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Catholicism and the American Presidency
Editor John E. Dahlin

The editorial committee felt that the matter as stated by the above
caption is of such utmost importance to every American voter that
we should postpone the ongoing doctrinal series in The Discerner in
favor of the present timely discussion of Catholicism and the
Presidency.

We wish to state emphatically that we are not motivated by big-
otry. Rather, ours is a deep-seated concern for the future of our
country, and it is our belief that the best national interests are pre-
served by not electing a Roman Catholic President. It should be
pointed out that our agency has nothing against individual Roman
Catholics most of whom are good citizens and friendly neighbors.
We also believe every man has the right to his own convictions and
we make no attempt to consider one religion versus another. Our
Quarterly advocates full religious freedom, and this includes Roman
Catholics who are entitled to every protection under the constitution,
the same as all other groups enjoy. What we are concerned about is
international system known as Roman Catholicism, and the enormous
influence of its hierarchy. The system demands of all its followers
first allegiance. The numerous papal pronouncements in this regard
are clear, and they have not been recinded by any recent pope.

Three major articles are presented for your consideration in this
issue of The Discerner. Dr. Ernst Pickering provides a scholarly
and a well documented article on the subject “Should America LElect
a Roman Catholic President?”’ Rev. George Darby, author, pastor,
and evangelist deals with a primary problem involved, namely, the
Separation of Church and State. This is a matter which concerns
every free American. The editor discusses the pertinent question
“Is There an American Catholicism?” Doubtlessly millions of Ameri-
cans are convinced that Roman Catholicism is fundamentally dif-
ferent over here. Unless they know the truth in this regard many
of them may be ready to vote for a Roman Catholic for President.

We urge you readers to consider each article with much thought
and without prejudice. And if the discussions merit recognition, as
we believe they do, then you should order copies in quantity for
distribution among your neighbors and acquantances, including
Roman Catholics.



Should America Elect
a Roman Catholic President?

by Dr. Ernest Pickering
Professor, Central C. B. Seminary

Do the moral obligations
which a devout Roman Catholic
has to his church interfere in
any way with his freedom to up-
hold the United States Constitu-
tion and to serve under it? This
is the issue that confronts Amer-
icans at the present hour.

Certain things should be clear-
ly understood. First, there are
many Roman Catholics who are
good and loyal Americans. This
fact cannot be disputted. Sec-
ond, Roman Catholics have a
right to freedom of worship.
America gives freedom to all to
worship as they will. Third,
many Roman Catholic politicians
are very capable office-holders
and have served the people well.
The issue bhefore us, therefore,
is not one of the personal ability
or character of Roman Catholic
citizens or servants of the state.
It is simply a question of whether
or not the official Roman Catho-
lic position on church-state rela-
tions in any way conflicts with
the principle of separation of
church and state as guaranteed
by the United States Constitu-
tion in the First Amendment.

The only way in which this
question can adequately be an-
swered is to examine official
Roman Catholic documents and
pronouncements. The statements
of Roman Catholic politicians,
and even the public utterances of
many Roman Catholic priests
and bishops, do not necessarily

reflect the official position of the
Catholic Church regarding this
issue. Such public statements
may be highly colored or may be
deliberately misleading in ter-
minology. What is the official
position of the Catholic Church?
This the touchstone.

I. The Teaching of the R. C.
Church on Church-State Relations

In a recent article in a national
magazine, James A. Pike, an
Episcopal bishop, expressed the
opinion that there are “two Ro-
man Catholic views on Church-
State relations.”! He declares
there is an “official view” and
an “American view.” The “of-
ficial view” militates against a
strict separation of church and
state while the “American view”
allows for it. Such observations
are completely misleading and
reveal an appalling ignorance of
the nature of the Roman Catho-
lic Church. Within the frame-
work of Rome there is no room
for opinions which are contrary
to the expressed will of the
Church and the declaration of its
leaders, especially the Pope. The
Catholic Church is an autocracy.
In matters of faith and morals
the Pope is infallible, The doc-
trine of the church-state is basic
to Roman Catholicism, as anyone
with a knowledge of its history
and practices will readily admit.
The official Catholic doctrine
regarding church-state relations
can be stated in five propositions.



1. The Roman Catholic Church
is superior to the state. Pope
Gregory VII long ago likened
the Pope to the sun, and kings to
the moon. “That royal authority
is ordained of God, and should
remain within its proper limits,
subordinate to the papal power,
which is sovereign over all.”?
In other official Catholic book of
instruction, bearing the imprima-
tur of Cardinal Dougherty, the
following questions are asked
and answered:

“Why is the Church superior
to the State? Because the end to
which the Church tends is the
noblest of all ends.

