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Fr. Roemer {5 particularly efficient in presenting matters in which
he has made previous speciadized stuclies, e, in 1he guestion of Furo-
pean assistance for our struggling early French and G qies
in the U.S.A. (pp. 167 .3 ; in handliug the
tween the Jesuits and Capuching in Louisiana (pp
the unhappy Trustecistu conflicts tn which ene af hi
Anthony Sedella, was nnfortunateiy imphic
ing the canoe—as 1t were—in which Joliet and
the Mississippi, despite at times, the rather vinleut ilernvy tesnpest that
shook the pens of a Fruncis Borgia Steck. and a Juseph €. Shon
{p. 40). The author is tr be commendert for nor wrluly overemphasiz-
ing the “Quebec Act” as one of the main ciutses of the Revolutionary
War, but keeping it within the saber hounds of 4 contrilmfio y on 1.

In a compendium such 2s Fr, Roemer’s work ome cannot experet the
last word in matters pertaining to American Churen lisstory ) B
been written; the author himself did nat inrene his baok as such (see
p.v.). But he has provoked further investigatious and healily ch.
He has given to the Cathalic American seminarian and to the intell-
gentsia of our country a well balimced anidysis of American Charch
history, and is to be highly commended for his noble ¢ffarts and sacri-
fice of time. The B. Herder Book Co. of St. Louis have again measurad
up to the high standards ol their scholastic publications in giving to the
reading public an casily legible text and a pleasing format,

ndd i Enag-
Saed downi

Raerragr M. Huner, Q.F. M. Coxv.

No Abiding City {Westminster, Md.: The Newman Press, 1948, Pp. 74
$1.50) vepresents the Lenten conference which the late Fr. Bede Jarrett, O.P,
delivered in 1932 at Our Lady of Victorics. The Newsoan Press has showa
good judgment in giving an American edition of a work of $o solid a man &
Bede Jarrett. He is onc who could write solid scholarly investigations a!
solid spititual hooks and brochures. No Abiding City centers about the
themme that we have not here a lasting habitation, but that our teue home is
heaven. 1t is only in the light of this that the things of earth are seen in
their true perspective. Because we have nnt here an abiding city, Bede
Jarrett is constantly pointing out the courage with which we should he ani-
mated in facing the realities of life, Likewise he points out the necessity of
a true spirit of independence in regard to the earth and the things of earthin
view of the fact that they are things given us by God to use temporarily i1
preparing for the fruition of things ctersal. The whole nessage is one of
confidence and optimism.

CATHOLIC DOCTRINE AND "THJE RELIGION
OF THE STATE"

between Catholic Clinrch and Cathedic stite, the
should per se obtain by reason of the vatuee nf
i a Catholic society, so that anv devietion Frem these velitions,
while tolerable perliaps as o concession promnpeed by expedicnsy,
could not merit approval cn prineipic s This questens then, e
fines itselfl (0 theory. to principles. sl s L Jeis Lo s qoest
so put {ar aspeels of it) that the following pages canfine
setves. That is to say, it i allogether heraul the seope ol this
brief paper to discuss what cotncessionis may be nirde e practve,
what departures from the principles, the theary, the nosmn, woenld
be legitimate and in order in varios conerele Ciraunstanees.

The answer 1o be given to the loregoing question 1s currently o
matter of lively debate among Catholic theologians. Cha the one
hand, claiming to be the anthentic Catholic “thesis,” there s what
its opponents term the “old thesis,” “lthe nineteenth-century thesis,”
though in substance it is still the texching generally presented in
manuils of theology and of Jus Publicion fec sticune, ove
those of most recent vindage.® Om the other hand, there are the
views of several Cathalic scholars, here sl abroad, who, after a
S have contended that
Pre-cminent

Shareh and stase

searching re-examination of the "uld ihes
it needs radical revision, substautial madifications,

nGuNtiens,
v Fundn-

1CL the new cdstion of J. M, Merve, Afwonle Fhes
{Paris: Berche et Pagis, 1949, [ 520-33; P. I%
mentaits (Turin: Marictti, 194965, pp. 172770 R
T Reoclatiine, vd, 4 (Rome: Libreria diirice Religiosa |
I 411-25 3 AL Veltieo, OLVF ML, Do Fecdesia Cliristy { Riane:
A Arnodo, 1940), pp. 60339 1. Tarches, S0,
Degmaticae, ed. 3, cur. 7. Schlageshaulan, 5.).
1939y, 1, 244-45 251 ; N. Jung. Lo Drait public dc @ ‘ H
Génédrale du Clecgé, 1248), pp. 10Y-37; A Chtaviai, fastitn
Publici Ecclesiastici, e, 3 {Typis Pobyglotis Viticanis, 19480, IT, 43
L. Bender, O.P,, fus Fublicum Eccles n (Bussum: P. Brand, 1942,
pp. 169-200; F. Marchesi, S.J.. Suwswraie fieis Pabfici Beciesinstier ( Naples:
M. D'Auria, 1948), pp. 114-130.

