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Introduction
Charles De Koninck

Charles De Koninck was a prominent Catholic philosopher and theologian of the 20th century. Born in Belgium, he earned a Ph.D. at Louvain and an S.T.D. at Laval University in Quebec, where he served as a professor of natural philosophy from 1934 until his death in 1965. In fact, De Koninck had become so prominent that Laval University named the school’s center of philosophy after him. Among many other achievements, he notably participated in the Vatican II Council as a theological expert and acted as advisor to Cardinal Roi of Montreal.
De Koninck was, himself, proficient in a number of languages: French, English, Flemish, German and Spanish. In addition, he learned Greek and Latin from the time he was a boy. Though he primarily wrote in French, his native language, he also wrote a number of works in English. English-speaking philosophers, who studied under him at Laval University, have up to now read his texts in French, which has been possible in particular since they are familiar with his ideas and are well versed in classical and scholastic philosophy. Nevertheless, De Koninck’s English-speaking students still find it challenging to read his texts in French, as both the content and style of his writings are dense. Though followers of De Koninck from a generation ago had the benefit of knowing De Koninck’s mind or were able to ask him questions directly and discuss various points, the modern generation of followers lacks either the background or the language skills needed to understand his texts. Not only do these students no longer have direct access to De Koninck, the philosophical climate has greatly changed, and this generation is desperately in need of the wisdom bestowed by thinkers like De Koninck. In fact, many have recently recognized the value of his work and expressed a desire for translations of his French works. For example, Boston University is considering creating a course in De Koninck, and several liberal arts schools, both Catholic and secular, have also expressed interest in promoting a kind of De Koninck “revival”.  

As I have been a long time admirer of De Koninck, I saw the thesis as an ideal opportunity for me to continue in this field of study, which is not only of interest to me, but to other philosophers as well. I have had the good fortune of studying under several direct students of De Koninck, who have given me invaluable guidance and suggestions. My hope is that this translation will provide the new generation of philosophers a better understanding of De Koninck’s message.

Every Man is My Neighbor is a collection of commentaries on global events that occurred during and shortly after the 1950s. In this collection of essays, two of which were originally written in English (Chapters III and VII), De Koninck discusses political issues concerning Quebec and the world from a philosophical point of view. In doing so, he delivers universal principles that shed light on various points and issues that are indeed relevant today. 

Perennial Philosophy

De Koninck, a strict Thomist (follower of the principles of Thomas Aquinas), favored themes that brought to bear certain principles of perennial wisdom. Every Man is My Neighbor discusses in large part a matter of great controversy that was particular to the Canadian province of Quebec, namely the question of confessional and non-confessional schools. However, he also discussed principles of perennial wisdom that arose from this issue. What differentiates De Koninck’s work is that he addresses points of great philosophical importance that are quite often overlooked in discussions on current events. Every Man is My Neighbor contains wisdom that pertains to the nature of faith and knowledge, the rights of parents, the State, the definition of patriotism and the fight against anti-semitism, among many other topics. When he addresses reality from a philosophical point of view, he also addresses the very nature of theology, which looks not just to the facts of a matter to find truth, but considers the reasons as well.  In this respect, De Koninck did not seek to address issues concerning Quebec alone, but rather used this example to look at issues from a higher point of view, a theological standpoint with deeper significance. This is an important point to keep in mind. Insofar as De Koninck was concerned with drawing out perennial truths, he was speaking to people who were familiar with theological and philosophical terms of a scholastic order. Though he uses language that has meaning in contemporary parlance, he speaks in light of scholastic philosophy.

Language of Scholastic Philosophy

The Catholic Encyclopedia discusses the issue of terminology in scholastic philosophy and theology: “..it should be remembered that the Scholastics of the thirteenth century-and it was not they but their successors who were guilty of the grossest sins of style-were confronted with a terminological problem unique in the history of thought. They came suddenly into possession of an entirely new literature, the works of Aristotle. They spoke a language, Latin, on which the terminology of Aristotle in metaphysics psychology etc., had made no impression. Consequently, they were obliged to create all at once Latin words and phrases to express the terminology of Aristotle, a terminology remarkable for its extent, its variety, and its technical complexity. They did it honestly and humbly, by translating Aristotle's phrases literally; so that many a strange-sounding Latin phrase in the writings of the Schoolmen would be very good Aristotelean [sic] Greek, if rendered word for word into that language. The Latin of the best of the Scholastics may be lacking in elegance and distinction; but no one will deny the merits of its rigorous severity of phrase and its logical soundness of construction. Though wanting the graces of what is called the fine style, graces which have the power of pleasing but do not facilitate the task of the learner in philosophy, the style of the thirteenth-century masters possesses the fundamental qualities, clearness, conciseness, and richness of technical phrase.”

The philosophy of scholasticism is the philosophy of the 'schools,' i.e. the tradition which arose in the medieval universities. It is associated with the methods of the major philosophers of the 13th and 14th centuries, namely Aquinas, Scotus, and Ockham. The language of De Koninck was the language of scholastic philosophy and theology by which common terms took on technical meanings. Both French and English are rooted in Latin. When translating, the translator should opt for vocabulary that expresses these Latin roots. For example, the Church favors the translation from the Latin substantia into the English or French substance. This holds great theological importance as substantia, which is taken from the Greek hypostasis, refers to the first of Aristotle's categories. It signifies being as existing in and by itself, and serving as a subject or basis for accidents and accidental changes. The Catholic Dictionary explains some of the implications of the meaning of substance:

The Scholastics, who accepted Aristotle's definition, also distinguished primary substance (substantia prima) from secondary substance (substantia secunda): the former is the individual thing -- substance properly so-called; the latter designates the universal essence or nature as contained in genus and species. And, again, substance is either complete, e. g. man, or incomplete, e.g. the soul; which, though possessing existence in itself, is united with the body to form the specifically complete human being. The principal division; however, is that between material substance (all corporeal things) and spiritual substance, i. e. the soul and the angelic spirits. The latter are often called substantiœ separatœ, to signify that they are separate from matter, i. e. neither actually conjoined with a material organism nor requiring such union as the natural complement of their being (St. Thomas, "Contra Gentes", II, 91 sqq.). St. Thomas further teaches that the name substance cannot properly be applied to God, not only because He is not the subject of any accidents, but also because in Him essence and existence are identical, and consequently He is not included in any genus whatever. For the same reason, it is impossible that God should be the formal being of all things (esse formale omnium), or, in other words, that one and the same existence should be common to Him and them (op. cit., I, 25, 26). 

This is a classic example of the importance of Scholastic vocabulary. Overlooking the definitions of these terms led to a number of religious controversies, such as Arianism. I attempted to keep such distinctions in mind in my translation of Every Man is My Neighbor. Even as early on as Chapter I, p. 1, we encounter the term “judgement prudentiel”.  One could translate this term as “discretionary judgment”. However, when De Koninck uses the word “prudentiel” he is referring to prudence as understood by the Scholastics and Aristotle. Prudence is an intellectual habit enabling us to see in any given juncture of human affairs what is virtuous and what is not, and how to come at the one and avoid the other. In ethics, this is an important distinction since prudence is the virtue ultimately required for attaining the good of a political society. “Discretion” is only an aspect of prudence and does not name the virtue as such. Thus, it seems that the best translation of De Koninck would be “prudential judgment”. It is important to remember that every science has its own vocabulary -- chemistry, mathematics are cases in point. So it is not surprising that philosophy should have its own. 

Confessional Schools in Quebec

It is also important to keep in mind the debates that were raging in Quebec at the time De Koninck wrote these essays. At the time, Quebec was a province that was almost entirely Catholic. The relation of the Church and State in this province was, therefore, not the same as the relation found in the United States. In Quebec, the Church had a status recognized by the government such that the province funded confessional schools. In fact, the close relationship between the Catholic Church and the government of Quebec stirred controversy only because a growing number of non-Catholics were moving to the province. Thus, there were a number of questions that arose as to what kind of education non-Catholic students should receive and how the State should handle them. 

The separation of the State and the Church took a very long time to occur in Quebec. Many governments failed in their attempts to create a Ministry of Education: Quebec had to wait until 1964 to get a modern education system. For more than 100 years, non-Catholic immigrants from outside Canada who settled in Quebec were not allowed to attend French Catholic schools. The Quebec Education Act of 1988 provided for a change to linguistic school boards. This change has only recently finished being implemented. The secularization of education is however not yet complete. 

The segregation of catholic and protestant/public schools is still the norm in the other Canadian provinces. The main public schools network offers the choice between moral or religious education while catholics run their own separate schools. 

The context, both in terms of time and location, ought to be taken into consideration when understanding the translation of the text. For example, the term “écoles confessionelles” as referred to by De Koninck has to this day been widely referred to as “confessional schools” in this context in Canada.  Though the translator might consider using “denominational schools” since it is more commonly used nowadays, this would betray the intent of the author.

Translation Issues


This text was extremely challenging for several reasons. When I started the translation of Every Man is My Neighbor, I did not expect the content to be as dense as it was, given that the text was aimed at “the general public”. It was, nevertheless, aimed at a public that had a certain level of understanding of philosophy and religion, particularly regarding Catholic doctrine. Hence, I made the decision to keep the same tone and level of vocabulary as De Koninck did for his French-speaking audience. 

The next challenge was to “fill in the blanks”. De Koninck speaks elliptically at times, making it quite difficult to piece together exactly what he intends to say. For example, in Chapter VIII, he discusses the role of the Church and State. He notes that the respect owed to the State does not contradict Church doctrine, but is rather in keeping with it. In summarizing his point, he says “N’est-il pas possible à l’Etat – et digne de lui – de reconnaître un statut public à tout position métapolitique qui est en pratique compatible avec la paix publique?” Initially, it was not clear what he meant by “statut public”, or “à tout position métapolitique” for that matter. After discussing the matter with De Koninck experts, I came to the conclusion that what he meant by “statut public” was not “public statute” as one might guess. The Hachette French dictionary provides the following definition of “statut"  : “un ensemble de données (économiques, politiques, culturelles, etc.) qui définissent la position d’un individu dans le système social”. In other words, De Koninck is saying that the State can and should recognize everyone’s “political stances”. As for the expression “à tout position métapolitique”, it seems that metapolitics is a “theoretical political study”. So, in essence, De Koninck means that the State can and should recognize everyone’s political stances that are theoretical in nature. However, he stipulates one condition: the State ought to recognize anyone’s political position in theory as long as it does not clash with the public peace. Keeping in mind the context of the period, one could infer that De Koninck is addressing Nazism and Communism, both of which were quite present at the time. De Koninck seems to be pointing out that these political theories should, in fact, be recognized by the State only if they do not disrupt public peace. Sadly, history has shown us that these political ideas held dire consequences in practice.  In trying to remain as faithful and close to the mind of de Koninck as possible, I reached the following translation: “Is it not possible for the State – and worthy of it – to recognize a publicly held metapolitical position that is compatible with public peace in practice?”

The third challenge was handling the translation of De Koninck’s translated quotes. As De Koninck was an exceptional linguist, he often quoted texts from other writers in their original language. In addition, he often translates texts from Greek and Latin into French. For example, he discusses Cicero’s definition of piety at length. He essentially paraphrased Cicero in French. This presented a problem for me because his paraphrasing extracted a meaning from Cicero’s words that were not necessarily stated in the Latin. Although De Koninck is basically quoting Cicero, there is some disparity between his translation and what is generally accepted as Cicero’s statement. On top of this, modern translations of this quote interpret something altogether different! Therefore, I was ultimately obligated to translate what De Koninck meant and not necessarily what Cicero said. To a certain extent, this betrays what Cicero himself is stating. Nevertheless, my job as translator in this case was to translate De Koninck’s meaning behind Cicero’s words and provide a more subtle implication of the definition of piety.  

Bible quotations presented the same challenge. Since De Koninck spoke Hebrew, Greek and Latin, he often translated quotes from the Bible into French. His translation does not always agree with modern translations. For the purposes of this thesis, I decided to use The Revised Standard Version of the Holy Bible. This decision was made to ensure consistency and because I did not feel I had the leeway or even linguistic ability to investigate the disparities between his version and the standard, accepted version of Scripture in relation to the originals. I am certain, though, that it would be a worthwhile endeavor to see what insights De Koninck had to offer based on his interpretation of the original texts and whether or not modern translations of these same texts fall short or even betray their meaning.

Going back to De Koninck’s use of scholastic language, one continual translation issue was to determine when words used in common parlance were acceptable and when they were not. For example, the standard translation of a word such as patrie would be country. Though this is a perfectly correct translation in most circumstances, it is not so here.  When De Koninck uses patrie, he is referring to the object as it is understood in the Latin patria. His aim is to distinguish between the various aspects in which society is considered, both in abstract and concrete terms. Patrie is referring to “country” in the sense of a community that is connected according to blood and birth, the place that shapes our language, traditions and values. That is why Socrates, in his discussions with Crito, reasons that he ought to obey the laws of his “country”: “Tell us what complaint you have to make against us which justifies you in attempting to destroy us and the State? In the first place did we not bring you into existence? Your father married your mother by our aid and begat you…   Well, then, since you were brought into the world and nurtured and educated by us, can you deny in the first place that you are our child and slave, as your fathers were before you?”
 For this reason, I opted to use the term “fatherland” instead of “country” as this calls to mind the connotations implied in the French patrie, which in turn finds its origin in the Latin patria or even pater.

Conclusion 

Every Man is My Neighbor was a much greater challenge than I had expected. It was nevertheless quite worthwhile as I was able to take great personal lessons from his writings in addition to acquiring a greater linguistic understanding of French philosophical writings and the strong influence of Latin. I am happy to have been able to contribute to De Koninck’s great legacy and help make his teachings more accessible to scholars and philosophers alike. The wisdom found in Every Man is My Neighbor will undoubtedly prove invaluable to anyone who chooses to study it, and will provide the world with a deeper understanding of politics, religion and the world in general. Particular thanks are owed to Julie Johnson, Uzoma Chukwu, Mark Clark and Jack and Bridget Neumayr for their most helpful contributions. 

I

AGAINST ANTISEMITISM*
P. 13

[A]

People are criticizing the invitation extended by the ACFAS (French Canadian Association for the Advancement of Science) to a very distinguished French mathematician to lecture on mathematics at the University of Montreal and Laval University. A positive outcome of this criticism is that it has revealed certain confusions that ought to be dispelled. I think I am obliged to do so, since I was instrumental in inviting him.

[B]

Mr. Hadamard is a justly celebrated mathematician who maintains, in my opinion, extremely sound ideas on the very nature of mathematical knowledge, which is rather rare among contemporary mathematicians. Upon learning that he was in New York, I immediately suggested that he be invited to come. He came. I, for one, am anxious to see him again. We have so much yet to discuss.

[C]

I was well aware that Mr. Hadamard is not Catholic. I am now told that he is far from Catholic and even farther from ever having been. Was the invitation then, at the very least, imprudent?

[D]

I can only offer reasons in response to this criticism insofar as it involves a principle whose negation would dictate from the outset any prudential judgment of specific cases. Does the Catholic university have the right to invite non-Catholic professors, or even anti-Catholic ones, or not? Let us say right away that an affirmative response to this question would not justify every specific case that falls under prudence. 

