SKETCH OF A CATHOLIC STATE
[This presentation on the Catholic State is done from a "traditionalist" Catholic perspective, a traditionalist being a Catholic who affirms-as a Catholic must-that Catholic doctrine cannot change. As the First Vatican Council infallibliy declared: "Hence also, that understanding of sacred dogmas must be perpetually retained, which Holy Mother Church has once declared; and there must never be recession from that meaning under the species name of a deeper understanding." (Cf. Denzinger,  1800)]



	The first topic of today's conference is the Catholic State and what it would look like especially in today's world. I will show how the Church has already spoken about how a Catholic society and state can be arranged and that today's modern state is not only not ideal but is opposed to the Catholic state. Today's liberals and even many so-called conservatives may denounce me and say that I am mixing politics with theology. But as the infamous 19th century French revolutionary, Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, was forced to admit: "[i]t is surprising to observe how constantly we find all our political questions complicated with theological questions." The great Spanish counter-revolutionary Juan Donoso Cortes responded by stating: "There is nothing in this to cause surprise, except it be the surprise of Mr. Proudhon. Theology, being the science of God, is the ocean which contains and embraces all the sciences [including the political sciences], as God is the ocean in which all things are contained." (See Cortes, Catholicism, Liberalism, & Socialism, Preserving Christian Publications)

Government in Civil Society Has Several Legitimate Forms...._________________________
	The Magisterium of the Church and good philosophy teaches that government in civil society has several legitimate forms. Pope Leo XIII in  his Encyclical Diurturnum Illud taught the following: "There is no question here respecting forms of government, for there is no reason why the Church should not approve of the chief power being held by one man or by more, provided only it be just, and that it tend to the common advantage. Wherefore, so long as justice be respected, the people are not hindered from choosing for themselves that form of government which suits best either their own disposition, or the institutions and customs of their ancestors." (footnote)
	Saint Thomas Aquinas reasoned that there are three classical forms of government that are legitimate and in harmony with natural order. They are: polity, aristocracy, and monarchy. 
	In a polity the government is controlled by many people. According to Thomas Aquinas a polity is a "just government... administered by many." (footnote) A polity could easily be compared by many to a modern day democracy but according to Thomas Aquinas a democracy was an unjust form of government in which "the bad government is carried on by the multitude." (Ibid) A polity and democracy are both similar in that they are governments ruled by many but they are different in that in a polity the rulers seek the common good while in a democracy they seek their own good over the common good. Thus Aquinas reasons that "a government becomes unjust by the fact that the ruler, paying no heed to the common good, seeks his own private good. Wherefore the further he departs from the common good the more unjust will his government be." (Ibid)  
	In an aristocracy the government is controlled by a few men of virtue. Aquinas states that this form of government is one of "noble governance, or governance by noble men.." (Ibid) By noble men Aquinas implies that they are not noble because they are born in the right family but noble because they are virtuous. (Ibid) And just as Aquinas taught that democracy is the opposite of polity so he taught that the opposite of aristocracy was oligarchy where the government was ruled by a few who sought their own advantage over that of the common good. (Ibid).
	In a monarchy the government is controlled by one person. Aquinas states that "if a just government is in the hands of one man alone, he is properly called a king" and he compares such a king to King David who ruled ancient Israel by God's appointment. (Ibid) And as with polity and aristocracy Aquinas taught that the opposite of monarchy is tyranny where one person seeks their own benefit and not the good of their subjects. (Ibid)

But Monarchy is the best form of Government _____________________________________
	However, while government may take the form of either a polity, aristocracy, or monarchy they are not all equally good. Monarchy is the best. This was stated by Pope Pius VI after the King of France-Louis XVI-was executed by the French Revolutionaries in 1793:
	The most Christian King, Louis XVI, was condemned to death by an impoius conspiracy 	and this judgment was carried out. We shall recall to you in a few words the ordering and 	motives of this sentence. The National Convention had no right or authority to pronounce 	it. In fact, after having abolished the monarchy, the best of all governments, it had 	transferred all the public power to the people-the people which, guided neither by reason 	nor by counsels, forms just ideas on no point whatsoever, assesses few things in 	accordance with the truth and evaluates a great many according to mere opinion, which is 	ever fickle, and ever easy to deceive and to lead into every excess, ungrateful, arrogant, 	and cruel. (Acta Apostolicae Sadis, cap. 2). (Footnote, my emphasis)
	Saint Thomas Aquinas taught that monarchy is the best form of government because it ensures peace: "The best government of a multitude is rule by one, and this is clear from the purpose of government, which is peace; for the peace and unity of his subjects are the purpose of the one who rules, and one is a better constituted cause of unity than many." (footnote)
