is not due only to political and juridical reasons, but also those of a spiritual character.
"The debate on the legitimacy of the presence of the symbol of Christ in Italian society is the emblem of a will to secularize Europe," he warns in this interview with ZENIT, in which he reviews the arguments presented in the Vatican daily.
ZENIT: Let us begin with the central question, what does the ruling against the crucifix imply? 
Puppinck: The issue was presented to the Court of Strasbourg by Soile Lautsi, an Italian citizen of Finnish origin, who in 2002 requested the public school "Vittorino da Feltre" in Abano Terme, Padua, in which her two children studied, to remove the crucifix from classrooms. The administration of the school refused, considering that the crucifix is part of Italian cultural patrimony. Subsequently, the Italian courts approved this argument. 
Before the Court of Strasbourg, Lautsi argued that the display of the crucifix in her children's classrooms was a violation of their liberty of conviction and, hence, of the right to receive a public education according to their religious convictions. 

In deciding in favor of the plaintiff, the court considered that the presence of a religious symbol in the classrooms is something bad in itself, which cannot be justified. Up to that moment, on the contrary, the court had always considered that states are free in this area, that it is necessary to respect their culture and tradition, and that the only limitation that cannot be surmounted is that of subjecting pupils to indoctrination or an abusive proselytism. 
With the objective of giving a legal foundation to its decision, the court has created a new obligation, according to which the state would be "obliged to confessional neutrality in the framework of public education, where participation in the courses is required without taking religion into account, and that it must try to inculcate critical thought in pupils." In other words, the court states in the Lautsi decision that, to be democratic, a society must give up its religious identity. 
Italy appealed against this decision in the Great Hall of the Court of Strasbourg, which was heard on June 20. The court's decision is expected in the fall. 
ZENIT: Why has this decision triggered the opposition of 20 countries in support of Italy? 
Puppinck: The Lautsi case is of considerable importance. It is emblematic, as it calls into question the visible presence of Christ in the schools of Rome, of Italy, and of the whole of Europe. This case has become a symbol of the present conflict on the future of the cultural and religious identity of Europe. This conflict confronts the promoters of the total secularization of society and those who defend a Europe open and faithful to its profound identity. The promoters of secularization see in secularism the solution that makes possible the management of religious pluralism, and they see pluralism as an argument that makes possible the imposition of secularism. 
There is nothing neutral in all this. Secularization is not a strictly spontaneous and unavoidable phenomenon. Even in the essential, it stems from political options, such as the anti-clerical policy of France at the beginning of the 20th century, or that which the Spanish government is promoting at present. The same happens with this first Lautsi decision, which not only is based on juridical arguments, but above all on a political prejudice. 
Europe is diverse and only a minority of states, such as France, has given up officially its Christian identity. Others have remained faithful, or have embraced it again, as happens in certain countries that were Communist. Religious pluralism, cosmopolitanism, which serves as a paradigm to the court's argumentation, is a science fiction reality foreign to the European territory. 
It is increasingly clear that the public institutions of Western Europe -- and the Lautsi decision is no more than an example -- have opted to limit religious liberty and impose the secularization of society for the purpose of promoting a certain cultural model in which the absence of values, neutrality, and relativism, pluralism, are the only values that justify a political plan that wishes to be "post-religious" and "post-identitary," in a word, "post-modern." This political plan has a tendency to monopoly in so far as a philosophic system. 
ZENIT: But this decision has caused an unprecedented political reaction, which no one expected. 
Puppinck: Indeed. Three weeks after the hearing before the Great Hall of the Court of Strasbourg, every day it becomes clearer that a truly considerable victory has been achieved against the dynamic of secularization. Although juridically Italy has not yet won, politically it has already achieved a masterful victory. In fact, today, at least 20 European countries have given their official support to Italy, in public defense of the legitimacy of the presence of Christian symbols in the society and, in particular, in schools. 
Initially, 10 countries took part in the Lautsi case as "amicus curiae," that is, "third parties." Each one of these countries -- Armenia, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Greece, Lithuania, Malta, Monaco, Romania, the Russian Federation and San Marino -- handed the court a written document inviting it to annul the first decision. These documents are not only of juridical interest, but are above all extraordinary testimonies of the defense of their patrimony and identity in face of the imposition of a sole cultural model. Lithuania, for example, did not hesitate to compare the Lautsi decision with the religious persecution it suffered and which was manifested precisely in the banning of religious symbols. 
Ten other countries were added to these 10. The governments of Albania, Austria, Croatia, Hungary, Macedonia, Moldavia, Poland, Serbia, Slovakia and Ukraine, have called into question the decision of the court and have requested that national religious identities and traditions be respected. Several governments have insisted on the fact that religious identity constitutes the source of values and of European unity. 
In this way, with Italy, now almost half the Member States of the Council of Europe (21 out of 47) have publicly opposed this attempt of forced secularization of schools and have affirmed the social legitimacy of Christianity in European society. Behind the real arguments of defense of identity, of culture and of the national Christian tradition, these states have affirmed and defended publicly their attachment to Christ himself; they have reminded that it is in conformity with the common good that Christ be present and honored in society. 
This coalition which brings together almost the whole of Central and Eastern Europe shows that still today there is an internal cultural division in Europe; it also shows that this division can be overcome, as is seen in the important support given to Italy by countries of Orthodox tradition, regardless of the political orientation of the moment. 
The importance of the support given by countries of Orthodox tradition is due to a great extent to the determination of the Moscow patriarchate to defend itself in face of the advance of secularism. Applying the petition of Patriarch Kirill of Moscow to "the unity of the Christian Churches against the advance of secularism," Metropolitan Hilarion, chairman of the Department of External Affairs of the Moscow Patriarchate, proposed the constitution of a "strategic alliance between Catholics and Orthodox" to defend together Christian tradition "against the secularism, liberalism and relativism that prevail in modern Europe." This support must be understood probably as an application of this strategy. 
The Council of Europe, on which the Court of Strasbourg depends, states in its founding charter "the unbreakable attachment" of the peoples of Europe to "the spiritual and moral values that make up its common patrimony." 
These spiritual and moral values are not of a private character, they constitute the religious identity of Europe and are recognized as founders of the European political project. As the Holy Father recalled recently, Christianity is at the origin of these spiritual and moral values. The alliance of these 21 countries indicates that it is possible to build the future of European society on this foundation, with the proviso of making a lucid reflection on the contemporary Western cultural model and on fidelity to Christ. Europe cannot face the future by renouncing Christ.
US court rules against "I Believe" license plates 
http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=17688 
November 13, 2009

US District Court judge Cameron Currie this week ruled the South Carolina state legislature had shown favoured treatment to one religion in allowing cross adorned car number plates, and ordered to halt its issue. 
The "I believe" car number plates violates the constitutional separation of church and state, he also said, according to a report in the Sydney Morning Herald. 

"Whether motivated by sincerely held Christian beliefs or an effort to purchase political capital with religious coin, the result is the same," Judge Currie wrote in a 57 page order. 

"The statute is clearly unconstitutional, and defence of its implementation has embroiled the state in unnecessary (and expensive) litigation." 

Christian rights activists decried the decision, and the lieutenant-governor of South Carolina, Andre Bauer, who initiated the legislation, said the lawsuit discriminated against persons of faith. 

