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On July 28, 1868, the ratification of the 14th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution was officially certified. To commemorate its certification, the historian T. J. Stiles published the op-ed “The Constitutional Amendment That Reinvented Freedom” in the New York Times (dated July 26, 2018). According to Stiles, “Before the 14th Amendment, the Bill of Rights protected almost no one.” In 1833, for example, the U.S. Supreme court ruled unanimously that “those original amendments restrained only the federal government, not the states, and so [they] did not guarantee individual freedoms [against state laws].”
According to Stiles, “Before the Civil War, states had restricted speech and press (often singling out abolitionist literature), imposed religious and racial tests for voting and funded Christian denominations; Connecticut and Massachusetts established official state churches for many years.”
But thanks to the 14th Amendment, today the well-known American principle of the separation of church and state basically means that the state should not establish one religion for all people in the state. A state-established religion would be what the American Jesuit theologian and public intellectual John Courtney Murray (1904-1967; doctorate in Catholic theology, Gregorian University in Rome, 1937) refers to as involving a top-down conception of society in his 1966 essay titled “The Declaration on Religious Freedom,” which is reprinted in the book Bridging the Sacred and the Secular: Selected Writings of John Courtney Murray, S.J., edited by J. Leon Hooper, S.J. (Washington, D.C.: Georgetown University Press, 1994, pages 187-199; the top-down imagery occurs on page 196; also see pages 211 and 339). Consequently, no state-established religion means what Murray means by a bottom-up conception of society.
Incidentally, Murray’s 1937 Gregorian University doctoral dissertation was published posthumously as the book Matthias Scheeben on Faith: The Doctrinal Dissertation of John Courtney Murray, edited by D. Thomas Hughson, S.J. (Lewiston, New York: Edwin Mellen Press, 1987).
My discussion of Murray’s posthumously published book Bridging the Sacred and the Secular will unfold in the following four subsections:
(1) CONTEXTUALIZING JOHN COURTNEY MURRAY’S LIFE AND WORK;
(2) “THE DECLARATION ON RELIGIOUS FREEDOM” (1966);
(3) MURRAY’S “FREEDOM, AUTHORITY, COMMUNITY” (1966);
(4) MURRAY’S “RETURN TO TRIBALISM” (1962).
In my estimate, the three essays that I have selected to discuss in detail have the greatest resonance for us today.

CONTEXTUALIZING JOHN COURTNEY MURRAY’S LIFE AND WORK

Murray was instrumental in formulating the Second Vatican Council’s Declaration on Religious Freedom. As a theology professor at the Jesuit post-graduate school of theology for Jesuits in training in Woodstock, Maryland, Murray had devoted a lot of time pondering the words “We the people,” the famous opening words of the preamble of the U.S. Constitution – and the words of certain other famous American documents such as the Declaration of Independence and President Abraham Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address. Murray did most of his writing as a cutting-edge Catholic theologian and public intellectual in the 1940s, 1950s, and 1960s. 
The Second Vatican Council (1962-1965) famously describes the Roman Catholic Church as the people of God – seemingly echoing the expression “We the people.” 
I am deliberately belaboring the American context of Murray’s thought to make the point that no Roman Catholic theologian in Europe or elsewhere would have pondered the American experiment in representative democracy as deeply as Murray did. On the contrary, the French Revolution and its aftermath tended to be uppermost in the thought of Roman Catholic theologians in Europe – along with World War I and World War II. Indeed, there were certain European theologians whose scholarly researches influenced the Second Vatican Council. But their influence emerges in certain other Council documents.
From 1941 to his death in 1967 from a heart attack, Murray served as the editor-in-chief of the Jesuit-sponsored journal Theological Studies. In the academic year 1951-1952, Murray was a visiting professor in philosophy at Yale University. In the fall of 1960, his book We Hold These Truths: Catholic Reflections on the American Proposition was published. In December of 1960, Murray was featured on the cover of Time (dated December 12, 1960).
Because I am belaboring the American context of Murray’s thought, I should also mention that certain American Protestants questioned the loyalty of American Catholics – because of their loyalty to the pope. This line of argument against American Catholics was developed by Paul Blanshard (1892-1980) in his books American Freedom and Catholic Power (1949; 2nd ed., 1958) and Communism, Democracy, and Catholic Power (1951). Incidentally, he also published the book Paul Blanshard on Vatican II (1966).
Murray published an untitled review about Blanshard’s 1949 book American Freedom and Catholic Power in The Catholic World, volume 169 (June 1949): pages 233-234. Murray discusses Blanshard’s 1949 book in greater detail in “Paul Blanshard and the New Nativism” in The Month (London), New Series volume 5 (April 1951): pages 214-225.
Now, even though I am belaboring the American context of Murray’s thought, I should also mention the influence of the thought of the Canadian Jesuit philosopher and theologian Bernard Lonergan (1904-1984; doctorate in Catholic theology, Gregorian University in Rome, 1946 [delayed by WWII]) on Murray’s thought.
