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Introduction

a) Religion

The situation
 of religious belief in relation to public life and culture has never been more in need of careful consideration and analysis. One has only to consider such issues as proposed or actual legislation concerning marriage, human cloning, embryonic stem cell research, abortion, euthanasia, assisted suicide, and public exhibition of religious symbols or texts.
 In Canada a Sikh R.C.M.P. officer is permitted to wear a turban, but in France a child is not allowed to wear to school a Moslem headcovering.

Next week we have a U.S.A. Presidential election, and we may note the rhetoric it has occasioned in the media. For example, The New York Times Magazine, Oct. 17, 2004, under a huge cover title: “Faith, Certainty, and the Presidency of George W. Bush,” ran a feature story entitled “Without a Doubt,” by Ron Suskind. The article begins:

Bruce Bartlett, a domestic policy adviser to Ronald Reagan and a treasury official for the first President Bush, told me recently that ''if Bush wins, there will be a civil war in the Republican Party starting on Nov. 3.'' The nature of that conflict, as Bartlett sees it? Essentially, the same as the one raging across much of the world: a battle between modernists and fundamentalists, pragmatists and true believers, reason and religion. [my italics]

The main accusation is that Mr. Bush acts on “instinct” while remaining uninformed about concrete issues. To blame this alleged behaviour on religious faith, indeed on “religion,” is extremely simplistic.
 In any case, we must acknowledge that the current world of journalism (“mainstream media”) is like this.

Jacques Maritain [“JM”] over the years contributed mightily in the domain of political philosophy. One thinks of such works as True Humanism, Freedom in the Modern World, Scholasticism and Politics, Christianity and Democracy, The Rights of Man and Natural Law, The Person and the Common Good, etc.
 In my undergraduate days at St. Michael’s College in the University of Toronto, 1949-1953, I recall that the most popular philosophy offering at the level of what was called “Pass Arts”
 was a course based primarily on the book True Humanism (referred to by all as “True Hue”), and taught by Fr. Ralph McDonald, C.S.B., a professor who very successfully communicated the seriousness of philosophical discussion.
In JM’s political philosophy religion is very much front and center. I might begin with a reference to Redeeming the Time.
 At the outset of the book, which is a collection of essays concerning “man in his cultural life and in the complex patterns of his earthly destiny,” we are told that it has one “essential theme” viz.:

Human conflicts and antinomies can be overcome and reconciled only if first they are perceived in their full dimensions, and if they are viewed in the ontological perspectives of Christian wisdom. [p. v]

In saying this, JM adds what can be taken as true of all that he does in the moral and political order, whether in late 1939 (about the time of some of these essays) or in 1949, the time of the lectures which developed into Man and the State, viz.:

This is not a book of separated philosophy, separated from faith, and separated from concrete life. I believe, on the contrary, that philosophy attains its aims, particularly in practical matters, only when vitally united with every source of light and experience in the human mind. Thus it becomes able, in its own intellectual domain, to ransom the time, and to redeem every human search after truth, however it wanders, in manifold, even opposite ways. [p. v]

To have some idea of the Maritainian basic conception of religion, and the reason for its omnipresence in his practical thought, I wish to call attention to a statement by JM about religion, published in the Partisan Review in April 1950. That monthly periodical had sent him a questionnaire concerning a supposed renewed interest in religion on the part of intellectuals. In replying (with some irony), JM begins:

At this point permit me to confess that I greatly appreciate the objectivity of your questionnaire, but that the way in which it proceeds is a little puzzling for me. You ask what constellation of historical causes, or particular events, can explain why some of our contemporaries are intent on the word of God. Well, as I see it, what needs to be explained is why human beings are not always and everywhere intent on the word of God. Does one ask what historical causes can explain the fact that men are interested in food? This is not a matter of history, but of physiology.

Human reason naturally knows the existence of God. Divine grace is knocking at every door, and offers each man the gift of faith. The workings of reason, and the workings of grace, these are the causes to be considered. They are permanent causes. The rest is accidental.
 

He goes on to discuss the historical, accidental causes.
Near the end of their questionnaire, the Partisan Review people say:

Certain writers have attempted to separate the religious consciousness (as an attitude towards man and human life) from religious beliefs. Thus the philosopher Heidegger, and in his recent writings the novelist Malraux, both attempt to make viable certain attitudes that were formerly aspects of the religious consciousness while at the same time rejecting traditional religious beliefs. Is this separation possible? Is there a valuable religious consciousness that can be maintained without an explicit credo postulating the supernatural? Assuming that in the past religions nourished certain vital human values, can these values now be maintained without a widespread belief in the supernatural?

To which JM replies:

Truth. – The position which you ascribe to Malraux or Heidegger seems to me just as preposterous, on the spiritual level, as [Charles] Maurras’ position on the political one.
 For religion is nothing, or less than nothing, if it does not convey truth to us. And there is no attainment of truth if not by means of definite beliefs. Emotional or behavioristic religion, using philosophical or literary aspirin to relieve the lofty anxieties of the superego, is not worth considering. It is but an ersatz concocted by pride: for to obey divine Truth speaking to man and in man is exactly what gods like the above-mentioned authors cannot accept.
What does supernatural mean? – A God-given participation – impossible to the mere forces of nature – in the very life of God. Grace is this participation – eternal life begun here below. Faith is participation in God’s very knowledge. Charity participation in God’s very love. We can conceive of a merely natural religion, founded simply on the capacity of the human mind to know God as the primary Cause of things. Yet in actual fact no natural religion did ever exist separately from supra-rational or extra-rational beliefs, and the hidden action of grace within the human soul was always and everywhere at work. (Be it noted, furthermore, that in a merely natural religion there would be at least one explicit – natural – belief: in the existence of God. Or do we look for a religious consciousness without belief even in the existence of God? Well, we have it: the religious consciousness of the unique Party, either worshiping the Feuhrer or the movement of history.) Now, as regards the regions of the world that have received the message of the Judeo-Christian revelation, the question for them is not whether religious consciousness “can be maintained without an explicit credo postulating the supernatural;” but what kind of mess religious consciousness could become without sticking to the truth known, or – to use Newman’s expression – while “sinning against the light.”

All this I note simply as an introduction to JM’s fundamental point of view on religion.

b) Democracy

Besides his view of the human being as a religious animal, we might say, there is also the question of what JM means by “democracy.” The broadness of his conception is well seen in the last section of his book, La Crépuscule de la civilisation. Published first in 1939, the last part is entitled “Christianisme et démocratie.” [OC VII, 1988, pp. 41-49] He speaks of his having been in the USA in the autumn of 1938 when the American Catholic bishops, in response to a letter of Pius XI calling for a constructive program of social action, said that Catholics of all ages should be instructed in the true nature of “Christian democracy.” He goes on to speak about a statement of President Franklin D. Roosevelt (Jan. 4, 1939):

President Roosevelt insists, with his well-known energy, on the fact that democracy, respect for the human person, liberty, international good faith have their most solid foundation in religion and give religion its best guarantees. The message of January 4, 1939 is from this point of view a notable event. Mr. Walter Lippmann, that excellent observer of political realities, sees in it a decisive turning-point in Western thinking. ‘Such a statement,’ he writes in the New York Herald Tribune [Jan. 7, 1939], ‘bears witness of an absolutely fundamental change in ideas, a change which does not concern only Mr. Roosevelt’s own thought, but what is much more significant, the thought of the great masses of humanity, in America and elsewhere, of whom he is, in virtue of his charge, the most representative interpreter. This message marks the reconciliation, which is now underway, after more than a century of destructive conflict, between patriotism, liberty, democracy and religion….’ ‘The fact,’ Mr. Lippmann goes on, ‘that the President, who is the most influential democratic leader in the world, recognizes religion as the source of democracy and of international good faith constitutes a fundamental reorientation in the democratic conception of life.’ [pp. 42-43]

Maritain goes on:
The word ‘democracy’ lends itself to so much misunderstanding that, from a theoretical point of view, it would doubtless be desirable to find a new word. But in fact it is human usage and common awareness that determines words in the practical order; and what is more, truth to tell, the contempt which the partisans of absolutism have for this word fully suffices to give it a fresh allure; in opposition to the battle flags of enslavement it is still pretty good.