P. 14

[A]

When a Catholic university invites a mathematician to address topics pertaining to his field of expertise, must one thereby conclude that the university approves of all his opinions, be they speculative or practical in nature? Any Catholic knows, or should know, that having expertise in one area does not necessarily mean having it in others. We teach the distinction of habitus. We take truth from anywhere we can find it. Our most formidable adversaries cannot prevent us from seeing the truths manifested in their actions. Let us follow the example of the most illustrious doctors of the Church. Avicenna gave us excellent definitions that Saint Thomas made his own and that you will find incorporated into our theological summas. And yet, this Arab philosopher also maintained the most harmful opinions, against which the Angelic Doctor never stopped fighting. 

[B]

We are not sectarians. We cannot take on the responsibility of destroying all common ground. Let those who would accuse us of advocating progressive ideas consult the list of members of the Pontifical Academy of Sciences. They will find the names of non-Catholic Jews and Protestants. Should we prefer the attitude of the German universities that prohibit the teaching of the theory of relativity because it is the work of a Jew? 

[C]

We even defend the right to invite our adversaries to discuss, in our presence, not only positions on which we have common ground, but also those we consider to be false. Our means of combating error are no secret. We are not afraid to confront our adversaries. We would even like to set an example for them. We would willingly invite Mr. Stalin to come and explain his idea of dialectic materialism to us provided he allow us to ask him questions and to contradict him, and provided he not respond to the criticism by immediately wanting to resort to arms. Though our adversaries may despair of us, we can never despair of our adversaries. We can never stop telling them this, nor stop proving it in practice. Too bad for those who are shocked that we eat with publicans!

P. 15

[A]

Finally, I would like to take this opportunity to protest against these cowardly insinuations about Jews. Every people has its own characteristics, which ought to be taken into account in practice. But, does not the Catholic feel wounded with respect to his God, his Mother of God and the Apostles, who will sit in judgment of us all, each time he hears a man attacked through the insidious use of a derogatory name because he is Jewish? No one will be saved because he is Jewish, nor will he be damned because he is Jewish. Shall we forget that the Catholics who will be the glory of the Church at the end of time will be of Jewish blood? Would we wish, in advance, to close the gates of heaven to them?

II

FOR OUR BROTHERS IN CHRIST*
P. 17

“And I have other sheep, that are not of this fold; I must bring them also, and they will heed my voice. So there shall be one flock, one shepherd.” (John 10:16) 

[A]

Catholic writers have recently commented on the extent to which the attitude of Protestants has changed towards us (Catholics) in the past forty years. Whatever the various reasons, it seems to me important to note that the opposite is also true; however the majority of Catholics whose attitude has equally changed remain more firmly faithful than ever to the doctrine and rules of conduct proposed by the visible authority of the Vicar of Christ. Overall, the relationship has improved every day. But this difference remains radical on one point: just as we believe that the eternal Word took on flesh, and that the apostles saw this Word of the Father with their own eyes and touched him with their own hands, we believe that the Son of God, made man, left among us a living, visible and tangible rule of faith. This rule is what constitutes the visible difference between Catholics, who are subject to it, and those who are outside the Catholic faith. 

P. 18

[A]

As for Christians who have no allegiance to the Roman Church, it is important to distinguish right away the case of the Eastern churches and that of our Protestant brothers. Pope Pius XI spoke of the crude errors (errores etiam crassiores) that Catholics occasionally make with respect to the Orthodox Churches; His Excellency, Monsignor Charrière, Bishop of Lausanne, Geneva and Fribourg, recently reminded us of this. We can know what these Churches hold as their object of faith, whereas the beliefs of Protestants are infinitely more difficult to know, for the very reason of the freedom that they have given themselves in this matter, and the consequent diversity of confessions; this aspect alone makes for an entirely different situation.

[B]

And yet, some protestants feel a growing need to know with more certitude what are “the things that we do not see, and in which we must nevertheless believe” (He 10:1)
 There are some who suffer from the strange freedom of adhering only to that which seems to each person to be believable: In fact, it is sometimes very difficult to determine whether some believe in original sin, believe in the Incarnation or believe in the Resurrection of the Word who is God, whether they have faith in the sacraments or any of the instruments of grace, or whether they are expecting the future resurrection of the dead, etc. Nevertheless, even beyond such a need for certitude, which is often found among non-Catholic Christians, what particularly unites us all so wonderfully is the precept of charity by virtue of which we must love one another without fail, according to the order of enlightened charity. A fair number of us Catholics could be found guilty of falling short of such charity. 

P. 19

[A]

We know that the Church, on several occasions, has condemned certain strict interpretations of the words extra Ecclesiam nulla salus
. In addition, the faithful now, in a more informed way, distinguish between those who have deliberately and pertinaciously abandoned the Church of Rome and those raised outside the Roman Church.

[B]

We must not forget that we ourselves were not consulted about the religious, pagan or atheistic family in which we would be raised: And, we maintain that parents, by natural right, have the duty of raising their children in what they view as being the true faith.
 In short, we seem to have an increasingly better understanding of how much more complicated and contingent things are than we had previously thought. 

[C]

No so long ago, the Cartesian, then Newtonian, view of the world still dominated the sphere of action. Contingency had been excluded from nature, and what was referred to as contingency, meant nothing other than that things could happen otherwise… if the deliberating agents so wished. And, for the last three centuries, this overshadowing mechanical rationality also absorbed moral philosophies: systems, developed as more arithmetico or geometrico, offered the possibility of making the human situation so clear and so categorically distinct that any sufficiently educated person could not refuse to act as he should. This was entirely out of the question for those who did not have this education, or who received the opposite education, or who could not be educated at all. These are the people who have quite simply become poor “common men,” often exalted and scorned by the very same people. It took events and failures that made us more aware of the irrational in our lives to bring us back to the true sense of contingency.

P. 20

[A]

It is good to recall that we did not choose to be born, nor did we bring ourselves into the world. Neither were we given the choice of the type or combination of genes that would determine the kind of individual each of us is. Isn’t it true that we were cast forth, with such or such irrevocable characteristics, in this or that neighborhood, with a nose of this or that shape, endowed with or deprived of certain qualities? No man of the highest class can reasonably and without ridicule look down, from on high, at his neighbor of a lower class. We did not choose our place of birth, our race, nor our parents’ nation, nor their social status or religion. We were not able to exercise control over our early education, at the age when opinions and prejudices, provided they were repeated, took on the quality of indisputable evidence. They were intermixed with the many habits that form our so-called second nature, which are so difficult to undo later on if one willed, since it is as capricious and outside our choice as was our birth. 

[B]

Thus, the full meaning of “all things are contingent” becomes easy enough to grasp as soon as one mentions among the contingencies, the very fact of coming into existence, being of legitimate birth or not; eye color, number of hairs, breadth or narrowness of imagination, etc. including the indefinitely variable contingency that characterizes everyday acts – and what I think of all that, which can depend, in turn, on an education I received not of my choosing. And here, I am talking only of things that are not within the realm of our own choice. Now in spite of how one comes by it, this contingency to which we are all subject still has to be taken into account: This common fate, this “leveling”, does not provide imagination to a person deprived of it. The fact of being born with a visual impairment does not mean that society still owes us a license to drive a car. Similarly, illegitimate births ought not to destroy the integrity of marriage, and it would be particularly abhorrent for one to hold the children responsible for the illegitimacy. 

P. 21

[A]

It is remarkable that despite so many contingent and unaccountable involuntary factors, people still stubbornly hold us responsible, particularly for that which in no way depended on a free will, such as our race, our parents’ social condition, our kind of nose, our mind’s capacity and the countless hazards that befall us, even when we act purposefully. In wanting to do someone good for instance, we might unintentionally offend or hurt our neighbor. We can see in the words of St. John how deeply all this simplism is rooted in human nature: “..his disciples asked him, ‘Rabbi, who sinned, this man or his parents, that he was born blind?’ Jesus answered, ‘It was not that this man sinned, or his parents, but that the works of God might be made manifest in him’.”(John 9: 2-3) (Think here about the friends of Job – those great masters of immanent justice!) How then do the works of God manifest themselves in each person born blind, in every dark or twisted soul, in the wretched, which we all are to some degree? In this regard, Jesus tells us to wait until “night comes, when no one can work.” (John 9:4)
. In the meantime, each must do what he or she can, the Spirit blowing where it will. 

P. 22

[A]

Is this to say that we should leave human responsibility in the hands of fatalists and those who see nothing but contingencies all around them and negations of our choice? Not in the least. The choice we are offered is much deeper: it embraces our entire being including indignities resulting from our falls, which God forgave. “Just so, I tell you, there will be more joy in heaven over one sinner who repents than over ninety-nine righteous persons who need no repentance.” (Luke 15:7) The will of God permits the collapse of the original order; for as it is said in the Bull of the Immaculate Conception, “the Ineffable, in the deepest secrets of a design hidden from all the centuries, had resolved to accomplish, in an even deeper mystery, through the Incarnation of the Word, the first work of his goodness, so that man, who had been moved to sin through the malice and cunning of the devil, did not perish contrary to the merciful design of his Creator, and so that, what was the downfall of our nature in the first Adam, was more than compensated for in the second.”
 In fact, Saint Paul said, “For God has consigned all men to disobedience, that he may have mercy upon all.” (Romans 11:32)

[B]

But how can this deep and complete choice be made? How can I choose the existence and circumstances of life that were imposed on me? How can this choice become, in some way, commensurable with the will of this “God [who] saw everything that he had made and that it was very good.” (Genesis 1:31) Our Lord shows us how when teaching us to pray: “Our Father who art in heaven, hallowed be thy name. Thy kingdom come, Thy will be done. On earth as it is in heaven…” (Matthew 6:9) When we conform our will in this way to that of the Father, we “enter” so to speak into the very principle of our being, a principle that is more intimate to us than we are to ourselves; and from that point on, we truly have mastery over all circumstances of our life, from the first to the last which still cannot be foreseen. This certainly does not make things easy, as the Word of God expressly testifies to in his own Person! “My Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass from me; nevertheless, not as I will, but as though wilt.” (Matthew 26: 39). Eternal Wisdom allowed this to arise in his own Person a tendency toward contrariety between his divine and human will, inasmuch as the latter, by its nature, tends toward happiness and flees all evil threatening one’s person, such as death and any pain or sadness we may encounter. 

P. 23

[A]

Human life primarily consists of passion, in the primitive sense of the word; our condition is one of subjection. There is no question that we are agents endowed with free will, responsible for some of our activities; however the radius of true action that the world provides us is very small in comparison with all that is imposed on us despite ourselves. And yet, the freedom that is granted to us as well as the liberty to voluntarily and actively accept the design of God, are immeasurable. The victorious power of Christ emanates from his Passion, not insofar as it is subjected (from this perspective it is not meritorious), but insofar as it is a passion voluntarily accepted. Is it not marvelous that the Almighty, who became man, chose to demonstrate his might, on earth, as in heaven, by accepting the form and subjection of slavery and all the contingencies to which slavery is subject? It is not enough for us to earn our keep, or perform acts of justice, defend the common good with force, and use worldly goods with temperance. We should certainly act this way all the time! But in all of these things we may fall short. Because “…the race is not to the swift, nor the battle to the strong, nor bread to the wise, nor riches to the intelligent, nor favor to the men of skill; but time and chance happen to all of them.” (Ecclesiastes 9:11) [Because] there are righteous men to whom it happens according to the deeds of the wicked, and there are wicked men to whom it happens according to the deeds of the righteous. (Ecclesiastes 8: 14) This is an evil in all that is done under the sun, that one fate comes to all; and also the hearts of men are full of evil, and madness is in their hearts while they live, and after that they go to the dead.” (Ecclesiastes 9: 3) Our Lord himself summarized all of this when he said: [Love your enemies, and pray for those who persecute you, so that you may be sons of your Father who is in heaven]; for he makes his sun rise on the evil and on the good, and sends rain on the just and on the unjust.” (Matthew 5: 45) The Common Doctor
 strongly emphasized this thought: Modo quasi indiscrete accidunt bona et mala bonis et malis: et hoc est quod dicitur Eccle., cap. ix, quod hoc pessimum est inter omnia, quae sub coelo fiunt, quia eadem cunctis eveniunt. And we learn, in the last chapter of Apocalypse, that things will continue in this manner until the end of time. Et tempus omnis rei tunc erit, as proclaimed in Ecclesiastes
. (3:17)

P. 25

[A]

We must never, it is true, ignore what can remedy injustices: “Blessed are those who hunger and thirst for justice.”
 (Matthew 5: 6) We are in no way obliged to be purely passive. Nevertheless, the gravity of evil that is falsely said against us is not to be exaggerated. It is nothing compared to the evil that can be said against us on account of God. This is what matters! “Blessed are you when men revile you and persecute you and utter all kinds of evil against you falsely on my account.” (Matthew 5:11) We should be ready to suffer personal offenses, given that our own weaknesses, like the scandal that they inevitably produce, do not count in this matter. Must we be reminded of the fact that belonging visibly to the Church of Christ hardly authorizes giving oneself the air of being confirmed in the good? Any non-Catholic should be the occasion for us to realize our own unworthiness in the face of the truths that we firmly believe in, and an occasion to testify to our love of God. The contingencies that we have mentioned should alone be very sufficient reasons for great humility and the most charitable benevolence towards those who are visibly removed from us. No other attitude could be characterized as intelligent and Christian. 

[B]

Nevertheless, this attitude would lack intelligence, sincerity and charity, if it were coupled with a tendency to compromise the truths that the Church proposes we believe in. The reconciliation, should it take place – and there is a theological virtue which, on this particular point, requires us to hope for it – must be similar to that of the younger brother who left his father’s house to go to a far off land struck by famine. To what would this son have returned if neither his house nor his father were there to welcome him? We must make known in accord with the faith and with genuine charity and frankness, that it is with respect to our estranged brothers that the father says to his servants: “’Bring quickly the best robe, and put it on him; and put a ring on his hand, and shoes on his feet; and bring the fatted calf and kill it, and let us eat and make merry…” (Luke 15:22) We also recall that “while he was at a distance, his father saw him and had compassion and ran and embraced him and kissed him.” (Luke 15: 20) In contrast, the oldest son became hardened and jealous. 

P. 26

[A]

The difficulties of the reconciliation are humanly insurmountable. God did not make things easy in delegating his powers to men who are purely men, without taking into account their native or acquired qualities. St. Paul clearly states this to the Corinthians regarding the disciples: “Not many of you were wise according to worldly standards, not many were powerful, not many were of noble birth.” (I Corinthians 1: 26) We are prone to forget that it is not to Nathaniel, whom he described as “a true Israelite, in whom there is nothing false”, not even to St. John, “the disciple he loved”, that the Christ declared: “And I tell you, you are Peter, and on this rock I will build my church, and the powers of death shall not prevail against it. I will give you the keys of the kingdom of heaven, and whatever you bind on earth shall be bound in heaven, and whatever you loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven.” (Matthew 16: 18) Similarly it is precisely to Peter that he will reply: “Truly, I say to you, this very night, before the cock crows, you will deny me three times.” (Matthew 26: 34) Neither did Peter, at the beginning of his Master’s Passion, have the strength to stay awake one hour with him; and it was Peter whom Jesus reproached. It was the apostles who argued amongst themselves about which among them would be singled out for the highest place in Heaven. Here the Savior, who has become a sign, comes up against a contradiction; he will be such a sign, even among his own, until the end of time. Let us admit it, great faith is required to be convinced that God can do so much with so little, with the apostles to whom he said, “all of you will be scandalized in me”
 (Matthew 26: 31) Divine faith is required in order to not be scandalized by the fact that God chose what “is foolish in the world to shame the wise, God chose what is weak in the world to shame the strong. God chose what is low and despised in the world, even things that are not, to bring to nothing things that are, so that no human being might boast in the presence of God..” (Corinthians 1: 27) This method, chosen by God, is the sign of his power, as well as a stumbling block; He wanted them to be inseparable. If it can be said that God has posed problems for humanity, here is one of them. He has the ability to accomplish everything with nothing. 