	Another doctor of the Church-Saint Robert Bellarmine-also taught that monarchy is the best form of government in his book On the Roman Pontiff, in the chapter titled "The Ecclesiastical Hierarchy, Monarchy of the Roman Pontiff." (footnote) In it he analyzes the forms of government as such, weighing their advantages and disadvantages, and concludes that the best one in thesis is monarchy. He then goes on to ask what form of government-aristocratic, democratic, or monarchic-would be most fitting for the Church. After a careful analysis he concludes that it is monarchy: 
	If monarchy is the best and most excellent government, as above we have shown, and it is 	certain that the Church of God, instituted by the most sapient prince of Christ, ought to 	[be] best governed, who can deny that the government of it ought to be a monarchy?" 	(footnote)

A Mixed Form of Government May be the Most Prudent	______________________________
	While a monarchy may be, at least in theory, the best form of government a monarch could become a tyrant and his government could turn into a tyranny which is the worst of all of governments. Thomas Aquinas wisely wrote that "[j]ust as the government of a king is the best, so the goverment of a tyrant is the worst." Thus the Angelic doctor indicated that it may be prudent to temper a monarchy with elements of the other forms of government in order to safeguard against a potential tyranny and fulfill man's needs. (footnote)
	Some contemporary thinkers have latched onto this idea of a mixed or tempered form of government as justification for the American constitutional system and they may have a point. The federal government is structured with three branches of government: the executive, the legislative, and the judicial branches. The executive branch may be considered the monarchical branch as it is ruled by one man-the President. The legislature may be considered the branch ruled by many individuals as there are a total of 535 congressman in the legislature (100 senators and 435 representatives) and they are elected by the people of their states and congressional districts. And the judicial may be considered the branch ruled by the few thus hopefully becoming an aristocracy. 
	Unfortunately-and apparently more often than not-the American government functions unjustly. Presidents  have forced the Church and her institutions to have health insurance plans that fund contraceptives and abortion inducing drugs and refused to sign laws limiting abortions. Congress has passed a massive universal healthcare system run by the federal government which permits funding of abortions and the Supreme Court has struck down laws against abortion, contraception, and same sex "marriages". 
	Furthermore professor Brian McCall of the University of Oklahoma College of Law has dissented from the idea that the United States system of government is a real mixed form of government. He writes:
	"[T]he idea of a monarchy in a government is much more than a central executive figure 	such as a president. One of the benefits of a monarch is that his governing power is more 	obviously seen as proceeding from God. He is not beholden to an electoral cycle or 	constant change of office. One of the main roles a monarch can play in a mixed form of 	government is to be a conscience standing outside the realm of electoral politics who can 	act as a guardian of the divine and natural law when the few or the many may attempt to 	pervert the common good. The presidency of the United States is not and has never been 	a monarchy thus understood. America may at some point in its history been close to an 	aristocracy or a polity (although personally I think it has mostly been an oligarchy or a 	democracy), but it has never been a monarchy in any way." (footnote)
	With this in mind a monarchy in an ideal Catholic mixed government should be more than a mere executive governor like a President, Chancellor, or Prime Minister who can be removed by an election but someone who can maintain his or her office for life. 

Union of Church and State_______________________________________________________
	Pope Leo XIII in his Encyclical Immortale Dei wrote that one of the "chief duties" or rulers was to "favour 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. This is the bounden duty of rulers to the people over whom they rule." (Leo XIII, Encyclical Immortale Dei (1885) p 6).
	Ideally the State and the Church must be united. Blessed Pope Pius IX's Syllabus of Errors condemns the proposition that the "Church ought to be separated from the State, and the State from the Church." (Syllabus, number 55). Pope Saint Pius X taught:
	"That the State must be separated from the Church is a thesis absolutely false, a most 	pernicious error. Based, as it is, on the principle that the State must not recognize 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 	honor Him." [Pius X, Encyclical Vehementor Nos (1906) p 3].
Msgr. John A. Ryan wrote:
	The State should officially recognize the Catholic religion as the religion of the 	commonwealth: accordingly it should invite the blessing and the ceremonial participation 	of hte Church for certain important functions, such as the opening of legislative sessions, 	the erection of public buildings, etc., and delegate its officials to attend certain of the more 	important festival celebrations of the Church; it should recognize and sanction the laws of 	the Church; and it should protect the rights of the Church, and the religious as well as the 	other rights of the Church's members. [M. Davies, The Second Vatican Council and 	Religious Liberty 30 (1992)].