Full story Christians driven to anger as number plate ruled out (Sydney Morning Herald/AFP) 
A reader’s comment
It's appalling that this judge is permitted to overrule the unanimous vote of the people's elected representatives in such a preposterous decision. There was no suggestion that anyone would be forced to use any "Christian" style number plate. 
Militant atheists such as this judge are irrationally interpreting "separation of church and state" to mean "atheism is the state religion". Personally, I think the plates are a bit tacky and I wouldn't buy them, but the right of others to do so should be a non-issue. 
Massachusetts School Suspends Eight Year Old for Drawing Jesus on the Cross 
http://catholicexchange.com/massachusetts-school-suspends-eight-year-old-for-drawing-jesus-on-the-cross  
By Thaddeus M. Baklinski, Taunton, Massachusetts, December 15, 2009 (LifeSiteNews.com)
An 8-year-old boy was sent home from Maxham Elementary School and required to undergo a psychological evaluation after he drew a stick-figure picture of Jesus Christ on the cross.

The boy's father, Chester Johnson, said he got a call earlier this month from the school informing him that his son, a second-grade student with special education needs, had created a violent drawing and was being sent home. The image depicted a crucified Jesus with Xs covering his eyes to signify that he had died on the cross.

"As far as I'm concerned, they're violating his religion," Johnson said. "They told me he would have to leave the school and get a psychological evaluation, which I didn't see necessary for the picture that was drawn. Especially after I told them he went to the La Salette on Thanksgiving with his mom. I didn't see anything wrong with the picture that was drawn."

The boy and his family had recently gone to see a Christmas display at the National Shrine of Our Lady of La Salette, a Catholic retreat center in Attleboro.

Toni Saunders, an educational consultant with the Associated Advocacy Center who is working with the boy and his parents, told the Taunton Gazette, "I think what happened is that because he put Xs in the eyes of Jesus, the teacher was alarmed and they told the parents they thought it was violent. They weren't looking at the fact that this is an 8-year-old child with special needs."

"They made him leave school, and they recommended that a psychiatrist do an evaluation," Saunders said. "When I got that call, I was so appalled that I had to do something," she added.

Maxham School principal Rebecca Couet refused to comment to the media about the event and referred all questions to the superintendent's office. 

Superintendent Julie Hackett told the Taunton Gazette that district policy prevents her from discussing a "confidential matter regarding a student." 

School committee member Christine Fagan told WBZ radio, "I find the decision very disappointing. But I think there's so much pressure now on people to look for all kinds of things. I think that's what generates these types of responses. I think we really need to be careful about how far we want to take this idea of political correctness."

The boy's father said the school overreacted and his son was traumatized by the incident. The school district subsequently approved the family's request to have the child transferred to another school.

"This is a highly intelligent kid. He gets 100's on his tests," Johnson told WBZ. 

"I want him transferred to another school and I want something done about this. They owe my family an apology and they owe me an apology and what they can do is keep giving my son the education that he needs and work with him." 
Kerri Augusto, a professor of psychology and family studies at Becker College told WBZ that the school did more harm than good for the boy.

"More disturbing than the knee-jerk interpretation of this child's drawing, is the response of the school," Augusto said. 

"The extreme lengths to which the administration went to 'protect' the child, resulted in punishment for the child and his/her family and shows blatant disregard for the child's social and emotional needs." 

Supreme Court Shakily Upholds Mojave Cross Display 5-4
Washington, D.C., April 28, 2010 (LifeSiteNews.com) 
In a 5-4 majority ruling filed today, the United States Supreme Court ruled in favor of the continued display of a lone cross in California's Mojave Desert memorializing veterans of World War I. 

In Salazar v. Buono, the ACLU filed suit to remove the 8-foot cross. Following the lower court ruling, the cross was covered with a cloth and now is boxed in with plywood so it looks like a blank sign. It remained that way pending this final decision.

The memorial was originally erected in 1934 by the Veterans of Foreign Wars (VFW) as a wooden cross with a plaque stating, “The Cross, Erected in Memory of the Dead of All Wars” and “Erected 1934 by Members of Veterans of Foreign Wars, Death Valley Post 2884.” Beginning in 1935, people gathered intermittently at the site for Easter services, and those services became a regular occurrence in 1984.

According to the National Parks Service, those gatherings by private parties transformed the war memorial into a religious shrine and disqualified it from being included in the National Register of Historic Places. Congress then enacted a series of laws aimed at preserving the monument, including, most recently, a land exchange that would transfer ownership of the land upon which the monument rests to the Veterans of Foreign Wars in exchange for its donation of an equivalent piece of property to the Parks Service. The ACLU nonetheless insisted that the cross be torn down. 

Joining in the majority were Justices Kennedy, Roberts, Alito, Scalia and Thomas. Justices Stevens, Ginsburg, Sotomayor and Breyer filed dissenting opinions. 

The Supreme Court ruling allows the cross to stay for now, but the case will be sent back to the district court with instructions to consider the significant change brought about by the transfer of land to private parties.

Following the ruling, Mathew D. Staver, Founder of Liberty Counsel and Dean of Liberty University School of Law, commented that: “Passive displays like the World War I Memorial, the Ten Commandments, Nativity scenes, or statements like the National Motto do not force anyone to participate in a religious exercise and, thus, do not establish religion."

"This case reveals the extremism of the ACLU," said Staver. "For 75 years this cross in the Mojave Desert did not disturb anyone. It stood as a memorial to the heroes of World War I. 

"Removing this memorial would be an insult to our war veterans. Doing so under the guise of the First Amendment is an insult to the Framers of the Constitution." 

Staver expressed concern that the Court's opinion of the simple cross was so divided.

"The Constitution should not depend on 5-4 votes with fractured opinions," he said. "If the courts returned to the original understanding of the Constitution, then these First Amendment religion cases would be easy. The next Justice on the Supreme Court must be committed to upholding the rule of law and the original intent of the Constitution.”

Rev. Rob Schenck, president of Faith and Action, in a statement Wednesday called the ruling "a victory for the First Amendment and for the rights of citizens, including veterans, to use meaningful symbols like the cross in public displays." 

"It's not just common sense, it's in keeping with our most cherished beliefs, customs and values," said Schenck. "This is a day to thank God for our freedoms in this country and for judges that have the integrity to uphold them."

Controversial Mojave Desert Cross Stolen 
http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2010/may/100511.html 

Replica Replacing Stolen Mojave Cross Removed by Officials http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2010/may/100521.html 

Swiss Bishops Oppose Removal of Crucifix - Reaffirm Solidarity with Persecuted Christians

http://www.zenit.org/article-31173?l=english
Viege, Switzerland, December 6, 2010 
The bishops of Switzerland are expressing their concern over the "strong hostility" against the presence of religious signs in public places, and said that banning the crucifix "will never be an expression of tolerance, but of intolerance, as it impedes public expression of the Christian faith."
The Swiss Bishops’ Conference made this statement in the final official communiqué of the 290th ordinary assembly held in Viege last week, in which they also expressed their solidarity with Christians persecuted in the Middle East.
The prelates criticized the existence of "a strong hostility recently manifested against religious signs in public places," and the "tendency that pretends to confine people's belief to the private sphere."
The episcopal conference stressed that liberty of beliefs and conscience "is a precious good that every religious community and every state must respect," and that liberty "enables men to live, individually or in the community of their choice, in keeping with their belief and conscience -- both in private as well as in public."

