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MAY 18, 2018
On the separation of Church and State
It is not true that there is opposition between being a good Catholic and serving civil society faithfully. In the same way there is no reason why the Church and the State should clash when they proceed with the lawful exercise of their respective authorities, in fulfilment of the mission God has entrusted to them. Those who affirm the contrary are liars, yes, liars! They are the same people who honour a false liberty, and ask us Catholics “to do them the favour” of going back to the catacombs.  -St Josemaria Escriva
Separation of church and state
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Separation_of_church_and_state EXTRACT 
The separation of church and state is a concept defining the distance in the relationship between organized religion and the nation state. It may refer to creating a secular state, with or without explicit reference to such separation, or to changing an existing relationship of church involvement in a state (disestablishment).
Although the concept of separation has been adopted in a number of countries, there are varying degrees of separation depending on the applicable legal structures and prevalent views toward the proper relationship between religion and politics. While a country's policy may be to have a definite distinction between church and state bodies, there may be an "arm's length distance" relationship in which the two entities interact as independent organizations. A similar but typically stricter principle of laïcité has been applied in France and Turkey, while some socially secularized countries such as Denmark and the United Kingdom have maintained constitutional recognition of an official state religion. The concept parallels various other international social and political ideas, including secularism, disestablishmentarianism, religious liberty, and religious pluralism. Whitman (2009) observes that in many European countries, the state has, over the centuries, taken over the social roles of the church, leading to a generally secularized public sphere. 

The degree of separation varies from total separation mandated by a constitution, as in India and Singapore, to an official religion with total prohibition of the practice of any other religion, as in the Maldives.
An important contributor to the discussion concerning the proper relationship between Church and state was St. Augustine, who in The City of God, Book XIX, Chapter 17, began an examination of the ideal relationship between the "earthly city" and the "city of God". In this work, Augustine posited that major points of overlap were to be found between the "earthly city" and the "city of God", especially as people need to live together and get along on earth. Thus Augustine held that it was the work of the "temporal city" to make it possible for a "heavenly city" to be established on earth. 

For centuries, monarchs ruled by the idea of divine right. Sometimes this began to be used by a monarch to support the notion that the king ruled both his own kingdom and Church within its boundaries, a theory known as caesaropapism. On the other side was the Catholic doctrine that the Pope, as the Vicar of Christ on earth, should have the ultimate authority over the Church, and indirectly over the state. Moreover, throughout the Middle Ages the Pope claimed the right to depose the Catholic kings of Western Europe and tried to exercise it, sometimes successfully (see the investiture controversy, below), sometimes not, such as was the case with Henry VIII of England and Henry III of Navarre. 

In the West the issue of the separation of church and state during the medieval period centered on monarchs who ruled in the secular sphere but encroached on the Church's rule of the spiritual sphere. This unresolved contradiction in ultimate control of the Church led to power struggles and crises of leadership, notably in the Investiture Controversy, which was resolved in the Concordat of Worms in 1122. By this concordat, the Emperor renounced the right to invest ecclesiastics with ring and crosier, the symbols of their spiritual power, and guaranteed election by the canons of cathedral or abbey and free consecration. 

At the beginning of the Protestant Reformation, Martin Luther articulated a doctrine of the two kingdoms. According to James Madison, perhaps one of the most important modern proponents of the separation of church and state, Luther's doctrine of the two kingdoms marked the beginning of the modern conception of separation of church and state. 
In the 1530s, Henry VIII, angered by the Pope Clement VII's refusal to annul his marriage to Catherine of Aragon, decided to break with the Church and set himself as ruler of the Church of England. The monarchs of Great Britain have retained ecclesiastical authority in the Church of England since Henry VIII, having the current title, Supreme Governor of the Church of England. England's ecclesiastical intermixing did not spread widely, however, due to the extensive persecution of Catholics that resulted from Henry's power grab. This eventually led to Nonconformism, English Dissenters, and the anti-Catholicism of Oliver Cromwell, the Commonwealth of England, and the Penal Laws against Catholics and others who did not adhere to the Church of England.
One of the results of the persecution in England was that some people fled Great Britain to be able to worship as they wished-- but they did not seek religious freedom, and early North American colonies were generally as intolerant of religious dissent as England; Puritan Massachusetts, for example, did not allow standard Church of England worship. Some of these people voluntarily sailed to the American Colonies specifically for this purpose. After the American Colonies famously revolted against King George III of the United Kingdom, the Constitution of United States was specifically amended to ban the establishment of religion by Congress.
The concept of separating church and state is often credited to the writings of English philosopher John Locke (1632–1704). According to his principle of the social contract, Locke argued that the government lacked authority in the realm of individual conscience, as this was something rational people could not cede to the government for it or others to control. For Locke, this created a natural right in the liberty of conscience, which he argued must therefore remain protected from any government authority. These views on religious tolerance and the importance of individual conscience, along with his social contract, became particularly influential in the American colonies and the drafting of the United States Constitution.[14]
At the same period of the 17th century, Pierre Bayle and some fideists were forerunners of the separation of Church and State, maintaining that faith was independent of reason. During the 18th century, the ideas of Locke and Bayle, in particular the separation of Church and State, became more common, promoted by the philosophers of the Age of Enlightenment. Montesquieu already wrote in 1721 about religious tolerance and a degree of separation between religion and government. Voltaire defended some level of separation but ultimately subordinated the Church to the needs of the State while Denis Diderot, for instance, was a partisan of a strict separation of Church and State, saying "the distance between the throne and the altar can never be too great".

Jefferson and the Bill of Rights

In English, the exact term is an offshoot of the phrase, "wall of separation between church and state", as written in Thomas Jefferson's letter to the Danbury Baptist Association in 1802. In that letter, referencing the First Amendment to the United States Constitution, Jefferson writes:
Believing with you that religion is a matter which lies solely between Man & his God, that he owes account to none other for his faith or his worship, that the legitimate powers of government reach actions only, & not opinions, I contemplate with sovereign reverence that act of the whole American people which declared that their legislature should 'make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof,' thus building a wall of separation between Church and State. 

Jefferson was describing to the Baptists that the United States Bill of Rights prevents the establishment of a national church, and in so doing they did not have to fear government interference in their right to expressions of religious conscience. The Bill of Rights was one of the earliest examples in the world of complete religious freedom (adopted in 1791, only preceded by the Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen in 1789).

John F. Kennedy, one of America's most influential presidents of the 20th century, made the following comments on the topic of separation of Church and state in 1960: "I believe in an America where the separation of church and state is absolute - where no Catholic prelate would tell the President (should he be Catholic) how to act, and no Protestant minister would tell his parishioners for whom to vote - where no church or church school is granted any public funds or political preference - and where no man is denied public office merely because his religion differs from the President who might appoint him or the people who might elect him.
I believe in an America that is officially neither Catholic, Protestant nor Jewish - where no public official either requests or accepts instructions on public policy from the Pope, the National Council of Churches or any other ecclesiastical source - where no religious body seeks to impose its will directly or indirectly upon the general populace or the public acts of its officials - and where religious liberty is so indivisible that an act against one church is treated as an act against all."

Christopher Hitchens, the great atheist political commentator, wrote, “How dismal it is to see present day Americans yearning for the very orthodoxy that their country was founded to escape.”

Robert A. Heinlein, one of science fiction's greatest authors, commented on the separation of church and state thus: “Almost any sect, cult, or religion will legislate its creed into law if it acquires the political power to do so.”

Muhammad Iqbal, a 20th-century poet considered to have inspired the movement for the independence of Pakistan and to be one of the most important figures in Urdu literature, told an academic conference at Cambridge University in 1931 that, "The biggest blunder made by Europe was the separation of Church and State", arguing that it had led to "atheistic materialism".

President William Howard Taft: “There is nothing so despicable as a secret society that is based upon religious prejudice and that will attempt to defeat a man because of his religion.”

Countries have varying degrees of separation between government and religious institutions. Since the 1780s a number of countries have set up explicit barriers between church and state. The degree of actual separation between government and religion or religious institutions varies widely. In some countries the two institutions remain heavily interconnected. There are new conflicts in the post-Communist world. 

The many variations on separation can be seen in some countries with high degrees of religious freedom and tolerance combined with strongly secular political cultures which have still maintained state churches or financial ties with certain religious organizations into the 21st century. In England, there is a constitutionally established state religion but other faiths are tolerated. 
The British monarch is the Supreme Governor of the Church of England, and 26 bishops (Lords Spiritual) sit in the upper house of government, the House of Lords.

In other kingdoms the head of government or head of state or other high-ranking official figures may be legally required to be a member of a given faith. 
Powers to appoint high-ranking members of the state churches are also often still vested in the worldly governments. These powers may be slightly anachronistic or superficial, however, and disguise the true level of religious freedom the nation possesses. In the case of Andorra there are two heads of state, neither of them native Andorrans. One is the Roman Catholic Bishop of Seu de Urgell, a town located in northern Spain. He has the title of Episcopalian Co-prince (the other Co-prince being the French Head of State). Co-princes enjoy political power in terms of law ratification and constitutional court designation, among others.

Roman Catholicism

Gaudium et spes ("Joy and Hope"), the 1965 Pastoral Constitution on the Church in the Modern World, noted that "... the Church has always had the duty of scrutinizing the signs of the times and of interpreting them in the light of the Gospel." The mission of the Church recognized the realities of secularization and pluralism. It also recognized and encouraged the role of the laity in the life of the Church in the world. "This council exhorts Christians, as citizens of two cities, to strive to discharge their earthly duties conscientiously and in response to the Gospel spirit." This was further expanded in Apostolicam Actuositatem, Decree on the Apostolate of the Laity, of 18 November 1965.
The purpose of this document was to encourage and guide lay people in their Christian service. "Since the laity, in accordance with their state of life, live in the midst of the world and its concerns, they are called by God to exercise their apostolate in the world like leaven, with the ardor of the spirit of Christ." Francis Cardinal Arinze explains that lay persons "...are called by Baptism to witness to Christ in the secular sphere of life; that is in the family, in work and leisure, in science and cultural, in politics and government, in trade and mass media, and in national and international relations." 

The Catholic teaching in Dignitatis Humanae, the Second Vatican Council's Declaration on Religious Freedom (1986), states that all people are entitled to religious freedom and that constitutional law should recognize such freedom. "If, in view of peculiar circumstances obtaining among peoples, special civil recognition is given to one religious community in the constitutional order of society, it is at the same time imperative that the right of all citizens and religious communities to religious freedom should be recognized and made effective in practice. 

The Roman Catholic Church takes the position that the Church itself has a proper role in guiding and informing consciences, explaining the natural law, and judging the moral integrity of the state, thereby serving as check to the power of the state. The Church teaches that the right of individuals to religious freedom (enshrined in the U.S.'s "Free Exercise Clause") is sound, and, all other things being equal, ideally the Church would be the established religion of the state, without, however coercing any individual to embrace the Catholic religion. Still, it also recognizes that it would not always be prudent in all states to immediately mandate the Catholic religion as the official religion of the state, most especially in states in which Catholicism has not yet become the religion of the overwhelming religion of the majority.

Roman Catholic philosopher Thomas Storck argues that, once a society becomes "Catholicized" and adopts the Church as the state religion, it is further morally bound: "'the just requirements of public order' vary considerably between a Catholic state and a religiously neutral state. If a neutral state can prohibit polygamy, even though it is a restriction on religious freedom, then a Catholic state can likewise restrict the public activity of non-Catholic groups. "The just requirements of public order" can be understood only in the context of a people's traditions and modes of living, and in a Catholic society would necessarily include that social unity based upon a recognition of the Catholic Church as the religion of society, and the consequent exclusion of all other religions from public life. Western secular democracies, committed to freedom of religion for all sects, find no contradiction in proscribing polygamy, although some religions permit it, because its practice is contrary to the traditions and mores of these nations. A Catholic country can certainly similarly maintain its own manner of life." 

If, under consideration of historical circumstances among peoples, special civil recognition is given to one religious community in the constitutional order of a society, it is necessary at the same time that the right of all citizens and religious communities to religious freedom should be acknowledged and maintained. 

The Church takes stances on current political issues, and tries to influence legislation on matters it considers relevant. For example, the Catholic bishops in the United States adopted a plan in the 1970s calling for efforts aimed at a Constitutional amendment providing "protection for the unborn child to the maximum degree possible".
Benedict XVI regards modern idea of freedom (meaning state and Church separation) as a legitimate product of the Christian environment, in a similar way to Jacques Le Goff. However, contrary to the French historian, the Pope rejects the conception of religion as just a private affair. 

Scholars have distinguished between what can be called "friendly" and "hostile" separations of church and state. The friendly type limits the interference of the church in matters of the state but also limits the interference of the state in church matters. The hostile variety, by contrast, seeks to confine religion purely to the home or church and limits religious education, religious rites of passage and public displays of faith. 

The hostile model of secularism arose with the French Revolution and is typified in the Mexican Revolution, its resulting Constitution and the Spanish Constitution of 1931. The hostile model exhibited during these events can be seen as approaching the type of political religion seen in totalitarian states. 

The French separation of 1905 and the Spanish separation of 1931 have been characterized as the two most hostile of the twentieth century, although the current church-state relations in both countries are considered generally friendly.
Nevertheless, France's former President Nicolas Sarkozy at the beginning of his term, considered his country's current state of affairs a "negative laïcité" and wanted to develop a "positive laïcité" more open to religion. The concerns of the state toward religion have been seen by some as one cause of the civil war in Spain and Mexico.

The French catholic philosopher and drafter of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Jacques Maritain, noted the distinction between the models found in France and in the mid-twentieth century United States. He considered the U.S. model of that time to be more amicable because it had both "sharp distinction and actual cooperation" between church and state, what he called a "historical treasure" and admonished the United States, "Please to God that you keep it carefully, and do not let your concept of separation veer round to the European one." Alexis de Tocqueville, another French observer tended to make the same distinction, "In the U.S., from the beginning, politics and religion were in accord, and they have not ceased to be so since." 

In chronological order from here till page 25 
Pope Says Church-State Split Owed to Christianity 

Urges Autonomous Entities to Support Each Other

https://zenit.org/articles/pope-says-church-state-split-owed-to-christianity/ 
Vatican City, October 27, 2008 

The Church is fully aware of the autonomy of Church and state, and the distinction between religion and politics is in fact a specific historical and contribution of Christianity, says Benedict XVI.
The Pope affirmed this today when he received the letters of credence from Cristina Castañer-Ponce Enrile, the new ambassador of the Philippines to the Holy See.
He told the ambassador that the Church is eager to promote universal values and "advance mankind on the road to communion with God and one another."
"The Catholic Church is eager to share the richness of the Gospel's social message, for it enlivens hearts with a hope for the fulfillment of justice and a love that makes all men and women truly brothers and sisters in Christ Jesus," the Pontiff stated. "She carries out this mission fully aware of the respective autonomy and competence of Church and State. Indeed, we may say that the distinction between religion and politics is a specific achievement of Christianity and one of its fundamental historical and cultural contributions.
"The Church is equally convinced that State and religion are called to support each other as they together serve the personal and social well-being of all. This harmonious cooperation between Church and State requires ecclesial and civic leaders to carry out their public duties with undaunted concern for the common good."
Benedict XVI thanked the ambassador for the concern she expressed regarding the well-being of Filipino migrant workers.
Referring to the Global Forum on Migration and Development under way in Manila, the Pope said initiatives such as these are "fruitful when they recognize immigration as a resource for development rather than as an obstacle to it."
"At the same time," he said, "government leaders face numerous challenges as they strive to ensure that immigrants are integrated into society in a way that acknowledges their human dignity and affords them the opportunity to earn a decent living, with adequate time for rest and a due provision for worship. The just care of immigrants and the building up of a solidarity of labor requires governments, humanitarian agencies, peoples of faith and all citizens to cooperate with prudence and patient determination.
"Domestic and international policies aimed at regulating immigration must be based on criteria of equity and balance, and particular care is needed to facilitate the reunification of families. At the same time, conditions that foster increased work opportunities in peoples' places of origin are to be promoted as far as possible."
Pope: Church-State Separation a Sign of Progress 

Says Division between Caesar and God Is Fundamental

https://zenit.org/articles/pope-church-state-separation-a-sign-of-progress/ 
Rome, December 15, 2008 

Church-state separation is one of the signs of the progress of humanity, says Benedict XVI. The Pope affirmed this Saturday when he visited the Italian embassy to the Holy See.

The Church "not only recognizes and respects the distinction and autonomy" of the state vis-à-vis the Church, but also "takes joy in this as one of the great advances of humanity," he said.
This separation is "a fundamental condition for [the Church's] very liberty and the fulfillment of its universal mission of salvation among all peoples," the Holy Father added. "This brief visit is conducive to reaffirming that the Church is very aware that the distinction between what is of Caesar and what is of God belongs to the fundamental structure of Christianity."

At the same time, he added, the Church "feels that it is her duty, following the dictates of social doctrine, developed from what is in conformity with the nature of every human being, to awaken moral and spiritual forces in society, contributing to open up wills to the authentic demands of the good." The Pontiff continued: "Reclaiming the value that ethical principles have, not only in private life but rather fundamentally for public life, the Church contributes to guaranteeing and promoting the dignity of the person and the common good of society.
"In this sense, the desired cooperation between Church and state is truly fulfilled."
Benedict XVI is the fourth Pope to visit the Italian embassy. Pope Pius XII started the tradition in 1951.
Saturday's visit marked the upcoming 80th anniversary of the Lateran Treaty, to be celebrated in February, which established the separation of the Italian republic and Vatican City State.
The Holy Father expressed his gratitude for the "contribution of the Italian authorities so that the Holy See can freely develop its universal mission and therefore maintain diplomatic relations with so many countries of the world."
The "fruitful relationship" between Italy and the Holy See, the Pontiff continued, implies "a very important and significant understanding in the current world situation, in which the perpetuation of conflicts and tensions between peoples makes collaboration between those who share the same ideals of justice, solidarity and peace ever more necessary."
Benedict XVI also noted the significance of the Italian embassy using the palace of St. Charles Borromeo, who has a young cardinal and collaborator of his uncle, Pope Pius IV, worked in the diplomacy of the Holy See.
After a deep conversion, the saint was eventually made the archbishop of Milan, a task to which he dedicated himself tirelessly, especially during the plague.
The life of this saint, to which the chapel of the reformed palace of the embassy is dedicated, "shows how divine grace can transform the heart of man and make it capable of love for one's brother to the point of sacrificing oneself," the Pope said. "Those who work here can find in this saint a constant protector, and at the same time, a model in whom to find inspiration."
Finally, the Holy Father took the opportunity to wish a merry Christmas to the authorities of Italy and the whole world, "whether or not they have diplomatic relations with the Holy See."
"This is a desire," he said, "of light and authentic human progress, of prosperity and concord, all realities to which we can aspire with trusting hope, because they are gifts that Jesus has brought to the world by being born in Bethlehem."

Cardinal: Church-State Separation Becoming Repression - Laments Campaign to Remove Crucifixes

https://zenit.org/articles/cardinal-church-state-separation-becoming-repression/ 
Sao Paolo, Brazil, September 2, 2009 
The separation of Church and state should not mean the repression of religious ideas and public manifestations, says the archbishop of São Paolo.
Cardinal Odilo Scherer affirmed this in an articles in the archdiocesan newspaper in which he responds to an initiative proposed July 31 to remove religious symbols from public buildings in the city.
Those promoting the initiative pretend to base themselves on the Brazilian separation of Church and state.
The cardinal, however, explained that there is nothing in the Constitution that prohibits the presence of religious symbols on state premises. 
"We understand well the state's secular status: There is clear separation of state and Church, as opposed to the way it was before the formation of the republic, when Brazil considered Christianity its 'official' religion," he said.
Cardinal Scherer affirmed that the Church has no problem with the fact that the state "does not have an official religion, but respects all of them and gives citizens the freedom to choose, also respecting the freedom to have or not have a religion."
However, he continued, "the state's secular nature also means that it does not interfere unduly with Churches and religions, respecting their internal autonomy to organize themselves, observing Constitutional principles."
According to Cardinal Scherer, "the state's secular status is invoked too often and too easily, and in a mistaken way."
He continued: "Surely it does not authorize the repression of ideas or religious manifestations, unless they are clearly criminal, as in the case of incitement to violence or the promotion of dishonest acts.
"Nor could it promote the discrimination of citizens who profess a religion, denying them free access to public functions or to its exercise; neither does it authorize the preconceived disapproval of citizens' positions or ideas because they are members of one or another religion; nor can it be invoked to impose on the whole of society a kind of 'official thinking' as the only valid one."
According to the archbishop of São Paolo, the presence of religious symbols in public places "is part of the history and culture of the people and of their free manifestations: Up until now it has not been seen as contempt for or offense against religious liberty." 
"On the contrary," he said, "their forced exclusion from public places from one moment to another could, in fact, arouse in many Brazilians, and not only Catholics, complaints and a feeling of lack of respect."
"As experience has shown in more than 100 years of the republic, the maintaining of religious symbols in public places has not led to Brazil having an official religion," the cardinal observed. "We should ask if Brazil would be better if religious symbols are eliminated." 
Benedict XVI: West Needs True Church-State Split - Warns of a False Fight against Discrimination

https://zenit.org/articles/benedict-xvi-west-needs-true-church-state-split/ 
Vatican City, January 11, 2010 
Christians can and want to help in the complex issues related to environmental protection, but in order to contribute, their role in the public square must be recognized and respected, Benedict XVI says.
The Pope took up this theme today when he delivered his traditional New Year address to the diplomatic corps accredited to the Holy See.
The Holy Father's address for 2010 centered on the issue of respect for creation and the environment, the same theme he highlighted in his Jan. 1 message for the World Day of Peace.
He recognized that he was only able to touch on a few aspects of the problem of the environment.
"Yet," he affirmed, "the causes of the situation which is now evident to everyone are of the moral order, and the question must be faced within the framework of a great program of education aimed at promoting an effective change of thinking and at creating new lifestyles."
In this endeavor, the Pontiff said, the faithful can and want to participate. But, he affirmed, for the community of believers "to do so, its public role must be recognized."
The Holy Father lamented that "in certain countries, mainly in the West, one increasingly encounters in political and cultural circles, as well in the media, scarce respect and at times hostility, if not scorn, directed toward religion and toward Christianity in particular. It is clear that if relativism is considered an essential element of democracy, one risks viewing secularity solely in the sense of excluding or, more precisely, denying the social importance of religion."
Benedict XVI contended that such an approach creates "confrontation and division, disturbs peace, harms human ecology and, by rejecting in principle approaches other than its own, finishes in a dead end."
"There is thus an urgent need to delineate a positive and open secularity which, grounded in the just autonomy of the temporal order and the spiritual order, can foster healthy cooperation and a spirit of shared responsibility," he affirmed.
Benedict XVI went on to note how environmental issues are complex.
"One might compare it to a multifaceted prism," he proposed. "Creatures differ from one another and can be protected, or endangered, in different ways, as we know from daily experience."
He said one attack "comes from laws or proposals which, in the name of fighting discrimination, strike at the biological basis of the difference between the sexes."
Citing St. Columban, the Pope cautioned that "if you take away freedom, you take away dignity."
He affirmed that "freedom cannot be absolute, since man is not himself God, but the image of God, God's creation. For man, the path to be taken cannot be determined by caprice or willfulness, but must rather correspond to the structure willed by the Creator."
Full text: www.zenit.org/article-28011?l=english 

US Youth Can Pledge Allegiance to Nation "Under God"  

https://zenit.org/articles/us-youth-can-pledge-allegiance-to-nation-under-god/ 
San Francisco, California, March 12, 2010 
An appeals court in California today ruled that the phrase "one nation under God" in the pledge of allegiance to the flag recited by school children does not violate separation of Church and state. The supreme knight of the Knights of Columbus -- which led the 1950s campaign to add the words "under God" to the pledge -- hailed the decision as "a victory for common sense."
Carl Anderson said: "Today, the court got it absolutely right: Recitation of the pledge is a patriotic exercise, not a religious prayer. Best of all, the court said that the words 'under God' add a 'note of importance which a pledge to our nation ought to have and which in our culture ceremonial references to God arouse.'
"Every reasonable person knows that, and today's decision is a breath of fresh air from a court system that has too often seemed to be almost allergic to public references to God."
Defendants in the case included the Knights of Columbus, as well as individual knights, the U.S. government, and a California school district. The court's 2-1 decision overturned its own 2002 ruling that sided with an atheist in claiming the reference to God in the pledge and the words "In God We Trust" on currency are a violation of church-state separation.
Church and State: To Separate, or Set against - Interview with Archbishop Crepaldi of Trieste, Italy

http://www.zenit.org/article-31642?l=english
By Stefano Fontana, Trieste, Italy, February 2, 2011 
Christ delineated a distinction between Church and state with his famous injunction: Give to Caesar what is Caesar's, and to God what is God's. 
Naturally, however, his directive is not understood as an invitation to be anti-religious. Nevertheless, certain advocates of a clear Church-state division fall precisely into an anti-religious perspective.
What, then, does it mean to advocate a true secular perspective? 
ZENIT spoke about secularity with Archbishop Giampaolo Crepaldi of Trieste, president of the Caritas in Veritate Commission of the Council of European Bishops' Conferences, and president of the Cardinal Van Thuân International Observatory for the Social Doctrine of the Church. He is also a past secretary of the Pontifical Council for Justice and Peace.
ZENIT presents this translation of the original Italian interview while maintaining in brackets certain Italian terms to aid clarity. The English terms "lay" and "secular" (with their various conjugations) both provide a rendering for the Italian "laico" with its various conjugations. The nuances of the various conjugations of "secular" in English have caused a fair amount of debate. We have translated references to the noun-form of secular [laicità] as "secularity" when the term refers to a positive meaning, and "secularism" when it refers to a negative one.