As the editor-in-chief of the Jesuit-sponsored journal Theological Studies, Murray had published Lonergan’s Gregorian University doctoral dissertation on the thought of St. Thomas Aquinas on grace in a series of three articles: (1) volume 3 (1942): pages 69-88; (2) volume 3 (1942): pages 375-402; and (3) volume 3 (1942): pages 533-574.
Subsequently, Murray published Lonergan’s series of studies of the thought of St. Thomas Aquinas on the Christian doctrine of the Word (Verbum in Latin; Logos in Greek): (1) volume 7 (1946): pages 349-392; (2) volume 8 (1947): pages 35-79; (3) volume 8 (1947): pages 404-444; (4) volume 10 (1949): pages 3-40; and (5) volume 10 (1949): pages 359-393.
Subsequently, Lonergan’s five articles were published as the book Verbum: Word and Idea in Aquinas, edited by David B. Burrell, C.S.C. (Notre Dame, Indiana: University of Notre Dame Press, 1967).
Subsequently, Lonergan’s Gregorian University doctoral dissertation was published as the book Grace and Freedom: Operative Grace in the Thought of St. Thomas Aquinas, edited by J. Patout Burns, S.J. (London: Darton, Longman & Todd; New York: Herder and Herder, 1971).
In the 1994 book Bridging the Sacred and the Secular, mentioned above, the American Jesuit theologian J. Leon Hooper repeatedly points out Murray’s use of Lonergan’s distinction between understanding and judgment, on the one hand, and, on the other, his distinction between classic and historical thought (for example, pages 222 and 334, note 2).
Lonergan carefully develops the distinction between understanding and judgment in his philosophical masterpiece Insight: A Study of Human Understanding, 5th ed. (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1992; orig. ed., 1957).
Hooper says, “In the late sections of [Murray’s 1960 book We Hold These Truths], Murray clearly appeals to Lonergan’s notion [in his 1957 book Insight: A Study of Human Understanding] of four cognitional operations to explain how America can move from the ‘naïve realism’ of its founding to the ‘critical realism’ necessary for its ongoing development” (page xiv).
In Hooper’s introductory note about part 2 of Bridging the Sacred and the Secular (pages 99-100), he says, “The last article in this section, ‘On the Future of Humanistic Education’ (1964b), continues that analytic line [of Murray in 1958], now permeated by Bernard Lonergan’s cognitional theory” (page 100). In my estimate, Murray’s thought was indeed truly permeated by Lonergan’s cognitional theory.
In Murray’s 1964 essay “On the Future of Humanistic Education,” he claims that the tradition of humanistic education has the stated ideal of “put[ting] the student in the way of developing a power of diction, a view of reality, a sense of values, and a sense of style” (page 161). He then turns to defining and explaining each of these in turn (pages 161-172).
In one sentence, Murray says, “In our own times, as Hans Morgenthau tirelessly points out, the political question is power and the struggle for power” (page 165). Hooper has added a superscript numeral at the end of that sentence. In footnote 2 on page 165, Hooper says, “Murray will later define the main problem of the time as one of ‘community.’ See ‘Freedom, Authority, Community’ (1966g) in Part 3 [pages 209-221],” which I discuss in detail below.
Now, as Hooper notes in a later section, Lonergan presented the paper “The Transition from a Classicist World View to Historical-Mindedness” to the Canon Law Society of America in 1966 – and it was first published in 1967 (page 334, note 2).
According to Hooper, “Several months earlier [than May 5, 1967], Murray received a draft of what eventually became Lonergan’s ‘The Transition from a Classicist World View to Historical-Mindedness’” (page 334, note 2). In any event, Murray uses Lonergan’s terminology in his 1967 talk in Toledo (pages 334-341, esp. page 335).
Lonergan’s essay “The Transition from a Classicist World View to Historical-Mindedness” was published in Lonergan’s book A Second Collection, edited by William J. F. Ryan, S.J., and Bernard J. Tyrrell, S.J. (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1974, pages 1-9).

MURRAY’S “THE DECLARATION ON RELIGIOUS FREEDOM” (1966)
 
Now, in Murray’s 1966 essay “The Declaration on Religious Freedom,” reprinted in Bridging the Sacred and the Secular (pages 187-199), he discusses “the two great historical movements of the 19th century, both of which were bitterly opposed by the Church”: (1) “The first movement was from the sacral conception of society and state to the secular conception” (pages 190-194), and (2) “The second great trend of the 19th century was the movement from classicism to historical consciousness” (pages 194-199). 
Now, Murray positioned himself to be instrumental in formulating that famous Vatican II Declaration on Religious Freedom by studying and writing extensively about the “immense body of [Pope] Leo XIII’s writings” (page 197). Pope Leo XIII was born in 1810; he became pope in 1978; he died in 1903. Leo XIII’s influential encyclical Aeterni patris (1879) launched the enormous twentieth-century Catholic revival of interest in the thought of St. Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274).
