
PRINCIPLES UNDERLYING TRADITIONAL 

CHURCH-STATE DOCTRINE

D uring  the past few  years several articles have been published  

in The American Ecclesiastical Review and elsew here  in support of 

w hat the authors of these articles and m any other C atholics  

consider to be the traditional C atholic teaching on the proper  

relations betw een the C atholic C hurch and civil societies. The  

doctrine  set forth  and  defended in  these  papers  is that sum m ed  up  

in the letter Longinqua oceani, w ritten by Pope Leo X II 1 to the  

A rchbishops and B ishops of the U nited  States, and dated Jan. 6, 

1805.

For the C hurch  am ongst you, unopposed  by  the C onstitution and governm ent 

of your nation, fettered by  no  hostile  legislation, protected against violence by 

the com m on law s and the im partiality of the tribunals, is free to live and act 

w ithout hindrance. Y et, though all th is is true, it w ould be very  erroneous to  

draw  the conclusion that in A m erica is to be sought the type of the m ost 

desirable status of the C hurch, or that it w ould be universally law ful or 

expedient for State  and C hurch  to  be, as in A m erica, dissevered  and divorced. 1

1 The original Latin text reads as follow s. “H oc enim  Ecclesiae apud vos 

concessum  est, non repugnante tem peratione civitatis, ut nullis legum prae

pedita vinclis, contra vim defensa iure com m uni iustitiaeque indiciorum , 

tu tam  obtineat vivendi agendique sine offensione  facultatem . Sed  quam quam  

haec vera sunt, tam en error to lendus, ne quis hinc sequi existim et, petendum  

ab  A m erica  exem plum  optim i Ecclesiae  status: aut universe licere  vel expedire, 

rei civilis reique sacrae distractas dissociatasque, m ore am ericano, rationes.” 

This text is found in Codicis iuris canonici fontes, edited by  C ardinal G asparri 

(Polyglot V atican Press, 1933), III, 461 f. The translation is found in The 

Great Encyclical Letters of Pope Leo XIII (N ew Y ork: B enziger B rothers, 

1903), p. 323.
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In  the  Longinqua oceani Pope Leo  X III described  our  A m erican  

system  of relations  betw een  the  civil society  and  religion  as one in  

w hich the “rei civilis reique sacrae . . . rationes” are “separated  

and dissociated.” This condition is said to be 1) not objectively  

the best status for the C hurch, 2) illicit in som e countries and  

under som e circum stances, and 3) som etim es and in som e  

countries inexpedient. B y  clear im plication  the  Longinqua oceani 

rem inds us that th is condition is both licit and expedient as it 

stands in the U nited States.
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The m en w ho have w ritten in support of th is position have  

alw ays m aintained  that, since th is is the  authoritative teaching  of 

a R om an Pontiff, it is som ething w hich all C atholics should  

accept w ith a true and sincere in ternal assent. They  are likew ise  

convinced that there is am ple and m anifest theological evidence  

in support of th is position. U nfortunately , how ever, there are  

certain portions of that evidence w hich they have not had the  

opportunity to explain at any length during the course of their 

discussions on th is subject.

The reason w hy  som e sections of the theological background  of 

their ow n position have not been brought out at any length  

during  the  course of the  contem porary  discussions on  C hurch and  

state  by  the  theologians w ho  have  defended the traditional theses  

is to be found in the predom inantly polem ic function of their 

w ritings. They w ere alm ost alw ays engaged in trying to show  

that certain  propositions presented, on the one hand by  enem ies  

of the C atholic C hurch, and on the other by theologians w hose  

view s  on  th is  subject differed  from  their  ow n, w ere not acceptable. 

H ence their w ritings have, in great m easure, been geared to  

positions other than that w hich they them selves accepted and  

defended. A s a result, in the m inds of som e at least am ong their 

readers, their position has appeared to be m ore negative than  

positive, m ore a rejection of teachings w hich they have deem ed  

unw arranted than a presentation of a definite and positive  

teaching consonant w ith and m ade im perative by som e of the  

fundam ental truths in the body of C atholic doctrine.