ZENIT: Excellency, first of all, in your opinion, what does "secular" [laico] mean?
Archbishop Crepaldi: It seems to me that today the word has four meanings. First of all, secular [laico, this would generally be translated "lay" in English] means "not a priest" and "not a religious." Whoever is not a priest and does not belong to a religious congregation of monks or brothers or sisters is called a layperson [laico]. My mother and father were laypeople. 
Secondarily, one can call himself secular [laico] who holds that the political dimension is autonomous from religion, but while at the same time can make use of the spiritual and moral resources of religion, more than that, that he has need of them, otherwise politics itself would transform itself into a religious absolute.
A third meaning of secular [laico] signifies today the person who lives and reasons without taking religion into account; in other words it means indifference to religion. Finally, secular [laico] today also means anti-religious, namely one who combats religion, does not allow it to express itself, does not allow it to speak in the public domain.

ZENIT: Can you establish a hierarchy between these meanings? In your view, which is true secularity?
Archbishop Crepaldi: The first definition does not cause a problem to anyone. Among the rest I would like to say that the second is the most correct, while the third and the fourth are incorrect, first of all from the point of view of secularity itself [laicità], namely, they are forms of secularity [laicità, sometimes translated "secularism" in English] that are not very secular.

ZENIT: I understand that you hold that whoever combats religion is not very secular, however, would not the one who does not take it into account, who is indifferent to it, be a genuine secularist?
Archbishop Crepaldi: This is already an excluding of God from the public domain. Even if I don't combat him openly, if I affirm that the organization of society must not take the least account of the religious dimension but must be indifferent to it and, for example, that it is necessary to remove religious symbols, to impose school instruction that totally leaves religion out of consideration, that the bishop cannot make his voice heard publicly and Catholics cannot have a form of explicit presence in the society or things of this nature ... I say I am indifferent whereas, in fact, I've made a choice of exclusion.

ZENIT: Hence it isn't possible not to take a position on the problem of God?
Archbishop Crepaldi: It is not possible. And the secularism that holds it as possible would be deceitful. Secularity is exercise of reason and not the use of deceit. A world can be built based on God or without God. A third way is not possible. To build a world on God, however, does not mean to be fundamentalists. It means attributing to human things their autonomy, but to see them also in their limitations and, therefore, in their structural need of a supplement of resources to be able to be themselves. For the same reason to build a world without God does not mean to build a neutral world.

ZENIT: And yet today it is said that the question of God comes afterward, to those who pose it to themselves. You instead say it comes first, inasmuch as no one can avoid it.
Archbishop Crepaldi: The question of God comes first before all others and there is no one who doesn't pose it to himself. This happens because when we know reality we know it immediately as needful of a foundation, namely, incapable of explaining itself to the end on its own. Within this perception there is already the idea -- although very general -- of God, which then accompanies us forever. The idea of God therefore is not added after we have elaborated all the others. The secularist is one who uses reason to organize his own life, but in order not to absolutize reason and become its prisoner, he leaves the question open, remains open to a supplement of meaning that reason alone cannot give him, but to which reason itself refers, seeing its need for a completeness that it cannot give itself.

ZENIT: In this connection, then, only he who remains open to God is secular.
Archbishop Crepaldi: I believe this is so, and I will give you two examples. French President Sarkozy, in a famous intervention in St. John Lateran a few years ago, coined the expression "positive secularity [laicità]." With this he wished to indicate a secularity that expresses an attitude of positive openness in facing religion. Pope Benedict XVI has shown he appreciates the expression and he used it on his trip to France two years ago. 
The second example is the following: In a famous address when he was Cardinal, Joseph Ratzinger invited secularists to "live as if God existed." This is again the subject of positive religion. It would not be very secularist to suspend the doubt: And if God exists? The believer, whose faith is never completely exempt from measuring itself with incredulity, asks of the secularist this same intellectual honesty: that he should also live without ever ceasing to measure himself with the secularist doubt -- are we really certain that God doesn't exist?

ZENIT: And if a secularist doesn't do this?
Archbishop Crepaldi: I believe that he is no longer a secularist. He would become a dogmatic and would be guided by an intolerable annoyance for religion that would render him incapable of seeing its meaning with objectivity; he would mistake it for knavish superstition. In fact he would combat it, naturally in the name of secularism, which however would be a new religion of anti-religion. There are many intolerant secularists today.

ZENIT: In a Letter to Children of your diocese for the feast of St. Nicholas, you affirmed among other things that children who live in a family of married parents are fortunate. You were criticized for this as discriminating against both children and families. Do you consider this an example of intolerant secularism [laicità]?
Archbishop Crepaldi: Tolerant secularity [laicità] is one that allows the Church to express herself according to her own logic and not to say things that correspond to other logics. Christian faith says that marriage is not only an explicit or implicit contract, but the sacramental construction of a new reality, which will endure to the degree that it accepts being vivified by the Lord. This is not contradicted by the fact that, unfortunately, also so many marriages celebrated in the Church fail humanly; nor does it oblige equating all forms of "family." 
I don't think it is tolerant to criticize the bishop because he says that the true model of family is the Christian model, proposed by God himself in the Holy Family of Nazareth, lived and taught by the Lord Jesus. Nor can one be impeded from affirming that to be born in such a family, in which the love of the spouses is marked by the love of God for us and us for God, is a great fortune. 
I add something more here: This should be considered the right of every child. Whoever has experienced it knows that it is a great fortune. To say then that in this way the bishop is discriminating is all but ridiculous: The love of the Church is open to all, but it doesn't exempt from saying how things are.

ZENIT: Trieste is proud of its secular tradition. Is this a good thing?

Archbishop Crepaldi: It is because secularity means openness to coexistence, reciprocal acceptance, friendly dialogue and no preconceptions, the absence of forms of fundamentalism. But it is mistaken when someone gives this secularity another meaning: that Truth doesn't exist, that the Church should not proclaim Jesus Christ holding him as Truth and Life, that the Church should not evangelize and pray so that conversions increase -- when it criticizes proclamation calling it proselytism. 
And it is mistaken when someone would like to silence the bishop, or -- what is worse -- make the bishop say what the world would like to hear, that is, that everything it does is all right. Everything is not all right: There are ways today of building the family that do not represent the true good of the children and that make them suffer, beating them to the right and to the left and unloading on their shoulders the irresponsibility of the adults. It isn't true secularity when it impedes the bishops from saying these things.
The Church asks her faithful for obedience, not everyone. From others the Church asks for respect, holding that it should carry out a service to man and to express spiritual and moral resources for the good of society. To ask for respect is not to ask for privilege. Because nothing and no one can take away from the Church her "claim."

ZENIT: What claim?
Archbishop Crepaldi: The claim of bearing in herself the Answer to the true needs of man. Above all, secularity must respect this: that the Church be given the possibility of expressing fully her message of salvation, which concerns the whole of human life, knowing that, doing so, she carries out a service to the human person. 
Whoever criticizes me because I hold that to live in a Christian family, vivified by Christ himself and by his Spirit, is a great fortune, in fact doesn't accept that the Church with her message can claim to render life more human. But the Church will never be able to accept this intolerance in her confrontations.
Giving thanks for the separation of Church and State
https://www.catholicworldreport.com/2013/06/28/giving-thanks-for-the-separation-of-church-and-state/
By Russell Shaw, June 28, 2013
In the question period after a talk I’d given on my new book, American Church: The Remarkable Rise, Meteoric Fall, and Uncertain Future of Catholicism in America, a woman raised an important point: “If the Church in the U.S. faces as many problems as you say, why is it doing so much better here than in much of Europe?” 

Great question. My answer–which I also give in the book–was along these lines. 
“It has a lot to do with the First Amendment principle of separation of Church and State. Yes, I know–‘separation’ sometimes is used as a club by secularists who want to drive religion out of the public square. But on the whole it’s been a great blessing for the Church and for religion in America. 

“For one thing, church-state separation has generally kept government out of religious affairs, while also keeping clerics out of inappropriate involvement in politics. In combination with Cardinal Gibbons’ wise decision to embrace the emerging labor movement in the late 19th century, this spared the Church the sort of virulent anticlericalism found in countries like France, Spain, and even ‘Catholic’ Ireland as a reaction against the political clericalism of the not so distant past.” 

Almost always, I might have added, clericalism breeds anticlericalism. That we’ve largely escaped the worst sort of clericalism in America means we’ve also been spared the worst sort of anticlericalism. 

But granted all that, the situation of the Catholic Church in America today is increasingly perilous. American Church explains why. In brief, the explanation goes like this. 

Nearly 40 years ago, reacting to the Supreme Court’s then-recent decision legalizing abortion as well as other social and political developments, I published a magazine article with the title “The Alienation of American Catholics.” 

The point I was making was that American secular culture had lately shifted in directions radically opposed to central Catholic values and beliefs. Hence the rising sense of alienation from that culture being experienced by Catholics like me. 

What I wasn’t so conscious of then was that millions of my fellow Catholics had for years been becoming part of this hostile culture–accepting and adopting as their own its world view, its value system, its patterns of behavior, even when these clashed with their Catholic faith. 

This was painfully apparent in matters of sexual morality, but it also applied to marriage and the family, many issues of social justice, capital punishment, abortion, and the whole bourgeois consumerist lifestyle. More and more, Catholics were becoming nearly indistinguishable from other Americans on questions like these. 

Looking for an explanation for what was happening, I hit upon the process that sociologists call cultural assimilation–in this case, assimilation into American secular culture–that Catholics had experienced since the 19th century and, with great rapidity and in huge numbers, especially since World War II. 

It’s a complex, fascinating tale, not well understood by many Catholics themselves yet central to the situation in which the Church now finds itself. The subtitle of my book sums it up: “The remarkable rise, meteoric fall, and uncertain future of Catholicism in America.” 

There’s a solution, but it isn’t easy. It requires rebuilding a strong Catholic subculture committed to sustaining the religious identity of American Catholics and forming them for the task of evangelizing America. Can that be done? Perhaps. Will it be attempted? That has yet to be seen. 

This 4th of July, say a prayer that it is. And remember to say thanks for church-state separation. Things would be a lot worse without it. 

The Church and the State
https://opusdei.org/en-za/article/topic-15-the-church-and-the-state/
By Enrique Colom, January 28, 2014

The salvation achieved by Christ, and hence the mission of the Church, is directed to the human person in his or her integral being.

1. The Church’s mission in the world 
The salvation achieved by Christ, and hence the mission of the Church, is directed to the human person in his or her integral being. Hence when the Church sets forth her social doctrine, not only is she not departing from her mission, but rather she is faithfully fulfilling it. Moreover, evangelization would not be authentic if it did not take into account the relationship between the Gospel and personal behavior, both at the individual and social level. The Church carries out her activity in the world and should be related to it harmoniously, by respecting the structure and finality of the various human organizations. 

Thus the Church has the mission, and also the right, to be concerned about social problems. In doing so “she can not be accused of going outside her own specific field of competence and, still less, outside the mandate received from the Lord.” [1] 
The Church’s mission in this area is not limited to setting forth ethical guidelines. Rather it entails making clear the implications of the Gospel for social life, in accord with the integral truth about man, and the conduct this entails, while urging people to make it a reality in the world. 

A deep and essential union exists between Christian life and human development. [2] But this harmony does not imply confusing the two domains. The goal of Christian conduct is identification with Christ. The liberation Jesus brings is at its core liberation from sin, which certainly also requires striving to further human liberation in the earthly domain. [3] This distinction is the basis for the autonomy of earthly realities 

The teachings of the Magisterium in this area do not, therefore, touch on technical aspects or propose systems of social organization. Rather they seek to foster the formation of people’s consciences, without compromising the autonomy of temporal realities. [4] 
Hence the hierarchy does not have a direct role in the organization of society; its task is to teach and interpret the moral principles in this area in an authentic way. The Church accepts any social system that respects human dignity, while the faithful should receive her social teaching with an adherence of intellect, will and deeds (cf. Lk 10:16; Catechism of the Catholic Church, 2032 and 2037).  

2. Relationship between the Church and the State 
Religion and politics, although distinct in their scope, are not separate realms, since each person is called to fulfill his or her religious duties in tandem with the social, economic and political duties that fall to each citizen. Nevertheless, “the faithful should learn to distinguish carefully between the rights and the duties which are theirs as members of the Church, and those which they have as members of human society. They will strive to unite the two harmoniously, remembering that in every temporal affair they are to be guided by a Christian conscience, since not even in temporal business may any human activity be withdrawn from God’s dominion. In our times it is most necessary that this distinction and harmony should shine forth as clearly as possible in the manner in which the faithful act, in order that the mission of the Church may correspond more fully with the special circumstances of the world today.” [5] These words can be seen as showing Catholics today how to live our Lord’s teaching: Render therefore to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s, and to God the things that are God’s (Matthew. 22:21). 

The relationship between the Church and the State entails, therefore, a distinction without separation, a union without confusion. (cf. Mt 22:15-21 and parallels). This relationship will be correct and fruitful if three fundamental principles are kept in mind: accepting a sphere of moral values that precede and guide the political sphere; distinguishing the mission of religion from that of politics; fostering the collaboration between both spheres. 

a) Moral values should guide political life 
The proposal of a so-called “ethical state” that seeks to regulate the behavior of its citizens, is today broadly rejected, since it frequently leads to totalitarianism or at least implies a markedly authoritarian tendency. It is not the State’s role to decide what is good or what is evil; rather it has the obligation to seek and promote the common good, and to do so it will sometimes need to make laws concerning the behavior of its citizens. 

This rejection of an “ethical state” should not, however, lead to the opposite error: upholding the moral “neutrality” of the State, which does not nor can not exist. The State needs to be informed by moral values that foster the integral development of persons, and that development, in its social dimension, forms part of the earthly common good. 

b) The Church and the State differ in their nature and aims 
The Church has received its apostolic mandate from Christ: Go therefore and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit (Mt 28:19-20). With her doctrine and apostolic activity, the Church contributes to the right ordering of temporal realities, so that these may help men and women attain their ultimate end and not lead them astray. 

The means the Church employs to carry out her mission are, above all, spiritual: preaching the Gospel, administering the Sacraments, prayer. She also needs to use material means, appropriate to the embodied nature of human persons (cf. Acts 4:32-37; 1 Tim 5:18), means which must always be in conformity with the Gospel. In addition, the Church should dispose of the independence needed to carry out her mission in the world, but not political or economic dominion (cf. Catechism of the Catholic Church, 2246; Compendium of the Social Doctrine of the Church, 426). [6] 
The aim of the State is the earthly common good of civil society; this good is not only material but also spiritual, since the members of society are persons with a body and a soul. Social progress requires, besides material goods, many other goods of a spiritual nature: peace, order, justice, freedom, security, etc. These goods can only be achieved through the exercise of social virtues, which the State should foster and safeguard (for example, public morality). 

The difference between the religious and political sphere entails that the State does not enjoy a “sacred” character nor should it govern people’s consciences, since the moral foundation of politics lies outside its provenance. In addition, the Church does not possess coercive political power; her power is a spiritual one, and should never seek to impose any single political solution. Thereby the State and Church adhere to their own proper functions, fostering religious and social freedom. 

From here stem two important rights: the Church’s right to religious freedom, which consists in immunity from coercion on the part of the State in religious matters; and the right of Catholics to freedom of action with respect to the hierarchy in temporal matters, although with the obligation of following the Magisterium (cf. C.I.C ., canon 227). Moreover, “by preaching the truths of the Gospel, and bringing to bear on all fields of human endeavor the light of her doctrine and of a Christian witness, the Church respects and fosters the political freedom and responsibility of citizens.” [7] 
c) Collaboration between Church and State 
The distinction between the Church and the State does not imply (as mentioned above) a total separation, nor does it mean that the Church should restrict her activity to the private and spiritual sphere. Certainly the Church “cannot and must not replace the State. Yet at the same time she cannot and must not remain on the sidelines in the fight for justice.” [8] Therefore the Church has the right and the duty “to teach her social doctrine, to exercise her role freely among men, and also to pass moral judgment in those matters which regard public order when the fundamental rights of the human person or the salvation of souls require it.” [9] 
Thus, for example, the Church can and should declare that a law is unjust because it is contrary to the natural law (laws on abortion or divorce), or that certain customs or situations are immoral even though permitted by the civil power, or that Catholics should not lend their support to persons or parties that set forth goals contrary to the law of God, and therefore to the dignity of the human person and to the common good. [10] 
Both the Church and those who govern society are seeking to serve mankind (although under different titles), and they “will carry out this service with greater efficacy, for the good of all, the healthier and better is the cooperation between them.” [11] 
The practical ways of regulating these relations can vary according to circumstances: for example, they will not be the same in countries with a Catholic tradition as in others in which the presence of Catholics is a minority. 

An essential right that should always be safeguarded is the protection of religious freedom. [12] Ensuring respect for this right means ensuring respect for the entire social order. The right to social and civil freedom in religious matters is the source and synthesis of all human rights. [13] 
In many countries the constitution or civil laws guarantee religious freedom for all citizens and religious groups; thus the Church can find sufficient freedom to fulfill her mission and space to carry out her apostolic initiatives. [14] 
Also where possible, the Church can establish agreements with the State, generally referred to as Concordats, in which specific solutions are agreed upon related to the interaction of the State and the Church: the freedom to carry out her mission, agreements on economic matters, feast days, etc. 
3. Jurisdiction in “mixed matters” 
There are matters in which both the Church and the State should intervene according to their respective competencies and goals (called “mixed matters”); these include education, marriage, social media, and assistance for the needy. [15] In these matters, collaboration is particularly necessary, so that each one can achieve its own mission without any impediment by the other. [16] 
a) The Church has the right to regulate the marriage of Catholics, even when only one of the spouses is Catholic; among other reasons, because marriage is a sacrament and the Church is responsible for establishing norms for how it is administered. While the State has the responsibility to regulate its civil effects: the division of goods between the spouses, etc. (cf. C.I.C., canon 1059). The State has the duty to recognize the right of Catholics to contract canonical marriage. 

b) The education of children, also in religious matters, is the responsibility of the parents by natural law; they are the ones who ought to determine the teaching they wish their children to receive, the school or catechism class they will attend, etc. [17] Where there is insufficient initiative on the part of parents or social groups, the State should subsidiarily establish its own schools, always respecting the parents’ right to choose the orientation of their children’s education. 

The parents also have the right to establish and direct schools in which their children can receive an appropriate education, which given their social value should be recognized and subsidized by the State. [18] And they have the right that their children receive at school—also when state run—teaching in accord with their religious convictions. [19] 
The State has the right to establish norms related to educational matters required by the common good (access to instruction for everyone, minimum requirements, recognition of diplomas, etc.). For the State to reserve education to itself as a monopoly, even if indirectly, is tyranny (cf. C.I.C., 797). 

It always falls to the Church to determine and watch over all that refers to the teaching and spread of the Catholic religion: programs, content, books, teacher qualifications. This is part of the Church’s right to defend and guarantee her own identity and the integrity of her doctrine. No one, therefore, can presume to teach Catholic doctrine (in schools at any level) if he or she is not approved by the ecclesiastical authority (cf. C.I.C., 804-805). 

c) The Church also has the right to promote social undertakings consistent with her religious mission (hospitals, communications media, orphanages, shelters), as well as the right that the State recognize these “Catholic” undertakings with the same conditions as initiatives promoted by other parties (tax exemptions, qualification of employees, subsidies, possibility of collecting donations, etc.). 
4. Secularity and secularism 
A very relevant topic today is the distinction between secularity and secularism. Secularity means that the State is autonomous with respect to ecclesiastical laws, while secularism claims the autonomy of the political realm from the moral order and divine plan, and tends to restrict religion to the sphere of the purely private. In this way it violates the right to religious freedom and harms the social order (cf. Compendium of the Social Doctrine of the Church, 572). An authentic secularity avoids two extremes: the attempt to transform civil society into the arbiter of morals, [20] and the a priori rejection of the moral values stemming from culture, religion, etc., which people adhere to freely and which should not be dictated from the seat of power. [21] 
It should also be emphasized that it is illusory and unjust to ask the faithful to act in the political realm “as if God did not exist.” Every person acts on the basis of his or her cultural convictions (be they religious, philosophical, political, etc.), whether derived from religious faith or not; these are convictions, therefore, that influence the social behavior of citizens. . 