It remains that, if it is still correct that there will always be leftist temperaments and rightist temperaments, still it is true that political philosophy itself is neither of the right nor of the left: its requirement is simply to be true. And in epochs of general crisis such as our own, it is [44] especially necessary that the effort of the mind transcend these dilapidated categories of psychological or partisan dispositions. A political philosophy that one can call ‘democratic’ in this sense, that it is opposed to dictatorship and to absolutism, is something much wider than what one calls ‘the democratic form of government’ or ‘democratic parties.’ It is defined by the fact that it recognizes the inalienable rights of the human person and the call of the person as such to political life, and that it sees in those who hold authority the vicars of the multitude, as St. Thomas Aquinas put it.  [43-44]

He goes on to speak of his previous criticism of Rousseau as to the killing of individual liberty. And he then gives a lengthy description of the concrete quest for liberty as having a “theocentric inspiration.” 

I come now to Man and the State.
Man and the State

Today I propose to focus on a few points concerning the religious factor in Man and the State. It was in December of 1949 that Maritain gave six lectures at the University of Chicago, under the auspices of the Charles R. Walgreen Foundation for the Study of American Institutions. From them he developed the book Man and the State, published first in 1951.
 In it we have a rather basic statement of JM’s philosophy of politics. 

We have chapters which explain the difference between the nation and the body politic or political society; and the difference between the body politic and the State, the top-most part of the body politic. We have an insistence on authority as coming from the people to the governors, i.e. to the State, in such a way that the people never lose this authority: the governors are the vicars of the people. We have a condemnation of the notion of “sovereignty” as concerns the entire domain of human politics.
 The general objection to the application of this notion in human politics is that it takes authority away from the people as such (this is true even of the seeming granting of sovereignty to the people, as in the conception of Rousseau).

All of this discussion has its roots in what JM says in introducing the natural law, viz. that he is taking it as evident that there is such a thing as human nature, the same in all men. [85] He is even assuming

. . . that we also admit that man is a being gifted with intelligence, and who, as such, acts with an understanding of what he is doing, and therefore with the power to determine for himself the ends which he pursues. On the other hand, possessed of a nature, or of an ontological structure which is a locus of intelligible necessities, man possesses ends which necessarily correspond to his essential constitution and which are the same for all – as all pianos, for instance, whatever their particular type and in whatever spot they may be, have as their end the production of certain attuned sounds. If they do not produce these sounds they must be tuned, or discarded as worthless. But since man is endowed with intelligence and determines his own ends, it is up to him to put himself in tune with the ends necessarily demanded by his nature. This means that there is, by the very virtue of human nature, an order or a disposition which human reason can discover and according to which the human will must act in order to attune itself to the essential and necessary ends of the human being. The unwritten law, or natural law, is nothing more than that. [86]

It also has its roots in what he says in the chapter on the problem of political ends and means, concerning the end of political society. He tells us that the basic problem of political philosophy is that of end and means. [54] “What is the final aim and most essential task of the body politic or political society?” It is to better the conditions of human life itself. It is “to procure the common good of the multitude.” JM speaks of independence of the person, autonomy of the person:
. . . that each concrete person… may truly reach that measure of independence which is proper to civilized life and which is ensured alike by the economic guarantees of work and property, political rights, civil virtues, and the cultivation of the mind. [54]
He goes on to explain that this means that the political task is one of “helping man to conquer his genuine freedom of expansion and autonomy… a task of progress in an order which is essentially human and moral, for morality is concerned with nothing else than the true human good.” [55]

He concludes his statement on the end of political life with the following most remarkable paragraph, one which has an evident connection with my interest today: 

I should like to add that such a task requires historical achievements on so large a scale and is confronted with such obstacles in human nature
 that it cannot conceivably succeed – once the good tidings of the Gospel have been announced – without the impact of Christianity on the political life of mankind and the penetration of the Gospel inspiration in the substance of the body politic. As a result we are entitled to state that the end of the Body Politic is by nature something substantially good and ethical, implying, at least among peoples in whom Christianity has taken root, an actual – though doubtless always imperfect – materialization
 of the Gospel principles in terrestrial existence and social behavior. [55, my stress]

Here, I would say, we are seeing “moral philosophy adequately considered.”
 Perhaps we might contend that it is only in the light of the Gospel that we ourselves see the goodness, the wisdom, of continuing to try, even if we never succeed. That light certainly helps.

As to the question of means to the declared end, you will doubtless remember that he contrasts a Machiavellian purely “technical” approach to politics with the authentic approach, the moral approach. We should note how he characterizes the situation at the time of writing (and I doubt that he would judge any change for the better to have taken place since). We read:

It is quite difficult for the rational animal to submit his own life to the yard-stick of reason. It is quite difficult in our individual lives. It is terribly, almost insuperably difficult in the life of the body politic. As regards the rational management of collective and political life, we are still in a prehistoric stage indeed. [p. 56; my insistence on the last sentence]

The description of the moral rationalization of political life, in general, is simply that of justice and friendship in the political order. We should note that it has not been the monopoly of the Christian world.
 As JM says:

That way of rationalizing politics was shown us by Aristotle and the great philosophers of antiquity, then by the great mediaeval thinkers. After a rationalistic stage, in which some basic errors preyed upon it, and vast illusions fostered genuine human hopes, it resulted in the democratic conception put into force during the last century.

Something particularly significant must be stressed at this point: democracy is the only way of bringing about a moral rationalization of politics. Because democracy is a rational organization of freedoms founded upon law. [59, his italics]

That is certainly to be carefully considered: “… democracy is the only way of bringing about a moral rationalization of politics.” We should note the reason, which again tells us what JM means by “democracy:” “… a rational organization of freedoms founded upon law.” The focus is always on the freedom of the individual agent, and a system which respects that freedom. 

While acknowledging the failures of our attempts at democracy (and he particularly mentions foreign policy of the great democracies 1919-1939), he says that “… democracy is the only way through which the progressive energies in human history do pass.” [60, my italics] We notice that Maritain wants progress, but does not see it as inevitable.

We then come to another paragraph which stresses the role of Gospel inspiration for the democratic way in politics:

It is possible that the present and future course of human history will confront democracies with fearful trials and fateful alternatives. They might then be tempted to lose their reasons for living for their very lives’ sake. As Henri Bergson put it, the democratic feeling and philosophy has its deepest root in the Gospel.
 To try to reduce democracy to technocracy, and to expel from it the Gospel inspiration together with all faith in the supra-material, supra-mathematical, and supra-sensory realities, would be to try to deprive it of its very blood. Democracy can only live on Gospel inspiration. It is by virtue of the Gospel inspiration that democracy can overcome its direst trials and temptations. It is by virtue of the Gospel inspiration that democracy can progressively carry out its momentous task of the moral rationalization of political life. [61, my italics]

JM’s insistence on Gospel inspiration needs to be spelled out by what he says about the people’s means of controlling the State. However, I am here only focusing on the insistence on religion.
The Democratic Charter

I now jump to his chapter on The Democratic Charter.
 A first question is about the word “charter.” What is its role? Is it like “Magna Carta?” We see at p. 112 the question:

What would be the content of the moral charter, the code of social and political morality which I am speaking about and the validity of which is implied by the fundamental compact of a society of free men? Such a charter would deal, for instance, with the following points: rights and liberties of the human person, political rights and liberties, social rights and social liberties, corresponding responsibilities etc. [the list goes on at considerable length].

He eventually speaks [p. 114] of  “the common secular faith in the common secular charter.” There, in introducing the idea that we will inevitably encounter “heretics” as to this faith, he introduces the word “creed” as even more appropriate than “charter.” As for the word “faith,” we should note a footnote he added in later editions:

If I use the word ‘faith’ here, it is, as Péguy used the word ‘mystique,’ in an attenuated sense, more indeterminate than the usual meaning, and to signify every conviction – here a purely human conviction, whatever be, with various people, the value of its grounding in reason – in which not only the intelligence, but the heart also, is decidedly engaged (it is in this very broad sense that the English word ‘faith’ is currently employed).