“elitrones Comin,
The i
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among the champions of these more liberal views i Johin Cow
Marray, 5.3, who has brought to bear against the ~
impressive erudition, remarkable dexterite, wnd an
command of Jangrage.* Withal, it must b a
ray, to date, successfutly vanguished the “old th
essenlials? If one wlo claims no special competencee i fle »
he allowed to veuture an opinion, I wauld say ihat he hs not For
whatever they are worth, sote reasons for this epinivn are respc-
fully submitied in the following pages, as simply awd brielly as a
complicated controversy permiis.
I
A key issue in the whole debate is the standing, witlin the frane-
work of Catholic doctring, of the constitutiond voncept of “the
religion of the state.”? For the coneept itself, we nay turn to I'r

i any ol s

Murray :

As it has historically appeared in the nation-states of post-Reformation
Europe, this concept asserts that the state itscli, the organized political
community does more than recognize the juridical personality of the
Church as a visible religious society in her own right, with autonomous
powers and definite rights over her members; by itsclf this recognition
would not make the Charch the religion of the state. The concept alsa
asserts that the state as such makes public profession of Catholicism
as its own one and anly religion; and by consvquence it asserts that
no citizen may make public profession of any olher religion. In
further consequence, the coercive power of the state 13 hrought to bear
to inhibit the public profession or propaganda of other religions.4

What is under discussion s the state when it is (he body-politic
of a Catholic penple. And the problem before us comes to this:
Is the official and exclusive recognition and profession of Catholic-
ism by the state, with whatever logical and juridical consequences

2Fr. Murray's major contributions to the suljceet are: “Govermmental
Repression of Heresy,” Proceedings of the Catholic Theolwpical Saciety of
Americe, Third Annual Mecting (Chicago, fime 28-30, 19393 pp. 25-98:
“St. Robert Bellarmine on the Todirect Power,” Thealupical Shadics, T3
(1948), 491-335; “Contemporary Orientations of Catholic Thouglit on
Church and State in the Light of History,” Zheological Siudics, X (1949,
177-234; “Current Theology on Religious Freedom,” Theological Siudize,
X (1949), 409-32,

3 CE Murrsay, Theological Stadies, X (1949), 183 £, 227-234, 422-432.

4 Thid., 424.
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—as regards other religions- -may foilow froa sich a constitutional
situation of “religion of the state" perminmentby woel unadteradly
part of the genuine Catholic “thesis,” ohligateuy frnat the nature
of Church and state in a Catholic society™ “Js it .. . the theolog-
ically necessary, permancntly valid, nnalterably ideal vealization of
Catholic principles on Cliurch-state velationships =7

Fr. Murray’s answer is in the pegative, Tle takes Uie position
that a constitutional situation of "the religiom of the stite” s 2t
most obligatory only if and insofar as it is a4 Kweaons nceessary (o
ensure the freedom of the Churcli,? With this as his sajor prem-
ise, Fr. Murray then argues. in effect: Now, the (utere iway hold
undreamed-of maodes of governmient whevein the freedom of the
Church would be guarantecd withnut need of 1ecourse 1o a con-
stitntional situation of “the religion of the state” -—indeed, such a
mode is already with us, in mndern democracy, of the better sort.¥
Ergo, "the religion of the state,” since it is but a particular and
contingent manner of realizing the Church’s freedom, daes not en-
joy a necessary and permanent status in Catholic docfriue,
 With this conclusion in hand, Fr. Marray considers (hat Cath-

..dlic principles leave room for a bady-politic of 2 Catholic people

‘which would be, not a “‘Catholic state,” hut « “lay state,”® sone-

what on the following order, T gather: one wiierein, to be sure, the
state would reckon with the reality of the Chureh'* would recog-
nize the unique juridical persenality of the Church and the exist-

" ence, in an order higher than that of the state, of an external spirit-

wual authority that has an independent sovercignty over wll its sub-
jects i all that concerns their spiritual and moral lifc, even as

- dtizens and rulers, whercin there would be right moral and

3 fbid, 229; cf. 430.
€ Ivid., 183, 229 1., 233, 422 {, 425 f., 430.
T1hid., pp. 425 £,
Bihid, 189 £, 223-26, 233 f.
“ Play; not laicist, Ralcizing, secularist, Ci. Murray, “Govermncntal Re
- pression of Heresy.” pp. 30, 63 tdenr, Theolagtcal Studies, X (1949}, 188-90,
200, 225 £, 232.
- - 10Cf, “Governmental Repression of iferesy,” p. 80, and, for an extended
- discussion of how this reckoning would work out, sce the whole section,

o nbig, pp. 89-90; of. Theological Stwdics, X (1949}, 424,
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juridical relationships between the Church and the state® asd o
that extent no separation of Churclt aod staze, :
Catholicism would uot be "“the relizion of e «te,”
publicly professed by the skate as itz own one w
e consequence without inkibition by the stare :
or propaganda of other religions. Such a relationzhip of (huul
and state, Fr, Murray holds, is called for by o wodern demoeracy,
whose historical emergence is said to correspond to o fudament:
inteption of natare' (ond therefore of God), aod which woaid cvl
Japse, il is to be feurcd, if public profession or propnganda ol false
religions be inhibited."®