“What right has the Pope in
virtue of this supremacy? The
right to amend those laws or acts
of government that would injure
the salvation of souls or attack
the natural rights of citizens.””3

It is clear from the foregoing
(and quotations could be multi-
plied) that the Catholic Church
views herself as superior to all
civil powers. In countries where
she has had freedom to do so she
has amply demonstrated that this
is her belief.

2. The Roman Catholic Church
demands absolute obedience from
her subjects. There is no volun-
tary relationship between a man
and his God within the frame-
work of Roman Catholicism.
Roman Catholics are subjects of
an earthly ruler—the Pope of
Rome. The Catholic Church pos-
sesses almost unlimited author-
ity over her communicants. This
power is called “judicial author-
ity” and is defined by a Catho-
lic theologian as “the right and
duty of deciding definitely in a
given case the true meaning of
her own laws and of the con-

formity, or non-conformity of
the actions of her subjects with
the law.”# In other words, the
Church decides whether or not
the individual Roman Catholic is
acting in obedience to the laws of
the Church. If not, appropriate
steps will be taken to insure that
obedience.

To those who are lovers of
freedom such autocratic powers
in the realm of religion are dif-
ficult to imagine. Charles Mac-
kay, writing in the “Catholic En-
cyclopedia,” states bluntly, “The
Church has the right to govern
her subjects, wherever found
declaring for them moral right
and wrong, restricting any such
use of their rights as might
jeopardize their eternal welfare.

. "5 In the light of this state-
ment it becomes impossible for
intelligent, informed Americans
to believe current political fig-
ures when they say that if the
Pope or bishop told them what
to do they would not obey. The
Catholic Church may govern her
subjects “wherever found,” even
in the halls of state, The Church
may “restrict” the use of their
rights, even for the President
of the United States. A Roman
Catholic president would he a
captive president.

3. Roman Catholics are to dis-
obey state laws if they conflict
with Church laws. At first glance
some would possibly deny this:
yet it is found in the official
declarations of Rome. Pope Lea
XIII, a strong advocate of papal
supremacy, wrote “On the Chief
Duties of Christians as Citizens.”
In this document he said: “But
if the laws of the State are mani-
festly at variance with the divine
law, containing enactments hurt-



ful to the Church, or conveying
injunctions adverse to the duties
imposed by religion, or if they
violate in the person of the su-
preme Pontiff the authority of
Jesus Christ, then truly, to resist
becomes a positive duty, to obey
a crime . . .”® And who decides
whether a law is at variance with
Catholic dogma? The Pope! A
Roman Catholic president would
be subject to the will of the Pope.
Should the Pope decide that
some pending law in the Con-
gress of the United States was
contrary to Catholic doctrine, he
could instruct a Catholic presi-
dent to work for the defeat of
the bill or to veto it if passed by
Congress.

A Jesuit theology raises the
issue of possible conflict between
the state and the church. What
should a loyal Roman Catholic
do in such a case? “In case of
conflict, that is to say, when in
mixed questions, the two authori-
ties, impose upon their subjects
who are the same persons, con-
tradictory obligations, the pow-
er of the Church should prevail
over that of the State.””

4. Roman Catholic statesmen
are to give first allegiance to
Rome, not their country. Catho-
lic aspirants for the presidency
and other offices have publicly
declared that their first loyalty is
to their country and its constitu-
tion. This is false according to
Catholic dogma. The following
questions are from an official
Catholic text and reveal the ac-
tual teaching of Rome when
viewed apart from political pro-
paganda.

“What then is the principal
obligation of heads of States?
Their principal obligation is to

practice the Catholic religion
themselves, and, as they are in
power, to protect and defend it.

“When may the State tolerate
dissenting worships ? When those
worships have acquired a sort of
legal existence consecrated by
time and accorded by treaties or
covenants.”8

There is no alternative for a
Roman Catholic president. IHe
has no choice. He is a servant of
the Pope. He is obligated to give
first allegiance to him.

5. The Roman Catholic Church
views the doctrine of absolute
separation of Church and State
as an error. Again the discerning
reader must look beyond the pub-
lic pronouncements on the cur-
rent political scene. Pius IX in
his “Syllbus” denounced as one
of the “principal errors of our
time” the statement. “The
Church ought to be separated
from the State, and the State
from the Church.”® Shall we be-
lieve the Pope or the politicians?