"From here stems the right to give witness and to live one's faith publicly through visible signs," stated the communiqué. 
Moreover, they added, "the majority of the population favors the public presence of Christian signs, such as the cross and the crucifix," because they recognize that "it's not defending old privileges, but that through the disappearance of these signs, the risk is run of compromising the Christian foundations of our society and of our way of living together without coercion." 
The episcopal conference also stated that "the liberty of beliefs and of conscience is guaranteed only if the statements and signs of the different convictions are tolerated in a reciprocal way."
In this connection, the bishops also wished to express their solidarity with Christians persecuted in the Middle East.
"The conditions of life of Christians in countries of the Middle East continue deteriorating," deplored the bishops, recalling the Oct. 31 attack on the Syro-Catholic Cathedral of Baghdad.
"These acts of persecution do not seem to be stopping," they said, inviting the "political world" and "religious communities" to establish peace. They also reminded that 200 million Christians worldwide are persecuted or systematically accosted because of their faith.
"The Swiss bishops express their gratitude to all the persons who support oppressed and persecuted Christians" and reminded that the "strongest support of Christians is prayer."
Hence, they invited the country's parishes "to celebrate Masses or other religious services for persecuted Christians and martyrs of their faith."

A Cross used for religious gatherings for nearly three decades before it became a war memorial
Ninth Circuit Panel rejects War Memorial Cross in San Diego

http://www.metnews.com/articles/2010/trun011511.htm 

From Staff and Wire Service Reports, Wednesday, January 5, 2011
This 9th Circuit opinion is an example of a growing governmental hostility toward religious faith, religious symbols, and, in particular, Christian faith and Christian symbols, in the public square. The effort to scrub the public square of such religious expression and symbols is a threat to religious freedom and represents an incorrect application of the Establishment Clause of the United States Constitution.

The federal government’s acquisition of land containing a 29-foot Latin cross—atop a 14-foot base—and its maintenance as part of a war memorial violates the First Amendment because it conveys a message of government endorsement of religion, the Ninth U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals ruled yesterday. 

In an en banc opinion, Judges Harry Pregerson, M. Margaret McKeown, and Richard A. Paez said modifications could be made to make it constitutional, but it didn’t specify what those changes would be. 

“In no way is this decision meant to undermine the importance of honoring our veterans,” the three judges said in their ruling. “Indeed, there are countless ways that we can and should honor them, but without the imprimatur of state-endorsed religion.” 

Several Cases
Federal courts are reviewing several cases of crosses on public lands being challenged as unconstitutional, including a cross erected on a remote Mojave Desert outcropping to honor American war dead. Yesterday’s ruling, on a matter that has been in litigation for two decades, could influence future cases involving the separation of church and state. 

U.S. Justice Department spokesman Wyn Hornbuckle said the federal government, which is defending the cross, was studying yesterday’s ruling and had no comment. 

The Alliance Defense Fund, an Arizona-based Christian legal group, called Tuesday’s decision an insult to troops. 

“The memory of those who sacrificed their lives for our freedom shouldn’t be dishonored because the ACLU finds a small number of people who are merely offended,” said Joe Infranco, the group’s senior counsel. 

The ruling is the latest in a series of court decisions that have deemed the Mount Soledad cross unconstitutional because it stands on public property. 

The presence of crosses on the site, part of a public park on an 822-foot hill in La Jolla, has a long history, dating back to 1913, The Mt. Soledad Memorial Association erected the present cross, with the city’s permission, and dedicated it as a veteran’s memorial in 1954. 

A previous cross on the site was destroyed in a storm in 1952.

The legal fight began in 1989 when atheist Philip Paulson sued the city of San Diego over the cross. Paulson, a Vietnam War veteran, contended that the cross excludes veterans who aren’t Christian. The Jewish War Veterans of the United States has also been a plaintiff in the case along with the ACLU, although the court pointed out in a footnote that a local Jewish veterans’ group supported the cross. 

State and federal judges have ordered the cross removed, finding it to be both a state and federal constitutional violation as an unconstitutional endorsement of one religion. But in 2006, U.S. Supreme Court Justice Anthony Kennedy blocked an order that the city take it down that summer or pay a fine of $5,000 per day. 

 City officials have argued that the cross is part of a secular war memorial, and the cross has been embraced by San Diego residents who in 2005 overwhelmingly approved a measure to preserve it by donating it to the federal government. A judge declared the measure unconstitutional. 
Congress passed legislation in 2006 authorizing the federal government to acquire the land by eminent domain. U.S. District Judge Larry Burns of the Southern District of California upheld the law two years ago, but the appellate panel disagreed. 

Secular Purpose
The judges agreed with the government that the law had a secular purpose, but said the acquisition and maintenance by a federal entity of “an iconic Christian symbol” has the effect of advancing a particular religion and thus violates the constitutional separation of church and state. 

The panel rejected Burns’ conclusion that the Latin cross has a “broadly understood ancillary meaning as a symbol of military service, sacrifice, and death.” The Jewish War Veterans, the judges said, provided extensive evidence, in the form of expert witness declarations, “that the cross is not commonly used as a symbol to commemorate veterans and fallen soldiers in the United States” and that “that the vast majority of war memorials in the United States to not include crosses.”

David Blair-Loy of the ACLU of San Diego & Imperial Counties said there are other ways to honor troops. 

“We honor those who have served, but the Constitution does not allow the government to exclude non-Christians by endorsing a clearly religious symbol,” he said. “The court is correct to find a violation of the First Amendment.” 

Rev. John Fredericksen of Orlando, Fla., was among a steady stream of people who visited the white cross Tuesday atop Mt. Soledad, which affords spectacular views of the Pacific Ocean and surrounding La Jolla. 

“For those who are offended, they can move or look somewhere else,” the 56-year-old Christian pastor said. “Christians are not asking every mosque or synagogue to be torn down. Why tear down a symbol of Christianity? Let them find or make their own memorial.” 

Michael Aguirre, a former San Diego city attorney who has followed the case closely, said cross supporters will have to counter the court’s analysis that the cross was used historically to promote Christianity. 

The ruling recounts that the cross was dedicated on Easter Sunday and used for religious gatherings for nearly three decades before it became a war memorial. It said La Jolla has a “well-documented history” of anti-Semitism from the 1920s to around 1970. 

“This cross marks La Jolla as a Christian community, that’s basically what [the judges are] saying,” said Aguirre, who is now in private practice. “It was a cross for decades in a community with a history of anti-Semitism.”

The case is Trunk v. City of San Diego, 08-56415. 

Vatican Welcomes Court's OK to Crucifixes in Schools - Says Decision Affirms Christianity's Role in Europe's History

http://www.zenit.org/rssenglish-32059
Vatican City, March 18, 2011 
The director of the Vatican press office is welcoming today's ruling from the European Court of Human Rights, which found that crucifixes can be displayed in Italy's public schools.

Jesuit Father Federico Lombardi said in a statement that the Holy See received the ruling "with satisfaction."

He called it historical, noting the widespread opposition to the court's November 2009 decision that the presence of crucifixes in schools was an affront to human rights. Italy was joined by more than 20 countries as well as a number of non-governmental organizations in appealing the '09 ruling.

Father Lombardi said that today's decision recognizes "that the culture of the rights of man must not be in opposition to the religious foundations of European civilization, to which Christianity has made an essential contribution."

He also lauded application of the principle of subsidiarity, such that the court pointed to a "duty to guarantee every country a margin of appreciation of the value of religious symbols in their own cultural history and in the national identity and of the place of their exposition."