Before accepting all this, one would Nive, winong ather Things,
be sure about the validity of Fr. Murray's mitial prewdse: there
room for considerable doubt that the theological necessity nr nin-
necessity of "the religion of the state” depends solelv on the latter's
necessily or non-necessity for the freedom of the Church. To be
fair, Fr. Murray has not simply ussumed the iruth of this premise
On the contrary, he has made valiant efforts to dispose of varioos
conceivable objections against his major premise, i.e. arguments
wishing to vindicate the theological necessity of “the religion v
the state” whether the Church’s freedom be at stake or not. ‘Fhat
these efforts have been successful in every case, 3 am not swe
Happily, bowever, there is no need to go inta alt that as long as¢
simpler course is available—of asking whether Fr. Maorray Tas
considered off the arguments.

Thus, on the question of the theologival necessity or non-
necessity of “the religion of the state” one wonld like to see sowe
aexpi!crt discussion of the possible implications of a “wajor abligs-
tion which natural law {mposes on the State —tlat is, an organizsil
society with its agencies of govermment . . . the ohligation to ac
knowledge God as its author, to worship Flim as 1le wills to fe
worshipped, and to subject its official life and action to 11is Jaw”

of |1.||.|,|L_ I >I\>

-
The

2Cf Murray, “Freedom of Religion: T The Ethi I'ralilean,”
ological Studics, V1 {1943), 268; (dowm, theatagivel Studivs, X (1939), 413
12 Cf, Theological Shudies, VI (1943), 268, and 'Govermzenia] Repression
of Heresy,” pp. 89 f,
Y Cf. Theological Studies, X (1949}, 234, 424, aud “Governmental Re-
pression of Heresy,” p. 84.
35 CF, Theological Sendies, X (1999, 181-83, 231, 233 £
18 fiid, 182 .
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which “absolute ohligation incluces ais :
of accepting a higher belief, law, and nunle of worship, if Goed re-
veals them as Tis will”

As to this obligation itseif, whadeve:
Fr. Murray undoubtediy concedes it. st rhe
derive from an earlier article of hia'™ and do bt o up what s
classie and certain doctrine nnony Catinlic philisopbi =19 aod
dieologians,™® doctrine confitned] by the Dones oy wilh he seen
later,

What the philosophers and theotogians lave 1o sav, relevant m
the matter in haud, can be given nndy in resumd That man has
the duty not only of individual but wso of sacinl worship, 15 cle-

atiens may be,

+ jusloagaeted

o

/" Vi “Frecdum of Rebgion: 1. The Frhical Problent’ Thesio

¢

¢ Stadies,

LFT (1945, 266, with note 9b.

W V. Cathrein, 8.}, Phifssophia Moralis, ed, l? curl \.'l.h.l'slel
{Freiburg i. Br.: Herder, 19353, pp. 432-434, 4vé~1 . Tac
.Specolis, ed. 5 (Inusbruck: F. Rawch), o 236 f, "5-: .; £ (dh!“ i
Framework of the Chyistian State (Dublin: Gill and Son, 19320, pp. 466 F.
601, 607; Ryan-Boland, Catholic Principles of Pefitics (New York: Mae-
millan, 1940), p. 311; H. Rommen, e State ix Catholic Thonplit (St
Lows: Herder, 1943), pp. 366 f.

I8CE treatises on Moral Thenlogy, fus Publicum Feoclesiasticnm, and
'Fandamental Thenlogy, Tn the larter ddisripline, the tesching is 2 standard
thesis of the tract fle Vera Refigione, and reappeacs in lhe tract De
Ecclesia as an argument against v[mmti(m of Church and state: «f
Lercher, op. cit., 8 £., 244; Hlerve, ap. cit,, 30, 523, 326 £; Guroigon-Larraunge,
op. ot A1 £.; S, Tromp, S.J.. T I\c‘umrmuu Chrictiana, ed. + {Rome:
Gregorian University, 1937}, p. 47; [. Herrmann, C.33.R. fustitntivies
Theolegize Dogmaticae, ed. 7, cur. Stebler-feaws (Ly
1937, I, &4, 492; AL Dorsch. 3.J., Dnstitizionss Theol
ed 3 {Innsbruck: F. Rauch, 19307, £ 271-272; [ Bidot, 51D B
Christi, ed. 3 (Rome : Gregorian University, 1920, TE &4 86 M. @ Hu by
8., Theologica de Ecclesia, ed. 3 (Pacis: (. F§La whusne, 19271, 1, 140
. Lahousse. 5.J., D¢ VFera Religions (Jou (. Peeters, 1807}, pp.
45:48; G. Wilmers, S.J. Fre RKefigime 1 Lot TRerens Pusiet,
BY7), pp. 26 £,; 1. Zigliara, QP Propaedening ad S0 Tl w, el 4
(Rome: Typographia Polyglotta. 1367), pr. 203
Religione et Ecclesia (Rome: Uypographia Pol
456 i CF also the (Frinum) Schena Consiititionic  Dogmutic

sedirer Frundanicn

ny.