	The above rule is not absolute. It applies to a state where the overwhelming majority of the population is Catholic. (Ibid.) Where Catholics are in the minority the state does not have to give official recognition to the Catholic faith and in any event any attempt to do so may be met with civil unrest. (Mackseiy, C. (19122). State and Church. In The Catholic Encyclopedia. New York: Robert Appleton Company. Retrieved September 12, 2012 from New Advent: http://www.newadvent.org/cathern/14250c.thm.) Certainly such a condition exists in the present day United States. However, if conditions change then the "people would do wrong by voting against governmental recognition of the true religino..." (Connel, F. "Reply to Father Murray." The American ecclesiastical review 126 (1952): 57).
	An example of a legitimate law which favors the true religion might look is the Spanish Charter of 13 July 1945 (Fuero de los Espanoles). Article 6 of the Charter stated: 
	1. The profession and practice of the Catholic Religion, which is that of the Spanish 	State, will enjoy official protection.
	2. No-one shall be disturbed for his religious beliefs nor the private exercise of his 	religion. There is no authorization for external ceremonies or manifestations other than 	those of the Catholic religion. (footnote)
	Unfortunately Spain later changed its law to separate the Church from the state. After the death of the Spanish leader General Francisco Franco the new government adopted a constitution which decreed that there will be no State religion. (footnote).
	However some countries today still give the Church official recognition as the religion of the state. One such country is the Dominican Republic located in the Carribean. On 16 June 1954 representatives from the Dominican Republic and the Holy See signed an agreement called a concordat. Article I of the concordat stated the following: 
	"The Holy Roman Catholic and Apostolic Religion is the Religion of the Dominican 	Republic, and shall enjoy the rights and prerogatives due to it under Divine and Canon 	Law.
	This concordat was challenged in 2006 by a protestant group as being a violation of the Dominican constitution's guarantee of "freedom of conscience and religion." But in 2008 the Dominican Supreme Court rejected this challenge and upheld the concordat by a 15-2 decision. (footnote). 
	The Dominican republic later continued to uphold the laws of God in its constitution when it amended its constitution on 21 April 2009 to protect the innocent and the sanctity of the family. Article 30 of the new constitution guaranteed the right to life from the moment of conception until death. (“Pro life groups get their way in Dominican Constitution”, Dominican Today, 18 September 2009 http://www.dominicantoday.com/dr/local/2009/9/18/33282/Pro-life-groups-get-their-way-in-Dominican-Constitution; Matthew Cullinan Hoffman, “Dominican Republic Enshrines Right to Life in its Constitution”, Life Site News, 22 April 2009. http://www.lifesitenews.com/ldn/2009/apr/09042212.html) Article 44 of the new constitution defined the family as the fundamental unit of society and paragraph 1 of that same article defined marriage as the union of a man and a woman. ("Dominican Constitution amended in line with Church doctrines", Concordat Watch.) This constitution was instrumental in stopping an attempt to amend the Dominican Republic's criminal code to permit abortions if a "pregnant woman's life". In that case a Dominican Court blocked the law after they backed a complaint by a pro-life group that argued the attempt to permit abortions in such circumstances violated the consitution's right to life provision. ("Dominican Republic: Court Blocks an Abortion Law", Associated Press, 03 December 2015. http://www.nytimes.com/2015/12/04/world/americas/dominican-republic-court-blocks-an-abortion-law.html)

A Drastically Diminished Central/Federal Government________________________________
	Under Catholic teaching on "subsidiarity," a central governments regulatory intrusions into states, localities and the lives of individuals would be ended. To recall the teaching of Pius XI in his encyclical Quadragesimo, "it is an injustice and at the same time a grave evil and disturbance of right order to assign to a greater and higher association what lesser and subordinate organizations can do. For every social activity ought of its very nature to furnish help to the members of the body social, and never destroy and absorb them." (Quadragesimo Anno, n. 79)
	Under the principle of subsidiarity, a true federalism federalism could develop along Catholic lines, and when this principle is applied to the United States the several States could acheive true autonomy and even the ability to incorporate Gospel principles into civil law. The resuilt would be similar to what existed in the Old Swiss Confederacy with its thirteen cantons, which were allegedly supposed to have been a model for the American Republic that succeeded the thirteen colonies. 
