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of reason related to faith, can and ought to be halted in some par
ticular stage, under denial of the possibility and legitimacy of further 
development. The first historic victim of the fallacy was Eusebius 
of Caesarea during the controversy over the new Nicene formula of 
the Church's faith in the Son and Word. The scriptural formulas, 
said he and the men around him, are definitive; it is not permitted 
to go beyond them. These men refused to consider the fact that Alius 
had asked a new question which could not be answered, without 
ambiguity, in scriptural formulas. Similarly, the First View would 
fix the doctrine of the Church on religious freedom in its nineteenth-
century stage of conception and statement. It refuses to consider the 
fact that the state of the question has been altered and the nineteenth-
century answer is inadequate. 

The second fallacy is archaism. It is the sister of fixism. It consists 
in the rejection, on principle, of the more recent synthesis or systema-
tization, and in the effort to adhere or return to the synthesis or 
systematization of a prior age, which is judged to be simple and more 
pure. History has known scriptural archaism, in the original Protes
tant Reform; patristic archaism, in Baius and Jansenius; medieval 
archaism, in various kinds of Scholastic Talmudism. The First View 
is a sort of political archaism. As Boniface VIIFs doctrine was archais-
tic after the emergence of the autonomous nation-state in the fifteenth 
century, so the First View is archaistic after the growth of the personal 
and political consciousness in the twentieth century. With this growth 
in man's understanding of himself as a free man in a free society, 
Catholic doctrine on religious freedom must likewise grow in its 
understanding of itself. Pius XII glimpsed the fact and reckoned with 
it in his doctrine on the juridical state, but he drew back, with his 
wonted caution, from its full implications. With all the penetration of 
his extraordinary insight, John XXIII saw the fact with full clarity. 
His insight found expression in his articulated concept of the freedom 
of the people as a political end and as the political method, and in the 
correlative concept of religious freedom as a necessary and integral 
element of the freedom of the people. What remains is simply the 
fuller conceptualization of religious freedom as a social faculty, a hu
man and civil right (personal and corporate), and a legal institution. 
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What remains too is the recognition that the First View is archa-
istic, because all sense of the personal and political consciousness is ab
sent from it. 

The third fallacy is misplaced abstractness; it is the contrary of the 
famous fallacy of misplaced concreteness, identified by Alfred North 
Whitehead. It is the fallacy which creates ideologies. On the face of 
it, the First View presents itself as a theory conceived with full ab
stractness, the pure creation of the conscience survolante. In fact, 
however, it is an apologetic for the nation-state of largely Catholic 
population which began to take shape, under more or less absolutist 
rule, in the post-Tridentine era, and then felt the religious and political 
shock of the French Revolution. This special kind of political-legal 
realization began to receive recognition in a series of concordats 
in the nineteenth century, of which the first was with the Kingdom 
of the Two Sicilies in 1818. It is, of course, entirely legitimate to con
struct an argument in favor of this historical realization. However, 
the argument would have to be constructed as Leo XIII constructed 
it—with concreteness and complete historical realism. The fallacy 
enters when the Leonine argument is transposed into an abstract 
thesis which proposes an abstract "ideal instance" of constitutional 
law, per se and in principle obligatory on an abstraction called "the 
state." 

Here is the neuralgic point in the intramural dialogue on religious 
freedom. It may be that the intramural segment of the dialogue is 
not the most important today, given the world-wide character of the 
problem. Nevertheless, the intramural dialogue has priority. Until 
it is conducted to a conclusion and a Catholic consensus takes form, 
the ecumenical dialogue is impossible and so too is the dialogue be
tween Christian and non-Christian. It has often been pointed out 
that, if the First View stands as the immutable formulation of Catholic 
doctrine, the whole dialogue ad extra is cut off before it can begin. 