Because the Roman Catholic Church has a hierarchical governance structure, perhaps we could describe the enormous influence of his encyclical as top-down. In any event, American Catholics educated in American Catholic colleges and universities in, roughly, the first half of the twentieth century – before the Second Vatican Council (1962-1965) -- studied Thomistic philosophy in detail in the core curriculum of required philosophy courses. Your guess is as good as mine as to how many American Catholic students actually grasped the import of those philosophy courses. However, the Second Vatican Council (1962-1965) downgraded Thomism a wee bit.
Now, according to Murray, in Leo XIII’s conception, “society is to be built and rendered virtuous from the top down, as it were” (page 196; also see pages 211 and 339).
According to Murray, Pope Pius XII (born in 1836; became pope in 1939; died in 1958) and Pope John XXIII (born in 1881; became pope in 1958; died in 1963) articulated a different conception – a development of Catholic doctrine. As you may know, Pope John XXIII convened the Second Vatican Council (1962-1965) and issued the encyclical Pacem in terris (1963).
According to Murray, Pius XII and John XXIII say that “society is to be built and rendered virtuous from the bottom up, as it were” (page 196). 
Now, if we were to take Murray’s use of top-down/bottom-up imagery seriously, then we should say that the Second Vatican Council’s Declaration on Religious Freedom officially puts the Roman Catholic Church, despite its hierarchical top-down authority structure, squarely in favor of a certain bottom-up conception of society.
Murray describes this as a development of Catholic doctrine. Murray gives credit for this development of Catholic doctrine to Pope Pius XII and Pope John XXIII. The baseline against which Murray is measuring this development of Catholic doctrine is the thought of Pope Leo XIII.
Speaking of baselines, we should note here the baseline for Murray’s view is succinctly spelled by out Thomas Hughson, S.J., in his book The Believer as Citizen: John Courtney Murray in a New Context (Paulist Press, 1993). Hughson says that “Murray consistently opposed an individualist model of self, society, state, and church” (page 164, note 42). The individualist model is today espoused by economic libertarians such as the Koch brothers.
As deep background concerning the development of doctrine, we should note here that the famous British convert to Roman Catholicism John Henry Newman (1801-1890) wrote An Essay on the Development of Christian Doctrine (1845).
For further discussion of Newman’s Essay on Development, see the American Jesuit polymath Walter J. Ong’s article “Newman’s Essay on Development in Its Intellectual Milieu” in the Jesuit-sponsored journal Theological Studies, volume 7, number 1 (March 1946): pages 3-45; reprinted in volume two of Ong’s Faith and Contexts Scholars Press, 1992b, pages 1-37).
Ong also discusses Newman’s Essay on Development further in his book Hopkins, the Self, and God (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1986, esp. pages 96 and 124-126), the published version of Ong’s 1981 Alexander Lectures at the University of Toronto.
But enough about background considerations! Let’s examine Vatican II’s Declaration of Religious Freedom and see what it says about how such a bottom-up approach to society might work.
I will use the English translation (of the official Latin text) of the Declaration on Religious Freedom by John Coventry, S.J., in the book Vatican II: The Essential Texts, documents edited by Norman Tanner, S.J.; prefatory material by Edward P. Hahnenberg; introductions by Pope Benedict XVI and James Carroll (Image, 2012, pages 299-318).
The text of the Declaration on Religious Freedom contains 39 superscript numerals signaling bibliographic notes referencing relevant sources of thought. By my count, the name of John XXIII appears a source in seven notes (1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 38, and 39); Pius XII, in seven notes (1, 2, 6, 9, 33, 35, and 36); and Leo XIII, in three notes (2, 7, and 32). Occasionally a note will provide more than one relevant source by the author. Of course, other relevant sources of thought are also referenced in the 39 notes. (When scripture is quoted in the main text, each quotation is followed by parenthetical reference to the biblical source.)
In the prefatory material about the Declaration on Religious Freedom (pages 299-303), Hahnenberg, a professor of church history at the Gregorian University in Rome, spells out clearly just how explosive debate on this document was because it did indeed represent a development of doctrine. He says, “To put it bluntly, many bishops had trouble endorsing religious freedom because, for much of its history, the Catholic Church had condemned it” (page 299).
Hahnenberg says, “Ever since the Roman Emperor Constantine granted Christianity official status in the empire (AD 313), the church has sought ways to use the state to promote the faith. Throughout the Middle Ages, a close alignment developed between church and state. This ‘marriage of throne and altar’ was reconfigured by the Reformation, but essentially continued on up until the political revolutions of the eighteenth century, when the Constantinian arrangement finally came under wide-scale attack. With its privileged position called into question, the church was put on the defensive. To protect its interests, the Vatican entered into a number of treaties with secular governments over the course of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The goal of these political arrangements was to salvage some of the special treatment that the church had enjoyed for so long.