Monsignor George B. O'Toole.
Professor of Philosophy at the
Catholic University of America
has written: “It is clear, then,
that no Catholic may positively
and unconditionally approve of
the policy of separation of
church and state. But given a
country like the United States
where religious denominations
abound and the population is
largely non-Catholic, it is clear
that the policy of treating all re-
ligions alike becomes, all things
considered, a practical necessity,
the only way of avoiding a dead-
lock. Under such circumstances
separation of Church and State
is to be accepted, NOT IN-
DEED AS THE IDEAL AR-
RANGEMENT (emphasis



ours), but as a modus vivendi.”'®

There is a very great problem
of definition involved as well.
What does the Catholic theolog-
ian mean by the terms “church”
and “state”? His meanings for
these are different than the lay-
man would expect. Paul Blans-
hard has concisely summarized
the problem. “Much of the con-
fusion in Catholic discussions of
church and state is semantic. The
Catholic bishop who discusses
church and state uses words in a
special sense. He draws defini-
tions from a ready-made world
and the words ‘church and state’
do not mean to him the same
things that they mean to a non-
Catholic, or even to many Catho-
lics. The bishop begins by includ-
ing in the concept ‘church’ large
areas of political, social, and edu-
cational life which the non-Cath-
olic regards as part of the normal
sphere of democratic govern-
ment. The bishop, AFTER he
has included these special ec-
clesiastical preserves in the pic-
ture of his Church, can honestly
say that he believes in some sep-
aration of church and state
FROM THAT POINT ON-
WARD.”""  Catholic endurance
of the separation of church and
state in America has up to this
point been a mater of necessity.
not conviction.

II. The Aim of the
Roman Catholic Church

In a national magazine a Ro-
man Catholic scholar tried to an-
swer the question, “Can Catholics
Separate  Church and State?”
Perhaps the most amusing part
of the entire discussion was the
question: ‘“Does the Catholic
Church in the United States take

part in politics?”’ The Catholic
scholar (with a straight face, no
doubt) replied: “No. The Church
as an institution does not.”"1?
This is an absolute untruth. Wit-
ness the turn-around collars at
any political gathering. They are
many and they are influential
There are priests who do nothing
else but work in the field of pol-
itics, lobbying for the interests
of Rome.

The Catholic Church has two
stated purposes which are per-
tinent to the discussion here.
(1) She wishes to make America
Cathloic. (2) She desires tc
subdue all “error.”

In “Our Sunday Visitor,” a
national Catholic paper, Rev.
Richard Ginder made the follow-
ing comments regarding this ob-
jective: *“It is heresy to regard
the Catholic Church as only one
of several equally good religions
competing in the marketplace of
thought . . . Father Isaac Hecker
was only acting under God’s com-
mand when he founded the Paul-
ist Congregation to ‘Make Amer-
ica Catholic,” for God wants tc
see the United States one day as
solidly Catholic as Ireland or
France.”'® Catholicism is not
content with peaceful coexis-
tence. She intends to dominatc
the world. A Catholic president
will be a notable assist,

Charles Chiniquy, a former
priest who was for fifty vears a
Roman Catholic, speaks as an
authority regarding the purposes
of the Romanists: “Rome is in
constant conspiracy against the
rights and liberties of men all
over the world; but she is’ par-
ticularly so in the United States.
[Long before 1 was ordained a
priest, I knew that my church



was the most implacable enemy
of this republic. My professors
of philosophy, history, and theol-
ogy had been unanimous in tell-
ing me that the principles and
laws of the Church of Rome
were absolutely antagonistic to
the laws and principles which are
the foundation-stones of the Con-
stitution of the United States.”!™

Roman Catholicism will have
scored a great triumph if they
can seat a Catholic in the White
House. Their nefarious purposes
will not immediately be evident.
Progress will be slow. But it will
be a beginning. “It is the purpose
of the church to win America to
‘obedience to Rome,” effecting
whatever changes in our culturc
and Constitution may be neces-
sary to make this a Catholic
state.”1 A Catholic president
will be the first step.

In addition to the above-stated
purpose it should also be noted
that Catholicism views all other
religions as errors which should
be supressed in whatever way is
expedient. The blood of slain
Anabaptists and others of earlier
centuries still cries from the
ground against the persecutions
of Rome. Rome in the saddle is
a political tyrant. We have been
solemnly assured by leading
Catholic prelates that there is no
“Catholic vote” as such and that
each Catholic may vote as he
pleases.'s This is boldly contra-
dicted by a statement from the
“Catholic World” which ob-
serves, “The Roman Catholic is
to wield his vote for the purpose
of securing the Catholic ascend-
ancy in this country. All legis-
lation must be governed by the
will of God unerringly indicated
by the Pape.”’7 At the time of
this writing a news broadcast by

Paul Harvey over a national net-
work reports that from Rome
has come a direct statement re-
minding Catholics all over the
world that the TPope has the
authority to direct individual
Catholics as to how they should
cast their ballots in a civil elec-
tion.