It has been alleged that the Second View implies a rejection of the 
classic concept of the Catholic confessional state. In its generality, 
this allegation is false. Obviously, the "Catholic state" is not a univ-
ocal concept. This fact will be admitted by anyone who is familiar 
with political history and with the variant content of concordats. 
The concept covers a whole variety of historical realizations, from the 
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ancien régime with its Gallicanized Union of Throne and Altar, to 
contemporary Portugal, in which (according to some jurists) there 
is a mode of separation of Church and state. Some of these historical 
realizations were sufficiently ambiguous. In any case, the whole issue 
needs to be argued with great care and with due regard for all the 
necessary distinctions. 

The primarily necessary distinction is between society (or the 
people) and state (or the order of public law and administration). 
From this distinction another follows immediately—between the 
public profession of religion by society (officium religionis publicae) 
and the care of religion by the public power (cura religionis). Neither 
of these distinctions is clearly and consistently maintained by Leo 
XIII. The result has been confusion. 

Obviously, the Second View acknowledges, in common with all 
Catholics, that an obligation to profess faith in God and to worship 
him is incumbent on society—on the people as such as well as on in
dividuals. This obligation, however, is not fufilled by legislative or 
executive action by the public power. It is fulfilled by occasional 
public acts of worship, usually on so-called state-occasions—the 
opening of the legislature and judiciary, national days of thanks
giving and prayer, etc. These acts of worship are organized by the 
Church, not by the government, which has no competence in litur
gical matters. Moreover, they are to be voluntary acts, since they 
are formally acts of religion. No legal coercion may be exerted to force 
either individuals or the people to participate in these occasional acts 
of public faith and worship. All this is clear. The Second View rejects 
the sectarian Liberalist notion of religion as a purely private affair, 
against which Leo XIII insisted on the officium religionis publicae. 

Obviously too, the Second View embraces the notion of the Chris
tian society, described in the modern papal encyclicals. The develop
ment of the Christian social conscience is a duty of the highest order; 
so too is the effort to permeate all the institutions of society—eco
nomic, social, cultural, political—with the Christian spirit of truth, 
justice, love, and freedom; so too is the growth of the personal and 
political consciousness among the people. The helpless and inert 
imperita multitudo of Leo XIIFs time was not a Christian people in 
the high sense of the word. The Second View rejects the notion of the 
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laicized society in the sense of Continental sectarian Liberalism. In 
particular, it regards the religious unity of a particular society or 
people as a good of the highest order—an order so high that it tran
scends the political order. The emergence of such Catholic societies 
in history has been a work of divine providence. All this too is clear. 

The difficulty begins when the distinct constitutional issue of public 
care of religion arises, seil., the function of the public power with 
regard to religion in society and among the people. Only here does the 
issue of the "Catholic state" become controversial. The word "state" 
has its proper political-legal meaning. 

The First View maintains that there is an abstract idea of the order 
of constitutional law and an abstract idea of the religious competence 
of the public power that are distinctively Catholic. In this abstract 
conception, the Catholic order of constitutional law contains two 
related institutions, first, the establishment of Catholicism by law 
as the single religion of the state (i.e., the one religion recognized by 
law, which alone has the civil right of public existence, guaranteed 
and supported by the power of the state), and second, intolerance of 
other religions (i.e., the empowerment of the state to use its legal 
and police powers to exterminate from public existence all other reli
gions). These twin institutions are of the legal order, matters of consti
tutional law. Establishment is not a profession of faith in the Catholic 
religion as the one true religion. It is a legal enactment whose force 
is felt in the public Ufe of the people. Establishment is not an act of 
religion; it is a political act of the public power. (Historically, it 
normally found its place in the constitution octroyée, so called, which 
was not in any sense an act of the people but only of the ruler.) More
over, the First View maintains that these two legal institutions, 
establishment and intolerance, constitute the "ideal instance" of 
constitutional law. Where they exist, the ideal "Catholic state" 
exists. 

The ideal may be seen, for instance, in the Concordat with the Re
public of Ecuador (September 26, 1862): "The Catholic Apostolic 
Roman religion shall continue to be the single (única) religion of the 
Republic of Ecuador, and it shall always be maintained in the pos
session of all the rights and prerogatives which it ought to enjoy ac
cording to the law of God and the dispositions of canon law. In con-
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sequence, no other dissident cult and no society condemned by the 
Church can ever be permitted in Ecuador." 