	Further, in keeping with the Church's teaching on just taxation, the federal income and inheritance taxes would be drastically reduced if not abolished entirely. As Pius XI taught, quoting his predecessor Leo XIII: "Wherefore the wise Pontiff declared that it is grossly unjust for a State to exhaust private wealth through the weight of imposts and taxes. 'For since the right of possessing goods privately has been conferred not by man's law, but by nature, public authority cannot abolish it, but can only control its exercise and bring it into conformity with the common weal.'" (Ibid., n. 49.) 
	Federal corporate taxation, if it still existed, would provide generous incentives to treat employees as more than production factors, including such measures as a direct dollar-for-dollar tax credit for corporate profits invested in profit-sharing plans, medical savings plans, and so forth. Federal revenues would be devoted to legitimate federal purposes: the national defense and the maintenance of national public works, to the extent these are not returned to the jurisdiction of the States in keeping with subsidiary function. 

Private bodies doing what State governments now do_________________________________
	It is supremely ironic that the American Revolution hailed by many of today's libertarians and so-called conservatives as the great breakthrough for Liberty is the every even that destroyed the largely privatized social order of colonial America, in which private bodies performed many of the functions now performed by the State governments. The Pulitzer Prize-winning historian of the American Revolution, Gordon S. Wood, describes the rise of big government in the new States after the Revolution and because of it:
	Almost at a stroke the Revolution destroyed all the earlier talk of paternal or maternal 	government, filial allegiance and mutual contractual obligations between rulers and 	ruled..... As sovereign expressions of the popular will, these new republican governments 	acquired an autonomous public power their monarchical predecessors never possessed 	or even claimed....
	The republican state governments sought to assert their newly enhanced public power in 	direct and unprecedented ways-doing for themselves what they had earlier commissioned 	private persons to do. They carved out exclusively public spheres of action and 	responsibility where none had existed before. They now drew up plans for improving 	everything from trade and commerce to roads and waterworks and helped to create a 	science of political economy for Americans. 
	And they formed their own public organizations with paid professional staffs supported 		by tax money, not private labor.... The power of the state to take private property was now 	viewed as virtually unlimited--as long as the property was taken for exclusively public 	purposes. (Gordon S. Wood, The Radicalism of the American Revolution (New York: 	Vintage Books, 1993), 188 (paragraph breaks added).
	If the teaching of the Church were heeded, something like the "corporatist" society of Christendom, the remnants of which were evident in Protestant colonial America, would reemerge. One historian admitted that in Catholic social order the king "possessed certain customary rights, but could not define his own powers at will, or overturn the customary rights of the people or of the various subsidiary bodies of society." (Thomas Woods, The Church and the Market, 200. 
	The return of subsidiary social bodies to provide what are now governmental services would be the natural consequence of respecting subsidiarity. And, accordingly, state taxation, like federal taxation, would be dramatically reduced, with any revenues devoted predominantly to the maintenance of essential public services, police and fire departments, roads, bridges, and parks.
	The greatest tax reduction would result from returning education to where it belongs: under the control of the family. The enemies of Christ and His Church have always sought to impose public education on the masses, especially in Catholic France, where Masonic politicians battled for nearly a century to establish a public educational system. Thomas Jefferson dreamt of a public school system in America and saw a secular public education like that at his University of Virginia, the first university in Western history with no integrated theology curriculum, to be essential for the formation of citizens who would "think republican thoughts" and "support the cause of liberty as he understood it." (Leonard Levy, Jefferson and Civil Liberties: the Darker Side (New York: Quadrangle/New York Times Book Company, 1963), 28., 143.) 
	Knowing precisely what the proponents of public education have always intended, the Syllabus of Errors of Pope Pius IX condemns as one of the signal errors of our time the proposition that "The best theory of civil society requires that popular schools open to children of every class of the people... should be freed from all ecclesiastical authority, control and interference, and should be fully subjected to the civil and political power at the pleasure of the rulers, and according to the standard of the prevalent opinions of the age." (Pope Pius IX, Syllabus of Errors (1864), Condemned Proposition n. 47.
	Accordingly, in the Catholic state we are sketching, state and local taxes would not finance a public education system. It would simply disappear. 

Defense of the Patriarchy________________________________________________________
	It is the traditional teaching of the Church (and still the teaching of the Church) that the husband is the head of the wife and the family. Pope Leo XIII taught: 
	The husband is the chief of the family and the head of the wife. The woman, because she is 	flesh of his flesh, and bone of his bone, must be subject to her husband and obey him; not, 	indeed, as a servant, but as a companion, so that her obedience shall be wanting in neither 	honor nor dignity. Since the husband represents Christ, and since the wife represents the 	Church, let there always be, both in him who commands and in her who obeys, a 	heaven-born love guiding both in their respective duties. For "the husband is the head of 	the wife; as Christ is the head of the Church. . . Therefore, as the Church is subject to 	Christ, so also let wives be to their husbands in all things."