"Otherwise," Father Lombardi reflected, "in the name of religious liberty, there would be a tendency, paradoxically, to limit or even deny this liberty to exclude all protests from public life. Liberty itself would in this way thus be violated."

The Vatican spokesman said that today's decision could re-establish confidence in the rights court on the part of Europeans who are "convinced and conscious of the decisive role of Christian values in their own history, but also in the building of European unity and in its culture of law and liberty."

World model

Joseph Weiler, a Jewish law professor at the New York University School of Law, represented, pro bono, the governments of Armenia, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Greece, Lithuania, Malta, the Russian Federation and San Marino in the case.

Because the ruling occurred near the beginning of the Sabbath, he was not present at the court, but he released a statement affirming cautious satisfaction with the outcome.

"Overturning the decision of the Chamber represents a rejection of a 'One Size Fits All' Europe and a vindication of its pluralist tradition in which equal dignity is accorded to the constitutional choices of a France and a Britain, an Italy and a Sweden and the other myriad formulae for recognizing religious symbols in the public space," Weiler said. "Europe is special in that it guarantees at the private level both freedom of religion and freedom from religion, but does not force its various peoples to disown in its public spaces what for many is an important part of the history and identity of their states, a part recognized even by those who do not share the same religion or any religion at all."

The lawyer spoke of a "particular spirit of tolerance" in Europe, "which explains how in countries such as, say, Britain or Denmark to give but two examples, where there is an established state church no less -- Anglican and Lutheran respectively -- Catholics, Jews, Muslims and, of course, the many citizens who profess no religious faith, can be entirely ‘at home,’ play a full role in public life including the holding of the highest office, and feel it is ‘their country’ no less than anyone else. It is an important model for the world of which Europe can be justly proud."

Weiler asserted that both states forbidding religious symbols in classrooms and those requiring them should ensure that young people do not misunderstand the situation.

"The prohibition of religious symbols should not be understood as a denigration of religion or religious people and the requirement of a religious symbol such as the cross, should not be understood as denigrating other religions or those who do not profess a religious faith at all," he said. "For the most part, this spirit is a contemporary European reality, Italy being a shining example.”

Foundation of democracy

In the ruling, the court asserted that the crucifix has a meaning beyond the religious one. The judgement found that the crucifix "symbolized the principles and values which formed the foundation of democracy and western civilization, and that its presence in classrooms was justifiable on that account."

Prescribing crucifixes in state school classrooms does give the majority religion preponderant visibility, the court acknowledged, but "that was not in itself sufficient, however, to denote a process of indoctrination on Italy’s part."

Judgment: http://cmiskp.echr.coe.int/tkp197/view.asp?action=html&documentId=883169&portal=hbkm&source=externalbydocnumber&table=F69A27FD8FB86142BF01C1166DEA398649
Summary of case: http://www.echr.coe.int/echr/resources/hudoc/Lautsi_PR_ENG.pdf
The Crucifix Decision: A Victory for Europe - Director of European Centre for Law and Justice Welcomes Today's Ruling

http://www.zenit.org/article-32058?l=english
Strasbourg, France, March 18, 2011
The [European Court of Human Rights] ruled by 15 votes to two that the presence of the crucifix in the classrooms of Italian public schools is in conformity with the European Convention of Human Rights. This case signifies an end to the secularist tendencies of the Strasbourg Court and constitutes a shift in their approach. It reverses the previous decision unanimously adopted, which now seems like a historic error by the Court.

The Court correctly announced that Italian "regulations confer on the country's majority religion preponderant visibility in the school environment" but that "that is not in itself sufficient, however, to denote a process of indoctrination."

In other words, the Court ruled that “school curricula or provisions establishing the preponderance of the majority religion did not in themselves point to undue influence on the part of the State or attempted indoctrination."

The Court also highlighted the importance of respect for subsidiarity and the margin of appreciation which the States enjoy in religious matters.

[...] 

The ECLJ [European Centre for Law and Justice] welcomes that the European Court has thus renounced the promotion of a radical conception of secularism. This decision is a victory for Europe, as Europe cannot be faithful to itself by marginalizing Christianity. This decision is more of a victory for Europe than for the “crucifix”; Europe refuses to deny its own identity by rejecting the suppression of Christianity in the name of human rights.

In fact, the Court recognized that in countries with a Christian tradition, Christianity has a specific social legitimacy that is distinct from other philosophical and religious beliefs and justifies the adoption of a differential approach where necessary. It is because Italy is a country of Christian tradition that the Christian symbol can legitimately have a specific visible presence in society.

This decision is very positive for Europe; it has a deep “unifying significance." In refusing to falsely oppose human rights in Christianity, the Court preserved the deep unity and interdependence, bringing together spiritual and moral values on which European society is founded. This decision is true to the Council of Europe statute that affirms that the European States are “reaffirming their devotion to the spiritual and moral values which are the common heritage of their people and the true source of individual freedom, political liberty and the rule of law, principles which form the basis of all genuine democracy."

Marginalizing Christianity in the name of human rights would have broken this unity of moral and spiritual value, splitting the identity of Europe.

The decision of the Court has a profound significance for unification of the people of Europe. Faced with the risk of losing the place of Christianity in Europe, more than 20 countries took a public stance in favor of the presence of the symbol of Christ in the public sphere; namely, Armenia, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Greece, Lithuania, Malta, Monaco, Romania, the Russian Federation and San Marino as well as Albania, Austria, Croatia, Hungary, Moldova, Norway, Poland, Serbia, Slovakia and Ukraine. These countries, as well as signatories of the Convention, are, before the court, the primary guarantors. To a certain extent, the member states not only have the power of “authentic interpretation” of the text, but also the sovereign power to amend or detach.

This unique collective movement is of great importance and reflects the fact that Christianity, beyond the political and religious divisions, is always at the heart of European unity. Furthermore, by respecting the visible presence of Christianity in society, the Court has reinforced the unity of European culture.

This strong political movement counteracts the attempts of radical secularists to use human rights against Christianity.

These radical secularists, by rejecting Christianity, utilize the culture of human rights to de-Christianize Europe in the name of respect and tolerance of non-Christians. Behind a discourse of tolerance, religious pluralism serves as a pretext to marginalize Christianity and could eventually impose on the European civilization exclusive secularism. The objective of this radical secularism is to introduce secularization of society in order to promote a certain cultural model in which the absence of value (neutrality) and relativism (pluralism) are values in themselves supporting a political project that is supposed to be both "post-religious" and "post-identity "; in one word "postmodern." This political project has a claim to a monopoly as a philosophical system.

A typical example of the exploitation of “religious pluralism” against European Christian identity is the school agenda published by the European Commission. This agenda, with millions of copies published, intentionally omitted the inclusion of Christian holidays, to officially promote a better knowledge of other religions and beliefs.

So far, it is mainly the argument of respect toward non-Christians that has been used to de-Christianize society; the fear of Islam is increasingly exploited and in fact similarly leads to marginalization of Christianity. The fear of Islam is exploited to contest all religions, but especially Christianity.

Facing these attempts to marginalize Christianity, we must remember that Christianity -- whether we believe in it or not -- in the countries with Christian heritage, possesses a social legitimacy superior to that of other religious or philosophical beliefs. This undeniable legitimacy justifies the adoption of a differential approach where necessary. This differential approach can justify the presence of the crucifix in Italian classrooms.

In this regard, the Lautsi case is a victory for Europe. This case has presented an opportunity to show once again that the Christian roots of Europe foster the profound identity and the social cohesion of the European continent.