P. 27

[A]

While trying to understand the difficulties that our separated brothers must face – the inflexible faith of the Church, the confidence that God asks each person to have in the often delicate means that He has chosen, then the obstacle created by our personal inadequacy – we must underscore the treasures of the Church of Christ, which is his body: the inexhaustible richness of its perennial doctrine, enduring hope and unfailing aspiration towards the unity for which the Church constantly prays – “so that all are one as you and I are one.” And we must raise the abundance of charity that it spreads around the world, through people who no longer live for themselves but for God.

P. 28

[A]

It is important to repeat these things to prevent the impression that the light must be hidden under the bushel, or that the estranged brother must return to an abandoned house. The seamless garment, the flawless ring, the shoes for crossing the rocky path, the fatted calf and all that is needed for a feast, it is for the prodigal son. 

[B]

In the words of the Apostle: “I fed you with milk, not solid food; for you were not ready for it…” (I Corinthians 3: 2), it is there to prevent our zeal from becoming too human, instead of following the order that the Wisdom of God – strong, but also sweet – imposes. It is not to us that the victory must come, but to God, as head of his Church. 

[C]

Here we should all be able to agree on this starting point: unity founded on common incertitude will only gain the disputable advantage of purely numeric growth, forming a larger whole, albeit unstable and scattered. In fact, what would be the body in which the eye said to the hand: “I have no need of you” or where the head said to the feet “I have no need of you” (I Corinthians 12: 18) “Every kingdom divided against itself is laid waste; no city or house divided against itself will stand.” (Matthew 12: 25) Should we strive for a unity that God himself declared impossible? Should we also bury ourselves “together in the dust, and render mute our faces in the dungeon….” – to borrow the words of Yahweh to Job in the eye of the storm (11: 13)

P. 29

[A]

Humanly speaking – and it must be admitted that this point of view exists – the situation remains baffling. We seem to promise mutual agreement provided the other surrenders. In truth, things are not so simple, despite the fact we can make them appear so. Personally, I do not know any Protestant who is a heretic in the sense that he himself chooses to be contrary to all, or who believes that all opinions are equally valid. He probably will not acknowledge, by the same token, the authority of the one who is for us the Vicar of Christ. This is a major difference. This rejection is no reason however to misread Protestants’ adherence to the letter of the word that the Holy Spirit recorded in writing, even though they do not have the norm required to establish the meaning of those words; nor can we ignore the fact that their veneration and scrutiny of this letter sometimes teach something to us, to you and to me. We are perhaps inclined to forget that, among all the difficulties that they have to face, there are many that cropped up in the separation of which they are innocent, and others that could be due to the scandal of our own occasionally petty narrow-mindedness – which in no way implicates the Holy Church.

[B]

It remains true that we risk making too much of our own human resources. “Unless the Lord builds the house, those who build it labor in vain. Unless the Lord watches over the city, the watchman stays awake in vain.” (Psalms 126: 1) The problems are enormous and the stumbling blocks many. There is no point in rushing things by blinding our estranged brothers with a light that may merely be the light of human pride, the light that shone from the man who “stood and prayed thus with himself, ‘God, I thank thee that I am not like other men…[extortioners, unjust, adulterers, or even like this tax collector].” (Luke 18: 11) In the end, it is only the love of God and our neighbor that constitutes the virtue that unites us to God. ““Knowledge puffs up, but love builds up. If any one imagines that he knows something, he does not yet know as he ought to know. But if one loves God, one is known by him.” (I Corinthians 8: 1) “And if I have prophetic powers, and understand all mysteries and all knowledge, and if I have all faith, so as to remove mountains, but have not love, I am nothing… Love is patient and kind; love is not jealous or boastful; it is not arrogant or rude. Love does not insist on its own way; it is not irritable or resentful; it does not rejoice at wrong, but rejoices in all the right. Love bears all things, believes all things, hopes all things, endures all things.”(I Corinthians 13: 2)

P. 30

[A]

We have just made a good case for contingency and the humility to which it invites us. We know, however, that God masters the contingent as infallibly as he ordains the most rational necessity. The fall of the sparrow and the number of hairs on our heads are in his hands. Among all the divisions and disorder of things that are, Scimus autem quoniam diligentibus Deum omnia cooperantur in bonum…
(Romans 8: 28)

IV

CHRISTIAN BENIGNITY*
P. 43

[A]

The Church of Rome could not be tolerant on dogma without contradicting itself. Does it follow that moral and religious error must always be opposed as soon as it appears to be a possibility? Is tolerating moral and religious error, in itself, an immoral act? 

[B]

In response to the Italian Catholic Jurists (1953), Pius XII answered that “…God has not given even to human authority such an absolute and universal command in matters of faith and morality. Such a command is unknown to the common convictions of mankind, to Christian conscience, to the sources of Revelation and to the practice of the Church. To omit here other Scriptural texts which are adduced in support of this argument, Christ in the parable of the cockle gives the following advice: let the cockle grow in the field of the world together with the good seed in view of the harvest (cf. Matt. 13:24-30). The duty of repressing moral and religious error cannot therefore be an ultimate norm of action. It must be subordinate to higher and more general norms, which in some circumstances permit, and even perhaps seem to indicate as the better policy, toleration of error in order to promote a greater good.”
 

P. 44

[A]

We could ask ourselves from whence comes the distinction between doctrinal intolerance and civil intolerance, which eliminates only the latter. It is based in the fact that the immutability of the divine truth is one thing, and the way – the only way – men succeed in adhering to it, is another. This is a form of free adherence. The dignity of supernatural faith requires the freedom of the rational creature and, consequently, is not compatible with negation of the freedom of consciences. It would be contrary to this dignity – and therefore, in this sense, to the faith – to force someone to embrace the faith against his will. Thus, a political community that proposes adoption of the Catholic faith, for example, as a condition of citizenship and civil equality is pre-condemned by this teaching of the very Church whose cause it undoubtedly believed it was espousing.

[B]

The temptation is nevertheless great to want to guide the entire world to the Catholic faith by all possible means. From as far back as St. Gregory the Great, we are warned: “If, animated by a good intention, you desire to lead those who are outside of the Christian religion to the true faith, you must use persuasion, not violence. Otherwise, those souls who would be easy to enlighten by reason, will be driven away by your hostility; all those who behave differently, under the pretext of uprooting men from their religious traditions, thereby demonstrate that they are doing their own will rather than God’s.”
 Gregory IX would need to specify (in 1233) that “Christians must show towards Jews the same good will which we desire be shown to Christians in pagan lands.”
 Finally, the fact is that, regardless of what might have been the practice of Catholic countries through the ages, it is “contrary to the Christian religion that any man, without willing it, and in spite of his absolute opposition, should be forced to become and remain a Christian.”
 (Innocent IV)

P. 45

[A] 

After having cited these documents and many others in his work on tolerance, and after having agreed that “the medieval Inquisition persecuted the freedom of consciences and that after the Reformation, representatives of the Catholic Church often borrowed principles applied in the Counter Reformation, even through violent means”, then pointing out in addition that “the immediate sense of many of the statements made by Gregory XVI and Pius IX are clearly contrary to religious freedom”, Cardinal Lercaro adds, however, that analyzing the context of these statements “does not lead one to think that what was emphasized was the distinction … between dogmatic and civil tolerance, but rather total intransience at the theoretical level, to the point of leading Catholics to exclude any spontaneous recognition of freedom for those who think differently…” Let us note that the Archbishop of Bologna clearly said “spontaneous recognition”. It is up to us to make sure that we are not one day reduced to imposing this recognition of “freedom for those who think differently”; this recognition would thereby be reduced to a point that goes without saying.

[B]

In keeping with their faith, all Catholics must admit that one cannot constrain anyone against his will to adopt the Christian faith. But there is more. At least, the following question remains: is it necessary to go so far as to recognize an analogous freedom with respect to certain natural truths, however fundamental– for example, the existence of God, the immortality of the soul, or even the teachings regarding the foundations, in themselves necessary, of morality. In other words, does civil society have the right and authority to force its members, directly or indirectly, to publicly acknowledge the existence of God, the sovereign Judge, or to profess natural law as we formulate it? In short, cannot the political community impose, as a sort of minimum, the religion that we call natural?

P. 46

[A]

If we intuitively knew the truths of the faith, we would not have the theological virtue of faith; in fact, it would be impossible not to adhere to these truths. Are the most fundamental natural truths themselves so patent that one would have to be of bad faith (in the popular sense of the term) to ignore them? This would be to misunderstand the history of philosophy, particularly in the last four centuries. This history will have served to make us more sensitive to how difficult it is for us, here on earth, to know these truths in a rational way, however fundamental and, in principle, intelligible they may be. Our human condition being what it is, it would not be practicable for the majority of men to attain such strictly rational knowledge. Let us not forget that some of the great doctors of the Church proposed arguments in the form of demonstrative proofs of the existence of God that, according to St. Thomas, prove absolutely nothing. 

P. 47

[A]

Who would then dare to assert that, in summary, a man can acquire civil rights only once he is rationally convinced of such truths – without which however, it is understood, that both man and civil society would become meaningless? Such a position would reveal an utter ignorance of the way in which man acquires knowledge of these truths. Would this ignorance be more reasonable than the ignorance that this position tried to eradicate?

[B]

By recognizing the freedom of consciences in matters of natural and supernatural faith, does the State thereby profess a form of agnosticism? Not at all. A State that compelled me to be publicly agnostic would be just as intolerant as a State that forced me to be Christian.

[C]

Whether a man accepts natural truths without knowing the reason or admits these truths based on another’s faith, even this natural belief requires free consent. Coercion would do violence to both the dignity of these natural truths, in their own right, and the freedom of the human being. The benignity of a Christian must thus extend even to agnostics. And it is not necessary, as far as this benignity is concerned, to know whether a man can truly be agnostic. I do not have to wait for the answer to this question to say straightaway that society does not have the right to order my fellow citizen to believe in something that he does not believe in – or perhaps thinks that he does not believe in. We have no right to make what is nonetheless true a requirement because conversely the neighbor – which includes all of us – has a right to not be forced. The freedom of consciences
, distinguished by Pius XI from the freedom of conscience, can be guaranteed by civil legislation. Is it really necessary to add that this freedom of consciences provided by the law is not at all intended to encourage or approve every position, given that it is based, on the contrary, on the very respect for the truth and the unique way in which men acquire it, whether by reason or by faith? 

P.48

[A]

This does not, therefore, grant rights to ignorance or error; especially since such a claim would be nothing short of nonsense. To argue that Mr. Dupont has, from the viewpoint of others, the right to be deceived with impunity regarding, for example, the reasons for his presence on earth, is not to say that he is either right or wrong. It is even less reasonable to argue in favor or his errors or even on the side of error in general, as if error were even subject to pleadings for or against. The one who has rights is the person, notwithstanding his ignorance, whose errors touch on the most fundamental questions. In summary, the State has no license to promote hypocrisy.

[B]

The natural law is not determined by civil authority. In fact, it is acknowledged as self-evident unwritten precepts, without which civil life would be impossible. In conforming to human laws of civil society, every citizen, including agnostic, implicitly follows the precepts of the natural law. 

[C]

Is this to say it is important from henceforth to feel the virtue of saying to the declared agnostic: I tolerate you? The word “tolerate” often has a purely negative connotation, as if tolerance implied an unquestionable superiority from the heights of which a type of provisional compromise dictated by circumstance is made with those who think otherwise. Quite different is the attitude of the person who – sensitive to the fact that the positions upon which we should agree are truly difficult to find – does not fear acknowledging it before his agnostic neighbor, and moreover affirms that it would be, at the very least, just as obnoxious to want to encroach upon the heart of his neighbor against his will, as on his own. I cannot look into another man’s inward passions or heart, not even my own. There is no benignity without humility, or trying to put oneself in another’s place. To insist on ignoring the difficulty of knowing and the enormous contingency that a person is subjected to, is not a virtue and serves no virtue at all.

P. 49

[A]

In truth, it is not so much the virtue of kindness at issue, strictly speaking, rather it is the virtue of benignity. There is a reason why I have alluded to this. Kindness properly resides in the will to act well towards one’s neighbor. The virtue of benignity (that the Greeks know as chrêstolês), entails carrying out this will with respect to one’s neighbor. I am speaking of the difference between giving and the way of giving, at the right time and as an act that is entirely suited to the beneficiary, the difference between affection and the way of giving it or transmitting it, the difference between helping someone and knowing how to help someone, and so on. There is no lack of these instances: they are everyday experience. But the best examples are found in the economy of the Redemption; where charity abounds to the most ineffable degree since it is God’s charity; there is at the same time, in the words of St. Thomas Aquinas, amor discretioni conjunctus. 

P. 50

[A]

That being said, it appears that benignity and good will go hand in hand. Since it would not be fitting that in wanting my neighbor’s good, I am willing to please my neighbor using any means whatsoever, good or bad. In any event, I would hardly merit being considered then truly, and in the best sense of the expression, a man of good will.

[B]

In this sense, showing understanding in matters of moral and religious error can, under certain circumstances, proceed from a very great virtue.

V

PIUS IX ON THE INVINCIBLE IGNORANCE OF TRUE RELIGION*
P. 51

[A]

For fear that your comment with regard to my statement published in Le Devoir on April 2 and which you reprinted in your newspaper on May 4 with my permission, might lead one of your readers to believe that it was not faithful to Catholic doctrine or was contradictory to it, I feel it is appropriate to make some clarifications. 

[B]

Few Church documents have received as much attention as the Syllabus (1864) of Pius IX, not only from opponents to Catholicism, but also from some Catholics. You cite a proposition that was condemned in that text and compare it to a position I took in my piece. This proposition, the Fifteenth, which you take out of context in order to use against me, is in paragraph III on indifferentism and latitudinarism. Here is the statement juxtaposed with my proposition, which you consider identical.

[C]

	“Every man is free to embrace and profess that religion which, guided by the light of reason, he shall consider true.” (Syllabus)

	“The freedom of religion implies the freedom to not belong to any given religion.” (My statement.)


P. 52

[A]

The aforementioned proposition from the Syllabus, which is no more and no less than a catalog: “Syllabus” seu collectio errorum modernorum, is directed against the indifferentists. In fact, it is taken from a text, Multiloces inter or Pleading for Unity of Spirit, January 10, 1851, condemning a work in Spanish (Defensa de la autoridad… 1848). Here is the context of the condemned proposition: “The author, in effect, although Catholic and even allegedly exercising the divine ministry, wanting to surrender himself with impunity and in total security to indifferentism and rationalism, by both of which he has been evidently infected, denies that the Church has the power to stipulate anything dogmatically or denies that the religion of the Catholic Church is the only true religion, and teaches that each man is free to embrace and profess that religion which, guided by the light of reason, he shall consider true. He shamelessly assails the law of celibacy, and, after the manner of innovators, places the conjugal state above the state of virginity”. 