	"Outrageous! Crazy! Sexist! Machista!" These are a few of the things we might hear if we repeat these words to the average modern woman (and man). Doubtless even the vast majority of so called Catholics and even conservative Catholics would not like it. However our faith is not subject to the whims of popular opinion but on the will of God. We can recall how many of the things Our Lord Jesus Christ taught which were rejected in His day and He was eventually crucified for them. 
	This teaching-that the husband is the head of the wife and family-was upheld in the laws and customs of Christian society. The Catholic Encyclopedia states that: 
	"In Christianized society ... man was to act as the lawful representative of authority, and 	the lawful defender of rights... in the civil, [and] national... community. Therefore, the 	social position of woman remains in Christianity that of subordination to man, wherever 	the two sexes by necessity find themselves obliged to supplement each other in common 	activity. The woman develops her authority, founded in human dignity, in connection 	with, and subordinate to, the man in domestic society as the mistress of the home. At the 	same time the indispensable motherly influence extends from the home over the 	development of law and custom. While, however, man is called to share directly in the 	affairs of the state, female influence can be ordinarily exerted upon such matters only 	indirectly. Consequently, it is only in exceptional cases that in Christian kingdoms the 	direct sovereignty is placed in the hands of woman, as is shown by the women who have 	ascended thrones." ("Woman", http://www.catholic.org/encyclopedia/view.php?id=12437
	A good example of this is fifteenth century Spain during the time of Servant of God Queen Isabella the Catholic. Queen Isabella became Queen of Castile only after her brother and half-brother died without any legitimate heirs and Queen Isabella herself designated her son-Prince John-as her heir when she became queen (The prince did not succeed Isabella as King of Castile because he died before Isabella's death).
	However in the republics that came after the monarchies of Christendom the issue came up as to whether women should be given the right to vote. In his book "To Build the City of God: Living as Catholics in a Secular Age" law professor Brian McCall stated the following: 
	"Turning from economics to politics, we see that voting prior to the turn of the twentieth 	century was a public act undertaken by men. Again, contrary to the cries of the 	suffragettes, the reason was not that women were incapable of making elective decisions, 	but that as one flesh, man and woman should vote as only one voice not two (and even 	opposite, thus cancelling each other out). Again, as the headship is placed on the husband, 	it was the husband who bore the burden of expressing the choice of one flesh after 	properly considering the matter (including what his "heart" or wife had to say on the 	matter)." [Brian McCall, "To Build the City of God" (Ohio: Angelico Press, 2014), 59.] 
	The Irish Jesuit priest, Father Edward Cahill, had a somewhat different view of votes for women in his 1932 book "The Framework of a Christian State". Father Cahill wrote: 
	"Whatever may be said of universal suffrage as a political system, consistency and good 	sense seem to require, where such a system actually exists, that the woman as such have 	the same franchise as the man.....
	Seeing, however, that in the Christian concept of social life as opposed to the Liberal and 	unchristian theory of invididualism, the family, and not the individual (except where the 	individual is not an organic part of an existing family), is the social unit in the State, it 	seems clear that the family in its external social relations and activities should be treated 	as an indivisible whole. Hence the family vote should, according to the Christian ideal, be 	indivisible, and should be exercised in the name of the family by its official head. The 	latter, as already shown, is the husband and father, or if he be dead or absent, the wife and 	mother. The matter is all the more important by reason of the closeness of the ties which, 	according to Christian teaching, unite the members of the family with one another; and of 	the perils to all the best interests of the community, which are inherent in every tendency 	towards the disintegration of the home. The family vote should, of course, be accorded a 	special value in excess of the vote of the individual. It should have double or treble, or 	even more value in accordance with the size of the family. Even though such a system 	may seem to include certain difficulties, or even incongruities, there are to be accounted 	rather a result of the principles of universal suffrage, than of the family vote which is in 	fact the system advocated by some of the standard Catholic authors as reconciling the 	principle of universal suffrage with Christian ideals." [Rev. E. Cahill, S.J.; "The 	Framework of A Christian State" (Dublin: M.H. Gill and Son, LTD., 1932), 443-445.] 