“In the midst of these social and political transformations, a theory grew up to justify the church’s special treatment. Catholics argued that because they possess the truth, they alone have the right to practice and proclaim their faith. Other Christian churches and other religions do not have this right, because they are false, and ‘error has no rights.’ The government of a majority Catholic nation could decide to tolerate the religious practices of non-Catholics, if this were necessary to keep the peace. But such tolerance was seen as an exception, and not a right that non-Christians could claim” (pages 299-300). 
But when Vatican II formally approved the Declaration on Religious Freedom, all of that doctrinal teaching from the past – roughly from 313 to 1965 -- was superseded. Thus, Murray refers to the Declaration on Religious Freedom as a development of doctrine. Arguably the Declaration on Religious Freedom brought the issue of the development of doctrine to the surface far more explicitly than any other document approved by Vatican II.
Vatican II also issued a separate Declaration on the Church’s Relation to Non-Christian Religions (pages 319-328).
For further discussion of that document, see James Carroll’s book Constantine’s Sword: The Church and the Jews: A History (Houghton Mifflin, 2001).
Now, Murray sees the lengthy history outlined by Hahnenberg as involving a top-down conception of society, not just Leo XIII’s top-down conception of society.
Because Murray gives John XXIII and Pius XII credit for what he describes as the bottom-up conception of society in the Declaration on Religious Freedom, let’s look at each of the eleven passages with a note referencing one or the other pope – or both (in three instances).
(1) Note 1 (both John XXIII and Pius XII cited): “The dignity of the human person is a concern of which people of our time are becoming increasingly more aware” (page 304).
(2) Note 2 (both John XXIII and Pius XII cited): “The synod further declares that the right to religious freedom is firmly based on the dignity of the human person as this is known from the revealed word of God and from reason itself” (page 306).
(3) Note 4 (John XXIII cited): “The practice of religion of its very nature consists principally in internal acts that are voluntary and free, in which one relates to God directly; and these [internal acts] can neither be commanded by any human power [in the top-down conception of society]” (page 307).
(4) Note 5 (John XXIII cited): “It [the common good of society] consists chiefly in the safeguarding of the rights and duties of the human person” (page 309).
(5) Note 6 (both John XXIII and Pius XII cited): “It [protection of the right to religious freedom] is an integral part of the duty of every civil authority to safeguard and promote inviolable human rights” (page 309).
(6) Note 9 (Pius XII cited): “ . . . the response of people to God in faith should be voluntary; so no one must be forced to embrace the faith against her or his will” (page 312).
(7) Note 33 (Pius XII cited): “In human society and in the presence of any civil power the church claims freedom for itself as a spiritual authority, established by Christ the lord, on whom lies the duty by divine command of going into the whole world and preaching the gospel to the whole creation” (page 316).
(8) Note 35 (Pius XII cited): “Indeed, if the principle of religious freedom prevails, as one not merely set forth in words nor just sanctioned by law, but genuinely put into practice, then the church truly has the solid basis in law and in fact for the independence which is necessary for the fulfillment of its divine mission, and which church authorities more and more insistently claim in today’s world” (page 316).
(9) Note 36 (Pius XII cited): “In forming their consciences the Christian faithful should give careful attention to the sacred and certain teaching of the church” (page 316).
(10) Note 38 (John XXIII cited): “At the same time [as not having recourse to means that go against the gospel], the love of Christ presses the disciple to deal lovingly, prudently and patiently with those who are ignorant or mistaken about the faith” (page 317).
(11) Note 39 (John XXIII cited): “There is a general recognition that people today want to be able to give free expression to their religion in public and in private, and that religious freedom is stated as a civil right in many constitutions and given solemn recognition in international documents” (page 317).
I have narrowly construed each superscript numeral as signaling a source-note primarily for only the one sentence. In note 4, I have interpolated in square brackets the words about the top-down conception of society. In the other instances where I have added material in square brackets, I am simply clarifying the antecedent reference.
In Stiles’ recent op-ed, mentioned above, the state-established churches in Connecticut and Massachusetts that Stiles mentions involved what Murray refers to as a top-down conception of society. But the 14th Amendment favored what Murray refers to as a bottom-up conception of society. As Stiles notes, the ratification of the 14th Amendment was officially certified on July 28, 1868. Vatican II’s Declaration on Religious Freedom was officially promulgated on December 7, 1965.

MURRAY’S “FREEDOM, AUTHORITY, COMMUNITY” (1966)

Now, I tend to think of Murray as taking a victory lap in his 1966 essay “The Declaration on Religious Freedom.” His victory lap in 1966 also included publishing the lengthy and intricate essay “Freedom, Authority, Community” in the Jesuit-sponsored magazine America, volume 115 (December 3, 1966): pages 734-741; reprinted in Bridging the Sacred and the Secular, pages 209-221.
Among other things, Murray says that “the freedom of the person at its deepest point [occurs] where freedom appears as love” (page 213). He says, “Briefly, self-fulfillment is the achievement of freedom for communion with others” (page 213).
As Murray warms up to discussing the topics announced in the title of his essay, he says, “It may be well to remark here that there is no univocal definition of the ruler-ruled relationship, because there is no univocal definition of community. This latter term is analogous” (page 214).