The first point I would note concerns the practicality of this faith, but its need for theoretical justification:

What is, then, the object of the secular faith that we are discussing? This object is a merely practical one, not a theoretical or dogmatic one. The secular faith in question deals with practical tenets which the human mind can try to justify – more or less successfully, that’s another affair – from quite different philosophical outlooks, probably because they depend basically on simple, ‘natural’ apperceptions, of which the human heart becomes capable with the progress of moral conscience, and which, as a matter of fact, have been awakened by the Gospel leaven fermenting in the obscure depths of human history. Thus it is that men possessing quite different, even opposite metaphysical or religious outlooks, can converge, not by virtue of any identity of doctrine, but by virtue of an analogical similitude in practical principles, towards the same practical conclusions, and can share in the same practical secular faith, provided they similarly revere, perhaps for quite diverse reasons, truth and intelligence, human dignity, freedom, brotherly love, and the absolute value of moral good. [p. 111]

The section on education - education for the sake of developing faith in the democratic creed - is divided into a general discussion and more particular considerations. The general discuss begins with the assertion of the primacy of the family in education. The educational system and the State are auxiliaries to the family in this regard, though such help is normal, since the family is unable to supply the full stock of knowledge needed “for the formation of man in civilized life.” [120] Maritain insists that the duty of the State and its agencies to provide

. . . a genuine and reasoned out belief in the common democratic charter, such as is required for the very unity of the body politic. [120]

We see that on the one hand the insistence is on the merely practical unity of the creed, while on the other hand it is strongly asserted that no belief is possible without a theoretical justification. The democratic state “cannot impose a philosophical or a religious creed.” Still 

. . . there is no belief except in what is held to be intrinsically established in truth, nor any assent of the intellect without a theoretical foundation and justification: thus, if the State and the education system are to perform their duty and inculcate the democratic charter in a really efficacious way, they cannot help resorting – so that minds be put in possession of such a foundation and justification, and perceive as true what is taught them – to the philosophical or religious traditions and schools of thought which are spontaneously at work in the consciousness of the nation
 and which have contributed historically to its formation. [121]

This further means that those who teach the charter must be allowed to use their own philosophical or religious justification of it. We read:

Those who teach the democratic charter must believe in it with their whole hearts, and stake on it their personal convictions, their consciences, and the depths of their moral life. They must therefore explain and justify its articles in the light of the philosophical or religious faith to which they cling and which quickens their belief in the common charter. [121]

Now, the next point is the need for a correspondence between the teacher and those taught. We are told:

. . . it is clear that such a teaching demands a certain spontaneous adaptation between the one who gives and the one who receives, between the inspiration animating the teacher and the basic conceptions that the student holds from his home circle and his social milieu and that his family feels the duty of fostering and developing in him. [121-122]

Thus, JM comes to the conclusion that the practical unity in adherence to the democratic charter requires “a sound pluralism,” and this means:

. . . the education system should admit within itself pluralistic patterns enabling teachers to put their entire convictions and most personal inspiration in their teaching of the democratic charter. [122]

The above is the basic message on education re the democratic creed. The later part of the section attempts to speak of more particular application. In introducing this, he tells us that the pluralism he is advocating, in the case of public schools, should take into account “the moral geography of local communities and the requests of associations of parents….” [123] He is not speaking about the teaching of religion, but about the teaching of the democratic charter, a common practical doctrine, but requiring deeply personal approaches on the part of teachers and students.

He speaks of what would be “the most rational solution” [123]:

The most rational solution, in tune with the pluralistic principle, would consist, to my mind, in having the teaching of the democratic charter given not by one, but by several teachers belonging to the main religious or philosophical traditions represented in the student population of a given school or college, each one of those teachers addressing the students in his own spiritual tradition. [123]

Here, JM actually acknowledges that this plan “has little chance… to appear feasible to our contemporaries.” [124] I say “actually,” because there are many other features of what we have seen which raise in my mind the question: “What chance, with our contemporaries?”

In any case, he goes on with, so to speak, “plan B.” This is the suggestion of a new discipline, bringing together “National history and history of civilization as basic framework, and then Humanities, Social Science, Social Philosophy, and Philosophy of Law, all these to be centered on the development and significance of the great ideas comprised in the common charter….” [124] He speaks here of the teachers having to swear to uphold the charter.
 Plan B seems to me as unlikely as Plan A.

For private schools, he says that the State should be involved as to welfare services. In the public institutions, he says

. . . not only should every extra-curricular facility be offered by them for religious instruction, but in their very teaching full recognition should be given to the essential role played by the Judeo-Christian tenets and inspiration in the birth and maintenance of the democratic charter. To ignore, on the plea of a ‘separation’ between State and [126] Church wrongly and anti-politically understood, the religious traditions and schools of thought which are part of the heritage of the body politic, would simply mean for democracy to separate itself, and democratic faith, from the deepest of its living sources. [125-126]

I would say that a paragraph like this is most important for one to understand the Maritain conception of “pluralism” and his subsequent views expressed concerning the relation between Church and State.
 

There is so much else one could consider in this chapter, as it considers, for example, the remedies that the people have against the impositions of government and spurious “prophetic shock minorities.” The health of the democratic sense must be there (and he speaks of the importance of “a truly human standard of living”). There must also be freedom of expression, the press free from the State and “free also from economic bondage and the power of money.” [146] 

Notice that if one complains about a certain seeming unreality in JM’s proposals about religion, it is fair to say that they are no more unreal than the likelihood of having a press free from both the State and the power of money.

Some Points concerning the chapter on Church and State 

He says that he is going to have in mind primarily the Roman Catholic Church, and that his remarks will apply in other religious (or a-religious) settings “only in an indirect and qualified manner.” [147] He is speaking as a philosopher and not as a theologian, but as a “Christian philosopher.”

He begins his chapter with a section [148-154] entitled “The General Immutable Principles,” the first section of which is entitled “The Human Person and the Body Politic” [148-150]. And he begins this with the superiority of the person to the body politic, saying:

. . . the human person is both part of the body politic and superior to it through what is supra-temporal, or eternal, in him, in his spiritual interests and in his final destination.

That very superiority of what is eternal in man over the political society can already be seen in the merely natural realm. [148]

In arguing for this superiority’s visibility in the natural realm, he says:

I say that this subordination exists already in the natural order, with regard to supra-temporal natural goods, which of themselves are related to the common good of what might be called civilization as a whole or the spiritual community of minds;
 for instance, the sense of justice for all men and love for all men; the life of the spirit and all that which, in us, is a natural beginning of contemplation; the intangible dignity of truth, in all domains and all degrees, however humble they [149] may be, of knowledge, and the intangible dignity of beauty: both of which - truth and beauty - are nobler than the social ingredients of life and, if curbed by the latter, never fail to avenge themselves. [148-149]

JM goes on to speak of the issue in terms of “ends.” He says:

In the measure that human society attempts to free itself from this subordination and to proclaim itself the supreme good, in the very same measure it perverts its own nature and that of the political common good. The common good of civil life is an ultimate end, but an ultimate end in a relative sense and in a certain order, not the absolute ultimate end. This common good is lost if it is closed within itself, for, of its very nature, it is intended to foster the higher ends of the human person. The human person’s vocation to goods which transcend the political common good is embodied in the essence of the political common good. To ignore these truths is to sin simultaneously against both the human person and the political common good. Thus, even in the natural order, the common good of the body politic implies an intrinsic though indirect ordination to something which transcends it. [149] 

What I notice is that “democracy” here involves this conception of the political common good as transcended: the democratic faith will belong to the general conception of a politics that is transcended by the meta-political natural and supernatural spheres.

Coming to the supernatural dimension, JM describes the situation of the political common good as indirectly subordinate to the “supra-temporal values.” He says that these latter values are “as a matter of fact”
 the supernatural end. We read:
The direct ordination of the human person to God transcends every created common good - both the common good of the political society and the intrinsic common good of the universe. Here is the rock of the dignity of the human person as well as the unshakeable requirements of the Christian message. Thus the indirect subordination of the body politic, - not as a mere means, but as an end worthy in itself yet of lesser dignity - to the supra-temporal values to which human life is appendent, refers first and foremost, as a matter of fact, to the supernatural end to [150] which the human person is directly ordained. To sum up all this in one single expression, let us say that the law we are faced with here is the law of the primacy of the spiritual.
 

“Direct” subordination, it seems clear, would grant merely an instrumental role for the political common good, whereas “indirect” suggests the substantiality of the political common good as a goal. And JM’s insistence on what the situation is “as a matter of fact” relates to his doctrine of moral philosophy adequately considered as having to recognize the true nature of the theatre of human action, a theatre where divine grace is at work.