Judgment: http://cmiskp.echr.coe.int/tkp197/view.asp?action=html&documentId=883169&portal=hbkm&source=externalbydocnumber&table=F69A27FD8FB86142BF01C1166DEA398649
The breakthrough of common sense? Crucifix can stay in Italian classrooms, European Court of human rights decided

March 21, 2011 (Emphases theirs)
People can still remember the so called Lautsi Case two years ago, when a non-believing mother sued the Italian State for breaching the human rights of her children, because of the crucifix hanging in the classrooms. The European Court of Human Rights ruled unanimously in 2009 that crucifixes in Italian public school classes are contrary to parents’ right to educate their children in line with their convictions and to children’s right to freedom of religion (art. 2 of the 1st Protocol, and art. 9 of the European Convention on Human Rights). But a final ruling passed by a majority last week decides that there was no violation:

For the first time in its history, the Grand Chamber has reversed a unanimous decision (7 to 0) previously taken by one of its Sections.

The Second Section’s 2009 ruling had argued that the display of crucifixes on school classrooms in Italy contravened “educational pluralism” and infringed the applicant’s right to ensure her children an education “according to [her] religious and philosophical convictions.”

In a turnaround, the Court’s Grand Chamber ruled it had found no evidence “that the display of such a symbol on classroom walls might have an influence on pupils.” In any case, it is up to each Council of Europe’s member State to decide whether to allow or to ban the public display of religious symbols in public schools, the Grand Chamber said.

The Italian government’s representative Nicola Lettieri had argued that crucifixes in Italian classrooms are “a passive symbol that bear no relationship to the actual teaching, which is secular”.

While Joseph Weiler, the jurist representing the 10 Council of Europe members supporting Italy, had asserted: “Italy without the crucifix would no longer be Italy”. Irish judge Ann Power and her Greek colleague Christos Rozakis justified their vote saying that the Christian symbol of the Cross is a cultural element of Italy’s and Europe’s identity and history, while Maltese judge Giovanni Bonello defined aversion to the crucifix as a kind of “historical Alzheimer”. (Source: http://federation-pro-europa-christiana.org/wordpress/?p=2260)

The reason to allow crosses in classrooms as mentioned above is not without irony. German professor of Law, Michael Heinich of University Göttingen, said in an interview with Deutschland Funk, that the Church should be more engaged in conveying the meaning of crucifix to the population.

Professor JHH Weiler of New York University School of Law and Honorary Professor at London University

Prof. Joseph Weiler is an orthodox Jew and prominent jurist who represented, pro bono, the Governments of Armenia, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Greece, Lithuania, Malta, The Russian Federation and San Marino in the Lautsi Case before the Grand Chamber of the ECHR. He stressed in a speech held before Grand Chamber of the European Court of Human Rights last summer, that the principle embodied in the European Convention on Human Rights guarantees a right from religion, but also a right of religion. He went on further to explain that enforced secularism is itself a kind of religion, so a secularist State is not neutral:

“Today, the principal social cleavage in our States as regards religion is not among, say Catholics and Protestants, but among the religious and the ‘secular’. Secularity, Laïcité is not an empty category which signifies absence of faith. It is to many a rich world view which holds, inter alia, the political conviction that religion only has a legitimate place in the private sphere and that there may not be any entanglement of public authority and religion. For example, only secular schools will be funded. Religious schools must be private and not enjoy public support. It is a political position, respectable, but certainly not “neutral.” The non-laique, whilst fully respecting freedom of and from religion, embrace some form of public religion as I have already noted. Laïcité advocates a naked public square, a classroom wall bereft of any religious symbol. It is legally disingenuous to adopt a political position which splits our society, and to claim that somehow it is neutral” (Read the whole speech here).

The Council of the Bishops’ Conferences of Europe (CCEE) welcomes this decision, Cardinal Péter Erdő, CCEE President proclaims:

I would like to express my satisfaction at the verdict given by the Great Chamber of Strasbourg’s European Court of Human Rights following the re-examination of the ruling given on 3 November 2009 in the Lautsi .v. Italy case (requête n° 30814/06) about the displaying of crucifixes in state schools in Italy against which the Italian Government presented an appeal on 29 January 2010.

Today’s Grand Chamber judgement, which has overturned the verdict of the ruling previously adopted, is a sign of common sense, wisdom and freedom.
The definitive nature of this judgement has a symbolic value way beyond the Italian case as testified by the many reactions to the first ruling at European and worldwide levels.
Today a page of history has been written. New hope has been given not just to Christians, but to all European citizens, believers and secularists, who were deeply offended by the ruling of 3 November 2009 and concerned at procedures tending to shatter a great culture and tradition like Christianity and undermine its own identity.
To consider the presence of the crucifix in a public space to be against human rights would be to deny the very idea of Europe. Without the crucifix, the Europe we know today would not exist. Therefore the verdict is above all a victory for Europe.
I agree with the Great Chamber when it intimates that religious issues must be tackled at a national level by every member State.
I am convinced today’s verdict will contribute to the trust placed in the Court and in the European institutions by many European citizens. In this verdict, the judges have recognised that the culture of human rights of course must not exclude Christian civilisation.

Cardinal Péter Erdő
Archbishop of Esztergom-Budapest
President of the Council of European Episcopal Conferences

For further information:

Thierry Bonaventura, CCEE Media Officer
Tel: +41-71-227 60 40 – Mobile: +41-78-851 60 40 – thierry.bonaventura@ccee.ch 
The Council of the Bishops’ Conferences of Europe (CCEE) gathers the Presidents of the current 33 European Bishops’ Conferences of this continent, represented by their Presidents, and the Archbishops of Luxembourg, the Principality of Monaco, and the Maronite Archbishop of Cyprus, as well as the Bishop of Chişinău (Republic of Moldova). The President is Cardinal Péter Erdő, Archbishop of Esztergom-Budapest, Primate of Hungary; the Vice-presidents are Cardinal Josip Bozanić, Archbishop of Zagreb, and Cardinal Jean-Pierre Ricard, Archbishop of Bordeaux. The CCEE General Secretary is Fr Duarte da Cunha. The headquarters of the Secretariat is in St Gallen (Switzerland) 

Hospital chapel crosses removed
http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=12898
April 9, 2009 
Senior staff at Sydney's Royal North Shore Hospital have ordered that crucifixes, Bibles and other Christian symbols be removed from the hospital chapel in order to avoid offending Muslims, Hindus and other non-Christian groups. 

Hospital staff say while the chapel was built for Christians, they now want the chapel to be completely non-denominational, the Mosman Daily reports. 

An inspection of the chapel last week by the Daily found no trace of a crucifix or any other religious symbol inside the chapel. 

The Daily has been told that church leaders must bring their own symbols to use in a service. 

The chapel building also contains a separate Muslim prayer room. 

Mosman Mayor Dom Lopez, a devout Catholic, said he was "outraged" to discover the rule when he was recently undergoing treatment at the hospital for bowel cancer. "When I was first told it I didn't believe it," Cr Lopez said. 

"When I was recovering, the Catholic priest came to see me and said, 'It is true all the crosses are gone, somebody said we have to be a non-denomination church'. 

"That's just not right, it was built as a Christian chapel, now they (church leaders) have to take all those things with them." 

A hospital spokeswoman said the rule change came after "the chapel was enhanced with the provision of a Muslim prayer space in the loft area." 

