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Our constitution is the living gospel of the
liberties of the pesople. It is not a compilation
of restrictions and restraints upon them, but the
guarantee of those essential liberties wilthout
which no man's home or living, peace or liveli-
hood, happiness or freedom, would be safe from .
ambitious rulers, envious nelghbors, or a grasping
state. A close compact of church and state had
been regarded by other governments as the chlef
support of public morality, order, peace, and
prosperity; but as the first example in history,
the United States has stood forth as government
deliberately depriving itaself of all legislative
control over religion and refusing to sectarles
any jurisdiction in state prerogatives - an un-
trammeled 1n%gpendance in both the spiritual and
civil realm,

36. Ibid., p. 274.




II. Catholicism and Religlous Liberty

"For religlous liberty 1s llke the air we
breathe, breathed and unthought of by many un-
til some hostile element asserts itself."

The liberty which the citizen of the United States
enjoys at present stands firm. His right of religlous liberty,
he feels, is as secure as the strength of his country. ﬁe
sees no patent dangers to this right. It would be well for
this citizen, however, as he enjoys and as he cherishes this
liberty of consclence, to beware of potential foes. If he
takes this liberty too much for grented, he indeed places 1t
in Jeopardy. "Eternal vigilance is the price of liberty."

Does religious liberty have its foes? Certain political
ideologies, we know, definitely oppose religious freedom.
This 1s very evident in the experlences of religious faith in
Germany and in Russia during the past decade. As a whole, the
general public recognizes the hostility of these regimes to
religion. But to suggest that the religious liberty of
America is being sabotaged from within might be considered un-
due alarmism. Serious consideration of the matter will re-
veal, however, that these dangers are no mere figments of the
imagination. The specific danger we have in mind is from
Roman Catholioclsm.

l. lt_’_jﬁo, Pe 284.




The charge is, of course, a serious one. But we can
Judge persons, or groups of persons, only by what they pro-
fess and by what they do. So with Catholicism. At present
the majority of people in the Unlted States professing some
faith are Protestants. Taking the great doctrinal chasm that
separates Catholicism and Protestantism into consideration,
it hardly seems likely that Protestantism would ever permit
Catholicism to overtake 1t in numbers. And if Catholicism
should do just that - census reports show their number growing -
wherein does the particular danger lie? The mere replacement
of a Protestant majority with a Catholic majority should not
necessarily cause alarm. But the danger runs deeper than a
political supremacy. We fear the lmplications of a Catholic
ma jority.

Three years ago, Harold E. Fey, asscciate editor of the
periodical Christian Century, after making an extensive study

of Roman Catholic policy in its literature and its activities,
issued this warning: "With our national life moving toward

a new cultural integration, the hierarchy is directing the great
power of the ecclesiastical body which it heads toward winning
the total body of American culture to Catholicism."2 How to

do this? "It is the purpose of the church [the Catholic Churoh]
to win America to 'obedience to Rome!, effecting whatever

changes in our culture and our Constitution may be necessary

2. Harold E. Fey, "Can Catholicism Win America?", The
Christian Cen (1ssues of November 20, 1944, to Janunry
17, 1945, repr%ntod in booklet form), p. 4.




to make this a Catholic state."® In its fullest meaning
"winning the total body of American culture to Catholicism"
implies or demands encroachment upon the liberties guaranteed
to every American citizen in the Bill of Rights. Religious
liberty, basic for all other freedoms, is included. If Rome
puts these principles to practice, full freedom of consclence
and 1ts expression in freedom of worship cease when the state
becomes predominantly Catholic. In the following pages we
shall trace Rome's bid for dominance and shall observe that
intolerance is a concomitant of Catholic supremacy.

Rome's designs on men's total life is not an unwarranted
charge. No denominational prejudice prompts the claim that
Rome denies religious liberty. Look to the "Eternal City"
and let her speak for herself, but look carefully. Catholie
patriots could deluge their opponents with a flood of Catholie-
authored literature upholding and defending the liberties of
the individual. Such literature does exist. The Roman Cath-
olic system permits a wide latitude of oplinion and interpre-
tation of its policies. Then, too, the ambigulty of Catholic
statements often renders an objective examination of Rome
dirficﬁlt. But the fact remains that some Catholic writers
have apparently defended religlous liberty and others have
denied the principle. Accepting that view as normative which
is most preponderant in print does not solve the problem.

