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One point still needs to be made on The Vagina Monologues.  A lot 

of things could be said.  But I offer here no criticism of the students who 

participated in the play or attended it, nor of the author and 

promoters.   And if the play had been done for a class in a course, and not 

opened to others, including non-students, and publicized, there would be no 

objection.

The only issue I raise here is the judgment of the Administration 

in permitting academic units to sponsor a public play which presents an act 

of pedophilia as a benefit to the child-victim.  “Pedophilia,” as commonly 

used today, includes adult-child sex, whether heterosexual, man-boy or 

woman-girl and whether or not the child is pre-pubescent.  Each is an 

objective moral wrong because it is contrary to nature and the divine law 

of the Author of that nature.

The sexual exploitation of male and female children is a problem in many countries.  The Department of Justice reports that 67% of all U.S.  victims of sexual assault are under the age of 18 and 34% are under age 12; 

most perpetrators are adults.  As seen recently in Boston, the scandal 

caused by a relatively few homosexual pedophile priests, facilitated by 

negligent bishops, has rocked the Catholic Church in many 

countries.  Against this background, one would think that the 

administrators of any institution that claims to be Catholic would avoid 

any equivocation on pedophilia of any sort.  Yet our leaders allowed Notre 

Dame to be used for a public play which presented pedophilia – child abuse 

· as a benefit to the victim.  Our leaders acted here, as elsewhere, in 

what they saw as the best interest of Notre Dame and its students.  The 

problem is a failure of prudential judgment.  To put it in context let us 

consider the monologue in question.

In “The Little Coochi Snorcher That Could,” an adult “Southern 

woman of color” describes, among other childhood sexual memories, her 

encounters at age 13 with a “gorgeous” twenty-four-year-old woman in the 

neighborhood.  The child’s mother agrees to the woman’s request that the 

child spend the night with her.   (I omit explicit details.)  “I’m scared 

but I really can’t wait.  Her apartment’s fantastic. . . .  the beads, the 

fluffy pillows, the mood lights. . . .  She makes a vodka for herself and 

then . . . the pretty lady makes me a drink. . . .  The alcohol has gone to 

my head and I’m loose and ready . . . as she gently and slowly lays me out 

on the bed. . . .  Then she does everything to me . . . that I always 

thought was nasty before, and wow, I’m so hot, so wild. . . .  I get crazy 

wild  . . . .  Afterward the gorgeous lady teaches me . . . all the 

different ways to give myself pleasure.  She’s very thorough.  She tells me 

to always know how to give myself pleasure so I’ll never need to rely on a 

man.  In the morning I am worried . . . because I’m so in love with 

her.   She laughs, but I never see her again.  I realized later she was my 

surprising, unexpected, politically incorrect salvation.  She transformed 

my sorry-ass coochi snorcher and raised it up into a kind of heaven.”

The student director of V-Day ND 2002 said, “this monologue is 

neither an endorsement of underage sex of any kind nor is that act meant to 

be judged in any manner itself.   . . . .   That monologue is meant to 

reveal one woman’s journey from a time when she thought of her vagina as a 

dark, horrible ‘bad luck zone’ to referring to it as ‘a kind of heaven.’” 

Observer, Feb. 18, 2002.         That the monologue, however, encouraged a 

tolerant attitude toward the activity is seen in the comment of a woman 

Notre Dame student: “[T]he story of the young girl and the 24 year-old 

woman . . . is a little scandalous.  However, nothing about it is 

‘violent,’ and after one hears the story from the girl first hand through 

the monologue, the age difference question is lost in the beauty of her own 

self-realization.” Observer, Feb. 15, 2002

Why did our leaders offer Notre Dame – the University of Our Lady 

· as a forum for a public portrayal of an act of pedophilia as 

a  “salvation” for the child-victim?  Perhaps our leaders did not know what 

was in the Monologues.  If so, they were negligent.   The George O’Leary 

experience could raise that as a possibility.  Or maybe our leaders knew 

the play contained this favorable portrayal of child sexual abuse as a 

benefit to the victim and still approved its public presentation.  If so, 

their misjudgment rose to a new level beyond ordinary stupidity.  Or maybe 

our leaders knew it was wrong but were unwilling to risk the ire of various 

activists.  If so, one might understandably suspect that  we are governed 

by anatomical wonders with neither brains nor guts.  In any event, no 

amount of academic double-talk can justify this public presentation at a 

Catholic university, which is what Notre Dame claims to be.

This misjudgment by our leaders is very serious as well as 

inexcusable, especially in light of the pedophilia crisis in the Church and 

elsewhere.   The University has a duty to rectify this blunder.  That 

rectification would be advanced by the resignation of all those responsible 

from their administrative positions.
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