Acting in the political realm in accord with one’s own faith, if consistent with the dignity of the human person, does not mean subordinating politics to religion. It means that politics is at the service of persons and therefore ought to respect moral demands, which is simply to say that it should respect and foster the dignity of every human being. 

5. Pluralism in the social sphere among Catholics 
All the above accords with the legitimate pluralism of Catholics in the social sphere. The same good objectives can be achieved by different pathways; it is reasonable, therefore, that there be a pluralism of opinions on how to achieve a specific social goal. It is natural that the backers of each solution legitimately seek to carry it out. Nevertheless, no option has the guarantee of being the only appropriate alternative (among other reasons because politics to a great extent is concerned with future events, and thus is the art of the possible), and even less so, of being the only one that accords with the Church’s teaching. [22] “No one is allowed in the aforementioned situations to appropriate the Church’s authority for his opinion.” [23] 
Therefore all the faithful, particularly the laity, have the right that their legitimate autonomy be recognized in the Church to take part in temporal affairs in accord with their own convictions and preferences, as long as these are in agreement with Catholic teaching. And they have the duty not to implicate the Church in their own decisions and social activity, never presenting their solutions as “Catholic” solutions. [24] 
Pluralism, while a positive good, should never be confused with ethical relativism. [25] Pluralism is morally admissible when the goal is a true personal or social good; but not if the decision is contrary to the natural law, to public order, and to the fundamental rights of the human person (cf. Catechism of the Social Doctrine of the Church, 1901). But outside these extreme cases, pluralism should be fostered in temporal matters, as a good for personal, social, and ecclesial life. 
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Which religions favor separation of Church and State? 
http://www.patheos.com/blogs/getreligion/2014/06/which-religions-favor-separation-of-church-and-state/ 
By Richard Ostling, June 9, 2014
Separation of church and state (the usual phrasing though “of religion and state” is often more accurate) is an achievement of modern politics and by no means a universal one. Among world religions, after long struggle Christianity helped create the concept and broadly favors aspects of it in most countries. Islam stands at the opposite end of the spectrum, often considering it alien if not abhorrent. Interactions between religions and governments through history are too complex to summarize but The Guy will sketch some high points.
America’s latest church-and-state fuss (analyzed May 10 in “Religion Q and A”) involves Supreme Court allowance of prayers before local council meetings, even in a town where most of them were explicitly Christian. Americans United for Separation of Church and State is alarmed, asking in a headline whether this ruling is “putting the country on the path to church-state union.”

Well, no. There’s a vast gap between brief civic invocations and any “union,” and America to a remarkable degree has avoided situations common elsewhere, for instance:

Many European states, whether in Catholic, Orthodox or Protestant countries, subsidize churches or Christian education. Clergy are tax-supported civil servants in such religiously diverse lands as Egypt (Muslim), Germany (Protestant and Catholic), Greece (Orthodox) and Israel (Jewish). Britain’s prime minister chooses all bishops for pro forma appointment by the monarch who heads the Church of England, and 26 bishops sit in parliament’s upper house. India’s national government is officially non-sectarian but at the state level Hindus use anti-conversion laws to hobble competing faiths. Clergy are sometimes heads of state, including two who were revered as divinities not long ago, Tibetan Buddhism’s Dalai Lama and Japan’s Shinto emperor.

With Islam, the founding Prophet Muhammad was a political and military ruler and his faith has been closely intertwined with civil affairs ever since. Although the Quran says “there is no compulsion in religion” (2:256), some Muslim nations force religious law (Sharia) upon non-Muslims and in extreme cases threaten converts to other faiths with the death penalty. Iran is a dramatic example of “church-state union” that is oppressively theocratic.

In Jewish tradition, God deemed rule by autocrats to be problematic (see 1 Samuel: 8) but biblical kings arose and combined religious with civil functions. Jews had no nation-state of their own through much of their history. Modern Israel’s successful democracy practices religious freedom with certain privileges for Orthodox Judaism.
Christianity starts from Jesus’s clever and cryptic saying “render to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s, and to God the things that are God’s” (included in three of the four Gospels). Scholars say that rather that spelling out which “things” are which, Jesus left it to individuals to apply the principle. But he did imply a certain distinction, if not “separation,” between the two realms. That concept was later developed in St. Augustine’s masterwork “The City of God” and Martin Luther’s idea of the “two kingdoms.”
Though born as an oppressed minority under Roman rule, Christianity eventually became heavily involved with government, often to its detriment. Matters changed fundamentally during the 17th Century. The Thirty Years War between Catholic and Protestant regimes (1618-1648) devastated Europe and roused cynicism toward the church. The English Civil War (1642-1651) had similar effects. While the Enlightenment fostered individualism and religious skepticism, demands for free conscience emanated from Protestant dissenters in Britain and its American colonies.

James Madison’s 1785 “Memorial and Remonstrance” attacked tax assessments for Virginia clergy and by 1791 he shaped the broader separation in the Bill of Rights. This separation has two aspects, forbidding both government interference in citizens’ “free exercise” of religion and government “establishment of religion.” There are, of course, continual disputes about exactly what that second phrase outlaws.

For Madison and the other Founders, the devoutly Protestant English philosophers John Milton (1608-1674) and John Locke (1632-1704) were crucial. Milton’s “A Treatise of Civil Power in Ecclesiastical Causes” (1659) said “it is not lawful for any power on earth to compel in matters of religion.” Locke’s three “Letters Concerning Toleration” (1689-1692) advocated freedom of conscience because the state is not qualified to evaluate religious truth-claims and because authentic belief cannot be compelled.

Locke did not extend toleration to atheists or to Catholics. The latter view reflected long hostilities building from a 1570 papal decree that directed Catholics to be disloyal to the realm. England did not have regular Catholic bishops and dioceses again until 1850.

The pope who managed that restoration, Pius IX, denounced the idea that “the church ought to be separated from the state, and the state from the church” in his 1864 “Syllabus of Errors.” Pius and his predecessors were absolute rulers over a section of Italy. Well into the 20th Century, some Catholic nations limited the rights of non-Catholics. But in 1965, under strong American influence, the bishops of the Second Vatican Council proclaimed a turnabout and embraced Protestant-style freedom of religion without government coercion.

Lisa adds a related question: “Does the existence of Vatican City mean that Catholics still believe in separation of church and state?” In the Catholic view, certainly yes, though some few Protestants and separationists object. The sovereign Vatican City State is a tiny remnant of the old Papal States that provides church headquarters — yes — separation from political regimes.

A final factual note: When atheists seized governments in the 20th Century they fused their belief in unbelief with state power and enforced it with a cruel vengeance unmatched by the worst cross-and-crown tyrannies during Christendom’s bygone centuries.

Separation of Church and State? What it really means
http://reallifecatholic.com/portfolio-item/separation-of-church-and-state-what-it-really-means/ 
June 11, 2014
The Declaration of Independence states we all have God-given rights—not government-given rights, nor king-given rights—and that the whole purpose of a government is to defend the rights that a government could never give, and certainly has no right to take away. Among the most important of our God-given rights is the freedom of religion.

For the first time in US history we have a presidential administration that has chosen to use the words “freedom of worship” instead of “freedom of religion”—a dangerous shift of phraseology.

Freedom of worship means you can live out your faith behind the walls of your church. There are lots of countries where you can be executed for being public with your faith or for making a convert, but you have “freedom of worship.”

Freedom of religion implies far more than that. Freedom of religion means that people of faith have the right to let their religious beliefs form everything they do: from politics, to how they express themselves in the public square, to how they do business.

To protect the freedom of religion, the Founding Fathers wrote the First Amendment to the Constitution, stating that “Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof.”

That means that the government can’t force one religion over another. That Amendment was established to protect our deepest religious convictions from the influence of the state. Strangely, most people seem to think it means the exact opposite, namely, that “separation of church and state” means that the public square should be free from the influence or even the presence of religion.

Sadly, examples of this misunderstanding are all too easy to find:

(It seems that people are free to express almost any idea or promote any lifestyle in public schools today, but it makes the news if someone says a prayer during a commencement ceremony. (“A school’s a state institution, after all!”)

(Some religious institutions as well as secular businesses run by faith-filled people have been told by our president that they cannot let their faith inform the kind of health insurance they buy for their employees. If it directly conflicts with our faith (not to mention with Natural Law) to pay for contraceptives and abortifacients, “too bad.”

(The ACLU’s lawyers attack if the Ten Commandments or a manger scene are found in a public park, even if 99% of a town is Christian and likes them there.

(Politicians can expect to be marginalized or labeled “fanatics” if they don’t check their faith at the door before stepping into politics.

None of that is what freedom of religion or separation of church and state is all about.

Our country wasn’t built by people who thought they had to hide their faith when they stepped into the public square! We can see that fact built into the very architecture of our nation’s capital.

(Thomas Jefferson, the third president and primary author of the Declaration of Independence, asked the question carved into the wall of his memorial in Washington, DC, “Can the liberties of a nation be secure when we have removed a conviction that these liberties are the gift of God?”

(Andrew Jackson, the seventh president, said the Bible “is the rock upon which our republic rests.”

(There are two climate-controlled cases in Library of Congress with a giant Bible in each.

(A sculpture of Moses holding the Ten Commandments is carved right into the pediment of the Supreme Court Building. He’s also carved on the wall of the courtroom facing the judge’s bench.

(The Lincoln Memorial quotes his Gettysburg Address which has so many references to God, final judgement, and scripture that it reads more like a sermon than a political reflection.

(The Washington Monument is tallest building in DC, on the top are the words Laus Deo (Praise God).

The greatest figures in our nation’s history weren’t people with a deep faith that they kept in the closet, but people who were open about the fact that their religious convictions were the primary motivation behind all they said and did. The Reverend Martin Luther King Jr., for instance, didn’t march on our nation’s capitol as a secular humanist idealist. He came as a preacher of the word of God.

Separation of church and state doesn’t mean religion has no place in the public square.

It means the government has no place in our religion, and we can bring it anywhere we want and let it inform every decision we make, even the kind of health care we buy for our employees.

When we let the government tell us otherwise by overstepping that sacred line into our very consciences, we might be free to open whatever business we’d like, study in whatever school we can afford, or worship in whatever church we chose, but we’re no longer truly free.

The US Bishops, Little Sisters of the Poor, and Christian business owners like Hobby Lobby’s David and Barbara Green who are fighting the HHS mandate are doing more than lobbying for the rights of a particular church. They’re defending the rights that no government can give or take away, and the freedom that makes America what it is. It’s a freedom we can’t afford to keep taking for granted.

Did Vatican II endorse separation of Church and State?
https://www.crisismagazine.com/2015/vatican-ii-separation-church-state-rupture-continuity
By Joseph G. Trabbic, January 9, 2015
This year, 2015, marks fifty years since the close of the Second Vatican Council. Yet the “battle” for the Council, the battle for its authentic meaning, which began even before the bishops concluded their deliberations in 1965, continues still today.
A particular area of controversy is the Council’s teaching on the Church’s relationship to the state. Not a few people (and they span the spectrum between “progressive” and “conservative”) maintain that the Council fathers in some sense gave their blessing to the separation of Church and state and that in doing so departed from traditional Catholic teaching.

One prominent shaper of Catholic opinion (at least American Catholic opinion) who interprets the Council in this way is Michael Sean Winters. Winters recently expressed this interpretation of Vatican II while commenting on last October’s synod on the family in Rome. In Winters’ view, with the current question about the reception of communion by certain divorced and remarried Catholics, the Church finds herself faced with a decision about whether to change one of her teachings. Winters sees a parallel between this situation and the situation the Church faced during the Council in reflecting on her proper relationship to the state. He believes that those who are resisting change now—he mentions Cardinals Pell, Burke, and Napier—are taking the position that they do because they oppose any development in Church teaching. But they may find that their adversaries will triumph in the end, as John Courtney Murray eventually (and allegedly) did against opponents of his views on Church and state. Thus Winters:

Having never met +Pell or +Burke or +Napier, I have never had the chance to ask them: So, if doctrine never changes, what is the Church’s teaching on slavery today and was it always thus? In the 1950s, Fr. Murray was silenced for suggesting that the Church could endorse the separation of Church and State and in the 1960s the Second Vatican Council agreed with Murray, not with those who silenced him. If that was not a change in Church teaching, what was it?

Winters’s polemic against Pell et al. is surely misguided (not to mention a red herring), for no educated Catholic opposes development of doctrine on principle (as Winters appears to think Pell & Co. do), only developments that would conflict with scripture and tradition. But, of course, it is what Winters says about Vatican II’s teaching on Church and state that interests me in this essay, not his polemic against these “intransigent” cardinals. Winters’s above remarks on this teaching are consistent with what he has said about it on other occasions. Writing several years ago in Slate about the parts of Vatican II rejected by the Society of St. Pius X, Winters observes that the Council’s declaration on religious freedom, Dignitatis humanae, “recognized the separation of church and state as a valid form of constitutional arrangement.” And in a 1999 book review for The New Republic Winters explains to his readers that Fr. Murray “argued successfully” at the Council “that the Church should embrace the separation of Church and State.”

So, what should we make of Winters’ reading of Vatican II’s teaching on Church and state? There would seem to be a couple different ways to interpret him. He could be saying either (a) that the Council admits that in certain circumstances the Church can regard such a separation as acceptable, even good, but not necessarily ideal, or (b) that the Council holds up the separation of Church and state as the ideal. 
We could call the former the “weak” version of Winters’ claim and the latter the “strong” version. In either case Winters would add that we are talking about a break with past teaching.

If we go with the weak version of Winters’ claim, I don’t think it can be gainsaid, but he would be wrong to suppose that it constitutes a break with previous teaching. If we go with the strong version of Winters’ claim, this would be a break with previous teaching but I do not believe that it is something that the Council ever taught. I am inclined to think that the weak version of Winters’ “thesis” is what he actually holds but, just in case, I am going to evaluate the strong version too.

We’ll start with a consideration of the merits of the weak version. Indeed, Vatican II does propose that the separation of Church and state can be accepted in certain circumstances. Consider these words of Gaudium et spes:

The Church herself makes use of temporal things insofar as her own mission requires it. She, for her part, does not place her trust in the privileges offered by civil authority. She will even give up the exercise of certain rights which have been legitimately acquired, if it becomes clear that their use will cast doubt on the sincerity of her witness or that new ways of life demand new methods (§76).

There is no suggestion here that the Church’s renunciation of her rights in regard to the state is the ideal, only that sometimes this move might be prudent in order to establish her credibility. This is not a novel teaching of Vatican II. We can already find it, for instance, in Leo XIII. In Au milieu des sollicitudes, an 1892 encyclical addressed to French Catholics, urging them to accept the Third Republic, Papa Pecci, while denouncing the principle of the separation of Church and state as “absurd,” nevertheless, is able to observe (in the same paragraph no less) that in some circumstances this separation can be not only unavoidable but in some manner desirable.

In fact, to wish that the State would separate itself from the Church would be to wish, by a logical sequence, that the Church be reduced to the liberty of living according to the law common to all citizens. It is true that in certain countries this state of affairs exists. It is a condition which, if it have numerous and serious inconveniences, also offers some advantages—above all when, by a fortunate inconsistency, the legislator is inspired by Christian principles—and, though these advantages cannot justify the false principle of separation nor authorize its defense, they nevertheless render worthy of toleration a situation which, practically, might be worse (§28).

So, the weak version of Winters’ claim—namely, that the Council teaches that at times it can be advantageous for the Church and state to be separate—is true. But his belief that this is a break with previous Church teaching is false.

What of the strong version of Winters’ claim? Some commentators (Norman Tanner, for example, at least as I read him) have pointed to the following lines of Gaudium et spes as, in fact, proposing a separation of Church and state as the ideal:

The Church, by reason of her role and competence, is not identified in any way with the political community nor bound to any political system. She is at once a sign and a safeguard of the transcendent character of the human person. The Church and the political community in their own fields are autonomous and independent from each other (§76).

This passage simply notes that the Church is to be differentiated from the state and the various political systems and that the Church and the state have their own formal areas of competence. These distinctions do not in themselves preclude the Church and state working closely together or the Church guiding the state according to a publicly recognized privilege in questions where she has an even greater competence. It is not surprising, then, that in the very next lines we read:

Yet both, under different titles, are devoted to the personal and social vocation of the same men. The more that both foster sounder cooperation between themselves with due consideration for the circumstances of time and place, the more effective will their service be exercised for the good of all. For man’s horizons are not limited only to the temporal order; while living in the context of human history, he preserves intact his eternal vocation (§76).

In light of these further clarifications, I do not see how the previous quote can be taken as conclusive evidence of Vatican II teaching a separation of Church and state as ideal. The above clarifications would, on the contrary, appear to suggest the Council’s opposition to the principle of separation of Church and state.

There is yet another text from Gaudium et spes that might seem to some people to propose a separation of Church and state as ideal. In §42 we read that “Christ … gave his Church no proper mission in the political, economic or social order. The purpose which he set before her is a religious one.” I gather that this statement is about the Church’s ultimate end, not the proximate ends she pursues in view of her ultimate end. The statement would have to be understood thus if the Council fathers are not to contradict what we saw them saying previously (in Gaudium et spes) about the Church making use of “temporal things insofar as her own mission requires it.” Indeed, we saw in that context that the “temporal things” had to do specifically with “the privileges offered by civil authority.” But if Gaudium et spes §42 is only about the Church’s ultimate end and not her proximate ends, then it cannot be used to justify the principle of separation of Church and state.

It might be objected that so far I have left out of consideration Dignitatis humanae, the most important document of Vatican II on the subject of Church and state. From what we saw earlier, Dignitatis humanae would appear to be Winters’ principal proof text for his thesis about Vatican II’s endorsement of the separation of Church and state. Well, it must be said that while this document does in some places mention the relationship between the Church and state, it does not take a position on what their ideal relationship is.

But, it might be argued, since Dignitatis humanae advocates freedom of practice even for non-Catholic religions, it must by implication reject any established religion. The problem with this way of thinking is that the Council fathers do not accept its logic. They evidently believe that established religion and a certain amount of religious freedom can coexist in the same state:

If, in view of peculiar circumstances obtaining among peoples, special civil recognition is given to one religious community in the constitutional order of society, it is at the same time imperative that the right of all citizens and religious communities to religious freedom should be recognized and made effective in practice (§6).
So, the Council envisions the possibility of a state both privileging one religion and allowing some freedom of practice to other religions. It is exceedingly improbable that the bishops meant to exclude from this scenario a situation in which the Catholic Church was the religion with the privileged status. In any case, we must stick to what the text actually says, and it does not actually call for such an exclusion.

I am not aware of any texts of Vatican II that plainly endorse the separation of Church and state as ideal. We have looked at the texts that seem most relevant to the question and have seen that they cannot be used to support such a teaching. So, the strong version of Winters’ claim (which I doubt he holds) is false. But if Vatican II does not teach the separation of Church and state as ideal, it cannot break with a previous teaching that rejects that separation.

Winters assumes—and in this essay I have also assumed—that prior to Vatican II the Church did oppose the principle of separation of Church and state. This assumption is correct. We have already seen that Leo XIII calls this principle “absurd” and “false.” It would be easy to cite a number of further statements of Leo and several other popes to the same effect. But there is not the space here to reproduce and comment on all the relevant texts. Although some people might point to the famous fifth century letter of Gelasius I to Anastasius as endorsing separation of Church and state, this document merely distinguishes the areas of formal competence of ecclesiastical and political authority (in a way that bears some resemblance to the text of Gaudium et spes that we looked at earlier), and distinction, of course, can exist within unity (and it must when it is a question of collaboration between Church and state).

To sum up: The weak version of Winters’s claim (that Vatican II admits that in certain circumstances separation of Church and state is acceptable, even good, but not necessarily ideal) is true but it does not constitute a break with past teaching. The strong version of Winters’ claim (that the Council holds up the separation of Church and state as the ideal) is false and, therefore, cannot constitute a break with past teaching. But, as I have already noted, my impression is that Winters holds the weak rather than the strong version of his claim.

Do Catholics reject separation of Church and State? Yes.
http://taylormarshall.com/2015/09/catholic-separation-of-church-and-state.html 
By Taylor Marshall, September 4, 2015
Do Catholics reject the principle of Separation of Church and State? Some might be surprised to learn that the “separation of Church and State” was doctrinally condemned by Pope Pius IX in 1852 and again by Pope Saint Pius X in 1907.
In this sample New Saint Thomas video I explain what these Popes taught, why they taught it, and how we as Catholics can better understand the relationship between secular nations and the Catholic Church. If you love your nation and Church, then you need to know this:

[HD Video] Church and State: Religion and Secularism in the Public Square

From NSTI Module 4: Atheism and Secularism of the Catholic Certificate in Apologetics. Taylor explains the papal teaching on secular states and the Catholic Church:
Click here to watch the video.
Separation of Church and state

http://www.churchmilitant.com/video/episode/vort-2015-11-10 9:57 
By Michael Voris, November 10, 2015 
One the great signs of the loss of Catholic identity is the contemporary Catholics' blind acceptance of the political notion of separation of Church and State. For the record, this notion is completely unCatholic. Separation of Church and State is a horrible idea, the damage of which we see all over the culture.
Before continuing, let's check a little history. In 1906, Pope St. Pius X issued an encyclical which is completely ignored by modernists today — as is virtually everything that happened in the Church before 1960. In that encyclical, Vehementer Nos, he said the following:
That the State must be separated from the Church is a thesis absolutely false, a most pernicious error. ... [It] is in the first place a great injustice to God. ... [W]e owe Him, therefore, not only a private cult, but a public and social worship to honor Him.