[B]

Having thus clearly affirmed that it is impossible for a Catholic to think that his own religion is the only true religion, or that all religions are equal, Pius IX recalls, however, that: “we must also, on the other hand, recognize with certainty (pro certo pariter) that those who are in invincible ignorance of the true religion are not guilty for this in the eyes of the Lord. And who will presume to mark out the limits of this ignorance according to the character and diversity of peoples, countries, minds and the rest.” (Singulari quadam, Allocution, December 9, 1854).
 Here, Pius IX draws attention, among other things, to the contingency of the human situation.

P.53

[A]

Is it, therefore, the responsibility of the State to mark out these limits? In short, is it the State that ought to impose a religion? Assuming the State even had the intention to do so, which religion would it choose? Can the State require that its citizens belong to the Catholic religion, or Lutheran, or Calvinist, or Anglican, or Jewish or Muslim religions, or any of the religions in the Middle or Far East? Can the State require citizens to profess monotheism, polytheism, deism, or pantheism, or any variety of these, or even voodooism? In virtue of what authority and through which instrument of the State would it impose a choice among the various beliefs? Through a religious minister? This would wreak such havoc that it would lead to violence worthy of a totalitarian regime.

[B]

But what did I mean by the statement you juxtaposed with the condemned proposition? Simply this: that the State does not have the right to force its members to profess any particular religion whatsoever. The State could not do such a thing without first defining, in a sufficiently determined fashion, all the religions it considers to be fitting. Belonging to any one of such religions would then become, for parents, a prerequisite for the public exercise of their natural right in matters of education of their children. Can such interference be permitted without encroaching upon the hearts of each citizen? without additionally resorting to the institution of a special ministry, with the responsibility of managing disorder created by our own invention, as a desperate means of maintaining the rights of our confessional schools? Yet, we would be making such a case by stating that those who hold beliefs different from our own are deprived ipso facto of a paternal right in matters of education, and that the circumstances alone compel us to tolerate them. The word “tolerance”, thus understood, is loathsome. It is a way of saying to our brothers: “Raca! But your stupidity will be tolerated.” Finally, would we not be creating, this time for ourselves, a new type of inquisition – ridicule – which, according to Cardinal Lercaro, is perhaps no less serious than the traditional burning at the stake? 

P. 54

[A]

Going back to the condemned proposition, I do not know any Catholic today who believes he is able to make the truths, which are known by revelation alone, dependent upon the light of his own reason. Reason will never tell me that there are three persons in God, nor why; secular history alone will never teach me that the Word of the Father became incarnate, nor that Mary is the Mother of God. Similarly, a Catholic who surrenders himself to the Magisterium of his Church, as well he should, will not maintain that the existence of God is evident, nor that it is unknowable by reason alone, regardless of how incapable he might be, which is the case for some, to demonstrate God’s existence to his own satisfaction. The value of traditional proofs is not at the mercy of each person’s capacity to understand them and grasp their importance, no more than it is at the mercy of unanimous opinion. It seems to me extremely dangerous to suggest that the faith of a Christian depends upon his personal ability to demonstrate the existence of God with perfect rational certitude. Or, on the other hand, to make people believe that this existence is evident to us and independent of any proof. This is, nevertheless, the vicious circle we fall into by insinuating that the first precept of the Ten Commandments is self-evident. It is understood that whoever knows God, regardless of how, sees immediately that he must worship Him. But this proposition of synderisis is only born in practical intelligence if there is first a speculative knowledge of God – notice that I say knowledge, which is not necessarily science. 

P. 55 

[A]

Let me reiterate that “Christian society must even respect the natural rights of those who do not believe in natural rights.” If one seeks a good example of people who reject natural law, but who must nevertheless be respected in spite of their grave error, we merely need to point to those who claim that the education of children belongs first and foremost to the State, rather than the family. Some do not want the State to subsidize non-confessional schools; others deny parents the right – the natural right – to raise their children according to their conscience. (That was the argument of Duns Scotus and Durand de St-Pourcain against the position of St Thomas, which later became the position of the Church). Both of these opinions are, in reality, contrary to the natural right of parents. As one might expect, it is the second position that was opposed to mine, to the position that I argue.

[B]

The author of Quelques opinions contraires stated: “Why is Mr. Philosopher talking here about tolerance? He has already established that agnostics have a natural right to found non-confessional schools. A right is not tolerated, much less a natural right.” Read my text and you will see that the word “tolerance” is nowhere applied to “natural right”. The commentator removes these words from their context and then joins them; in doing so, an inattentive reader might be lead to believe I am suggesting that rights – and even more so, natural rights – could ever be an object of toleration.

P. 56

[A]

As for the rest, please read my answers to the detailed questions* which I spoke to you about in my April 26 letter authorizing you to reproduce the text from Le Devoir – the questions and answers which are in press. 

VI

THE RIGHTS AND DUTIES OF PARENTS REGARDING EDUCATION*
P. 57

[A]

At a conference of the Mouvement laïque de langue française held in Quebec, Charles De Koninck gave an interview to Marcel Trudel and answered some questions regarding neutral schools. The transcript of this interview, published by Le Devoir in the last April 2 Edition, stirred some interest. We asked Mr. De Koninck if he would agree to speak on this subject again. He agreed to answer our questions. (Lorenzo Roy, Secretary of the Theology Department, Laval University).

[B]

I – Generally speaking, do you think that our teaching is inferior to that of other countries or other provinces in Canada?

[C]

- Those who are unaware of what is happening outside of the province might believe that the following statement I made only applied to Quebec: “It seems to me that, in general, our education at all levels is far from responding to the demands of the day”. But, is there a single country today that does not have an educational crisis on its hands at all levels.

[D]

To take a close example, the United States is in the midst of a crisis at the university level, largely due to the widespread abandonment of classical education at the high school level; in turn, Liberal Arts Colleges are hitting a wall because students are simply ignorant of their mother tongue, which they should have learned at the elementary school level. In fact, this has led originally purely technological institutions of higher education (MIT, for example) to try to remedy the situation by establishing philosophy and classical language departments for their more talented students. 

P.58

[A]

As for our situation, would we have instituted the Parent Commission if we were satisfied by the state of our educational system? 

P. 58

[A]

II – When we speak of the right of agnostics with respect to education, is that a natural right?

[B]

- This is another question that does not concern everyone. There are many people who do not believe in the natural law. However, even if they do not admit that natural law exists, we cannot conclude from this that no natural law pertains to them. Your question may not concern them, but it concerns us because we will always have to give them their due in virtue of this law even though they do not believe in it. 

[C]

Certainly, it is important to determine, as justly as possible, the sense and extent to which there is a due; the fact that we are debating this point is normal and probably healthy. However, it does not do much good if we hesitate for one moment to argue the existence of such a law for both them and us with those who deny it.

[D]

The family has the duty – the natural duty – to educate children. The family’s right is inalienable, prior to the right of the state, and inviolable. Such is the affirmation of the Church, which has adopted the doctrine of St. Thomas. “Hence it would be contrary to natural justice if the child, before the use of reason, were removed from the care of its parents, or if any disposition were made concerning him against the will of the parents.”
 There is, therefore, no doubt that the right of parents regarding the education of their children is not arbitrary at all; it cannot be, in itself, contrary to the precepts of natural law and remain subordinate to the end of man, to the divine and natural law. Nevertheless, mistakes and shortcomings, which are more or less serious and deplorable, are inevitable when parents use this right. But these shortcomings – here it is important to be judicious – do not suddenly entail revoking this right. “So jealous is [the Church] of the family’s inviolable natural right to educate the children, that she never consents, save under peculiar circumstances and with special cautions, to baptize the children of infidels, or provide for their education against the will of the parents, till such time as the children can choose for themselves and freely embrace the Faith.” (Divini Illius Magistri)

P. 59

[A]

Both Catholic and non-Catholic parents have the natural right to educate their children because they are parents. I firmly believe that, in the case of Catholic families, this right is only satisfied through Catholic education. And yet, this would not improve my understanding of the inviolability of the right – thanks to which I am able to carry out this conviction – if, for example, we took on the education of someone else’s child against the will of his or her parents, on the pretext that these parents in good faith consider themselves to be agnostics and demand an education for this child according to their conscience. Even an education as severely deficient in our eyes as the latter does not for this reason constitute an exception to the right in question. In fact, would I need to inform the person who admits in his soul and conscience he does not believe in the existence of God that he is no longer ipso facto the father of his son except in a narrower sense of the expression – that he is, in short, no longer causa disciplinae?

P. 60

[A]

Allow me to clarify some more. Do we have to demand that parents know the most specific and difficult precepts of natural law before allowing them to exercise this inviolable right? If this were true, man could not be held responsible for his behavior if he were ignorant of the general precept, “do good and avoid evil”; indeed, he would not have use of reason. On the other hand, the first precept of the Ten Commandments, which is both natural and revealed – you will only adore the true God, and serve him faithfully – does not enjoy the same clarity in the eyes of all men. We have here a truth that cannot be imposed on anyone by force. It suffices to say that recognizing the freedom of consciences or rights of the family regarding education should not be dependant on parents being perfectly educated about the particular precepts of natural law. Provided, no doubt, that they do not teach their children to commit crimes that are openly contrary to the common good of political society, such as theft, rape and murder as if these were good deeds, in which case the State would have to use its restraining power – regardless of whether the accused is Catholic, Brahmin, or agnostic because the laws violated are a sine qua non of even civil life itself.

P. 61

[A]

However, one might argue that if we acknowledge, on the one hand, the natural right of the family with respect to education and allow parents to provide an education that is contrary to the very first precept of the Ten Commandments, on the other, is it not, at least implicitly, claiming that natural law can be in contradiction with itself?

[B]

There would indeed be a contradiction if the natural law, considered objectively, and the way in which men come to know it, were confused. But, the contradiction would be entirely of our own making. There would be another contradiction for the man who, certain of the first precept of the Ten Commandments, assigned himself the right in his conscience not to follow this precept or to act contrary to it. However, as long as someone is in complete ignorance of the precept, or his conscience is in invincible error, it is certain no contradiction lies in his mind. In addition, it would be false to believe that erroneous conscience is an exceptional case. We are all in ignorance or error with respect to some of the more specific precepts of natural law.

P. 62

[A]

III – If agnostic education for agnostics is recognized by civil legislation, doesn’t this impede the child’s right to know God? Doesn’t this take away a major, fundamental element in the child’s education? 
[B]

- I would first like to answer the second part of your question. There is no doubt, from our point of view, which I firmly hold to be true, that agnostic education takes away the invaluable, fundamental and major element of the child’s education. The child of the agnostic is deprived of knowing the sovereign good, just as a child without the grace of baptism, which Christ, however, can bestow without sensible signs,  the sacraments, is deprived of the possibility of seeing God as He is in Himself. However, here we are precisely talking about the good that cannot be imposed by force; we could not do that without confusing what is God’s with what is Caesar’s – without mixing religion and politics, without blending natural law with supernatural justice and distorting both of them, without placing entirely human action above God’s.
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[A]

As to the first part of your question, it is important to first recognize that the right of the child to know God is normally subject to the natural right of parents to raise their children according to the principles of their conscience. The rights of the child are not, however, absolute.

[B]

In truth, the right is always defined in relation to the other. But, the other can mean two things (as St. Thomas noted). It can signify the pure and simple otherness, which is borne of two men who are entirely independent, distinct one from the other, though subject to the same head of State; between these two, the right is absolute. In a second case, it designates an otherness that is not pure and simple, where the other is not absolutely other – where one is getting something from the other and is, in this respect, immediately subjected: hence, the son belongs in some way to the father. The connection between a father and his son, as such, is not manifestly other to other except in a lesser sense; it is the reason that, in this case, there is not an absolute right, but the so-called paternal right. Given that the father and son are not distinct – one belongs to the other – the right here follows from perfectly just and right reason. 

P. 64

[A]

This means that the right of the child to know God would be denied him, if the child was an absolute, if education was not part of the family’s natural right, if the child belonged first and foremost to the State, which is, incidentally, the practice in some countries. Certainly, it is still possible in this case to have circumstances in which an intervention of the political society is indispensable – when parents prove to be totally irresponsible or positively harmful, either because they deny the child food, shelter or education, or literally abuse them. This would be precisely the other way of violating nature.

[B]

However, you might also ask: are parents who raise their children in agnosticism the cause of a spiritual evil? 

[C]

The answer to this question will appear to be hard to accept. God did not give an absolute and universal precept invoking human authority to impose on children, against the will of their parents, the teaching that we call religious. Obviously, I am not talking about the divine right or the authority of the Church with respect to its own subjects. 

[D]

We firmly believe that the rights of man come from God. And yet, to compel someone who claims these rights, to acknowledge this first principle is, in this instance, no longer a human right indeed. To claim that the society which tried to force its members in this way is founded on the will of God, would lead to a position that is diametrically opposed to ours: absolute realm of man’s will. By maintaining that political society has no right to a regime that is restrictive on religious matters, we in fact demonstrate consideration for the will of God. 
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[A]

We simply want to say that we must respect the way in which men reach this order of truths – and the way in which God works in our neighbor as he does in us. Not only are we not allowed to appropriate these ways, but we are also not able to. Anyway, force does not help at all. The reason is the same as that which serves as the basis of my response; political, human power – as noble and legitimate as it is – is no more entitled to rule over the spiritual good than it does even within the family. In things that are strictly God’s, Caesar is without recourse, either in law or in practice. 

[B]

It is still possible for parents to abuse their natural right, whether knowingly or not. But, this abuse no more nullifies this right than the right sanctions the abuse. Speaking generally, the freedom of contrariety enjoyed by men does not exist that they might be irresponsible for the evil they commit. If the reverse were true, even God would be held to be the source of evil. Similarly, the right to property is a natural right, which the subject may abuse, whether knowingly or not: this however does not take away his right to property.

[C]

This example calls to mind those – too numerous to even estimate– who do not believe in another natural right of extreme significance whose disregard is responsible for one of the greatest evils afflicting society. I mention this again because it can be necessary under certain circumstances to tolerate its negation. This is the distinction between the right to own for oneself exterior goods such as private property, and the right to use these goods, which goods still must be common, in the sense that the owner, whoever he is – an individual, corporation, State or States – has the duty to be ready to share his goods with those who are in need.
 The refusal to grant the common use of these goods, privately owned, is liable to require political society to take recourse, in complete conscience of its duty, to socialization or even nationalization. On this issue, John XXIII has just reiterated the teaching of his predecessors: the State can hold goods of production as legitimate property, particularly when these goods provide economic power in such a way that it would threaten the good of the political community if left in the hands of private individuals.

P. 66

[A]

If we were to find a conflict with paternal right, it would be because we did not appreciate the transcendence of natural and supernatural truths that we hold to be fundamental and essential for temporal and supernatural happiness. We would lack humility and the smallest acknowledgement for God’s kind deeds towards us. Recall the Pharisee who said to himself: “God, I thank you that I am not like the rest of men” (Luke 18: 11). Does making this ignoble affirmation ennoble it? Would we be any less like a Pharisee in saying it now? Finally, by denying the doctrine at issue, we prove to be not only ungrateful men but also rebels against the order willed by God. This rebellion is that of the human will against the will of God.

P. 67

[A]

Moreover, insofar as Catholics are concerned, the question of paternal rights has, for a long time, been settled by Church custom and theology. We have wondered in the past whether children of unbelievers should be baptized in spite of their parents. St. Thomas offered, as objections to his own position, two arguments in favor of the affirmative:

[B]

“It seems that children of Jews or other unbelievers should be baptized against the will of their parents. For it is a matter of greater urgency to rescue a man from the danger of eternal death than from the danger of temporal death. But one ought to rescue a child that is threatened by the danger of temporal death, even if its parents through malice try to prevent its being rescued. Therefore much more reason is there for rescuing the children of unbelievers from the danger of eternal death, even against their parents' will.