So it w as that, in 1946, the article entitled “Time and Pope  

Leo” 2 centered around a protest against the new s m agazine  

Time's contention that Pope Leo X III had condem ned “ the  

U .S. principle of separation of C hurch and State,” and its  

assertion that, “Though Leo ’s view s are still repeated by a few  

academ ic theologians, they are largely ignored by the U .S. 

hierarchy.” In  th is case the inaccuracy  of the first claim  could  be  

show n by an appeal to the w ords of Pope Leo, and the second  

assertion is m anifestly self-contradictory. The “academ ic theo 

logians” w ho, according  to Time itself, upheld the great Pontiff’s  

teachings are the very m en w ho teach as the B ishops ’ repre

sentatives in the B ishops ’ schools.

» AER, 114, 5 (May, 1946), 369-75.
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Later that sam e year AER carried still another controversial 

article on C hurch and state. It w as entitled “The ( atholic  

C hurch and Freedom  of R eligion,” 3 and it com m ented upon the  

inaccurate and m isleading use m ade of D r. C onnell ’s brochure, 

Freedom of Worship, by the bitterly anti-Catholic Cnristi-αη 

Herald and by the religious editors of Time. A paper, "I he  

Theology of the C hurch and of the State,” read to the second  

annual m eeting  of the C atholic 'rheological Society of A m erica in  

B oston, and published in the 1946 volum e of that Society ’s 

Proceedings, com m ented on the pertinent pontifical teachings  

during the reigns of G regory X V I, Pius IX , and Leo X I II.4

A ll of the m ore recent AER articles w hich hace upheld the  

literal accuracy and the authoritative character of the Leonine  

teachings on C hurch and state m ust be classified as parts of a  

debate w hich has been carried on w ithin the ranks of the A m eri

can theologians them selves. W ithin th is group w e m ust list D r. 

C onnell’s brilliant paper on ‘‘C hrist the K ing of C ivil rulers,” 5 

and his tw o  direct replies to Fr. M urray,6 as w ell as the  tw o  w ell- 

know n articles by  D r. Shea,7 and m y  ow n attem pt to  sum m arize  

and to evaluate the first part of the discussion betw een D r. 

Shea  and Fr. M urray. D r. M artin ’s explanation of the nature of 

the state, and of the various erroneous theories w hich have been  

offered on th is subject belongs sim ilarly to th is sam e field of 

discussion.8

D irectly pertinent to th is sam e controversy have been the  

various papers published in AER on the doctrinal authority of 

papal encyclicals and  on  the  nature  and  the  authoritative  force of

F 3 AER, 115, 4 (O ct. 1946), 286-301. D r. C onnell’s pam phlet w as publisher! 

in*1944 by the Paulist Press in N ew  Y ork. It w as the reprint of an article in  

Columbia, 23, 3 (D ec. 1943), 6 ff. The offending articles appeared in the  

Christian Herald, 69, 8 (A ug. 1946), 51, and  in Time, 48, 5 (July  29, 1916), 56.

4 Proceedings of The Catholic Theological Society of America, 2 (1946), 15-46.

* AER, 119, 4 (O ct. 1948), 244-53.

6 “The Theory of the ‘Lay State,' ” AER, 125, 1 (July, 1951), 7-18, and  

“R eply  to  Father M urray,” AER, 126, 1 (Jan. 1952), 49-59.

7 “C atholic D octrine and ‘The R eligion of the State, ’ ” AER, 123, 3 (Sept. 

1950), 161-74, and “C atholic O rientations on C hurch and State,” AER, 125, 

6 (D ec. 1951), 405-16.

8 “The  State: Its Elem ents,” A ER, 125,3 (Sept. 1951), 177-95. : 
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the H oly Father’s ordinary magisterium.9 D r. B enard ’s critique  

of certain aspects of the “Springfield plan,’ ’ w ith  its m agnificent 

explanation  of the C atholic principles of to lerance, w as not w rit

ten w ith direct reference to th is or to any controversy am ong  

C atholic theologians.10 It has, nevertheless, been of im m ense  

value in the course of th is discussion.