III. The Public Statements of
Roman Catholics on This Issiue

In a published interview Rev.
John O’Brien of Notre Dame
University declared that the
State is concerned with the ma-
terial and temporal welfare of
its citizens while the Church is
concerned with their spiritual
and eternal welfare.’8. Mr,
O'Brien has conviently forgotten
the teaching of his own church
that “the Church has the right to
use material and temporal means
to secure that end, and in the
use of such means, as are neces-
sary she has the exclusive author-
ity.”19

Senator John Kennedy, candi-
date for the Presidency and a
Roman Catholic, is on record as
saving, “People are afraid that
Catholics take orders from a high
organization. They don’t. Or, at
least, I don’t.”20 But how does
Mr. Kennedy interpret the many
citations of Catholic authority al-
ready given in this study, to say
nothing of hundreds of others
which could be given?

And what about the much-
publicized incident in Philadel-
phia? Senator Kennedy was
scheduled to speak at an inter-
faith banquet in the fall of 1950.
Protestant, Catholic, and Jewish
speakers were to represent their
faiths. Kennedy was to be the
Catholic representative. T wo
days hefore the banquet Kenne-



dy cancelled his appcarance. Rev.
Daniel Doling, instigator of the
banquet, tells the story. “Mr.
Kennedy telephoned me from
Washington and said that he
would have to cancel his appear-
ance. I1is Eminence Denis Card-
inal Dougherty of TPhiladelphia
had requested him not to speak
at the bancquet and not to appear.
The congressman’s distress was
evident as he relaved this infor-
mation. . . . His speech was pre-
pared, he said, and he would
gladly forward it to me, but as a
loyal son of the Church, he had
no alternative but not to come.”"?'
Monsignor Francis J. Lally has
attempted an explanation of this
incident which solves nothing. It
simply proves what has already
been stated. A Roman Catholic
owes sole obedience to his
church. If as a congressman, a
bishop can tell him what to do,
why not as a president also? A
Catholic congressman was not
free. A Catholic president will
possess no more freedom. “The
only freedom Romanism has ever
really championed is the freedom
to be a Romanist,”22

Conclusion

How will the domination of
the Roman Catholic hierarchy
possibly affect a Catholic presi-
dent? In the judicial realm will
he be “encouraged” to appoint
Roman Catholic judges and jus-
tices? In the legislative sphere
will he be pressured to exercise
his veto power to veto bills un-
favorable to Catholicism? Will
he, in his executive capacity, cur-
ry favor with, and support, Ro-
man Catholic governments
abroad? In internal affairs will
he favor Catholic-approved bills
and appoint pro-Catholic of fic-
ials?

Rome has put on a lamb's de-
meanor in democratic America.
She is in reality a ravening wolf.
In countries where she is allowed
to dominate she brooks no inter-
ference. She is ruthless in obtain-
ing her objectives. To win the
White House of America would
be the first step in fulfilling her
dreams of a Catholic America.
All who vote for a Catholic presi-
dent will assist her immeasur-
ably.

10, 1890.
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Separation Of Church and State

By Rev. George Darby

When Hildebrand, Pope Greg-
ory VII (1073-1085) claimed for
himself supremacy over all civil
governments, he based this amaz-
ing claim upon two documents:
the so-called Donation of Con-
stantine which appeared in the
8th Century and the Decretals of
Isidore dating from the 9tb
Century. The first of these pur-
ported to be an edict of Constan-
tine the Great by which he ceded
control of Italy and the West to
the Bishop of Rome at the same
time bestowing upon him and the
Roman clergy the same powers
and prerogatives possessed by the
emperor and the Roman senate.

The second document, a code
of church laws, said to have been
compiled by Isidore, Bishop of
Seville, who died in 636 magni-
fied the spiritual and temporal
authority of the Bishop of Rome
and his clergy.

The spurious chatacter of both
the above named documents is
frankly acknowledged today by
all competent authorities whether
Roman Catholic or Protestant.
but the colossal claims based
upon these forgeries have never
been abandoned by the Church
of Rome.

Dr. J. J. Dollinger, a leading
scholar of the Roman Catholic
Church, wrote, “The donation of
Constantine and the Pseudo-Isa-
dorian Decretals were imposed
upon the church about AD 750
and AD 850. For 700 years they
were considered authentic, but
about the middle of the 15th
Century they were abandoned as
spurious. The towering fabric of
a factitious papal sovereignty

however, raised in part on their
authority remained to crush the
spirit of truth and to harass the
natural liberties of man.” (Janus
pages 94-95:105-106).

Since the days of Gregory, the
official Roman Catholic position
of the church’s supremacy to the
state has been asserted over and
over again. When Innocent III
became pope in 1198, he declared,
“I sit on high above kings and
all princes. Christ has committed
the whole world to the govern-
ment of the popes.”

Pope Boniface VIII proclaim-
ed in 1302, “In her (the church)
are two swords, the spiritual and
the temporal. Both are in the
power of the church. The form-
er by the hand of the priest, the
latter by the hand of princes and
kings, but at the nod and suffer-
ance of the priest. The one sword
must be subject to the other; the
terflporal authority to the spirit-
lla ‘)’

Pope Paul IV in 1558 issued
a papal bult in which he declared
the cruel inquisition to be the
chief support of the papacy in
Italy and said, “The pope as
God's representative has full
power over nations and king-
doms: he judges all and can be
judged in this world by none.”