"At that time the decision was made to display the symbols of each faith, for example the chapel's cross and Bible, during specific services and ceremonies only," she said. 

"These important religious symbols are appropriately stored and used regularly. This decision was made out of respect for the many faiths that make up both the hospital and also the modern Australian community." 

Source The chapel without a crucifix (Mosman Daily) 

Priest defies RNSH cross ban
http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=12934
April 14, 2009 
An unidentified priest has defied the ban on religious symbols at Royal North Shore Hospital's chapel, returning the Bible and cross to the altar for Good Friday. 

Mosman mayor Dominic Lopez said the unnamed priest was prompted by the overwhelming support for the Bible's return, The Daily Telegraph reports. 

"When he did his rounds of the wards, he was applauded for standing up against the ban," he said. 

In his Easter message, Sydney Cardinal George Pell prayed for the Italian earthquake victims and gave thanks for Australia's good fortune. 

"We thank God for our good fortune in Australia as we pray that our leaders devise adequate programs for longer term growth rather than short term gains which will weaken us in the long run," he said. 

Meanwhile, ACBC President Archbishop Philip Wilson in his message said that "the celebration of Easter every year is a reminder to us that Our Lord's suffering, death and resurrection gives hope to the world." 

"At a time when we are being inundated with bad news from around the world about the terrible effects of the financial crisis on people's lives, this message of hope is more important than ever. 

"Rather than throwing up our hands in despair, we need to work together as a community to help each other in these tough times. We showed the power of people helping each other through the overwhelming response to the recent Victorian bushfires which devastated whole towns and communities. 

"Imagine if we could harness that empathy and kindness in a much broader and sustainable way," Archbishop Wilson said. 

Source Priest defies religious ban at RNS Hospital (Daily Telegraph) 

Easter Message from ACBC President, Archbishop Philip Wilson (ACBC Media Release)
*
Why the World Hates Christianity 

https://groups.yahoo.com/neo/groups/writings_jim_j_mccrea/conversations/topics/20 

By Jim J. McCrea
The world hates Christianity and persecutes it. It particularly hates Catholic Christianity and exercises a vehement form of persecution towards it. The world discussed here is the Biblical concept of that which seeks pleasure, power, and material goods, and which is opposed to the spirit of Christ which is that of charity, humility, and self-sacrifice.
Of all the things that a myriad of other organizations or religions do wrong (or allegedly do wrong), you mainly hear about those in the Catholic Church in the mainstream media. You don't often hear of scandal in Hinduism or Buddhism, or where they have unreasonable rules, but much respect is given to them by the mainstream media. It is mainly the Catholic Church that is presented as unreasonable - whether they report something done wrong in Her name, or simply present a half-truth which puts something out of context.
For example, abuse happens in all denominations, but it has been almost exclusively reported as happening in the Catholic Church in recent times. This was done deliberately to give the general public the impression that abuse is a problem particular to Catholic priests. It is a strategy that has worked well, since so many have swallowed that lie (not lying in saying the abuse happened, but lying in giving the impression that it is mainly Catholic priests who are abusers by the emphasis given). The mainstream media does this to discredit the Catholic Church.
The reason why the mainstream media, along with liberal elites in general, wish to discredit the Catholic Church is that only the Catholic Church hits the bull's eye of truth. To accept this requires a deep humility where pride and concupiscence must be mortified. Every other religion gives more or less leeway to man's natural fallen nature. No other religion makes demands on the deepest center of man as Catholicism does. That is why other religions are much more tolerated by the movers and shakers in society. The mainstream media even has much more tolerance for harsh legalistic Islam, than the benign authority of the Catholic Church. This is because (as least unconsciously) there is a sympathy with Islam, in that many elements of Islam (as it is largely practiced) are expressions of unmortified human passion.
It is true that most other religions encourage virtue and have commandments against vice, but there are some concessions to fallen human nature within all religions except Catholicism. For example, Protestantism, may do the right thing in exhorting one to live by the Ten Commandments and accept Christ as one's Lord and savior. However, Protestantism in its essence concedes to man's proud independent nature. It does this in not recognizing Christ's legitimate authority on earth in human form, in the Pope and in the bishops united to the Pope (the Magisterium).