N either in  the  individual nor in the aggregate have  these papers  

attem pted  to  offer even  a  sketch of the  basic  theological principles  

upon  w hich the traditional position  on the in terrelations betw een  

the C atholic C hurch and civil societies is founded. Y et these are  

principles w hich  m ust be know n  and understood  if th is  traditional 

teaching is to be appreciated for w hat it is, and recognized as a  

genuine and positive theological doctrine, rather than as a m ere  

point from  w hich  attacks on other theories  can  originate.

The first of these principles is an expression of the nature of 

religion itself. It is a statem ent of the fact that objectively  

religion is nothing m ore or less than the paym ent of the  debt of 

acknow ledgem ent w hich all rational creatures ow e to G od.

Thus, by its very nature, the w ork of religion is som ething  

w hich every rational creature m ust perform  if that creature is 

objectively to be m orally good. It is a m oral evil to  w ithhold  

from  a fellow  creature the  good  w hich  is really  due to  him . It is a  

m uch m ore serious m oral evil to fail to pay to G od the debt of 

acknow ledgem ent actually  due to H im  because of H is suprem e  

goodness and because of our absolute and entire dependence  

upon H im .

The next principle has to  do  w ith  the  extent of the  obligation  of 7  

religion or w orship. Since m an is to tally  dependent upon G od,

’“The D octrinal A uthority of Papal Encyclicals," AER, 121, 2, 3 (A ug., 

Sept. 1949), 136-50; 210-20; “The R eligious A ssent D ue to the Teachings of 

Papal Encyclicals," AER, 123, 1 (July, 1950), 59-67; “The Lesson of the  

Humani Generis,” AER, 123, 5 (N ov. 1950), 359-78; “The Humani Generis 

and Its Predecessors,” AER, 123, 6 (D ec. 1950), 452-58 ; “The Humani 

Generis and the H oly Father ’s O rdinary M agisterium ,” AER, 125, 1 (July, 

1951), 53-62; “C hrist the Teacher and the Stability of C atholic D ogm a,”  

AER, 125, 3 (Sept. 1951), 208-19. A lso pertinent to  the discussion w ere “The  

R elation of the C hristian State to the C atholic C hurch according to the  

Pontificale Romanum,” AER, 123, 3 (Sept: 1950), 214-18, and “The  Status  of a  

C ontroversy,” A ER, 124, 6 (June, 1951), 451-58.

10 .4  ER, 114, 1 (Jan. 1946), 1-12.
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there is no  realm  or section of hum an life w hich can be exem pted  

from  th is obligation of acknow ledging G od ’s suprem e goodness. 

Thus, not only  individual m en, but also all societies or groups of 

m en are bound  to  pay  that debt of acknow ledgem ent. If they  tail 

to m ake that acknow ledgem ent, their conduct is objectively  

lacking a good w hich it should include.

O ne factor w hich can and docs obscure th is principle in the  

m inds of som e m en  is a confused and im perfect notion of religion  

itself. W hen they fail to see the virtue of religion for w hat it 

really  is, a  potential part of justice, they  are inclined to  look upon  

the field of its exercise as in som e w ay circum scribed. They do  

not com e to  realize that the  w ork  of religion  is, in the last analysis, 

the  paym ent of the  real debt or  obligation  of acknow ledgem ent on  

the part of the creature of his com plete dependence upon G od, 

and of G od ’s sovereign excellence. Thus, if they  com e to  im agine  

that religion has no m ore m eaning than that contained in the  

basic concept of th is reality ordinarily set forth in m anuals of 

com parative  religion  or history  of religion, they  w ill never be able  

to appreciate the genuine obligation incum bent upon all indi

viduals and upon  all groups of m en to  w orship  G od.