[C]

“Further, every man belongs more to God, from Whom he has his soul, than to his carnal father, from whom he has his body. Therefore it is not unjust if the children of unbelievers are taken away from their carnal parents, and consecrated to God by Baptism.”

[D]

Despite the seeming solidity of these arguments, St. Thomas opposed them: first, because of the custom of the Church, and because of the natural right of parents regarding education.

[E]

Here is his response to the question. “The children of unbelievers either have the use of reason or they have not. If they have, then they already begin to control their own actions, in things that are of Divine or natural law. And therefore of their own accord, and against the will of their parents, they can receive Baptism, just as they can contract marriage. Consequently such can lawfully be advised and persuaded to be baptized.”

P. 68

[A]

“If, however, they have not yet the use of free-will, according to the natural law they are under the care of their parents as long as they cannot look after themselves. For which reason we say that even the children of the ancients ‘were saved through the faith of their parents’. Wherefore it would be contrary to natural justice if such children were baptized against their parents' will; just as it would be if one having the use of reason were baptized against his will. Moreover under the circumstances it would be dangerous to baptize the children of unbelievers; for they would be liable to lapse into unbelief, by reason of their natural affection for their parents. Therefore it is not the custom of the Church to baptize the children of unbelievers against their parents' will.”

[B]

To the objections cited above, he answers: “It is not right to rescue a man from death of the body against the order of civil law: for instance, if a man be condemned to death by the judge who has tried him, none should use force in order to rescue him from death. Consequently, neither should anyone infringe the order of the natural law, in virtue of which a child is under the care of its father, in order to rescue it from the danger of eternal death.” 

[C]

“Man is ordained unto God through his reason, by which he can know God. Wherefore a child, before it has the use of reason, is ordained to God, by a natural order, through the reason of its parents, under whose care it naturally lies, and it is according to their ordering that things pertaining to God are to be done in respect of the child
.”

[D]

The disturbing point in the affirmation that agnosticism would ipso facto relieve all men of their paternal right with respect to education, is the assumption that the existence of God is naturally self-evident – per se naturaliter nota. To those who think in this fashion, St. Thomas answered, “I reply that some general and confused knowledge that God exists is naturally implanted in us in so far as God is the happiness of man; for man naturally desires happiness, and what is naturally desired by man is naturally known by him. But this is not, strictly speaking, to know that God exists; just as knowing that someone is coming is not the same as knowing that Peter is coming, although Peter happens to be the one coming. For many take the perfect good of man, which is happiness, to be riches; others, pleasures; and others, still some other thing
.”

P. 69

[A]

IV – Looking at the question in terms of reality, how can the lawful acknowledgement of the freedom of consciences or conscience in invincible error, contribute to the common good of the society? 
[B]

- The freedom of consciences and the freedom of a conscience subjectively in invincible error are essential to the common good of society. As long as they do not conflict with the laws of society, political life and citizenship would be simply impossible without them: public authorities would be despotic and, thus, the very opposite of political power. For it is incumbent upon the citizen to act by himself and to be, in this sense, causa sui; the citizen enjoys, by definition, the power to contradict. This makes all the difference between a political society and tyranny.
P. 70 

[A]

V – Considering the distinction between the good man and the good citizen, doesn’t the State have the responsibility to contribute to the education of the good man through legislation, which may not necessarily be the best, but the most appropriate under the circumstances? 
[B]

- Good legislation must contribute to the education of the good man, i.e., the virtuous man. Such is the purpose of law. But this is very far from saying that the State only recognizes men that it considers good. It is absolutely important that the State protect those who, without being good men, respect criminal laws. I do not believe that it is the duty of civil authorities to determine exactly what constitutes the good man. The authority of Caesar cannot go that far, as it is limited to our outward actions.

[C]

VI – All the Jews and pagans Gregory IX spoke of (towards whom Christians must behave with the same benignity as they would like Christians to be treated in pagan countries) professed a religion. Do you think that we should behave with the same benignity towards those who have no religion in the sense in which we understand this term? 
[D]

- It seems to me that Cardinal Lercaro clearly answered this question by saying: “The position today is simply the universalization of this attitude.” 

[E]

Let us not forget that religious freedom poses a specifically modern problem. Far from being a lesser evil or provisional compromise, this religious freedom, taught by the Church and recognized by the State, is a positive good that protects the freedom of the act of faith. It marks, among other things, the respect due to the way in which men learn fundamental truths, even of a purely natural order.

P. 71

[A]

It is the same religious freedom that is denied by States that only recognize and support schools where religion is ignored. In a true political State (as opposed to a despotic one), I am not required to be agnostic in order to recognize the rights of agnostics; the State that takes this attitude does not all of a sudden espouse agnosticism. However, the State would cease to be political and would become despotic if it only supported non-confessional schools. 

[B]

It was very much in this sense – the safeguarding of religious freedom – that I argued, in the text published by Le Devoir on April 2, that “if the parents are agnostic, if they think that the religious teachings instructed in schools are harmful to the ideal that they conceive for their children, if they sincerely believe that in a confessional school where disciplines, however neutral, are taught, their children will be exposed to influences that they consider contrary to the good of their children, it seems to me that they do not have merely the right, but the duty to do all that they can within the limits of the law to attain, at the cost of civil society, the institution of a non-confessional school”.

[C]

It is for the same reason that we Christians would rather have our children not be forced to go to non-confessional schools, particularly at the elementary and high school level.

P.72

[A]

VII – Is there a link between metaphysics and moral science? Or is moral science dependant upon metaphysics?
[B]

- There is certainly a link between metaphysics and moral science, simply considering the order of things. However, the value of moral science does not depend, as far we are concerned, upon knowing this link. According to Aristotle, for example, ethics, insofar as its end is happiness in the life of action, is not founded on what we call metaphysics. And, I might add that it’s all the better, even though I am entirely convinced of the truth of his metaphysics (on this point, I contradict a great number of those today referred to as Thomists). 

[C]

At a recent conference on philosophy, some claimed that moral philosophy depends upon metaphysics, which we take to be true. I disagreed for the simple reason that such a conception of morality would make it too relativistic. In fact, what does “metaphysics” mean? There is the metaphysics that Aristotle called first philosophy and theology; some – and I am one of them – maintain that St. Thomas’ metaphysics was fundamentally the same as Aristotle’s; others maintain that St. Thomas’ metaphysics was entirely different, in spite of his commentary on Aristotle’s metaphysics, which should leave no one in doubt on the point; the so-called metaphysical meditations of Descartes are only incidentally the same, at least in the sense of St. Thomas. By metaphysics, Kant, Hegel, Marx, Bergson, and the analytical school of the day, signify by this same name (metaphysics) things that are completely irreducible. 
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[A]

Yet, moral philosophy is, on the contrary, much more stable – undoubtedly because moral virtues are more natural than intellectual virtues. Kant, for example, as totally agnostic as he was regarding metaphysics, was not at all so regarding morality. He firmly believed in God, in the immortality of the soul, but for reasons that he called practical. According to him, moral life, if it must be reasonable, presupposes, in all necessity, a sovereign judge, namely God, and the immortality of the soul. Kant’s position is not entirely false. Though his position calls for a distinction between the order in itself of things and the order according to which we become aware of this order. Other than in mathematics, these two orders are precisely opposed.

[B]

So, the rejection or non-recognition of metaphysics as understood by St. Thomas does not necessarily mean the non-recognition of his moral philosophy; and vice-versa. By recalling that moral philosophy does not follow from metaphysics, I aim first at the impression that it can be subjected to a relativism corresponding to the improbable and manifest pluralism that metaphysics suffers from. The historic fact of long-standing and fundamental disagreements regarding metaphysical matters does not at all have its equivalent in moral philosophy. These disagreements are in any case due to the weakness of human intelligence and extremely contingent circumstances in which this intelligence is likely to acquire knowledge.

[C]

VIII – It is not enough to have a good moral philosophy in order to be good; moreover, it is possible to be good without having a good moral philosophy, and this is fortunate. Here, intelligence is redeemed through the will. However, is the ethics to which we adhere or propose in our schools indifferent to good moral behavior? Does it make no difference whether a school offers Nietzsche’s ethics or Aristotle’s, in terms of civil and moral behavior?
P. 74

[A]

- I would say that moral philosophy, no matter how good, does not make someone virtuous. Discussions about temperance or justice, even when they yield true statements, do not automatically produce temperance or justice. In truth, moral science contributes very little to virtue as St. Thomas, Aristotle and many others remind us. Does that mean that moral philosophy is indifferent to real behavior? Just as the value of the Christian faith is hardly measured by the power of its followers’ actions, the fact that we cannot compel someone to accept a moral philosophy as perfectly articulated as Aristotle’s, or the moral theology of the Church, does not indicate weakness in them or make them insignificant.

[B]

What we ought to avoid is trying to compel people to admit that there exists in human reason an analytical relation between metaphysics and moral philosophy, even between moral philosophy and the kind of concrete behavior one should have; a connection such as the fact of morally behaving well would make the person who so behaves a veritable metaphysician, or again a mere knowledge of the notion of good would necessarily result in a good act. If, in moral philosophy, there is fundamentally a substantial agreement – and surprisingly so – between Christian theologians throughout history, it is important to remember that as we move to more specific questions, differences of opinion become more pronounced. Some claim that magnanimity is incompatible with humility and that it is a vice; others, such as St. Thomas, teach that it is an eminently commendable virtue, which is not possible without great humility. The same is true of moral philosophers. Even the Stoics, who influenced St. Thomas, taught a certain number of things that the Common Doctor rejected as false – ranging from their concept of freedom and happiness, to the legitimacy of suicide. Are we supposed to wait for theologians and philosophers to agree before we become magnanimous or humble? Moral rectitude does not depend on good intellectual habits. I am certain that a theologian who rejects the doctrine of St. Thomas on magnanimity can still practice magnanimity. If each and every person’s behavior depended on philosophy or moral theology, where would we be? The Fathers of the Church, even the most holy and knowledgeable of them, were not familiar with the writings of the Angelic Doctor.

P. 75

[A]

Here we see a simplism which amounts to somehow saying: If you are wrong about metaphysics, you are wrong about moral matters; you cannot therefore be a good man; but if you are a good man, it is because you know moral philosophy and this philosophy is good; you must then be a good metaphysician. This is a point to which I object.

P.76

[A]

IX – Are those who concluded from your statement on April 2 that Catholic parents were free to send their children to non-confessional schools right?
[B]

-I do not see at all how anyone could attribute this opinion to me, which is also contrary to the teaching of my Church; I expressly stated that: “You must not conclude from my statement that I recommend non-confessional schools as ideal for children, even those from religious families. I absolutely maintain the opposite. How can I be Christian without hoping that there be as small a need as possible for non-confessional schools. However, our society would not be worthy of its name if it wanted to forcefully impose beliefs on most of its members. That would be to deny that faith is a free gift, that grace is a free gift.”

[C]

Catholic parents would definitely have the civil right to send their children to non-confessional schools. But, depending on the circumstances of course, they also risk being deprived of the discipline of the Church, a discipline that is not imposed by force, any more than doctrine is. How, if one is Catholic, can one expect to benefit from the kind deeds of the Church without being one with the Church, without submitting to its authority? If, against the Church’s teachings, against the authority of its Ordinary, an individual wants to be both segregationist and Catholic for example, it is obvious that he would deprive himself of his rights in the Church: you cannot have your cake and eat it too.

P.77

[A]

X – Do you think that admitting children of parents who are agnostic into our confessional schools may prove to be harmful?
[B]

This could bring harm to children in religious homes and even children whose parents are agnostic. It would be particularly harmful to our children who, at a young age, are very malleable and easily affected by the doubts of their fellow students especially when the behavior of the latter is in other respects irreproachable. It could even have a harmful effect upon children of agnostic parents: because religious teaching is either directly or indirectly being imposed on them, they would be particularly inclined later on, in virtue of their natural attachment to their parents, to renounce this religion to which they were initiated to return to the agnosticism of their ancestors. 

[C]

XI – Do you think your statement could be used to justify a movement whose assumed goal is the religious neutrality of our public institutions, including therefore the neutrality of our schools?

[D]

- I did indeed describe a regime that would only admit of and support non-confessional schools as tyrannical. For, in fact this regime would deny the priority of the rights of parents – believers, in this instance – regarding education. If, moreover, we wanted to impose the majority’s beliefs on all members of the State, we would be guilty of the same kind of despotism. This is what inevitably accompanies religious freedom. Choosing this attitude and disregarding that the modern mind has placed us in front of this positive good, would be tantamount to the saying: “When we are a minority, we demand freedom for ourselves in the name of your principles; when we are a majority, we reject your freedom in the name of ours.” In truth, there are still Catholics who maintain this sort of position. I find them to be extremely annoying. What would become of our missionaries if the pagans they were trying to evangelize followed this precept? How does this principle differ from the tactics of communist countries that either banish men of God or make their lives unbearable? The communist regimes know only too well that their survival depends on the strict application of this totalitarian precept. Does our survival also depend upon it? Is our faith so weak that we can only count on extrinsic means of this kind to conserve it? I do not underestimate extrinsic means; but the principle “the end does not justify the means” applies just as much to us as it does to others.

P. 78

[A]

XII – Do you believe that it would be legitimate for Catholics to actively cooperate in a movement that proposes as its goal the religious neutrality of our public institutions?

[B]

- This is how I took Catholic lay participation in the movement in question. There is in our province, where schools are religious, some entirely understandable uneasiness among parents who do not profess a religion in the current sense of the word. Nothing is more natural than to ask if we can really let them think that they have no right to non-confessional schools. Yet, some lay Catholics are quick to point out the doctrine and discipline of the Church in this matter. 
 There is no choice but to acknowledge that non-Catholic laity speak more easily about these things with Catholic laity. At this level, dialogue seems to me to be very important.
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[A]

As for active participation in a movement that proposes to neutralize all public institutions, this could only undermine the foundations of a truly political society. However, I would not reject dialogue with those who would recommend such a regime.

[B]

XIII – Do you think that Catholics in the Province of Quebec could be reproached for intolerance?

[C]

Such a reproach would simply underestimate the custom of the Church in Canada. Cardinal Leger opportunely recalled this point: “Neither its Catholic faith nor the influence of its clergy have ever impeded the Province of Quebec from treating those who are part of the religious minority with justice and dignity. And, this is why we can rest assured that, at a time when new minorities are emerging on the scene, French Canadian Catholics will not change their attitude.”

VIII

WHAT IS CAESAR’S*
P. 87

[A] 

According to Catholic doctrine, as it has evolved in recent times (since we must admit that the understanding of the principles of Christian teachings has progressed thanks to a long and varied experience), there is a radical distinction between the State and the Church. The ends that define these societies are different; and, they can be called perfect insofar as they are self-sufficient. Christ speaks very categorically on this point: “Give to Caesar what is Caesar’s and to God what is God’s” (Mark 22:21) Civil society belongs to Caesar; God, on the other hand, is the principle and end of an order that, while being transcendental with respect to political society, allows it to be sovereign in its perfect, autonomous order. Catholics at least should agree on this point of doctrine. In effect, we quite commonly understand today the secularism of the State.