o

Ec:lma drawn gp at the Vatican Couwncid: cap. xiit {Coltecito Lacensis,
. VII, 5723b), and the theologians’ adnotationes thereto (rhid, 6224, 623d-
624a).
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mentavy Catholic doctrine.®” In treating of this nhligatios of s
worship, authers go on tu affirm that even the sace, qinr rtate. w
sinply “society” but the politically o o cammunity, civil so-
ciety as snch, Is bound to profess religion, the trae relighon; to
worship God in the way lie wills to be worshipped; and s 0
bound by the natural taw. J1 is naderstond, of coorse, that e
state Ts @ moral persom, able to be the suhicet of didics, wl to ful-
fill them, oniy through the medium of physical persons, the indi-
vidual members wha compose it. Coneretely, then, the state pro-
fesses, exercises religion, worships God, throwgh official acts of
those placed in anthority, To satisfy is religious abligativms, the
state must worship God not only indivectly, virtually, adsinis-
tratively, hut also directly and formally.?' That is o say, not naly,
for example, by ahstaining from whatever {s contrucy fo divine
jaw, not only by pesitive furtherance of public religinn, not only
by legislation, ex motive veligionis, against petjury, pablic blas-
phemy, writings inimical to public religion and wnorality, cte., but
also by official participation in acts of worship properly so-catied--
of adoration, thanksgiving, supplication, and the like. The basic
argument for all this, employed to prove the state’s obligation of
direct and formal divine worship in addition to that of worshipping
indirectly, virtuaily, administratively,® since it is more fully stated
in papal utterances below, may thus be given in barest essence.

The state is a creature of God, for [{e is the author of man’s
social nature, of all authority io the state, of all the benefits the
state enjoys: thercfore, the state must acknowledge its dependence
on God, by appropriate acts of worship. Ji the state he, indeed,
“of the natural law,” one can hardly dispute this argument
Further, one pereeives that, if it halds for any state, the argument
holds for all—for all fnrms, these known and tlose endreamed-of,
for juridical democracy and for any other new realizations in the
reality of the “state” which historical cvolution has brought or
may yet bring about,

fery

2t Pius XL, Ency. Medintar Dei, AAS XXXIX (1947), pp. 325 1.
530 f.; English transl, Medigtor Dei: On the Sacred Liturgy (New York:
Paulist Press), pp. 17 £, 35,

A Cf. Dorsch, op. et T, 271 f.; Lahousse, op. cit., pp 45-48; Donat,
ob. cit., p. 236,

22 Cf. Darsch, op. cit, 1, 272,
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To continue the resumdé-
and therefore no less bound 10 wo
order of things is a supernatural order, that a superpatuwral veligion,
the Catholic, has been revealed as obligniory for wll men, that 4
supernatural religious society, the Cathotic {hureh, has been di-
vinely instituted for the worship of Grd. Greg
state, in conformity with its obligntion wder
the true refigion, 1o worship God as e decrees {7ihe :1),\:)<|1e
obligation of aceepting a higher heliei, law, aod mode of warship, if
God reveals them as His will”), has then the dnty ol secepring
Catholicism, its crecd, code, cnlt. The ohjoctive duly exists far
all; and where the objective duity is sufaciently noen, e doty s
subjective as well. This latier obtaing in the case of 1 Calolic 5
ciety. For in such case the state is net b the position of having
discover the true religion. It does not Lave to seek fur that which
bas been found and is known in advance Ly the Cathslic people of
which the state is the body-politic. Tt has rather Lul 1o acknowl-
edge what the Cathulic populace acknowladges. the divine tstita-
_ tion of the Catholic Church.?* That the state finds the Church in
- this wise, indirectly, throngli the medium of the Catlivlic ciiizenry,

" does. not mean that the state has no direct datics towards the

Church. For, in the supernaturat order no fess than in the natural.