After this section on the human person and the body politic, we come to a section entitled “The Freedom of the Church” [150-152]. This is about “the Church in her own realm or order.” [150] Interestingly, he sees the need for two portraits of the Church here, one as seen by the unbeliever and the other as seen by the believer.  The conclusion of his statement about the unbeliever and the Church’s freedom helps us to see the point:
Thus, the unbeliever, from his own point of view - I mean, of course, the unbeliever who, at least, is not an unbeliever in reason, and, furthermore, who is a democratically-minded unbeliever - acknowledges as a normal and necessary thing the freedom of the Church, or of the Churches. [150]

In the lead-up to this, we see that the unbeliever is one who acknowledges a right to freedom which bears upon a zone of spiritual values “even in the natural order.” We read:

In the eyes of the unbeliever, the Church is, or the Churches are, organized bodies or associations especially concerned with the religious needs and creeds of a number of his fellow-men, that is, with spiritual values to which they have committed themselves, and to which their moral standards are appendent. These spiritual values are part - in actual fact the most important part, as history shows it - of those supra-temporal goods with respect to which, even in the natural order, the human person transcends, as we have seen, political society, and which constitute the moral heritage of mankind, the spiritual common good of civilization or of the community of minds. Even though the unbeliever does not believe in these particular spiritual values, he has to respect them. In his eyes the Church, or the Churches, are in the social community particular bodies which must enjoy that right to freedom which is but one, not only with the right to free association naturally belonging to the human person, but with the right freely to believe the truth recognized by one’s conscience, that is, with the most basic and inalienable of all human rights. [150, JM’s italics; my bold italics]

Then comes the conclusion already quoted. 

The rest of the section gives the description of the Church from the viewpoint of the believer. I note that JM speaks not only of the visibility but also of the invisibility of the Church, this latter in those who “seek for God in truth” but “live outside the sphere of explicit faith.” [151] In this perspective, the freedom of the Church is “grounded in the very rights of God and as identical with His own freedom in the face of any human institution.” [151] Maritain concludes this section with a paragraph which includes the above statement about God’s own rights, as a dimension which goes beyond the more natural aspect, and described in these words:

In such a perspective, not only is the freedom of the Church to be recognized as required by freedom of association and freedom of religious belief without interference from the State, but… [151]

and he ends the paragraph with the law he wishes to underline:

As a result, the first general principle to be stated, with respect to the problems we are examining, is the freedom of the Church to [152] teach and preach and worship, the freedom of the Gospel, the freedom of the word of God. [151-152, his italics]

This is obviously something meant to be readable from the two points of view.

A third section concerns “The Church and the Body Politic” [152-154]. This section pays the least attention to the natural aspect, concentrating on the Church as a supernatural society in vital co-operation with the State, the stress being on the superiority of the Church.

First speaking of the freedom of the Church, JM calls attention to the form that religious life and socializing has taken with the historical development of the Church. We read:

From the advent of Christianity on, religion has been taken out of the hands of the State; the terrestrial and national frameworks in which the spiritual was confined have been shattered; its universality together with its freedom have been manifested in full bloom. Nay more, how could that universality of the Church be manifested except as a token of her superiority? [152]

He is insisting that by “superiority” he means “a higher place on the scale of values, a higher dignity” [153] and he concludes:

The second general principle to be stated, with respect to the problems we are examining, is the superiority of the Church - that is, of the spiritual - over the body politic or the State. [153, his italics]

We notice how the word “spiritual” seems used to help the reading of the situation by the “unbeliever.” This, it would seem, need be no more, in explicit statement, than a primacy of reason and democratic values.
But because of the fact that the members of the Church are also members of the body politic, JM had already said:

From the point of view of the political common good, the activity of the citizens as members of the Church have an impact on that common good; they and the institutions supported by them are part of the political society and the national community; under this aspect and in this manner it can be said that the Church is in the body politic. But this very point of view remains partial and inadequate. While being in the body politic - in every body politic - through a given number of her members and her institutions, the Church as such, the Church in her essence, is not a part but a whole; she is an absolutely universal realm stretching all over the world - above the body politic and every body politic. [152, his italics]

We see, then, why, after the general principle of the superiority of the Church and the spiritual, we have a third principle:

The third general principle to be stated with respect to the problems we are examining is the necessary cooperation between the Church and the body politic or the State. [154, his italics]

After the section on the general immutable principles, we now come to a section of their application, entitled: “II. The Application of the Immutable Principles in Actual Historical Existence.” [154] 

In the first section, JM first really sets aside one way of looking at the problem of concrete application and replaces it with another. Most important is the positive doctrine he proposes, as to application of the principles. He speaks of this as a doctrine of “analogy,” referring to its importance in Thomas Aquinas’s metaphysics. He says that he does not mean that the general principles are to be understood analogously. No:

. . . the meaning of statements like: ‘the full freedom of the Church is both a God-given right belonging to her and a requirement of the common good of political society,’ or ‘the spiritual order is superior to the temporal one,’ or ‘Church and State must cooperate’ - the meaning of such statements is immutable. What I mean is that the application of the principles is analogical - the more transcendent the principles are, the more analogical is the application - and that this application takes various typical forms in reference to the historical climates or historical constellations through which the development of mankind is passing; in such a manner that the same immutable principles are to be applied or realized in the course of time according to typically different patterns. [156, his italics]

This is the general doctrine of the application of the principles. JM goes on to say something about the view of history it involves:

For there are in human history typical climates or constellations of existential conditions, which express given intelligible structures, both as concerns the social, political, and juridical dominant characteristics and the moral and ideological dominant characteristics in the temporal life of the human community, and which constitute frames of reference for the ways of applying in human existence the immutable principles [157] that hold sway over the latter. And it is according to these historical climates, as are recognized by a sound philosophy of history, which is here indispensable, that we have to conceive the concrete historical ideals or prospective images of what is to be hoped for in our age: ideals which are neither absolute nor bound to an unrealizable past, but which are relative - relative to a given time - and which moreover can be claimed and asserted as realizable. [156-157, his italics.] 

This gives us a good idea of what he is about to do. We have to consider the present “pattern of civilization.” Thus we come to his second point in the section on application of the principles, called “2. The Historical Climate of Modern Civilization.” [157-162]

In this section, JM speaks of the medieval and modern periods, with the baroque as a sort of passage between. The sacral civilization of the middle ages has been succeeded by the secular civilization. We read:

The modern age is not a sacral, but a secular age. The order of terrestrial civilization and of temporal society has gained complete differentiation and full autonomy [note 14 adds: in its own sphere and domain, and refers us back to 152-153], which is something normal in itself, required by the Gospel’s very distinction between God’s and Caesar’s domains. But that normal process was accompanied - and spoiled - by a most aggressive and stupid process of insulation from, and finally rejection of, God and the Gospel  in the sphere of social and political life. The fruit of this we can contemplate today in the theocratic atheism of the Communist State. [159]

JM is certainly writing in view of a future realizable (as he thinks) possibility, a “new Christendom, a new Christianly inspired civilization” [159]. This will not be a return to the middle ages “but a typically different attempt to make the leaven of the Gospel quicken the depths of temporal existence” [159]. Stressing the need for a sound philosophy of history and reading of the diversity of climates, he tells us:

As I just put it, the historical climate of modern civilization, in contradistinction to mediaeval civilization, is characterized by the fact that it is a “lay” or “secular,” not a sacral civilization. On the one hand, the dominant dynamic idea is not the idea of strength or fortitude at the service of justice, but rather that of the conquest of freedom and the realization of human dignity. On the other hand the root requirement for a sound mutual cooperation between the Church and the body politic is not the unity of a religio-political body, as the respublica Christiana of the Middle Ages was, but the very unity of the human person, simultaneously a member of the body politic and of the Church, if he freely adheres to her. The unity of religion is not a prerequisite for political unity, and men subscribing to diverse religious or non-religious creeds have to share in and work for the same political or temporal common good… [160]

He goes on to speak of consequences of the new situation, stressing especially the equality of citizens and the role of personal conscience and the need to discover the truth for oneself. He ends:

Common consciousness has also become aware of the fact that freedom of [162] inquiry, even at the risk of error, is the normal condition for men to get access to the truth, so that freedom to search for God in their own way, for those who have been brought up in ignorance or semi-ignorance of Him, is the normal condition in which to listen to the message of the Gospel and the teachings of the Church, when grace will illumine their hearts. [161-162]

He then comes to the general conclusion about the application of the general immutable principles:

. . . in a new Christianly inspired civilization… those principles would in general be applied less in terms of the social power than in terms of the vivifying inspiration of the Church. The very modality of her action upon the body politic has been spiritualized, the emphasis having shifted from power and legal constraints… to moral influence and authority… [162]

One would have to ask how well this is understood as yet (or whether it is yet applicable), if he has got it right.

