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6. No rel1g1oua teat·oan be established tor hold­
ing publio otf'ioeJ or f'or voting, or f'or aervice 
aa juror or �w�i�t�n�e % �a� 1n oourt prooeedinga; or 
for any other atate polioiea and funotiona. 

7. Ko �o�n�e " % � civil rights can be abridged on 
account of' his religion. 

a. All f'orma or religion are given equal pro­
tection under the law. 

9. Tb& t religious liber"t7 ia guaranteed to eve17 
one which does not contravene the peace, good 
order, and morals of society. 

10. There is complete separation between the 
1nat1tut1ona of' church and atate between oivil 
and eooleaiastical tunction11. 

With a few qualify ing exceptions in some ot 
the $tates these pr1nc1plea are ba!ic constitu­
tional guarantees in American law. 

It would be absurd to pretend that Amerioa and her citi­

zens, her practice and her judgments, bave always abided by 

these prinoiplea of religious liberty. It oases do occur, 

where men have tailed to live up to the ideals of thia oher-

1ahed heritage, the f'ault lies with the people and not with 

the principles. Occasionally "individuals have been excluded 

f'rom publio of'tice, f'rom citizenship, f'rom employment, ot 

trom attendance in colleges and universities.•35 These are 

rare exceptions rather than the rule. 

Religious liberty is indeed the prerogative or every 

citizen of' the United States. As a summary state1i18nt testi­

fying to the validity of our conclusion that full religious 

liber't7 1a granted the citizen of' the United States in the laws 

of the land, we add the f'ollowings 

M. Bates, op. oit., PP• 538 t. 
35. Johnson, op. oit., P• 28'. 



Our constitution la the living gospel ot the 
liberties ot the people. It 1a not a compilation 
ot reatriotlona and restraints upon them, but the 
guarantee of those essential 1ibert1ea without 
which no man's home or l~ving, peace or 1ivel1-
hood, happiness or freedom, would be sate from 
ambitious rulers, envious neighbors, or a grasping 
state. A close oompao t ot church and state had 
been regarded by other governments aa the ohiet 
support of public morality, order, peace, and 
prosperityJ but aa the tirat example in history, 
the United Sta tea has stood forth as government 
deliberately depriving itself or all legislative 
control over religion and rerualng to sectaries 
any jurisdiction 1n state prerogatives - an un­
trammeled 1tiflpendenoe in both the spiritual and 
civil realm. 
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II. Oatholioism and Religioua LibertJ' 

"For religioua liberty is like the air we 
breathe, breathed and unthought or by man! un­
t11 some hostile element asserts 1tselt. 0 

The liberty wh1oh the citizen of the United States 

88 

enjoys at present atanda firm. His right or religious liberty, 

he reels, i s a s secure as the strength of hia country. Be 

sees no patent dangers to this right. It would be well tor 

thi s c i tizen, however, as ha enjoys and as he cheri shes thia 

liberty of conacience, to beware of potential foes. It be 

takes this liberty too r.auah f'or granted, he indeed places it 

i n jeopardy. nEternal vigi lance is the price o~ liberty." 

Does rel1g1 oua l i berty have its foes? Certain political 

ideologies, we know, def'1n1tely oppose religious freedom. 

This is very evident i n the exper1enoea of religious f'aith in 

Germany and in Ruasia during the past decade. As a whole. the 

general public recognizes the hostility of these regimes to 

religion. But to suggest that the religioua liberty of 

America is being sabotaged from within might be conaidered un­

due alarmism. Serious consideration or the matter will re­

veal, however, that tlieae dangers are no mere f'igmenta of the 

imagination. The specifio danger we have in mind is trom 

Roman Cathol1c1am. 

l. Ibid., P• 28'. 



The charge 1•• ot courae. a aer1oua one. But we can 

judge peraona. or groupa or peraona, onl7 b7 what the7 pro-

:tesa and by what the7 do. So with Catholicism. At present 

the majority of people in the United States proteaaing aome 

faith are Proteatanta. Taking the great• dootrinal chaam. that 

aeparatea Catholioiam and Proteatantiam into cona1deration, 

it hardl7 aeema likel7 that Proteatantiam would ever permit 

Catholiciam to overtake it 1n number■• And it Catholiciam 

ahould do just that .- cenaua report■ ■how their number growing -

wherein does the particular danger lie? 'l'he mere replacement 

ot a Proteatant majority with ·a Oatholic majorit7 ahou1d not 

necesaar117 cause alarm. But the danger runa deeper than a 

political aupremao7. We tear the implioationa of a Catholic 

majority. 

