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INTRODUCTORY

O master any subject—whether art, science, music, language,

or profession—requires several years’ study and close appli-
cation, and the expenditure of considerable money; for these rea-
sons, few people undertake the task of becoming proficient in
more than one. Any one, though, with the time and means, may
master several branches, and some do; but it is usually only those
who purpose teaching, writing, etc. The average person can, how-
ever, by a little application and at a nominal expense secure a
sufficient knowledge of the arts and sciences as to understand
their main principles, and have the satisfaction of knowing their
value to society in general.

This is true in regard to the subject of Roman Catholicism; a
knowlege of it cannot be acquired in a day, week, month. It has
so many phases which affect the spiritual, physical and intellec-
tual world that it is necessary to devote considerable time and
money to it to secure even an insight into the system. That this
is true is evidenced by the fact that to become a priest twelve
years or more must be spent studying the various subjects nec-
essary to qualify one for the priesthood.

Many good people have never given this question an hour’s
consideration, and if their attention is called to any abstract
proposition relative thereto, they are apt to say they do not be-
lieve it. To inform them that aqua pura in Latin means “pure
water” in English, and then hear them say, “I don’t believe it!”
represents the attitude of those to the papal system who have
never given it any attention. It would be a waste of energy and
foolish to try to go far enough in the discussion of the Latin
tongue to prove to their satisfaction that agua pura means “pure
water”’—they would have to devote months to the study of that
language before they would believe.

I have spent many months in the assiduous study of Roman-
ism; have closely read thousands of pages of literature, from
non-Catholic and approved Catholic sources, yet I must confess
there is more to learn. But what I have gleaned, I have en-
deavored to so present it in these pages as will give a clear and
concise understanding of its main features, treating of certain
fundamental principles of the system that should be considered
seriously by every one who enjoys the blessings of Liberty pro-
vided by the Constitution of the United States, and is a compen-
dium of reliable information that every person should possess,
which cannot be secured otherwise than by following the course
pursued by me.

I believe the reader will be convinced that the Roman Catholic
Church is a deadly foe to the Constitution of this country, and
every human right and liberty guaranteed by it.

v



To my Catholic friends—especially the priests who may read
after me—I challenge you to meet the issues herein on the ros-
trum before the people. To resort to the boycott, slander or
murder, as Pope Leo XIII seems to teach you should do (see dis-
cussion and comments on Question No. 13), will not strengthen
the position of the Catholic church in America; and if any one
should address me, answer those questions which the Catholic
Laymen’s Association of Georgia failed to elucidate.

1 shall be glad to hear from any one who desires to take issue
with me on any one of the vital questions presented herein, and
promise to give them a hearing in the next edition.

In the large volume of matter passing between the Association
and the author, all of which was prepared with more or less
haste on the part of each, it was natural for numerous errors of
various kinds to have been overlooked, as at the time there was
no thought of putting it all in book form, and as far as I can do
so without changing any material word or thought, I shall cor-
rect errors in the correspondence, where I am sure of the mean-
ing which the Association wished to convey. That no alteration
in any of the manuscript has been made can always be verified by
reference to the originals, which are being carefully preserved.

THE AUTHOR.



THE ROMAN CATHOLIC CHURCH
CHALLENGED

HOW IT BEGAN

N the spring of 1917, I received a pamphlet from the Catholic

Laymen’s Association of Georgia entitled “A Plea for Peace.”

At that time advertisements were running in the local papers

from the Association, containing requests similar to the invita-
tion in the pamphlet, as follows:

“ABOUT ROMAN CATHOLICS.

“Get your information first-hand. Upon request we will tell
you their belief and position, their practices and obligations, their
rights and duties, as they bear on civic and social relations, public
questions and good citizenship.

“Write to the Catholic Laymen’s Association of Georgia, 107
9th St., Augusta, Ga.” .

The following list of thirty-two questions was prepared and
forwarded to the Association by registered mail:

Macon, Ga., May 2, 1917.
Catholic Laymen’s Association,
Augusta, Ga.
Gentlemen:

I am in receipt of your pamphlet, “A Plea for Peace,” and in
accord with the invitation extended on last page will submit the
following questions, which I trust you will answer, namely:

1. Does the Roman Catholic Church, positively or impliedly,
require its members to believe any doctrine or truth that cannot
be understood by the human intelligence?

2. Does your church, impliedly or otherwise, teach that its
members must accept as true any assertion made by a religious
superior because of his authority?

8. Is it not true that to break the seal of confession is a mortal
gin? If it is, how do you know the priest does not use the im-
moral, obscene theology of Dens and Liguori with Catholic
women in the confessional? Name date and authority for discon-
tinuance.

4. Are you acquainted with the general text and tenor of the
various encyclxcals of Pope Leo XIII and others against Free-
masonry, and if so, do dyou agree with them and feel bound to
carry out their comman

. Are Roman Catholics taught to obey the voice of the pope
as bemg the voice of God Almighty?

6. Are you acquainted with any directions emanating from the
Vatican at Rome for Roman Catholics to take part in politics,
so that constitutions and legislation and governments may be
changed to conform to the principles of the Roman church, and if
80, what are the “principles” referred to?

(7



8 THE ROMAN CATHOLIC CHURCH CHALLENGED

7. Does your church believe and teach that all men are free to
worship God according to the dictates of their own conscience,
at all times and under all circumstances?

8. Do you and your church believe in free public schools, sup-
ported by the State and free from the control of any church or
religious organization, including your own? .
~~9. Do you and the church you represent believe in the separa-
tion of church and state?

10. If a Protestant minister and a Roman Catholic barkeeper
were candidates for the same office—for mayor—which would
you feel in duty bound to supcport? Which would generally re-
ceive the greater number of Catholic votes?

11. Should your church become dominant in America and recog-
nized as the religion of state, would you accord freedom of opin-
ion, of press, of speech and of worship to other denominations,
even when same actively oppose the Roman Catholic church?

12. If you answer in the affirmative, please state what you
would do if the pope should command that such toleration be not

nted.

18. Does the Roman Catholic church, impliedly or otherwise,
teach that (1) the church has the right to employ force, (2) that
non-Catholics ought to be harmed either in business or in person,
(3) that the church has the right to remove heretics from the
earth by death?

14. Does the Roman Catholic church claim the right to control
education? If so, name one country where the church has been
in control for centuries in the past where the percentage of
ignorance is as small as it is in any Protestant country.

16. Are Roman Catholics taught that the civil authority ought
to be subordinate to the ecclesiastical authority?

16. Do you think there is any persecution of Catholics in this
country, and if so, on what grounds and by whom do you think
it is being carried on?

17. Do you and your church recognize any other church as
“Christian”? Has any pope ever so declared?
~18. In case of conflict between the laws of your church and the
laws of the state, which are you in duty bound to obey, as a
matter of religious conscience?

19. If it be true that a large percentage of your fellow-citizens
fear the alleged intention of the Vatican to make the Roman
Catholic church dominant in the political affairs of this country;
to suppress Freemasonry and secret orders generally; to control
the press; to abridge freedom of speech; to prevent religious
toleration of other sects, churches or creeds, and to control the
public school system or destroy it, would you be willing, in order
to dissipate such ideas, to declare openly, without mental reserva-
tion or equivocation, on your honor as American citizens, that if
such be the intention or Purpose of the Vatican or the pope, or
any part of the clergy or laity of your church, to resist the execu-
tion of such designs to the uttermost and join your fellow-
citizens in repudiating such attempts?