	Thus whether or not the right to vote should be limited to men or preference given to heads of families it would seem that the liberal concept of the right to vote being given equally to individual men and women is against Christian ideals. 
	Christian laws upheld the divinely ordained hierarchy in marriage in other ways. As Professor McCall put it: 
	'[U]ntil the past century and a half, property was not held individually by each spouse but 	by the one flesh. Since the husband was the head of that one body, it was held in his 	name. The squawking of modern feminists notwithstanding, such a practice was not 	intended to oppress women. WIth the obligation to hold the marital wealth comes the 	duty of doing so in the best interests of the whole body, not just the head. Again, this duty 	is natural as one does not act against the interest of his own flesh (which now includes the 	wife). The husband may have held property in hiw own name, but he was not free to use 	it solely for his own benefit. He bears a solemn obligation to provide for the needs of his 	wife and children. The taking on of this responsibility is seen in the custom of the dowry. 	In recognition of this burden, on marriage the wife's family transfers a portion of their 	wealth to the husband to aid him in this obligation. This understanding, that the husband 	although legal owner of the marital property is not the sole beneficiary of such wealth, is 	clearly seen in the words of the Traditional Rite of Marriage. While placing the wedding 	ring on his wife's fingers he says, "With this ring I thee wed; this gold and silver I thee 	give, with my body I thee worship; and with all my wordly goods I thee endow." Webster 	defines "endow" as "to furnish with an income especially: to make a grant of money 	providing for the continuing support or maintenance of." As there is no reciprocal right of 	the husband or obligation for the wife, the Traditional Rite does not precribe that these 	words be said by the wife. As the husband bears the obligation to support the wife, the 	wife is endowed with the right to be cared for in all her physical needs by the husband. It 	is to satisfy thus duty that the husband owns the property. Seen in the proper context, such 	a system is actually beneficial for women. They have a right to demand their husband use 	all wordly goods for their care and benefit. [Brian McCall, "To Build the City of God" 	(Ohio: Angelico Press, 2014), 57-58.] 

Moral restraint of the "free market"______________________________________________
	And how would a Catholic state deal with the economy? When it comes to the so-called "free" market it would be subject to those legal restraints required by the moral order and natural justice, but men would otherwise be free to order their economic affairs. For example, the sale of immoral "goods" such as abortion pills, deadly drugs like heroin and PCP, contraceptives and pornography would be prohibited, as well as the provision of immoral "services" such as abortion and prostitution. Economic crimes such as false advertising, consumer fraud, price gouging, blackmail and bribery would be punished by public authority, either civilly (by actions for restitution and civil penalties) or criminally in accordance with the common law and other established legal traditions. Usury would be outlawed under local and state laws imposing limits on interest rates, which laws exist in many jurisdictions in the United States but have been superseded by federal law on account of lobbying by Big Finance.
	Under local and state law employers would be required to allow the observance of the Sunday rest by employees, and communities would have the right to enact "Blue Laws" requiring the closing of retail businesses on Sunday-a legal measure still in effect in various American localities, such as Bergen County, New Jersey. (See "Blue Law," en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Blue_law, surveying the remaining state and local laws in this area.) Local law, including zoning ordinances, would otherwise protect the character of the community.

Legal protection of the moral order and religion______________________________________
	Not only the market, but the moral order of society generally would be protected by the legal prohibition of not only theft and violence, but also such evils contrary to the common good as abortion, divorce, adultery, sodomy, public lewdness and drunkenness, drunk driving, drug abuse and prostitution, homosexual "marriage" and adoption.
	Freedom of speech would be restricted according to established categories of unprotected speech, including incitement to violence, publication or distribution of pornography, lewd and indecent public speech, libel and slander. In addition, the advocacy of legalized abortion and other grave offenses against the natural and divine law would be prohibited. It is madness to maintain that one has no right to engage in false advertising, for example, but that one must have every right to advocate and persuade others to commit mass murder in the womb or other such intolerable evils.
	A Catholic movement for true liberty, freed from the oppression of a federal government, could actually reverse the status quo of political modernity where religion is concerned. Why not restore the civil law protection and promotion of religion that was a juridical norm for more than fifteen centuries before the disastrous "age of democratic revolution," hailed by Mises and Rothbard, foisted massive, secularized central governments on once Christian peoples?
