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The upcoming General Chapter is taking as its theme “new hearts for a new world”. That’s healthy. The vitality and the efficacy of our Marist way for almost two centuries has been sourced in its perennial, but discerning, openness to the “new”.  So, also, the words “heart” and “world”, both of which are profoundly incarnational in their allusions, call us compellingly to the spirituality and mission that we have inherited from Saint Marcellin. But just how “new” are we ready to be?  How radically are we prepared to let our hearts change the nature of the Institute so it can take its place this new world?   This paper proposes that, to embrace the slogan of the XXI Chapter in a way that is most creatively faithful to Marcellin’s charismic intuitions and authentically responsive to the needs of today, we may need to re-image quite fundamentally just what the “tent” of the Institute of the Marist Brothers could and should look like.

A new tent

The imagery of tents in Scripture is a rich one, culminating in the Johannine metaphor for the incarnation:  Jesus pitching his tent in our midst. Tents are symbolic of the presence of God among us, places of grace and holiness, where people assemble to encounter God.  In the Hebrew Scriptures, the tent is at once the place of meeting, of gathering, of praying, of hospitality, of refuge and safety in desert journeying, and the house of the symbol of the covenant between God and humanity. For generations of Marist Brothers, our beloved Institute has also been all these things for us: our tent.  

Over the last twenty years and especially since last Chapter, the Institute has been challenged, with fitting biblical allusion, “to widen the space of our tent.”
  The call has come in response to the increasing desire of lay people to be accommodated into the mission, spirituality, and even somehow into the structure, of the Marist Brothers, and in the context of the post-Conciliar call of the Church for all the baptised to assume their full and rightful role in its mission.
 The lived reality in different parts of the Marist world is that many people other than brothers are now seeking to identify themselves as “Marist” in the Champagnat tradition.  They are attracted by this distinctive way of the Gospel; they have encountered God in it.  They are seeking to develop their own spirituality within it, and shape their own professional practice as educators and apostles to youth around it.  In some Provinces, the Marist mission is almost entirely in the hands of people who are not Marist brothers.  Schools, universities, welfare services and other ministries are self-identifying as Marist without a Marist brother in sight.  While there has been much written, and promised, about the emerging vocation of such “lay Marists”, what is the relationship of these people, and the ministries they conduct, with the Institute in day-to-day practice?  What guarantees their connection to the corporate and deliberative mission of the Institute?  What are the lines of accountability and responsibility?  How are the family bonds maintained and strengthened?  How is the Marist spirituality of these people enriched?  What are their means for sharing ownership for the future development of the Marist way in the world?  How do they participate in shaping this future and taking part in discernment and decision-making about it?  How might they formalise their membership in some way?  In this new world where there is a deeper appreciation of the Church as communio, what are the structures that will shape, protect and enhance such ecclesiology among Marcellin’s disciples?

Despite much goodwill and even considerable progress, the Institute continues to search earnestly for satisfying and adequate answers to these and similar questions that are being asked of it. There have been, and are, many worthy initiatives around the Institute since at least the time of Brother Charles Howard’s generalate. Today these are mostly overseen by the hard-working and creatively-thinking Bureau of the Laity as it works actively in defining, shaping and nurturing lay Marists.  But the questions and the unease remain. It is well that they do, for they drive us deeper into the essence of what is being sought. Perhaps it is becoming clearer that the essential issue is not that the tent-space is too small, but that it is the wrong tent.  Perhaps we need to design, all of us together, a new tent.  Perhaps, several tents, some pitched together.

Who are today’s Marists?

Who is it who wants to be in the Marist tent?
  Marist Brothers, obviously.  Who else?  Prominent among the others are, of course, those who are involved professionally or directly in the Marist mission:  teachers, youth workers, catechists, administrators, and others working in various capacities in Marist schools and ministries. They are people who have been attracted by the opportunities that have been offered to them, especially during the last fifteen years or so, to be formed in Marist spirituality and mission.  It is not everyone in Marist ministries who has felt this attraction to the underpinning spirituality of our mission: there will always be those who will only ever want to be employees or fellow-travellers.  It would be an empty claim to pretend otherwise. So, also, in some Provinces where there has been no strategic promotion of Marcellin’s spirituality among lay people, there is today little explicit expression of it or ownership of it beyond the Brothers themselves, and little or no sense that a school or other institution might be Marist if no brothers are present. Yet, experience suggests that, in those Provinces where there has been opportunity and freedom to recruit staff members who are likely to be open to the Marist way, and strategies offered to them which foster their own development of Marist spirituality and professional practice, then it has flowered within them and among them.  

It is of the very nature of Marcellin’s spirituality that the hook which has caught such people is mission.  The Marist spirituality of Marcellin cannot be understood or lived apart from a context of mission, specifically the Christian education of the young.  People who embrace the particular strand of Marist spirituality that was introduced into the life of the Church by Marcellin and the first Brothers need to connect themselves, either directly or vicariously, to this mission.  For Marcellin, as for all those who seek to be his disciples, first comes mission.  Ours is not a spiritual way that would work for the members of a private prayer group or an individual whose principal concerns do not include the work of evangelisation of youth.  It is only natural, then, that there is so much interest in Marcellin’s spirituality from those people who collaborate in and support the Institute’s mission of Christian education of youth, in all its many forms.  