20. If you answer that you would, please state in what way or
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manner such information could be brought to your careful, con-
scientious attention for consideration—if you could investigate
such questions independently of your priest?

21. The Jesuit order was abolished in 1769 by Pope Clement
XIV; it has been excluded from almost every civilized country
many times; not permitted even now to enter Roman Catholic
Sfain, although another pope lifted the ban from the order.
Please state why it (a) was abolished, (b) barred from other
countries, (c) kept out of Spain now, (d) how one pope can
“abolish and forever destroy the Society of Jesus” and another
re-establish the order.

22. If bagtiam is essential to salvation and membership in your
church, and if its validity depends upon whether or not the offi-
ciating priest had the right “intention” at the time of baptizing a
subject of the church, how can any one know that he is a mem-
ber of your church—from the pope on down? Do you require a
certificate from the priest wherein he declares he had the right
“intention” at the time of performing the ceremony?

28. If your priest can turn wine into the blood and body of
Christ, please state why he cannot turn water into wine.

24. As your church forbids its members to discuss or study,
independently of priest-censorship, any subject relating to reli-
gion, morality, ecclesiastical (church) history, etc., on what in-
telligent basis do you expect to see peace and harmony estab-
lished between Roman Catholics and non-Catholics?

25. Is there any appreciable number of Catholics of Georgia
in any manner affiliated with the American Federated Catholic
Societies?

26. To what extent do you think the organizing of this society
has been instrumental in arousing an anti-Catholic spirit?

27. Does your church teach, directly or impliedly, that mem-
bers must not accuse the priests or bishops even though it be
known to them that prelates have committed grave sins? If so,
how can a man protect his home?

28. Would your association prosecute a priest if he were to
wrong a member, by appealing to the laws of the land?

29. A soldier, being under command of superiors, must say and
do only as he is ordered regardless of his personal opinion or
wishes. Does this principle obtain in your church? If so, what
can your association of laymen hope to accomplish?

30. Why is it a venial sin, that must be confessed, for a Cath-
olic to attend a Protestant church service, but it is not made a
sin by your church for its members to engage in the sale of in-
toxicating liquors?

81. If your church is the only true church, and its only aim is
the salvation of souls, and Catholics are taught that there is
danger of losing their souls in going to Protestant churches, why
does not your church teach and command its members to keep out
of the liquor business, if it does not consider entering a Protes-
tant church worse than running a barroom?

32. The Ne Temere decree of your church was enforced in
America in 1908; non-Catholics believe your church becomes
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more insistent in its demands and efforts to enforce the decrees
of the Vatican in proportion as it grows in numerical and politi-
cal strength. If this is not true, please state why this decree was
not ordered enforced in this country at an earlier period; say, for
instance, at the time of the Revolutionary or Civil Wars?

In answering the above interrogatories, do not state your opin-
ion, or what you may wish as individuals and citizens, but as
Roman Catholics, proving your answer in each instance by citing
your highest church authority, that is, popes and councils.

The above questions, I assure you, have not been formulated in
a wanton spirit of levity, or antagonism; they voice a few of the
many points in the fundamental differences between Roman
Catholics and non-Catholics, as I see it, and on their adjustment
to the American ideals of democracy depends the future.

Trusting you will favor me with an eallily reply, I am,

Y
C. A. YARBROUGH.

In answer to the above, the following acknowledgment was re-
ceived from the Catholic Laymen’s Association, on its printed
stationery, as were all other letters from it:

Augusta, Ga., May 7, 1917.
Mr. C. A. Yarbrough,

American National Bank Bldg.,
Macon, Ga.

Dear Sir: Your letter of the 2d by registered mail just re-
ceived. The thirty-two questions will be answered just as soon as
we can get to them. A large number of in}uiriea, and the limited
time I can give to the Laymen’s work, forces me to beg your
indulgence for a few days.

1 appreciate the spirit that prompted your inquiry and trust
that the information sent you will answer your questions fully
and completely. Very truly yours,

(Signed) J.J. FARRELL, Mgr.

Having been informed through the press that Mr. A. J. Long
and Hon. Augustin D. Daly, of this city, were officers of the Lay-
men’s Association, copies of the above questions were forwarded
to them, with the following note:

Macon, Ga., May 7, 1917.
Dear Sir: Some three weeks ago I received a pamphlet from
the Catholic Laymen’s Association, title, “A Plea for Peace.”
I understand you are a member of this body, therefore, I am
sending you the enclosed letter.
Respectfully,
C. A. YARBROUGH.

Although the Hon. Gus. Daly is an attorney and ex-Recorder
of the Police Court, he has never acknowledged the communica-
tion. Mr. A. J. Long, a prominent merchant, replied as follows:
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Macon, Ga., May 14, 1917.
Mr. C. A. Yarbrough,
Macon, Ga.
Dear Sir: Your favor of the 7th inst. received. I also received
the list of questions and impolite suggestions attached thereto.
Your letter and questions have been forwarded to Mr. J. J.
Farrell, of Augusta, Ga., who will endeavor to answer them cor-

rectly. Yours very truly,
(Syigned) A.J. LoNe.

The following letter was forwarded to Mr. Long:

Macon, Ga., May 22, 1917.
Mr. A.J. Long,
Macon, Ga.

Dear Sir: Your letter of the 14th inst., acknowledging receipt
of mine of the 7th, to hand and, while it does not call for reply, I
am at a loss to understand what you consider as being an “im-
polite su tion,” and would kindly ask you to advise, being
more explicit in reference thereto.

If the letter contained an impolite suggestion, it was not inten-
tional. ours respectfully,

* C. A. YARBROUGH.

To this, Mr. Long responded:

' Macon Ga., May 28, 1917.
Mr. C. A. Yarbrough,
Macon, Ga.

Dear Sir: Replying to your letter of May 22d.

The third question in the list you sent me on May 2d contains
the “impolite suggestions” that I referred to in mine to you of the
14th inst.

You suggest in that question that immoral practices arise
from the confessional, and you call for a defense of the confes-
sional rather than an explanation of the same.

You may have asked the question without thinking how it
sounded, at the same time a Catholic’s religion is so much a part
of him that he naturally takes exception to those who question his
belief or practices as such.

You also imply in many of the questions that I, on account of
being a Catholic (if the implication doesn’t apply to me it doesn’t
apply to any other Catholic), am not and cannot be as good an
American citizen as you or anybody else. This implication I re-
sent as “impolite,” because my patriotism should not be ques-
tioned by any good citizen, unless for specific reasons arising
from some personal act of my own, for which I am responsible to
you as a good citizen and therefore subject to your criticism and
prosecution if need be.

To say that I am not a loyal American because of my religion
is striking at the very foundation upon which this country so
firmly stands, and the man who charges his fellow-citizen with
disloyalty because of his religion is himself a had citizen, because
he is seeking to tear down the structure of American principles
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which was built by the brains of men of many religious beliefs,
and has been maintained by the blood of the patriots from all
denominations.