We now come to section 3 concerning the application of the principles, entitled: “3. The Principle of the Superiority of the Church”, extending over pp. 162-171. The first part of section 3 moves us from the old situation, in which the Church’s superiority over the State was such as to employ the State as “secular arm” for the sake of some spiritual necessity (a dead letter in our age), to a new situation of moral enlightenment and guidance. We read:

The supreme, immutable principle of the primacy of the spiritual and the superiority of the Church can apply otherwise - but not less truly, and even more purely - when, from the very fact that the State has become secular, the supreme functions of moral enlightenment and moral guidance of men, even as concerns the standards and principles which deal with the social and political order, are [164] exercised by the Church in a completely free and autonomous manner, and when the moral authority of the Church freely moves human consciences in every particular case in which some major spiritual interest is at stake. [163-164]

JM presents a picture of superiority as intrinsic nobility of nature, so that the Church need not be directly acting on the State or body politic as such, which is autonomous within its own restricted sphere. The Church can influence: “It [a superior agent] radiates.” [164]

This is an important paragraph for our purposes. Notice the following:

The very token of the superiority of the Church is the moral power with which she vitally influences, penetrates, and quickens, as a spiritual leaven, temporal existence and the inner energies of nature, so as to carry them to a higher and more [165] perfect level in their own order
- in that very order of the world and of the life of civilization, within which the body politic is supremely autonomous, and yet inferior with regard to the spiritual order and the things that are of the eternal life. This is exactly what the absolutist or the totalitarian States (as well as, in the intellectual realm, rationalist philosophy) most stubbornly refuse to admit, even when they claim to respect freedom of religion (by shutting up religion in its own heavenly sphere, and forbidding it any influence on earthly life, as if it were possible to forbid heaven to send rain on the earth or shine upon it). But this - the vivifying influence of the Church and the Gospel on the things of the world - is, on the contrary, what is actually and genuinely ensured in a type of Christian civilization and a ‘style’ of Church-State relations such as those we are now discussing. [164-165]

This is the conclusion of the first part of this section, its general point, we might say. I might mention that on p. 163, in a lengthy note (#21), there is reference to the Portuguese Concordat with the Holy See, signed in 1940, as an example of a recognition of the modern situation. It recognizes the “reciprocal autonomy” of Church and State. The Concordat ensured full freedom to the Catholic Church, did not recognize any official Church.

The second section of the discussion of the Church’s or the spiritual order’s superiority over the secular realm or the State calls attention to the ambiguity of the expression, “the problem of Church and State,” because of the different “State” situations which have confronted the Church in different historical situations. One has absolute kings, one has modern absolute States claiming to be personal or supra-personal entities ruling the body politic from above. And we read:

Today she [the Church] has to do either with totalitarian States bound by nature to persecute her, or with democratic States still entangled in the remnants of the past, which do not know exactly how to deal with her because they have not yet realized that not they, but the body politic in the whole range of its institutional organization, is henceforth the dramatis persona with whom the Church is confronted. If the democratic principle is to develop fully in the world, there will be an age in which the Church will have to [166] do with the peoples; I mean with political societies in which the State will cease pretending to be a person and will only play its true part as central agency of the body politic. The problem of Church and State has not the same significance in these various instances. [165-166]

One sees the importance of JM’s presentations earlier in the book of “the State” and “the body politic,” and especially of his criticism of the political use of the notion of sovereignty.

At this point, JM takes up what seems to me a principle sort of interest from the philosophical point of view, as regards what is meant by “the spiritual”. It has to do with truth and with God. He says:

Let us consider especially the obligations that the human being, not only in his individual life but also in his social life, bears towards truth. Everyone is obliged to truth to the extent that he knows it. [166]

This, in itself, is of interest: “… obliged to truth…?” It sounds like the obligation not to tell a lie, but obviously is wider than that. Still, I would hasten to say that he must be speaking about necessary truth or scientific truth or moral truth or religious truth. He must be speaking about the truth as the proper perfection of the human mind. He is not speaking about those contingent truths which are of no particular importance.

Even then, is the obligation to truth, to nature, or to God? In any case, let us follow along. We read:

The kings of old - or the absolutist States, heirs of the kings, and conceived in a kind of Hegelian manner - had an obligation to the truth to which they themselves, as distinct from the people and ruling over the body politic, adhered in conscience. But the body politic as such has an obligation to the truth to which the people themselves, the citizens - who constitute the body politic - adhere in conscience. The body politic does not know another truth than that which the people know. [166, his italics]

We do not yet see what is meant by this obligation. It becomes clear in what follows:

As a result, the supreme principle that the political society bears obligations toward truth, and that its common good implies the recognition, not in words only, but in actual fact, of the existence of God, was implemented in the past by the duty incumbent on the kings - or on the absolutist States, heirs of the kings - of leading the body politic or the people to what those kings, or (supposing they had a soul of their own) those absolutist States held to be the true religion. But in our historical climate (once the genuine notion of the State and its merely instrumental function in a democratic society has been recognized) the same supreme principle is to be implemented by the duty incumbent on the people, and enforced by their own consciences, of giving expression to, and adopting as the enlightening and inspiring moral standard in their own social and political life, what the people themselves, or the citizens, hold to be the true religion. Thus everything will depend, in practice, on what the people freely believe in con- [167] science; - and on the full freedom of teaching and preaching the word of God, which is the fundamental right of the Church and which is also needed by the people in their search for the truth; - and on the degree of efficacy with which the members of the Church, laity as well as clergy, give testimony, in actual existence, to their living faith and to the Spirit of God. [166-167]

Here, we see that the picture of the human being, and of the people, is crowned by this search for the truth about God.
 Obviously, from a philosophical point of view, it is this doctrine of human nature and truth and God that is expressed in “the primacy of the spiritual.” Obviously, also, Catholic politicians, along with the rest, might be expected to “give testimony, in actual existence, to their living faith and to the Spirit of God”. To do this would certainly require prudence.

Maritain is hoping for a civilization in which the majority will be persuaded, if not of the Christian faith, at least of the validity of Christian social and political philosophy. [167]

In the next few pages (167-171), he becomes much more concrete and addresses issues of concrete political difficulty. We read:

Considering now a new and particularly difficult issue, which deals with the temporal society itself in its proper order and life, and with its legislation, we may ask ourselves what kind of notions this legislation would call into play when it comes to matters of conscience and questions directly concerned with personal creeds and standards as well as with civil law. At this point we have to maintain that the legislation of the Christian society in question could and should never endorse or approve any way of conduct contrary [168] to Natural Law. But we have also to realize that this legislation could and should permit or give allowance to certain ways of conduct which depart in some measure from Natural Law, if the prohibition by civil law of these ways of conduct were to impair the common good, either because such prohibition would be at variance with the ethical code of communities of citizens whose loyalty to the nation and faithfulness to their own moral creed, however imperfect it may be, essentially matter to the common good, or even because it would result in a worse conduct, disturbing or disintegrating the social body, for a great many people whose moral strength is not on a level with the enforcement of this prohibition. [167-168]

At this point, JM has a long footnote (#24), quoting at length from Thomas Aquinas, ST 1-2.96.2.in corpore and ad 2. 9: law should recognize where the people are at in morals, so to speak (and not ask more than they can give.  He continues:

I would say, therefore, that in the matters we are considering, civil legislation should adapt itself to the variety of moral creeds of the diverse spiritual lineages which essentially bear on the common good of the social body - not by endorsing them or approving of them, but rather by giving allowance to them. In other words, civil law would only lay down the regulations concerned with the allowance of the actions sanctioned by those various moral codes, or grant such actions the juridical effects requested by their nature; and consequently the State would not take upon itself the responsibility for them, or make them valid by its own pronouncement, but only register (when the matter is of a nature to require a decision of civil authorities) the validity acknowledged  to them by the moral codes in question. [169]

Again, one wishes that JM had given an example. JM’s expression: “… grant such actions the juridical effects requested by their nature…” is not crystal-clear.
 