N ow  it is perfectly  obvious that under certain circum stances, 

som e groups, states, fam ilies, and other societies, arc not in a  

position to perform  corporate or social acts of w orship. Such a  

case occurs, of course, w hen the m em bership of the group is 

sharply  divided  in religious belief. W here different m em bers of a  

fam ily have different religions, the fam ily as such cannot have  

its ow n act of w orship. Likew ise, w here the various citizens of a  

state have different religious persuasions, it is evident that the  

state itself is not in a position to  exercise its ow n act of religion, 

and  to  pay  its  ow n  debt of acknow ledgem ent to  G od.

In such cases the non-perform ance of the religious act by the  

group  or com m unity m ay w ell be m orally  excusable. A fter all, 

the obligation of the society  to  pay  its debt of acknow ledgem ent 

or w orship is definitely consequent upon the obligations of the  

individual hum an beings that com pose the group. B ut, even  

under such circum stances, it is utterly incorrect to  say that the  

condition  of the com m unity  or group  w hich  does not offer social 

w orship  to  G od is, in the  strictest sense of the term , a  good th ing. 

A  state  or any  other com m unity  m ay  not be in a position to  pay
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th is  debt of acknow ledgem ent or religion to  G od, but that failure  

to w orship, despite its practical necessity , rem ains som ething - 

objectively  deplorable.

H ence, even on these grounds, the failure or the inability of a  

civil society to concern itself w ith the acts of religion m ust not 

be considered as a good  or desirable th ing. The  condition  of such  

a state, even though  it be the only  one possible under a  given set 

of circum stances, cannot be thought of as ultim ately and com 

pletely fitting or proper for any group or organization of m en. 

It is never simpliciter a good th ing to have any individual or 

any group of individuals w ithhold the paym ent of the debt of 

acknow ledgem ent and gratitude due to the liv ing  G od.

Still another principle  w hich  m ust be kept in  m ind for a proper 

grasp of the theology of C hurch and state is the truth that G od  

w ills  that the  debt of religion  should  be payed to  H im  in  a  definite 

and supernatural w ay. It is H is right to prescribe the m ethod  

according  to  w hich H e is to  be  w orshipped, and H e has seen  fit to  

exercise that right. H is m essage, the divine public and super

natural revelation w hich com es to us in the C atholic C hurch, 

carries w ith  it m anifest signs of its  ow n  authenticity .

A ccording  to  that m essage, the one acceptable and authorized C  

social w orship  of G od  is to  be  found  sum m ed  up  in the Eucharistic  

sacrifice of the C atholic C hurch. It is G od's  w ill that m en  should  

pay the debt of acknow ledgem ent and gratitude they ow e to  

H im  in the  w orship  and according  to  the rite of H is ow n C hurch.

H ence  it follow s that religion  and  the  C hurch  are  not in  the  best 

or the m ost desirable position in a land w here, even  for perfectly  

valid and acceptable reasons, the  civil society itself does not w or

ship G od according to the rites of the C hurch. This holds true  

even  w here  the C hurch  show s a  freedom  and  vitality  greater than  

those it m anifests in som e of the  countries w here the  civil society  

has offered  the true  and  C atholic  w orship  to  G od.

This is precisely the point w hich Pope Léo  X III brought out so  

forcefully  in  his letter to  the hierarchy  of the U nited  States. The  

great Pontiff never lost sight of the fact that the  C atholic C hurch  

is actually  the M ystical B ody  of Jesus C hrist O ur Lord. It is H is  

instrum ent for the sanctification and the enlightenm ent of the  

people for w hom  H e died on the C ross. It judges the w orld and  

its affairs in the light of H is standards, not in the light of the
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norm s used by the w orld itself. H ence it cannot and w ill not 