If you earnestly desire information about the Catholic Church
and the practices of Catholics, you can get it first-hand by per-
sonal investigation and observation, which every Catholic will
welcome and will assist you any way you may desire; but if your
inquiries are prompted by a spirit of religious intolerance and its
consequent religious prejudices and ill will, ] for one do not care
to throw away my valuable time in exchdging correspondence
when no good can come from it. Of course your mind will deter-
mine whether or not our correspondence will continue.

Yours very truly,
A.J. LoNG.

I will be glad to have you as my guest at any or all the services
and show you through the church from pillar to dome and render
any service in my power in your investigations.

To this interesting epistle I replied:

Macon, Ga., June 5, 1917.
Mr. A. J. Long,
Macon, Ga.

Dear Sir: In relation to yours of the 23d instant—

It is the duty of every citizen to investigate all questions—
civil, political or religious—that may affect himself, his family,
of his neighbor. In pursuance of this necessary qualification of
worthy citizenship I have mapped out such course of procedure
relative to the study of Roman Catholicism as I consider best
suited to secure desired information as to the faith and prac-
tices ENJOINED BY THE SYSTEM.

No one disputes the fact that Catholicism becomes woven into
the very warp and woof of those who are born and reared under
its influence and is a very part of them; that does not signify,
however, that Catholicism is right or wrong, but that fact does
demand that those who are not reared under its teaching
should by investigation and observation, ascertain what are its
faith and practices and their fruits, and to what extent, if any,
it would or seeks to interfere with their rights, faith and prac-
tices as non-Catholics; and Catholics should know that all who
are not Catholic are just as jealous, and zealous, in defense of
their religion and other rights as Catholies.

Being one of the promoters of the Catholic Laymen's Associa-
tion, you virtuallg and technically invite questions: you are pre-
sumed to know that any question, on that hypothesis, is for the
purpose of eliciting information on that particular phase of
Catholicism as a system, and the personal equation enters into
it only as in that of a witness in a court of justice; and it is not
germain whether the &mstions be such as require defense or
explanation, provided the one or the other establishes what is
the truth.

Without an admission, or evidence of previous misconduct,
any one would be a bad citizen if he should charge another with
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disloyalty, just because he is a Catholic; such charge, as you
rightly suggest, should be based upon act and, hence, subject to
personal criticism or lagal action. These three elements (ad-
mission, evidence of past record, and overt acts) enter vez
largely into my plan of investigating Catholicism, using su
means and applying the same rules and principles in a way that
are usual in legal procedure; this may be classed as “intoler-
ance:” it is the only reasonable basis upon which truth may
be established, to the satisfaction of a reasoning mind.

With all the foregoing in view, I submitted to you a list of
questions; in not answering, you exercised your prerogative, but
as you turned the list over to the Catholic Laymen’s Associa-
tion, I shall take it for granted that answers rendered to the
questions have your endorsement and are approved as such, un-
less I am specifically advised to the contrary.

Whether I am tolerant of, or prejudiced against, papalism, in
degree, will be determined by my findings. In no event could I
visit either prejudice or intolerance upon individual Catholics;
if you would devote a little time to the study of it, you
would doubtless find that the attitude of the Protestant mind
to Catholics and to papalism is well illustrated by the attitude
of the Government of the United States relative to the German
people and the Imperial German Government.

I should have answered sooner, but have been so busy I am
just now answering.

Trusting you will give this your attention at your earliest
convenience, I am, Very respectfully,

C. A. YARBROUGH.

Mr. Long has not answered this letter.



LAYMEN'’S ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS

Augusta, Ga., May 18, 1917.
Mr. C. A. Yarbrough,

American National Bank Bldg.,
Macon, Ga.

Dear Sir: Replying now to the questions in your letter of May
2d, I give you the following answers seriatim. [The questions
will be omitted here, presenting the answers only.—Author.]

Answer to 1: The Catholic Church does positively require its
members to believe truth that cannot be understood by the human
intelligence, such as, that “there are Three Persons in One God,”
that “the Word was made Flesh,” that “this is My Body,” and
many others. The Catholic religion is a supernatural religion
and necessarily teaches supernatural truths, which, of course, are
above the comprehension of the human intelligence.

Answer to 2: No.

Answer to 3: The seal of confession does not impose any obli-
gation on the penitent, but on the priest only. The penitent man
or woman is free to say what was said in confession, either by
himself or herself or by the priest. Every penitent is free to tell
to any person whomsoever anything whatsoever that was said or
done in the confessional. Catholics frequently talk among them-
selves about the admonitions and counsels given them in the con-
fessional, the penances imposed, etc. This, of course, is a com-
plete answer to that part of your question referring to Catholic
women, unless indeed you presume to accuse them of concealing
from their husbands, from their own daughters even what would
be unnatural for them to conceal, and what they have every right
to disclose.

Answer to 4: I am acquainted with the encyclicals you refer
to and agree with their general text and tenor. They contain no
commands to be carried out, but only prohibitions to be observed,
which are in substance simply that Catholics should not become
members of the society of Freemasonry, or in any way encourage
or assist this society as such.

Ansgwer to 6: No.

Answer to 6: No, nor is anyone else, because no such direc-
tions were ever given.

ré\nlswer to 7: Yes, so long as they are decent about it, and
orderly.

Answer to 8: Yes, we help support them, without protest and
willingly. For ourselves we prefer parochial schools, in order to
teach our children the faith of their fathers; but we recognize the
necessity of public schools and we patronize them where we can
not maintain our own. And we pay our portion of taxes to sup-
port them everywhere. .

Answer to 9: As applied in this country and secured under
our constitution and laws we do believe in the separation of
church and state.

Answer to 10: Probably neither one; and very likely. A Cath-
olic is in bad business as a barkeeper, and if he would listen to

(14)
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the voice of the church, as (Pronounced in the Third Plenary
Council of Baltimore, he would not be one. The Protestant minis-
ter is in bad business as a candidate for office. One dprofeesing to
carry the message of the Gospel between God and man, be he
Catholic or Protestant, can just as well keep out of politics, and
his being a candidate against the barkeeper would scarcely better
matters. Catholics are as much divided in politics as any other
class of people in this country.

Answer to 11: Catholics have no desire whatever that their
religion be recognized as the religion of state in America. We
are perfectly satisfied, from the highest prelate to the lowest lay-
man, with the rights guaranteed by our constitution. And we
would oppose any change in our constitution looking to the recog-
nition of any religion as the religion of state. It follows that
we stand for that freedom of opinion, of press, of speech, of wor-
ship, to all denominations that our constitution and our laws now
provide for. ~
. Answer to 12: In the event you imagine, were it possible for
it to come about, we would treat the pope’s command as an usur-
pation of our rights as American citizens to conduct our national
affairs in such manner as we might think just and right.. The
pope has no authority to interfere in matters of politics or in the
right administration of our civic affairs, and if he should, we
would pay no attention to him.

Answer to 13: (1) NO. (2) NO. (8) NO.