Still trying to figure out just what would be a concrete example, I read on:

Thus, in the sense which I just defined, a sound application of the pluralist principle and of the principle of the lesser evil [170] would require from the State a juridical recognition of the moral codes peculiar to those minorities comprised in the body politic whose rules of morality, though defective in some regard with respect to perfect Christian morality, would prove to be a real asset in the heritage of the nation and its common trend toward good human life. Such recognition would not be grounded on a right, I know not what, of which any moral way of life whatsoever would be possessed with regard to civil law, but on the requirements of the political common good, which in a democratic society demands on the one hand a particular respect for the inner forces and conscience of the human subject, and, on the other hand, a particular care not to impose by force of law rules of morality too heavy for the moral capacity of large groups of the population. It would be up to the political wisdom of the lawmaker, furthermore, to determine what communities of citizens could enjoy the pluralistic legal status which I have described. [169-170]

Again, it is hard to say what these “moral codes” are. Is he speaking, say, of a large number of Moslems in a society? Or Hindus? Sikhs? What does he mean by a “moral way of life?” Could we be speaking of a group of Mormons who had retained polygamy? One thinks of controversy in recent years about the adopting of children by homosexual couples. One might say that a Christian legislator could “live with” the fact that in present American society, such a “household” was considered a suitable place for the raising of a child. Is that what he means? Remember, too, the issue of head-scarves for Moslem girls at school in France.

In the above-quoted paragraph, near the very beginning, at the words “the pluralist principle,” JM inserted a lengthy footnote (#25) quoting at length from his book True Humanism, pp. 160-161 (172-173 in the French). I notice that he says that he himself made some amendments in the English translation. I was somewhat unsure of how JM meant the beginning of his citation. He does not affirm as a fact that all human opinions have a right to be propagated. He is rather denying that, as I see from the French Humanisme Int. He is separating himself from the error of theological liberalism, of which, he says, one perhaps finds an example in Hindu legislation. HI p. 172. He is providing, rather, a doctrine of tolerance. Referring to Thomas, ST 2-2.10.11, which says that the religious rites of non-Christians are to be tolerated, he goes on:

. . . and then also ways of conceiving the meaning of life and modes of behavior; and that in consequence the various spiritual groups which live within the body politic should be granted a particular juridical status which the legislative power of the commonweal itself in its political wisdom would adapt on the one hand to their condition and, on the other, to the general lines of legislation leading toward virtuous life, and to the prescriptions of the moral law, to the full realization of which it should endeavor to direct as far as possible this diversity of forms. [This is from HI 172-173 and TH 160-161.]

We get something of an example in the footnote, when he says that the Portuguese Concordat (art. 24) previously mentioned forbids divorce only to those who have contracted a Catholic marriage. 

He does speak of the effort to minimize the derogations of the highest requirements of the Natural Law, and says:

    The final objective of law is to make men morally good. Civil law would adapt itself, with a view to the maximum good of which the multitude is capable, to various ways of life sanctioned by various moral creeds, but it should resist changes which were requested through sheer relaxation of morality and decaying mores. And it should always maintain a general orientation toward virtuous life, and make the common behavior tend, at each level, to the full accomplishment of moral law. [171, his italics]

This ends the section on the superiority of the spiritual or of the Church, in its practical application. The kind of thing discussed, beyond the idea of “moral inspiration,” seems to have been conceived from the point of view of a Christian legislator in a pluralist society, but in a pluralist society imagined with rather coherent spiritual groups. Our present societies simply ignore all religious groups, save when they can mount a strong lobbying effort, we might say.

When we come to the general immutable principle of cooperation between the spiritual and the temporal,  there is a general point made involving both the State and the body politic. This is the duty of the secular order to carry out its own responsibilities, material and moral. JM quotes from John Courtney Murray, S.J., Governmental Repression of Heresy, reprinted from the Proceedings of the Catholic Theological Society of America, 1949, p. 48. It is an indirect contribution to the Church, but without it, the end or goal of the Church is rendered impossible. Murray is quoted as saying on his p. 49: “The spiritual problem of our times is in fact centered in the temporal order. And the modern ‘welfare-state,’ simply by serving human welfare, would serve the Church better than Justinian or Charlemagne ever did.” [Maritain, n. 26, p. 172] JM thus sees the body politic and the State as owing to the Church (here it is added in parentheses, and I am not sure whether the addition is JM’s or Murray’s:
 “one might better say, to the human person with respect to his eternal destiny”) assistance, aid, and favor which consists in the entire fulfillment of their own duties with respect to their own ends, in their own attention to Natural Law, etc. The task is both material and moral.

We notice how morality seems terrestrial, but with a view towards the “spiritual,” which seems to consist in the search for the truth about God.

Another point of cooperation is the public acknowledgement of the existence of God. Here JM envisages the people:

. . . a political society… conscious of the doctrine and morality which enlighten for it - that is, for the majority of the people - the tenets of the democratic charter, and which guide it in putting those tenets into force. It would be conscious of the faith that inspired it, and it would express this faith publicly. [172]

He sees this as dominated by one denomination or another, just as in the USA when he was speaking. He speaks of “religious confessions institutionally recognized.” [173] I think he has in mind much the sort of thing we saw when President Bill Clinton asks a rabbi, an evangelical leader and a Catholic archbishop to assess the religious situation in China.

He sees the rights of non-religious people as “free with regard to the private expression of their non-religious convictions” [173].
Concluding Remarks

My interest has been simply to call attention to the centrality of religion and, indeed, the Gospel, in Maritain’s conception of “democracy” as naming the healthy, progressive spirit of human society. A result of this is a conception of “pluralism” which, as it seems to me, means something far more truly pluralistic than is often nowadays meant by the term. 
One of the virtues of Maritain, I would say, for the present situation in world politics, is that he considers the concrete religious setting of the peoples. This is the real practical order, even if it is one that is somewhat strange to the “secular” thinker. Maritain, with his doctrine of moral philosophy adequately considered, is closer to the real world.

If his conceptions often seem far-fetched and unrealizable, I would recall that he contends that we are living, politically, in pre-historic conditions. The conditions of real peace may seem very remote.
Dominican College of Philosophy and Theology
Ottawa

� In this paper, references to Jacques Maritain, Man and the State (1951: University of Chicago Press, 1951) will be made in the body of the paper simply noting page number, or, if in a note, identified as “JM” plus the page number[s].


� Concerning the secularist versus traditionally religious polarity in present U.S. politics, cf. Louis Bolce and Gerald De Maio, “The Politics of Partisan Neutrality,” First Things 143 (May 2004), pp.9-12 [available on the website archive: www.firstthings.com]. For an example of current discussion of the place of the ten commandments in the public square, cf. October 12, 2004, “Supreme Court to Hear Case on Display of Ten Commandments,” By THE ASSOCIATED PRESS, Filed at 11:53 a.m. ET [available in the archive of the New York Times on the web]:


WASHINGTON (AP) – The Supreme Court said Tuesday it will take up the constitutionality of Ten Commandments displays on government land and buildings, a surprise announcement that puts justices in the middle of a politically sensitive issue…


� However, it does not take the prize; in the simplistics derby, Maureen Dowd wins, hands down. In her column in the New York Times of Oct. 21, we read, under the title: “Casualties of Faith:”


When I was little, I was very good at leaps of faith. A nun would tape up a picture of a snow-covered mountain peak on the blackboard and say that the first child to discern the face of Christ in the melting snow was the holiest. I was soon smugly showing the rest of the class the "miraculous" outline of that soulful, bearded face.


It would be unkind to say that Maureen hasn’t changed. Still, however much such an autobiographical item helps us to understand the perils of having been little Maureen Dowd, and, if the reporting is accurate, the stupidity of some nuns, it has absolutely nothing to do with Christian Faith. As a letter-writer, Oct. 23 [Rev. Gregory Bezilla, Piscataway, N.J., Chaplain of the Episcopal Campus Ministry, Rutgers University] reminded her:


Maureen Dowd writes, "People who live by religious certainties don't have to waste time with recalcitrant facts or moral doubts." To the contrary, that's exactly what people of faith do. Their faith leads them to face the facts, listen to doubts and take seriously dissenting voices.


Indeed, one might wonder how well Ms. Dowd understands many of the people she has lived with all her life.