Pope Innocent X (1664-1655)
opposed the peace of Westphalia
concluded in October 24, 1648
even though it was desperately
needed to end 30 years of blood-
shed and violence. ‘“Speaking as
the very mouthpiece of God” he
said in a papal bull, “We there-
fore decree and declare that
everything herein contained (that



is in the Pact of Osnabruck and
the peace of Westphalia) are and
forever will be null, void, invalid,
iniquitous, unjust, damnable, re-
probate, inane, and altogether
lacking in force; that no one is
or ever will be obliged to observe
them even if bound thereto by
oath.”

In 1864 Pope Pius IXwrote,
“In case of conflicting laws en-
acted by the two powers, tempor-
al and spiritual, to hold that the
civil law should prevail is an er-
ror.”

Pope Leo XIII, who died as
recently as July 1903, officially
declared, “Over the mightly mul-
titude God has set rulers with
power to govern, and HHe has
willed that one of them should
be head of all.” Again he said,
“It would be very erroneous to
draw the conclusion that the most
desirable status for the church is
to be sought in America. It is an
error to hold that it would be
universally lawful or expedient
for state and church to be dis-
severed and divorced as in
America.”

The practical consequences of
this claim have been mischievous
in the extreme. Europe, for
centuries, was embroiled in a suc-
cession of intrigues, rebellions,
wars, and revolutions resulting in
large part from the constant in-
terference of the pope and his
emissaries in the internal affairs
of one country and another. The
Emperor Charles V’s Spanish
Minister, himself a Roman Cath-
olic, wrote from Genoa in 1527,
“I have lived 25 years in Italy
and have observed that the pope
has been the sole cause of all the
wars and miseries during that
time.”

Nor is it necessary to go back
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as far as the 16th Century to find
instances of Rome’s meddling in
the political activities of nations.
L.ate in the 19th Century, the
Right Honorable William Ewart
Gladstone in his work entitled,
“Vaticanism: Answers to Replies
and Reproofs” referred to an al-
legation by a British Peer to the
effect that the popes had not in-
terfered in the politics of nations
for over 200 vears. In answer to
that claim, Mr. Gladstone cited
six specific Allocutions issued by
the pope during the latter half of
the 19th Century all of which de-
clared null and void laws passed
by the governments of sovereign
states.

In the conflict between the
Roman Catholic Church and the
Mexican government just 25 or
30 years ago, the Roman hier-
archy urged the U. S. Govern-
ment to take a hand in a purely
church quarrel. The U. S. Am-
bassador to Mexico, Honorable
Josephus Daniel, was denounced
by name and his recall was de-
manded again and again simply
because he refused to interfere
in matters beyond his authority.
To the credit of the U. S. Gov-
ernment, they rejected the de-
mands of the Roman hierarchy.

In 1938 the Roman Catholic
Chruch criticized President Que-
zon of the Philippines for vetoing
a bill which would have placed
national education in the control
of the Roman clergy. The presi-
dent responded with a well-de-
served rebuke when he said,
“The country is now facing one
of the most menacing evils which
can confront the government and
the peoples of the Philippines,
namely, interference by the
church in the affairs of state.”

In 1942 the Roman hierarchy



sought to influence the: U.-S.
Government to prohibit Protes-
tant missionaries the free exer-
cise of religious liberties in Latin
America,

I wonder if we always remem-
ber as we should the Constitution
of the United States of America
was framed by Protestants. Only
one Roman Catholic signed the
Declaration of Independence and
there was only a handful of Rom-
an Catholic believers in the Unit-
ed States at the time this nation
came into being. That is why
the Constitution places such a
strong emphasis upon the prin-
ciple of separation Dhetween
church and state, Had Roman
Catholic influence prevailed at
the beginning of America’s his-
tory, the liberty and progress of
the past 200 vears would have
been unknown., Thomas Jeffer-
son, the chief author of the Con-
stitution said, “History, T believe,
furnishes no example of a priest-
ridden people maintaining a free
civil government.” Tt would not
be more than simple truth to say
that the democratic processes by
which this nation has been gov-
erned are the product of Protes-
tant principles; principles deriv-
ed from the Word of God. The
framers of the Constitution were
very careful to insure equality be-
fore the law of all religious sys-
tems, the inalienable right of
everyone to worship God as his
conscience dictates and the for-
bidding of any special privileges
to any religious system.

The Roman Catholic Church
has been quite willing to accept
the liberty accorded to her under
the Constitution but she has nev-
er approved of the principle in-
herent in it of the separation of
church and state.