Answer to 14: The church has the right to teach all religious
truth. She claims no other right in matters of education. The
second part of the above question is based on a misconception.
The church has not been in control of any country in the world
neither for centuries nor for a century, nor for any length of
time. The percentage of illiteracy in countries where the ma-
jority of the people is Catholic compares favorably with that
where the majority of the country is non-Catholic. As proof of
this, we can begin right at home. The percentage of illiteracy in
the United States is most in those states where there are fewest
Catholics—North Carolina, South Carolina, Mississippi and Ala-
bama, for example. We do not say, however, that this is because
there are more Protestants than Catholics in these states. We
know that there are reasons that fully lain the backwardness
of those states along educational lines. Similar reasons prevail
in regard to countries as in regard to states. Of course, you know
that the first schools, the first colleges, the first universities on
the American continent were started by Catholics. You doubtless
know that the first free schools of modern times, practically
every university of Europe, the very systems of education in
vogue throughout the civilized world originated with Catholics.

Answer to 16: No.

Answer to 16: There can be no doubt of the fact that there is
a systematic campaign of villification and slander being carried
on against the Catholic Church and her people in this country.
It is being conducted by two classes of persons: first, those who
work it for the sake of the financial returns it brings them in the
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way of subscriptions and donations, and second, those who aim to
destroy all religion and are merely attacking the Catholic Church
a8 being the oldest and most vigorous exponent of Christianity.

Answer to 17: The Catholic Church does not recognize any
other church as having been founded by Christ. Christ estab-
lished but one church. Our church teaches, and we Catholics be-
lieve, that the Catholic Church is that church.

Answer to 18: In case of the conflict you imagine, either the
church authorities would be exceeding their just powers or the
state authorities would be exceeding their just powers, and it
would be the duty of every man, Catholic or not Catholic, in such
a case, to determine for himself as a matter of conscience which
o:hthese authorities was the usurper and firmly to stand for the
other.

Answer to 19: Yes.

Answer to 20: Those who claim to be in possession of such in-
formation must themselves find some respectful way of bringing
it to the attention of others. Of course, we can investigate such
questions, if at all, independently of our priest. There is no ques-
tion of any sort open to investigation that we are not as free to
investigate as any other persons.

Answer to 21: The Jesuit order was abolished as a matter of
internal church policy. It is barred from some countries and in
some countries from some dioceses, for the same reasons. Every
society within the church, Jesuit, Dominican, Francsican, etc.,

_exists by consent of the head of the church, and can be suapended,
abolished, reinstated or created anew as the Roman Pontiff may
deem necessary. They may enter this diocese or that or be ex-
cluded from one or another as the bishop of the diocese may deem
to the besat interest of the church in that jurisdiction. In.some
dioceses only one or two orders are permitted charges, in others
more, in some all may have charges. The whole matter is a ques-
tion of internal church policy.

Answer to 22: Baptism is not essential to salvation. It is not
essential to membership in the Catholic Church. Its validity does
not depend upon whether the officiating priest had the right
“intention” or not; its validity does not depend upon whether or
not a priest officiates. Any person, Catholic,.non-Catholic, Prot-
estant, Jew, or Infidel can administer valid baptism.

Answer to 23: Christ did not direct His apostles to turn
water into wine. He Himself turned water into wine, but said
nothing about it. He later changed wine into His blood, said,
“This is My Blood,” and then directed His apostles to do what he
had done in commemoration of him. To be commemorative, this
act must go on to the end of time. The priest has authority to
carry out His directions. But he has not the authority to turn
water into wine, as you suggest. *

Answer to 24: Your presumption is all wrong, for our church
does not forbid her children to discuss or study independently of
priest-censorship any subject relating to religion, morality, eccle-
giastical (church) history, etc. You evidently have been badly
misinformed on this matter.
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Answer to 256: Yes.

Answer to 26: I will say to no extent worth mentioning.

Answer to 27: No, the church does not teach this, either
directly or indirectly, explicitly or impliedly. A Catholic may
protect his home in the same way a non-Catholic may protect his.

oulmd. er to 28: If it were necessary to secure redress, we
wi

Answer to 29: The principle of action between a soldier and
his superior officers does not obtain between the church and her
children. The principle of action in the Catholic church is rather
that prevailing in a well-regulated, God-fearing, devoted, affec-
tionate family.

Answer to 30: It is not necessarily ‘a sin to attend a Protes-
tant church service; it depends on many circumstances. It is more
than likely a sin for Catholics to engage in the indiscriminate sale
of intoxicating liquors, although that, too, depends upon circum-
stances. You should know also that what is termed a venial sin
is not a matter of confession.

Answer to 81: In the Third Plenary Council the hierarchy of
the church in the United States expressly enjoined upon Cath-
olics to sever their connection with the liquor traffic.

Answer to 32: The reason that the Ne Temere decree was not
put into effect throughout the United States until 1908 was be-
cause of the absence of a sufficient number of Catholic priests in
this country to render the observance of this rule practical on the
part of Catholics. The church is always solicitous not to enjoin
upon her children a rule of conduct that would be generally a
hardship and for this reason the rule requiring all Catholics who
marry to come before a ‘&rieat was delayed until the number of
priests was such as to make one available in most any part of the
country at most any time.

To cite authorities for each of the above questions as you here

est would require space unlimited; I am sure it will be agree-
able to you, and I prefer, that you will mnt out any answer
which is not entirely satisfactory, and I shall then support that
with such authority as must make it satisfactory.

If any of these answers are not satisfactory to you, I shall be
glad to treat more at length such as you may indicate.

Yours very truly,
J. J. FArgELL, Chm.

Mr. J. J. Farrell, Macon, Ga., May 25, 1917,
Cnthxlic Laymén’s Association of Georgia,

ugusta, Ga.

Dear Sir: Yours of the 18th inst. received. Press of business
has prevented giving your answers more than a scanscion glance.
After careful perusal, will avail myself of your kind request, by
taking up further with you such questions as may not be an-
swered satisfactorily.

Thanking you for your letter, I am,

Very truly,
C. A. YARBROUGH.
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Macon, Ga., Sept. 7, 1917.
Catholic Laymen’s Association,
Augusta, Ga.

Gentlemen: Your answers to my questions have been care-
fully reviewed, and as a whole, they are not satisfactory.

1 have gone into each one to some extent in order to make it
clear wherein and why they are unsatisfactory, and from the
various reasons advanced, you will learn the general impression
made on the minds of those who study this subject at all from a
standpoint of fundamentals.

The conclusions relative to each question are based on a careful
analysis of such reliable information available at this time, in
conjunction with the manner in which the questions have been
treated by your Association.

I am devoting some thought to this matter; I deem it the du
of every citizen worthy of the name to investigate any and all
questions that may affect him, his family or his neighbor,
whether such questions be social, political, religious or otherwise.

I have weighed such evidence as is at this time available, direct
and indirect, attaching to each such weight and importance as
its source warrants, and the means of each witness for knowing
what is the truth; eulogistic literature, from inside and outside
sources, have no appreciable influence: as long as Catholic and
pro-Catholic speakers and writers ignore the canon law of the
Church of Rome, and contemporaneous acts, overt and covert,
demonstrate that such Vatican laws are of full effect and force
whenever expediency warrants, just that long will there be
opgosition to Catholics politically.

our answers to my questions would be ample and satisfac-
tory to one who is governed by the Index of the Roman church,
but you ought to know that those who are not barred by the
Index from reading the history of your church, its laws, the-
ology, ete., require more than the mere assertion of laymen; such
must be from official utterances of those who are recognized as
having the right to speak for and in the name of the pope con-
cerning what may be the “intention” of the Roman church, as
non-Catholics are more concerned with this than with the ques-
tions of faith and practice, for the time being—*“faith and prac-
tice” always follow the culmination of “intention.”