One must rather go to the official sources of Catholicism to

Do &j-_d-l’ Pe 22,




determine Rome's stand. The Vatican and what is sanctioned
by the Vatican provide the answers.

Although someone might object that papal encyclicals and
opinions are the ideas of only one person, let it be stressed
here that such papal utterances are binding upon the members
of the Roman Catholic Church. Roman cathblios must look to
Rome for guidance. Hear Leo XIII 1in 1885, since which time
his decree has neither been rescinded nor supplanted: "In
the matters of thinking, it 1s necessary for them[Catholie
believers|to embrace and firmly hold all that the Roman Pon-
tiffs have transmitted to them, or shall yet transmit, and
to make public profession of them as often as circumstances
make necessary.'"4

Roman Catholic statements expressing papal attitude
toward religious liberty, toward the American principle of
sevaration of Church and State, and toward freedom of con-
science are not only dissimilar, but very often are qulte
contradictory. 8Such statements cannot be harmonized except
by distorted logie. This paper proposes to show that those
statements which are contrary to our democratic ideals of
liberty are the officlal Catholic teaching. The Roman Cath-
olics realize that their position is subject to attacks of
eriticism and condemnation. They can realigze this fact because
they know they stand on dangerous ground. They know that their
position regarding the rights of man and the Church-State

4. Encyolical Immortale Dei of Leo XIII (1885).




relationship are incongruous with the principles of freedom
in the United States. For example, MNurray, the Catholic
author, 1s able to select the very points on which Catholicism
can be attacked. He suggests that opponents of Catholicism
base their attacks on the felse premise that the First Amend-
ment lays down a rule of faith, that the Constitution supports
Protestant principlea.5 The premise is indeed false, but

the charge that Catholics support the First Amendment only

in practice for expedience's sake and not in principle 1is

made on the basis of authoritative statements by Catholios.

A non-Catholic may claim that "the Church of Rome pos-
sesses a dootrine or makes claims that are, 1ln objective
truth, inconsistent with the religious liberty established
by the Constitution of the United States."® The charge is a
serious one, but it 1s supported by dogma of Catholiclsm.

One must keep in mind what the Roman Catholiec Church 1s.
"Roman Catholicism is two things. It 1s a form of faith and
worship; and 1t is a form of government. It is a system of
beliefs...and it is a corporate control over the minds, con-
sciences and moral conduct of its adherents - of all the world,
if its hopes could be realized - by a very small self-perpetu-
ating group, in the last snalysis by one man "7

6. Murra op. cit., p. 261.

6. Charles O Warshall, Tha Roman Catholic Ohurch in the
Modern State, p. 45.

S red Ernest Garrison, Catholicism and the American
Hind, Pe 16.
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If one admite the premises of Catholicism, he must agree
that Catholicism 1a'quite logical. The chilef premise of Rome
is 1ts claim to spiritual and temporal authority by divine
institution. Leo XIII states the claim this way:

««s80meé things have been revealed by God;
that the only-begotten Son of God was made flesh,
to bear witness to the truth; that a perfect
soclety was founded by Him - the Church namely,
of which lle is the head, and with which He has
promised to abide till the end of the world.

To this soclety He entrusted all the truths
which He had taught, in order that it might
keep and guard them and with lawful authority
explain them; and at the same time He commanded
all nations to hear the voice of the Church, as
if 1t were lils own, threatening those who would
not hear it wilth everlasting perdition.

In faith and in teaching of morality, God
Himself made the Church a partaker of His divine
authority, and through His heavenly gift she
cannot be deceived. She is therefore the greatest
and most reliable teacher of mankind, and in her
dwells an inviolable right to teach them.8

The supremacy claimed above, by the terms of the Con-
stitution Pastor AEternus of 1870, 1is declared to be repre-

sented in the Pope. In matters of faith and morals all
members of the Church owe the duty of obedience. Fallure
to abide by this duty is punished with dammation. It is a
sovereignty de fide. "No duties of obedience to the State
or to the individual conscience are excepted. They are ab-

sorbed with all the other duties and with all rights to free-

8. Encyclical letter Libertas Praestantissimum of Leo XIII,
June 20, 1888, v
It might be noted here that "Church" as spoken of by
Catholic authorities generally refers to the hierarchy of the
Roman Catholic Church.




dom of thought and action in the duty of obedience to the
Pope by the sweeping terms of the Constitution."®? Mentlon
of this realm of faith and morals will be made later.