� Cf. OC VII, p. 1237: In a letter to the editor of Montreal’s Le Devoir, dated May 18, 1943 and published May 26 of that year under the title “Le Cas de M. Jacques Maritain” (replying to an attack on himself by Dom Jamet, who had falsely accused JM, among many other things, of having once belonged to the Action Française party), JM tells us that it was an error of his youth to think that the power of St. Thomas might convert what was truly a poisonous intellectual substance, based from the outset on aversion to the Gospel and on the cult of slavery. He says that he paid for this mistake and learned from it. We read:


It was because it deeply enlightened me as to the true meaning of the bitter zeal of the anti-democratic movement which was growing then in Europe, and as to the atrocious fraudulence that it represents, that I decided to turn towards studies in social and political philosophy and to work for that liberation of Christian values which disconcerts the prejudices of Dom Jamet.


� This was the label used for the common stream of students towards the three-year (after grade 13) B.A. It was contrasted with the “Honours Arts” (4 year) programs, and has always seemed to me a most unhappy way to designate a program of studies (as if the students had no pride at all in their work). As an Honours student I never took “True Hue”, but I was privileged to have other courses from Fr. McDonald.


� Redeeming the Time, tr. By Harry Lorin Binsse (London: Geoffrey Bles, The Centenary Press, 1943), (the U.S. edition is entitled: Ransoming the Time).


� This is, of course, a reference to his doctrine of “moral philosophy adequately considered”; on this, cf. my paper: “Jacques Maritain, St. Thomas and the Philosophy of Religion”, in University of Ottawa Quarterly 51 (1981), pp. 644-653.


� JM, Religion and the Intellectuals, in OC IX, p. 1122, italics his.


� OC IX, p. 1122, bottom, para. 5.


� Maurras was the leader of the Action Française party mentioned earlier; he was a Member of the French Academy (1938), but was crossed off their lists and sentenced to perpetual reclusion after World War II. Cf. Nouveau Petit Larousse Illustré, 1952, under his name.


� JM, OC IX, pp. 1128 and 1130. – When not obliged to counter such notions as truthless religion, JM is most accommodating as to who is a true Christian. Cf. especially his essay: “Who is My Neighbor?” in Redeeming the Time, pp. 101-122. Under many a seeming atheist, he might find one.


� The text of Thomas he has in mind is surely ST 1-2.90.3, on the question: to whom does it belong to make law? Thomas teaches that it belongs to the whole multitude, or to a person acting as vicar for the whole multitude [… vel totius multitudinis, vel alicuius gerentis vicem totius multitudinis…].


� Maritain’s book, Man and the State, Chicago, 1951: University of Chicago Press, is to be found in French translation, L’Homme et l’État, in: Jacques et Raïssa Maritain, Oeuvres complètes, vol. IX (1947-1951), Éditions Universitaires, Fribourg, Suisse, Éditions Saint-Paul, Paris, 1990 [henceforth“OC IX”], pp. 471-736. In an “avant-propos” Maritain tells us that the work was originally written in English, and he thanks the translators M. and Mme [Robert et France] Davril, and says that he has examined their work line by line himself and has made some additions. There is also a text and French translation of a preface Maritain wrote for an edition of Man and the State destined for an English (as distinct from an American) readership. [The bibliographical note in OC IX, p. 1250 tells us that the French text presented takes into account the “retouches” made by Maritain to the last English-language edition: Man and the State, Phoenix Books (Chicago: U. of Chicago Press, 1956).] – I have used the first, i.e. 1951, edition from the same press. – The editors of OC IX do not give a date for the British edition of Man and the State; I note also that Maritain, in the preface to that edition, thanks Mr. Richard O’Sullivan, not only for having made the book’s “style less unpleasant to the British reader”, but for having added to it “invaluable Notes dealing with more specifically English aspects of the problems I have tackled.” I have never seen this edition. [OC IX, pp. 474-476]


� It has validity in the realm of the government of reality by God. At JM, pp. 49-50, we read:


Sovereignty is a curious example of those concepts which are right in one order of things and wrong in another. It loses its poison when it is transplanted from politics to metaphysics. In the spiritual sphere there is a valid concept of Sovereignty. God, the separate Whole, is Sovereign over the created world. According to the Catholic faith, the Pope, in his capacity of vicar of Christ, is sovereign over the Church. Even, in a merely moral sense, it may be said that the wise man, and first and foremost the spiritual man, have a kind of sovereignty. For they are possessed of an independence which is supreme from above (from the Spirit), with regard to the world of passions and the world of the law, to whose coercive force they are not subjected, since their will is of itself and spontaneously in tune with the law. [Cf. Thomas Aquinas, ST 1-2.96.5] They are further “separate in order to command”, that is, to tell the truth. And the spiritual man “judges all things, yet himself is judged of no man”. [Paul, 1 Corinth. 2:15] [italics and notes JM]


� JM, pp. 43-49 and 129-130


� This certainly seems to me in keeping with Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics 1.7 (1097b24-25) on “the function of man”. I should note that here JM is speaking of the ontological dimension of natural law, which he distinguishes from its gnoseological dimension.


� [I noticed here that more emphasis is put on autonomy than on “cultivation of the mind”. Perhaps M is meaning to stress the importance of freedom (he refers us in n. 1, p. 55, to a paper of his on “The Conquest of Freedom” published in 1940). Perhaps freedom is as far as the political can take us on our question of wisdom.]


�This passage appears to have been later “retouched” slightly. In the French translation we have:


et rencontre de tels obstacles dans la nature humaine marquée de péché, qu’elle ne saurait se poursuivre sans un secours de la grâce divine; plus précisément et objectivement, sa réussite est inconcevable – une fois que la bonne nouvelle de l’Évangile été annoncée aux hommes – sans l’influence du christianisme sur la vie politique de l’humanité…. [OC IX, 542]


� For “actual… materialization”, the French has “réalisation effective” [ibid.]


� Cf. above, n. 7.


� Notice that JM says that grace is offered to every human being; this obviously means “in any age”. Cf. the doctrine of St. Justin Martyr [d. ca. 163-167 A.D.] as present by E. Gilson, History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages (New York, Random House, 1955), p. 13. See also Thomas Aquinas, De veritate 14.11.ad 1, and cf. my paper: “Natural Law and the First Act of Freedom: Maritain Revisited,” Études Maritainiennes /Maritain Studies 12 (1996), pp. 3-32, at Endnote A.


� In a letter to R. Garrigou-Lagrange, O.P., protesting against criticism brought against him by an Argentine opponent, JM says:


He attributes to me, with a holy horror, the thesis that “historical development is necessarily progressive”. I made long ago, in Théonas, a critique of the idea of necessary progress which I now find too severe but the essential [point] of which I maintain. And while restoring what there is of truth in the notion of human progress (a notion whose origin is Christian), the thesis that I hold is that, in fact, history proceeds at once, by two simultaneous contrary movements, the one of ascension, the other of fall, towards the growth of the bad and towards that of the good…. [OC IX, pp. 1104-1105: “On a Form of Caesaro-Religious Fanaticism” (published in 1948).]


On the contrary movements of history towards the good and the bad, cf. Jacques Maritain, On the Philosophy of History, ed. by Joseph W. Evans (London: Geoffrey Bles, 1959), pp. 48-49:


human communities, nations, cities, civilizations – all of which are collective wholes incapable of immortality – and which by essence are at the same time moral and physical, depend on physical conditions. Good or bad, they can, like Atlantis, be victims of a tidal wave. This means that justice and moral virtues do not abolish the natural laws of aging of human societies; they do not hinder physical catastrophe from destroying them. What must be said, consequently,  is that justice and rectitude (and this is the law I wish to emphasize) tend in themselves to the preservation of human societies and to a real success in the long run; and that injustice and evil tend in themselves (leaving aside what concerns physical conditions) to the destruction of societies and to a real failure in the long run. [49, his italics]  


� JM refers at n. 7, p. 61, to Les deux sources, ed. 1932, p. 304; this reference is the same in the French, OC IX, p. 550, n. 7. In my copy of Les deux sources de la morale et de la religion, 58th edition, Paris, 1948: Presses Universitaires de France [Bibliothèque de Philosophie Contemporaine, fondée par Felix Arcan], the reference would rather be to pp. 299-302. Note especially p. 300 where Bergson, explaining that it is the note of “fraternity” which reconciles “liberty” with “equality”, removing the contradiction so often indicated as between the other two, says that it is fraternity which permits one to say that democracy is essentially evangelical. He goes on to speak of the originally religious character of the democratic formula.