describe som e condition as fully desirable in w hich the benefits  

that accrue to  it and to its m em bers com e precisely from t he in 

ability ' of the civil society to w orship G od in the C hurch s 

Eucharistic sacrifice. D espite the undoubted fact that the  

m aterial and even the spiritual prosperity of the C hurch w ere  

greater here than in lands w here the C atholic religion w as recog 

nized and accepted by the civil society , Pope Leo w as bound to  

insist that the non-recognition of the C hurch and the non- 

acceptance of its w orship by the state could not enter as factors  

in to  the best and  m ost desirable  condit ion  of the  ( 'atholic C hurch

Zeal for G od as w ell as charity for our neighbor and for our 

ow n country stand  behind th is teaching  of Pope Leo ’s. It w ould  

seem  difficult in the extrem e for a person w ho really loves G od  

and w ho  w ills and  w orks to  have H is nam e  glorified to  consider as  

ultim ately and absolutely satisfactory a situation in w hich the  

civil society does not pay its debt of religion to H im . The  

in tention that G od ’s nam e be glorified, the in tention w hich w e  

beg G od to fulfill every tim e w e repeat the first petition of the  

Lord ’s Prayer, involves a  desire that the  acknow ledgem ent due to  

G od should actually be given to H im . O bviously the m an w ho  

w ould consider the situation of the C hurch as ultim ately and  

absolutely  satisfactory  in a nation or country  w hich as such docs  

not w orship G od according to the rite of the C atholic C hurch  

does not consider th is w orship by a civil society or nation as  

com pletely  desirable.

Furtherm ore, the affection w hich, by  G od ’s com m and, w e ow e  

to our ow n fellow -citizens and to our ow n country itself m ust 

m ilitate against the acceptance of a separation of C hurch from  

state  or of religion from  the  state as ultim ately  satisfactory. The  

love w e ow e our neighbors is a love of charity , a love of benevo 

lence, through w hich w e w ill, seriously and sincerely , that these  

people m ay have the benefits of w hich they  stand in need. The  

one absolutely  necessary  goal w hich G od  has set for all m en is t he  

supernatural possession of H im self in the B eatific V ision, a pos

session  w hich  G od w ills that they  should  enjoy  in the unity  of the  

C hurch trium phant in heaven. A s the H oly Father has brought 

out forcefully and sharply in his encyclical Humani generis, th is  

eternal salvation is a goal w hich m en can not attain apart from
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the C atholic C hurch  itself." W hen  w e consider as ultim ately  and  

absolutely satisfactory  a situation in w hich the state, by reason  

of the diversity of religious tenets am ong its ow n citizens, does  

not actually w orship G od according to the rites of the C atholic  

C hurch, w e are thereby branding as ultim ately satisfactory a  

situation in w hich great num bers of our ow n neighbors rem ain  

apart from that C hurch w hich is truly requisite for eternal 

salvation. Such  an attitude  is clearly  incom patible  w ith the true  

charity or love of benevolence according to w hich w e sincerely  

w ill and in tend to  bring these neighbors  of ours, to  the extent of 

our ability , the good th ings w hich are helpful and necessary to  

them .

The affection  of charity  dem ands that w e should rejoice  in and  

be grateful for the good th ings w hich the beneficiaries of our  

charity possess. Thus w e m ust thank  G od for the freedom  and  

the in tellectual and m aterial prosperity  of our ow n nation. That 

sam e affection of charity , how ever, forbids us to be com placent 

about the  w ants  and  the ills of those about us. W e have no  right, 

as the m em bers of the household of the faith , to  rem ain  satisfied  

that m any  of our ow n fellow -citizens  stay  deprived  of the  fruits  of 

both the tem poral and the in ternal m issions of the H oly G host. 

That these individuals are not jo ined to  O ur Lord by  either the  

inw ard or the outw ard bonds of unity w ith H im  is their m is

fortune.

O ur ow n beloved nation is not in a position to  offer its official 

and  corporate  w orship  to  G od  according  to  the  rite  of the  true  and  

C atholic C hurch  only  because of the  fact that m any  of our fellow 

citizens  have  and  profess  either a  false  religion  or no  religion  at all. 

O bviously, if w e are to th ink and to speak according to thë  

dictates of true faith and  charity , w e cannot, in  any  w ay  w hatso 

ever, believe that th is situation is absolutely the best and ulti

m ately satisfactory for our fellow -A m ericans, for our country  

itself, or for the C hurch.