If, in my analyses of your answers, I have not revealed the
essence or genius of Roman _Catholicism, I would be very glad to
have you correct me. ery tmls.

. A. YARBROUGH.,

With this letter was a paper, “Reasons Why Answers to Ques-
tions Are Not Satisfactory.”

To get the original questions, the Association’s answers and
my objections or criticisms of answers assembled in order of
their individual connection, the correspondence will be collated
under each question number, followed by the answer of the Asso-
ciation, then my criticiam.
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No. 1: Does the Roman Catholic church, positively or im-
pliedly, require its members to believe any doctrine or truth that
eannot be understood by the human intelligence?

Association’s answer: The Catholic Church does positively
require its members to believe truth that cannot be understood
by the human intelligence such as, “there are Threé Persons in
one God,” that “the Word was made Flesh,” that “this is My
Body,” and many others. The Catholic religion is a supernatural
religion, and necessarily teaches supernatural truths, which of
course are above the comprehension of the human intelligence.

No. 2: Does your church, impliedly or otherwise, teach that
its members must accept as true any assertion made by a reli-
gious superior because of his authority?

Answer: No.

CRITICISM OF ANSWERS BY AUTHOR

Questions Nos. 1 and 2—These two are practically one ques-
tion, they being a sub-division of a single sentence from the
Encyclical Letters of Pope Leo XIII against Freemasonry, t. e.,
“they allow no dogma of religion or truth which cannot be under-
stood by the human intelligence, nor any teacher who ought to be
believed by reason of his AUTHORITY.” He very clearly im-
plied the well-known rule of the Catholic church, that laymen
MUST believe as true any assertion made by a religious superior,
because of his authority—all bishops, priests, cardinals, popes,
ete., are “religious superiors,” and in answering a part of the
sentence affirmatively and the other in the negative, you demon-
strate that either you or your pope is in error.

Stated in a sentence, your answer to Question 2 is the position
the whole non-Catholic world sustains to the papacy; if you
maintain that attitude in fact, you destroy the very foundation
upon which the superstructure of the Catholic church rests. In
electing him pope, the cardinals delegate to him the place of God
Almighty on earth, with all the AUTHORITY of God; he in
turn proclaims to the cardinals, bishops, priests, etc., what he
considers is truth, and vests them with AUTHORITY to teach
it, and no layman has the right to question. Through this door
enters all the sayings of the papal “Fathers” which laymen can
not read or study, but must accept from the priest that which he
has been “authorized” to proclaim, as a rule and guide for their
faith and practice, regardless of whether it be from Holy Writ
or the Traditions of Men.

To illustrate how far this “authority” is recognized by Cath-
olics, you say you believe in the Real Presence in the Mass, just
because priests and bishops say the pope says it is; and it seems
to non-Catholics that a mind subscribing to that is willing to do
anything required by the law of those in authority.

Your answers to Questions 1 and 2 reveal a general lack of
knowledge of the spirit of Catholicism that is surprising, and
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you presume to teach others! To those who really understand
the principles of a proposition, the slightest allusion embodying
them is instantly recognized, even if the verbiage is different. In
this case you failed utterly to recognize, not only the basic prin-
ciples underlying the questions, but also the language of one of
your greatest popes.

Students discover deep myatenes concerning the Past, Present
and Future, pertaining to man, which call for an exercise of faith
in God and His Providence when they swing out of range of the
human intelligence; at that point, Catholics and non-Catholics
must separate. By reason of his “authority,” the pope makes
laymen rely upon him and forbids exercise of reason in all mat-
ters Past, Present and Future, demanding that what has been
said, he may now proclaim, or decree in the future, must be
“accepted by Catholics unquestioned on pain of excommunication
—a principle in its operation far exceeding the “authority” God
exercises, thus erecting an insurmountable barrier between
Catholics and others, as the main preoccupat’on of true Catholics
is, to endeavor to bring all men under this authority of the pope,
who become highly incensed when they discover non-Catholics
industriously engaged in barricading against subjection to papal
“authority.”

No. 8: Is it not true, that to brea.k the seal of confession is a
mortal sin? If it is, how do you know the priest does not use
the immoral, . obscene theology of Dens and Liguori with Cath-
olic women in the confessional? Name date and authority of
discontinuance.

Answer: The seal of confession does not impose any obliga-
tion on the penitent, but on the priest only. The penitent man or
woman is free to say what was said in eonfesslon either by him-
self or herself or by the priest. Every penitent is free to fell to
any person whomsoever anything whatsoever that was said or
done in the confessional. Catholics frequently talk among them-
selves about the admonitions and counsels given them in the
confessional, the penances imposed, etc. This, of course, is a
complete answer to that part of your question referring to
Catholic women, unless indeed, you presume to accuse them of
concealing from their husbands, from their own daughters even,
what would be unnatural for them to conceal and what they have
every right to disclose.

CRITICISM

You say the seal of confession does not apply to penitents.
Liguori, the Doctor of the whole church, says, relative to the
Sacramental Seal: “The penitent is bound by nature to keep
SECRET ALL THINGS said to him by his confessor, IF their
exposure would bring damage to the confessor (i. e., priest) or
injury and contempt on the Sacrament.” VI, 647.

Prop. 1367, ques.: “Must the priest be denounced who plans
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witha woman . . . that . . . she feign sickness when he
comes to her house in order to act criminally with her?”’ Ans.:
“No,” with reasons assigned that every man should read.

Prop. 1870, ques.: “Must the penitent be denounced who
solicits in confessional?” Ans.: “No,” with reasons.

Tertullian, one of the holy fathers of the Roman church,
teaches that bashfulness ought not to cause neglect of confes-
sion,

Saint Ambrose, on Confession, says: “Confess FREELY to
the priest the HIDDEN SECRETS of thy soul, and SHOW
THEM, as thou wouldst thy hidden wounds to thy physician.”

On this subject a Catholic Catechism, having the imprimatur
of Cardinals Wiseman and McClosky, states that confession must
be “l—entire, 2—sincere, 3—clear;” entire: confess all grievous
sins; sincere: conceal NOTHING; clear: when the priest can
understand EVERYTHING well; DISTINCTLY name and
specify different sins.

If a penitent is ashamed to make a SINCERE confession, this
Catechism declares it “procures him neither remission of sins
nor peace of conscience; but that the confession, as well as the
communion which follows it, is another grievous sin—a sacrilege
—and deserves eternal damnation.” Deharbe, pp. 284-5-6.

From a priest’s hand-book, approved by the late Archbishop
Quigley of the Diocese of Chicago, under general caption of Con-
fession, sub-topic “Adultery,” we discover the Church of Rome in
the nineteenth century endorsing and practicing the doctrine of
Ambrose of the fourth century, as follows:

“Have you deliberately indulged or taken pleasure in impure
thoughts? HOW OFTEN? Have you entertained impure de-
sires? Have you committed unchaste acts when alone? IS THIS
A HABIT? Have you been guilty of immodest acts with an-
other?” p. 160.