� JM adds a very  important qualifier. He warns against “hypermoralism,” which in the last analysis “answers the very purpose of political cynicism”. [62] And we get the following distinction:


Politics is a branch of ethics, but a branch specifically distinct from the other branches of the same stem. For human life has two ultimate ends, the one subordinate to the other: an ultimate end in a given order, which is the terrestrial common good, or the bonum vitae civilis; and an absolute ultimate end, which is the transcendent, eternal common good. And individual ethics takes into account the subordinate ultimate end, but directly aims at the absolute ultimate one; whereas political ethics takes into account the absolute ultimate end, but its direct aim is the subordinate ultimate end, the good of the rational nature in its temporal achievement. Hence a specific difference of perspective between those two branches of ethics. [62, his italics]�


This explanation enables JM to present in an acceptable light acts of the political authority which a hypermoralism makes immoral, and which then feeds Machiavellian cynicism. We read:


Thus it is that many patterns of conduct of the body politic, which the pessimists of Machiavellianism turn to the advantage of political amorality – such as the use by the State of coercive force (even of means of war in case of absolute necessity against an unjust aggressor), the use of intelligence services and methods which should never corrupt people but cannot help utilizing corrupted people, the use of police methods which should never violate the human rights of people but cannot help being rough with them [note 8], a lot of selfishness and self-assertion which would be blamed in individuals, a permanent distrust and suspicion, a cleverness not necessarily mischievous but yet not candid with regard to the other States, or the toleration of certain evil deeds by the law, [note 9] the recognition of the principle of the lesser evil and the recognition of the fait accompli (the so-called “statute of limitations”) which permits the retention of gains ill-gotten long ago, because new human ties and vital relationships have infused [63] them with new-born rights – all of these things are in reality ethically grounded. [pp. 62-63]]


� Pp. 108-146, i.e. 38 pages.


� OC IX, p. 608, note 1.


� In his chapter 1, pp. 4-9, JM explained the word “nation”. A nation, he said, is not a society [p. 4]. Rather:


A nation is a community of people, who become aware of themselves as history has made them, who treasure their own past, and who love themselves as they know or imagine themselves to be, with a kind of inevitable introversion. [p. 5]


And


	the nation is not a society; it does not cross the threshold of the political realm. It is a community of communities, a self-aware network of common feelings and representations that human nature and instinct have caused to swarm around a number of physical, historical, and social data. … In itself the idea of the body politic belongs to another, superior order. [pp. 6-7]


Thus, we are told:


A genuine principle of nationalities would be formulated as follows: the body politic should develop both its own moral dynamism and the respect for human relations to such a point that the national communities which are contained within it would both have their natural rights fully recognized, and tend spontaneously to merge in a single higher and more complex National Community. [p. 8]


� Notice that JM here speaks of philosophical “faith” (obviously using the term in the same wide sense as we noted from the later added footnote). This should not trouble, it seems to me, even the most rationalist of philosophers.


� This is in accordance with his contention that there must be a correspondence between the teacher and those taught.


� At p. 124, JM speaks of a new subject for the curriculum, putting together all sorts of disciplines in order to foster the democratic charter and faith. He actually says that teachers should have to swear that they sincerely believe in all the tenets of the democratic charter. They would also swear that if some day they ceased to believe, they would stop teaching the course, and shift to some other part of the curriculum (they are supposed to be guaranteed that this will not be counted against them).


� In the aforementioned reply to the Partisan Review questionnaire, I notice that JM speaks of the pluralist principle as necessary because of the fact of division of religious convictions in societies. He says:


As concerns the pluralist principle, I think that it must apply in the body politic, since, as a matter of fact, (a fact which in itself is a misfortune), men are religiously divided. So men belonging to various spiritual lineages have to live together and work for the same temporal common good. But to regard pluralism as a good in itself in the very realm of religious belief would be nonsense, since in this realm what matters is truth about God; and there is only one truth; cf. OC IX, p. 1126.


� Indeed, we might note that his intention is to speak in a forward-looking way, hoping for a new concretization of a Christian society, but in another mode of historical existence than obtained in the medieval period.





� Cf. Thomas Aquinas, ST 1-2.21.4.in corpore and ad 3. The body of the article runs:


I answer that, as has been said, the act of a human being has the note of merit or demerit inasmuch as it is ordered towards another, either by reason of that other himself or by reason of the community. Now, in both these ways our good or bad acts have the note of merit or demerit in God’s accounts [apud Deum]: [1] by reason of [God] himself, inasmuch as he is the ultimate end of the human being: for it is something owing [or due], that all acts be referred to the ultimate end, as was established earlier; hence, a person who performs a bad act, not relatable to God, does not pay the honour due to God in his role of ultimate end; [2] but on the side of the entire community of the universe [Ex parte vero totius communitatis universi], [for] in any community he who rules the community has especially the care of the common good: hence it pertains to him to provide retribution regarding those things which are well or ill done in the community: now, God is the governor and rector of the entire universe, as was established in Part 1, and especially of the rational creatures: hence it is evident that human acts have the note of merit or demerit in God’s accounts [per comparationem ad ipsum]; otherwise it would follow that he did not have the care concerning human acts.


And the ad 3:


To the third it is to be said that the human being is not ordered to the political community as regards his total self [secundum se totum] and all the things that are his [et secundum omnia sua], and so it is not necessary that every act of his whatsoever be meritorious or demeritorious  relative to the political community. However, the entirety of the human being and what he is capable of and what he has [totum quod homo est et quod potest et habet] is ordered to God, and so every human act, good or bad, has the note of merit or demerit in God’s accounts [apud Deum], as regards the nature of the act.


� Here, in a note numbered #1, JM refers us to ch. 4 of The Person and the Common Good (New York: Scribners, 1947).


� Here there is interest in the ultimate, ultimate end. We recall JM’s contention in the previous chapter, on the Democratic Charter, as to the role of the family in education, and the auxiliary role of the state in this regard. I am reminded also of Aristotle’s remark concerning dependence on good habits acquired in youth as basic in morals, i.e. the role of paideia: Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 2.1 (1103b24-26):


It makes no small difference, then, whether we form habits of one kind or of another from our very youth; it makes a very great difference, or rather all the difference. (W. D. Ross tr.)


 Cf. also St. Thomas’s doctrine that one should not baptize children against the will of parents: ST 2-2.10.12.


� The English in my edition has “as matter of fact”, but the French is “en fait”; I would say that the English should be “as a matter of fact” or “in fact”, and so have changed it.


� JM’s italics on the last expression. Here we are referred, note #2, to The Things That Are Not Caesar’s (New York: Scribners, 1930).


� If we think such things need not be said, one has only to think of the situation in present-day China. – However, there are also questions to be raised about the Church’s freedom in our own society, as to her teaching about homosexuality, e.g.


� At this point, JM refers us (note 9) not only to Freedom in the Modern World (New York: Scribners, 1936), (translation of Du régime temporel et de la liberté), but also to Humanisme intégral (English translation True Humanism [New York: Scribners, 1938], ch. iv).


� Here there is a note (#23) sending us to Charles Journet, L’Église du Verbe Incarné, pp. 229-242.


� Cf. my paper: “St. Thomas, Lying, and Venial Sin,” The Thomist 61 (1997), pp. 279-299.


� We note Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae 1-2.94.2, concerning the most properly human of our natural inclinations: to seek the truth about God.


� I checked the French translation of this work, and it is very much the same as the original English.[OC 678]


� Recently I saw a proposal for Islamic “private” judicial decisions in Ontario re civil (not criminal) disputes, e.g. re marriage, etc. Apparently, this already exists for Jews.


� It is within the quotation-marks indicating what Murray says, but the expression sounds like a Maritain correction. The punctuation is the same in the French, OC 682.


		� The New York Times, Monday, Feb. 9, 1998, p. A 3, had a report from Beijing, dated Feb. 8, by Erik Eckholm, concerning the sending of a delegation of American religious “figures” to China for three weeks to “examine the state of religious freedom here, one of the most volatile human rights issues in American diplomacy.” We read:


While it is described as private, President Clinton and President Jiang Zemin of China agreed to the mission during their summit meeting in October, and the White House picked the three-man delegation: a prominent rabbi, an evangelical Protestant minister and a Roman Catholic archbishop.