Three years ago, Harold E. Fe7, aaaociate editor or the 

periodical Ohriatian Oentuq. after making an extenaive atud7 

or Roman Catholic polio7 in ita literature and ita activities. 

iaaued thia warnings 11With our national lite moving toward 

a new cultural integration, the hierarchy 1a directing the great 

power of the ecclesiastical bod7 which it heads toward winning 

the total bod7 of American cu1ture to Oathol1c1am."2 Bow to 

do thia"l "It 1a the purpose or· the church {!.be Catholic Churo!il 

to win America to •obedience to Rome•• effecting whatever 

change■ in our oulture and our Constitution ma7 be neoeaaary 

e. Harold E. Fe7. •oan Catholicism Win Amer1oa?11
• 'lhe 

Ohriatian Cen~• (1aauea or November 29• 19''• to January 
17, i04&. repr nted in booklet torm), P• 4. 



to make thia a Oathol1o atate.na In ita fullest meaning 

"winning the total body of Amerioan oulture to Ontholiciam• 

impliea or d.emanda encroaohl!lent upon the liberties guaranteed 

to every American o1t1zen in the Billot Rights. Religious 

liberty. baaio tor all othe~ treedoma. ia inoluded. It Rome 

puts these prinoiplea to praotioe. tull freedom ot couoienoe 

and ita expression ln tre.edom ot worship ceaae when the atate 

beoomea predominantly Catholic. In the following pagea we 

shall traoe Rome•• bid tor dominanoe and shall observe that 

1ntoleranoe ia a oonoomitant ot Catholic supremacy. 

Rome•• deaigna on man•• total lite 1a not an unwarranted 

charge. Ho denominational prejudice prompts t~ olaim tibat 

Rome deniea religious liberty. Look to the •Eternal. City" 

and let her apeak tor herself'• but look oaretull7. Oatholio 

patriots could deluge their opponents with a flood ot Catholic­

authored literature upholding and defending the liberties of' 

the individual. Such literature doea exiat. '!he Roman Cath­

olic ayatem permits a wide latitude ot opinion and interpre­

tation of' ita policies. 'l'ben. too. 1i:ll8 ambiguity of Catholic 

statements often renders an objective examination ot Rome 

d1.t't1oult. But the tact remains that some Catholic writer• 

have apparentl7 defended religious liberty and other• have 

denied the pri nciple. Accepting that view aa normative whiob 

1a moat preponderant in print doea not aolve the problem. 

One must rather go to the otf'ioial aouroea ot Oatbolioiam to 

a. Ibid.• P• BB. -
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de.termine Rome •s stand. The Vatioai'l and what 1• sanctioned 

by the Vatican provide the answers. 

Although someone might object that papal encyclicals and 

opinions are the ideas ot only one peraon, let it be stressed 

here that such papal utterances are binding upon the members 

of' the Roman Oatholic Church. Roman Catholics must look to 

Rome for guidance. Hear Leo XIII in 1886, aince which time 

his decra.e has neither been ·rescinded nor supplanted: "In 

t he matters ot thinking, it 1a necessary f'or them [catholio 

balievers] to embraoe and f'irm1y hold all that the Roman Pon­

tiffs have tranamitte.d to them, or sha.11 yet transmit, and 

to make public proteaaion of' them as often aa ciroumatancea 

make naoesaary."4 

Roman Catholic statements ·expreaaing papal attitude 

toward religious liberty., toward the .American principle of' 

separation ot Ohuroh and State, and toward freedom of' con­

science are not only dissimilar, but very of'ten are quite 

contradictory. Suoh statements cannot be harmonize~ except 

by distorted logia. Thia ~per proposes to show that those 

statements wh1oh are contrary to our democratic ideals of' 

liberty are the orf'icial Catholic teaching. 'l'he Roman Oath­

olics realise that their position 111 subject to attacks ot 

criticis•m and condemnation. 'l'b.ay can realise this fact becauae 

they know theJ' stand on dangerous ground. They know that their 

position regarding the rights of' man and the Church-State 

4. Bncyolioal Immortal• Dai of' Leo XIII (1885). 
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relationship are 1noongruous with the pr1no1plea ot freedom 

in the United States. For example, Uurray, the Catholic 

author, 1s able to select the very poi nts on which Catholio1em 

can be attacked. He suggests that opponent■ of Oatholiciam 

baae tl1e1r attacks on the false premse that the First Amend­

ment lays down a rule or faith, that the r.onetitution supports 

Protestant principles.5 The premise is indeed false, but 

the charge that Catholics support the F1rat Amendment only 

in practice tor exped1ence•a sake and not in principle is 

made on the baaie of authoritative atate1J1ents by Oatholios. 