Pope Pius X in his letter to
the I'rench bishops at the begin-
ning of this century said, “That
it is necessary to separate church
and state is a thesis absolutely
false, a most pernicious error.”

Today in the United States
Roman Catholic pressure groups
are at work wherever they can
enlist the power of the state in
an effort to gain preferred treat-
ment and special privileges for
the church.

When Roman Catholic gover-
nors came to office in such
states as Maine, Washington,
Iowa, and Colorado, delegations
immediately appeared with de-
mands for various kinds of sub-
sides for parochial schools. 19
states now give free transporta-
tion to parochial school students
and five states furnish them free
text books at public expense.
There are more than 2,000 nuns
and priests teaching in public
schools and on the public payroll
in the United States of America
as the result of Roman Catholic
influence in high places. Thus,
quickly does the Roman hier-
archy take advantage of any op-
portunity to use the secular pow-
er for the benefit of the church,

It has been estimated that
Congressman John W. Mc¢Corm-
ack, Democrat of Massachusetts
and a devoted Roman Catholic,
has been presonally responsible
for legislation which under vari-
ous categories, has brought public
funds of more than 30illion dol-
lars to the institutions of his
church. Someone has well raised
the question: if a mere Catholic
congressman can do that, what
could not a Roman Catholic
president do?

The Bible leaves no room for

(Continued on Page 15)



Is There An American Catholicism?
Prof. John E. Dahlin

During the present campaign
for the Presidency of the United
States, it has become increasingly
manifest that many leading sup-
porters of John Kennedy are em-
ploving their utmost skill in seek-
ing to differentiate between
Roman Catholicism and Ameri-
can Catholicism. If this point can
be gotten across successfully, ob-
viously tens of thousands of peo-
ple may vote for Mr. Kennedy,
who earlier were disinclined to
do so.

First of all, as one casually
looks at the situation there seems
to be some kind of distinction be-
tween Roman Catholicism, and
Catholicism as it is known in the
United States. This distinction,
while only relative, stems out of
the fact that Roman Catholicism
is a minority in this country.
Throughout all of American his-
tory Roman Catholics have been
a minority segment of our na-
tional population. The 40 million
Catholics here constitute a little
more than one-half of the total
Protestant population of the na-
tion. While Roman Catholics are
gaining rapidly in number, still
they represent only 22 per cent
of our national population. Dur-
ing our entire history Roman
Catholics have lived in a protes-
tant pattern of civilization, and it
stands to reason that even the
hierarchy itself must take some
cognizance of this situation, and
to some degree at least restrain
its program until the time when
a majority status is achieved, The
Roman hierarchy will not pre-
cipitate a dangerous crisis under
present circumstances, for it op-
erates on the theory time is on its
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side, and a long-range objective
is followed rather than atempt-
ing to force the issue at an inop-
portune hour,

No Autonomy in Catholicism

The burden of this article is
to point out that there is no dis-
tinct American wing of Catholi-
cism. The restraint in Catholic
practices over here does not stem
from a flexible concept within
Catholicism. Roman Catholicism
is an international system, and
geographical distinctions, how-
ever minor, come about through
practical necessities and not as a
result of an autonomy granted
within that system.

In the decade from 1890 to
1900 an attempt was made by a
group of prominent Roman Cath-
olics, led by Cardinal Gibbons,
and including Archbishops Ire-
land, Keane and Kain, also Msgr.
O’Connell, to Americanize the
Catholic church and infuse it
with the American spirit of de-
mocracy. What were the end re-
sults? Pope Leo XIII uncondi-
tionally condemned such efforts
and hence this attempted innova-
tion was terminated by direct
papal action. Here, then, you
have a clear evidence that Ameri-
can Catholicism has not been able
to get under way in any inde-
pendent fashion.

On the matter of separation of
church and state, the Roman
Church has never made a funda-
mental concession. Mr. Kennedy
has spoken, perhaps sincerely,
that he adheres to the historic
American concept in this regard.
His Church, to which he classi-
fies himself as a loyal son, has
never accepted as valid the con-



cept of separation of church and
state. The idea of such separa-
tion, according to Catholic teach-
ing, is only a metaphor, a figure
of speech, a slogan, or a shibbo-
leth. In a prominent text book
used in Catholic schools in
America, we find that text states,
“Civil Power or Civil Govern-
ment must be subordinate to the
Church just as the body is sub-
ordinate to the soul. According
to Catholic law the state owes the
Church positive and direct al-
legiance. The Catholic Encyclo-
pedia (a reliable source from
which to quote) states, “In cases
of direct contradiction (Dbetween
Church and State) making it im-
possible for both jurisdictions to
be exercised, the jurisdiction of
the Church prevails and that of
the State excluded. And from a
November 1, 1885 Encyclical of
Pope Leo XIII, the position of
the Church is laid down uncon-
ditionally : “All Catholics must
make themselves felt as active
elements in daily political life in
the countries where they live.
They must penetrate, wherever
possible, in the administration of
civil affairs. All Catholics should
do all in their power to cause the
constitution and legislation to be
modeled on the principles of the
true (Catholic) Church.” Al
Smith, Presidential candidate in
1928, when confronted with these
pronouncements by his Church,
said, “They are obsolete.” In giv-
ing such a reply, he may have
been sincere, but he did not have
a proper historical knowledge of

the Roman Church. Let us now
get a statement from the highest
Vatican sources in 1960, and that
pronouncement should be conclu-
sive in this regard.
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Official Catholic Position