Then Murray discusses “Four aspects of conciliar ecclesiology” (pages 214-216). Next, Murray says, “The structure of authority in the Church is unique, as the community it structures is likewise unique” (page 216).
Next, Murray says, “The functions of authority [in the Church] appear to be three, in hierarchical order. And each of them is a function of service to the community” (page 217). “The first function is unitive” (page 217). “The primacy of this unitive function of authority, to be discharged through dialogue, results from the primacy of the notion of the Church as an interpersonal community whose conscious unity is an end in itself” (pages 217-218).
“The second function of authority may be called decisive or directive” (page 218). He says that “the Church is a functional community organized for action in history” and that the work of the Church is done “when it [the work] is done under authority” (page 218).
“The third function of authority is corrective” (page 219). For further discussion of how this corrective function has been carried out, see Matthew Fox’s incisive book The Pope’s War: Why Ratzinger’s Secret Crusade Has Imperiled the Church and How It Can be Saved (Sterling Ethos, 2011).
Then Murray says, “Three functions of Christian freedom in the Church correspond to the three functions of ecclesiastical authority” (page 219). For the sake of giving the three functions of Christian freedom in the Church names, he names them (1) the charismatic function, (2) the executive function, and (3) the self-corrective function (pages 219-221). He operationally defines and explains each of these three functions of Christian freedom in the Church.
After his intriguing survey of the “relationship of dialogue between authority and the free Christian community,” Murray says, “the more adequate understanding of the ecclesial relationship does not indeed dissolve the inevitable tension between freedom and authority. But by situating this perennial polarity within the living context of community, it can serve to make the tension healthy and creative, releasing the energies radiant from both poles for their one common task, which is to build the beloved community” (page 221). Clearly Murray is discussing Church ecclesiology.
Now, I want to quote again here the claim that Hooper makes on page 165 in note 2 – the claim that Murray “later define[s] the main problem of the time as one of ‘Community’” -- and then Hooper refers us to Murray’s 1966 essay “Freedom, Authority, Community.” In my estimate, Hooper’s claim is the most extraordinary statement he makes in the book. If we were to take Hooper’s extraordinary claim seriously, we would have to see the Church community as analogous to the political community in each nation.
Now, dialogue is a theme in Ong’s massively researched 1958 book Ramus, Method, and the Decay of Dialogue: From the Art of Discourse to the Art of Reason (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press). In Ong’s 1962 book The Barbarian Within: And Other fugitive Essays and Studies (New York: Macmillan), Ong says that by dialogue, he refers to “actual vocal exchange between person and person” (page 229).
But by all accounts, the bishops in the debates in the Second Vatican Council engaged in vocal exchange with one another about the drafts of the documents they were debating. Their argumentation surely involved dialogue. But Ong published very little about the Vatican II documents – and nothing that I know of about the analogous spirit of dialogue in the Church that Murray discusses in “Freedom, Authority, Community.”
For further discussion of Ong’s philosophical thought in his massively researched 1958 book and all of his other mature publications, see my essay “Understanding Ong’s Philosophical Thought” that is available online at the University of Minnesota’s digital conservancy:
http://hdl.handle.net/11299/187434
Ong further explores the import of his philosophical thought in his book The Presence of the Word: Some Prolegomena for Cultural and Religious History (New Haven, Connecticut: Yale University Press, 1967), the expanded version of his 1964 Terry Lectures at Yale University. Because Murray had served as a visiting professor of philosophy at Yale in 1951-1952, he mostly likely noticed that Ong had delivered the Terry Lectures there in the spring semester of 1964. However, as far as I know, Murray does not discuss Ong in any of his publications.


MURRAY’S “THE RETURN TO TRIBALISM” (1962)

Unfortunately, because we now live in the age of Trump, Murray’s 1962 essay “The Return of Tribalism” (pages 147-156) is timely. As everybody knows, Trump’s campaign motto was “Make America Great Again.” I guess that America was “great” after President Harry Truman dropped atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. No doubt the American men and women who contributed to America’s role in the victory in World War II made great contributions – some sacrificed their lives. Tom Brokaw has dubbed them “the greatest generation.” I would argue that the Marshall Plan and the benefits granted to veterans were great.
So during WWII, America emerged as great because so many Americans were unified in making their respective contributions to the war effort. No doubt Axis powers in Germany, Italy, and Japan were a menace. No doubt they needed to be stopped. No doubt communism in the Soviet Union and China was brutal and aspired to world dominance. Trump’s campaign motto “Make America Great Again” evokes the anti-communism hysteria of America in the 1950s.
Yes, in the Cold War era after WWII, America embraced anti-communism hysteria. In principle, both Republicans and Democrats, with few exceptions, claimed to be anti-communism. But Republicans liked to criticize Democrats for allegedly being soft on communism. Let us not forget that Senator Barry Goldwater’s anti-communism was strident. He was the Republican Party’s presidential candidate in 1964. He was a precursor of Trump, and Goldwater’s most ardent supporters in 1964 were the precursors of Trump’s most ardent supporters in 2016. No doubt Goldwater and his most ardent supporters represented what Richard Hofstadter refers to as the paranoid style in American politics.