Under allowance for some differences of opinion among its propo
nents, the general position of the Second View may be stated in the 
following five propositions. 

1) It is not at all incompatible with the doctrine and practice of 
religious freedom that there should exist an "orderly relationship" 
(ordinata colligatio, in Leo XIIFs phrase) between the public power, 
as the representative of the people, and the Church, which has au
thority over the community of the faithful. Moreover, this relation
ship may be made formally legal by a concordat. (A concordat would 
normally require ratification by the elected legislature in democra
tically organized countries, since it is an international convention.) 
Furthermore, out of respect for historical custom, where it exists, it is 
not inappropriate or contrary to religious freedom that the people 
of a particular nation should declare their common allegiance to the 
Catholic Church in some sort of constitutional document. This decla
ration has no juridical consequences; it has the value of a statement 
of fact. 

2) In order that the relationship between the two powers may be 
orderly, the requirements of religious freedom must be observed. 
There are three. 

First, there must be no infringement or inhibition of the freedom of 
the Church as a spiritual authority and as the community of the faith
ful. Her internal autonomy must remain inviolable and the free exer
cise of her apostolic mission must be unimpeded. Moreover, the 
Church is not to be used by the public power as instrumentum regni. 

Second, there must be no confusion of the religious and the polit
ical—in particular, no confusion of religious unity and political unity. 
As the public power has no share whatever in the care of souls (cura 
animarum) or in the control of thought (regimen animorum),*9 so it 
has no share whatever in the care of the unity of the Church. The 
unity of the Church is a unity of the supernatural order; the care of it 
is committed exclusively to the Church, and this care is to be exer
cised by the purely spiritual means proper to the Church. Even when 
the theological concept of the unity of the Church is historicized or 

• Cf. Leo ΧΠΙ, SapienHae christianae, ASS 22 (1889-90) 396. 
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temporalized to mean the religious unity of a given people or ethnic 
group in the one true faith, this fact must imply no politicization of 
the national Church, no empowerment of the state to protect or 
promote the unity of the national Church by coercive means. This 
would be an infringement of the freedom of the Church and a viola
tion of the exigences of the Leonine dyarchy; it would also be action 
ultra vires by the public power. Moreover, the functions of the state 
with regard to the national culture, whatever they may be, imply 
no empowerment of the state with regard to the religious welfare of 
the people, which remains exclusively the duty and prerogative of 
the Church. 

Third, the relationship between the Church and the national gov
ernment must be so conceived and so executed that it will not result 
in the alienation of the people from the Church that was a prominent 
feature of the post-Tridentine and sectarian Liberalist eras. This 
would be, in effect, an infringement of the freedom of the Church 
as the community of the faithful. 

3) The legal institution of religious intolerance is incompatible 
with religious freedom as an integral element of the freedom of the 
people. The right to religious freedom, personal and corporate (in 
the sense described above), is a rational exigence of the contemporary 
personal and political consciousness. The correlative exigence is that 
the public power should have no empowerment to use coercive meas
ures to exterminate any religion from public existence and public 
action. Exceptions to this rule occur only in particular cases in which 
there is a clear violation of public order which makes demonstrably 
necessary the intervention of the public power. Moreover, this fourth 
proposition is not hypothesis in the sense of the First View. It is a 
matter of principle—theological, ethical, political, legal, jurispruden
tial. It is not a lamentably necessary concession to force majeure, 
made in order to avoid a greater evil or to gain a greater good. Reli
gious freedom is a personal and political good. It is part of that "es
tablishment of freedom" which, as Acton said and John XXIII in 
effect repeated, represents the "highest phase of civil society." 