Unlike rulers of the modern governments, who have
powers delegated to them by their aubjects, the Pope claims
for himself a unique power. Iis is an authority, Catholiciam
asserts, directly from God. The Pope is beliesved to be the
very Vicar of Christ upon the earth. As God's representative
he can make known the will of God to men. "As such, he 1is
necessarily the medium under God of all moral truth and of
the validity of all political poner."lo Based on such premises,
the conclusion that the principlea of the First Amendment can-
not be in agreement with the tenets of Roman Catholicism is
inevitable. "In a conflict of opinion in matters belonging
to morals the members of the Church canmnot, without a viola-
tion of their religious alleglance, enter into the free syn-
thesis of living wills that ls essential to the safety and
welfare of the modern State. The will and power of one, the
Pope, may obstruct."tt

It would seem very strange, indeed, that from among the
religions of the world or from among the American denomi-
nations Catholicism should be singled out as inconsistent in
teaching and practice with the democratic principles of the

9. Mershall, op. cit., p. 20,
T0: Tofds g AR T
11. Ibid., p. 40.
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Constitution unless there were reasonable grounds for these
charges. It 1s evlident from Rome's constant defense of her
stand that she is thoroughly aware of her precarious position.
Therefore, one might come upon some very noble Catholic
declaration of patriotism, or an indignant reply to accusa-
tions of a double allegiance, Note these: "By the terms of
the l'ederal Conatitution as by the teachings of the Catholic
hurch, no room is given in America for discord hetween Catho-
licism and Americanism, between my Catholic faith and my
civic and political allegiance."l2 Ana:
Between my religlous faith and my civil and
political faith, between my creed and my country,
1t has been said, there 1s discord and contra- -
dictlon, so that I must smother something of the
one when I bid the other burat forth into ardent
burning, that I must subtract something from my
alleglance to the one when I bend my full energy
to service to the other. Those who so0 spesak
nisunderstand elther my creed or my oouftry;
they belle either the one or the other.ld
Some Catholic authors leave the impression that the fears
one volces are not unfounded, nor do they deny the threat of
Catholicism to American freedom. They merely discourage the
assumption that danger from GCatholicism and 1ts intolerance
lies in the immediate future. "while all this [Catholie
supremacy and loss of religious liberty|is very true in logic
and in theory, the event of 1lts practical realization in any
12. Ryan and Boland, Catholic Principles of Polltics, p.
346, quoting John Ireland, "Cathollclism and Americanism", an
address delivered at Milwaukee, Wlisconaln, Aug. 11, 1913.
13. Ibid., p. 343.




30

State or country las so remote in time and in probability that
no practical man will let it disturb his equanimity or affect
his attitude toward those who differ from him in religious
faith."4 Note that Catholicism severely censures anyone
vho harbors a dread of Roman dominance or nourishes the idea
that Rome has designs on the freedom of religion through a
Catholic majority in the United States. Yet they do not deny
the possibility of such conquest and intolerance. "...the
danger of rellglous lntolerance is so improbable and so far
in the future that it should not ocoupy their [the citizens!]
time or attention."l® It seems 1ike a very obvious attempt
to make the average American citizen let down his guard and
settle down in a lax and unwary complacency.