The above proves beyond a doubt to & reasoning mind that
priests of Rome MUST tear from women that garment of mod-
esty which nature supplied, and probe the very secret recesses
of the heart in the confessional, and lay bare to a bachelor her
inmost thoughts, unless the priest is disobedient to his SYSTEM.

I am not satisfied with your answer to that part of the ques-
tion relating to seal of confession. As to Catholic women—I
accuse them of nothing, but in the light of the preponderance
of available evidence, I DO accuse your system of religion as
being an enemy of, and Catholic men as recreant toward,
womanhood, regardless of race, color or creed! The foregoing
quotations from the practices of your church stand as a challenge
for real manhood to defend womanhood against one of the deep-
est pitfalls ever dug ir the pathway of the human race.

I question this practice of your church, that seeks to tear even
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the fig leaves from the race; and since you enter a denial to the
fact, I will demonstnte, on your own ground, with the theory of
your own church in action, that the confessional and its seal are
facts. You suggest, like a heretic, that it would be “unnatural”
for a woman to conceal certain things from her husband or
daughter, and in doing this you vitiate, destroy and nullify
your answer to No. 1. (This is one of the dogmas of your church
that swings out beyond the ken of the human intelligence, re-
quiring an unquestioning faith in the AUTHORITY of a pope
to make it right.) When you take the faith and practices of the
Roman church into the realm of NATURE, they at once become
! supernatural, unnatural, or repugnant, depending solely on the
state of mind superinduced by early influence and whether or not
the Index has operated to an end. There must be repentance for,
before God forgives, sin; He needs no Versicle. Now, then, on
p. 275 of Catechism we cite: »

“Does the priest truly remit sins, or does he only declare that
they are remitted?” Ans.: “The priest does really and truly
remit the sins in virtue of the power given him by Christ.” Here
we see that the priest is ENTITLED to know and MUST ascer-
tain exactly what sin has been committed before forgiving it, or
prescribing penance therefor; and it is reasonable to infer that
one who believes the priest CAN forgive sin realizes the neces-
sity of CONFESSING any sin, and by that very fact must also
believe that the priest is so close to God as to partake of His
divine nature, essence and qualities, and, believing this, will
naturally tell him what she would consider unnatural to tell her
husband or daughter; to ascribe this power to a man carries with
it all the rights and prerogatives of God.

It was at your solicitation that these questions were asked
relating to the faith and practices of your church, and the bur-
den is upon you to satisfy a reasoning mind as to what is the
truth; repeating the original request: Please state date of decree
and name of pope abolishing confessional; the foregoing citations
from authoritative sources establish the fact of the confessional
and the seal, which remain part of Catholic faith and practice
till some general council or pope orders discontinuance.

In my brief research I find there are many requirements in
your faith and practices,established on traditions of men, that ap-
peal to the uninitiated as unnatural, and the confessional is one
of them, Of course, I understand a great deal depends upon train-
ing; mothers have often cast their baby girls to alligators at the
behest of their priests, who trained them to believe that to do so
was natural and pleasing to their god. If you begin early
enough with a child, and persist in a necessary oversight, you
have a Chinese woman of large stature and a small foot; if you
can govern what it reads or hears, and place its intellect under
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the Index, when it becomes an old man he will call a roaring
furnace a refrigerator, and a refrigerator a furnace, and be
sincere enough to fight for it, however unnatural or supernatural
it may appear to those not subject to such training.

A mind that can be so trained as to believe a man can turn a
little piece of rice cake and a little glass of wine into separate
and distinct bodies of Christ—the veritable blood, flesh, bones,
ete.—it seems to me, is capable of believing that that man can
do nor say anything incompatible with God.

If this is not a correct interpretation of the spirit of this doc-
trine, please set me right. :

No. 4: Are you acquainted with the general text and tenor of
the various encyeli of Pope Leo XIII and others against
Freemasonry, and if so, do you agree with them and feel bound
to earry out their commands?

Answer: I am acquainted with the encyclicals you refer to
- and agree with their general text and tenor. They contain no
commands to be carried out, but only cprohibitions to be observed,
which are in substance simply that Catholics should not become
members of the society of Freemasonry or in any way encourage
or assist this society as such.

CRITICISM

Your answer here is palpably inconsistent with other answers,
on which I desire more light. The general text and tenor of the
decrees against Freemasonry is epitomized by Pope Leo XIII,
on pp. 88-106, Great Encyclical Letters. He says: “The parti-

sans of evil seem to be combining together . . . lead on or
assisted by . . . the Freemasons, . . . They are now boldly
rising up against God Himself . . . utterly despoiling the

nations of Christendom,” and makes use of “fraud or audacity;”
that it is his duty to use his “AUTHORITY to the very utter-
most against 80 great an evil” and to bring more “into light its
power for evil and to do what We can to arrest the contagion of
this fatal plague.” Asserts if a member is disobedient, “to sub-
mit to the direst penalties and death itself . . . punishment is
inflieted on them not infrequently and with so much audacity
and dexterity that the assassin very often escapes punishment
for his crime . . . arms men’s right hands for bloodshed after
securing immunity for their crimes.” Masonry “is in antago-
nism with justice and natural uprightness” and is “essentially
opposed to natural virtue . . . that which is their ultimate
purpose forces itself into view, namely, the utter overthrow of
that whole religious and political order of the world which the
Christian teaching has produced . . . Criminal acts . . .
their very foulness strike with horror . . . they allow no
dogma of religion or truth which cannot be understood by the
Auman intelligence, nor any teacher who ought to be believed by
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reason of his authority . . . they declare to the people that
State and Church ought to be altogether disunited,” and that
“the rights of the church are not spared;” that Freemasonry
caused the pope to be “thrust out from . . . his civil prince-
dom;” that Masonry teaches “the multitude should be satisfied
with a boundless vice.” It teaches “all men have the same rights”
and that “each one is naturally free . . . teaches that it is an
act of violence to require men to obey any AUTHORITY other
than that which is obtained from themselves,” and that “power is
held by the command or permission of the people.” Because Free-
masonry holds that all religions should occupy the same place in
society, he says, “In this insane and wicked endeavor we may
almost see the implacable hatred and spirit of revenge with
which Satan himself is inflamed against Jesus Christ.—So also
the stupendous endeavor of Freemasons to destroy the chief
foundations of justice and honesty, . . . in this grave and wide-
spread evil, it is Our duty, Venerable Brethren, to find a remedy.
« . . We pray and beseech you . . . to join your efforts with
Ours, and earnestly to strive for the extirpation of this foul
plague . . . tear away the mask from Freemasonry . . .
and by sermons and pastoral letters to instruct the people . . .
as to the depravity of their opinions and the wickedness of their
acts;” that “the whole principle and object of the sect lies in
what is vicious and bad.” Under direction of the bishop, all
parents, religious instructors and priests are to “use every op-
portunity in their Christian teaching, of warning their children
and pupils of the infamous nature of these societies. . . . The
sect of Freemasons . . . excite one another to an audacity for
evil things. . . . Let us take as our intercessor the Virgin
Mary, Mother of God, so that she . . . may show her power
over these evil sects, in which is revived the contumacious spirit
of the demon, together with all his unsubdued perfidity and
deceit.”