So with that opening salvo, aimed as it was against the French law of separation, the saint began to re-lay the groundwork for the Church's opposition to this horrible policy. A paragraph later, he nailed it:

It limits the actions of the State to the pursuit of public prosperity during this life only. ... But as the present order of things is temporary and subordinated to the conquest of man's supreme and absolute welfare, it follows that the civil power must not only place no obstacle in the way of this conquest, but must aid us in effecting it.
His words were unheeded, and today, this pernicious notion of separation of Church and State is the norm virtually throughout the entire Western world. And the U.S hierarchy signed on to this agenda and embraced it completely with the preachings of Jesuit priest Fr. John Courtney Murray back in the 1950s and 60s. 
Murray heavily promoted the notion of separation of Church and State. Like today's bishops, most of whom are philosophical and political disciples of Murray's bad preaching, he called it "religious liberty." What a theologically insane idea.
And it came at a time in American history when Catholicism might have been able to make a claim to its superiority that might have gained a serious listening-to in protestant America. This was when Abp. Fulton J. Sheen ruled the airwaves with his weekly Life Is Worth Living TV show, converting thousands and thousands and thousands of people with his clear exposition of Catholic truths applied to a society. 
Hollywood was churning out Catholic-friendly movies, some of them Academy-Award winners. The Catholic Decency League was vetoing other movies which were destructive of family values and morals.
Who knows if it would have continued, but at the very moment that at least seemed prime for a wholesale acceptance of the Catholic faith, in stepped Fr. John Courtney Murray and his destructive theo-political ravings, which cemented the notion in the American psyche that all religions are the same. And from the point of view of a typical American protestant, if a notable Catholic priest was saying that all religions deserved equal treatment and no one be shown any preference — which translates into "they are all equal" — well, if a priest of his stature is saying that, then there mustn't really be anything special about Catholicism.
And with that, the deal was done. With Catholicism now viewed as happily accepting that it was just one among equals, as being absorbed into the vast murky world of "religion," all that was left for cultural elites would be to marginalize "religion" in general. The State could now do the deed of destroying the "Christian culture" because it has effectively assumed control over the Church. It has been able to do this because the Church willingly gave up Her place of primacy by following the preachings of Fr. John Courtney Murray.
Today, many bishops in the United States have simply accepted this Americanist notion without realizing the vast destruction it has wrought and continues to do so. This idea came about as another way to uncouple the Catholic Church and Her teachings from the culture at large. Underlying this teaching is the understanding that the Church being talked about is the Catholic Church — as it should be, because the Catholic Church is the only authentic religion in the world. All others are false.
So when we are talking about what results from the split, what we are really talking about is what results from the division between the culture and Catholic teaching, especially morality. One look around the world already makes those results very visible and comprehensible: moral anarchy — which makes it all the more curious when various prelates in the Church come out and throw their support behind the separation.  Some do it obviously and openly, others, a little more subtly.
In the category of obvious, allow us to introduce to you Abp. Jozef De Kesel, the newly appointed archbishop of Brussels, Belgium. He came right out at a press conference last week and said, "I'm for the separation of Church and State."  
Wrong, archbishop. Wrong. If the choice is between what a Pope/saint said and what you say, then the choice is obvious. You are wrong.
And he is wrong for all the same reasons we see so plainly before us: Uncouple Catholic morality from the civic life and you get abortion, contraception, not to mention sodomy as marriage — which, with regard to homosexual unions and homosexual sex, he also supports, and openly. Here are his words: "If you ask me, what do you think of that, of a man, a gay man ... respect, respect, even reverence for his sexuality. ... [T]his is a gospel value."
But moving along from that very — at least honest — assessment, we then move over to the United States and see how separation of Church and State has twisted the American episcopate into knots. The 200-year history of the hierarchy in the United States has been one of near-constant appeasement in an effort to be accepted by the large Protestant majority. That continues to this day.

Separation of Church and State is a treasured American ideal, constantly trumpeted and bandied about in every aspect of life, from praying in schools to government tax subsidies to a host of other initiatives. The one wrinkle in America — unlike much of the rest of the world — is the American landscape has tens of thousands of different religions. So the government giving primacy of place to one over the others would cause quite the commotion, because it would have to be figured out which is the Church that needed this primacy and uplifting by the State.
But we are far from that, because all the religions have simply accepted the fact, at least in a pluralistic society and for political reasons, that they are all equal. So the fight today isn't over which religion is supreme (which is the fight that needs to be had), but rather over government intrusion into anything religious, like conscience, practice, and so forth. 

So American bishops are happy to join in the wrong fight and battle it out for religious liberty, which essentially concedes two points deadly to the Faith: first, that all religions in this culture are equal; and two, they are implicitly agreeing with the idea that there should be a separation of Church and State.
This is evident in that what they are fighting for in various court cases is not the supremacy of religion, but to be left free of government interference, thus conceding that the government has the final say and is the one that needs to be appealed to for the concessions. What they are pleading for, in essence, is to be left alone in their little corner and be given a space to run their own little world their way. They are not claiming their position is objectively truthful, only for the right to live their own way, meaning a separation between Church and State. Talk about a defeatist attitude.
When Pope St. Pius X wrote his encyclical, he quoted Pope Leo XIII, who also had a thing or two to say on this. He recognized the dangers of this back in the 19th century when he wrote:

Human societies cannot, without becoming criminal, act as if God did not exist or refuse to concern themselves with religion, as though it were something foreign to them, or of no purpose to them.

Today's bishops on both sides of the Atlantic need to start paying attention to the Church prior to the advent of Fr. Murray.

1 of readers’ 226 comments
The State has become monolithic. It simply allows the Church to have a certain freedom. But once we move beyond the threshold of the Church and into the public square, that freedom can quickly come to an end. Just consider all those pro-life protesters jailed and even beaten in jail by the power of the State. The First Amendment, at least in regards to the anti-establishment cause, was first and foremost not meant to protect the Church from State intrusion. It was meant to state that the Church is not allowed to challenge the State's ultimate authority. This is all inverted. The Church is superior to the State as the Soul is superior to the Body. But the U.S. Government never wanted any rival. We are reaping the bitter fruits of Americanism and embracing the American model as the ideal for Church/State relations.
Separation of Church and State
http://www.traditionalcatholicpriest.com/2016/10/03/separation-church-state/ 
By Fr. David Nix, www.padreperegrino.org October 3, 2016
When Thomas Jefferson used the term “separation of Church and State” it was to assure a group of Baptists that the State would not trample the rights of their community. He wrote:
“Believing with you that religion is a matter which lies solely between Man & his God, that he owes account to none other for his faith or his worship, that the legitimate powers of government reach actions only, & not opinions, I contemplate with sovereign reverence that act of the whole American people which declared that their legislature should ‘make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof,’ thus building a wall of separation between Church & State. Adhering to this expression of the supreme will of the nation in behalf of the rights of conscience, I shall see with sincere satisfaction the progress of those sentiments which tend to restore to man all his natural rights, convinced he has no natural right in opposition to his social duties.”

Jefferson’s insistence upon the “building [of] a wall of separation of Church and State” was to assure that the American government would make “no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof.” This last quote is found both in Jefferson’s letter and the First Amendment to the Constitution of the United States of America. But the term “separation of Church and State” is found exclusively in the letter.

Recently, Hillary Clinton gave a talk to a pro-abortion group. Because Christians are the number one opposition to full-access abortion, Hillary said that “deep-seated cultural codes, religious beliefs and structural biases have to be changed.” We should note that not even communist leaders spoke so boldly fifty years ago. They were smart enough to first hide their intentions to begin a state-based religion (atheism.) Only later did governments disarm and kill any dissidents. In fact, governments killed a total of 170 million of their own people during the 20th century.

Few (if any) of these leaders blew their own anti-religion cover by stating that “deep-seated cultural codes, religious beliefs and structural biases have to be changed.” By argumentum a fortiori, we can be sure that Hillary Clinton will make good on her promise to Christians to eradicate any separation of Church and State. Remember, these are her words, not mine, that “religious beliefs…have to be changed.”
Is it my place as a Catholic priest to blog about this? We should consider history: Very few priestly saints refrained from getting involved in politics. St. Bernard of Clairvaux (a gentle Mary-loving monk) may have been the single most powerful influence on European politics in the 12th century. Or, consider St. Francis Xavier. He gave his life to baptize hundreds of thousands in the Far East in the 16th century. But when Portuguese settlers threatened his beloved Indians with slavery, St. Francis Xavier asked King John of Portugal for intervention. Should the king fail to control his subjects, St. Francis mildly promised the king that he would stand a good chance at experiencing the flames of hell. Even St. Anthony of the Desert, the 3rd century desert hermit, had an enormous influence on secular politics. The deeper he went into the desert of Egypt for solitude, the more emperors found him for advice.

My alma mater, a Jesuit University, has produced Jesuits from my graduating class who are now working at America magazine. One even flew out for my ordination. I disagree with most of their political views, but I support their right as priests to speak out on politics. Why? Because we priests were not ordained to bless statues and then watch TV. We were ordained to be leaders.
Fr. Michael Orsi, former Ave Maria Law School chaplain, recently spoke at a National Day of Remembrance for Aborted Children. He said: “Let me remind you: the Bible is a political document. The prophets, including John the Baptist, and Jesus, lost their lives because they spoke the truth to power…The Constitution is quickly being destroyed…Unless the right choice is made in November, we may not have a court that is fair and balanced in its interpretation of the Constitution.”

Does he have a right to say this? Fr. Orsi and every priest has two ways in which he can live the Holy Priesthood:

Option 1: Give the sacraments to everyone who is headed to heaven or hell.
Option 2: Derail the train to hell, and then give the sacraments.
The first option will save a few souls, ruffle no feathers, and gain much popularity. The second option will ruffle feathers, compromise the priest’s popularity, and then save a lot more souls—and possibly a country.

The end of the Catholic State?

https://www.catholicworldreport.com/2017/02/20/the-end-of-the-catholic-state/
By Joseph G. Trabbic, February 20, 2017
It is widely accepted that Vatican II rejected Catholic states as the normative ideal, and that this rejection was at the level of an unchanging doctrine. Here are arguments against both propositions.
Perhaps Benedict XVI’s greatest gift to the Church was his emphasis on what has come to be called the “hermeneutic of continuity.” This concept emerged in his Christmas 2005 address on Vatican II to the Roman curia. But if we pay attention to the letter of Benedict’s text, we see that the term “hermeneutic of continuity” never appears in it. The terms that he actually uses are “hermeneutic of reform” and the rather unwieldy but more precise “hermeneutic of renewal in the continuity of the one subject-Church.” Nevertheless, there is some justification for using “hermeneutic of continuity” as a synonym for these other terms since Benedict himself does that in a footnote to Sacramentum caritatis (2007) in a reference to the 2005 address. In the footnote the Holy Father speaks, in Latin, of the explicationis continuationis, which could be fairly rendered as “hermeneutic of continuity.”
The continuity that Benedict has in mind is, above all, continuity in Church doctrine. He doesn’t deny the possibility of “development” of doctrine. But because what the Church teaches it teaches as eternally true – obviously I’m referring to her unchanging doctrines, not her contextually relative policies – any authentic development must always be non-contradictory, for truth cannot be at odds with truth.

This essay will discuss continuity with respect to Vatican II’s teaching on the Church’s relationship to the state and, more particularly, how this pertains to the Catholic state. In the past year, two important members of the hierarchy expressed what could be construed as conflicting views on Vatican II’s teaching on these fronts. This conflict in the hierarchy reflects a more general conflict on the Church-state question. In what follows I’m going to first address that more general conflict and then come back to this apparent conflict in the hierarchy.

Of course, before we can discuss any of this, we need to get a sense of the pre-Vatican II magisterial teaching on the Church and the state.
Pre-Vatican II teaching on Church and state
In a 1953 speech delivered at the Lateran University in Rome on the occasion of a celebration of the fourteenth anniversary of Pius XII’s election as pope, Cardinal Alfredo Ottaviani, head of the Holy Office (later the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith), summed up magisterial teaching on the Church and the state in three theses:

(1) The state should publicly profess the Catholic faith. Pius XI, for example, clearly teaches this in Quas primas (1925): “If, therefore, the rulers of nations wish to preserve their authority, to promote and increase the prosperity of their countries, they will not neglect the public duty of reverence and obedience to the rule of Christ.”

(2) Legislation should be informed by Catholic moral teaching. As Pius XII puts it in a in 1945 letter to Cardinal Lavitrano, on the occasion of that year’s “social week” in Italy, the fundamental law of the state “should not oppose healthy religious and moral principles” – that is, it shouldn’t reject the “cornerstone of Christianity,” as he puts it – but “take vigorous inspiration from it and, following it, proclaim and pursue lofty ends.”

(3) The state should defend the people’s unity in the Catholic faith. This is how Leo XIII explains it in Immortale Dei (1885): “All who rule, therefore, should hold in honor the holy name of God, and one of their chief duties must be to favor religion, to protect it, to shield it under the credit and sanction of the laws, and neither to organize nor enact any measure that may compromise its safety.”

The three theses, taken together as a package, logically imply that a Catholic state is the normative ideal. But Ottaviani, again in line with magisterial teaching, understood that a Catholic state so construed is not always practically possible and, in such situations, not desirable. The three theses, then, are properly taken as conditionals. In other words, the proviso “when practically possible” is understood to be attached to each thesis. As Ottaviani sees things, one essential practical condition is that the population in question be almost entirely Catholic.

Let’s also note two things that Ottaviani isn’t saying in these theses (and that the magisterium didn’t teach). With regard to the first thesis, he isn’t saying that there should be no distinction between the Church and the state. He takes each to be a complete society (societas perfecta) in its own sphere. We might put it this way: there is a distinction but there shouldn’t be a separation between the two (in the sense that the state would remain neutral vis-à-vis the Church or hostile to her). Or perhaps an even better way to put it is to say that the Church-state relationship is (or should be) a “unity-in-distinction.” Leo XIII, for instance, clearly suggests this in Immortale Dei when he likens their relationship to the soul-body unity in man.

With regard to the second and third theses, Ottaviani doesn’t foresee using the coercive power of the state to “force” anyone to become Catholic. On this point he signals his agreement with the legal provision of the Catholic state of Spain at the time, which directed that “no one shall be interfered with because of his religious beliefs or in the private practice of worship.” But this is likewise taught by, among other popes, Leo XIII. “The Church is wont to take earnest heed,” he writes in Immortale Dei, “that no one shall be forced to embrace the Catholic faith against his will.”

Although there are always many prudential issues – matters of “policy” – that are involved in the Church’s dealings with particular states, her teaching on her relationship to the state in general isn’t simply a prudential issue. The preconciliar magisterium understood it also to be a matter of unchanging doctrine. Ottaviani sees the Catholic state as a normative ideal as such a doctrine. In this regard, it becomes a criterion by which the pros and cons of particular politico-ecclesiastical situations are evaluated. This is evident, for example, in Pius X’s comments in Vehementer nos (1906) on the Third Republic’s 1905 law separating the Church and the state in France. The pope begins by reminding the French bishops that the opinion that the Church and the state should be separated “is absolutely false, a most pernicious opinion” (profecto falsissima, maximeque perniciosa sententia est). He next lists several general reasons for this – among these is that the separation of the two institutions is a “great injustice” (magnam inuriam) to God, who, as the founder and preserver of human societies, deserves their public and social worship. He then goes on to apply these general considerations to the concrete situation in France.

Looking at the documents of Vatican II, it is hard to find anything that is incompatible with the preconciliar teaching on the Catholic state as I have presented it here with Ottaviani’s help. In fact, there are even grounds for believing that the Council positively upholds this teaching. Many people might find these claims surprising. However, I don’t think that this is because of anything that the Council itself actually teaches but because of certain narratives that have come to be accepted about its teaching.
Narratives of discontinuity
According to some commentators, John Courtney Murray, who was a peritus at the Council, had a decisive influence on its teaching on the relationship of the Church and the state. 
Other commentators think that Murray’s influence has been exaggerated and sometimes point to different influences – Jacques Maritain, a dear friend of Paul VI, is often invoked in this context. Whatever the truth may be, the Church-state question was one that Murray had intensely studied and written about in the two decades preceding Vatican II, he advised the American hierarchy on the matter at the Council, and he participated in preparing the fourth draft of Dignitatis humanae. So, Murray’s interpretation of the Council on the Church-state question is regarded by many people as authoritative.

How, then, does Murray interpret the Council on the Church’s relationship to the state? Murray contends that a unity of the Church and the state of the sort that I would argue is taught by the preconciliar magisterium (and summed up in the Ottaviani theses) is regarded by the Council as a situation that historical circumstances might permit but not one that should be taken as normative. As I understand it, the preconciliar magisterium would agree that the arrangement that it envisions might not be appropriate in every circumstance but it would maintain that the normativity of that arrangement should be acknowledged. It’s what we should strive for and, when practically possible, establish. Murray, on the other hand, appears to think that the Council’s teaching is that even when a Catholic state is practically possible, we could take it or leave it.

Murray is not the only one to tell this sort of story about the Council’s teaching on the Church-state question. Many others have told a similar story, and, arguably, these narratives of discontinuity have become the dominant ones.
Ladislas Orsy is another case in point. According to Orsy, on the Church-state question the Council, in fact, “corrects” a previous pontiff, namely, Pius IX. In his Syllabus Errorum, Pius IX condemns the following proposition as erroneous: “The Church should be separated from the state and the state from the Church.” Taking the Council to oppose this teaching, Orsy writes: “This is a delicate matter: an ecumenical council correcting a previous pope.” (Oddly, Orsy doesn’t mention that the Council – if he’s right about its position – would be “correcting” several other popes besides Pius IX.)

For sake of space, let me offer just one more example. This third example is Martin Rhonheimer. Rhonheimer is of particular interest because of his attempt to enlist Benedict XVI in support of his argument. There are several points in Rhonheimer’s argument that deserve attention but I’ll limit myself to what he says about Pope Benedict.

Rhonheimer alleges that in his 2005 Christmas address to the curia (mentioned at the beginning of this essay) Benedict rejects a state religion – and the idea of a Catholic state along with it – and sees this as the teaching of Vatican II, a teaching that supposedly reconnects the Council with the early Church after a period of rupture on this point.

In my judgment, the closest that Benedict comes to the move that Rhonheimer suggests is when in his address he tells his audience that although the early Church prayed for emperors, “she refused to worship them and thereby clearly rejected the religion of the state,” adding that “[t]he martyrs of the early Church died for their faith in that God who was revealed in Jesus Christ, and for this very reason they also died for freedom of conscience and the free profession of faith – a profession that no state can impose but which, instead, can only be claimed with God’s grace in freedom of conscience.”

If we’re looking for a straightforward rejection of a Catholic state by the pope, these remarks don’t give us the smoking gun. I’ll explain why shortly. Admittedly, there are other texts in which Ratzinger expresses a personal opinion that appears consistent with Rhonheimer’s argument. But those personal opinions are just that, personal opinions, not papal statements whose authoritative weight we would need to assay.
Narratives of continuity
I’d like now to explore reasons for adopting a different approach to Vatican II’s teaching on the Church and the state. These reasons are at the same time reasons for rejecting narratives of discontinuity.

The very first thing to note is that at the end of the first section of Dignitatis humanae, the Council’s declaration on religious freedom, we are told that the Council “leaves untouched (integram relinquit) the traditional Catholic teaching on the moral duty of men and societies toward the true religion and toward the one Church of Christ.” Apparently, Paul VI personally insisted, at the last minute, that this statement be inserted in the document. This papal intervention seemingly had the purpose of making sure that people didn’t get the wrong impression about how the Council understands its relation to the Church’s previous teaching.

It is important to note that this statement is intended to implicate not only private citizens but the governing authority of a society. Cardinal Avery Dulles relates that that clarification was made to the Council fathers by Émile-Joseph De Smedt, the bishop of Bruges and the spokesman for the committee in charge of drafting Dignitatis humanae: “[Bishop De Smedt] explained that the text, as revised, did not overlook or deny but clearly recalled Leo XIII’s teaching on the duties of the public authority [potestatis publicae] toward the true religion.”

Paul VI’s addition and De Smedt’s comment on it would appear to manifest the Council’s desire to maintain continuity with previous magisterial teaching on the Catholic state and, thus, can be taken to suggest that the Council upholds preconciliar teaching. At the very least they could justify a presumption in favor of the narrative of continuity, putting the burden of proof upon people who wish to tell a different story.

And people have, indeed, told a different story (as we’ve already seen), pointing to other statements here and there in the Council documents that they believe vindicate their interpretation. And yet, as I have already noted, it is hard to find anything that evidently contradicts previous magisterial teaching.

Consider, for example, Gaudium et spes. According to this document, “[t]he Church, by reason of her role and competence, is not identified in any way with the political community nor bound to any political system” and that “the Church and the political community in their own fields are autonomous and independent from each other.” 
You certainly could take assertions like this to be proposing a separation of the Church and the state (as the Church historian Norman Tanner, for example, does), but there is no logical necessity that they be read in that way. Unless these texts are forced beyond their letter, the most we can say is they claim that the Church and the state have distinct identities that need to be recognized and respected. As shown, the preconciliar magisterium agrees with that.

But, for the preconciliar magisterium, this distinction between the Church and the state doesn’t entail their separation. On this point, we need only to recall the unity-in-distinction understanding of the Church-state relationship exemplified in Leo XIII’s soul-body analogy.

Still, what of Dignitatis humanae’s teaching about religious freedom? Doesn’t it tell us that the right to religious freedom “continues to exist even in those who do not live up to their obligation of seeking the truth and adhering to it”? Wouldn’t a Catholic state like the preconciliar magisterium envisions necessarily place limits on the freedom of non-Catholic religions? First, remember that the preconciliar magisterium is against forcing anyone to become Catholic. Second, Dignitatis humanae doesn’t at all support an absolute right to religious freedom. The right to religious freedom it teaches is always a circumscribed freedom, one “within due limits” (intra debitos limites). According to the Catechism of the Catholic Church, these “due limits” of which Dignitatis humanae speaks “must be determined for each social situation by political prudence, according to the requirements of the common good, and ratified by the civil authority in accordance with legal principles which are in conformity with the objective moral order.”

As noted, Martin Rhonheimer claims, in appealing to the 2005 Christmas address, that Benedict XVI interprets Vatican II as rejecting a state religion. I presented the remarks of Benedict that Rhonheimer seems to have in mind. Being able to enlist the support of a pope would undoubtedly bolster Rhonheimer’s case (although it’s questionable whether it would seal it). So, has he got Benedict right?

As far as I can tell, Benedict is speaking primarily about freedom from being coerced against your will to worship some divinity or divinities that you don’t believe in. That was the situation faced by the early Christians he mentions. They refused to worship the Roman emperor. This is what led, for instance, to the martyrdom of Polycarp, the bishop of Smyrna, in the second century. What got Polycarp and other Christians into trouble then wasn’t that they said the Roman state shouldn’t have an official religion. They were in trouble for refusing to worship a god in which they didn’t believe – in this case, the emperor. In other words, they weren’t rejecting established religion per se. They were only rejecting a particular state religion, one that took the emperor to be divine. It’s highly unlikely that Benedict is unaware of this. I can only conclude, then, that the 2005 Christmas address doesn’t give Rhonheimer what he’s looking for.

Prominent retailers of the narrative of continuity approach to Vatican II’s teaching on the Church-state question include Avery Dulles (who I have already cited), Brian Harrison, John Lamont, and Thomas Pink. While they are not in agreement about all the details, they do share a common general orientation.
An interview with the archbishop
Last July, Archbishop Guido Pozzo, secretary of the papal Ecclesia Dei Commission, gave an interview to the German newspaper Die Zeit. The main topic of the interview was the Vatican’s negotiations with the Society of Saint Pius X. In the course of the interview, Pozzo had the opportunity to comment on the pastoral and doctrinal aspects of various Vatican II documents.