[B]

Historically, the issue of State secularism has been posed in terms of the relations between Church and State, particularly in the Catholic Church and political society. As I have suggested elsewhere, it could have been posed in different terms, since in fact other religions exist as does ignorance or rejection of religion. In short, we could examine this issue by comparing the good that characterizes political society with the goods that are transcendent or fall outside the scope of the good of political society. However, I do not think that in this case there is reason to discuss the problem in this sense. Let me note, nevertheless, that from the Catholic point of view, the separation of these two perfect societies does not prevent the Church from having her own social doctrine. This separation is such, in reality, that political society does not have the right to appropriate this doctrine to itself insofar as it is Church doctrine, since supernatural faith cannot be a condition of citizenship. 

P. 88

[A]

In the heart of the Christian who is both a citizen and a believer, there is undoubtedly an order of subordination between the respective ends of the two societies to which the Christian simultaneously belongs. But, this is far from implying that the earthly authority of the Church can order Caesar in matters that belong to Caesar; likewise, neither can Caesar interfere in matters of the Church. When such interference occurs, it must be attributed to the ignorance of man, not to the doctrine that the Christian professes as such. This error has, however, occurred throughout history, and it still occurs in a number of both Catholic and non-Catholic countries. 

[B]

It is both remarkable and significant that in the synoptic Gospels – all three mention the words of Christ – Caesar’s name is mentioned first. The fact is that if the distinction, which Christ’s saying establishes, is not first established in the temporal order, the transcendent good of the religion will be compromised – precisely because it is the State’s duty to ensure that all citizens respect freedom of consciences. The secularism of the State is what guarantees my religious liberty vis-à-vis the State and its citizens.

* * *

P. 89

[A]

Given the human condition, both in terms of natural truths that are in and of themselves the most fundamental, and supernatural truths, freedom of consciences would call for a pluralism that is humanly unavoidable. It is often said that this pluralism is not the ideal; yet, the ideal society is no more real than ideal gas is in physics. In other words, our conceived ideal, compared to reality, to that which is possible, can be truly false. The ideal Church, that defines itself by the sanctity of all its members, would be unattainable, and will not exist between now and the end of time. “For there must be also heresies among you – opportet haereses esse” (I Corinthians 11:19) This does not mean that we ought to deliberately create them, but rather, on the contrary, it is entirely up to us to learn from them, to understand with more discernment and act with more wisdom. From the standpoint of action, the ideal is that which can be realized under given circumstances, which are always contingent. What is ideal today might have been disastrous yesterday, and vice versa. 

[B]

I do not think that it is, from this point forward, permissible to maintain that the State can still agree to be the secular arm of a religious society. Still, it is important to remember that, in some countries where the common national good is invoked, this good must be subordinated to the good of the international community, a good founded on human rights. We must avoid scandal, even scandalum infirmorum. To be the secular arm of the Church seems, in my mind, contrary to the nature of the State as an autonomous, sovereign and perfect society. Anyone who says arm means organ, tool, and instrument. Christ did not say: “Give to God what is God’s through Caesar”. Why deny that such enslavement is, in truth, also contrary to the very independence of the Church with respect to temporal powers? When the State refuses to be the secular arm of the Church, it does not reject the Church but rather the men who are wont to overstep their bounds and do not respect what belongs to Caesar. It does not seem to me that my Church allows me to be unjust towards my neighbor, whoever he is. The religious majority to which I belong is not a body of people confirmed in the good; it remains a majority that always risks imposing its numerical weight precisely where it should not. As a Catholic, I see the secularism of the State as being a salutary power devoted to suppressing all forms of injustices. If we respect our Church, we will equally respect those who are part of it. Would it not be normal for Christians to be able to perceive the Church in a way that those who are not in the Church do? If we Catholics, or Christians, are not able to see ourselves from the outside, from the perspective of a non-Catholic, a non-Christian, our neighbor, then our conception of the Church becomes, at the very least, truncated. 
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[A]

Can anything other than civil society protect freedom of consciences? Who, for example, is responsible for publicly and practically assigning the primacy of parental rights in matters of education? The pluralism in question here is the price of freedom and intimately linked to the primacy of this right. Civil society cannot disregard this right or its primacy without destroying the family, violating freedom of consciences, from which the diversity of beliefs derives. One could even go further saying that the respect of this freedom and, consequently, confessional and non-confessional diversities, is the sign of a legitimate and sound secularism, which for Christians is a principle of doctrine. It is, in fact, the duty of the State to see to it that those who disagree in matters of faith work out their differences, not in political life, but in the religious sphere.

p. 91

[A]

It is clear that the Church teaches freedom of consciences, the primacy of the parental right in matters of education; and those members of the Church who teach the rejection of this teaching or its application would incur spiritual sanctions. The Church tells me that these rights are precepts of natural law and I firmly believe it; however, I just as firmly believe that no one can be forced to submit himself to the authority of the Church as such without compromising the dignity of freely accepted faith. In other words, when the pluralist State recognizes the precepts in question, it is not because, on the basis of the Church’s faith, the precepts come under the natural law but rather because without these precepts there would be no political life.

[B]

Does secularism of the State mean that the State is neutral in matters of religion? If by neutral we mean that the State cannot impose a particular religion upon its citizens, then the State must indeed be neutral. However, if we mean that the State is above religions in their diversity or succumbs to the pure relativity of philosophical liberalism – in its own way, a dogmatic position which stems from a totalitarianism wherein the part absorbs the whole – I would find it inadmissible; it would be a way of forcing me to adopt such a philosophy. Let me note here that the secularism of the State is in no way doctrinally tied to philosophical liberalism, even though this philosophy has historically provided a platform to pose the problem of secularism more clearly.

P. 92

[A]

Now, if we juxtapose the texts of the ecclesiastical Magisterium on this matter, nothing would be easier than to find the Magisterium in blatant contradiction with itself. And, it is very true that if we presume to abstract from the contingent, historical circumstances in which the Church provided its opinion and if we do not take into account the changing meaning of the words in different times and places, the Magisterium would still contradict itself. But, times have changed; the meanings of words have changed. Why ignore it?

[B]

Some will perhaps argue that the secularism of the State suggests a negative attitude towards religion. How can that be maintained when the State is compelled to be secular, in view of the common good, peace and protection of the free practice of religion? Respecting freedom of consciences – whether they are true or false – is not a leveling of all consciences; it is simply the consideration that must be given even to the person whose conscience is, in our eyes, erroneous. 

[C]

At this point, It would be fitting to cite a passage from Cardinal Bea’s speech he recently gave on freedom of consciences at the Pro Deo University in Rome. His speech appeared on February 23 in Le Devoir: “Another aberration concerning a misplaced love of truth is found in the painful religious wars, when, in the name of truth, we tried to forcefully impose certain convictions onto other men, renouncing a no less fundamental fact of the love of truth, the liberty of man.

p. 93

[A]

“This liberty signifies man’s right to freely choose his own destiny according to his conscience. From this liberty is born the duty and right of man to follow his own conscience, the right and duty to which correspond the right of the individual and society to respect this freedom and the individual’s personal decision…

[B]

“To those who would, in this case, object that error does not have the right to exist, my response would be that error is something abstract, and consequently not entitled to rights; but man is, even if he must be in invincible error, that is to say, unable to correct his error! He has, therefore, the duty and right to follow his conscience and thus, similarly, the right to have this independence respected by all.” 
* * *

[C]

Let us return to the ideal society. Remember that for philosophers such as Plato and Aristotle, the monarchical regime was the best regime, as long as the monarch governed with the consent of the people. But they also found it to be the most dangerous because power was concentrated and it was possible for the monarch to hold onto this power against the will of the people: it is easy to make the transition to tyranny, which destroys political society as such. The question one might ask here is whether Christian civil society, as it was realized in certain periods of history, did not pose the same dangers? The past few centuries incontestably affirm that this is so. A bond between the State and religion that is too strong is bound to present the greatest threat to religion at the same time. This was the case in ancient Rome where Caesar, as both emperor and sovereign pontiff, was later to persecute Christians. The same is basically true when the Church mixes or allies with civil authorities. Regrettable persecutions occurred during the Middle Ages, at a time when Christian society appeared to be ideal. 

P. 94

[A]

We are dealing with a fact, clearly established by experience, that when a religion becomes the State’s religion, this creates confused allegiance; history offers many examples of its cruel consequences. Furthermore, even if we have a state religion, it cannot be inferred from the aforementioned words of Christ that a certain religion must be transformed into the state religion. Let us not forget that Christ responded in this fashion to people who, like the Caesars, transformed the civil community into a theocratic conception.

[B]

Is it not possible for the State – and worthy of it – to recognize a publicly held metapolitical
 position that is compatible with public peace in practice? This would not, under any circumstance, imply the slightest approval of any particular opinion or position, but the mere positive recognition of a right to respect consciences, regardless of whether they are true or not. In this respect, there is a positive attitude of the State towards pluralism. The attitude would be negative if the State gave privileges in these matters to one group at the exclusion of others; if it did this, it would cease to be legitimate and healthy. In complying with the secularism of the State, the State effectively finds itself in agreement with the teaching of Our Lord without having to publicly proclaim it.

P. 95

[A]

Instead of becoming embittered by pontifical texts, or being troubled by the equivocal allure that they acquire when reading them today, on the contrary, we have every reason to rejoice; because, finally, it is given to us, ordinary Christians and citizens – no doubt because of the vicissitudes and lessons of history, and still for other reasons perhaps – the opportunity to grasp the full meaning and practical import of the words of Christ, which ought to be repeated: “Give to Caesar what is Caesar’s and to God what is God’s” (Mark 22:21)

IX

HIS HOLINESS JOHN XXIII*
P. 97

[A]

The health of the Pope has been a source of concern since the start of the Council. Lately, concern has turned into anxiety -- both inside and outside the Christian world. John XXIII was able to communicate not just to Catholics, but to other Christians and many non-Christians as well. From the beginning of his pontificate, he demonstrated touching simplicity; his rare humility gives him a sense of humor, which is a sign of magnanimity, nobility of spirit, as Chesterton recalled. The Holy Father’s spirit of understanding has not ceased to reassure everyone – an understanding so necessary towards those who are in invincible error, and even those who are in vincible error –understanding so extremely respectful of the conscience of everyone. John XXIII let it be known unequivocally that every man is his neighbor. 

[B]

It seems to me that his pontificate was characterized by the radiance of the virtue of hope. This theological virtue is, in fact, so great that we are not able to have it without fostering hope for our most distant neighbor, even someone who is strongly opposed to our faith, i.e., the truth of God, both natural and supernatural. This is the highly moving pastoral lesson of his encyclical, Pacem in terris, and the behavior he displayed on a daily basis. 

P. 98

[A]

The Holy Father demonstrates, in his own person, what the protestant theologian Karl Barth calls “a swell, an irresistible current” in the Roman Church. And yet, this does not prevent us today from feeling afraid– afraid that his successor might be a shepherd who, instead of going very openly in quest of the lost sheep, appears to only tend to those who stayed in the fold. This fear would be all too human if it assumes that the future of the Church is at the mercy of a cruel contingency, but it is nevertheless real. Let us, however, recall that our faith is not linked either to personality or character, or the human qualities of the person of the Vicar of Christ. Our faith is in Christ and therefore, in the charisma of truth underlying the Magisterium. 

[B]

However, we would be wrong to completely disregard this fear. There is tension in the Church – there always has been. Even early on, St. Paul did not hide this: “But when Cephas [Peter] came to Antioch, I opposed him to his face, because he stood condemned. For prior to the coming of certain men from James, he used to eat with the Gentiles; but when they came, he began to withdraw and hold himself aloof, fearing the party of the circumcision. And the rest of the Jews joined him in hypocrisy, with the result that even Barnabas was carried away by their hypocrisy, but when I saw that they were not straightforward about the truth of the gospel, I said to Cephas in the presence of everyone, ‘If you, being a Jew, live like the Gentiles and not like the Jews, how is it that you compel the Gentiles to live like Jews?’ …” (Epistle to the Galations 2:11)
 Note the tension at such a high level and from the beginning! Whether it is due to temperament, our education or for some other reason, all of us will find in ourselves a connatural sympathy for either party of the opposition. But what always counts is to want – to really want – the will of God to be done instead of ours. In fact, St. Peter would later promulgate the position that the Apostle of the Gentiles argued in opposition to his. 

P. 99

[A]

Some Catholics were disturbed by the meeting that the Holy Father had with a highly placed Soviet communist, and his acceptance of the Balzan Peace Prize, since several communists were members of the committee giving the prize. Others, however, viewed it simply as the repetition of an example of what they have known since childhood.

[B]

Jesus said that he came to heal the sick. He ate and drank at the table of the publicans. In fact, he was even chastised for this in a manner that Saint Thomas described as blasphemous. In the parable that discusses, in the most accessible way to us, the uniqueness of God Almighty’s power – mercy  - he chose no other than a Samaritan. Once again, it is a Samaritan – also living in a state of sin – who he taught with such benignity about the sacrament which encompasses the spiritual common good of the entire Church, the sacrament of the mystery of faith.

[C]

In his eschatological discourse (see St. Matthew 24: 12), Christ announced that because iniquity abounds, the love of many will grow cold. He was referring to divine charity, according to St. Thomas, and therefore to those who have received it but who instead, far from being faithful to it, focus solely on themselves. Charity towards one’s neighbor is growing cold among us Catholics, since we started thinking only about ourselves, about rights we have acquired in this world, only being concerned about people who get in our way, or even hate us. John XXIII’s abounding charity – present up to the end – makes us very acutely aware of this “growing cold”. 

P. 100

[A]

This is what makes us so sad when we think of losing this tangible goodness so soon – a bit like the Apostles before the departure of Christ. Human attachment? Maybe, but God does not look down on human feelings, as demonstrated even in the Person of the Word incarnate at the supreme moment of his passion and death.

X

IS “LOVE OF COUNTRY” PASSE?

P. 101 

[A]

I – Country, State, Nation and Piety
Words that denote admirable things can easily take on a nuanced or even pejorative meaning, if not one of ridicule. It is an age-old phenomenon. Thus, already among the Greeks, the word phroênesis, which is the equivalent of prudence, had a pejorative nuance comparable to that which prudence has today in both French and English.
 A prudent man often signifies not a wise man, but one who is excessively careful, someone who indefinitely remains in a state of indecision, never moving to act. The words country, patriotism, and piety are no exception to this rule of usage. 

[B]

While it does not pertain to us to legislate on linguistic matters, we must, however, consider the many senses that a single word can have in contemporary language. I was asked to speak to you about the nation and the State. But, the word nation is highly equivocal; one of its meanings is interchangeable with State, as in the expression the French nation. Yet, the word nation is related to the word nature, while State tends to indicate an artificial and moral reality. We often speak of “the Canadian nation”; if we take nation here in its original sense, as a product of nature and not of political reason, it would be better to say “the Canadian nations”. The expression “the Canadian State” is no less ambiguous. Is it a political body or a federative body consisting of several political communities? Lastly, for the sake of discussion, the secular word fatherland (la patrie) seems surer to me; in any case, it directs our attention to a certain common paternity. 