4) There is no such thing as an "ideal instance" of Catholic consti
tutional law. In particular, the twin institutions of establishment 
and intolerance do not represent the ideal instance. There may be 
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some constitutional orders which are good and others which are bad. 
The first Catholic criterion of judgment was proposed by Pius XII, 
seil., whether the constitutional order assures the Church a stable 
condition in law and in fact and full freedom in the fulfilment of her 
spiritual ministry. (The centrality of the freedom of the Church is 
visible in the new series of concordats initiated by the Concordat with 
Latvia in 1922.) The second Catholic criterion was proposed by John 
XXIII, seil., whether the constitutional order assures the citizen the 
secure possession of all his personal rights and protects and promotes 
in full measure the legitimate freedom of the people. 

These two criteria are to base the Catholic judgment, no matter 
what may be the religious composition of the citizenry—whether 
conditions of religious unity or conditions of religious pluralism obtain. 
There are not two standards of judgment on constitutional law— 
one for a Catholic people and another for a religiously pluralist people. 
The fact of the religious unity of a particular people in the Catholic 
faith does not make obligatory the legal institution of establishment, 
as if a situation of legal privilege were a Catholic constitutional ideal. 
Still less does the religious unity of the people authorize the legal 
institution of intolerance, as if this institution were also a Catholic 
ideal. 

In its turn, the Second View does not propose the legal institution 
of religious freedom as a constitutional ideal, an abstract thesis, 
conceived a priori, under abstraction from historical-social reality. 
It discards the categories of the ideal and the tolerable, thesis and 
hypothesis, as invalid categories of discussion about constitutional 
law. It goes back to the Jurist for its category of legal discussion. It 
is the function of law, said the Jurist, to be useful to the people.70 Its 
categories of political discussion are taken from John XXIII—truth, 
justice, love, and the freedom of the people. As for its category of 
socio-religious discourse, it would prefer to abandon the ambiguous 
neologism, "the Catholic state," and go back to the noble medieval 
phrase, "the Christian people." This is not archaism; it is ressource-
ment. 

5) As the historical consciousness precludes the fallacy of archaism, 
so also it precludes the fallacy of anachronism. This latter fallacy 

w Cf. 1-2, q. 95, a. 3. 
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consists in the assumption that a later and more perfect stage in the 
Church's understanding of her own tradition existed before it actually 
did exist. The Second View presents itself as the contemporary stage 
in the growing understanding of the tradition. This understanding 
cannot be found in ecclesiastical documents of the nineteenth century. 
It was brought into being by a dynamism proper to the twentieth 
century, the growth of the personal and political consciousness, 
first noted by Pius XII and more fully developed in its implications 
by John XXIII. The notion of religious freedom as a human and 
civil right, personal and corporate, is not to be sought in theologians 
of the nineteenth century, since it is explicitly the product of a twen
tieth-century insight into the exigences of the personal and political 
consciousness. The link between religious freedom and limited con
stitutional government, and the link between the freedom of the 
Church and the freedom of the people—these were not nineteenth-
century theological-political insights. They became available only 
within twentieth-century perspectives, created by the "signs of the 
times." The two links were not forged by abstract deductive logic but 
by history, by the historical advance of totalitarian government, 
and by the corresponding new appreciation of constitutional govern
ment. 

The complex notion of the freedom of the Church had indeed always 
stated the question of public care of religion in its proper terms. It had 
also stated the essential claim that the Church perennially must make 
on the public power, as the essential requirement of positive divine 
law that is binding on the public power. But the tradition had been 
obscured by history—by the decadence of the constitutional tradi
tion after the quattrocento broke with the medieval conception of 
kingship, and by the involvement of the Church in the politics and 
power struggles of the late medieval period, the post-Tridentine era, 
and the century of sectarian Liberalism in Europe and Latin America. 

However, what history had obscured, history would also clarify. 
History brought forth Proposition 39 of the Syllabus, brutally incar
nate in a form of totalitarian society-state. In the light of history Leo 
XIII began to restate the question of public care of religion in its 
traditional terms and to restore the traditional centrality of the 
Church's ancient claim to freedom in the face of the public power. 