Pozzo explains that there are some teachings of the Council that Catholics must accept with a firm interior assent. As illustrations he offers Lumen gentium’s teachings on “the sacramentality of the episcopal office as the fullness of Holy Orders” and “the teaching on the primacy of the pope and of the college of bishops together with [him].” By contrast, Pozzo tells Die Zeit that Dignitatis humanae’s treatment of religious freedom “does not present doctrines of faith or definitive statements but rather instruction and guidance for pastoral praxis.” (The same is the case, he says, for Nostra aetate and Unitatis redintegratio.)

Theologians will surely want to discuss this claim further since one could get the impression that Pozzo sees Dignitatis humanae as being entirely concerned with prudential matters rather than matters of unchanging doctrine. Yet there are evidently passages in Dignitatis humanae that present the latter. Surely the statement discussed a moment ago about our moral duties toward the true religion and toward the Church is such an example. Consider also a statement from the second section of the document: “This Vatican Council declares that the human person has a right to religious freedom.” It’s hard not to read this as the expression of an unchanging doctrine.

So, why does the archbishop appear to suggest that Dignitatis humanae deals only with prudential matters? Let’s remember that he is speaking in the context of an interview about the Vatican’s negotiations with the SSPX, negotiations that aim at regularizing the group’s relations with the Church. Pozzo is aware of the SSPX’s longstanding concern that Vatican II documents such as Dignitatis humanae break with the Church’s preconciliar teaching. In fact, he alludes to that right before he makes the comments I have been looking at. My guess, then, is that he is trying to argue that Dignitatis humanae doesn’t introduce novelties at a doctrinal level but only, if at all, at a “policy” level. If that is so, then it has to be conceded that there is some imprecision in the archbishop’s statements. But I think this is excusable: Vatican II and its interpretation are complex phenomena, and you can’t expect anyone to be as nuanced and precise as he would want to be about them in a brief interview.

If I have interpreted Pozzo correctly, then his assessment of Dignitatis humanae would appear to favor the narrative of continuity.
An interview with the pope
Pozzo wasn’t the only official of the Holy See to have made noteworthy comments recently on the Church-state question. Pope Francis has also weighed in.

On December 7 the Vatican press office published an interview that the Holy Father gave to the Belgian Catholic newspaper Tertio on the occasion of the conclusion of the Jubilee of Mercy. Formulating his first question, the interviewer relates to the pope that in Belgian politics there is currently a desire to “separate religion from public life.” In light of this, he asks the pope: “How can we be both a missionary Church, going out to society, and live in this tension created by public opinion?”

Francis’s initial response is to point out that pushing religion out of public life into a “subculture” is a legacy of the Enlightenment and is “antiquated.” But he then goes on to add that we must distinguish between “secularism” (laicismo) and “secularity” (laicidad), noting that there can be a “healthy secularity” (sana laicidad). Prior to Francis, Benedict XVI, John Paul II, and Paul VI had all used the expression “healthy secularity” and typically in the context of Church-state relations. But it appears Pius XII was the first pontiff to employ the term. In a 1958 audience with a group of Italians from the Marche living in Rome, he explains that “the legitimate healthy secularity of the state” (la legittima sana laicità dello Stato) is “one of the principles of Catholic doctrine.” But what does that mean? This: keeping the Church and the state “distinct but also – always in line with the right principles – united.” Pius asserts, moreover, that the “constant effort” to maintain such a relationship is “a part of the tradition of the Church.” All of this is obviously in perfect accord with what we have seen of the Church’s preconciliar teaching.

What does a healthy secularity mean for Francis? He tells Tertio that “Vatican II speaks to us about the autonomy of things, of processes, and of institutions.” And he continues: “There is a healthy secularity, for example, the secularity of the state.” “In general,” he observes, “a secular state is a good thing.” Thus far there is nothing contrary to the judgments of Pius XII that we have just seen. But this harmony doesn’t last. Francis is quick to inform his interviewer that a secular state “is better than a confessional state, because confessional states always finish badly.”

How do we square this last claim with Pius XII’s remarks or with the Church’s preconciliar teaching on the Catholic state? How do we square it with Dignitatis humanae’s apparent reaffirmation – insisted upon by Paul VI – of that teaching? I’m not sure. It’s conceivable that Francis intends not to make a general claim but a claim about actual historical cases. If so, however, it would be a rather sweeping claim and, thus, difficult to verify empirically (as we would have to do if we’re talking about historical cases). Then there is the fact that Vatican City itself, of which he is the sovereign, is a confessional state!

Let’s turn now to Francis’s analysis of “secularism,” which, he says must be distinguished from “secularity.” “Secularism,” he explains, “closes the doors to transcendence, to the twofold transcendence: transcendence toward others and, above all, transcendence toward God; or toward what is beyond.” If we take this together with Francis’s previous remarks, we might suppose that he has in mind, among other things, state persecution of religion (whether subtle or overt). But as he continues, it becomes rather unclear what he’s talking about. He notes that “openness to transcendence is a part of the human essence” and that “a culture or a political system that doesn’t respect the human person’s openness to transcendence thereby ‘trims,’ cuts the human person.” So far, so good. However, he clarifies that in talking about the human person’s openness to transcendence he’s “not talking about religion.” At this point I confess that, quite frankly, I’m lost. Francis began by talking about a twofold transcendence of the human person – negated by secularism – that included a transcendence toward God. He ends by saying that he’s not talking about religion.

As with Pozzo, Francis is trying to deal with some complex issues in the space of a brief interview. He says very little explicitly in the interview about Vatican II’s teaching on the Church and the state. Still, it’s reasonable to assume that he’s not a fan of Catholic states insofar as he tells us that secular states are better than confessional ones. It’s also reasonable to assume that he’s connecting this with what he says about Vatican II’s emphasis on autonomy. While he alerts us to the threat secularism poses to the human person’s openness to transcendence, I’m uncertain whether he sees this as a threat to religion and so to the Church.

All in all, Francis does “feel” like a proponent of the narrative of discontinuity. He definitely doesn’t give us reasons to think that he’s not. In any event, we should ask whether the Holy Father’s statements to Tertio have any magisterial force. Papal interviews are tricky things in that respect. Toward the end of his response to the interviewer on the Church-state question, he says: “This is more or less what I think” (Esto es más o menos lo que pienso yo). The casual tone and the use of the first person suggest to me that we’re dealing here with a private opinion rather than a conscious exercise of his formal teaching office.
Who’s right?
With what I’ve written in this essay I hope to provoke friendly and constructive debate over how we are to interpret Vatican II’s relationship to preconciliar magisterial teaching on the question of the Catholic state. This debate could be fruitful, provided that the participants, whatever their initial starting points, are prepared to think according to the mens Ecclesiae.

Where might the debate go from here? My guess is that the advocates of the narrative of discontinuity would deny that label for their position. So, one direction for the debate to go is for them to show that theirs is not a narrative of discontinuity. Here are two ways of doing that:

(1) If they hold that Vatican II rejects Catholic states as the normative ideal, and that this rejection is at the level of an unchanging doctrine, they could show that the preconciliar teaching to which I have referred is merely a matter of changeable policy.
(2) If, again, they hold that Vatican II rejects Catholic states as the normative ideal, and that this rejection is at the level of an unchanging doctrine, they could show that even though the preconciliar teaching is at the same level, I have misunderstood it since it too rejects Catholic states as the normative ideal.

Personally, I don’t think that either route would be easy. But these are only two routes that they could take. There are other possibilities. Although I haven’t said it outright, you may have had strong suspicions that I support what I have labeled the “narrative of continuity.” If that’s what you suspected, I can confirm your suspicions.

What is the proper relationship between Church and State?

https://www.catholicculture.org/commentary/articles.cfm?id=743 
By Dr. Jeff Mirus, May 18, 2018
My last commentary (Crosses on public buildings: Yes or No?) indirectly raised the question of the right relationship between Church and State in a well-ordered society. This is a relationship that has been deeply distorted by the division of Christianity in the sixteenth century, and further distorted by religious conflict around the world. It is fairly easy to settle in theory, but much harder in practice.
In the West, we now take for granted what we call the “separation of Church and State”. Surprisingly, this concept actually began as a teaching of the Catholic Church. Initially the issue was framed with reference to Catholicism as “the Church” in combination with any State—not with reference to one State in combination with many “churches” or religions.

The Catholic position has always been what Pope Gelasius described in the late fifth century as the doctrine of “the two swords”. The State (the temporal order) is a natural society over which government presides with a natural authority, exercising that authority for the common good of the community it rules. This is the “temporal sword”. The Church, on the other hand, is a supernatural society which presides with a supernatural authority over souls, exercising that authority for the spiritual welfare of the community, both as a contribution to the common good and so that all its members may attain their final end, which is eternal life with God. This is the “spiritual sword.”

It follows that the Church is our authority for defining moral truth (which is inscribed in natural reality by the Creator) and also the truth which God discloses to us solely through Revelation. To expound these truths is the purpose of what we call “Christian doctrine”. It also follows that the State is our authority for devising and implementing the measures necessary to enforce the moral law most effectively for the good of the commonwealth, as well as the many other measures which will be needed to secure and advance the common good of all under its jurisdiction.

We should notice here that in moral analysis—in distinguishing the principles of right and wrong—the Church’s authority is absolute, whereas the State’s authority is prudential. In other words, the Catholic Church alone can teach with certainty the difference between good and evil. But for the right ordering of a commonwealth, it is the State which must make the prudential judgments about how and when moral behavior ought to be encoded into law, and how and when the breaches of those laws are to be punished temporally. These prudential decisions are aimed at the maintenance of the order required for the natural common good of all, regardless of each person’s attitudes and beliefs.

To put the matter even more simply, the proper relationship between Church and State in the natural governance of the human community is this: The Church must determine the moral ends of natural government and the moral means by which natural governments may justly rule. The State, on the other hand, must govern prudentially within the framework provided by this absolute moral understanding. (I should also note that it is because all can recognize these moral principles in the natural law that they may be justly imposed on everyone, regardless of religious beliefs or other personal “points of view”.)
The Problem of Pluralism
It is not the job of the State to determine what is right and wrong but rather what works best to advance the common good within a prior understanding of right and wrong. In the same way, it is not the job of the Church to decide the most effective means for protecting and promoting the common good of society as a whole, but rather simply to insist on the moral framework within which these prudential decisions must be made.

In a nutshell, morally speaking, both totalitarianism and theocracy are out of the question.

Unfortunately, while it really is this doctrine of the two swords which ensures a proper understanding of the separation of Church and State, the concept cannot be correctly applied without a proper understanding of “Church”. With the decline of a proper understanding of “Church” in the West, separation of Church and State has typically degenerated into a refusal to accept “religious values” in political life. This concept of “separation” is easily exploited by civil government, which is constantly tempted to increase its own power.

Most people can grasp as a kind of general principle that values ought to be derived from a transcendent perspective—ideally an authentic religion that really does convey God’s will, or at least a competent and disinterested philosophy. Similarly we can see in the abstract that one of the stupidest and most dangerous errors possible is to imagine that values ought to be created by political authority. All the totalitarianisms since the French Revolution have been rooted in this fundamental absurdity, with the most disastrous consequences for the common good.

But this whole issue becomes confusing when there is no generally recognized religious authority, that is, no clear conception of “Church”. And it becomes utterly chaotic when people come to believe that the values offered by political authority represent the will of the people. This may well be the greatest mythical piety of modern politics. 
On the one hand, the idea that “the people” are the ultimate source of moral authority is both philosophically absurd and totally unworkable; on the other, the idea that government typically rules in accordance with the values of “the people” depends on definitions of “the people” which can never be adequately tested or proved.

It has been truly said that nature abhors a vacuum. What has gradually happened over the past several hundred years in the West is that the failure of people to agree on their religious beliefs—a failure which must always deeply disturb the cohesiveness of a culture—has led to the usurpation of moral authority by the State. The result is the generation of values through propaganda.
The Need to Rethink Everything
I hope the reader will see several reasons in this essay to explain why it is so important for human communities to seek, find and adhere to a source of moral authority that transcends the State. For a healthy human community, this source cannot assume the power of the State (as in a theocracy), nor can the State assume the powers of a real moral authority (as in totalitarianism).

In the West today we find a curious state of affairs. Church and State are supposedly separated. But in fact public opinion is very selectively horrified by apparent breaches of this misunderstood separation. Public outrage is conveniently generated whenever the Church seeks to correct the mistaken moral values created and implemented by the State, but the public remains perfectly serene whenever the State makes up moral values out of whole cloth in defiance of what the Church has taught over two millennia (and in defiance of what had been largely defined for far longer, when we consider Jewish history, the teachings of many other religions, and the natural law tradition inherited from the Greeks). This tells us something about the temptation to totalitarianism which is so characteristic of the secular West.

Finally, I hope also that the reader will also see several reasons here to rethink the Church-State question in its original terms, that is, as pertaining to the relationship between the Catholic Church and all human governments, and not to some secular theory of human government in relationship with every religion in the world. Without a Catholic culture, we can only muddle along, slogging through competing interests, for there is no recognition of “Church” as a source of absolute value. We may glimpse some general principles; indeed, we should be able to glimpse the natural law. But these glimpses cannot be anchored by an authentic moral and spiritual authority.

There is only a cacophony of competing voices. Spiritual chaos cannot guide the temporal sword; it can only unleash it.

It is only through Catholicism that a proper understanding of Church and State can be grasped. This is why no lasting political good will be achieved in our time without both widespread conversion and a vibrant and widely recognized Church. Separation of Church and State is the right idea, but for it to work there must be not only a recognized State but a recognized Church. The doctrine of the two swords is the right doctrine. But its first principle is that we need both swords.

*
Once again in chronological order
Pius IX*, Vatican II and religious liberty
https://www.catholicculture.org/culture/library/view.cfm?recnum=8768 
Fr. Brian W. Harrison, January 1987
Part I
The question of religious liberty, so hotly debated more than twenty years ago amongst the Bishops and periti of Vatican Council II, has been in the news again during the last year or two. Rather surprisingly, we have seen Fr. Charles Curran coming out – on one issue – on the side of none other than Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre. These two dissidents at opposite ends of the Catholic spectrum have joined forces for once in maintaining that Vatican II's Declaration on Religious Liberty, Dignitatis Humanae, is irreconcilable with preconciliar Catholic doctrine. This alleged conflict pleases Fr. Curran (since he thinks it provides a precedent for his own proposed 'revisions' of Catholic morality), while it scandalizes the Archbishop (who sees it as a reason for rejecting Vatican II).
Whence arises the difficulty? It would need a whole book to cover this question adequately, but of the pre-conciliar doctrinal statements of the Magisterium which are supposedly incompatible with the teaching of Vatican II, the most commonly cited is probably Pope Pius IX's very emphatic teaching, in the 1864 encyclical Quanta Cura, on the duties of civil authorities towards "violators of the Catholic religion." He condemns as an "evil" opinion – one, in fact, which he "commands" to be "absolutely held (omnino haberi) as reprobated, denounced, and condemned by all the children of the Catholic Church"1 – the view that in the "best" condition of society, such persons are not to be penalized by the government unless they endanger the "public peace" (pax publica).2 Governments can and should be more restrictive than that towards non-Catholic propaganda, teaches the Pope.

To understand precisely what Pius IX had in mind here we need to be aware of the historical background of the encyclical. Quanta Cura was largely a reaffirmation of what Gregory XVI had said thirty years earlier in the 1832 encyclical Mirari Vos. The principal target in that case was the French philosopher-journalist H.F. de Lamennais, whose newspaper, L'Avenir, was demanding from the State, as a matter of universal principle, a liberty for the diffusion of error which it admitted would be virtually unlimited ("on laisse à 1'erreur la faculté illimitée de se produire"). 3 The State, according to L'Avenir, should be totally secular, and may limit propaganda of any sort "only in the order of material interests" ("ne ... que dans l'ordre des interêts matériels").4 
Total liberty of propaganda must be granted, so that the Constitutional power possesses only the right and duty to repress crimes and other offences which would materially attack these liberties (qui attenteraient matériellement à ces libertés) – or other civil and political rights of the citizens.5
In other words, Lamennais would not allow the State to recognize in any effective way the existence of God or a transcendent, spiritual nature in man – much less the unique truth of the Catholic faith or of Christian moral values. "Total separation" of Church and State was demanded (even in overwhelmingly Catholic countries) 6 along with the abolition of all concordats between governments and the Holy See.7 In this system, the avowedly "materialistic" criteria required of the State would allow it to exercise censorship or coercion only in order to prevent incitement to riots, sedition, or revolution, or to forestall physical harm or annoyance to persons or property. In other words, to preserve "public peace."

Lamennais was condemned and eventually left the Church, but his influence remained strong, especially in France, and Pius IX eventually felt constrained to renew his predecessor's condemnation. It is clearly the same extreme liberalism which Quanta Cura has in mind: the kind which demands that citizens have the right to all kinds of liberty, to be restrained by no law, whether ecclesiastical or civil, by which they may be enabled to manifest openly and publicly their ideas, by word of mouth, through the press, or by any other means.8
This historical background is essential for an accurate understanding of what Gregory XVI and Pius IX had in mind when they condemned "liberty of conscience and of worship." Admittedly, the concordats which they and their pre-conciliar successors established with nations such as Spain and certain Latin-American states were a good deal more restrictive towards other religions than any agreement which the Holy See would now be prepared to countenance;9 but all that the early encyclicals condemned as incompatible with Catholic doctrine (that is, with divine law) was this totally permissive and secularist vision of the State which was fashionable, then as now, amongst certain Catholic intellectuals. (It was the pre-conciliar public law of the Church, not pre-conciliar doctrine, which held that in predominantly Catholic countries non-Catholic propaganda as such could be seen as a threat to the common good, and therefore restricted by law.)10
Now, Vatican II's teaching is not nearly as liberal as that of Lamennais and his followers. It therefore does not fall under the ban of the 19th-century encyclicals which were aimed precisely at those gentlemen. In fact, Dignitatis Humanae, far from contradicting Pope Pius IX, explicitly repeats his teaching that "public peace" is not the only criterion which governments may appeal to in restricting religious (or anti-religious) manifestations or propaganda. According to article 7 of the conciliar Declaration, "public peace" is only one of three criteria which the State may invoke for that purpose. The other two are "the necessary protection of public morality", and "the effective protection of the rights of all citizens" (and the "peaceful settlement of conflicts of rights"). Thanks to an intervention by the young Archbishop Karol Wojtyla, a statement was added to this paragraph insisting that these limits are to be decided and imposed on the basis of the "objective moral order". And it is, of course the Catholic Church which is the unique interpreter of what is objectively moral or immoral.

Is the Council implying, then, that governments ideally ought to recognize the Catholic Church's unique role in that respect? Yes it is. Not only does article 1 of the conciliar Declaration reaffirm the "traditional Catholic teaching" about the "moral duty" of "societies" (not just individuals) towards the true religion; but the official relator for the schema on religious liberty, Bishop Emil de Smedt, explained to the assembled Fathers that this first article definitely must be understood to reaffirm the duty of "public authority" towards the Catholic Church as the true religion. He pointed out that the previous draft had been revised precisely in order to bring the document more clearly into line with the teaching of the 19th-century Popes. (Until this and other last-minute revisions were made to the schema, persistent conservative criticism – and, we might add, the power of the Holy Spirit – had repeatedly prevented a solid consensus of positive votes from being gained, whenever earlier drafts had been submitted to the judgment of the Council Fathers.)11 Bishop de Smedt's vitally important official commentary (which as far as I know has never been published before in English) is worth quoting. During the 164th general congregation of the Council (19 November 1965) he gave the following explanation:

Some Fathers affirm that the Declaration does not sufficiently show how our doctrine is not opposed to ecclesiastical documents up till the time of the Supreme Pontiff Leo XIII. As we said in the last relatio, this is a matter for future theological and historical studies to bring to light more fully. As regards the substance of the problem, the point should be made that, while the papal documents up to Leo XIII insisted more on the moral duty of public authorities towards the true religion, the recent Supreme Pontiffs, while retaining this doctrine, complement it by highlighting another duty of the same authorities, namely, that of observing the exigencies of the dignity of the human person in religious matters, as a necessary element of the common good. The text before you today recalls more clearly (see nos. 1 and 3) the duties of the public authority towards the true religion (officia potestatis publicae erga veram religionem); from which it is manifest that this part of the doctrine has not been overlooked. However, the special object of our Declaration is to clarify the second part of the doctrine of recent Supreme Pontiffs – that dealing with the rights and duties which emerge from a consideration of the dignity of the human person.12
Here are the last two sentences of Dignitatis Humanae, article 1, in which we have underlined the words added in this final revision to which Bishop de Smedt was referring:

So while the religious freedom which men demand in fulfilling their obligation to worship God has to do with freedom from coercion in civil society, it leaves intact the traditional Catholic doctrine on the moral duty of men and societies towards the true religion and the one Church of Christ. Over and above this, the sacred Council, in dealing with this question of liberty, intends to develop the teaching of recent Popes on the inviolable rights of the human person and on the constitutional order of society.

The addition to article 3, mentioned by Bishop de Smedt, comes in the last sentence of that section, and makes it clear that governments should not be merely "neutral" or "agnostic" about the value of religious activity. On the contrary, because of its "transcendent" character, they have a duty to "recognize and favour the religious life of citizens."
In the light of these additions, which were certainly not sought by liberal periti such as Fr. John Courtney Murray, the comment by Murray in Abbott's edition of the Council documents must be seen as both exegetically and doctrinally equivocal. He says there:

The Church does not make, as a matter of right or of divine law, the claim that she should be established as the "religion of the state".13
We should distinguish two propositions:

(a) Divine law requires the civic community as such to recognize the Catholic Church as the "religion of state" explicitly, in a written Constitution or law-code;

(b) Divine law requires the civic community as such to give at least de facto recognition to the Catholic Church as the true religion, and to reflect that recognition in its laws and communal decisions.

Neither Vatican II nor pre-conciliar magisterial teaching insisted on (a) above, because written constitutions and legal documents are only one historically-determined form of "recognition". Divine law concerns what is true always and everywhere; and in earlier centuries (or theoretically even today) a less modern, less developed, or very small society might have no written laws or Constitution at all. (As the Church's Code of Canon Law recognizes in canons 27 and 28, custom – especially ancient or long-established custom – is a very respectable form of law.) Vatican II deliberately refrained from passing judgment on whether the Catholic Church ought to be constitutionally recognized as the "State religion": article 6 simply makes a brief, very general statement that, if one religion (Catholic or non-Catholic) is given special recognition "in the constitution of a State" (in iuridica civitatis ordinatione), then the religious freedom of others must be respected as well.