the state remiaing a creature of God, and, as such, and as a perfect

society really distinet from the Chareh, has its own duty of divine
homage, of worshipping God as e wills to he worshipped, a0 duty
" which the state cannot fulfill apart from the Clrch,
Such would seem to be the mind of 1he represeniative anthors
we-have been consulting. What arc the implicatioms of all this as
* to the question of the theological necessity of “ihe religion of the
state”? Tt is difficult to understanc why The for cgoiny comsidera-
tions should not call for the conclusion (lat, in a Catholic suciety.
it is incumbent upon the state to be a “Catholic state.” to declare
amd to treat Catholivism as “the religion of the state.” The fornal,
official, atdl exclusive recognition and profession af Cutlioli
the state in a Catholic saciety as its own one and oaly
--short, the estahlishment of Catholicism as the religion of thc state

1he state is no less a oreature of God,
ip Flis, forall that the ety

ao1hese -;u“\'_. the
1Jasw f2 profess
ai

. “Cf L. Choupin, 8.J., Falenr duos décisions doctrinales of disciplingives
. du Saimt-Sidge, ed. 3 (Paris: . Beauchesne, 1928), p. 272; Carrignu-
Lagrange, op. cit, I1, 420, rsp. ad obj. 1. CE also Rommen, ap. ¢it,, p. 367.
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seetns necessarily contained in the very notim of the state's ity
cept andd profess the true religion, thereiore CUathelicisn:, with
coudd e state, gua state. in

to &
its creed, code, and cult. Flow els
trth accept and profess Catholicism, together with its tenet that
it alone is the true religion ?

If such a conclusion he conceded, ane muat then face np 1e the
problem of what ought to be the state’s atritude noewasl
ings with, the heteradaox : the prablein of what ™ antd |
consequences,” as vegards sects, shonld flow fraan the simat

_ Catholicism as “the religion of the state,” Before o iactler war
ssaid on this subject. et it be noted at ouce that no Catlinlic holds
or mmay hold that the state would he called upon o dnspose G

ident cirizens. Reverence for 1he ingdividual

conscience forbids this, and the very nalure of religion aud of the
act of izith. 11 these be not voluntary, they are nonghl = Further.
it s agreed to by all that the members of sects wmst he permitied
the private external exercise of their religion. Neither of rhese
poinits, then, enters into the question, when one comes to delate the
problem of the “logical and juridical consequences™ of Cathalicism
as “'the religion of the state.” What is, however, very mwil in
question, is this: Would the Catholic state be nnder moral obliga:
tion {per se—as was slated at the very outset, oar whale discus-
sion has been moving at the level of principles) 1o restrict sects
i such matters as the public profession and exescise of their fulse
religion, in (heir propaganda. the spread of their heretical doctrines?

It is no seeret that the defenders of the "okl thesis™ ansser i
the affirmative. They consider such action by the state inlierent in

24 Leo XIIT, Ency. fawnertale Dei: “The Chorch 1s wand to tike cariet
hiced that no ene shall be forced to emirace the
will. for, as St. Augustine wisely remiinls us, ‘Aan cantat helieve ntherwise
than ai his swn free will.'™" The ze ix fouss] in the {
enict fontes  (hereinafter designated by CLCEF). cora
Gasparrt editi (Romae: Typis Polygiattis Vatic
and in DB, 1875; Engl transl, The Greal E
Lea X1 {New York: Beneiger Brothers, 1903, p,
Code of Canon Law, can. 752, 1; cam, 13510 Also, Pios X110, 00 h
Corporic Christi, June 29, 1943, in 445 XXXV (1743 : Erg. transl.
The Mystical Body of Christ (New York: The Awmerica 7o, 1221
Sce also Pins XII, Allocution 10 the Ronan Rita, Qct. 6, 1946, 448
KXXVIL (1946). 393 {.: Engl. transl. in T. Bonscaren, o Cawen
Divest, Supplement 1948 (Milwaukee: Bruce. 1949), pp. 255
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the logic of the state's duty to avvepl and profess Cathalicisuz a
sioas e Te-
s X1 hat

necessary counsequence uf the sivuation of Catholis
ligion af the state.™ " Aned thae @@ was e mind of
“the religion of the state™ wntailed some e of seetarian re-
striction, is candidly acknowledged by Fr, Movey®® To coanler
certain utterances of Mussolinl anent the hopors of the Lavran
Pacts {Treaty and Concordat), the Pope, in na letter of May 30,
1929, to Cardinal Gasparri, published in the Osseriafore Koiien
o June 5, 1920—twa days before the imal sagineation of the
Lateran Pacts—-forcefully insisted that it be “clewrds sod Tuvally
uaderstood that the Catholic religion, aned 1t b, aconmling
tne Statute and the Treaties, is the celigton of the FERTSH N SITH
legical and juriclical consequences of sacle a sitt:
tunai law, especinly with reference t prog
went on to add that full Bberty of discussion s inadanssable, smee
sonie forms of discassion can casily trick unenlightened auimds and
become 2 cloak for harmiul propaganda,®