Beyond the current staff in Marist ministries there are others who seek to identify as Marist in their spirituality, if not also in their mission.  Among this group are the many fraternities of the Champagnat Movement of the Marist Family which has flowered in some but not all Provinces.  There are also people such as retired or former faculty, parents, former students, and friends, all of whom may see themselves supporting the mission in some way or other, but who may not be formally connected to a Marist ministry or group.

It needs also to be pointed out that all of these people are not “lay”; there are those who fall outside the dichotomous categorising of the Marist world into “brothers” and “lay”.  Too often we forget the priests and the female religious.  What of our chaplains and priest colleagues?  Can they also have a place in our Marist tent, even though they are neither lay nor brother, just like Jean-Marie Vianney who was a pre-eminent member of the Third Order of Mary in the founding time?  And how could female religious be accommodated?  Must they belong to another religious institute because there is no way to live the consecrated life as a woman in the Champagnat tent?
  It all starts to become a little complex.

Another tent

As a way to open up a consideration of this matter, let us turn to a provocative article that has been recently published by Marist scholar and historian, Brother André Lanfrey.
   The idea proposed by Lanfrey is that, in reality, there were two centres for the development of the Society of Mary in the 1820s and 1830s – one at Belley and the other at The Hermitage – and that two distinct expressions of the Society began to emerge, right from the start.  Despite the protestations of Marcellin to the contrary, the unity – or at least the uniformity – of these two expressions of le projet Mariste was more in name than in practice.  Both in structure and in spirit they were qualitatively different.
  Colin was probably more alert to this than was Champagnat, and eventually had the wisdom to encourage Champagnat’s brothers to follow their own path.
  Although each place, Belley and The Hermitage, was involved in the formation and ministry of both priests and brothers, the understanding of the respective roles of priests and brothers in the broader Marist project took different paths in each place, shaped by the different intuitions of Colin and Champagnat.
 Most readers would be familiar enough with the disagreement between the two Founders concerning the place of the brothers:  Colin saw them as auxiliary to the main branch of the priests who were the principal agents of the Society, whereas for Champagnat the brothers had an important role in their own right – that of teaching – and this was a ministry equivalent in worth to that of the priests.
  Eventually, at the urging mainly of the younger priests in 1839, it was agreed that there would be two groups of brothers.  

That disagreement and its final outcome are well known. What is less well understood is that there were also different practices between The Hermitage and Belley concerning the role and status of the priests.  Whereas Belley was principally focussed on the mission of the priests – both in structure and purpose – with the coadjutor brothers in support of them, at The Hermitage it was the priests who were in support of the brothers, as their chaplains and spiritual directors.   Just as there were those priests who took one side or the other in the debate about the proper place of the brothers, so also were there priests who took alternate sides regarding the place of the priests in the Society.  Already in 1826, Etienne Terraillon had declared his views: he deserted Champagnat to go off on a preaching assignment because Terraillon’s vision for being a Marist priest was not living in a brothers’ community as chaplain: he had signed on to be an inland missionary, as a priest.  In the early 1830s, there was again disquiet among the chaplains at The Hermitage, initiated by Colin
 and supported by Séon who urged his fellow-priests to leave a situation where they lived totally intermeshed in the brothers’ community, and in a minority, to form a priests-only community at Valbenoîte.  On the other side of the debate, priests such as Servant and Forest, who were formed by Champagnat, highly valued the kind of community experience that The Hermitage provided, and the model of priesthood that Champagnat personified.
  Another, Matricon, was to be a long-term chaplain at The Hermitage, without having any role of authority or direction.  Lanfrey argues, therefore, that it may be more legitimate to describe two Societies of Mary in development, two authentic but different realisations of the vision of Fourvière.

In Father Colin’s view, Father Champagnat “never understood” the place of the brothers in the Society of Mary.
  They are strong words, and no doubt based in truth.  What it says, however, is that Marcellin never understood the place of the brothers in the Society of Mary that was founded in Belley – Colin’s foundation.  It is equally true to say that Colin never understood the role of the brothers in the Society of Mary as it was founded at The Hermitage.  And the two Founders would have also disagreed about the place of the priests.
  

The attitudes towards the brothers that eventually prevailed in the Society of Mary were quite understandable.  While most of the priests and brothers did come from similar backgrounds, in those early days the priests were considerably more educated and, usually, more intellectually capable.   Until the 1850s at the earliest, the brothers had little academic training, and were even actively discouraged from mastering anything beyond the minimum they needed to teach young children.
  Certainly, their theological education was primitive and, in most cases, so was their higher secular learning lacking.  It is not surprising, therefore, that something of a social divide existed between the priests and brothers. Inevitably, a clerical culture emerged in the Society of Mary that, by the time of the second generation of Marist priests, was firmly established.

In describing these differences of intuition and vision between Champagnat and Colin, it needs to be said in the same breath that each of the two Founders, as also Jean-Marie Chavoin, and indeed Jean-Claude Courveille before his exit from the scene after 1826, never imagined the Marist project without all its branches.  Each of them was vitally interested in, actively contributed to, and meaningfully participated in the work of the other branches.
  If we include the several foundations made by Courveille, there were a number of Marist seeds sown in the first fifteen years.  By 1840, three had taken root and were flowering – those of Colin, Champagnat and Chavoin – while the Third Order was also showing signs of growth in Lyon.  Until at least Champagnat’s death, all of the Founders saw themselves mutually engaged in a broad common purpose.   Even though they were to all eventually disagree to varying extents on the roles and the interplay of the branches, they all remained committed in those first decades to a Marist vision that involved them all, in every diocese of the world.  “All the world Marist.”  The Marist project was bigger than the sum of its parts.  It would have been inconceivable for Champagnat, for example, to imagine a community such as that of The Hermitage without the presence of ordained chaplains as an integral part of it,
 or without the work of the sisters being complementary to that of the brothers.  It is also not possible to understand the nuances of distinctiveness among the different branches without understanding the commonalities of their “Marist-ness”.