THE PROBLEM OF RELIGIOUS FREEDOM 569 

Pius XI and Pius ΧΠ began to work out the wider political implica
tions of the tradition in the altered historical context of the twentieth 
century. By his fuller acceptance of the context, John XXIII re
nounced all archaism, confirmed the new problematic of religious 
freedom, and began to apply to its resolution the newly developed 
tradition, theological and political. 

If archaism is now forbidden, so too is anachronism. The rejection 
of this latter fallacy controls the thought of the Second View in two 
major ways. 

First, it controls the interpretation of papal documents of the past. 
The Second View does not search in the Leonine corpus or elsewhere 
for "proof-texts," that is, for explicit earlier statements that will 
textually confirm the explicitness of its own later statements. Nor 
does it undertake to "read back" into the text of Leo XIII its own 
synthesis of the tradition. Both of these procedures would be vitiated 
by anachronism, a violation of good theological method. As Leo 
XIII cannot be "read back" into Innocent III, so John XXIII can
not be "read back" into Leo XIII. 

The theological task is to trace the stages in the growth of the 
tradition as it makes its way through history. Scylla is archaism; 
Charybdis is anachronism. The task is to discern the elements of 
the tradition that are embedded in some historically conditioned 
synthesis that, as a synthesis, has become archaistic. The further task 
is to discern the "growing end" of the tradition; it is normally indi-
dicated by the new question that is taking shape under the impact 
of the historical movement of events and ideas. There remains the 
problem of synthesis—of a synthesis that will be at once new and also 
traditional. This is the problem faced by the Second View. 

Second, the rejection of anachronism controls judgments on past 
situations. To return to the example already given, the Second View 
does not denounce the Church or the Republic of Ecuador for a viola
tion of religious freedom in 1862. More in general, in judging all past 
or present realizations of the Catholic state, so called, the historical 
situation needs to be considered. The historical institutions of es
tablishment and intolerance are to be judged in situ. They might 
well be judged valid in situ. The function of law, said the Jurist, 
is to be useful to the people. These institutions might well have been 
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useful to the people, in the condition of the personal and political 
consciousness of the people at the time. This was Leo XIII's judg
ment. It would be anachronistic to question it. 

But if anachronism is outlawed, so too is archaism. Leo XIII him
self rejected the latter fallacy by his restatement of the Gelasian 
dyarchy and the Gregorian principle of the freedom of the Church. 
It may still be useful for the people of God in certain countries of the 
world today that the Church should be recognized by law as the 
common religion of the people. This would validate the judgment 
that the institution of establishment should be retained in those 
countries. But nothing can validate the judgment that this legal 
status is "ideal" because it enlists the coercive power of government 
in the service of the exclusive rights of truth. To say the least, this 
view is archaistic. The argument would have to be that establishment 
is useful for assuring the freedom of the Church, as the people of God 
and as a spiritual authority. This argument might be more difficult 
to make. In any case, its conclusion would not be that establishment 
is a constitutional ideal. 

On the other hand, no argument can be made today that would 
validate the legal institution of religious intolerance, much less canon
ize it as a Catholic ideal. The institution cannot even be tolerated today 
as a harmless archaism. Nor is it even permissible to raise the question, 
whether legal intolerance may be useful to the people—either to the 
people of God or to the civil people. The fact is that legal intolerance 
stands condemned today by the common consciousness of the peoples 
of the world. The condemnation is binding today on all civilized 
states, which, as such, must reject Proposition 39 of the Syllabus. 
Today, religious freedom, as a human and civil right, personal and 
corporate, which requires the protection of a legal institution, has 
emerged as an exigence of the personal and political reason. As such, 
it claims the sanction of Catholic doctrine. 

These five propositions suggest the position taken by most propo
nents of the Second View with regard to the complicated issue of the 
"Catholic state," so called. 

The Issues 

There seems to be a basic agreement between the First and Second 
Views that the controversy concerns the constitutional question, the 
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technical question of public care of religion by the public power, as a 
theological, ethical, political, legal, and jurisprudential question. This 
antecedent agreement is important, since it rules out irrelevant issues. 
There are, for instance, a number of issues involved in the larger 
problem which is customarily called, not without some ambiguity, 
the problem of "Church and state." These issues, however, are not 
directly relevant to the narrower question of public care of religion. 
From the foregoing exposition it is clear that the First and Second 
Views, in dealing with this question, make affirmations that are 
either contradictory or contrary. 