- What Fr. Murray himseif actnally holds in his particalar watter
is not altogether clear. When he has oceasion to refer to such “con-
sequences,” he is inclined to add somc qualifications, as when he
writes, “ “logical and juridical consequencus’ that have historically
followed from that concept |“religion of the state ) :*% or when he
puts it that these consequences have heen “considered “logical.” 7
Un the other hand, 1 have not noted any assertion of T'r, Morray
that such consequences are not, in trath, “logical.” In the tight of
the stterances of Pius X[, given above, and of nther Popes, to he
quoted presently, such reticence is undersiandable. Fr. Murray
has been able to avoid facing up to the problem by disputing the
basic supposition of the problem, the theological necessity of “the
religion of the state™:

af consin-

Pehe Ve

Finally, the question is not whether, in o “constitutional situation"”
wherein i ensheined the concept of “religion of the state)” there fal-

7 See, for example, Ottaviani, ep, cit, 11 31-57.

% Theotogicol Studies, X (1949), 222,

WCE 445 XXI (1929), 3H; J. Lo Geasso, S.J. Eoclesin ¢t Status
(Rome: Gregorian University, [939), nn. 831 f.; Asmerica, fune 15, 1929,
pp. 219-220.

28 Theological” Studies, X (1949), 229: itulics mine.
M fhid, [83; italics mine.
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fow certain “logical and juridicid consequences” wih regand 10 the
suppression of other forms of belief ami worship.

For the theologiun, the basic question concerns that constitutionai
sttuation itsclf—is it or s it not the theologically neccssary, pernmangatly
valid, unalterahly ideal realization of Catholic principles en Chuerch-
state relationships? . . . Surely the answer tast T no?

But what if the answer must be ves? To ask this questsw s
been oae of the reasons for this paper.

I

It is time now that the Popes be heard om the madiers neder dis-
cussion in this paper. [ single out a few of the relevant utterances,
notably of Lea XUII. That this Poutitf more than noce appraved
the concept of “the religion of the staie” is conceded by Fr. Mur-
ray, who contends, however (if I understand him correctly, and
may sum up his views in my own words}, that Leo XTI did not
thereby wish to teach the theclogical necessity of “the religion of
the state”—his approval of the latter was given only because and
insofar as “the religion of the state™ was fien 1ccessary to cnsnte
the well-being of the Church, and of the state us well, against the
onslanghts of Continental Liberalism.®* 1 am prepared to grant
that Les XTII may have approved “the religion of the state” for
contingent reasons; but [ wn not preparced to grant that he ap-
proved it for such reasons efome. To iy mind, i bis vindication
of “the religion of the state” the Pope adduced at least one duc-
trinal reason, of permanent validity, for ‘‘the religion of the state.”
and thereby taught the theclogical necessity of the latter. The
reason? The state, qua state, must worship God, hecause it is a
creature of God.

In the Encyclical Fumanum genis, Apr. 20, 1884, the Ponrft
declared

To have in public matters ne care for religion, and in the arcangement
and administration of civil affairs to have no mare regard for Gad
than if He did not exist, is a rashness unknown (o the very paguns. . .
Human society, indecd, for which by nature we are formed, has bem:
constituted hy God the Author of nature; and from ITim, as from teir
principle and source, flow in ail their strength and permanence the

30 Ihid., 229, A Ihid, 230-33,
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cumtless benefits with which society abounds. As we are cach af us
admonished by the very voice of natwre o worstip Gud in piety aced
holiness, as the Giver unio us of life and of all that is good the
also and for the same reason, nations and States (papuli o civitaiest
are bound to worship ITim; and therefove iv is clear that {aose whn
would absolve society (csilem cosmsmmunilaler) Trome adl re

s oty

act not onfy unjustly but also swith ignorance and folly 32

Mare instructive stilt is the Iincyctical Dimwortale Dei, issued
Nov. ], 1885

As 2 consequence, the State (cardftatem). conslituted ws I is, is
clearly hound to act up to the manifald wnd weighry duties linking it ta
Gad, by the public profes: ion of religion. Nature and veason, which
command every individial devontly woczship faal in heliness, be-
ause we belong to Tim and owst retwrn o i sinee fosn Hin we
came, bind also the civil commumity by a like law. For ssen living 1o+

* gether it society are under the power of God no less than indivaduals

-are, and society, not less than individuals, owes gratitude to God, who

gave it being and mamtains it, and whose ever-bounteous guodness en-
riches it with countless blessings, Swce, theti no one 35 ailowed ta be

remiss in the service due to God, and since the chief duty of all men is
_10 cling to religion in both its teaching and practice—not sueh religirm
‘25 they may have a preference for, but the religion which God en-
" jeins, ahd which certain and most clear marks show tn be the only
one true religion—it ts a public erime to act as though there were na

God. So, too, is it a sin in the State not to have care for religion, s a

_something beyond its scupe, or as of no practical beneit; or out of
" many forms of religion to adopt that one which chimes in with the

fancy ; for we [better: “they’—civitates . . . debent| are huand abso-

lately to worship Godt in that way which He has shown to be His will.
_ All who rule, therefore, should hold in honor the holy nwune of God,
. and ome of their chief dutics must be to favor retigion, to protect it.. . ¥