As the cards of history fell, the Marists were to develop into separate institutes and take their own courses.  There has been some degree of association and collaboration in the time since, most especially between the Marist Fathers and Marist Sisters, but there has been much more independence than interdependence.  Since the 1960s, the concept of the “Marist Family”, so much favoured by Brother Basilio Rueda,
 has seen a greater coming together and even some joint attempts at sharing community, formation and ministry.  It has to be admitted, however, that even though mutual relationships among the branches are today more cordial than ever, and most of the past hurts and misunderstandings well healed, there has never been since the 1840s any complete realisation of the Marist dream that has involved all the branches in a sustained or genuinely collaborative way.  Even as far back as the missions of Oceania between 1836 and the 1870s, there were problems of misunderstanding, misjudgement and exclusion among the branches.  

There has been a hope expressed in different quarters that some kind of structural unity or more formal juridical association could be revisited.  The best response to that was perhaps made by Craig Larkin sm in 2001 when he commented to a combined assembly of the General Chapters of the four Marist institutes that the different branches may have been born of same family, but now they were more like adult children, each with its own family.
 While they would always share a common heritage and a warm enough familial bond, each branch now had its own spirit, its own people, and its own well-developed expression of Marist spirituality.   

This present situation is the logical and inevitable development of the past.  From the very beginning, there was no monochromatic version of the Society of Mary.   Even the use of the same language and phrases, for example “the work of Mary”, or indeed the very word “Marist” itself, did not always carry exactly the same meaning.
 There is self-evident weight to the argument that, in reality, there was always more than one Marist “tent”.

We have nothing to fear from such a pluralistic expression of Marist spirituality, or even a multiple ownership of its name.  Many groups claim the mantle of “Franciscan” or “Benedictine” or “Ignatian”, for example, without presuming that it is theirs alone, or that theirs is the most authentic version.  Different times, cultures and states of life have created various expressions of the great spiritualities of the Church.  Neither the name nor the lived experience of the spiritual tradition is the property of any single group, but shared by many, in ways that suit particular circumstances, and always for the mission of the one Gospel.

Redesigning the FMS Tent

So much for Marist history, and for those first intuitive moves of Marcellin that resulted in a distinctive expression of the Society of Mary at the Hermitage.  How might his charismic intuitions in the 1820s and 1830s inform our decision-making now, as we attempt to be creative faithful to his charism and to respond to the needs of the contemporary world?   Let us turn again to the thoughts of Brother André.  On the basis of his historical analysis and his reading of the situation of today, Lanfrey proposes the intriguing idea that perhaps the time is ripe for the ‘Society of Mary of the Hermitage’ to grow beyond its current parameters and to include within its juridical orbit all the states of life in the church – men and women, religious and lay, clerical and secular.

Lanfrey’s proposal is profound and it is timely.  First, it is profound because it calls us back to the original Marist vision: a tree of different branches.  To be a legitimate expression of the founding intuition of the Society of Mary, it may be argued, a group must have a place for priests, sisters, brothers and lay people.   We have long passed the time – if, indeed it ever existed in reality much beyond 1825 – when we could justifiably describe the Marist Fathers, Marist Sisters, Marist Brothers, Marist Missionary Sisters, and the various Lay Marist groups as all branches of the one tree.  They are branches of different trees.  Same genus, perhaps, but different species. The trees are different because almost two hundred years and many thousands of people have led to their evolving into identifiably distinct spiritualities.  Like the many and varied expressions of Benedictine spirituality, or Dominican, or Augustinian, or Franciscan, there are now different schools of Marist spirituality.  Although there are obvious commonalities, there are, at the same time, subtle but real differences.  Not everyone who identifies himself or herself as “Marist” would feel at home in each of the Marist institutes or in each of the various lay movements associated with them.  And a person’s spirituality, a person’s spiritual tent, is very much about where one feels at home. 

It is, therefore, incumbent upon us to revisit the intervention of Marcellin to his fellow seminarians at the seminary of St Irenée: “We must have brothers!” Marcellin expressed this view in the context of a broader project; he assumed the inclusion of priests, sisters and lay people. The reason for his intervention was primarily missionary: that rural and neglected children needed good Christian teachers. Now that Champagnat’s foundation – and his specific mission of Christian education of young people – has developed its own Marist spirituality, we need to add to Champagnat’s words of 1814, “… but not brothers alone!”  Indeed, to have brothers alone would not be faithful to the broader Marist view that Marcellin carried to his deathbed.
  In this, Marcellin’s intuitions were not only aligned with the original Marist dream, but consistent with most of the major spiritual traditions of the Church which for centuries have typically had structural as well as spiritual ways to include women and men, lay and religious, secular and clerical.   Without such structures, it is impossible for them to exercise their functions in the institutional life of the Church as fully as they might otherwise do.  Charism alone is not enough to sustain a movement; juridical structures must be built around a charismic intuition to safeguard it, and to regulate its canonical interconnection with other ecclesial entities. An example of the importance of this point can be seen in the problematic or ambiguous relationship that exists between dioceses and the Marist Brothers in some countries when the presence of professed members of the Institute becomes small or ceases altogether in a particular ministry:  a particular diocese may recognise the right of the Institute to appoint a brother as principal of a diocesan school entrusted to the Institute, but it would not recognise our right to appoint a lay Marist because such a person, it may argue, has no status in Canon Law, and  the Institute no juridical right of appointment of a lay person.  Similarly, the Institute has no right of appointment of a priest who may self-identify with Marcellin’s spirituality.  This raises questions concerning limitations in the Institutes Constitutions and Statutes, and more fundamentally about the possible need for new categories of membership or association.