A non-Catholic may olaim that "the Church ot Rome pos­

sesses a doctrine or makes claims that are, 1n objective 

truth, 1noonaiatent with the relig1oua liberty established 

by the Constitution ot the Uni ted Statea."6 The charge ia a 

serioua one, but it 1a supported by dogma or Catholicism. 

One muat keep in mind what the Roman Catholic Church is. 

"Roman Catholicism 1s two things. It ia a form ot faith and 

worship; and 1t is a form ot govern.~ent. It 1s a system or 

beliets ••• and it is a corporate control over the minds, con­

sciences and moral conduct or ita adherents - ot all tbe world, 

it ita hopes could be realized - by a very small self-perpetu­

ating group, in the last analysis by one man."7 

8. Murray, op. cit., P• 861. 
e. Charles c. iareball, The Roman Catholic Church in the 

Modern State, P• 46 • 
. 7. Winfred Brneat Garrison, Catholicism and the Amerloan 

Kind, P• 16. 
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If one admits the premiaea of Oatholioiam, he muat agree 

that Oathol1ciam 1a quite logioal. The ohier premise of Rome 

1a ita claim to spiritual and temporal authority by divine 

institution. Leo XIII states the claim this ways 

••• some things have been revealed by OodJ 
that the onl7-begotten Son of God was made flesh, 
to bear witness to the truthJ that a perfect 
society waa founded by ~im - the Church namely, 
of which He 1a the head, and with which He has 
promised to abide till the end of the world. 
To this aooiety He entrusted all the truths 
which He had taught, 1n order that it might 
keep and guard t hem and wi th lawful authority 
explain them; and at the same time Ile commanded 
all nations to hear the voice or the Church, as 
11' it were 111a own, threatening those who would 
not hear it wlth everlasting perdition. 

In faith and in teaching or morality, God 
Himself made the Church a partaker or His divine 
authority, and through Hie heavenly gift she 
cannot be deceived. She 111 therefore the greatest 
and moat reliable teacher of mankind, and in her 
dwells an inviolable right to teach them.a 

The supremacy claimed a'bove, by the terms of the Con­

stitution Pastor AEternua or 1870, ia declared to be repre­

sented 1n the Pope. In matters or faith and morals all 

members of the Church owe the duty of obedience. Failure 

to abide by this duty is punished with damnation. It ia a 

sovereignty de fide. "Ho 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 tree-

a. Enoyclioal letter Libertaa Praeatant1aa1mum of Leo XIII, 
June 20, 1888. 

It might be noted here that "Church" as spoken of by 
Catholic authorities generally refers to the hierarchy of the 
Roman Oathol1c Chui-oh. 
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dom of thought and aotion in the duty of obed.ienoe to the 

Pope by the sweeping terma of the Conat1tut1on."9 Mention 

of this realm or faith and morals will be made later. 

Unli ke rulers or the modern governments, who have 

powers delegated to them by the~r aubjeota, the Pope olaima 

for h1maelf a unique power. Bia ia an authority, Catholioiam 

aaaerta, directly from Ood. The Pope is believed to be the 

very Vicar of Christ upon the earth. As God's representative 

he can make kn01111 the will ot Ood to men. "Aa such, he 1a 

necessarily the medium under Godot all moral truth and ot 

the validity of all political power.nlO Baaed on such prel!d.■e■ , 

tl1e conclusion that the principles ot the First Amendment oan­

not be in agreement with the tenets ot Roman Catholicism is 

inevitable. "In a oonfliot ot opinion in matters belonging 

to morals the members of the Ohurch cannot, without a viola­

tion of their religious allegiance, enter into the tree ■JU­

thes1s ot living will■ that 1a essential to the safety and 

welfare of the modern State. The will and power of one, the 

Pope, ma7 ob■truot."11 

It would seem very strange, indeed, that from among the 

reli gions of the world or trom among the American denomi­

nations Oathol1o1aM should be singled out as inconsistent in 

teaching and practice with the democratic principles of the 

9. Marshall, oj• cit., P• 20. 
10. Ibid., P• 1 • 
11 • .'1'6I'!'. , p. 40. 
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Consti tution unless there were reasonable grounds for these 

charges. It is evident :from Rome's constant defense or her 

stand tlla t ah a 1a thoroughl y aw.-.re of her preoarious position. 