Later in the same ncyclical, Leo X1 cites as repeelensible
the views:

The State {civitas) does not consider itseif honad by any kind of
duty towards God. Morenver, it believes thit it s not obhged o make
public_profession of any religion; or te tnguire which of the very
mﬁzny religions is the only ome true: or 0 prefer one redigion to all the
rest; or to show to any form of religion speciad favar ; but, ea the con-

”CICF I, 229; The Great Eneyclical Tetters of Fope Teo X1,
S A
 BCICF. III, 236 f.; The Great Encyelical Letters ., pp. 110 £
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trary. is bound to grant ecqual rights to every crowd, so il jub
order may not be disturbed by any particulsr form of religious beliet,

>ty e n

Perhaps most significant of afl is the pas
tiff's Encyelical Literfas, [une 20, 1888:

This kind of lihersy (liherty of cudi), if considered i relation tw the
State, clearly implics that there 18 no reasone why the Sute shooll ol
any homage to God, ot should desire any poblic reepgnithsi uf ITi
that no one farm of worship s 10 be preferecd o anedeel Tt
stand on an equal footing, no aceomt being aken of the relien of the
peaple, even if they prafess the Catholic fuith. Bul, o justify this,
must needs be tuken as troe that the Stite has o lutios towsis

or that such duties, if they exist, can be abandoned with e
of which assertions are wanifestly fadse. For it cannoi by dealited b
that, by the will of Coa, men are united in civi] sogiciy: whether it

Aty

component parts be considered: or itz form, which hnp}
or the object of its extstence; or the abundance af the vast sorvies
which it remders to man, God it is whe bas made van for socicty, and
has placed himin the company of others like himgelf, so that what was
wanting to his nature, and beyond his attainment 17 it ta his own re-
he might obtiin by assaciation with others, Whercfore civil
society (ciwilis sociclas, gnia societas est) st acknowhedge Gad as
tts Founder and Parent, and must obey and reverence His power aud
authority. Justice therefore forbids, and reason itself forbids, the Stue
to be godless; or to adapt a line of action which wonld end in geodless-
ness—namely, to treat the varions religions (as they cali them) alike,
and to bestow upon them promiscnonsly equal yighits and privikeges.
7 Since, then, the profession of one religion is necessary in the Star.
that religion most be professed which alone is true, and which can he
recogmized without difficulty, especially in Catholic States, beeanse the
marks of truth are, as it were, eRgtaven upon it, , 88
There is room for hut one wore relevant pronnunceinent of the
Popes, Pius X wrote in his Encyclical Fehesmenter s, Fel,
11, 1906
That the State should be separated from the Clureh is an ahsolotely
false and most perntcious thesis. For first, since it bused om the prins
ciple thut religion should be of no concern to the State, it dovs & grave
injury to God, He who is the founder and conserver of lusuan sociely
ne less than He is of individual men, far which reason He sheuld he
waorshipped not only privately bul also publicly.3¢

35 C1CF, 171, 304; The Creat Encyclical Letters .. ., pp. 130 1.
#6 CICF, JT1, 662.
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As I see it, these varions papal pronoiincements bear upen the
state, gua state; nol simply on Usociety” considersd as the pre-
political “matter” to which the slate imparts a palitical “farn,”
The state, to which man’s Gad-given sociai naure qnpels hau, is
a creature of God, asdd as such is bouned Ty the natorad Gaw 1o wor-
ship God, and {a the way Tle wills. Tihis be conceded, i shonld
not be neccssary to pursue any forvther
papal utterances for the vavions puints dis
sectiaon of this paper,

anificee of such

e previens

II

Intimately connected with the delide about religion ni the
state” and about the matter of “consuquences" flowing tharefrom,
is the question whether the government of a state can be said to
kave the right and duty of suppressing bervesy. By sappressing or
repressing heresy is not meant the “‘extermination” of heretics, or
the application of force or pressure to make the heterodox give up
their convictions. The question has rather to do with the nhibiting
of heretical propaganda, legal restrictions placed upon the public
circulation of heretical doctrines. It is Fr. Murray's oft-expressed

" . cotention that, s thest, a governmeni has no right or duty thus to

repress heresy.¥®  Correlatively, the Chureh would not bave the
right, i thesi, to call upon the gavernment to do s, This position
of bis is another of the substantial modifications wlich 17, Murray

‘believes should be made in the “oid thesis." And bere, again, [ am

not sure that he has proved his case, {n a puper already grown foo
long, it is not possible to discuss whether Fro Murray lsis success-
fully explained away various papal pronouncements uf an earlier
day, which are advanced as arguments against bis position. Tt
seems enough to follow the simpler course alreaty adopted in the
previons sections—--of asking whether Fr. Muoray bas considered
all the adverse arguments.