U nder the definite circum stances in w hich w e live, w ith the  

various religious beliefs and the lack of belief existent am ong  

A m ericans, it is obviously  best that all religions  should be treated

11 “A liqui necessitatem pertinendi ad veram Ecclesiam , ut sem piterna  

attingatur salus, ad vanam  form ulam  reducunt” (L'Osservatore Romano, A ug. 

21-22, 1950).
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alike according to our A m erican law . A fter all, w e constitute a 

nation. The law  and the governm ent of a nation are definitely  

m eant to  aid us in our essential civil task  of living  together peace

fully and of bringing about our ow n corporate and individual 

tem poral w elfare. O ur law s and governm ent, as they  stand, con 

tribute adm irably tow ards the accom plishm ent of th is essential 

civil task. They  protect the  freedom  w e need and  cherish.

The anti-C atholic agitators of our tim e are obviously plotting  

against the very essence of our peaceful life as a nation. Their  

reckless and vulgar diatribes against C atholic A m ericans and (he  

C atholic C hurch as w ell as their spurious philosophy  of freedom  

are aim ed to  incite the non-Catholics of the U nited States to  dis

like and distrust, and if possible, to persecute, their C atholic  

fellow -A m ericans. It is distinctly  to  the credit of the m ajority ’ of 

A m erican non-C atholics that they instinctively recognize the  

seditious nature of th is anti-Catholic ranting. They see that, if 

the agitators w ere successful, there w ould be in ternal discord and  

strife w ithin our nation, and the very  purpose of our civil society  

w ould be frustrated.

It w ould seem  that the m ost serious and dam aging effect pro 

duced  by  these  agitators has been w ithin the realm  of our A m eri

can C atholic literature. The anti-Catholic agitators are con 

tinually charging that C atholics are striving to do aw ay w ith  

freedom of religion in the U nited States. In answ ering these  

m en, som e of our less skillful apologists becom e so confused that 

they actually give the im pression that C atholics are com pletely  

and  absolutely  satisfied  w ith  the  situation  here in  A m erica today, 

that w e believe it to be best that m any of our fellow -citizens 

should rem ain as they are, apart from O ur Lord, from H is 

C hurch, and from  H is true religion. U nm indful of the constant 

and devoutly  sincere prayer of the C hurch that all of those w ho  

w ander apart from  ecclesiastical union  and fellow ship  w ith C hrist 

should be brought by G od ’s grace in to that fellow ship, these  

w riters describe as ultim ately good and satisfactory  a situation  

in w hich the nation itself takes no m ore cognizance of the true  

religion than it does of false system s of w orship.

It is the divinely infused virtue of charity that dictates the  

prayers of the C hurch that all m en m ay be brought in to union  

w ith C hrist w ithin the ecclesiastical fellow ship. A ccording  to  the  
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order of that charity , our prayers in th is direction should be  

m ost in tense in favor of those w ho arc closest to us, our ow n  

fellow -citizens. W e w ould  be denying  the force of that m issionary  

charity w ithin the C hurch, or m isjudging the nature of the  

C hurch  itself, w ere w e in any w ay  to  give the im pression that w e  

do  not care w hether our fellow -A m ericans enter the true C hurch  

or not. The true religion is the great good w hich w e desire for 

our fellow -citizens and for our country. The true C hurch, out

side of w hich there is no  salvation, is likew ise a great and neces

sary good w e seek for the m en and the nation w e love, in the  

affection of charity .

There is one m ore principle w hich m ust be taken  in to  consider

ation for any proper understanding of the traditional C atholic  

position on C hurch-state relations. In the passage from the  

Longinqua oceani, quoted on the first page of th is article, Pope  

Leo X III taught that “ it w ould be very erroneous to draw  the  

conclusion . . . that it w ould be universally  law ful or expedient for 

State  and  C hurch to  be, as in A m erica, dissevered  and  divorced.”  

The clear inference of th is passage is that th is situation is allow 

able and expedient in A m erica, as the only m eans by w hich the  

civil society  can  operate  properly  in the  situation  in w hich A m eri

cans profess m any different religions or none at all. There is, 

how ever, likew ise the clear inference that in som e cases the non 

profession of the C atholic religion by the civil society w as a  

definite m oral w rong.