Therefore, one m1gllt oome upon some very noble Catholic 

declaration of patri otism, or an ind"i.gnant repl'J' t o accusa­

tiona ot a double alleaianoe. Note theses "By the terms of 
. 

t he ~ederal Constitution as by the teachings or the Catholic 

Church, no room is given in Amer1oa for d i scord between Catho­

lici s m and Americanism, between my Catholic faith and rrry 

ci vi c and political allegiance.n12 And: 

Between my religious faith and my c~vil and 
political faith , between my creed and my count17, 
it bas been said, there is discord and contra- · 
diction, so that I must smother something or the 
one when I bid the other burst forth into ardent 
burning, that I must subtract something .rrom 1llY' 
alle61ance to the one when! bend m:, full energy 
to service to the other. Those who so speak 
misunderstand e i ther my creed or my coufiry; 
they belie either the one or the other. 

Some Catholic authors leave the impression that the tears 

one voices are not unf'ounded, nor do they deny the threat ot 

Cathol1o1am to American freedom. They merely discourage the 

assumption that danger trom Catholicism and its intolerance 

lies in the immediate future. 11\"lhile all th1a@athol1c 

supremacy and loaa or religious libert7Jia very true in log1o 

and in theory, the event ot its practical realization in an7 

12. Ryan and Boland, Catholic Principles ot Politics, p. 
346, quoting John Ireland, Hcathoilolam and lmirloan!amw, an 
address delivered at Milwaukee, Wisconsin, Aug. ll, 1913. 

lS. Ibid., P• MS. 
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State or oountry ia 80 remote in time and in probability that 

no praotioal man will let it d1aturb h18 equanimity or attect 

his attitude toward thoae who ditter trom him in religiou■ 

faith."14 Note that Catholio1sm severely oenaures anyone 

who harbor• a dread of Roman dominance or nouriahea the idea 

that Rome has deaigna on the freedom ot religion through a 

Catholic majority in the United Stat••• Yet they do not deny 

the possibility ot such conqueat and intolerance. " ••• the 

danger of religiou■ intolerance is 80 improbable and ao tar 

in the .tuture tba t 1 t should not oooupy their fi;he oi tizena ~ 

time or attention."15 It aeema like a very obvious attempt 

to make the average American citizen let dat!n h1a guard and 

settle down in a lax and unwary complacency. 

At the charge ot intolerance Rome often points to the 

Catholic oolony ot Maryland tor her reply. It 1a strange, 

but true,that the tir8t American colony to hold the principle 

of religioua toleration was eatabliahed by Lord Baltimore, 

a Roman Oatholio. The case is an isolated one, which haa ita 

particular qualifying oiroumatanoe8. Baltimore realized that 

it would be impoasible to aettle his colony with the neoeaaary 

citizenry unless he would grant such toleration. It ia also 

said that Baltimore waa a man ot kind and benevolent nature, 
\ 

which may add weight to the • ta tement that II the toundi ng ot 

Maryland waa not due in any way wbataoever to the Roman Catholic 
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Ohuroh, but waa aolel7 the reau1t ot the plan and intention 

ot one Roman Oatholio nobleman ••• he tounded llal"J'land upon 

the prinoiple ot religious toleration in spite ot hia re­

ligion rather than because of ~t." 16 

Another attempt to avoid the iasue ia Rome'■ aaaertion 

that ahe baa made great contribution■ to the progress ot 

oivilization and the weltare o~ mankind. Leo XIII atated1 

The Oatholio Church. that imperishable 
handiwork ot our al1-mero1ful. God• baa tor 
her lnlmA,diate and natural purpose saving 
aouls and aeouring our happinesa in Beaven. 
Yet in regard to things temporal she ia the 
source ot benetita aa man1t"old and great as 
if the chief end other existence were to en­
sure the prospering ot our earth17 11te. And 