An editorial appearing in the
Vatican City Newspaper, L. 'Os-
servatore Romano, May 17, 1960,
and we quote in part: “The
Roman Catholic Church es-
tablished bv Jesus Christ as a
society with its hierarchy, has full
powers of true jurisdiction over
all the faithful, and therefore has
the duty and right to guide, di-
rect and correct them on the lev-
el of ideas and on the level of
action . . . The Catholic can nev-
er overlook the teaching and the
instruction of the Church; in
every field of life he must base
his private and public behaviour
on the guidance and instruction
of the hierarchy.” Should Mr.
Kennedy deny the full authority
of his Church over him (he be-
ing a Roman Catholic) then, in
fact, he is denying his faith. And
should Mr. Kennedy defend the
authority of the Church over
him, he could not fully uphold
the Constitution of the United
States, which he as President,
must swear to uphold and de-
fend. It is the standard set by the
Roman Catholic Church which
makes it practically impossible
for a loyal man of that Church
to give priority to the American
Constitution. This is the hard and
stubborn problem a Roman
Catholic must face if elevated to
the Presidency.

It should be stated with em-
phasis that Protestants for the
most part are not bigots. But
Protestants understand that the
Roman Church is completely
committed to the doctrine of the
union of the Church and State.
Its canon law, papal bulls and en-
cyclicals and historic practice all
verify this fact. Catholic Schools



teach this, and loyal Catholics
must believe this universally. Of-
ficial Roman Catholic doctrine is
changed only when its supreme
authority, the Pope, announces
ex-cathedra that a new doctrine
has been approved. A Catholic
President, like all other Catho-
lics, is under obligation to yield
to papal official pronouncements.
Since the May 17th pronounce-
ment came from Rome (this
Presidential clection year) Prot-
estants have reason to be more
hesitant than ever to support a
Catholic for President.

Many official documents pro-
duced with the approval of the
highest authority of the Catholic
Church reveal, that in a com-
pletely Catholic state, freedom
may be curtailed or denied non-
Catholics under Catholic ILaw.
This concept, derived from Pope
I.eo XIII's Encyclical, “Christian
Constitution States”, is taught in
the important text book, Princi-
ples of Politics, by Msgr. John A.
Ryan, and Father Francis J. Bo-
land under the imprimatur of
Cardinal Spellman. Clearly Mon-
signor Ryan and Father Boland
declare, in the 1928 edition (page
136) “The State should recognize
officially the Catholic religion as
the religion of the common-
wealth.,” Under such teachings
as these we ask, Is the Catholic
Church basically different in the
United States? According to the
standard Catholic texts used in
their schools here, no such dif-
ferences are recognized. It real-
ly is futile for Rev. John A. O’-
Brien to argue as he did earlier
this year in Look Magazine that
the Catholic Church is different
in the United States. His reason-
ing is merely a subterfuge used
in order to lead American voters

to look away from reality in
November.

Catholic Position Inflexible

The sobering fact is that totali-
tarian principles in the Roman
Church in America over ‘here are
already distinctly visible in cer-
tain areas here, especially where
Catholics are enjoying a majority
status. The bovcott technique is
used to whip stubborn opposition
into line. In Maine very recently,
Mr. Earl M. Hillman was the
object of such a Roman Catholic
hovcott, simply because he had
cast the deciding vote in the legis-
lature against granting a state
subsidy to the transportation of
pupils in parochial schools. The
boycott was successful. The dairy
business could no longer be oper-
ated by the Hillman family.
When this kind of boycott is ex-
tended to newspapers and busi-
ness, as has been done in some
cases, it brings a certain amount
of concern to thinking people.
Personally I know many business
establishments which have be-
come targets of the wrath of the
higher clergy, simply because
these firms did not go along, or
buckle under the leadership of
the church when the clergy
sought big funds for certain
projects in the community. Dur-
ing the past 15 years Ohio has
been administered by two Catho-
lic governors. Already Catholic
priests, nuns and sisters, are al-
lowed to be placed on the public
payroll, and as these people per-
form their work, they continue
to wear the distinct Catholic garb
designating their rank. In such
situations, actually American cit-
izens are paying taxes to support
Roman Catholic teachers who
maintain their peculiar distinc-
tion in the educational activity.
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Mr. Kennedy Faces Problems