However, proposition (b) above is equivalently reaffirmed in article 1's teaching that "societies" (a general term that covers everything from the most simple nomadic tribe to a modern superpower) have a moral duty towards the true religion – a duty set out more fully in the "traditional" teaching of earlier Pontiffs, which the Council says it intends to leave "intact". With societies, as with individuals, Almighty God is more fundamentally interested in what we actually do than in what promises or guarantees we may happen to make on paper; and as history amply bears out, nations without a constitutional, legal, "establishment" of the Church have sometimes been more favourable in practice towards Catholic principles than some other nations where Catholicism, on paper, is described as the "religion of the State". (Ireland and the Philippines are arguably commendable examples of this). This unchanging Catholic doctrine about the duty of societies as such towards the true religion allows, of course, for the fact that in societies with a plurality of religions, as well as unbelievers, the fulfilment of this social duty will often be politically difficult, or even impossible. Much more so will that be the case, obviously, where some other religion – or even atheism – is firmly "established".
Part II
Let us return to the question of legal limits on religious liberty. Vatican II, as we saw, teaches that governments can and should restrict activity carried out in the name of religious freedom not only when "public peace" is endangered, but also when public morality or any other rights of citizens are jeopardized by such activity. "All these matters", says the Council, "constitute the fundamental part of the common good (partem boni communis fundamentalem constituunt) and belong to what is called public order".14 These "other rights" of citizens are not defined exhaustively, but the Council itself gives some examples. Any kind of religious propaganda – especially amongst the poor and uneducated – which even "seems to savour" (sapere videatur) of what is "coercive, dishonest, or unworthy" must "at all times" be avoided.15 Then, in another last-minute "tightening-up" of the document, a statement was added that such propaganda is "an infringement of the rights of others".16 This addition made it clear that governments might justly ban such coercive, dishonest, or unworthy activity as an offence against public order, as defined in article 7.

It should be clear by now that Dignitatis Humanae, that alleged precedent for radical doctrinal change which Fr. Curran finds so encouraging (and Archbishop Lefebvre so alarming), escapes quite unscathed from the thunderbolts hurled by Pio Nono against Lamennaisian liberalism. A very significant range of "violations of the Catholic religion" could in fact be penalized by governments acting in line with Vatican II, over and above the kinds of propaganda which might disturb or endanger the "public peace".

Atheistic and anti-religious propaganda, for instance, can scarcely appeal to Vatican II in seeking to justify a "right" to legal protection. What the Declaration intends to protect are "the private and public acts of religion by which men direct themselves to God according to their convictions".17 That clearly does not include acts of irreligion, by which men direct themselves (and others) away from God.

Not only pornographic material, but what Msgr. John McCarthy has aptly termed "pornology", could be legally suppressed, according to Vatican II, insofar as it undermines "public morality". ("Pornology" means literature which, while it may not be directly lurid or erotic and may purport to be serious and scholarly – nevertheless sets out to persuade people that they may justifiably engage in certain kinds of sexual activity which, in point of fact, are contrary to the "objective moral order").

Someone may object that the Council would not want governments to let the Catholic Church be the arbiter of what is (or is not) in accordance with this "objective moral order", since it says that in deciding what limits to set, they should avoid "the unfair practice of favouritism" (to use the translation given in the Flannery edition). However, apart from the fact that it would be impossible for a Council of the Catholic Church to insinuate that some authority other than the Church herself might be a better judge of what is "objectively" right or wrong, the Latin text does not carry Flannery's possible hint that favouring one side is, as such, necessarily unfair. It just says that in deciding what sort of activity to forbid or permit, governments are to avoid "unfairly favouring one side" (uni parti inique favendo).18 
That the chief signatory of Dignitatis Humanae, Paul VI, did not understand the Declaration to teach that it is "unfair" to favour the Catholic "side" (or what is popularly seen as the "Catholic side") became clear three years later. Most people are unaware that the 1968 encyclical Humanae Vitae did not merely reaffirm the immorality of contraception as a private activity, but also exhorted "Rulers of Nations ... not (to) tolerate any legislation" which would permit the distribution of contraceptives.19 His call found receptive ears in Ireland, at least until a year or two ago.

The more virulent forms of Protestant and other propaganda against the Catholic Church could certainly be legally banned in accordance with Vatican II's strictures against "dishonest" and "unworthy" forms of promoting religion. As we saw, religious publicity, according to the Council, should not even "seem to savour" of such defects. But some current expressions of fundamentalism are positively reeking with "dishonesty" and "unworthiness"! Jack Chick's anti-Catholic comic books, for instance, contain at least one travesty of Catholic doctrine per page. They also accuse the Jesuits of brain-washing would-be converts to Protestantism while keeping them locked in padded cells; while Catho1ic Action, we are told, sends attractive girls to infiltrate Protestant seminaries and parish congregations, spurred on by promises of generous mitigations of their time in Purgatory for every pastor or seminarian they can seduce and corrupt!

Blasphemy, too, is an obviously "unworthy" form of "religious" expression. As recently as 1985, Pope John Paul II aligned himself with Gregory XVI and Pius IX in calling for action against this particular form of "violating the Catholic religion": he protested against the public showing in Rome of the notorious film "Hail Mary", even though neither he nor anyone else tried to claim that it was a menace to "public peace".

Let us summarize. With Vatican II, Catholic doctrine, or divine law, remains as always that societies and their public authorities are morally obliged to act, legislate, and govern in accordance with the principles of the true religion. (The Council's Decree on the Apostolate of the Laity also reaffirms that teaching in its article 13, which says that Catholics should "strive to infuse a Christian spirit into the mentality, customs, laws, and structures" of their community). This same unchanging divine law entails the right and duty of public authorities to penalize those who attack the true religion – to the extent that the common good requires.

But to what extent, precisely, does the common good require such coercive measures? That can vary a great deal according to historic, social, and political circumstances; and the Church's infallibility does not extend to this area, which is one not of basic principle, but of deciding on proportionate means towards a given end. The Church's pre-conciliar public law applied the above doctrinal principles by ruling that in overwhelmingly Catholic countries, all non-Catholic religious activity in public should, as such, be considered a danger to the common good, and hence as deserving of legal prohibition.

Vatican II, however, in highlighting another aspect of divine law – the natural right of all men to be left free (within due limits) to practice their own religion without human interference – has in effect substantially changed this earlier ecclesiastical law (not doctrine). In the same way, the Church has often changed many other aspects of her previous legislation or discipline when they no longer seemed appropriate, or appeared to be giving rise to injustices in practice.20 Since Vatican II, understood especially in the light of how the Holy See has applied the conciliar Declaration, the new law is that even in the most predominantly Catholic countries, the right of at least the more moderate and upright non-Catholic groups to immunity from government interference takes precedence over the right of Catholics not to be "led into temptation" towards sins against their faith, as a result of the public diffusion of heresy or infidelity.21 This immunity, according to the Council, is itself an aspect of the common good – understanding that term in the broadest sense. As far as civil restriction goes, then, the Church now interprets and applies the divine law less severely than before: in matters of religion, the common good now permits and requires coercive measures only if its most fundamental features are assailed – the features which are grouped together in Dignitatis Humanae: 7 under the term "public order". In other words, even in a strongly Catholic country, the public diffusion of non-Catholic ideas or practices should not now (according to Vatican II) be considered a punishable threat to the common good simply insofar as they are non-Catholic. Rather, in order to merit that classification they would usually have to be the kinds of anti-Catholic propaganda which also assault or threaten (by virtue either of their content or their methods) those norms of truth, honesty, civic responsibility, sexual morality, and respect for other persons which can be validly argued and established on human and rational grounds alone, without appealing to the supernatural authority of divine revelation.

In short, all Catholics who love and honour the Church's Magisterium can take heart. We do not have to rest content with the none-too-reassuring position that Vatican II has not been "proven guilty" of contradicting Pope Pius IX's Quanta Cura. Once we read the relevant documents with due care, in the original Latin, with a correct historical understanding of what they intended by the choice of certain expressions, and bearing in mind the crucial distinction between the Church's doctrine on the one hand, and her mutable public law on the other, only one verdict is possible: the Council is "proved innocent" of that charge.
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The famous statesman Patrick Henry said, "It cannot be emphasized too strongly or too often that this great nation was founded . . . . . on the gospel of Jesus Christ."

John Quincy Adams, our nation’s 6th president, said in a July 4th speech in 1837, " . . .   the Declaration of Independence . . . laid the cornerstone of human government upon the first precepts of Christianity."

The U. S. Supreme Court in 1892 stated, " Our laws and our institutions must necessarily be based upon and embody the teachings of the Redeemer of mankind.  It is impossible that it should be otherwise. In this sense and to this extent, our civilizations and our institutions are emphatically Christian."

With this in mind, what is all this talk of separation between church and state?
This phrase is often coupled with the First Amendment of our Constitution.  But, the First Amendment simply states:

"Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion or prohibiting the free exercise thereof."

The words "separation", "church" or "state" are not found in the First Amendment.  In fact, the statement separation of church and state, is in no founding document associated with the United States of America.

The process of drafting the First Amendment made the intent of the Founders clear.  Before they approved the final wording, this amendment went through nearly a dozen different iterations and was involved in extensive discussion.  These discussions are recorded in the congressional records, and they make clear the intent of the First Amendment.

Our Founders were saying: we don't want in America what we had in Great Britain - one church - the Anglican Church - the Church of England.

We will not all be Anglicans, nor Catholics, nor Congregationalists nor Baptists.   "By our form of government", says a 1799 court ruling, "the Christian religion is the established religion; and all sects and denominations of Christians are placed on the same equal footing."

In other words, we will be a Christian nation, adhering to God's principles, but we don't want one particular Christian denomination running things.

What I am trying to establish here today is that our nation was founded on religious principles. Christian, because our Founders were Christians. In fact, 52 of the 55 Founding Fathers who worked on the Constitution were members of mainstream Christian churches.   And, what I am saying is that these Founding Fathers never considered a separation of

Church and state as we know it today.  As a matter of fact in the same speech of John Adams mentioned earlier he stressed that the biggest victory won in the American Revolution was that Christian principles and civil government would be tied together in what he called an 'indissoluble' bond.  Bonding, fusing, a tying together of religion and government - not separation.

Well then - what happened?

Our state, Connecticut, has a major part in the history of the concept of separation between government and religion.  In 1801 the Danbury Baptist Association wrote to then President, Thomas Jefferson, that they had heard a rumor that the Congregationalists were going to be made the national denomination. Jefferson wrote back to the Danbury Baptists, assuring them that the First Amendment had erected "a wall of separation between church and state."  His letter explained to the Baptists that they need not fear the establishment of a national denomination, and that the wall of the First Amendment would protect the church from government control.  This was a letter very much in synch with the founding fathers and the First Amendment.  Yet we'll soon see how this letter was misused to establish our modern concept of separation between Church and state.

Jefferson's letter was not used often, but on occasion, it was used to support the idea that it was permissible to maintain Christian values, principles and practices in official policy.  But, in 1947 in the case of Everson v. Board of Education, the Court, for the first time, did not cite Jefferson's entire letter, but selected only eight words from it. The Court now announced: "The First Amendment has erected (and here are the eight words) 'a wall of separation between church and state.' That wall must be kept high and impregnable."  This was a new philosophy for the Court.  It had taken the eight words from Thomas Jefferson's letter completely out of context.

After this case, the Court began to speak frequently of a separation of church and state, broadly explaining that this is what the Founders wanted - this is their great intent.  The court failed to quote the Founders; it just asserted that this is what they wanted.

The courts continued on this track so steadily that in 1958 in a case called Baer v. Kolmorgen one of the judges was tired of hearing the phrase and wrote a dissent, warning, that if the court did not stop talking about the separation of church and state, people were going to start thinking it was part of the Constitution.

Dr. William James, the father of Modern Psychology, said "There is nothing so absurd but if you repeat it often enough people will believe it."  Oh, well.

In 1962 in the case of Engel v. Vitale, the Court delivered its first ever ruling which completely separated Christian principles from education; the case struck down school prayer. And, in this case, the Court redefined the word "church".  For 170 years prior, the word, "church" - as used in the phrase, "separation of church and state" was defined to simply mean, "a federally established denomination." However, the Court now explained that the word, "church", would mean "a religious activity in public".

This was the major turning point in the interpretation of the First Amendment.  Understand that the Court had just announced a brand new doctrine. With no historical or legal precedent - it now could prohibit religious activities in public settings.

And, listen to the prayer in dispute - the prayer that caused this decision to be made: "Almighty God, we acknowledge our dependence upon Thee, and we beg Thy blessings upon us, our parents, our teachers and our Country."

This prayer which could be said by any believer in God regardless of which religion - this prayer which acknowledges God only once, the same number of times as in the Pledge of Allegiance and only one fourth of the times as in the Declaration of Independence, was rendered unconstitutional. When the Court declares something unconstitutional it is inferring that our Founding Fathers - the men who drafted the Constitution - would have opposed it.  In this case this is absolutely not true.  To repeat - this was a brand new doctrine with no legal or historical precedent.

We have been robbed of our Godly heritage.

Many similar decisions have been made by our courts since this landmark case - some absolutely ludicrous.   But let's move on.

I'd like you to visualize a graph with a straight or slightly declining trend line through the 50's. Then, abruptly, in 1962/63 the graph rises dramatically and continues rising through today.

I'll mention only a few, but this would be a typical chart for things such as:

         Pregnancies in girls from 15-19 years old

         Sexually transmitted diseases to high school students

         Voluntary Abortion

         Violent Crimes - In fact, the U. S. is now the world leader in violent crimes.

Is this coincidental, or does this have something to do with the new treatment of separation of church and state and the striking of prayer from schools. I don't think it's at all coincidental.  It's probably not the only reason, but it certainly is a major contributor.

George Washington in his farewell address warned that morality cannot be maintained without religion. "Let it simply be asked," he went on to say, "Where is the security for life, for reputation and for property if the sense of religious obligation desert."

Is our country involved in a moral decline? There is no doubt about it.

Are we being robbed of our Godly heritage? I believe we are.

And, I would close today imploring us to do whatever we can to bring God and Christian values back into our hearts, back into our families, back into our schools and back to the heart of our country.

What’s the Catholic view on Church and state?

http://www.uscatholic.org/church/scripture-and-theology/2011/10/whats-catholic-view-church-and-state
By Jim Dinn, July 2004/April 2005/February 1, 2012

During Christianity's earliest centuries, an era of official persecution of Christians, church and state were not only separate but opposed.

Then in the early fourth century, when Emperor Constantine became a Christian, the church and state began to visibly collaborate. The crowning of Charlemagne as emperor by Pope Leo III in 800 fostered the belief that the pope embodied ultimate authority to which secular leaders were subordinate. The ensuing Holy Roman Empire continued this perception.

Over the centuries troubling consequences arose from the close alignment of church and state, including enterprises like the Crusades and the Inquisition. The church availed itself of the state's power of execution to dispose of controversial figures. European monarchs were able to induce the church in 1773 to disband the Jesuits because they interfered with commercial and political interests. Despite such compromises and shortcomings that loom large to the modern eye, the close alignment of church and state came to be seen as normal and appropriate.

After the Reformation it became a tenet of traditional theology that the Catholic Church was entitled not to equal status with other churches but to a privileged position in any state. But in 1965 the second Vatican Council took a fresh look at the church's posture toward civil governments and implicitly affirmed the separation of church and state in the Declaration on Religious Liberty.

That document proclaimed that the individual person requires freedom for the exercise of conscience and the practice of religion. It recognized that the separation of church and state frees a church and its members from the coercive power of the state so that the exercise of religion is unimpeded. "It is wrong for a public authority to compel its citizens by force or fear or any other means to profess or repudiate any religion."

Today discussion of the separation of church and state often evokes thorny issues like school vouchers or church property tax exemptions or court decisions on abortion and marriage. But beyond the specific issues, the broad view of the Catholic Church on separation is reflected in the council's landmark discussion of the competing claims of church and state as not an adversarial defense of boundaries and turf, but an idealized tribute to liberation and responsibility.

Vatican II called for the formation of "people who will respect the moral order, will obey lawful authority, and be lovers of true freedom."

It is a lofty vision for the Christian citizen, but no more so than the cryptic admonition of Jesus: "Then give to Caesar what is Caesar's, but give to God what is God's" (Matt. 22:21).

Vatican II Turnaround on the Church-State Relationship
https://www.traditioninaction.org/religious/m019rpChurchStateRelations.html
By Dr. Marian T. Horvat, September 23, 2008
My friend Jan recently wrote me asking for “something about the separation of Church and State doctrine in the catechism or Church teaching.” She said she didn’t believe in separation of Church and State but she had been challenged by friends and did not know how to defend it. 

The challenge came in the wake of the Pope’s recent four day visit to France, where he spoke several times praising the separation of Church and State, of which France has been the standard bearer since 1789. In remarks to French President Nicolas Sarkozy at Elysée Palace on September 12, Benedict called for a “healthy” form of laicism and said the time had come to “reopen” the Church/State debate in France. 

And what would the Church position be? In conflict with Church teaching prior to Vatican II, he followed the actions of five conciliar Popes, (1) insisting on separation between the political and the religious spheres. (2)

Three days later, speaking to the French Bishops at the Hemicycle of St. Bernadette in Lourdes, Benedict confirmed his aim to work within the “current institutional framework” of secular France.(3) 

Returning to the Vatican and addressing 8,000 people, he referred to his trip to France where “the healthy distinction between the political and religious spheres developed.” This “healthy distinction” seems to be a very tricky expression. Indeed, no one questions that there is a theoretical distinction between the two spheres. However, this distinction should not lead to the practical “separation of Church and State” as it exists today, born from the French Revolution. But when Pope Ratzinger applies the concept of a “healthy distinction” between the two spheres within the “current institutional framework” of France, he is actually approving the separation of Church and State that resulted from the French Revolution, in opposition to the teaching of the pre-conciliar Popes. 

So, in six days, Benedict thrice reaffirmed the separation of Church and State that has existed in modern States modeled by the French Revolution. This is, I might note, consistent with his previous positions as cardinal, when he enthusiastically approved the new approach of the Conciliar Church toward the Modern World, born from the French Revolution. Writing about the constitution Gaudium et spes, Card. Joseph Ratzinger called it a counter-Syllabus. (4) That is, instead of combating Liberalism, as the Syllabus of Pius IX taught Catholics to do, we should accept those errors. In 1990 the same Card. Ratzinger called the Church’s anti-Modernist decisions in the Syllabus “obsolete.” (5) 

Given the many years of this erroneous post-Conciliar teaching, telling us that we must accept separation of Church and State as part of an inevitable “progress,” it is not surprising that many people would assume this is a legitimate, normal position. This is especially true of American Catholics, who have always tended toward this liberal position.

However, it is a revolutionary position, strongly and firmly condemned by the pre-conciliar Popes in indisputable terms, especially after the French Revolution. As monarchies collapsed and revolutionary liberal democracies were installed in Catholic nations, the Popes protested, noting that governments based on the so-called will of the people, and not the law of God, were doomed to decay and fail. That is, in fact, what is happening today. 

There were, of course, Liberals and Modernists inside the Church who were trying to promote concepts like religious liberty and the separation of Church and State. But the Magisterium stood firm in her centuries-old position that the Church must safeguard the spiritual welfare of the people. 

A radical turnaround came with the documents of Vatican II - especially Gaudium and spes. (6) Conciliar Popes, Bishops and theologians began to give open support to the ideals of the French Revolution.(7) Instead of the Church orienting and influencing the temporal sphere, she began to adapt herself to this false order established by the French Revolution. After a century of Catholic fight against Liberalism, the Conciliar Church applauded the religious liberty and separation of Church and State that she so strongly opposed before. (8) 

Liberalism does not refer to what we Americans normally call the “liberal” customs and morals – also condemnable – of the modern world. Rather, it refers to those who accepted the revolutionary Enlightenment principles of “Liberty, Equality, and Fraternity.” As Guimarães notes, “By extension, the liberal accepted other consequences of the French Revolution, such as the separation of Church and State, secular education for children and youth, civil marriages and, mainly, the idea that equal status should be given to all religions before the civil law.” [Emphasis added] (9) 

Teaching on Church-State relations 

Here I present some documents with the aim of helping Jan in her discussions with friends. Far from being an exhaustive list, it constitutes only a few samples. (10) 

Already in the 5th century Pope St. Gelasius I was teaching the principle of the “two powers” – the “holy authority of the Bishops” and the “royal power” – that established the base for the Church’s view on Church and State until the 20th century (11). These two powers were to be considered independent in their own spheres of operation, with the State being subordinate to the Church in spiritual matters. That is to say, the Church would have a direct power over spiritual things and an indirect power over temporal things whenever they have to do with the salvation of souls.

One of the most important teachings is the Bull Unam Sanctam of Pope Boniface VIII. In it he defines the two swords – the spiritual and the temporal – and affirms that “the latter must be exercised for the Church, the former by the Church.” For “one sword must be subordinated to the other, and temporal authority subjected to spiritual power … Hence we must recognize clearly that spiritual power surpasses in dignity and in nobility any temporal power whatever, as spiritual things surpass the temporal … For with truth as our witness, it belongs to spiritual power to establish the terrestrial power and to pass judgment if it has not been good.” (DR 469)
The Universal Doctor of the Church, St. Thomas Aquinas, affirms this teaching: “Both powers originate in God. Therefore the secular power is subordinate to the spiritual power in matters that concern the salvation of souls. In matters that concern more the civil common good, a person is obliged to obey the secular rather than the spiritual power.” (12) 

For example, raising taxes or building a new road would not pertain to the sphere of the Church, and thus she should not interfere in such matters. A law permitting abortion, however, would most certainly involve the spiritual welfare of the people, and the Church has a duty to condemn it and do all it can to not permit it. 

From this wise relationship came Christian Civilization, which is, quite simply put, “the structuring of all human relations, of all human institutions, and of the State itself according to the doctrine of the Church.” (13) 

As Pope Leo XIII so beautifully taught, the ideal State is the Catholic State that follows the Gospel, where the laws, customs and institutions are influenced by the Church. (14) He called this beneficial Church/State relationship “a never-changing law” that brings forth abundant fruit. When it falters, not only do smaller interests fail to prosper, but “things of greatest moment fall into deplorable decay.” (15) This is what we are seeing today in almost all the modern States. 

Leo XIII’s argument on the supremacy of the Catholic Church over the State is irrefutable: “And just as the end at which the Church aims is by far the most noble of the ends, so also is her authority the most exalted of all authority, and can in no way be looked upon as inferior to the civil power or in any way subject to it.” 16) 

Fighting the Liberalism of his time, Pope St. Pius X taught that the Church must have the authority to promote the proper end of society – the salvation of its members – and direct all its members toward that end. “That the State must be separated from the Church is a thesis absolutely false, a most pernicious error,” he states firmly. “Hence the Roman Pontiffs have never ceased, as circumstances required, refuting and condemning the doctrine of the separation of Church and State. (17)

The Church has the “right and authority to promote the end of society and direct all its members toward that end,” he insisted. (18) It is the opposite of what Pope Ratzinger affirmed in France. 