On behalf of the Catholics of the State of Georgia, you say you
are familiar with all the above—its general text and tenor—and
AGREE with it. Is this attitude a result of a first-hand knowl-
edge on your part of the tenets and practices of the Masonic
order, and by observation you have found that Freemasonry “is
in antagonism with justice and natural uprightness and is essen-
tially opposed to natural virtue,” or are Catholics in duty bound
to oppose the order in obedience to the authority of religious
superiors?

Leo XIII specifically orders all Catholics to “earnestly strive
for the extirpation of this foul plague” and further commands
“parents, religious instructors and priests . . . use every op-
portunity . . . of warning their children and pupils” against
the order; and “by sermons and pastoral letters to instruct the
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people as to the artifices used by societies of this kind in seducing
and enticing men into their ranks.”

You say, however, that the pope has issued no commands to be
carried out by Catholics—but do agree with what he says against
the order!

With a few changes in the text, Leo’s encyclical against Free-
masonry so thoroughly describes the Jesuit order as demon-
strated by history and methods, that it would seem he used some
old enyclicial against the Jesuits, substituting “Freemasonry”
for “Society of Jesus.”

To Americans, Freemasonry, like religion, has a right to exist
under the Constitution of the United States; and it is logical to
presume that those who would seek its destruction, because de-
manded by an alien influence, are ready and eager to destroy any
other right under the Constitution that cannot be subjugated to
such influence; and there are many millions of people in America
who are neither Masons nor church members, who take exception
to any influence that would tend to destroy this provision of the
Constitution; because they know if Freemasonry can be “extir-
pated,” in like manner all religions save the Roman could be de-
stroyed, which would ultimately result in union of Church and
State, the objective of all true Catholics—especially when under
the direction of the Jesuits. .

Perhaps you Catholic laymen—and priests—have not consid-
ered this fact:[If the Grand Masters of the various Grand Lodges
of the several States had issued letters against Catholicism simi-
lar to that of Leo against Freemasonry, in connection with the
powerful influence they could wield outside of the order, the
Catholic church long ago|would have been stripped of her faith'
and practices in action{ so that its existence would be about as
that of a Protestant church in Spain. Is not this true? | Can you
offer any reason why the order should not pursue this course?|
So far, however, it has remained practically impassive and indif-
ferexit, no Grand Lodge taking notice of papalism to my knowl-
edge is glone should g¢onvince a reasoning man that di
not s 1y to the%ﬁ his Tottar asainst Freogﬂn;g
and that in causing Catholics to assume that attitude against the
order, with its attendant strife, committed a grave blunder, exer-
cised poor judgment and very little consideration for the welfare,
peace and harmony of his subjects in this country, in committing
his “children” to the task of “extirpating this foul plague;” and
it would be comical, if it were not so tragic, for Catholics of
Georgia to make a “Plea for Peace” in a State where there are
twice as many men affiliated with the Masonic order as there are
men, women and children in the Catholic church—a small minor-
ity pleading in one breath, “Let us have peace,” yet virtually say-
ing in the next, “We desire to extirpate you!” You agree with
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Leo that this order, composed of the best men in every commu-
nity in the nation, should be destroyed because of its “evil”
nature!

Like a sturdy, grown man, Masonry has taken very little notice
of the pope and his children up to the present; but some day
“patience may cease to be a virtue,” when Masons and Protest-
ants may teach their children the history, canon law and theology
and “intention” of the Roman church; teach them how an old
man in Italy can force millions of American citizens to hate their
fellow-citizens and would command them, if strong enough, to
“extirpate” them because they refuse to let him dictate what they
shall read, think or say. The existence of the Roman church de-
pends upon the Index and the accident of birth, as is evidenced
by your several answers to my questions. The law, history and
theology of the Roman church—ah! they reveal the “intention”
of papalism! The pope does well to maintain his Index for his
own existence; but in calling on those under his authority to
assist him in the processes of “extirpation’” of those who refuse
to be circumscribed in their investigations by such Index, he ean
not well expect those whom he would so subjugate to go to any
great pains to place his “children” in public schools and politieal
office where they may assist in carrying out his “intention.”

No. 5: Are Roman Catholics taught to obey the voice of the
pope as beingNthe voice of God Almighty?
Answer: 0.

CRITICISM

To this you answer “No.” Leo, Great Encyclical Letters, p.304,
declares: “We hold upon this earth the place of God Almighty.”
On p. 468: “We hold the place of Him who came to save that
which was lost.” On 3880: “Obedience to the Roman Pontiff is the
proof of the true faith.” 194: Catholics “must allow themselves
to be RULED and DIRECTED by the AUTHORITY and leader-
ship of bishops, and above all by the Apostolic See.” 198: “The
supreme teacher in the church is the Roman Pontiff. Union of
minds, therefore, requires, together with a perfect accord in the
one faith, COMPLETE SUBMISSION and OBEDIENCE of
WILL to the church and to the Roman Pontiff, as to GOD HIM-
SELF.” 188: “It is the special charge of the Roman Pontiff to
RULE with SUPREME POWER” members of the Catholic
church, and (180) says that “what the Roman Pontiffs have
hitherto taught, or shall hereafter teach, must be held with a firm
grasp of mind.” These citations from one who reigned so many
years seem to indicate that Catholics are “taught to obey the
voice of the pope as being the voice of God Almighty.” If this is
not the literal teaching of your church, words and language con-
vey no meaning to those outside of it. Do you maintain your
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answer “No” to this question? If so, support it with reasonable
proof.

No. 6: Are you acquainted with any directions emanating
from the Vatican at Rome, for Roman Catholics to take part in
politics, so that constitutions and legislation and governments
may be changed to conform to the principles of the Roman
Chureh, and if 80, what are the “principles” referred to?

Answer: No, nor is any one else, because no such directions
were ever given.

CRITICISM

You answer, “No . . . no such directions were ever given.”
Thevre seems to be a wide gulf between your answer and the fun-
damental teaching of your church, indicating either you do not
understand the faith and practices of your church or that you
realize they are wrong, or that you are attempting to “deny the
faith.” Speaking as to the “Chief Duties of Catholics as Citi-
zens,” Leo says, pp. 190-1, that “the laity should, as far as possi-
ble, be brought actively into play . . . the church . . . is to con-
tend as an army drawn up in battle array,” and that “neither can
any one of its members live as he may choose, NOR ELECT
THAT MODE OF FIGHTING which best pleases him.” Also,
194: That “what we are bound to believe, and what we are
OBLIGED TO DO, are laid down, as we have stated . . . by
the Supreme Pontiff . . . the church directing her aim TO
GOVERN THE MINDS OF MEN . . . a task she is wholly
bent upon accomplishing.” These utterances establish the essen-
tial poise of the Catholic mind, if they are real Catholics, and the
following also emanating from the Vatican directs the line of ae-
tion of Catholics politically: Says Leo, p. 198, “the church cannot
give countenance to those whom she knows to be imbued with a
spirit of hostility to her; who refuse openly to respect her rights.
« « . These precepts contain the ABIDING PRINCIPLE by
which EVERY Catholic should shape his conduct in regard to
publie life.” That “it is it and proper to give support to men of
acknowledged worth, AND who PLEDGE themselves to deserve
well in the Catholic cause;” that (202) “the political prudence of
the Pontiff. . . is . . . to rdgulate the actions of Christian”
(4. e., Catholic) “citizens. . . (130) It is also of great mo-
ment . . . to take a prudent part in the business of municipal
administration and to endeavor above all to INTRODUCE EF-
FECTIVE MEASURES . . so public provision may be made
for the instruction of youth in religion” (i.e., in Romanism) *, . .
it is generally fitting and salutary that Catholics extend their
efforts beyond this restricted sphere, and GIVE ATTENTION
TO NATIONAL POLITICS,” and says that “these Our precepts
are addressed to ALL nations. . . .” (181): “Catholics have
just reasons for taking part in the conduct of public affairs . . .
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and to use their best endeavors to INFUSE, as it were, INTO
ALL THE VEINS OF THE STATE the healthy SAP AND
BLOOD of Christian (papal) wisdom and virtue . . . (182):
First and foremost it is the duty of all Catholics worthy of the
name . . . to endeavor to bring back ALL CIVIL SOCIETY
to the form and patterns of Christianity (Catholicism) which
We have described,” and that where there is freedom of thought,
of press, of speech, or of conscience or writing, “it is lawful to
seek for a CHANGE OF GOVERNMENT as will bring about
due liberty of action” for the Church of Rome to suppress such
freedom, and apply the Index. He further says “it is not of itself
wrong to prefer a democratic form of government, if only the
Catholic doctrine be maintained as the origin and exercise of
power.” That (197) “it is always urgent, and indeed the MAIN
PREOCCUPATION to take thought how best to consult the in-
terests of Catholicism.”