For an example of the paranoid style, see Patrick J. Buchanan’s book State of Emergency: The Third World Invasion and Conquest of America (New York: Thomas Dunne Books/ St. Martin’s Press, 2006). 
Now, because Trump’s campaign and his presidency tend to amplify tribalism in our contemporary American culture, I want to discuss the American Jesuit theologian John Courtney Murray’s 1962 essay “The Return of Tribalism.” He was worried that anti-communism hysteria moved the American people toward tribalism.
We should not forget that anti-Catholic animus had long been a staple feature of American WASPs. For example, Paul Blanshard’s book American Freedom and Catholic Power, mentioned above, was first published in May 1949 (the second ed., in 1958). In the 1960 presidential campaign, Senator John F. Kennedy of Massachusetts had to defend his religion.
From colonial times up to, say, 1960, WASPs, and former Protestants, dominated the prestige culture in American culture. Out-groups such as American Catholics tended to produce their own parallel prestige culture.
In the foreword to his 1960 book (pages vii-xii), Murray says, “It is classic American doctrine, immortally asserted by Abraham Lincoln, that the new nation which our Fathers brought forth on this continent was dedicated to a ‘proposition’” (page vii) – “‘All men are created equal’” (page viii).
Murray says, “Neither as a doctrine nor as a project is the American Proposition a finished thing. Its demonstration is never done once for all; the Proposition itself requires development on penalty of decadence” (page vii).
Murray says, “What not ought be questioned, however, is that the American Proposition rests on the forthright assertion of a realist epistemology” (page viii) – not on mere subjectivism and relativism.
For further discussion of realist epistemology, see Martha C. Nussbaum’s article “Human Functioning and Social Justice: In Defense of Aristotelian Essentialism” in the journal Political Theory, volume 20, number 2 (May 1992): pages 202-246.
For further discussion of what Murray refers to as “nihilism” and “subjective feeling” (page 12), see Michiko Kakutani’s short new book The Death of Truth: Notes on Falsehood in the Age of Trump (New York: Tim Duggan Book/ Penguin Random House, 2018).
In the introduction to his 1960 book (pages 5-24), Murray works with the contrast of the civil multitude locked together in argument characterized by civility v. a mass or a herd or a huddle – a contrast he claims St. Thomas Aquinas works with “himself giving refined expression to the tradition of classic antiquity” (page 6). The tradition of classic antiquity refers to the Greek contrast of Greek v. barbarian (pages 12-14). I will return to the Greek v. barbarian contrast momentarily.
In accord with the civil multitude v. a mass or a herd or a huddle, Murray says, “Society is rescued from chaos only by a few men [and women], not by the many. . . . It is only the few who understand the disciplines of civility and are able to sustain them in being and thus hold in check the forces of barbarism that are always threatening to force the gates of the City” (page 13).
No doubt Trump and his most ardent supporters are threatening to topple our American experiment in representative democracy. But how can the few who understand the disciplines of civility hold Trump and his supporters in check?
For starters, they can write relevant and accessible books, as Nussbaum herself has in her short new book The Monarchy of Fear: A Philosopher Looks at Our Political Crisis (New York: Simon & Schuster, 2018). 
However, Murray’s real claim to fame emerged in the Second Vatican Council (1962-1965) in the Roman Catholic Church. Murray was primarily responsible for the Council’s document known by its Latin tag-name as Dignitatis humanae, the Council’s ground-breaking Declaration on Religious Liberty. (All the Council’s documents are known by Latin tag-names.)
Suffice it to say that up to Vatican II, the Roman Catholic Church officially taught a number of weird things. But each weird thing that the church officially taught was somehow framed as being consistent with the Roman Catholic tradition of theological thought. Consequently, any Catholic theologian who wanted to challenge current-traditional official church teachings had to grapple with the resources of Catholic theology over the centuries to mount an effective challenge. Basically, this was Murray’s way of proceeding.
In the hierarchical structure of the Roman Catholic Church, bishops are mid-management bureaucrats charged with administering the mundane business of their dioceses. But professional theologians, provided they did not have overly heavy teaching loads, might undertake researching and reading and reflecting deeply about Roman Catholic theology. This is what Murray did. For centuries, Roman Catholic theology has involved spirited argumentation – and over the centuries, bishops have often banned or silenced theologians. Not surprisingly, Murray had problems with the Vatican before Vatican II.
On July 7, 1954, the Vatican’s Holy Office (now known as the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith – CDF) concluded a review of Murray’s work by identifying four doctrinal errors in his writings. However, the curious aspect of this review is that the four doctrinal errors were never made public. On July 9, 1955, Jesuit officials in Rome informed Murray that he would not be allowed to publish the final article in a series of articles on church-state relations and religious freedom that he had published in Theological Studies. Thus, Jesuit officials effectively silenced Murray.