As a good Roman Catholic,
AMr. Kennedy if clected  Presi-
dent, would not he entitled to at-
tend or participate in leading
Protestant assemblies, convoca-
tions, or dedicatory activities.
Likely he would attempt to sum-
mon courage to be free in this
regard, but according to Catholic
regulations he is not allowed to
attend any such functions. These
are things which are of concern
to many of us. P’rotestant bodies
have no international hierarchy
which overshadows the sov-
ereignty of their distinct groups.
Some Protestant groups mav be
even peculiar in both organiza-
tion and function, but none fol-
low a pattern of recognizing an
international hierarchy which de-
mands first allegiance. As a loval
Catholic Mr. Kennedy must also
confess his sins before a Roman
Catholic priest. Tt is hard to vis-
ualize such a situation, or spec-
tacle, when the chief of state
bows down before a fallible

clergyman confessing  his sins.
Mr. Kennedy has vielded once to
the Ecclesiastical power of Cardi-
nal Dougherty in the famous in-
ter-faith banquet at I’hiladelphia,
and according to Dr. Daniel Pol-
ing, Mr. Kennedy, in cancelling
his earlier pledge to attend, said:
“As a loval son of the Church I
have no alternative but not to
come.” This is the fear of Ameri-
can Protestants, that in a su-
preme test, Mr. Kennedy as a
loval Catholic would vield to the
demands of the international
Prince, the Pope. We  must
understand not many Catholics,
not even American Catholics,
would risk excommunication by
the Pope. Why should we jeopar-
dize our national position by
electing a man, whose Church al-
lows no discretion in accepting or
rejecting papal injunctions. There
is no such thing as an independ-
ent American Catholic Church.
The Catholic system seeks to
maintain ecclesiastical and politi-
cal supremacy.

Separation of Church and State . .
(Continued from Page 11)
doubt as to the separation in
character and function between
church and state. The Lord Jesus
himself said in John 18:36, “My
kingdom is not of this world,”
and again in T.uke 20:25 in re-
ply to the question regarding the
paying of tribute, HMe said,
“Render therefore unto Caesar
the things which are Caesar’s and
unto God the things which are
God’s.” Thus Ile differentiated
clearly between the realm of civil
authority and that of the spirit-

ual.

When France was much more
a Protestant country than she
has ever been since, Pope DBoni-
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face wrote to Philip the Fair of
Trance this letter, “Pope DBoni-
face to Philip the Tair sends
greetings; O Supreme Pontiff,
know that thou are subject to us
in temporal as well as spiritual
things.” Philip the Fair replied
“Philip to Boniface: little or no
greeting. Know thou, O supreme
fool, that in temporal things we
are not subject to anyone.”

If we in the United States
would preserve the religious and
political liberties which we have
so long enjoved, we must resist
with equal vigor any effort to in-
troduce ecclesiastical influence
into the political life of our na-
tion. Church and state must
remain separate.
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Pertinent Questions and Answers

Question—-11"hat <will happen if the Pope eventually “takes over”
through Catholic politictans in the U. S. as he has already
taken owver in Spain, Italy, Colombia and many other
Catholic dominated countries?

Catholic Answer—“You ask, if the Pope were lord of this land and

you were in a minority, what would he do to you? That, we say,

would entirely depend upon circumstances. If it would benefit the
cause of Catholicism, he would tolerate it; if expedient, he would
imprison or banish you, probably he might ]1an<7 you. But, be assured
of one thing, he would never tolerate you for the sake of your glor-
ious principles of civil and religious liberty.—Pope Pius IX, in the
allocution of Sept. 1851

Question—Qur Constitution, which men died for, guarantees Free-
dom of Worship, Freedom of Speech, Freedom of Press,
Freedom of Conscience, etc., doesn’t it?

Catholic Answer—'"But constitutions can be changed, and non-Cath-

olic sects may decline to such a point that the political proscription of

them may become feasible and expedient. What protection would

they have against a Catholic State?—Ryan & Millar, The State and

the Church, page 38, 39

Question—W hat is the official Roman Catholic sentiment on public
education?

Catholic Answer—"The rights of the Roman Catholic Church in the
teaching of youth comes before the rights of the state.”—Pope John
XXIII, Scranton Tribune, Dec. 31, 1959; page 17

The question will be raised “Does the Roman Catholic Church
still officially believe these teachings?” Let me quote: “But she (the
Church) cannot change her teachings. She holds the same creed,
she teaches the same doctrine—the same absolute spiritual values
today . ."Catholic World, July 1944. And of course, since the Popes
claim infallibility while teadmw - - their threats to freedom-loving
plcople are authoritative Roman Cathohc Dogma as well, and cannot
change.
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