A second response to Lanfrey’s proposal is that it is timely.  It is timely because it opens a new and genuinely radical way to engage the calls of Vatican II for all the baptised to be on mission.  For our Institute, this is being felt through the ways in which lay people are seeking increasing identification with the Marist mission to young people.   Yet, even when these lay people are in quite responsible positions in directing Marist ministries, and perhaps quite committed to the Marist cause, the fact of their being “lay” means, in the present canonical structures of the Institute, they can only ever have “associate” status. Such a situation presents itself increasingly as a rather skewed and anachronistic expression of Church.   It is worthy of highlight that the great majority of the new ecclesial movements that are currently experiencing growth and momentum are largely lay.  But rarely are they exclusively lay.  This is a key point.  They are more inclusive in their membership: (a) welcoming a broad embrace of lay people, but (b) usually having some means for deeper and permanent commitment for a few, and (c) being served sacramentally and pastorally by priests.  This is the contemporary spirit of communio:  not one state of life, but all together, each living out its appropriate role in service of the spiritual life and evangelising mission of the Church, in interconnection with one with another.

The last point – that the new growth in the church is largely but not exclusively lay – is an important aspect of the timeliness of Lanfrey’s proposal. The possibility of inclusion of priests, in some way or other, addresses a major need of this present time, at least in many of the countries where the Marist mission is being undertaken.   The need, simply put, is this: there aren’t any priests!  Or, there aren’t enough who are available or who are suitable for effective chaplaincy to Marist communities and to Marist ministries.  An authentically Catholic community is Sacramental in its prayer and worship, and these Sacraments are celebrated through the ministration of an ordained priest.  The reality for many Marist Brothers’ communities is that daily or even weekly Eucharist has disappeared from community timetables, while the presence of priests in schools and the celebrations of the Sacraments with students in our schools is increasingly rare in many countries, not only those in western developed countries where clerical vocations are scarce. There is a need for priests, a need that is often far more an urgent reality than that for professional, committed Marist teachers who are present in greater numbers.

The priesthood has been a thorny issue for the Marist Brothers. The question of ordination was much discussed in the Institute for a considerable part of the last century, so much so that it became a topic for debate at several successive General Chapters. In 1946, 1958 and again in 1967
 it was raised, but put in the “too-hard basket”, and referred on to the following Chapter, before its being rejected by the Chapter of 1976.
 In finally deciding against ordained members, even in a limited number of Provinces, the capitulants freed the Institute from the canonical complications that such a move might have created, not to mention the clerical culture it risked introducing, at least in some parts of the world.  Many capitulants, however, had a more important reason for their decision not to proceed with ordination in the Institute: the opinion of many that the Church’s understandings of priesthood and ordained ministry had to change.  Among the issues that capitulants had with the current doctrine were the “ontological change” that ordination effects in a man, its permanency, and its being hierarchically placed in the order of the Church.   For each of those reasons, it was judged to be inconsistent with the nature of life of the Marist brothers or at least the wrong time to make a change.  Since then there has been the hope expressed in some quarters of the Church that a new paradigm of priesthood may emerge, or at least a recognition that the shortage of priests and the scandal of denial of the Eucharist to God’s people, may lead the Church to give episcopally-selected lay people temporary license to preside at the Sacrament of the Eucharist in the absence of a priest, in the same way as a lay person can administer the Sacrament of Baptism or a man and woman can be Sacramentally married to each other when no ordained priest can be present.  The chance of any such change is, however, looking less and less likely.  Half a century after the Council, as the afterglow of the volcanic reforming eruptions has dimmed, it is clearer that the cold reality is that there is a model of priesthood that has taken the eastern and western Churches over nineteen centuries to develop, and it is not going to change dramatically any time soon.  Nothing short of schism or reformation is going to bring quick change, and it is inconceivable that Marcellin would be smiling in heaven at his disciples advocating such an option!

More realistically, and consistent with the loyalty to the Church which was also part of our founding charism, it is incumbent upon the Marist movement to accept that the ordained priesthood is the ordained priesthood, and to look, rather, for ways in which priests could be included in our Marist tent as chaplains and spiritual guides to Marist communities and ministries. Taking into consideration the legitimate reservations about not wanting to destroy the nature of lay brotherhood, can we look for other canonical or structural ways of addressing this question? The reason attempting to do so is sourced primarily in the fact that it is a pressing need in the Marist mission of evangelisation and Christian education of youth, and for the communities of Marists who undertake this mission.

But, how could it be possible?