For further discussion of Murray’s life and work, see Barry Hudock’s book Struggle, Condemnation, Vindication: John Courtney’s Journey toward Vatican II (Collegeville, Minnesota: Michael Glazier Book/ Liturgical Press, 2015). I have drawn on Hudock’s book for certain information above. 
Murray’s final article that the Jesuit authorities in Rome blocked from publication has been posthumously published in the book Religious Liberty: Catholic Struggles with Pluralism, edited by J. Leon Hooper, S.J. (Louisville, Kentucky: Westminster/ John Knox, 1993, pages 49-125).
Now, the spirited argumentation in Roman Catholic theology over the centuries can be described as a wee bit esoteric, to put it mildly. Nevertheless, that argumentation involved/involves informed pro-and-con debate. In Murray’s view in his 1960 book and in his 1962 essay, he sees the founding documents of our American experiment in representative democracy as inviting and demanding ongoing argumentation – that is, civil pro-and-con debate. 
Now, taking a hint from Hofstadter’s insight about the paranoid style in American politics, we could characterize certain weird papal pronouncements before Vatican II as based on a paranoid style of thought and expression. By the same token, we could also characterize certain anti-Catholic views such as Blanshard’s as involving a paranoid style of thought and expression.
In any event, Vatican II issued one document after another that seriously undercut certain weird stuff in pre-Vatican II papal pronouncements.
Now, Murray wrote his essay “The Return of Tribalism” in 1961, and it was published in the journal The Catholic Mind, volume 60 (January 1962): pages 5-12. Subsequently, it was reprinted in the book Bridging the Sacred and the Secular (pages 147-156). It is available online at the Woodstock Theological Library at Georgetown University:
https://www.library.georgetown.edu/woodstock/murray/1961d
Now, Ong may have written the title essay “The Barbarian Within: Outsiders Inside Society Today” in his book The Barbarian Within: And Other Fugitive Essays and Studies (New York: Macmillan, 1962, pages 260-285) as a reply to Murray’s rather pointed characterizations of the barbarian (in the singular) in his introduction/overview in his 1960 book (esp. pages 12-15).
No doubt Ong was familiar with Murray’s 1960 book. After all, Ong published two articles in Theological Studies (March 1946 and March 1954) when Murray was its editor-in-chief. Moreover, Murray was a big shot in American Catholic intellectual circles. For example, on November 15, 1955, Saint Louis University, where Ong taught English, conferred the honorary Doctor of Laws degree on Murray. On that occasion, Murray presented a paper titled “The Christian Idea of Education,” a later version of which is reprinted in Bridging the Sacred and the Secular (pages 133-141).
Now, in Murray’s 1962 essay “The Return of Tribalism,” he somewhat tempers his 1960 remarks about the barbarian by discussing the “idiot” in primitive Greek usage as the person “who does not possess the public philosophy” – “who is not master of the knowledge and the skills that underlie the life of the civilized city.” Murray says, “The idiot, to the Greek, was just one stage removed from the barbarian” – the person who is ignorant of the meaning of the word ‘civility.’”
In plain English, the barbarian position as Ong delineates it is a desirable upgrade over the idiot position as Murray explains it – regardless of whether the idiots are on the right or the left.
No doubt Trump is an idiot, as Murray explains this term. No doubt we have idiots on the right and on the left, as Murray explains this term – as Michiko Kakutani shows in her short new book The Death of Truth: Notes on Falsehood in the Age of Trump, mentioned above.
Also see my 5,800-word essay “Michiko Kakutani’s Book The Death of Truth and Walter J. Ong’s Thought” online at the University of Minnesota digital conservancy:
http://hdl.handle.net/11299/198259
Even so, Murray allows that each human person “always remains something of a barbarian, something of a tribesman [sic] at heart.” In other words, each person at heart may tend toward tribalism.
Murray says, “Savage, barbarian, tribesman [sic] though he be, he is somehow capable of the ideal that is Greek and also Christian, the ideal of living the life of reason, and living it within a city that is governed by the rule of reasonable law.”
But Murray says, “And when you speak of civil unity, the enemy to it is not the stranger nor the religious heretic, the enemy of civil unity is the outlaw, whether he exists in the criminal underground or in the areas of criminality that today are appearing overground [i.e., above ground] – some great corporations, for instance. Or whether he exists in the international scene, like the Communist, who is, by definition, the outlaw – one who stands beyond the bounds, the horizon of civilized society as such.”
Thus, Murray sees communism as the enemy of civilized society. But he worries about the deleterious effect of anti-communism on our American experiment in representative democracy. Basically, Goldwater’s 1964 presidential campaign was based on strident anti-communism.