P. 102 

[A]

As the Roman moralists noted, fatherland is the object of the virtue of piety. To eliminate equivocation, let me clarify that I am using piety as defined by Cicero: “the virtue that brings to fruition the duty and attentive reverence owed to those connected to us by blood and to the benefactors of the fatherland.” (Pietas est per quam sanguine junctis, patriaeque benevolis, officium et diligens tribuitur cultus). Notice here that Cicero is not speaking of the State, the public “thing”, the political community as such. The fatherland is a natural reality that is prior to the deliberated organization that is called the State. Just as the family, in its sphere, has rights that are prior those of the State, so fatherland must also have relative priority when understood as being a natural society analogous to family. However, the State, in the sense of “political community”, is a body formed in view of a good that families alone, or fatherland alone, could not achieve. The State is a product of reason, and reason presupposes nature. Peoples – and here we mean countries – are naturally diverse. Although the language and customs of a people are products of reason, artificial and moral realities, they are no less connatural, to the point that we speak of mother tongues and national customs – nation in this instance has the meaning of fatherland.

P. 103 

[A]

II – Love of Country
People have wondered whether diversity among peoples, languages and cultures is desirable. Does recognizing this diversity mean surrendering to factors of conflict? Still, we could compare this question with another: is love of fatherland a source of conflict? 

[B]

Though love our country is rooted in nature, nature itself does not shape every love of country or every patriotism. This has been sufficiently shown throughout history. If it is not intelligent and measured, then piety towards country exposes us to two dangers. Since it is a love in which we honor our origins and even worship the sources of our being, there is a strong temptation to reduce all good to this one – the good of the country. And yet, the country, as such, is incapable of achieving a happiness worthy of man. Man lives by art and reason; unlike animals, man does not live by nature alone. It is only in the political community that man is capable of living well. One ought not, therefore, characterize virtue as that which is an exclusive bending back to nature, to the origins of our life. The life of man is not ordered to a simple return to the initial principles of his being; man must strive for an end that is the good of his rational nature; it would be futile to seek man’s end in natural origins, as if it were firmly predetermined therein. It seems a tempting oversimplification to believe that what comes after in the order of time was already given before, or that what already existed is the model and example of what is to come, even from the standpoint of the selective reason that composes history; if so, history would be reduced and falsified – this is what historians who prefer romanticized history over history as determined by rational choice. This is a way of denying the priority of the good to be sought, i.e., by transforming the beginning into an end. Patriotism transformed into pure arrogance is at the very least disordered and would be a major obstacle to the maturity that political life requires.

P. 104

[A]

Love of country can be the source of an even more serious danger. Following the very order of charity, one must love his country before another’s, just as, according to the spiritual good, one is supposed to love himself more than his neighbor. One proof of this is that he is not permitted to commit the smallest sin, even for another’s greatest good. But in what sense is it true that one has to love himself more than another person, and why? It is that every person is more one with himself than with another; the truth is, the better one is, the more he is one and undivided – as we say whole. On the contrary, a bad man is many and divided against himself and cannot even be his own friend, as Aristotle admirably demonstrates in the Eudemian Ethics (VII, Ch. 6). Now, love consists of union; one can love others only insofar as there is a union between them. Of course, one can selfishly interpret the precept that all charity begins at home: this interpretation consists in believing this precept because one thinks himself better than another, or believes he should behave as if he were better than another. This is the sense of Pascal’s le moi est haissable or La Rochefoucauld’s l’amour propre. This deformed self-love is the principle of all evil when put into practice. 

P. 105

[A]

Now, while such an idea of self-love is manifestly perverse in terms of the individual, it is less evident for the love that one owes another, where self-love can very easily take on pretexts. One sees this clearly in the general attitude of adolescents towards their parents: when they become aware of the flaws in their parents’ nature, character, education and sometimes even behavior, adolescents turn away from their parents, claiming that they, on account of this, owe nothing to their parents as not worthy of reverent respect - whereas in truth, reverent respect cannot even hope to achieve the equality of justice. These teenagers seem to think that, to earn their favor, their parents should be better than the parents of others and even be recognized as superior. This impiety is the case that is the most immediately contrary to nature. Even if circumstances can explain it, they cannot justify it. However, even though nature most often makes animals just, the rational animal willingly makes himself an exception to the rule of nature.

P. 106

[A]

Love of country takes us into another domain more removed, vast and less determined, where the perversion is better hidden, especially the perversion of excess. If it is very certain that one must love one’s own country before another’s, it ought to be just as clear that the reason is not that his country is the best of all. The false perception of necessarily being the best in itself is, however, rather common among great countries. Nevertheless, the admiration that one can have for the greatness of his country is one thing. Yet, there is another, even more certain thing, namely that one owes his piety to his own country for the simple reason that it is his, the one, irreplaceable country that gave him birth and reared him. There is no need to compare our parents with another’s, nor to compare our fatherland with another’s in order to know which one we should love more. We owe respect and honor to our country first, and we do so precisely on account of our natural ties and irrevocable dependence on these ties to origin: they are principles of our being, and we cannot reject them any more than we could our own person. 

[B]

The true patriot is therefore not one who succumbs to thinking that his mother country can be nothing but the best of all countries, or one who would have it be the measure and standard of all other countries. It takes but two nations entertaining such whims to incite greater conflicts than those found in irrational nature. Who cannot see that the hatred between nations can more easily take on the appearance of virtue than can loathing between individuals? We cannot blame nature for these conflicts either – though nature lends itself to unmeasured self-importance – but rather the lack of civilization. What’s more, nothing is more barbaric than a nation-country that thinks of itself as the embodiment of civilization. Even if it is the most civilized country, it is petty and pathetic to insist upon this to other countries. As we have sufficiently seen in recent times, unmeasured patriotism among so-called “highly cultured” peoples has demonstrated more nihilistic barbarism than was ever seen in antiquity.

P. 107

[A]

These deformations of patriotism, though not as blatantly perverse as individual selfishness, which lies at the heart of these deformations, are nevertheless often described as heroic and have been applauded by a certain historical account; all the same, they are directly contrary to the most elementary natural right – human rights. However, this right is manifest and universal in its general principles; it is based on an inclination of our common nature, and the natural foundation of friendship between men, regardless of their country. For instance, this right requires us to maintain respect for one another, without which there is no society, neither national nor federated. 

[B]

The love of country that is pure and sound is therefore a highly sensitive matter. Man is not simply an animal and cannot govern himself by a semblance of instinct. True love of country can only really bloom in political society in which the good is higher than that which nature has handed down to us; we are not talking here about simply recognizing nature or paying homage to our parents and their ancestors, as well as to their benefactors; rather, we are talking about a strictly rational good, which should always be carried out and which deformed patriotism can render hopeless and impossible. Again, political society is a product of reason; country is not. By giving up on the necessities of practical reason, a requirement of political life, man will raise up his origins as the final end and ideal of his life, as though he had been born self-sufficient.

P. 108

[A]

III –Fatherland and Good of the Political Community
Does this mean that there can be no connection between fatherland and the good of the political community? Although the good of the political community is not simply and purely inferred from origins, and there is no strictly natural relation between fatherland and its corresponding political form, some proportion of connaturality is necessary between the two. The choice and institution of a political regime pertains to prudence, which must consider the history and nature of the fatherland, and of the character of the men who make it up. In other words, even though political life is not a mere outgrowth of nature – which is what we suppose if we think that each fatherland is entitled to its own political regime regardless of circumstances – it remains that it cannot be contrary to nature, but must elevate it. And yet, the demands of the political community would, in fact, be contrary to nature if they clashed with the mother tongues, customs and ancestral tradition of the fatherland (provided these traditions are good ones, as we read in St. Matthew (15:6): “You have annulled the word of God in the name of your tradition”
. Laws were not made for abstract subjects. A regime of communal life doing violence to the nature of its subjects, though this regime is now second nature to them, is certainly in fact not political, but more precisely would be defined as despotic. In short, in order to form a political community, it is not necessary for it to deprive its members of all that is theirs from nature; it is necessary, on the contrary, to make the most of this nature and promote it.

P. 109

[A]

IV – Fatherland and Superstate

Here, I am thinking of a certain ideology introduced to the West through the political philosophy of Plato. In Socrates’ dialogues, this great philosopher concludes that the world of our senses, nature, is a kind of prison from which man must be freed, at the cost of a regimentation that is contrary to nature. Yet, what is striking in the teaching of the Republic is that it begins by likening the political society to the purely natural unit of society – the family – and then ends, as if it were a very logical conclusion, with the destruction of the family – foundation of the city – by finally restricting the unity of the civil community to a unity identical to that of an individual. In fact, Socrates establishes as a principle that the more a city is one, the more perfect it will be: “can we name a greater evil for a State than that which divides it and makes many from one?”
 It is in order to achieve a maximum of unity that the ideal city, according to him, must institute the community of women and children, requiring therefore, as a condition of well-ordered civil life, maximum homogeneity and an indifference on the part of its subjects towards all that comes from nature. “The children, thus, will be in common, and neither will a father know his son, nor a son his father…and as the children are born, they will be taken over by a committee constituted for this purpose…

P. 110

[A]

This ideology, one of the first, only concerns us as a well-known example of a concept of communal life, destroying the very foundation of civil society, the family, as well as all that naturally follows in this line, such as fatherland. In this intellectual nightmare, human nature, like nature, essentially appears hostile to rational life. Human nature does not designate that definable, abstract nature that is said of all men, where all men are essentially equal; we mean much more determinately human nature in its entirely diversified concretion – a diversity, therefore, that is no less a product of nature as well as the casual and unforeseen circumstances influencing it. Under the pretext of liberating individuals, the theory proposed in Plato’s Republic, Laws and Politics, deprives them of absolutely everything, right up to their individuality, even their own names; it is the Procrustean method. Similarly, fatherland – being an extension of the family and incapable of achieving the good of political life on its own – would be considered an obstacle to be eliminated, and stripped of any character, of any name, even its own name.

P. 111

[A]

A similar ideology, after all, leads to the emancipation of the generic – the species and individuals are nothing more than hindrances. And yet, in his political philosophy, Plato has in truth traced the eventual fate of the Superstate. In my opinion, Plato’s Republic most clearly betrays itself in the idea that the State ought to be governed by philosopher kings. History has only too often proven that political schemes created a priori by philosophers are contrary to nature. Political institutions and constitutions in the strictest sense are the fruits of political prudence and not of science as such, not even of moral philosophy. The efficiency of the Superstate can tolerate neither the diversity of countries, nor the character of the family, nor even the very distinction between children, fatherlands and adults. The members of the community are seen only in terms of production and consumption, that is in terms of politics in the pejorative sense of the word. 

[B]

In contrast to Plato, Mr. Bertrand de Jouvenel, following the example of another great Greek philosopher, Aristotle, thinks, with good reason, that the Superstate, far from being good and desirable, is “a thing that is in itself bad”. He even finds its intellectual root in “the taste for uniformity and simplicity”. 

[C]

In fact, the human mind can confidently operate in numbers and magnitudes as vast and complex as one likes. And even in physics, the best theory is the one that, from a small number of principles, can deduce highly complicated phenomena regarding the structure of the universe. Those who take as a starting point the postulate that everything is reducible to numbers and to magnitudes are naturally impatient to march into the field of human action and take charge of the public order where, as all can see, things sometimes happen in a painfully irrational way. With the simplicity and rigors of mathematics, they would like to transform the world, as if men were only matter entirely open to pure quantification. 

P. 112

[A]

Here, generic thinking and mathematical thinking are clearly related. Men, sheep, flies, crows, snakes and whales are all animals. If we take two of each species, they form a group of ten animals; the members of the group, taken only as animals, are indiscernible from one another. The equilateral triangle, insofar as it is a triangle, can hardly be distinguished from an isosceles triangle. In the abstract generality animal, we are very far away from reality. The same goes for the abstract generality of American and European. Whether one sits on a fly or a rattlesnake in either case, it is equally true that he sits on an animal, but in practical terms, it makes no small difference to know on which of the two he sits. 

[B] 

How easy it would be to know things and especially to manipulate them if everything were as vague as ten things and yet as precise as just ten, or right angle! Yet the Superstate must lead its subject into the darkness of a generality, where all cows are black, only allowing them to have an existence of indiscernible character as individuals.

[C] 

In his novel From Zero to Infinity, Arthur Koestler puts into the mouth of one of his characters a saying that summarizes very many things: “A mathematician once said that algebra was the science of the lazy – one never looks for what x represents, but one acts with this unknown as if he knew its value. In our case, x represents the anonymous masses, the people. To go into politics is to operate using x without worrying about its real nature”. 

P. 113

[A]

Aristotle stated it well: “A [Superstate] and a populous one are not the same thing. The facts demonstrate that it is difficult, if not impossible, to govern well an overpopulated State; at the very least, we see that no State having the reputation of being well governed can increase its population without limit. This is clear and confirmed by reason: law is a certain order, and good laws necessarily constitute the proper order; but overpopulation does not lend itself to the establishment of order. Such order can only be the product of a divine power, the power that creates the fabric and support of the entire universe.” 

[B]

Finally, let us again take up the distinction made above between fatherland and civil community. Fatherland could be a tribe and the land inhabited by the tribe; it could be a patriarchy or matriarchy, which forms organizations to hunt or defend itself, etc. This is not at all, however, what constitutes a political community. Even if there were an agglomeration of tribes living within natural or artificially shared borders and even if these tribes had commercial relations with each other governed by laws, all this would not suffice to constitute a political community. Production of consumer goods and trade are absolutely necessary for there to be political community. These goods do not, however, constitute man’s perfect happiness. Similarly, commercial and defense relations between two political communities do not make them a single political community.

P. 114

[A]

The good life in a political society originates in the recognition of the dignity of the human person and his liberty. Man expresses his dignity by acting of his own volition, by taking actions for which he is held responsible. This dignity does not emerge when man is content to revert merely to what nature has given him. The community that sees its organization only as a means of protecting men from each other, however necessary this may be, is not worthy of being called a political society.

[B]

The good man is a good citizen because he makes temperate and rational use of material goods, not for the sake of his health, but because it is good to be temperate; he practices justice, not because he fears punishment, but because it is good to be just; he carries out praiseworthy actions, even if he stands to lose his reputation or life; he does not do this to be honored or made a hero, but because the good of the community is worthy of these acts and this sacrifice. He acts in all circumstances with practical wisdom. He does not think only of himself, nor of his family, nor of his profession, nor primarily of his subsidiary society. But rather, he thinks first of the primacy of the good of his political community.

P. 115

[A] 

V – Fatherland and the Good of Humanity
Under the circumstances in which we live, we are required to acknowledge, on a temporal level, a good that is greater and more urgent than that of our fatherlands and civil societies – I mean, the good of humanity, a good that must not cease to be the good of fatherlands and political societies, as it does cease to be in the monolithic Superstate. The international organization of political communities cannot require the abdication of political societies or of fatherlands that are formed in political communities. This kind of international organization must be founded on human rights, including the right to political life in a more limited community, better suited to men in their natural and historical diversities. The United Nations is an organization moving in this direction, insofar as it does not look upon these natural and political diversities as obstacles. In reality, these would be obstacles if the purpose of the international organization were to homogenize humanity into one shapeless lump, having for all men only those rights of man as abstracted as the common denominator; man so defined has deprived himself of every right except the right to renounce his rights.

[B]

The only means of ensuring the successful organization of nations, the peace of nations, is to see peace as something other than the mere avoidance of the destruction of nations and individuals, but rather to deliberately and commonly pursue peace as the greatest good for both fatherlands and civil communities.