A Marist institute that somehow includes brothers, priests, sisters and lay people, in a non-hierarchical, interdependent, complementary relationship with one another?  How could that possibly work? The instinctive reaction of some people may be to recoil in a “Castracane response”.  In rejecting Father Colin’s proposal in 1833, Cardinal Castracane laughed at the idea that all these states of life – priests, male and female religious, and lay people – could be governed together in what he saw as a multi-wheeled cart. Not workable, he said.
 The Marists, however, knew otherwise because they had a different intuition about Church, one that was fundamentally Marian: non-hierarchical, inclusive, unpretentious, complementary, simple, and shaped by a family spirit.
 So, again today, the challenge presents itself.  

Would there be significant issues and hurdles to be addressed?  Of course.  But that should not preclude our trying to wrestle with them and to think creatively and innovatively about ways to bring this vision to reality.  Are there the same degrees of readiness or need in all parts of the Marist world?  No, there are not.   For example, the exercise of priesthood – its status and its culture – varies enormously among the different cultures in which the mission of Champagnat is carried out today.  So, also, do the levels and styles of engagement of lay people in the Marist mission, especially in the range of ways in which lay people identify with the spiritual core of Marcellin’s mission, and their sense of shared ownership of it.  In another example, female religious life has all but died out in some places, but in others there is a relative plenitude of vocations.  Indeed, in this present age there are, also, quite different roles for religious, both female and male, depending on which part of the Church they are situated.  The ways in which religious are needed to contribute in some of the younger churches, for instance, are not the same needs and openings they have in the older ones. 

Identity, integrity and complementarity

In whichever part of the Church it occurs, nonetheless, the question of structurally including different states of life within the Marist tent, in some way, would bring into focus another question that has been niggling for a settled answer in our Institute for some time now:  that of the identity of the brother within the broader Marist mission.  With the advent of lay people in large numbers into Marist ministries, and more especially since they have been empowered after the Circular of 1991 and the General Chapter of 1993 to consider themselves as fully “Marist”, the old identity conundrum has taken on a new twist for many brothers.  The issue has been further opened up by the initiatives of some Provinces in which lay people and brothers have undertaken not only to share in ministry together, but to live in community together.   In such situations, some are asking, “Where is the integrity of a brother’s life?” and “Where is his distinctive identity in mission?”  Many gallons of ink have been spent in answer to such questions in recent decades.

One point of view is that the concept of a “mixed community” (of lay and religious living together) is an oxymoron.  It is neither fish nor fowl.   Either the lay people will be expected to be quasi-religious, or the religious will acquiesce so much of their normal religious lifestyle and timetable that they became indistinguishable from the lay people with whom they live – other than in their private, individual lives. But religious life, at least for Marist Brothers, is lived in a community context, not privately or individually. Questions can emerge in such so-called mixed communities concerning the frequency and format of daily community prayer, of Eucharist, of sharing of meals and recreation, of presence to each other, of accommodation requirements and styles of living, and of the ways that the each of the vows is lived out in community.  If the lay people in such a community are married or in a close personal relationship, issues arise concerning time and space apart, exclusive time and space.  Lay people have not vowed chastity, or poverty, or obedience; do they have the freedom to live a genuinely lay life in such situations?   Some key components about their lay status as Marist include its not being the only orientation of their life or even the primary one (something that would usually be their own spouses or families), and its not being essentially permanent.  In contrast, those in the consecrated life do make a commitment that is entire of their will, of their goods, and of their sexuality, as well as its being made for life and lived out in community.

It is perhaps instructive in this consideration to recall that the distinctive identity of the brothers, being both ‘lay’ and ‘religious’, was also a question that occupied the mind of Marcellin and, after him, the leadership group of François, Louis-Marie and Jean-Baptiste.  For Marcellin, the issue came into focus in the second half of the 1820s when he began his efforts to seek legal recognition for the brothers.  One critical factor in his early failure to obtain this, argued Marist scholar Brother Stephen Farrell, was his insistence on the brothers’ taking formal vows.
  Had he been content with their only making promises or another kind of commitment of association, then the proposed legal recognition may not have been as unacceptable as it seemed to have been to the libertarian sensibilities of the French politicians of the time.  But Marcellin was insistent on his brothers not only being committed lay catechists but taking on a full religious life.  His introduction of the religious costume at the same time – and his insistence on the brothers’ wearing it through the troubles of 1830-1831 – amplifies this principle of Marcellin.  Even as the consummate pragmatist that he was, he was not willing to compromise this idea for the sake of gaining his much treasured recognition.  In a similar vein, a key aim of Jean-Baptiste in writing The Life in 1856 was to show that the brothers were a full religious order, situated in the great monastic tradition of the Church.
  This was done primarily in reaction to moves in the 1840s and 1850s from Colin, among others, to propose that the brothers be considered as a lay confraternity of religious teachers, a kind of third order of laymen attached the Society of Mary and conducting schools.  No, retaliated the brothers: they considered themselves to have been founded as fully-fledged religious, as a religious order in the classical sense.   The lay character of the institute was not to be confused with being secular and living ‘in the world’, to use the customary expression of the time.  In the post-Vatican II period, people may well be justified in asking to what degree the distinctive characteristics and expectations of the consecrated life, as it is expounded in Vita Consecrata for example, have become invisible to the extent that they have been lost or forgotten.