Pope Leo XIII insists that the State has the natural obligation to assure that the people will live according to the laws of God. He calls the separation between Church and State “an absurdity” for, “since God is the source of all goodness and justice, it is absolutely ridiculous that the State should pay no attention to the laws of God or render them abortive by contrary enactments. The State is not only obligated to protect the temporal and physical well-being of the people, it is obligated to protect their spiritual well-being as well.” (19) 

In his encyclical on the Kingship of Christ, Pope Pius XI warns that human society will totter and fall if God continues to be excluded from political life and if authority is considered to be derived not from God, but from man. (20) 

How true his prediction has proved to be! In the laicized modern-day France that Benedict recently visited, regular Mass attendance among Catholics is edging below 10%. Church weddings have dropped from 147,000 in 1990 to 89,000 in 2006. One abortion per each five live births has been a constant for the past 30 years. Homosexual marriages are permitted. 

One can’t help but wonder why Benedict XVI on his recent trip to France didn’t address this sad state of spiritual health instead of supporting the current “institutional framework” that generated it?
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State and Church

http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/14250c.htm 
Catholic Encyclopedia, Undated
The Church and the State are both perfect societies, that is to say, each essentially aiming at a common good commensurate with the need of mankind at large and ultimate in a generic kind of life, and each juridically competent to provide all the necessary and sufficient means thereto. The State is ethically demonstrated to be such, and the Church has a like demonstration from the theology of Christian Revelation. By reason of coexistence on the earth, community of subjects, and a need in common of some of the same means of activity, it is inevitable that they should have mutual relations in the juridical order. To declare these relations in brief from an ethical viewpoint, which is the scope of the present article, it will be necessary to state: 
I. The basis of their respective rights; 

II. The range of their respective jurisdictions; 

III. Their mutual corporate relation; 

IV. The union of Church and State; 

V. Counter theories.
The basis of rights
All rights and duties on earth come ultimately from God through the Divine Law, either natural or positive. The character of our natural rights and duties is determined by the purpose to which the Creator shaped the nature of man, and natural knowledge of them is acquired by human reason from the aptitudes, tendencies, and needs of nature. Duties and rights descending from positive Divine Law are determined by some additional purpose of God, over and above the exigencies of human nature, and are to be learned only from Divine Revelation, either in its explicit declaration or its rational content. Man has one ultimate purpose of existence: eternal happiness in a future life. But man also has a twofold proximate purpose: to earn his title to eternal happiness, and to attain to a measure of temporal happiness consistent with the prior proximate purpose. The State is a natural institution, whose powers, therefore, come from the natural law and are determined by the character of the natural purpose of the State plus whatever limitation God has, because of qualifications in the last end of man, ordained in the Divine Positive Law. The Church is a positive institution of Christ the Son of God, whose powers, therefore, are derived from the Divine Positive Law and are determined by the nature of the purpose He has assigned to it, plus whatever further concession He has made to facilitate the accomplishment of that purpose. In any consideration of the mutual relations of Church and State the above propositions are fundamental. 

The goal of the State is the temporal happiness of man, and its proximate purpose the preservation of external juridical order and the provision of a reasonable abundance of means of human development in the interests of its citizens and their posterity. Man himself however, as we have said, has a further goal of perfect happiness to be realized only after death, and consequently a proximate purpose to earn in this life his title to the same. In the pursuit of this latter purpose, speaking in the abstract, he had a natural right to constitute a social organization taking over the worship of God as a charge peculiarly its own. In the concrete however, i.e., as a matter of fact, God by positive law has vacated this natural right and established a universal society (the Church) for Divine worship and the securing of perfect happiness in the hereafter. God, furthermore, has appointed for man a destiny which cannot be attained by mere natural means, and consequently God has conceded to man additional means commensurate with this ultimate purpose, putting these means at the disposal of man through the ministration of the Church. Finally, He has determined the form of external public worship to be rendered, centering it about a sacrifice, the efficacy of which is from itself, being, as it is, a repetition of the Sacrifice of Calvary. The goal, then, of the Church is the perfect supernatural happiness of man; its proximate purpose, to safeguard the internal moral order of right and wrong; and its external manifestation, to care for Divine worship and minister to man the supernatural means of grace. The State, then, exists to help man to temporal happiness the Church, to eternal. 
Of these two purposes the latter is more ultimate, man's greater good, while the former is not necessary for the acquisition of the latter. The dominating proximate purpose of man must be to earn his title to eternal salvation: for that, if needs be, he must rationally sacrifice his temporal happiness. It is clear, therefore, that the purpose of the Church is higher in the order of Divine Providence and of righteous human endeavour than that of the State. Hence, in case of direct collision of the two, God's will and man's need require that the guardian of the lower purpose should yield. Likewise the argument for the extension of the powers of the higher society in a measure into the domain of the lower will not hold for such extension from the lower into the higher. 

The range of jurisdiction 
As there are many distinct States of equal natural right the subjects of each are restricted in number, and its government of them is practically confined within the limits of its own territory. Within this territory it has full power to govern them, defining their rights and in some cases restricting the exercise of these rights conferring purely civil rights and imposing civil duties, holding its citizens to a proper condition of public morality, owning property and qualifying private ownership of the same--all within the exigencies of the civic purpose of preserving external juridical order and Promoting the prosperity of the citizens, and over all bound by the enactment of the Divine Law, both natural and positive. In a word, the State controls its own subjects, in the pursuit of its own natural end, in all things where a higher right does not stop it. A higher right will be a right existent because of an ulterior or a more essential destiny of man than the purpose which civil society pursues for him. The Church has the right to preach the Gospel everywhere, willing or nilling any state authority, and so to secure the rights of its members among the subjects of any civil polity whatever. The Church has the right to govern her subjects wherever found, declaring for them moral right and wrong, restricting any such use of their rights as might jeopardize their eternal welfare, conferring purely ecclesiastical rights, acquiring and holding property herself, and empowering her subordinate associations to do the same--all within the limits of the requirements of her triple purpose, as laid down by the Divine Positive Law, of preserving the internal order of faith and morals and its external manifestation, of providing adequate means of sanctification for her members, and of caring for Divine worship, and over all bound by the eternal principles of integrity and justice declared in the natural and positive Law of God. 

In all purely temporal subject-matter, so long as it remains such, the jurisdiction of the State over its own subjects stands not only supreme, but, as far as the Church is concerned, alone. Purely temporal matter is that which has a necessary relation of help or hindrance to man's temporal happiness, the ultimate end of civil society or the State, in such wise that it is at the same time indifferent in itself as a help or hindrance to man's eternal happiness. It is of two kinds: primarily it includes all human acts so related, and secondarily persons or external things as far as they are involved in such acts. In all purely spiritual subject-matter, so long as it remains such, the jurisdiction of the Church over her ecclesiastical subjects obtains to the complete exclusion of the State; nor is the Church therein juridically dependent in any way upon the State for the exercise of its legitimate powers. Purely spiritual subject-matter is primarily made up of human acts necessarily related as help or hindrance to man's eternal happiness, the last end of the Church, and at the same time indifferent in themselves as a help or hindrance to man's temporal happiness; secondarily it extends to all persons and external objects as involved in such acts. In all subject-matter not purely spiritual nor purely temporal, but at the same time both spiritual and temporal in character, both jurisdictions may enter, and so entering give occasion to collision, for which there must be a principle of solution. In case of direct contradiction, making it impossible for both jurisdictions to be exercised, the jurisdiction of the Church prevails, and that of the State is excluded. The reason of this is obvious: both authorities come from God in fulfillment of his purposes in the life of man: He cannot contradict Himself; He cannot authorize contradictory powers. His real will and concession of power is determined by the higher purpose of His Providence and man's need, which is the eternal happiness of man, the ultimate end of the Church. In view of this end God concedes to her the only authority that can exist in the case in point. 

In a case where there is no direct contradiction but a possibility of both jurisdictions being exercised without hurt to the higher, though neither jurisdiction is voided, and they both might, absolutely speaking, be exercised without mutual consultation, practically there is a clear opening for some adjustment between the two, since both jurisdictions are interested in avoiding friction. Though concordats were not devised precisely for this purpose, they have in many cases been used for such adjustment (see CONCORDAT). Consistently with the superiority of essential purpose indicated above, the judicial decision as to when a question does or does not involve spiritual matter, either purely or in part, rests with the Church. It cannot lie with the State, whose jurisdiction, because of the inferiority of its ultimate end and proximate purpose, has not such judicial faculty in regard to the subject-matter of a jurisdiction which is as far above its own as the ultimate end and proximate purpose thereof is above that of the State. In analogous fashion every higher court is always judge of its own jurisdiction as against a lower. 

All the above is matter of principle, argued out as a question of objective right, and it supposes that the jurisdiction is to be applied through the respective subjects of the same. In point of fact the duty of submission in a citizen of a State to the higher jurisdiction of the Church does not exist where the citizen is not a subject of the Church, for over such the Church claims no governing power. It may also be by accident subjectively obscured in one who, though in point of right the Church's subject, in good faith fails, through an erroneous conscience, to recognize this fact, and, by consequence, the Church's right and his own duty. The subject of the State has been made fairly clear by human law and custom; but the frequent rebellion, continued through centuries, of great numbers of the Church's subjects has confused in the mind of the non-Catholic world the notion of who is by revealed law a subject of the Church. 
The juridical subject of the Church is every human being that has validly received the Sacrament of Baptism. This birth into the Church by baptism is analogous to the birth within the territory of a State of the off spring of one of its citizens. However, this newborn subject of the State can, under certain circumstances, renounce his allegiance to his native State and be accepted as the subject of another. Not so one born into the Church by baptism: for baptism is a sacrament leaving an indelible character upon the soul, which man cannot remove and so escape legitimate subjection. Yet, as in a State, a man may be a subject without full rights of citizenship; may even, while remaining a subject, lose those rights by his own act or that of his parents; so, analogously, not every subject of the Church is a member thereof, and once a member, he may lose the social rights of membership in the Church without ceasing to be its subject. For full membership in the Church, besides valid baptism, one must by union of faith and allegiance be in fellowship with her, and not be deprived of the rights of membership by ecclesiastical censure. Hence, those validly baptized Christians who live in schism or, whether by reason of apostasy or of initial education, profess a faith different from that of the Church, or are excommunicated therefrom, are not members of the Church, though as a matter of objective right and duty they are still her subjects. In practice the Church, while retaining her right over all subjects, does not--except in some few matters not of moment here--insist upon exercising her jurisdiction over any but her members, as it is clear that she cannot expect obedience from those Christians who, being in faith or government separated from her, see no right in her to command, and consequently recognize no duty to obey. Over those who are not baptized she claims no right to govern, though she has the indefeasible right to preach the Gospel among them and to endeavour to win them over to become members of Christ's Church and so citizens of her ecclesiastical polity. 

Mutual corporate relation of Church and state

Every perfect society must acknowledge the rights of every other perfect society; must render to it all duties consequent upon such rights; must respect its autonomy; and may demand the recognition of its own rights and the fulfilment of obligations arising therefrom. Whether one may also command such recognition and fulfilment is another question: one does not involve the other; thus, for instance, the United States may demand its rights of England, but cannot command England to acknowledge them, as the United States has no authority over England or any other nation. Prescinding from this for the moment, the Church must respect the rights of the State to govern its subjects in all purely temporal matters, and, if the subjects of the State are likewise subjects of the Church, must hold the latter to the fulfilment of their civil duties as an obligation in conscience. On the other hand, in principle, as a matter of objective duty, the State is bound to recognize the juridical rights of the Church in all matters spiritual whether purely so or of mixed character, and its judicial right to determine the character of matters of jurisdiction, in regard, namely, to their spiritual quality. The State, furthermore, is bound to render due worship to God, as follows from the same argument from the natural law which proves man's obligation to external worship, namely, that man must acknowledge his dependence upon God and his subjection to Him in every capacity in which he is so dependent, and therefore not only in his private capacity as an individual but also in that public, corporate capacity whereby he and his fellow citizens constitute the State. Due worship, in the present economy, is that of the religion of Christ, entrusted to the care of the Church. The State must also protect the Church in the exercise of her functions, for the reason that the State is bound to protect all the rights of its citizens, and among these their religious rights, which as a matter of fact would be insecure and fruitless were not the Church protected. The State is even under obligation to promote the spiritual interests of the Church; for the State is bound to promote whatever by reaction naturally works for the moral development of its citizens and consequently for the internal peace of the community, and in the present condition of human nature that development is necessarily dependent upon the spiritual influence of the Church. 

There being, then, an obligation upon the State as such, arising out of the Natural and the Divine Positive Law, to render public Divine worship in accordance with the guidance of the Church, in whose charge Christ has placed the worship due in the present order of things, an obligation also to protect the Church and to promote her interests, the Church clearly has a perfect right to demand the fulfilment of these duties, since their neglect would infringe her right to the benefit proceeding from the fulfilment. To have the further right to command the State in their regard implies that the Church has a right to impose the obligations of her authority in their regard, to exact them authoritatively from the State. Now in purely temporal matters, while they remain such, the Church cannot command the State any more than she can command the subjects of the State, even though these are at the same time her own subjects. But in spiritual and mixed matters calling for corporate action of the State, the question depends upon whether the physical persons who make up the moral personality of the State are themselves subjects of the Church. In case they are, then the Church has in consequence jurisdiction therein over the State. The reason is that owing to the supremacy in man's life purposes of his eternal happiness, man in all his capacities, even of a civil nature, must direct his activities so that they shall not hinder this end, and where action even in his official or civil capacity is necessary for this ultimate purpose he is bound to place the action: moreover, in all these activities so bearing on this end, since they are thereby spiritual matter, every subject of the Church is under the jurisdiction of the Church. If, then, the physical persons constituting the moral person of the State are the subjects of the Church, they are still, in this joint capacity, subject to her in like matters, namely, in the fulfilment of all civil duties of the State towards religion and the Church. The Church, because of the uselessness of her insistence, or because of greater evils to be so avoided, may waive the exercise of this jurisdiction; but in principle it is hers. 

In practice we distinguish, from a religious point of view, four kinds of civil authority. 

(First, in a Catholic State, in which, namely, the physical persons constituting the moral personality of the State are Catholic, the Church's jurisdiction in matters of her competency is in every way complete. 
(Secondly, in a non-Christian State, for instance that of the Turks, where the constituency is not even baptized, the Church claims no jurisdiction over the State as such: the foundation of such jurisdiction is lacking. 

(Third, in a Christian but non-Catholic State, where the constituency, though by baptism subjects, are not members of the Church, per se the jurisdiction of the Church would stand, but per accidens its exercise is impossible. 

(Fourth, a mixed State, one, namely, the constituents of whose moral personality are necessarily of diverse religions, practically lies outside the reach of ecclesiastical jurisdiction, since the affiliation of some of the constituents could not make a subject of the Church out of the moral personality constitutionally made up of elements not all of which share such affiliation. The subordination here indicated is indirect: not that the Church does not directly reach spiritual and mixed matters, but that in their regard it directly reaches only its immediate subjects, and indirectly, through them, the State which they constitute.

Again, the State as such does not in such matters directly act for the supernatural purpose of the Church (the eternal happiness of its subjects), but for its own temporal purpose inasmuch as such action will make for their temporal happiness; and so it acts for the Church by indirection. 

There is no parallel argument to give the State indirectly jurisdiction over the Church in matters purely temporal, and therefore of the State's sole competency. The Church is universal and cannot be a member or subject of any particular State. Even were there but one universal State in the world, the Church would not be a member thereof, for its members are not citizens of the State to the extent that in every capacity they must submit their activities for the purpose of the State, particularly not the activities concerned directly with the higher purpose of eternal life. Moreover, the Church is not constituted merely by the exercise of the natural rights of the men who are citizens of the State, but by the supernatural endowment of the Divine Positive Law. Finally, the Church in its corporate capacity is not bound to seek the temporal happiness of her members as a means to their eternal welfare, while the State as such is bound to Divine worship and to the protection and promotion of the Church in the interests of religion, because this is a necessary element involved in the perfect temporal happiness of the Catholic citizen. The State, therefore, has not, either in temporal or in spiritual things, any authority over the Church as such, however much it may have in things purely temporal over the members of the Church, who are subjects of the State. The State can, as was said above, demand its rights of the Church: it cannot command them. 
Union of Church and state

There is some confusion in the public mind about the meaning of the union of Church and State. The essential idea of such union is a condition of affairs where a State recognizes its natural and supernatural relation to the Church, professes the Faith, and practises the worship of the Church, protects it, enacts no laws to its hurt, while, in case of necessity and at its instance taking all just and requisite civil measures to forward the Divinely appointed purpose of the Church--in so far as all these make for the State's own essential purpose, the temporal happiness of its citizens. That this is in principle the normal and ethically proper condition for a truly Catholic State should be evident from the religious obligations of the Catholic State as above declared. That in practice it has in the past sometimes worked evil to both Church and State, is an accidental effect consequent upon the frailty and passion of the human instruments then ruling in Church, or in State, or in both. As a partial attempt at security against such evil consequences, the Church has for centuries established concordats with Catholic States; but even these have not always saved the situation. For concordats, like all other agreements, however firm in principle, are in practice only as strong as the conscientiousness of those whose duty it is to observe them. The conscienceless can destroy them at pleasure. Between the Church and a non-Christian or a Christian, but non-Catholic, State a condition of separation, as meaning a condition of indifference of the State towards the Church, is to be expected, as the foundation of the specific obligations involved in union are wanting. Such a separation for a Catholic State would be criminal, as ignoring the sacred obligations of the State. 

For a State once Catholic and in union with the Church to declare a separation on the ground that it has ceased to be Catholic is an action which as a matter of objective right has no standing; for in objective truth the duty of the people would be to regain their lost faith, if they had really lost it, or to live up to it if in reality it were not lost. But on the supposition that the essential constituency of a State has been transformed from Catholics to those who, not by hypocritical pretence, but in the fulness of good faith, are not Catholics--a condition easier of supposition than of realization--the State through such mistaken conscience might seek for separation without subjective fault, provided the separation were effected without the summary dissolution of existing contracts, without the violation of vested rights of the Church or its members. It may be noted in passing that in the recent instances of separation in France and Portugal, i.e., the breaking up of an existing condition of union between Church and State, the separation has been effected where the bulk of the people is still Catholic, has been conducted in violation of rights and contracts both natural and positive, and has resulted, as it was aimed to do, in an attempt at complete subsection of the Church and of all civil subjects in the matters of religion to the tyranny of administrations which scoff at all religion. That in States whose personality is constitutionally made up of every complexion of religious faith, much of it in its diversity sincere, there should be a governmental abstention from any specific denominational worship or profession of belief, and a general protection and encouragement of the individual in the practice of religion according to his own religious principles within the limits of the Natural Law, or of a general acceptance of Christianity, seems a practical necessity of evil times, when unity of faith is so widely lacking, and a modus vivendi which, if sincerely carried out, seems to work as little harm to objective right as can be expected in a condition of consciences sincerely differing in the matter of right established by the Divine Positive Law. 

Counter theories

The theories opposed to the Catholic position on the true relations between the Church and State are threefold, differing in latitude of negation of ecclesiastical right. 
Absolute Liberalism

Absolute Liberalism is the most extreme. Having its source in the principles of the French Revolution and beginning with those who denied the existence of God, it naturally takes the position that the State prescinds from God: the State, it says, is atheistic. Undertaking, with the elimination of revelation and the Divine Positive Law, to get back to purely natural principles, it accepted from Rousseau and the Utilitarians the principle that all right comes from the State, all authority from the consentient wills of the people of the State. The position logically followed that the Church has no rights--not even the right to existence--save such as are conceded to it by the civil power. Hence it is not a perfect society, but a creature of the State, upon which it depends in all things, and upon which it must be directly subordinate, if it is to be allowed to exist at all. (See LIBERALISM.) 

Qualified Liberalism

Qualified Liberalism, as formulated by Cavour and Minghetti in Italy at the close of the first half of the nineteenth century, does not go so far. While claiming to admit that the Church is more or less a perfect society with foundations in the Divine Positive Law of Christian Revelation, it contends that the Church and State are disparate in such fashion as to prosecute their respective ends independently in behalf of the individual, having no subordination whatever one to the other. Consequently, in all public affairs the State must prescind from every religious society, and deal with such either as private associations existing within the State or as foreign corporations to be treated with accordingly. The axiom of this newer Liberalism is "A free Church in a free State", which in point of fact means an emasculated Church with no more freedom than the shifting politics, internal and external, of a State chose to give, which in the event, as was to be foreseen, amounted to servitude. (See ITALY: Political and Civil Government: Church and State.) 

Regalism

The Theory of the Regalists conceded to the Church a certain amount of social right from its Divine Founder, but conditioned the exercise of all social powers upon the consent of the civil government. This theory, originating with Gallicanism, practically denied the Church to be a perfect society inasmuch as it made its jurisdiction depend for its valid exercise upon the civil power. The theory gradually extended its contentions so far as to make the Church indirectly subordinate to the State, attributing to the State the authority to forbid the Church any juridical act that might work to the detriment of the State and to command the Church in case of necessity to put forth her full powers to promote the interests of the State. 
Ecclesiastical approbation. 
Nihil Obstat. July 1, 1912. Remy Lafort, S.T.D., Censor. 
Imprimatur. +John Cardinal Farley, Archbishop of New York.
Separation between Church and State: What is the teaching of the Holy Roman Catholic Church? 

http://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/Catholic_Doctrine/Separation-between-Church-and-state.htm
Undated
  
A. The Separation of Church and State: its ideology and its consequences: 
What ideology inspires those who work for the separation of Church and State? 
"There are (...) who affirm that the morality of individuals is to be guided by the divine law, but not the morality of the State, for that in public affairs the commands of God may be passed over, and may be entirely disregarded in the framing of laws.  Hence follows the fatal theory of the need of separation between Church and State." [Leo XIII: Encyclical: Libertas, June 20, 1888 (PE 103; 18)] 

What principles push them towards a total and radical separation of Church and State? 
"Many wish the State to be separated from the Church wholly and entirely, so that with regard to every right of human society, in institutions, customs and laws, the offices of State, and the education of youth, they would pay no more regard to the Church than if she did not exist; and, at most, would allow the citizens individually to attend to their religion in private if so minded."  [Leo XIII: Encyclical: Libertas, June 20, 1888 (PE 103; 39)] 

What are the political results of the separation of Church and State, in those countries where such is practised?
"If in any State the Church retains her own agreement publicly entered into by the two powers, men forthwith begin to cry out that matters affecting the Church must be separated from those of the State. 
Their object in uttering this cry is to be able to violate unpunished their plighted faith, and in all things to have unchecked control.  And as the Church, unable to abandon her chief and most sacred duties, cannot patiently put up with this, and asks that the pledge given to her be fully and scrupulously acted up to, contentions frequently arise between the ecclesiastical and the civil power, of which the issue commonly is that the weaker power yields to the one which is stronger in human resources. 