Namely, it scems to me that one must ponder the implications,
in the present matter, af Canon 1381, seetion 3. i the Code of
Canon Law *™ The latter, of course, is an aathoritative expression

3 See, for example, Fr. Marray’s “Coversmuertal Repression of Heresy,”
: g, - 22,

BCIC, can. 1381:

1. Religigsa iuventutis institutia in scholis quibuslibet anctoritati et in-
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of the mind of the contemporary Church on whad she vconsic

he her rights. Now, the Canon in question asserts that the rel

struction of { Catholic vonth 10 all schools whateoever {'p'l"‘lil‘
therefore, as well as Catholic), is subject to the amizority of and
supervision by the Chnrel {section Th; ihat the loeal €3 ]

have the right and duty of vigitance over all selonls § i

tory, lest anything be taught or done in these sclo

faith or morals (section 2); that the same Ordi
right to approve the teachers and text hocks of reii
demianad, i the intevests of religion atd morality, thil reacln
text-hooks be removed {section 3).
As T see ir, Canon 1331, section 3, amounts fo the ssertivs by
the Church of her vight to call upon the civii suathorities, wle
. trol the public schaols, 1o iuhibit the spread of heseay, Voo
the Church has called upon various states to acknowledge this her
right, as coulil readily he shown from varioas maders Concordats,
Now, since the Church may neither demand nor claiu the right o
demand, that civil authority do something illicit, it should follow
that civil authority, the government of a state, has, even in thesi,
the right, and, when called upon to exercise it, the duty of “re-
pressing heresy.”

That said, I conclude this attempt to indicate some of the reasons
why I have found it difficult to subscribe to Fr. Murray's views,
I have, uf course, too great respect fur the complexitivs of the
prablem, “What is the veritable ‘Catholic thesis'?” and oo great
a respect for Fr. Murray's superior grasp of those complexitics, to
suppose that the difficuities I have suggested are alivgetlier i
capable of solation. But, meanwhiie, they remain very real (il
culties for me, and they move me to say that a recent description of
the “old thesis” as “somewhat obsolescent™ s smnewhat pre-

inin,

mature.

GroRGE W, SHEA
Immaculate Conception Seminary
Dartington, N. J.

2, Ordinariis Jocorum ius ¢t officium est vigilandi ne i qnibvavis schalis
sm ‘territorii quidquara contra fidetn vel bonus mores Frad; ant hat,
Eisdem similiter fus est approbandi retigioniz mag b libros:
itemgue, recligionis morumque causa, exigendi ot tzm tri tutm lihri
remeveantor.
3, the review of Hervéd, op. cit,, by Sheedy, C.5.C. in Stecuinm,




THE MARIAN CHARACTER OF THE REDEMPTION

(1) Mary's consent to the Incarnation hy fiself tonnld asswre o

Marian note to the Redomption.

“God sent the angel Gabric) to a city ol Gadilee ciiled Nazareth,
where a virgin dwelt, betrothed to a o of David’s leage; his
name was Joseph, and the virgin's natue was Marv, oo her pres-
ence the angel came and said . . . Mary, dvowa be airaid, thou hast
found favour in the sight of God. Aand behald, thon shait concerve
in thy womb, and shalt hear a son, and shwdi call hin Jesus, He
shall be great, and »uen will know him er the Bon of the most
High. . . . The Haly Spivic will come upan thee, and the power
of the most High will overshadow thee. Thus tics holy wHspring
of thine shall be known for the Son of Ged. . .. 2 Aud Mary saunl,
Behold the handmaid of the Tard; let it he unto we aceording to
thy word.™?

- Was Mary unaware of the contets and of the scope of this
" celestial message? Could we dare pretend this without wronging
God? Can we assert the same without dishonoring His Mother
Would not the Incarnation cease to be a mystery of wisdom and
" .of love if it had had to be accomplished by offending ran's liberty
.and by diminishing his responsibility ?
~ Ungquestionably, the young Virgin did nnt as vet kuow, for the
moment, all the cvents which must encompass the existence of
-her Son ; but she knows exuctly the couseguences of her acceptance.

She had read, in the Ioly Scriptures, {be divine promises, in

patticular the prophecies of Daniel {(6:13-14} and those of Lsaius

(53:1-12) concerning the Servant of God, His suflerings, His

ignominious death. QOften had she medilated apon the afflictions

and torments of the future Redeemer, forescen by the Prophet
of the Passion. “But he was wounded for onr iniguities: he was
bruised for our sins. The chastisement GE our peace was apon hin:
and by his bruises we are healed.”™
In the eyes of Mary, to conceive and bear the Messiah did not
mean to engender a future viclor who woulld cover himself with
_glory; on the contrary, it meant v hecoww e mother of onc
despised, scoffed at, enveloped in opprobrium, and crowned with

1fuke 1:26-38. 2 fsaiug 5315,
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