The logical conclusion of the above line of argument is that brothers’ communities should be just that: brothers’ communities, lived in accordance with the ideals and requirements of the Marist Brothers’ Constitutions and Statutes.  Neither more nor less.  And lay people should be lay people.  They could be guests, even long-term guests, of a brothers’ community, but that is a different thing altogether, one where the ground-rules and the mutual expectations are easier to determine.  Perhaps there needs to be a reclaiming of the integrity of the religious community.  This is not to imply that brothers’ communities should not be open, welcoming and hospitable, but only that that should be places that have the expectation that religious life is being lived within them, and that structures and obligations are in place to support this. Nor does such a view preclude an arrangement wherein a number of people – a religious community, a married couple, and some single people, for example – may live in a loosely-coupled arrangement that could still be called a “community”, broadly speaking. But this is not community in the sense that it is described in our Constitutions. 

The same would be true for communities of religious sisters.   For priests, the question is different depending on their status as religious or as secular, but it is worth reminding ourselves that, from the time of The Hermitage, the inclusion of a religious priest as a full member of a brothers’ community, but in the role of chaplain, is well established.  And so, also, for lay people: their vocation as lay Marists should have its own integrity, and not be seen as an adjunct or paler imitation of that of the religious or priestly Marist vocation.  

For each of the Marist states of life, communio does not imply amorphous uniformity of lifestyle.  Communio is a theological and ecclesiological concept, not a sociological one.
 For each state of life there needs to be a honouring of its distinctiveness.
  Only then can its real contribution to the whole occur with greatest effect and witness.   For lay, religious and ordained Marists to be working together in mission is one thing; for them to attempt also to have the same patterns of life, and to live in community with the same level of mutual expectation on each other, is something else entirely.  The great American poet Robert Frost in Mending Wall insightfully explored ironic relationship between “good fences” and “good neighbours”.  The poem recognises the good will, and even the forces, that would “have a wall down”, that would want to demolish the things that divide.
  At the same time, however, he observes that people re-erect the fences, re-insert boundaries, almost by instinct.  Although there are downsides to doing so, there are also issues of self-preservation and integrity that come into play.  Frost leaves us with the irony: “good fences make good neighbours.”   In imagining how a new tent might be designed, the Marists of St Marcellin would do well to take heed.

Conclusion

In the Institute’s timely and necessary discernment for how it should take its place in the ever-new world and ever-new Church, it is called to look creatively and comprehensively at who should have a place in the Marist tent today.  In some parts of the world, vocations to the consecrated life are few and many people question if it will continue at all.  Part of the answer to that is, “Not on its own, it won’t.”  In other places, the lay Marist movement is fragile, its growth furtive and inconsistent.  People question whether it has the substance and roots to grow.  Again, the answer is, “Not on its own.”  And for both groups, the absence of ordained priests diminishes their capacity to be authentically and sacramentally a Catholic ecclesial community.  

The particular strand of the Marist dream that Marcellin began to realise at Lavalla, and then to develop at The Hermitage, has moved through various incarnations.  The present time calls for another.  The mission remains as urgent and as important:  the Christian education of the young.   All of the people who are answering the call to take part in that mission today need both charismic and structural ways to live out their Marist spirituality as Marcellin has inspired them to do, and to do it together.  Their “tent”, as it was for the ancient Israelites, must be a place of grace and holiness for them, a place of gathering and security, where all of them can encounter the God dwells among them, and with which they can journey on together.  A new tent.  The twist in the modern tale is that, of all of the groups under the canvas, the largest will be the lay group.  How will Marcellin’s Marists deal with that?
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� Cf. Isaiah 54:2 and the Message of the XX General Chapter, 2001 #15.   In the years before the XIX Chapter, the Champagnat Movement of the Marist Family took shape in response to the same imperative.  When introducing the Champagnat Movement in his paradigm-setting Circular of 15 October 1991 (Volume XXIX), Brother Charles Howard SG gave a comprehensive rationale for the increased participation of lay people in the spirituality and mission of the Institute, and of the Church more generally. 


� Twenty-two years after the end of the Council, the Synod on the Laity (1987) gave further definition to this call, and Pope John Paul II wrote powerfully of it in his apostolic exhortation, Christifideles Laici, the following year.  The moves within the Institute in the subsequent decade fell very much in tune with this will of the Magisterium of the Church.  By the time of the issue of Vita Consecrata in 1996, the Church was explicitly supporting the integration of the mission and spirituality of lay people with religious institutes.  See VC, #54.


� Unless otherwise stated, the term “Marist” refers to the Champagnat tradition of the Marist way.  This is done for economy of expression.  It does not mean to imply that it is the only expression of Marist spirituality and mission.  On the contrary, as should be evident from the later argument of this paper, there are several authentic traditions of “Marist spirituality” which have aspects in common as well as others that are distinctive.  


� One example of how this has happened has been the foundation of the small group of Hermanitas in Central America, as female religious who see themselves sharing in the charism of St Marcellin, but different from the two existing Marist institutes of sisters.  Yet their connection to the Marist Brothers is only by informal association and personal relationship.


� Lanfrey, A. (2008) Unity and Diversity in the Society of Mary: mysticism, history and canon law. Marist Notebooks, #24, pp27-34


� In the cause for his canonisation Marcellin was promoted as “co-founder” of the Society of Mary, and subsequently formally recognised as such.  His recruitment of priests for the Society in the diocese of Lyon, his formation of half of the first generation of Marist priests, at The Hermitage and in the same house as the brothers, and his diocesan appointment as superior of both the priests and the brothers in Lyon gave him a role that was not matched in influence by anyone other than Colin.