Hinduism, would be tolerated for a similar reason. In Hinduism, the transcendent moral law does not exist in the same way that it does in Christianity. For in Christianity, we submit to a God who is "totally other" and who is completely independent of the ego. In Hinduism, on the other hand, we attain to a pleasant harmony with "what is" through "enlightenment" and discover that God is our deepest self. This may give generous room to subtle pride and sensuality, leading the believer to think that these are the motions of the divine within. If a person is his own standard, then it is possible to justify anything. If we are "one with the cosmos," then the cosmos may be the ego inflated to infinity. That would appeal to modern secular man, and the world would love rather than hate such a concept. That would appeal to fallen man's desire to be God.
Of course, Evangelical Protestantism is despised by the elites, right behind Catholicism. This is because the world and Christianity have two diametrically opposed goals for human life. For the worldling, the aim of life is to conform all things to one's pleasure and to the padding of one's ego. For the Christian, the goal is to conform oneself to Christ. This Christian way may require that one accept all sorts of things that are unpleasant to the self. For the worldling, the goal of life is to inflate the self, and all other things and people are a means to that (the worldling does do good to others, but this is merely good policy. One does good to others to be at peace with others and to have others do good to oneself in return). For the Christian, on the other hand, the goal is of life is to conform oneself to the "other" - to find salvation in a Savior who is other, who is Christ, rather than being one's own savior and pulling oneself up by one's own bootstraps as the worldling does.
One of the highest phases of this process of being conformed to Christ, as it appears in the writings of the saints and the true Catholic sages, is in the acceptance of humiliations. This is the hardest thing for human nature to bear, and it is that which the worldling strives to avoid at all costs. However, the humiliations that God sends us in His providence get to the deepest root of our pride and effect a radical purification of our soul. This radical purification is necessary because only when one has become absolutely pure, can one enter heaven (see Rev 21:27). Because of this, purification is the work of a life-time. It is the highest wisdom to "turn the other cheek" and accept humiliations (see Matt 5:38-42), for that is the shortest route to perfection and to heaven (fight only when some principle or positive value is a stake, never when it is just your ego at stake. Be glad to have an opportunity to have the ego killed). Such purification is even the route to true happiness and peace in this life, for it is precisely the impurity of sin that makes people unhappy and destroys peace. 
It is the cross, and it is particularly the cross of humiliation that the world despises. Many Catholics experience that their worldly acquaintances find the idea of mortification and self-denial baffling and irrational. To the fervent Catholic, such a thing is a means to make the old man of sin die and Christ rise within them. To the worldling, on the other hand, mortification and self-denial contradict the "evident" purpose of life which is to make all things conform to one's own pleasure.
Most worldlings are not consciously aware of the metaphysical roots of their antipathy to Christianity and to Catholic Christianity in particular. It is the values of Christianity that are registered mainly on the subconscious level of the worldling that provoke such a negative reaction. Often this reaction can be seen in human interactions in day to day life. Much communication takes place on the subconscious level. We often "click" with some people and not with others - and usually we don't know why. At every moment we are broadcasting our perspective of reality and personal values with dozens or even hundreds of elements of communication per minute. And we communicate with others in our social environment with dozens or hundreds of elements per minute - and most of this takes place below the threshold of our conscious understanding. There is a whole series of expressions, body language elements, comments, tones of voice by which information is exchanged between people. Most of this is transferred from the subconscious of one person to the subconscious of another.
What we are mainly aware of on the conscious level is whether we are comfortable or uncomfortable with the person we are interacting with. It is these elements of communication that determine whether we are of the same party as the other person. Often a Christian will click with a Christian, a worldling will click with a worldling, but a Christian will not click with a worldling, precisely because of their affiliation. When we are with some people the words flow with great ease and pleasure, and we feel validated. With others, we feel that there is a wall and we experience a loss of energy and self-esteem. 
Why is this? What is it precisely that makes some people click together and others not? There are obvious differences between people that may account for this. For example, highly educated and intelligent people will often click with people like themselves, and low-brow people will often get along together. But a low-brow and a high-brow person may have little in common. We often see people congregate according to the social class to which they belong. Conceptual thinkers (who discuss ideas) communicate well with conceptual thinkers, concrete thinkers (who discuss things and events) communicate well with concrete thinkers, but a conceptual thinker may not communicate well with a concrete thinker. Each grouping has its own subconsciously communicated language in the form of expressions, body language, comments, tones of voice etc. A person from one grouping may have little in common with a person of another grouping simply because this language is different. It would be like someone who mainly speaks English trying to communicate with someone who mainly speaks French.
However, there is a more fundamental divide between people. There is a more fundamental reason why some groupings of people click and others do not. It is their basic ethical stance towards reality. Whether people get along or not may largely depend on whether they have a Christian or a worldly stance towards life. Although people sometimes talk about whether they are Christian or anti-Christian, that is mostly communicated on the subconscious level as discussed.
What is it that is being communicated that makes the difference between the two groupings of people? 
What does each type of person broadcast and accept or reject on mainly the subconscious level? Even when the Christian is not talking about Christ and Christianity in particular, they communicate on topics of the good and the true. They communicate the *objectively important* or what is important in itself, and communicate their reverence towards things other and higher than themselves. Even when Christ is not being discussed explicitly, He is being communicated implicitly because Christ is the supreme good and true to which all goodness and truth point. Christ is the "other" and the "higher" to whom the true Christian is reverent, and this reverence is reflected in the Christian's attitude to being in general. They do this both in explicit topics of conversation and on the subconscious level.
The worldling on the other hand communicates elements pertaining to the satisfaction of *self.* In other words, their communications pertain to the *subjectively satisfying.* In subtle ways (for the explicit support of selfishness, even for most worldlings, is shameful), the person of the world communicates his love of the fulfillment of pride and concupiscence. While the Christian looks up to things in reverence, the worldling tends to look down on things in haughtiness. While Christian conversation tends to lift things up, worldly conversation tends to tear things down.
Even a marked difference in humor can be seen between the two groups. The worldling engages in mocking "humor" which deflates things - and often traditional values. It is another way of making themselves "God." The Christian engages in the true humor of the incongruous, or their laughter may be an overflow of joy (there is no true joy with the worldling). The true humor of the incongruous is a reflection of the divine because it is a manifestation of a *suprageometric* order which transcends that order normally proper to this world. The joy of honest laughter is a foretaste of heaven.
As a result of this, the true Christian and the die-hard worldling may have little in common. Often when someone converts to Christianity, he finds that he can no longer relate to his former friends and he loses them. This is a strong temptation to go back because he is often made to feel that something is wrong with him. For a while, he may be in a no-man's land (as a test) until he feels comfortable with his new state. Then providence allows him to fit in to a whole new set of people and situations that are far superior to what he had before.
As mentioned near the beginning of this article, the mainstream media persecutes Christianity, and particularly Catholic Christianity. This is because those in positions of authority in the mainstream media who determine editorial policy, are mainly of the world (statistics show that those who work in positions of authority in the mainstream media have a far lower level of Church attendance than the general population). Christians are also persecuted by worldlings on a personal level. Even when the Christian does not explicitly discuss Christ and Christianity, they are constantly broadcasting the values of Christ in their expressions, body language, comments, tones of voice, without even realizing it. The worldling picks this up on the subconscious level and may react to it with hatred. This may explain why a person who is united to Christ might find that someone of the world takes a disliking to him when he first meets him. The reaction is that of hatred because the true Christian is a reminder to the worldling that he does not have the stance towards reality that he ought. His mediocrity and selfishness is shown up. As Christ said:
"If you find that the world hates you, know it has hated me before you. If you belonged to the world, it would love you as its own; the reason it hates you is that you do not belong to the world. But I choose you out of the world" (John 15:18-19)
But the good news is, this broadcasting of one's state, on the subconscious level of being a Christian, is a form of evangelization in itself. Without realizing it, the true Christian may powerfully draw people to Christ, simply *by being.* If others are of good will and are open, they will be attracted to this. Instinctively the conversation may turn to Christ and Christianity in particular (we should never force a discussion of Christ when that is not appropriate. Protestant fundamentalists often make that mistake). When the discussion of Christ is appropriate, and when the discussion of the fullness of Christianity which exists in the Catholic Church is appropriate, the true Catholic has a duty to evangelize explicitly. For the light of Catholic Christianity is like a fire which first warms others and then makes those others catch fire themselves. But as Catholics, we must always be ready to do our duty to back our actions in life with an explicit explanation of what we have within us. As St. Peter says:
"Venerate the Lord, that is, Christ in your hearts. Should anyone ask you the reason for this hope of yours, be ever ready to reply... (1 Peter 3:15)
** Endnote 1 - The Christian or the worldling does not exist in a pristine purity on this earth. For the Christian, in this life, always has something of the world. We are all sinners. And even the most die-hard worldling always reflects a glimmer of Christ and has something of the good and the true. People in this world exist in a spectrum of gray, from the very light to the very dark. Those whose attitude is predominantly Christian may not get along with those whose attitude is predominantly worldly. Many people are a mix of the two attitudes, and hence are closer together. As a result of this, on a practical level, many Christians get along with many people of the world. However, it has to be pointed out that this spectrum is not a pure continuum. A person is either in the state of grace or he is not. There are varying degrees of venial sin that can be mixed with the state of sanctifying grace, and there are varying degrees of corruption and natural goodness within the state of mortal sin.
** Endnote 2 - Along with the subconscious natural elements of communication of expressions, body language, comments, tones of voice etc. the Christian in the state of grace radiates supernaturally. This is due to the Holy Spirit dwelling within him. This supernatural radiation works in conjunction with the natural subconscious elements discussed. As a result, the true Christian transmits a "full package" of communications of Christ.
The Return of Infanticide; Frogs and Art - Mocking the Crucifixion, Again