. in truth. wherever the Ohuroh baa set her 
toot. she baa atra1ghtwa7 changed the taoe ot 
thing•• and baa attempered. the moral tone ot 
the people with a new o1v11ization. and with 
virtues before unknown. All nations which 
have yielded to her away have beoome eminent 
tor their ou1ture. their aenae ot justice. 
and the glol"J' ot the 1r high deeda • 17 

And another declaration ot Leos "So pcnrertuJ. ••• is the 

intluence ot the Ohuroh. that experience abundantl7 teat­

itiea how aavage cuatoma are no longer poaaibie 1n any land 

where ahe baa once aet her tootJ but that gentleness speed­

ily takea the place ot oruelt7. and the light ot truth quick­

ly diapela the ~laieaa ot barbarism.• 18 Unleaa one shut• 

18. William Warren Sweet. The Ston ot Re11g1ona in 
.America. PP• 118-117. 

17. BnoJ"Olical Immortal• Del. 
18. Bnc70lioal L1bertas Praestant1as1mum. 



an eye to truth, these statements just do not harmonize 

with h1■torioal taot. Was the Inquisition gentle, an 

expu1aion ot oruelty and barbarism Y Did the •11ght ot 

truth" nurture a "sense ot juatioe" in the St. Barth­

olomew Jlaaeaore 'l It thia doee not aatia.ty, observe the 

eminence of oulture in Roman Catholic countries today • 
. 

What baa Oathol1o1am done tor the soul■ ot the ma■■ea in 

La.tin America Y "Religious illiteracy among the •peon• 

and rural oJ.a■■e■ of South America is widespread. Among 

these neglected peoples Ohrie~ianity baa been rendered 

almost unreoogn1zable by the admixture ot auper■titiona 

and pagan praotioea." 19 'rhe cross ot Christ as wor­

shipped b7 natives is often jwst another idol. A Lat1n­

Amerioan writer is quoted as saying that "twenty yea:ra 

uae ot the cinema baa made the ccmedian [Oharlee Ohaplin] 

better .known to the South Ame~ioans than tour centuries 

of Roman Catholicism have been able to do tor Obrist." SO 

Rome's contribution to the ■oeial ou1ture of Latin Amer­

ica is juat as doubt.till. Por three centuries the Ronan 

Catholic Ohuroh baa been in complete control, but it did 

nothing toward the universal education of the populace. 

Illiteracy ia still one of :r.'bin America' ■ major prob­

lems.Bl 

19. George P. Boward. Religioua Libertz in :r.tin 
America,, P• 30. 

SO. Ibid., P• 81. 
21. iiai Orawf'ord Barclay, Greater Good Neighbor 

Pol107. PP• 148 t. 



In the light ot these tacu and numerous others that 

might be mentioned, one cannot but look askance at the 

principles, the motives, and the alma ot Catholicism. 

Lest an7one answer that the si.atementa and the cases 

cited are onl7 isolated inatanaea, it would be well to 

stud.7 the subject intenaivel7 trom the vantage ot pert­

inent otticial papal document■• 'l'hia diacuasion will 

confine itself to statements on libert-, and the relatio~ 

ship between Ohuroh and State aa the7 occur in the med­

ieval Bull, 'Unam Sanctam; the S7llabua ot errors J the 

eno7clical ot the modern pope Leo XIII, Immortale De1J 

the present da7 interpretations of Leo's enc7clical b7 

the late llonaignor John A. lqanJ and several miacellaneoua 

items trom papal writings and Catholic authors. 

In 1302, at the time ot the Golden Age of the Papao7, 

the political situation of the times prompted Boniface 

VIII to define papal claims in the Bull Unam Sanotam. In 

thia bull Boniface aaaerted that the Roman Pontitt baa 

both spiritual and temporal power. The word.a are plains 

Both are in the power of the Church, 
the spiritual sword and the material. But 
the latter 1a to be used ror the Church, 
the former b7 herJ the former by the priest, 
the latter b7 kings and captain■ but at the 
will and b7 the perm1aaion of the priest. 
The one award, then, shou1d be under the 
other, and temporal authority subject to · 
ap1r1tual ••• Purthermore • dec1are, atate, 
define and pronounce that it 1a altogether 