P. 116

[A]

In the November 3 issue of the New York Times Magazine, Mr. Arnold Toynbee described nationalism in the following terms: “It is a state of mind in which we give our paramount political loyalty to one fraction of the human race – to the particular tribe of which we happen to be tribesmen. In so far as we are captured by this ideology, we hold that the highest political good for us is our own nation’s sovereign independence; that our nation has a moral right to exercise its sovereignty according to what it believes to be its own national interests, whatever consequences this may entail for the foreign majority of the human race; and that our duty, as citizens of our country, is to support our country, right or wrong.”

[B]

We have just read the description of a certain kind of nationalism – we would qualify it as a deformed patriotism, contrary to nature and reason. By contrast, if this meant that every love of fatherland, every love of nation and city, were now passé, I would have to voice my disagreement. For, the promises of peace among nations lie in the love of country that is in conformity with nature further rectified by reason. 
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Dr. Charles De Koninck, profes-
sor of philosphy at Laval Uni
versity, Quebee, (center) is cone
gratulaled by the Very Rev.

Bona Medal Winner Attacks Bigotry

The 20th recipient of St. Bona-

Action Medal Thursday night de-
clared that truth can best be serv-
&d by friendly persuasion and x-
e B R R

w

Olean Times He

Francls W. Kearney, OFM,
president of St Bonaventurs
University, upon the former's
reciplent of (he Cathotic Action

ample, not by force and violence:

Amid a world ringing with the
overtones of the ecumenical spirit
and beset by intolerance and God-
less docirines, Dr. Charles De
Koninck noted that “the present
Holy Father recalls for us a 'say-
iog of St Jobm Chrysostom as
‘most opportune for our time:

* “There would ‘be nor more
pagans, if we behaved Liké true
Christians,

The distinguished Catholic phil-
osopher, educator snd author,
soared high into the realms of
reason o olear the air of bigotry,
the paironizing and self righteous.

lie

“IT WOULD be contrary to the
dignity of faith to force anyone
to adopt it.” he explained. “This
umplies that, among other things,
4 political cormmumity which would
exact, as a condition of citizen-
stip, the adoption of the Chris-

belief, stands condemned by the
teaching of our church.”

Dr. De Koninck recalled that
Cardinal Lercaro, the Archbishop
of Bologna, explains that ‘“the
very dignity of faith is utterly in-
compatible with a lack of respect
toward the freedom of the per.
son, that is, with the negation
of the freedom of conscience.”

Nevértheless, the Catholic Ac-
tion medalist went on to say that
there lurks “the temptation to use
all possible means, irrespective of
individual - conscience, to bring
cveryons to our own faith;” this

tian faith or of any other religious |

|
Medal. Looking on, left to right,
are Mrs. De Koninck, the Rev,
Juvenal Lalor, OFM, and the
Rev. Terence Reynoids, OFM,

neighbor, deciding that he is, af-
ter”all, descrving of my toler-
ance, as if it was from (he beights
of superiorily that the belicver
would need lo resort to provi-
sionslcompromise, imposed en-
titely by circumstances, with
those who think differently.”

He added: 1L is God who must
tolerate us all”

“The Christian must know that
there is 5o benignity, no kindness,
in the ghsence of humility on the
part of whoever does have some.
thing to give, of the ability and
the effort to see oneself in the
other man’s bools,” he said,

The Catholic Action medal, first
presented by St.Bonaventure to
a former New York State gov-
ernor, Alfred E. Smith in 193,
formally recognized Dr. De Kon-
inck's campaign for a sound phil-
osophy to lruly serve theology,

THE MEDAL, presented by the
university president, he Very
Rev. Francis Willism Kearney,
OFM, following a dinner in Hick:
ey Memorial Dining Hall on the
campus, bears the mottos:

“A Good soldier of Jesus
Christ," and “Therefore, be your
doers of the Word," from - Si.
Paul.

The presentation is held ‘anuak
Iy on Oct. 4, the foast of S
Francis of Assisi, foonder of the
Order of Friars Minor, ciled by
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cald, Friday, October 5, 1962

Juyenal Lalor, OF
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Bath Father Kearney and'Fa-
ther Latlor are former sudents
of Dr, De Koninek,
1Phote by D

wrights

Dr. De Koninck as “the sons of
the Apostle of Catholic Action.

Prior to the Minner, Father
Keamey colerated at Solemn
High Mass in the chapel of Christ
the Ming Seminary at which he
blessed the medal,

Serving a deacon was the Rev.

subdeacon,
the Rev, Neil 'Mac Donald OFM;
and master of ceremonics, the
Rov, Conall F. Hart, OFM. The
sermon was delivered Ly (he Rev,
Frederick McKeever, OFM. The
Rev, Julian Deeken, directed the
music for he mass sung the sem-
inary_choir.

The dinner program opened with
the invacation by the Rev, Win-
frid F. Ryan, OFM.

The Rev. Terence Reynolds,
OFM, read the medal citation.
The Rev. Robert A. Gavin, OFM,
was master of ceremonics.
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“"Truth “indced, Is teugnt more
forcefully by example than by any
other mesns,” Dr. . Charles -DeKon-
fok, said last: Thursday night at St
Bonaventure University, Dr. DeKon
Inck, philosopher, educator and. au:
thor, was the recipient of the school's
29th annual Catholie Action™ medal. {.

Presentation of the medal was
tmade by: the Very Rev. Francls W.
Reéarney, OFM, university president,
‘to- Dr:DeKoninek, ‘at-a dinner-n

_the_university dining hall Prior_ta
ihe dinmer @ Mass. was sald in'the |,

el of Christ the King Seminary.
_ | Pr.. DeKoninck is 2 member - of
“he facultly of Laval Universily in
Quebee, Canada, 5

+ “It should be plain to sny Catho-
“ie todey that no -ome should be
forced to adopt the Christian faith
against hisiwill," the medalist de-
clared. * ...

“Yet. ane- might ask. whetber. an
analagous -freedom is-to be Tespect-
ed with regard to certain matural
truths, even basic ones; for exam-
ple the existance of God, immortal-
ity of the Soul, the teaching - about}:
the grounds, in.themselves _quite
necessary of the moral Lfe,

““The question ts, can civil saclety
compel its members directly or In-
directly to' profess publicly the ex-
istance’ of God, the Supreme Judge,
or if the natural law in the terms
of which we formulate that law; or
agaln can we not at-least allow
the- political community to impose
upon -its people what is sometimes
realled 2. ‘natural religion.’

| The - medalist was cited by the
university for his contributions ta
the world of scholarship and to the
‘tleld -of teaching Catboli¢’ philoso-





� http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/13548a.htm


� http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/14322c.htm


� http://www.fact-index.com/q/qu/quebec_education_system.html


� http://socrates.clarke.edu/aplg0174.htm


*Text appeared in the publication Semaine religieuse de Québec on June 3, 1943.


*Talk given at the Theology and Philosophy meeting at the University of Laval on March 16, 1958, the eve of the Feast of St. Thomas.


� “For since the law has but a shadow of the good things to come instead of the true form of these realities, it can never, by the same sacrifices, which are continually offered year after year, make perfect those who draw near.” (Hebrews 10: 1)


� outside the Church there is no salvation


� Saint Pius X asked the Ambassador of England to the Holy See why he was a heretic, and received the answer: “Because that is how I was raised.” The Holy Pontiff replied, “That is the best reason of all!”. 


� “We must work the works of him who sent me, while it is day; night comes, when no man can work.” (John 9: 4)


� From Apostolic Constitution of Pope Pius IX on the Immaculate Conception (December 8, 1854) God ineffable -- whose ways are mercy and truth, whose will is omnipotence itself, and whose wisdom "reaches from end to end mightily, and orders all things sweetly" -- having foreseen from all eternity the lamentable wretchedness of the entire human race which would result from the sin of Adam, decreed, by a plan hidden from the centuries, to complete the first work of his goodness by a mystery yet more wondrously sublime through the Incarnation of the Word. This he decreed in order that man who, contrary to the plan of Divine Mercy had been led into sin by the cunning malice of Satan, should not perish; and in order that what had been lost in the first Adam would be gloriously restored in the Second Adam. From the very beginning, and before time began, the eternal Father chose and prepared for his only-begotten Son a Mother in whom the Son of God would become incarnate and from whom, in the blessed fullness of time, he would be born into this world. Above all creatures did God so lover her that truly in her was the Father well pleased with singular delight. Therefore, far above all the angels and all the saints so wondrously did God endow her with the abundance of all heavenly gifts poured from the treasury of his divinity that this mother, ever absolutely free of all stain of sin, all fair and perfect, would possess that fullness of holy innocence and sanctity than which, under God, one cannot even imagine anything greater, and which, outside of God, no mind can succeed in comprehending fully. (http://www.newadvent.org/docs/pi09id.htm)





� St. Thomas Aquinas


� “I said in my heart, God will judge the righteous and the wicked for he has appointed a time for every matter, and for every work.” (Eccl. 3: 17)


� “Blessed are those who hunger and thirst for righteousness, for they shall be satisfied.” (Matthew 5: 6)


� “You will all fall away because of this night.” (Matthew 26: 31)


� “We know that in everything God works for good with those who love him, who are called according to his purpose.” (Romans 8: 28)


*This text appeared in Le Devoir on April 26, 1962.


� http://www.ewtn.com/library/PAPALDOC/P12CIRI.HTM


� Pope Gregory the Great in his letter to the Bishop of Naples in 602: 


"Those who sincerely desire to bring those outside the Christian religion to correct faith should be earnestly engaged in displays of courtesy, not harshness, lest hostility drive away those whose minds a clearly thought-out reason could challenge. For whoever acts otherwise, and wants to keep them away from their customary practice of rites under this pretext, is shown to be more concerned with his own interests than those of God." (Denz.-Hun, 480). http://www.tcrnews2.com/LikoudisSungenis.html


� http://www.greenspun.com/bboard/q-and-a-fetch-msg.tcl?msg_id=00Bd0Q


� [524]  http://www.ewtn.com/library/THEOLOGY/chwordin2.htm


*On May 4, 1962, a daily newspaper in Quebec published Quelques opinons contraires, against the statement made by the author over a month earlier. This response, dated May 10, 1962, appeared in the same newspaper, as well as in Le Devoir. – Editor’s note.


� Allocution Maxima quidem, June 9, 1862; Damnatio Multiplices inter, June 10, 1851 http://www.aloha.net/~mikesch/freedom.htm


� http://www.catholic-forum.com/churches/communion/eng/library/qb/117.shtml


*See Chapter VI “Commentary on the rights and duties of parents in matters of education”.


*Text appeared in Semaine Religieuse de Quebec, May 17, 1962.


� “The child is naturally something of the father ... so by natural right the child, before reaching the use of reason, is under the father’s care….” S. Th., 2-2, Q. x, a. 12


http://www.national-coalition.org/sex-ed/ppxis_e2.html


� It is a good idea to read all of IIIa Pars, q. 94. Here is a concrete example. It has become obvious to us that reducing someone to slavery is contrary to the rights and dignity of the person. Yet, Abraham had many slaves; and did not St. Paul have slaves who were subject to their master? Even if Abraham had treated his slaves with benignity, because he held them as slaves, i.e., as living tools who must act, not in virtue of their own judgment, but in virtue of their master’s judgment, was this not objectively contrary to natural law and human rights? How, on the other hand, could we see Abraham as a perfect man (Gen. 17: 1) if he did not have, in this matter, a conscience in invincible error? And St. Paul, who could have known that slavery is contrary to natural law, why did he not say to those who thought they had the right to own slaves, that their conscience was contrary to objective natural law, to objective natural rights? The reason is undoubtedly that in the circumstances of time, the demand for this right would have given rise to more harmful consequences than tolerance would. Who would argue that even the Church can make explicit the precepts of the natural law to the absolute limit possible? Such a limit is inconceivable given irreducible contingency, wherein we acquire knowledge of the most specific precepts of natural law, as well as the endless variety of circumstances of action. Yet, the contingency of these circumstances will never stop changing between now and the end of time. The sum of possible circumstances is a ranting of caustic math. Consequently, must we act according to the knowledge acquired, keeping in mind the continuous effort to always try better to know the truth; and to impart this knowledge, depending on the circumstances, that we hold as true, while respecting the person of those who think differently.


� See: Iia-Iiae, q. 66, a. 2.


� IIIa Pars, q. 68, a.10. See: II-II, q. 10, a. 2 (See: Cajetan, ad loc.); Quodl. II, a. 7.


� Ia Pars, q. 2, a. 1, ad 1.


� Cardinal Lecaros’ lecture, Religious Tolerance and Intolerance (Catholic Doc., March 15, 1959), and Cardinal Leger’s lecture, Pastoral Reflections about Our Teaching (Fides), 1961 adequately demonstrate the current position of the Church on this topic. See also Monsignor Guerry’s The Process of Evangelization (Catholic Doc., April 15, 1962). 


*Text appeared in Perspectives sociales, 1963, Vol. 18, Ed.1.


� theoretical political study (http://www.tiscali.co.uk/reference/dictionaries/difficultwords/data/d0008232.html)


De Koninck is making the distinction between theoretical positions and practical behavior. The right to theorize, though it isn’t religious necessarily, comes under the freedom of consciences.


*Speech given by Mr. Charles de Koninck on May 29, 1963, at the TV station Radio Canada, for the show Commentaires.


� http://www.pbc.org/dp/zeisler/3922.html


� Text from a talk given in Quebec, on 8 November 1963, for the 3rd “Congress on Canadian Affairs”.


� Cf., in the same sense, C.S. Lewis has this comment (Studies in Words, Cambridge, 1960, p. 173): “Innocent, simple, silly, ingenuous, and Greek euethes, all illustrate the same thing – the remarkable tendency of adjectives which originally imputed great goodness, to become terms of disparagement. Give a good quality a name and that name will soon be the name of a defect. Pious and respectable are among the comparatively modern casualties and sanctimonious was once a term of praise.”


� Catholic Revised Bible. “So for the sake of your tradition, you have made void the word of God”


� Bloom. Republic. “Have we any greater evil for a city than what splits it makes it many instead of one?” (462b)


� Bloom. Republic. “…the children, in their turn, will be in common, and neither will a parent know his own offspring, nor a child his parent (457d).… and as the offspring are born, they [will] be taken over by the  officers established for this purposes…” (460b)





� Bloom. Politics. “a great city is not to be confounded with a populous one. Moreover, experience shows that a very populous city can rarely, if ever, be well governed; since all cities which have a reputation for good government have a limit of population. We may argue on grounds of reason, and the same result will follow. For law is order, and good law is good order; but a very great multitude cannot be orderly: to introduce order into the unlimited is the work of a divine power- of such a power as holds together the universe. Beauty is realized in number and magnitude, and the state which combines magnitude with good order must necessarily be the most beautiful.”(Bk. VII: Ch. 4) 








�" Pope Pius XI, in his 1931 encyclical Non Abbiamo Bisogno against the Italian Fascists, introduced an important distinction by continuing to condemn “freedom of conscience” as implying freedom from being subject to the moral law; at the same time he affirmed that he would joyfully fight for “freedom of consciences” (plural) from external coercion, especially by the state. In his 1937 encyclical Mit Brennender Sorge against the Nazis, the same Pope Pius XI taught that “man as a person possesses God-given rights which must remain immune from all denial, privation, or interference on the part of society.” Or, again, in the same Mit Brennender Sorge, he insisted that “the believer possesses the inalienable right to profess his faith and practice it . . . Laws which interfere with or render difficult this profession and practice are in contradiction to the natural law.” http://www.catholic.net/rcc/Periodicals/Dossier/00MarApr/CONTROVERSY.html
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