Murray says, “The fact is, that, as of the moment, the United States is confronted by an enemy, an external enemy, the Communist empire, the Communist ideology, the whole revolutionary movement in history that is associated with the word ‘communism.’ The danger is that this country may be driven into a unity based simply of the negation, on anti-communism, and the danger is greater in proportion as the opposition to communism is more passionate and less intelligent. This would be a shame because such a unity would be one born of fear, one born of a sense of menace. It is good to know what we are against, but far more important is it to know what we are for.”
Concerning fear in our current political crisis, see Martha C. Nussbaum’s short new book The Monarchy of Fear: A Philosopher Looks at Our Political Crisis, mentioned above.
Murray says that “the danger, as we confront the menace of communism within our own borders, is that we may be driven to some manner of unity that I will characterize as ‘tribal.’ The unity of the tribe, as you know, is based on kinship – on kin and kind – and the enemy tribe is the stranger. No matter who the stranger is, as a stranger, he is the enemy. . . . Those in the tribe speak in terms of ‘we’ and ‘they.’ . . . The tribe cannot deal with the stranger in any other terms or by any other means except those of force and violence. The ideal of the tribe, of course, is the ideal of the warrior. The tribe is essentially a war-making group.”
Murray says, “Is there a danger of this ‘tribalism’ in America? I rather fancy there is.”
In our current political crisis, we have heard about Trump’s demand of loyalty. Murray says, “Loyalty is a sentiment proper to the family, proper to the clan, proper to the tribe. It is something that one expects from one’s friends. One finds it in the minor types of social groupings – the corporation, the union, the club. Loyalty is the sentiment that one shows toward one’s kind and one’s kind.”
Murray says, “I don’t think that loyalty is the proper bond of a civil society. Good citizenship is tested by other standards and more rigid standards than the shifting standard of loyalty. . . Moreover, I am quite convinced that the dichotomy between ‘we’ and ‘they’ has no place whatever among people temporal, within the body politic as such. When the Constitution was being written, it started off, ‘We, the people’; it did not start off, ‘We, the tribe.’ We are not a tribe, we are a people.”
Murray says, “So I say, if all these resources of reason are assembled and employed, they will together lift our nation above the level of tribal unity, above the unity of the war-making group.”
But if all the resources of reason are not assembled and employed effectively, then we as a nation may not rise above the level of tribal unity, but, instead, descend into tribal warfare instead.
Now, by coincidence, in 1962, the Canadian convert to Roman Catholicism Marshall McLuhan (1911-1980) published the book The Gutenberg Galaxy: The Making of Typographic Man (Toronto: University of Toronto Press), in which he sounds the alarm about possible retribalization.
However, as far as I know, McLuhan does not discuss Murray’s 1962 essay “The Return of Tribalism” in any of his publications, and, as far as I know, Murray does not discuss McLuhan’s alarm about possible retribalization in any of his publications.
Ong does not even mention McLuhan’s alarm about possible retribalization in his favorable review of McLuhan’s 1962 book in the Jesuit-sponsored magazine America, volume 107 (September 15, 1962): pages 743 and 747; reprinted in An Ong Reader: Challenges for Further Inquiry (Cresskill, New Jersey: Hampton Press, 2002, pages 307-308).
In his review, Ong says, “If the human community is to retain meaningful possession of the knowledge it is accumulating, breakthroughs to syntheses of a new order are absolutely essential. McLuhan aids one such breakthrough into a new interiority, which will have to include studies of communications not merely as an adjunct or sequel to human knowledge, but as this knowledge’s form and condition” (page 308). Of course, Ong’s mature work also aids one such breakthrough into a new interiority – and so does Lonergan’s philosophical masterpiece Insight: A Study of Human Understanding. Incidentally, McLuhan slowly and carefully read Lonergan’s 1957 philosophical masterpiece in the late 1950s.
In Hooper’s preface to Bridging the Sacred and the Secular (pages ix-xv), he quotes something that Murray says in a 1966 essay not reprinted in the book: “‘ . . . differentiation is not the highest stage in human growth. The movement toward it, now that it has come to term, must be followed by a further movement toward a new synthesis, within which the differentiation will at one subsist, integral and unconfused, and also transcended in a higher unity’” (quoted on page ix).
[bookmark: _GoBack]However, as far as I know, no Roman Catholic philosophy professor, and no Roman Catholic theology professor, has paid any attention to the philosophical import of Ong’s thought or McLuhan’s. In their defense, perhaps Team Catholic could argue that no non-Catholic philosophy professors or theology professors have paid any attention to the epistemological import of Ong’s philosophical thought or McLuhan’s. In my estimate, that is not much of a defense for Team Catholic to offer, because Vatican II has supplied Team Catholic with the Declaration on Religious Freedom and the Pastoral Constitution on the Church in the Modern World, the documents that Murray claims “had recognized and endorsed modern forms of this differentiation,” according to Hooper – that is, according to Murray, the “‘differentiation between the sacral and the secular [that] has been effected in history’” (page ix).
In conclusion, liberals and progressives today must fight the good fight against Trump and his most ardent supporters – because they represent tribalism, not the American Proposition that all people are created equal.