https://zenit.org/articles/the-return-of-infanticide-frogs-and-art/ 

By Elizabeth Lev, Rome, September 1, 2008
In the northern Italian town of Bolzano, the Museion Museum decided to get some attention by displaying a work called "Feet First" by German Martin Kippenberger.
The four-foot installation shows a bright green frog in a loincloth, nailed to a cross through its hands, with its tongue hanging out of its mouth. One hand holds a beer mug and the other, an egg.
That this object was deemed "art" has much to do with British-Iraqi collector Charles Saatchi who showed the work at his gallery in London. The same Saatchi also promoted the image of "The Virgin Mary with Elephant Dung" in the "Sensations" show of 2000.
Of course, there may be something about Italy that makes the anti-Christians go into overdrive. Adel Smith, the Muslim activist who chose Italy as his home, denounced the presence of crucifixes in schools, while the pop star Madonna chose Rome as the site of her own pretend-crucifixion on a mirrored cross.
It doesn't say much for the health of the art world when the only way artists can get noticed is by taking hallowed Christian images and mocking them.
Franz Pahl, who runs the regional government of Alto Adige in northern Italy, objected to the work of art with a by going on a hunger strike, but the museum board decided to leave the work.
Claudio Strinati, who alas, serves as superintendent of the artistic patrimony of Rome, defended the work with the trite and tired slogan, "Art must always be free." He seems to have forgotten that Leonardo, Raphael and Botticelli were not "free" to paint whatever they liked. The numerous rejected works by Caravaggio inform us that when he painted what he liked, his work wasn't shown in public.
Benedict XVI even weighed in, writing that the work had "offended the religious feelings of many people who consider the cross a symbol of God's love and of our redemption." News services gleefully leapt to attention, vying to invent the cleverest headlines, while the Museion collected more and more ticket sales.
The New York Times, with its proverbial insensitivity to all things Christian, ran the headline "Crucified Frog Sculpture Troubles the Pope," making it sound as if the Pontiff were the one with a problem, suffering from an overly constrictive case of moral party-pooperism.
Imagine what the headline would read if someone presented as "art" a bright yellow stuffed lemming with a Star of David on its chest and a number tattooed on its forearm, and titled it "They All Followed."
Or if someone made a collage using the faces of the victims of 9/11 to make an airplane crashing into a toilet?
No newspaper or gallery owner would be crying out about artistic freedom, and no one would blame interest groups for protesting in outrage.
In the face of this hypocrisy, why does the Pope even bother? Why does he ask Madonna to refrain from her self-crucifixion or the Museion to remove the offensive work? Is it because he wishes to regain some papal authority over temporal affairs like in the good old days? Or does he really think that that the souls of Madonna or the Museoin board are going to be awakened by his protests? Of course not, although he undoubtedly prays for their conversions.
He's not talking to them, after all, he is talking to us -- those of us who have the grace to see and understand what the crucifix means to Christianity. We can remember how Christ was mocked even on the way to his death, and know that the battle against evil is just as bitter now as it was then.
Those who have been granted the gift of recognizing Christ as Lord and Savior must uphold and defend the dignity of Christ's sacrifice. Though there is nothing innovative about scorning the cross, we shouldn't just shrug our shoulders or roll our eyes.
We should avoid these shows, concerts, CDs or movies. Christians number some 1.3 billion in the world, and without our patronage, these products will cease. The Museion's gods are changeable ones, transforming faces with the economic tides; our God is constant.
Compared to the artistic giants of years past, men like Kippenberger seem mere fleas, and the agents who hock their work and defend their "freedom," are like the rats that convey their plague from place to place.
Then as now, in the mayhem that follows a plague, it's always the Church that is left to pick up the pieces.
The Cross Scorned and Revered - A History of the Feast of the Exaltation 

https://zenit.org/articles/the-cross-scorned-and-revered/ 
By Elizabeth Lev, Rome, September 18, 2008 

What a difference a couple of decades makes! After years of lawsuits demanding that crucifixes be taken down from public places and the banalization of the cross as a fashion accessory or body art, it's no wonder that the feast of the Exaltation of the Cross leaves many people scratching their heads.
The history of the true cross is a long and convoluted one, starting with a shoot from the tree of mercy in Eden, passing through King Solomon's bridge to Jerusalem, to the selection of this aged piece of wood for Christ's crucifixion.
Tradition has it that after the crucifixion the cross was hidden.
The cross of Christ was rediscovered by St. Helena, the mother of Constantine, who made a pilgrimage to Jerusalem in 326 at the age of 80. Her indomitable spirit, as well as her extraordinary adventures, took their most delightful literary form in Evelyn Waugh's little book "Helena."

Part of the cross stayed in Jerusalem in the Church of the Holy Sepulcher, which was dedicated on Sept. 14, 335. This date would become the feast of the Exaltation, a word that means "raising aloft."
The remainder seems to have traveled all over the world. Fragments were sent to Constantine's new churches in Constantinople, while another piece was housed in the Church of the Holy Cross here in Rome, built by St. Helena on her own land.
The devotion to the cross spread so rapidly that before the end of the fourth century the hymn "Flecte genu lignumque Crucis venerabile adora" had been written, and St. John Chrysostom tells us that fragments of the cross were being venerated all over the world.
Oddly enough, however, the Exaltation of the Cross does not only celebrate the rediscovery of the true cross; it also commemorates an event in one of the most turbulent moments of early Christian history.
In 615 A.D. on the cusp of the rise of Islam, the Persian army was sweeping through the Mediterranean. King Chosroes of Persia, while leaving the tomb of Christ intact, took the fragment of the cross that Helena had left there.
Setting himself up as god, King Chosroes built a throne in a tall tower where he sat with the cross to his right, calling himself "the father."
The Byzantine emperor Heraclius challenged Chosroes to single combat to retrieve the cross. Victorious, Heraclius bore the jeweled reliquary back to Jerusalem. He had planned to bring the relic through the same city gate Christ had entered before his crucifixion, but the stones fell and blocked his passage.
Told that Christ had passed through this gate in humility on a donkey only to suffer death, King Heraclius stripped himself of crown, jewels and shoes, and in his simple tunic took the reliquary upon his shoulders. On Sept. 14, 630, the cross was restored to Jerusalem as an example of humility for all people.
This epic captured the imagination of numerous artists, particularly in the Renaissance, when art dedicated itself to recounting only the greatest of stories.
Antoniazzo Romano portrayed the event with the jewel-like colors of an illuminated manuscript in the apse of the Church of the Holy Cross, while Piero della Francesca, working in the more remote center of Arezzo from 1452 to 1463, rendered the majesty of this story in one of the most important fresco cycles of the 15th century.
In the Franciscan Basilica of San Francesco, Piero tells the story simply and with a minimum of decorative detail, but with powerful monumentality. In one of the earliest night scenes in Italian art -- "Dream of Constantine" -- the emperor sleeps in his tent and dreams of the cross on the eve of the Battle of the Milvian Bridge. A dramatically foreshortened angel erupts into the space along with Piero's lipid light to represent the miracle of Constantine's conversion.
Piero's "Exaltation of the Cross," despite the loss of the figure of Heraclius, expresses the peace, calm and order brought with the restoration of the cross -- an appropriate message during his age of constant war.
These images reflect the dignity shown to the cross by artists, citizens and rulers alike.
Over the years, the cross has been attacked by more than would-be gods and thieves. Voltaire taught the world to mock the cross when in "The Philosophical Dictionary" he wrote under the heading of Superstition, "Are those pieces of the true cross, which would suffice to build a hundred-gun ship -- are the many relics acknowledged to be false -- are the many false miracles -- so many monuments of an enlightened piety?"
In answer to the scientific age, a group of Jesuits in Belgium, the Bollandists, were formed in the 17th century. They study the evidence relating to miracles, relics and lives of the saints. They cite a study that weighed and measured all the known relics and found that the extant pieces do not make up a single cross.
This feast, so often overlooked, has long served the Christian community to remember that the means of our redemption should be brought into the light of our word, lives and hearts at all times, and that we should reflect upon it with the same courage, humility and determination as Jesus showed during his passion.
In today's world, where pop culture derides the cross, and politicians deny the cross, this feast rallies Christians to exalt in Christ's heroic sacrifice, and not to be embarrassed by it.
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