1) The state of the question.—Has it altered in consequence of a 
Christian discernment of the new signs of the times (the Second View), 
or is it somehow by definition immutable (the First View)? This 
question seems to have first priority. Unless there can be agreement 
on the state of the question, further argument is futile. Moreover, all 
other disagreements seem to stem from this one. 

2) The basic concept in the question of public care of religion.—Is it 
the exclusive rights of truth (the First View) or the freedom of the 
Church as inseparably allied, in the present moment of history, with 
the freedom of the civil people (the Second View)? 

3) Public care of religion in constitutional law.—Is there an ideal 
instance of Catholic constitutional law (the First View), or not (the 
Second View)? Furthermore, is there a dual standard for Catholic 
judgment on orders of constitutional law, one for the Catholic nation 
and another for religiously pluralist peoples (the First View), or is 
there a single standard equally applicable to any order of constitu
tional law (the Second View)? More in particular, are the categories 
of judgment the ideal and the tolerable, thesis and hypothesis, prin
ciple and expediency (the First View), or are they the good and the 
bad, the just and the unjust, the more or less just and the more or 
less unjust (the Second View)? 

4) The competence of the public power with regard to religion.— 
Does it extend to public care of religious truth (the First View), or 
is it limited to public care of religious freedom (the Second View)? 
Does it extend to a care for the Church herself—her doctrine, au
thority, prestige (the First View), or is it limited to a care for the 
freedom of the Church (the Second View)? Does it extend to a care 
for the religious unity of the people as related to their political unity 
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(the First View), or is it limited to a care for the religious freedom of 
the people as related to their civil and political freedom (the Second 
View)? 

5) The rule of jurisprudence for repressive intervention by the 
public power in what concerns the free exercise of religion.—Is it the 
possibility of such intervention without serious disturbance of the 
public order (the First View), or is it the necessity of such interven
tion in order to maintain the essential exigences of the public order 
(the Second View)? 

6) The state and positive divine law.—What is the essential re
quirement of positive divine law which is binding on the state, that 
is, on the public power? Is the public power bound to establish the 
Church by law as the one religion of the public power, that is, the one 
religion whose right to public existence and action is recognized by the 
public power (the First View), or is this a misunderstanding of the 
whole matter (the Second View)? On the other hand, is the essential 
requirement of positive divine law satisfied when the public power 
recognizes and protects the freedom of the Church (the Second View), 
or is this a minimalizing of the whole matter (the First View)? 

7) The legal institution of intolerance.—Is it the logical and jurid
ical consequence of the legal establishment of the Church, in such 
wise that the two institutions stand or fall together (the First View), 
or is it possible to maintain an organic and even a legal relationship 
between the Church and the public power, and at the same time 
abolish the legal institution of intolerance and introduce the legal 
institution of religious freedom (the Second View)? More in particular, 
what are the correct premises on which to validate the legal institu
tion of establishment? And are there today any premises on which 
the legal institution of intolerance can be validated? 

8) The issue of the Catholic confessional state.—This issue runs 
through all the foregoing seven issues, in such wise that the answer 
to it will depend on the answers to them. Here one general question 
may be added. To what extent is this kind of state—that is, this 
conception of the order of constitutional law and this conception of 
the religious competence of the public power—the creation of post-
Tridentine history, and to what extent is it the creation of trans-
temporal doctrine? 
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9) The issue of theological judgment.—Is the Second View infected 
with doctrinal errors (as the First View maintains), or is the First 
View infected with theological fallacies (as the Second View main
tains)? How successfully does each View contend with the objections 
brought against it by the other? 