At the charge of intolerance Rome often points to the
Catholic colony of Maryland for her reply. It 1s strange,
but true,that the firast American colony to hold the principle
of religious toleration was established by Lord Baltimore,

a Roman Catholic. The case is an isolated one, which has its
particular qualifying circumstances. Baltlimore realized that
it would be impossible to settle his colony with the necessary
citizenry unless he would grant such toleration. It 1s also
sald that Baltimore was a man of kind and benevolent nature,
which }nay add welight to the statement that "the founding of
Maryland was not due in any way whatsoever to the Roman Cathollc

14, Ibid.-' Pe 320.
15, Thid.
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Church, but was solely the result of the plan and intention
of one Roman Catholic nobleman...he rm.mded Maryland upon
the principle of religious toleration in spite of his re-
ligion rather than because of 1it," 16

Another attempt to avoild the issue 1s Rome's assertion
that she has made great contributions to the progress of
civilization and the welfare of mankind., Leo XIII stated:

The Catholic Church, that imperishable
handiwork of our all-merciful God, has for
her immediate and natural purpose saving
souls and securing our happiness in Heaven.
Yot in regard to things temporal she is the
source of beneflts as manifold and great as
if the chief end of her existence were to en-
sure the prospering of our earthly life. And
in truth, wherever the Church has set her
foot, she has straightway changed the face of
things, and has attempered the moral tone of
the people with a new civilization, and with
virtues before unknown., All nationa which
have ylelded to her sway have become eminent
for their culture, thelr sense of Jjustilce,
and the glory of thelr high deeds. 17

And another declaration of Leo: "So powerful...is the
influence of the Church, that experience .abundlmtly test-
ifies how savage customs are no longer possible in any land
where she has once set her foot; but that gentleness speed-

1ly takes the place of cruelty, and the light of truth quick-
ly dispels the darkhess of barbarism." 18 Unmless one shuts

16, William Warren Sweet, The Story of Religions in
America, pp. 113-117.

17. Encyoclical Immortale Deil,

18. Encyclical Libertas Praestantissimum.




an eye to truth, these statements just do not harmonige
with historical fact. Was the Inquisition gentle, an
expulsion of cruelty and barbarism ? Did the "light of
truthf nmurture a "sense of justice"™ in the St. Barth-
olomew Massacre ? If this does not satisfy, observe the
eminence of culture in Roman Catholiec countries today.
What has Cathollicism done for the souls of the masses in
Latin America ? "Religious 1lliteracy among the 'peon!
and rural classes of South America 1s widespread., Among
these neglected peoplea Chrlistianity has been rendered
almost unrecognigable by the admixture of superstitions
and pagan practices." 19 17he cross of Christ as wor-
shipped by natives 1s often just another idol. A Latin-
American writer i1s quoted as saying that "twenty years
use of the clnema has made the comedian [Charles Chaplin]
better known to the South Americans than four centuries
of Roman Catholicism have been able to do for Christ." 20
Rome 's contribution to the social culture of Latin Amer-
ica 1s just as doubtful. For three centuries the Roman
Catholic Church has been in complete control, but it did
nothing toward the universal education of the populace.
Illiteracy is still one of Latin America's major prob-
lems .2l

19. George P, Howard, Religious Liberty in Latin
America ?, p. 30.

20. Ibid., p. 3l.

21. Wade Crawford Barclay, Greater Good Neighbor

Policy, pp. 143 f.




In the light of these facts and numerous others that
might be mentioned, one cannot but look askance at the
princlples, the motives, and the alms of Catholicism.
Lest anyone answer that the statements and the cases
cited are only isolated instances, 1t would be well to
study the subject intensively from the vantage of pert-
inent officlal papal documents. Thls discussion will
confine itself to statements on liberty and the relation-
ship between Church and State as they occur in the med-
ieval Bull, Unam Sanctam; the Syllabus of errors; the
encyclical of the modern pope Leo XIII, Immortale Dei;
the present day 1nterprbtations of Leo's encyclical by
the late Monsignor John A. Ryan; and several miscellaneous
items from papal writings and Catholic authors,

In 1302, at the time of the Golden Age of the Papacy,
the political situation of the times prompted Boniface
VIII to define papal claims in the Bull Unam Sanctam. In

this bull Boniface asserted that the Roman Pontiff has
both spiritual and temporal power. The words are plain:

Both are in the power of the Church,
the spiritual sword and the materlal. But
the latter 1s to be used for the Church,
the former by her; the former by the priest,
the latter by kings and captains but at the
will and by the permission of the priest.

The one sword, then, should be under the

other, and temporal authorilty subject to -
spiritual...Furthermore we declare, state,
define and pronounce that it 1s altogether
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