� It was Colin’s initiative that precipitated the election of Brother François as Director General in 1839, Colin who encouraged Cholleton – as priest-in-charge of the Brothers in the early 1840s – to exercise a hands-off approach to his responsibilities, and Colin who spoke definitively at the General Chapter in 1852 (4 June, Chronologie d’Institut) on the question of formal separation.  His visit to the Brothers’ Chapter was quite brief – just a couple of days.  Two months, later, however, he ensured that he took the presiding role for the duration of the Marist Sisters’ General Chapter, something that was indicative of a quite different relationship and understanding.


� Perhaps the most telling evidence of the different conception of the Society of Mary that was developing at The Hermitage in the second half of the 1820s, and exposition of it, is the recently discovered “Statutes of the Society of Mary” that were sent by Champagnat to Bishop Devie in December 1836, and written probably before July 1830.  Brother André Lanfrey received this document from the archivist of the Brothers of the Holy Family in Belley, and has prepared a commentary on it – see Lanfrey, (2005) A, A New Document, the Statutes of Mary of the Hermitage, in Marist Notebbooks #20, pp.76-93.   The statutes envisage a Society consisting of a small number of priest-chaplains living with a larger number of brother-teachers, with the priests having the role of spiritual authority and chaplaincy, and the brothers having the role of temporal authority and an external school apostolate.  Lanfrey sees the document to be consistent with other documents of the period 1825-1830, and reflective of a difference of opinion between the Marist priests, represented by Champagnat (and Pompallier) on the one hand, and Colin on the other.  Colin’s view was to prevail as early as 1830 with his election as central Superior, then the move of the Lyon priests to Valbenoîte.  It is, therefore, quite significant that Champagnat is sending these Statutes to Devie as late as 1836.


� See Avis, Leçons, Sentences, Chapter 41 ; Circular of 1837, line 20.  In taking this view, it seems that Marcellin was influenced by the views of Jean-Baptiste de la  Salle who had advocated that the function of teaching was worthy of being described as a “ministry” of the Church.  


� See Letters of Colin to Champagnat of November and December 1831, O.M., Docs 239, 241, 242, 246


� See Letters of  Servant to Champagnat, 15 Dec  1836 (AFM, Letters OCE 622.51, p.236); 29 May 1841 (APM Z203)


� This is stated explicitly in his letter to Champagnat of 22 February 1839 concerning Colin’s instruction to Champagnat to send brothers to Bordeaux to be sacristans at the Marian shrine.  Champagnat’s disagreement with the Bordeaux proposal is evident from what Colin writes in the letter, as is Colin’s views on the essentially auxiliary role of the brothers in the Society. See, also, the Memoir of Brother Sylvestre (end of Chapter 6) where he describes Colin’s view that the fathers and the brothers had “completely different aims” , needed a “different Rule” and “different Superiors”, and that Colin said to Champagnat in the mid-1830s that the brothers may not stay included within the Society after Marcellin’s death.  From Mayet (Origines Maristes #844) we learn that Colin  later claimed that the teaching brothers were never part of his plans “The teaching brothers never existed before God in my original plan of the Society; if they were admitted later, it was through kindness and in gratitude for the services they rendered us, and especially at the request of Fr Champagnat and of his brothers. The priests, the sisters and the third order were part of the original plan, as also were the servant brothers under the name of Joseph brothers.”


� Current Marist historian, Alois Greiler sm, is of the view that each of Colin and Champagnat had his own idea for a religious congregation before the time they fell in with Courveille’s Marist project, and that these ideas were essentially different.   It was only after the eclipse of Courveille, and also the maturing of their respective ideas that the passage of time provided, that the differences between Colin’s and Champagnat’s models became clear.  Father Greiler’s hypothesis is certainly supported by the opinions that Colin expressed regarding the brothers in the 1840s and 1850s, after Champagnat’s death.  It is an interesting conjecture to ponder what Marcellin may have chosen to do with his brothers had he been alive during these decades.


� Even the well-read and scholarly Br Jean-Baptiste, whom Marcellin described as being “obsessed” by learning, was active in his discouragement of brothers’ further study. In this he was of similar mind with François and Louis-Marie.


� This is evident as early as the debate over the place of the brothers at the priests’ retreat of 1839.  The following two decades only cemented it.


� Brother Frederick McMahon’s 1993 book, Travellers in Hope¸ chronicles well just how interwoven was the story of Marist founding, especially between about 1820 and 1850


� Champagnat’s letters to Cattet, Gardette, Barou and de Pins in 1827 and 1828, pleading for priests to be appointed to The Hermitage, exemplify this forcefully.  It was not unreasonable for the Founder to have some expectation that priests would be assigned.  In that year, 1828, there were over 3,000 ordinands in France: the shortage of priests of the post-Revolutionary period had passed.  The more pressing need that Marcellin was addressing was the shortage of committed Christian teachers.


� Yet Brother Basilio was careful to point out the distinctive differences between the charismic intuitions of Colin and Champagnat.  See, for example, his distinction between Colin’s emphasis on the “apostolic intentions” of Mary in contrast to Champagnat’s attraction to the “person of Mary”:  Circular Vol XXVI, #3, “The Spirit of the Institute”, 25.12.1975.