The significance of that statem ent becom es apparent from  a  

study of the C atholic dogm a set forth in the V atican C ouncil’s 

first dogm atic constitution, the Dei Filius. This docum ent de

clares that. “ If anyone  should say  that the faithful and those w ho  

have never arrived at the only true faith are in a like situation, 

so that C atholics can have a legitim ate reason for w ithholding  

their assent from  and doubting, until they shall have com pleted  

the scientific proof of the credibility and the truth of their ow n  

faith, that faith w hich they have already received under the  

C hurch ’s magisterium, let him  be anathem a.” 12 The text of the  

th ird  chapter of th is constitution declares that “ those w ho have  

received the faith under the C hurch ’s magisterium can never

12 DB, 1815.



have any legitim ate cause for changing that faith or doubting

13 DB, 1794 .
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The active separation of the C hurch from  the state in countries  

w hich previously w ere C atholic and w hich had previously, as  

civil societies, paid their real debt of religion to G od according  

to the true w orship of the C atholic C hurch w as m anifestly the  

w ork of individuals w ho had ceased to  profess the C atholic faith . 

It w as a part of the m echanics of that changing  or rejection of t he  

true faith w hich the C hurch has alw ays recognized as inherently  

an evil th ing. In such countries, the condition could be called  

neither legitim ate nor expedient.

The thesis that the state or the civil society is objectively obli

gated to w orship G od according to the rite of the C atholic religion  

thus stem s basically from  a realization of the fact that the debt of 

religion is a real obligation incum bent upon every hum an being  

and every social unit, and from a recognition of the truth that 

there is only one objectively acceptable religious w orship, that 

w hich is paid to G od w ithin the fram ew ork of O ur Lord ’s M ysti

cal B ody. This thesis is likew ise in line w ith the fundam ental prin 

ciple of C atholic m issiology, the truth that G od w ills that all m en  

should enter H is one true C hurch. Thus it refuses to see as 

genuinely and ultim ately desirable and good a situation in w hich  

som e m en, even though through no fault of their ow n, are not 

citizens of G od ’s supernatural kingdom  on earth .
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A nsw ers to Q uestions

A N A SSISTA N T PRIEST A T A G O LD EN JU B ILEE

Question: Is it perm itted to have an assistant priest at the  

golden jubilee m ass of the priest? R ecently ' I have seen the  

assistant priest w earing  a  stole w hich I feel is incorrect. W hat is 

the correct dress for an assistant priest?

Answer: The C ode of C anon Law  is very  clear on the question  

of an assistant priest. It clearly states that B ishops and other 

Prelates entitled to the use of the Pontificals (crosier and m iter)  

m ay have an assistant priest w hen celebrating H oly M ass. The  

C ongregation of R ites perm its an assistant priest for the first 

Solem n M ass of a new ly ordained priest. (S .R .C . N o. 3564,2). 

The occasion of a silver or golden jubilee does not w arrant the  

presence of an assistant priest, for the C ode says it is not law ful 

“ to have an assistant priest m erely for the sake of honour or 

solem nity .”

Should the presence of an assistant priest be justified the  

proper dress for him is the surplice over w hich he w ears the  

am ice and  cope  w hich  w ill correspond  in  color to  the  vestm ents of 

the day. W earing  the stole is entirely  incorrect.

PA TR O N A L FEA ST D A Y

Question: A  nun has asked m e w hen she should celebrate her 

feast day, St. B ernadette, Feb. 18 or A pril 16. M ay w e be  

enlightened?

Answer: O ur good nun can m ake her ow n selection for her 

patron unless one or the other w as specifically designated w hen  

she received the nam e of B ernadette.

V O TIV E M A SSES

Question: W here does one find the votive M asses for the  

N ativity of O ur Lord and for the M ystery  of the R esurrection?

Answer: The M asses of the greater feasts of O ur Lord like  

C hristm as and Easter m ay never be said as votive M asses. A s
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