	The constitutional scholar Leonard Levy notes that as of the date of the First Amendment's ratification (1791), all but two of the new states had precisely what the U.S. Constitution forbids: religious tests for public office that disqualified atheists and agnostics from exercising political authority. Some states denied the franchise to atheists, prohibited court testimony by anyone "refusing to swear or affirm the existence of God," and barred atheists from holding or conveying property in trust. In general "anyone who rejected the doctrine of the Trinity suffered civil disabilities." Profanity and blasphemy were punishable as criminal offenses in every state, and the observance of the Christian Sabbath was legally enforced. In short, "Christianity was regarded by state jurists as part and parcel of the law of the land." (Levy, The Establishment Clause (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 1994) pp. 74-77 & 78 n. 7..) And so it had been throughout the Western world since the Edict of Milan.
	The basic scheme predominating in the colonies, and to a great extent in most of the States for some time even after ratification of the Constitution and the First Amendment, reflected the logical and historically unbroken recognition that revealed religion must be the lodestar of the State, and as such must be protected and defended by law and made part of the juridical basis of public morality for the common good. As the Anglican scholar John Millbank has observed: "Once there was no secular. Instead there was the single community of Christendom with its dual aspects of sacerdotium and regnum.... The secular as a domain had to be created or imagined "Milbank's emphasis,] both in theory and in practice." [Milbank, Theology and Social Theory, (Oxford: Blackwell, 1993), p.9]
	True liberty means taking back the public square for Christ by abolishing the great Liberal and Libertarian fiction of a realm of the secular, including a "free" market arbitrarily deemed exempt from the liberating law of the Gospel. Without federal interference (precluded by subsidiarity), at least the localities in which Catholics constitute a majority could recreate the conditions necessary for a Christian commonwealth. Why not a truly Catholic town, or even a Catholic city or a Catholic county? 

Protection for private property within due limits_____________________________________
	The natural right to ownership and use of private property would be protected by civil law in keeping with the teaching of the Church that "private ownership is in accordance with the law of nature.... [T]he practice of all ages has consecrated the principle of private ownership, as being pre-eminently in conformity with human nature, and as conducing in the most unmistakable manner to the peace and tranquility of human existence." (Rerum Novarum, nn. 9, 11.)
	However, while defending private property, the Church condemns economic liberalism's fundamental claim of an "absolute" right to own and use it so long as one does not physically invade the property of others. First of all, even mere reason dictates that one may not use one's property to do evil-for example, the use of a printing press for the publication of pornography or the use of medical equipment to perform abortions, Civil authority has every right to prevent immoral uses of property that harm the common good, by confiscation if necessary. [Even the new Catechism of the Catholic Church acknowledges this. See, CATECHISM OF THE CATHOLIC CHURCH, paragraph 2354 ("Civil authorities should prevent the production and distribution of pornographic materials.")
	Further, as the Church has taught for 2,000 years, all the bounty of the earth, being part of divine creation, is universally destined for the common good of humanity, even if some men hold title against others to the use and ownership of property. Hence the right have no "absolute" right to keep their goods from the poor, and the poor have a claim in justice on those goods in times of necessity. As St. Thomas Aquinas famously teaches in line with all of Tradition: "It is not theft, properly speaking to take secretly and use another's property in a case of extreme need: because that which he takes for the support of his life becomes his own property by reason of that need." (ST, II-II, Q. 66, Art. 7.) The classic example of this truth is the starving man who takes a loaf of bread from a rich man's pantry. The loaf belongs to the starving man, not to the rich man-a moral truth the Austrian views with utter incomprehension.
	The Church has proclaimed infallibly through her universal and ordinary Magisterium (constant teaching) that every human being in need "has not only a claim in charity, but a strict right to as much wealth of the community as is necessary to maintain his life. Such was the doctrine of the Early Fathers of the Church, and such has been the doctrine of all her authoritative teachers down to the present hour." [John A. Ryan, A Living Wage (New York: The MacMillan Company, 1920), p. 29.] The Church does not mean this in the socialist sense of a compulsory distribution of wealth, which in fact she opposes, but in the sense of a moral claim-again, in justice not merely in charity-on privately owned goods by those in need of sustenance for their very lives. Msgr. John A Ryan, who was a great defender of Catholic social teaching explains:
	The teaching of Basil in the East and Ambrose in the West may be taken as representing the 	mind of all the Fathers [of the Church]. The former tells the rich man that the superfluous 	bread, shoes and clothes in his possession belong to his hungry and naked neighbors, while 	the latter declares that the man of wealth who gives to the poor is not bestowing an alms, 	but paying a debt. (Ibid).