The basic issues in the controversy seem to come to expression in 
the foregoing series of nine interrelated topics. The node of the con
troversy also appears. It is the notion of the ideal. This is the "fighting 
word." But is the fight necessary? The Second View fights against 
the notion, because public care of religion is a constitutional question; 
it has to do with legal institutions, to which the notion of an ideal is 
inapplicable. The First View fights for the notion, because public 
care of religion has to do with the maintenance of the religious unity 
of a Catholic people, which is an ideal. If this is the issue, it is no issue 
at all. The Second View can grant that the religious unity of a Catholic 
people is an ideal to be pursued. The First View need only grant that 
the legal institutions of establishment and intolerance are not ideal 
means of pursuing it. In any event, until the false issue of the ideal 
is disposed of, there is little possibility of getting on with the real 
argument. The ideal has become a King Charles's head, or, if you will, 
a red herring across the trail. 

There are also three other sets of issues that must be briefly men
tioned. 

1) Religious freedom, as a concept and as an affirmation.—Has the 
concept been adequately described? And has the affirmation of it 
been reasonably made in terms of argument, and theologically made 
in terms of a genuine growth in the understanding of the tradition? 
Many particular issues arise under this general topic. 

2) The mode of argument for the validity of religious freedom as a 
human and civil right, embodied in a legal institution.—The basic 
issue here concerns the different mentalities with which the whole 
question of public care of religion is approached—the extrinsecist-
abstract-logical-deductive-ahistorical mentality (the First View), and 
the historical consciousness (the Second View). The cognate issue 
concerns the development of doctrine concerning public care of reli
gion. Has there been a genuine growth in the understanding of the 
tradition from Gelasius I to John XXIII (the Second View), or did 
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the growth come to a stop at some determined stage (the First View)? 
3) Certain theological principles and pastoral considerations that 

are relevant to the whole problem.—The general question is, which 
of the two Views more adequately reckons with these principles and 
considerations. 

First, religious divisions are not simply brute fact but theological 
fact. That is to say, the fact of them is inherent in the supernatural 
economy of salvation. The economy hangs suspended from the divine 
predilection and predestination; faith is a gift offered to man's freedom; 
the economy is a divine action that unrolls in time and space; the 
eschatological division (Mt 25:31-46) is prefigured in history; Christ 
did not come to bring peace but division (Lk 12:51-53). No historical-
geographical realizations of Catholic unity escape this theological 
fact. Religious pluralism is theologically the human condition. 

Second, there is the mode of God's governance of men—its disposi
tion to "overlook" (Acts 17:30), its "forbearance" (Rom 3:26), its 
respect for human freedom, its adamant resistance to the "divine 
temptation," as it has been called—the temptation to coerce men for 
their own good (cf. Mt 4:7). 

Third, there is the evangelical consciousness of the Church—the 
pusillus grex, the pilgrim Church which is "poor," that is, dependent 
only on spiritual means to win wayfaring man to herself; the mis
sionary Church, forever engaged in a work of discernment, seeking in 
the historical succession of human cultures for their truly human ele
ments, striving always to save the institutions of men by filling them 
with a content of truth, justice, love, and freedom; willing always to 
recognize the reality of human progress, despite its ambiguities. 

Fourth, there is the fact of the great sin of our times—carelessness 
and even contempt for the dignity of the human person and its birth
right of freedom. Against this sin, the Church has sharpened her 
emphasis on man as the image of God and also enlarged her pastoral 
solicitude for human freedom. 

Fifth, there is the contemporary need for ecumenical dialogue on 
the issue of religious freedom, and the further need for dialogue be
tween Christian and non-Christian. For this dialogue the Church 
needs a common doctrine; she also needs a doctrine that can be made 
intelligible to the contemporary man of good will. 
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These considerations, and others too, are relevant to the question 
of judgment on the two Views. Which of them is more in consonance 
with these theological truths? Which of them better reflects the con
temporary pastoral solicitudes of the Church? 

There is a final question which I must ask in my own name. It was 
my intention to present a fair and objective account of the two Views 
and to state with clarity and precision the issues which are in dispute 
between them. The question is, whether this intention has been ful
filled. It is not a question that I can answer. 