� Larkin, C. Mary in the Church, a Marist Insight: How can the intuitions of the first Marists  be a source of inspiration for us today?  Unpublished address to an assembly of the General Chapters of the Marist Fathers, Marist Brothers, Marist Sisters, and Marist Missionary Sisters.  Rome, 12 September 2001, p,12.


� Again, Brother Basilio’s Circular (op.cit.) is instructive on this point.


� The disproportionate amount of attention in Marcellin’s Spiritual Testament that is given to unity of the Little Brothers of Mary with the larger Society of Mary attests to his views on this matter.  Already, however, Colin and other priests of the Society were hardening in the view that the ‘Marist Brothers of the Hermitage’ were a dispensable arm of their future plans for the Society of Mary.  Colin had encouraged Marcellin to consider making arrangements for his Brothers to pass over to diocesan control on Marcellin’s death.  The Marist priests’ retreat of 1839 when, against the wishes of Marcellin, a formal separation was made between the coadjutor brothers and the teaching brothers, can be seen in hindsight as a watershed moment in the development of Marist mission and spirituality.


� The deliberations on this matter by the 1967 Chapter were given greater significance because of an explicit statement within Perfectae Caritas (The highly influential Decree on the Adaptation and Renewal of Religious Life, promulgated at the end of the third session of the Second Vatican Council on October 28, 1965.) It read: The sacred synod declares that there is nothing to prevent some members of religious communities of brothers being admitted to holy orders by provision of their general chapter in order to meet the need for priestly ministrations in their own houses, provided that the lay character of the community is not altered.  (Paragraph 10)  To a number of capitulants, this paragraph seemed tailor-made to describe the situation of the Marist Brothers and offered them a clear way forward that answered needs they were experiencing without changing the essential character of the Institute.


� In Séance 9 of the XIV Chapter (1946), the commission studying the matter rejected it as contrary to the Constitutions. The XV General Chapter (1958) received a number of submissions in favour of the introduction of the priesthood or other models such as the establishment of a separate institute whose goal would be chaplaincy of the Marist Brothers. In Séance 29 of the Chapter, the matter was more extensively discussed, then referred to the new General Council for further study.  During the mandate of that General Council, of course, Vatican II took place. At the XVI Chapter (1967-68) the matter was taken up in the 6th Plenary Session (14 September 1967), again with various options considered, and referred to a sub-commission.  In quite extended and serious debate during several Plenary Sessions in November 1968 (see especially the 49th, 50th, 60th, 67-68th, 71st) there was a qualitatively deeper analysis of the issues, dealing with such topics as the nature of baptism, the identity of the brother, and the concept of priesthood  itself.  It was resolved that the General Council should study it further and bring it to the next Chapter.  Such study was done and was presented to the XVII Chapter in 1976, where again exhaustive debate ensued, over some weeks, concerning the nature of priesthood, the lay character and the charism of the Institute, whether the time was right, the needs of the mission, and other possible positive and negative implications that the introduction of the priesthood may generate (see especially the report to the General Assembly of 29 September and the discussion and decisions of 15 October). The final resolutions left open the opportunity for a later Chapter to take up the issue again, but this has not so far occurred.


� See Rapport du Cardinal Castracane sur le projet de Société de Marie, 31 January 1834.  Origines Maristes, Doc.304.  


� The original nineteenth century Marist intuition aligns remarkably with the late twentieth century concept of the “Marian Church” developed by Hans Urs von Balthasar– a notion so much favoured by the late Pope, John Paul II.  Mary is proposed as archetype of the Church. Craig Larkin sm has developed von Balthasar’s ideas by considering them in a modern Marist context, taking as his motif the traditional icon of The Ascension with its Patristic ecclesiology.  It is important to point out, as does Father Larkin, that the “Marian Church” is not conceptually opposed to the institutional/hierarchical “Petrine Church” but, indeed, points to it.  Nor is it exclusive from the evangelising “Pauline” dimension of the Church, or the mystical “Johannine” dimension.  These four poles of the Church that are represented in the Ascension icon are all indispensable for a complete ecclesiology.  The Marist contribution, argues Larkin, is to play the role of Mary.


� See Farrell, S. (1984) Achievement from the Depths. Sydney: Marist Brothers, p.106


� This idea is extensively developed by Brother André Lanfrey in a number of articles, but principally in his book which is a critical commentary on Jean-Baptiste’s Life:  Lanfrey, A. (2000) Introduction a la Vie de M.J.B. Champagnat.  Rome: Frères Maristes.


� An instructive synopsis of this view was provided by the then Cardinal Ratzinger in his keynote address on the occasion of the twentieth anniversary of Communio, the international theology digest he help to found with Hans Urs von Balthasar and Henri de Lubac in 1972.  See Ratzinger, J  Communio: A Program, in Communio, Fall 1992 (American edition).


� The final statement of the Marist Mission Assembly held in Mendes, Brazil (12 September 2007) identifies this shared but distinctive call:  We wish to promote forms of association and ways of belonging to the Marist charism, so lay and brothers may hear the call to live their identity (#2.3). This Assembly, arguably a defining moment in the history of the Institute, inextricably linked brothers and laity in the future of the Marist Mission.  Its call leaves the Institute with the challenge of how to bring these new “forms of association” to effect and, in the context of this paper, also to include female religious and clergy.


� Frost, R. Mending Wall, in Untermeyer, L (Ed.) (1919) Modern American Poetry.  New York: Harcourt, Brace and Howe.
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