	In the encyclical Centesimus Annus, written to commemorate Pope Leo XIII's encyclical Rerum Novarum, Pope John Paul II declared that while "Leo XIII strongly affirmed the natural character of the right to private property, using various arguments against the socialism of his time," he was "well aware that private property is not an absolute value, nor does he fail to proclaim the necessary complementary principles, such as the universal destination of the earth's goods." (John Paul II, Centesimus Annus (1991), n. 6.) In Centesimus John Paul forcefully reminded the faitful that the "Church teaches that the possession of material goods is not an absolute right, and that its limits are inscribed in its very nature as a human right." 
	The right to private property not being absolute, however, its use would continue to be regulated by local laws providing for moderate and just taxation, zoning , esthetics, pollution control, abatement of nuisance, and the like. No community, county or region should have to tolerate such abuses of private ownership as the blight of vulgar advertising signs, cookie-cutter housing developments on stripped acreage, hideous structures, porn shops, nude dancing establishments, reckless discharge of toxic waste, excessive noise, and massive multinational retail operations plunking down in the midst of small towns and destroying local businesses. 

Justice in employment___________________________________________________________
	The Catholic Church teaches that employers must pay just wages to their workers. The Church's doctrine on the just wage and the natural rights of laborers in general is developed in the seminal encyclical of Leo XIII, Rerum Novarum (1891). In this encyclical Leo explains that, because of the Fall of Adam, labor is necessary for man's very survival. Thus, labor is not merely a personal activity in which one can engage or not engage at one's pleasure, but rather the very means by which life is sustained. From this truth of Revelation, says Leo, one must conclude that while free agreements concerning the price of labor are certainly permissible, such agreements, as a matter of natural justice, must provide for the laborer's support and that of his family: 
	Let the working man and the employer make free agreements, and in particular let them 	agree freely as to the wages; nevertheless, there underlies a dictate of natural justice 	more imperious and ancient than any bargain between man and man, namely that wages 	ought not to be insufficient to support a frugal and well-behaved wage-earner. If through 	necessity or fear of a worse evil the workman accept harder conditions because an 	employer or contractor will afford him no better, he is made the victim of force and 	injustice... If a workman's wages be sufficient to enable him comfortably to support 	himself, his wife, and 	his children, he will find it easy, if he be a sensible man, to practice 	thrift, and he will not 	fail, by cutting down expenses, to put by some little savings and thus 	secure a modest source of income. Nature itself would urge him to this. 
	The employers's duty to pay his workers a wage sufficient for the support of families-when this is possible, of course (Obviously, employees cannot justly demand "excessive wages which a business cannot stand without its ruin..." Pius XI, Quadragesimo anno, n. 72.)-arises from the family's status as the building block of the State," A true society, and one older than the State," which "has rights and duties peculiar to itself which are quite independent of the State." (Rerum Novarum, n. 13.) 
	Therefore in a Catholic social order all employers would strive to pay a living wage to their employees whenever and wherever possible, secured by collective bargaining and arbitration if need be.
	Private bodies-such as a modern analogue of the guilds or other forms of workers' association-would oversee such matters as labor disputes and workplace safety, disability and unemployment insurance funds, and measures designed to allow married women with children to remain in the home while their husbands work. As a last resort, local government would be asked to intervene for purposes of dispute resolution.
	In terms of employee compensation, local or state law would fix a minimum wage if the competent authority, either the electorate or local legislature, is persuaded of its efficacy, and local law would encourage the creation of pension and wage funds in lieu of corporate taxes. Local or state law would also ban child labor under appropriate legal criteria. Local or state boards would intervene to arbitrate labor issues only at the request of private labor bodies or management in the event of an impasse. 

CONCLUSION
	So this concludes our overview of the Catholic state and how it might look like in today's world.  This state can have different forms of government so long as they are ordered towards the common good of its citizens although a monarchy is the best form of government. However, in order to safeguard against the potential for a monarchy to become a tyranny a mixed form of government would be most prudent which would not exclude including a monarch in that government who is not subject to the whims of an electoral cycle. Furthermore this state would be united with the Church in governing society but would respect subsidiarity including the patriarchy and private bodies would be permitted to do many of the things state governments now do. The "free market" would be subject to the law of the Gospel just like all "men, whether collectively or individually, are under the dominion of Christ." [Pius XI, Encyclical Quas Primas (1925) 18.] And not just the moral order but also religion and not just any religion but the only true religion founded by God himself would receive legal protection and endorsement from the state. Private property would be protected within due limits and workers would be guaranteed justice under the law. The question of how the Church can construct a Catholic state today is the subject of the second topic of today's conference. 