Accordingly, it has become the practice and determination under this condition of public policy  (now so much admired by many) either to forbid the action of the Church altogether, or to keep her in check and bondage to the State.  Public enactments are in great measure framed with this design.  The drawing up of laws, the administration of State affairs, the godless education of youth, the spoliation and suppression of religious orders, the overthrow of the temporal power of the Roman Pontiff, all alike aim to this one end - to paralyse the action of Christian institutions, to cramp to the utmost the freedom of the Catholic Church, and to curtail her every single prerogative."  [Leo XIII: Encyclical: Immortale Dei, Nov. 1, 1885 (PE 93; 27-29)]

  

B. The Separation of Church and State: the Catholic position: 
Has the need to separate Church and State been admitted by the Popes? 
No, it has been rejected by numerous Sovereign Pontiffs, notably such as: 

Gregory XVI:  Encyclical: Mirari vos, Aug. 15, 1832. (PE 33; 20)

Pius IX:  Allocution to the Consistory: Acerbissimum, Sept. 27, 1852. 
Encyclical: Quanta cura, Dec. 8, 1864. (PE 63) 
Syllabus, Dec. 8, 1864: prop 55. 

Leo XIII: Encyclical: Cum multa, Dec. 8, 1882. (PE 88) 
Encyclical: Humanum genus, April 20, 1884. (PE 91; 13 ff.) 
Encyclical: Immortale Dei, Nov. 1, 1885. (PE 93; 27 ff.) 
Encyclical: Libertas, June 20, 1888. (PE 103; 18 ff.) 
Encyclical: Au milieu des sollicitudes, Feb. 16, 1892. (PE 119; 28 ff.) 
Letter Longinqua, Jan. 6, 1895. (PE 134; 3 ff.) 

Saint Pius X:  Allocution to the Secret Consistory, Amplissimum coetum, March 27, 1905. 
Encyclical: Vehementer Nos, Feb. 11, 1906. (PE 169; 1 ff.) 
Allocution to the Consistory: Gravissimum apostolici, Feb. 21, 1906. 
Encyclical: Gravissimo officii, Aug. 10, 1906. (PE 172; 1 ff.) 
Letter: Le moment, May 17, 1908. 
Encyclical: Jamdudum, May 24, 1911. (PE 177; 2 ff.)

Pius XI:  Encyclical Maximam Gravissimamque, Jan. 18, 1924. (PE 196; 2 ff.) 
Allocution: Jam annus, to the Secret Consistory, Dec. 14, 1925. 
Encyclical: Iniquis afflictisque, Nov. 18, 1926. (PE 200; 8 ff.) 
Encyclical: Dilectissima Nobis, June 3, 1933. (PE 215; 6 ff.)

Pius XII:  Allocution to some Italian Catholic Jurists, Dec. 6, 1953. 

Why is the saying that the State and the Church must necessarily be separated a false and dangerous theory? 
There is a pernicious error in saying Church and State necessarily must function separately: 

First reason: 
"Based, as it is, on the principle that the State must not recognise any religious cult, it is in the first place guilty of a great injustice to God; for the Creator of man is also the Founder of human societies, and preserves their existence as He preserves our own.  We owe Him, therefore, not only a private cult, but a public and social worship to honour Him."

Second reason: 
"This thesis is an obvious negation of the supernatural order.  It limits the action of the State to the pursuit of public prosperity during this life only, which is but the proximate object of political societies; and it occupies itself in no fashion (on the plea that this is foreign to it) with their ultimate object which is man's eternal happiness after this short life shall have run its course.  But as the present order of things is temporary and subordinated to the achievement of man's supreme and absolute welfare, it follows that the civil power must not only place no obstacle in the way of this achievement, but must aid us in effecting it." 

Third reason: 
"The same thesis (...) upsets the order providentially established by God in the world, which demands a harmonious agreement between the two societies.  Both of them, the civil and the religious society, have in fact the same subjects, although each exercises in its own sphere its authority over them.  It follows necessarily that there are many things belonging to them in common in which both societies must have relations with one another.  Remove the agreement between Church and State, and the result will be that from these converging interests will spring the seeds of disputes which will become very conflicting on both sides; it will become more difficult to see where the truth lies, and great confusion is certain to arise." 

Fourth reason: 
"This thesis inflicts great injury on society itself, for it cannot either prosper or last long when due place is not left for religion, which is the supreme rule and the sovereign mistress in all questions touching the rights and duties of men."  [Pius X: Encyclical: Vehementer nos, Feb. 11, 1906. (PE 169; 3)] 

How can it be claimed that the separation of Church and State is absurd? 
"As soon as the State refuses to give to God what belongs to God, by a necessary consequence it refuses to give to citizens that to which, as men, they have a right; as, whether agreeable or not to accept, it cannot be denied that man's rights spring from his duty toward God.  Whence it follows that the State, by missing in this connection the principal object of its institution, finally becomes false to itself by denying that which is the reason of its own existence.  These superior truths are so clearly proclaimed by the voice of even natural reason, that they force themselves upon all who are not blinded by the violence of passion."  [Leo XIII, Encyclical: Au milieu des sollicitudes, Feb. 16, 1892. (PE 119; 28)] 

  

C. Consequences resulting from the Catholic position concerning the separation of Church and State:
Following on the decisions of the Popes in this matter, what are the truths which every Catholic must hold on this question? 
"From these pronouncements of the Popes it is evident that the origin of public power is to be sought for in God Himself, and not in the multitude, and it is repugnant to reason to allow free scope for sedition.  Again, that it is not lawful for the State, any more than for the individual, either to disregard all religious duties or to hold in equal favour different kinds of religion; that the unrestrained freedom of thinking and of openly making known one's thoughts is not inherent in the rights of citizens, and is by no means to be reckoned worthy of favour and support.  In like manner it is to be understood that the Church no less than the State itself is a society perfect in its own nature and its own right, and that those who exercise sovereignty ought not so to act as to compel the Church to become subservient or subject to them, or to hamper her liberty in the management of her own affairs, or to despoil her in any way of the other privileges conferred upon her by Jesus Christ.  In matters, however, of mixed jurisdiction, it is in the highest degree consonant to nature, as also to the designs of God, that so far from one of the powers separating itself from the other, or still less coming into conflict with it, complete harmony, such as is suited to the end for which each power exists, should be preserved between them."  [Leo XIII, Encyclical: Immortale Dei, Nov. 1, 1885. (PE 93 35)] 
How then is one to think of the reasoning of them that want to have Church and State separated?
"To have in public matters no care for religion, and in the arrangement and administration of civil affairs to have no more regard for God than if He did not exist, is a rashness unknown to the very pagans; for in their heart and soul the notion of a divinity and the need of public religion were so firmly fixed that they would have thought it easier to have a city without foundation than a city without God.  Human society, indeed for which by nature we are formed, has been constituted by God the Author of nature; and from Him, as from their principle and source, flow in all their strength and permanence the countless benefits with which society abounds.  As we are each of us admonished by the very voice of nature to worship God in piety and holiness, as the Giver unto us of life and of all that is good therein, so also and for the same reason, nations and States are bound to worship Him; and therefore it is clear that those who would absolve society from all religious duty act not only unjustly but also with ignorance and folly. 

"As men are by the will of God born for civil union and society, and as the power to rule is so necessary a bond of society that, if it be taken away, society must at once be broken up, it follows that from Him who is the Author of society has come also the authority to rule; so that whosoever rules, he is the minister of God.  Wherefore, as the end and nature of human society so requires, it is right to obey the just commands of lawful authority, as it is right to obey God who ruleth all things; and it is most untrue that the people have it in their power to cast aside their obedience whensoever they please."  [Leo XIII, Encyclical: Humanum genus, April 20, 1884. (PE 91; 24-25)] 

  

D. What conclusions can we draw from this Catholic Teaching? 
"The spiritual and temporal orders being, therefore, distinct in their origin and in their nature, should be conceived and judged of as such.  For matters of the temporary order - however lawful, however important they be - do not extend, when considered in themselves, beyond the limits of that life which we live on this our earth.  But religion, born of God, and referring all things to God, takes a higher flight and touches heaven.  For its will, its wish, is to penetrate the soul, man's best part, with the knowledge and the love of God and to lead in safety the whole human race to that City of the Future for which we seek. 

"It is then right to look on religion, and whatever is connected by any particular bond with it, as belonging to a higher order.  Hence, in the vicissitudes of human affairs, and even in the very revolutions in States, religion, which is the supreme good, should remain intact; for it embraces all times and all places.  Men of opposite parties, though differing in all else, should be agreed unanimously in this: that in the State the Catholic religion should be preserved in all its integrity.  To this noble and indispensable aim, all who love the Catholic religion ought, as if bound by a compact, to direct all their efforts; they should be somewhat silent about their various political opinions, which they are, however, at perfect liberty to ventilate in their proper place: for the Church is far from condemning such matters, when they are not opposed to religion or justice; apart and removed from all the turmoil of strife, she carries on her work of fostering the common weal, and of cherishing all men with the love of a mother, those particularly whose faith and piety are greatest."  [Leo XIII: Encyclical: Cum multa, Dec. 8, 1882 (PE 88; 8-9)] 
Note: All the above texts cited have been drawn from the following book: The Papal Encyclicals, by Claudia Carlen IHM, The Pierian Press, Ann Arbor, MI, USA, 1990.  For easy reference, it has been abbreviated: PE, followed by the encyclical's number and occasionally also the paragraph's number.
*
Separation of Church and State
Questions answered by Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM(r), CCL, LTh, DD, LNDC
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=188 
September 17, 2004

In John Marsden's book The Soul of the American University, the author narrates on the influence of Protestantism in shaping US higher education during the late 19th century. Marsden explore the reasons and the hows of the once influence of religion in universities from its beginnings to it disestablishment. In short, the author argues that just as the academy has introduced alternative curricula (such as feminist and multicultural perspectives), it should give traditional religious viewpoints the same respect they give to feminist and multicultural perspectives.

In considering this, could you give me some input on the reactions that this book has brought about in the religious circles? 

Also, along to this idea, how Catholic reacted to the concept of "separation" in Separation of Church and State by Philip Hamburger. -Brigitte 

I have not read either of these books and thus I cannot make any comments about them.

On the general topic of "separation of church and state" as we think of it today we need to remember that there is no such thing in the Constitution of the United States. This doctrine has been contrived as a legal fiction by the courts.

The Constitution refers to the State shall not "establishing" religion; in other words, there shall be no State Religion. It does not infer anything else.

Nevertheless there is a natural separation between Church and State. The Church teaches what Jesus taught, "to render to Caesar that which is Caesars" (Mt 22:21). The Church teaches that we are to obey civil authorities (unless it violates the moral order), pay our taxes, travel no faster than the speed limit, etc.

The State needs to not interfere with religious faith and practice unless that practice is a danger to society and the rights of others (i.e. human sacrifice, torture, abuse, kidnapping, false imprisonment, sexual abuse, etc.). Within the Catholic Church there are no elements taught that are dangerous to society. The Catechism of the Catholic Church states:

2254: Public authority is obliged to respect the fundamental rights of the human person and the conditions for the exercise of freedom.

These fundamental rights include religious freedom to believe and practice one's faith.

The Church also teaches that we are to be good citizens and to be involved in the political life of the nation. The Catechism on this point states:

2255: It is the duty of citizens to work with civil authority for building up of society in a spirit of truth, justice, solidarity, and freedom.

As mentioned above, the one exception to obedience to civil authority is when that civil authority demands of us something that is contrary to moral order. The Catechism states:

2256: Citizens are obliged in conscience not to follow the directives of civil authorities when they are contrary to the demands of the moral order. "We must obey God rather than men" (Acts 5:29).

What is not true, however, either from the religious viewpoint or a Constitutional one, is that separation of Church and State means a sterile absolute pluralism that dares not mention religion or religious values at all.

Without the values of Christianity we would have barbarism. The values of Christianity has direct relevance to the political state and indeed the individual politician must bring those values with him into his political office. In this regard the Catechism states:

2257: Every society's judgments and conduct reflect a vision of man and his destiny. Without the light the Gospel sheds on God and man, societies easily become totalitarian. 

In addition the Church has the right, mission, and duty from God Himself to bring His values to bear upon the political scene. The Catechism states:

2246: It is a part of the Church's mission "to pass moral judgments even in matters related to politics, whenever the fundamental rights of man or the salvation of souls requires it.

As can be seen from the discussion above, there is a great deal of interaction and integration between Church and State. Without such interaction and integration we would become victims of a brutal government that cared not for its citizens.

Finally, the Catechism speaks to this point:

The political community and the Church 
2244 Every institution is inspired, at least implicitly, by a vision of man and his destiny, from which it derives the point of reference for its judgment, its hierarchy of values, it’s line of conduct. Most societies have formed their institutions in the recognition of a certain pre-eminence of man over things. Only the divinely revealed religion has clearly recognized man's origin and destiny in God, the Creator and Redeemer. The Church invites political authorities to measure their judgments and decisions against this inspired truth about God and man: 
Societies not recognizing this vision or rejecting it in the name of their independence from God are brought to seek their criteria and goal in themselves or to borrow them from some ideology. Since they do not admit that one can defend an objective criterion of good and evil, they arrogate to themselves an explicit or implicit totalitarian power over man and his destiny, as history shows. 
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=432 
January 16, 2005 
I feel that "mixing" politics and religion is a bad idea. I cling to two quotes from the Bible "Render unto Caesar what is Caesar's" and "Be in the world, but not of the world."
In addition to that, I believe that ... To the degree that a society is 100% of a particular religion, the odds of persecution of almost anyone are greater.
I presume you are familiar with the individuals that were arrested and charged with felonies in Philly for picketing a gay convention. PA recently adopted a law that included gays as a protected class against hate crimes. In theory, 4 of them could get from 10 to 45 years in prison.
My more conservative sister argues that our society is becoming more intolerant of Christianity and soon we will be persecuted mercilessly for our beliefs. She uses the Philly situation as a prime example. I contend there to be a greater ability to be evangelists of Christ in the US today than ever before. With the ability to utilize media and internet, Christians have "never had it so good".
I use the same event to make my point. The US is one of the most tolerant and least persecuting societies in the world. I can practice religion without even the slightest thought that I will be persecuted for it. The fact that some people (Christians) are being prosecuted because they persecuted a specific group, simply makes my case. If gays can be protected in a society that is still largely opposed to gay rights, then how much more true is it that Christians are (and will be) protected in a society where 2/3 of the population claim to be Christian? In other words, the very fact that the US has become LESS tolerant of any type of persecution of ANY group, assures us that EVERY group will be protected - not the least of which is Christianity. So, I see it as further evidence that society is not becoming less tolerant of Christians, but rather more tolerant of EVERYONE (which includes Christians).
True or not? –Len
Your assessment does not met with the facts. The so-called "tolerance" of society is a fake tolerance and is extended to only those the "anointed" deem suitable for tolerance. Christians, especially loyal Catholics, are NOT on that list unless they are willing to rape the faith in favor of political correctness.
The lack of tolerance is not what is causing problems in our society, it is tolerance, as Bishop Fulton Sheen said once.
Let me repeat what I posted in a previous post under the old system:
Bishop Sheen said in an essay in 1931: 
A Plea for Intolerance
America, it is said, is suffering from intolerance? It is not. It is suffering from tolerance. Tolerance of right and wrong, truth and error, virtue and evil, Christ and chaos. Our country is not nearly so overrun with the bigoted as it is overrun with the broadminded.

Tolerance is an attitude of reasoned patience toward evil . . . a forbearance that restrains us from showing anger or inflicting punishment. Tolerance applies only to persons . . . never to truth. Tolerance applies to the erring, intolerance to the error . . . Architects are as intolerant about sand as foundations for skyscrapers as doctors are intolerant about germs in the laboratory. Tolerance does not apply to truth or principles. About these things we must be intolerant, and for this kind of intolerance, so much needed to rouse us from sentimental gush, I make a plea. Intolerance of this kind is the foundation of all stability.

An essay from Louis de Wohl, a devout Catholic, writing about 40 years ago say much the same thing: 

Tolerance is not a virtue. It is no more than an amiable weakness. Yet it is typical of the confused thinking of our time that many people regard it as a virtue and believe they are giving praise when they say a man is tolerant. To tolerate something means to accept it or to permit it, even though one does not agree with it. 

Tolerance is an entirely passive concept, and only too often serves as a cloak for indifference and cowardice. It is, as somebody once said, "the lowest form of collaboration"; and for exactly that reason, it entails a great deal of personal responsibility. He who tolerates evil becomes an accessory to it. 

Truth, because of its very nature, is absolutely intolerant. Two plus two equals four. Truth must protest against any other result of this addition. It will not accept seventeen, and it will not accept three and nine-tenths. Only four. 

Besides, there is a certain measure of condescension about tolerance. I tolerate your proximity. Nice of me, isn't it? 

But the worst thing about tolerance is that it knows nothing of love. It is, at best, a pale stepsister of patience. 

All of this does not imply that intolerance is a good thing. The opposite of a swelling on your head is a hole in your head, and that is not so good either.

The Church officially teaches that if we tolerate sin we are an accomplice to that sin. Tolerance is not love. It is a form of condescending pride and arrogance toward the person one is "tolerating". Love rejoices in TRUTH and RIGHTEOUSNESS we are told in 1 Corinthians 13. Nowhere does God say that love "tolerates". 
In addition, it is a profound foolishness for a person to be so concerned with toleration that they allow themselves or their loved ones to be endangered by falsehoods. What parent "tolerates" their child "hanging" out with the druggies, gangbangers, and criminal crowd? Any parent that does offer toleration for this is not only a fool, but a child abuser. 

No, God does not teach toleration. He teaches LOVE, TRUTH, & RIGHTEOUSNESS. Yes, we are to hate the sin and love the sinner, but we are never to tolerate the sinner committing his sin. To do that we tolerate the sin too. To tolerate the sinner means that we will not confront the sinner about his sin. This, according to the Church, is a sin on our part. 

The Catechism of the Catholic Church warns us to avoid finding ourselves as an accomplice to sin: 

1868 Sin is a personal act. Moreover, we have a responsibility for the sins committed by others when we cooperate in them: 

- by participating directly and voluntarily in them; 

- by ordering, advising, praising, or approving them; 

- by not disclosing or not hindering them when we have an obligation to do so; 

- by protecting evil-doers. 

1869 Thus sin makes men accomplices of one another and causes concupiscence, violence, and injustice to reign among them...

I also recommend reading the essay: Three Secret Strategies of Satan. This essay explains the overall effect of tolerance in the worldview called Plausibility. This Plausible (tolerant) worldview is the fundamental cause of nearly all the problems we have in our society and in our Church. 
The most intolerant people on the planet are those who preach tolerance.
Those who work against this "plausibility", this "false tolerance" are persecuted BIG TIME. People have lost jobs, careers, friends, family all because the person did not play the "tolerant" game. 
There are many books that document the persecution, especially on College campuses, of people who will not play the "tolerant" game. I would refer you to books like: 

The Vision of the Anointed: Self-Congratulation as a Basis for Social Policy, by Thomas Sowell 

Illiberal Education: The Politics of Race and Sex on Campus by Dinesh D'Souza 

Other books by D'Souza and Sowell go into greater detail of this persecution upon our society.

And also: How to Win the Culture War: A Christian Battle Plan for a Society in Crisis by Peter Kreeft 
P.S. the word "nice" comes from the Latin "nescius" meaning "ignorant". In Middle English the word was used to refer to "foolish", "without sense". In the 13th Century it was a word of abuse. By the 15th Century it came to mean "elegant" in conduct and dress, but not as a compliment, rather as "over refined" and "overdelicate". This meaning survives in the word, "fastidious". In essence the term means "false civility", or in a modern philosophical use, "Plausibility", or in common parlance, "political correctness". Political correctness by its very nature is hypocritical, condescending, self-righteous, and foolish.
http://oswc.org/stmike/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=2202
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Recently, that is over the past six months, the Sunday homily never appears to address sin, not even those sins that the Roman Catholic Church deems as deadly or mortal sins. These sins are the sins of abortion, same-sex marriage, living a homosexual lifestyle, pre-marital sex, and the use of contraception. 
Unless I am mistaken, is it not now still the responsibility of every ordained priest, to warn the sheep entrusted to him, by Christ himself, against the danger of losing one’s eternal salvation should one continue to incur God’s displeasure?
I would think that now, only two months prior to the impending 2012 Presidential election, that every homily would address the sin of abortion, same-sex marriage, pre-marital sex, and contraception. I know legally, our priests have had restrictions placed upon them with regard to supporting one candidate while rejecting another.
However, there are no restrictions that have been placed upon a priest addressing sin in his homily. A priest may warn his congregation against the pitfalls of sin, especially those sins considered to be a deadly or mortal sin. It is also important for the congregation to know, that anyone who willingly condones what God has condemned, will be held accountable for the same sin. 
To do so, is not a violation of Church and State, but only an endorsement of Roman Catholic Church Teaching and Doctrine. 
-John
The Constitution does not say anything about a separation of Church and State. That is a legal fiction invented by an activist court misinterpreting the Constitution. The Constitution says that the government is not to establish a state religion. Our founding fathers were protecting us from being forced into a state religion like the Church of England, where the head of the Church is the head of state, the King.

As such, this has nothing to do with whether or not a Nativity scene is erected in a City Park and the like, or whether non-profits support this or that candidate. This corruption of the interpretation of the Constitution is the basis of the IRS regulation. Nevertheless that is the regulation in force. As a result, some Protestant churches have given up their exempt status to keep the government from telling them what to do. Frankly, that is not a bad idea, but of course, it would require the people to be more generous in donations.

As to homilies, priests and deacons are required to give an explanation of the Readings of the day. That can still be done and also talk about all the things you mentioned. 
If one can think creatively almost any bible reading can, in some way, be connected to the subjects you mention. In fact, as I used to be Baptist preacher, I challenged my priestly friend and spiritual director to test me on this. Almost always the subjects of sin can be worked into the homily from whatever the topic in the biblical readings. And if it can't, then the Priest or Deacon can explain the Readings of the day, and then make remarks about current events and sin.

On that score, it should be noted Bishop Gracida and other bishops have affirmed that voting for a pro-abortion candidate is grave sin and thus may not receive communion in such a state of sin. 

VIDEO 0.31

Each parish is actually a part of the diocese. The bishop is the one directly responsible to the IRS. Yet, bishops all over are taking a stand against not only abortion, but same sex marriage.

I would also suggest that a Catholic is sinning by being a member of the Democratic Party. The Church says that members of the Freemasons are in sin and barred from the Sacraments because the Freemasons teach things that are hostile to Christianity. There are few organizations more hostile to the Christian faith than the Democratic Party, which officially, as part of their Platform approved of murdering babies. This coming Convention the Party will be considering same sex marriage for their Platform.

No Catholic can possibly support the Democratic Party, and especially not Obama, without grave sin with that organization, and that candidate, propose such manifest evil.

This should be preached by every priest and deacon in the United States.

The bottom line is that there is no excuse for priests and deacons to not admonish and teach their flock about the sins that can damage and kill their souls. Those clergy who do not perform this very important task of a shepherd will stand before God to account for why. May God have mercy on their souls. 
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