In an Encyelical, November 7, 1885, Leo says: ‘“All Catholics
must make themselves felt as active elements in daily political
life in countries where they may live. All Catholics should exert
their power to cause the Constitutions of States to be modeled on
the principles of the true church.”

Considering your answer to this question leads to the conclu-
sion that Catholic laymen know very little of the “faith and prac-
tices” of the Roman church, and what it demands of them, or that
such faith and practices teach small regard for truth.

Not only is the foregoing a command for Catholics to interfere,
as such, with the politics of a land, but is their warrant to over-
throw a government, if it takes that and it can be undertaken
without danger to the church in the outcome.

Do you wish to revise your answer to No. 6, so dogmatically
made?

No. 7: Does your church believe and teach that all men are
free to worship God according to the dictates of their own con-
science at all times and under all circumstances?

Answer: Yes, so long as they are decent about it, and orderly.

CRITICISM

In qualifying your answer, you make it necessary for me to
restate the proposition, using different phraseology: Represent-
ing the Catholics of Georgia and speaking for them, please state
who is to define whether or not they are ‘“decent about it, and
orderly”’—the pope representing all his predecessors and various
councils and “fathers” (Dens, Liguori, Loyola, Aquinas, ete.), or
the chief of police representing the crystalized democratic will of
the people? Observe well: if you answer, the pope, then your
answer above is untrue, and you are a false exponent of the
“faith and practices” of Catholicism; and if you say, the chief of
police, it will be an admission that your church is wrong in its
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faith and practices; if you attempt to plead “expediency,” you
would place the Etermal, Unchanging God on the same plane as a
ward-healing politician, as by inference your pope, Leo, taught,
saying ‘“the weaker power yields to the one which is stronger in
human resources,” p. 122. In Catholic Spain, where the Catholic
church has a concordat with the State, Protestants cannot have
a house of worship that can be recognized as such. “Expe-
diency!” A refuge behind which “intention” hides!

Pope Pius IX said: “The State has not the right to leave every
man free to profess and embrace whatever religion he should
deem true.” (Prop. 15, Syllabus of Errors.)

No. 8: Do you and your church believe in free public schools,
supported by the State, and free from the control of any church
or religious organization, including your own?

Answer: Yes, we help support them, without protest and wil-
lingly. For ourselves we prefer parochial schools, in order to
teach our children the faith of their fathers; but we recognize
the necessity of public schools and we patronize them where we
can not maintain our own. And we pay our portion of taxes to
support them everywhere.

CRITICISM

You seem to base your affirmative answer on what you are
doing, instead of what the church teaches, thus qualifying it,
which may be termed expediency; otherwise I cannot understand
how you can answer “yes.” In “The Rights of Our Little Ones,”
P. 24, qu. 40, a Catechism printed by Benziger Bros. we quote:

“Does education lie within the scope of civil authority?

Answer: “Education does not lie within the scope of civil au-
thority, wherefore the State cannot, without violating higher
and holier rights, usurp the right and discharge the duty of
educating the young.”

This makes your answer seem void of truth. Pius IX, Sylla-
bus of Errors, says: “She (the church) has the right to deprive
the civil authority of the entire government of the public
schools.” Leo XIII said Catholics should “endeavor that not only
a suitable and solid method of education may flourish, but above
all that this education be wholly in harmony with CATHOLIC
FAITH in its literature and system of training . . . to pro-
vide with special care that all studies should accord with the
CATHOLIC FAITH,” p. 185. “As to public schools, it is well
known to you that there is no ECCLESIASTICAL AUTHOR-
ITY left in them,” p. 167. (A source of sorrow to all true “chil-
dren.”) Also, that “they who would break away from Christian
(papal) discipline are working to corrupt family life, and to de-
stroy it utterly,” p. 206. Catholics are admonished to “strain
every nerve . . . to hold exclusive authority to direct the
education of their offspring.” Your answer may be an honest
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wish of some individual Catholics—but we are not discussing
individuals, but the SYSTEM and its DEMANDS according to
its faith and practice. In the priest hand-book, sanctioned by
Archbishop Quigley, in the confessional the priest must ask the
penitent: “Do you send your children to Catholic schools?”

Since the pope demands the right to control education, it may
be interesting here to cite a few figures, showing what has been
the uniform result of such control. The percentage of illiteracy
in Roman Catholic Austria is 18, Bulgaria 66, France 14, Hun-
gary 83, Italy 87, Portugal 68, Spain 58, Argentina 54, Bolivia
82, Braczil 85, Chile 49, Mexico 70. The percentage of illiteracy in
Protestant England and Wales 0.2, Switzerland 0.3, United
States 8, Australia 2. For this wonderful and important differ-
ence there is evidently a fundamental difference in the spirit
and practice of Catholicism and Protestantism, not racial—and
there is but one answer to this momentous question: The Roman
Catholic Index; and many millions of Catholics in America, if
true to their pope, would establish the principles of the Index to
all America, in accordance with the aim of the Church of Rome,
which is, as stated by Leo, to “GOVERN THE MINDS OF
MEN,” and if they are not true to the pope in this matter, they
are not Catholics, but heretics, and are in the wrong aggrega-
tion; but as Catholics, if they accept the Index themselves, they
necessarily believe it should be universal in its application, as
witness the efforts to muzzle the press, by Catholic Congressmen,
preventing free speech, using mob violence and resorting to as-
saults and murder—acts which have been frequent the past few
years.

The fruit from this tree, wherever it is permitted to fructify,
has ever been the same—the amount of fruit it brings forth al-
ways depends upon how strong it becomes in “human resources,”
which the pope construes as a “divine right” to “legislate, judge
and punish”—and operate the Index.

No. 9: Do you and the church you represent believe in the
separation of Church and State?

Answer: As applied in this country and secured under our
constitution and laws, we do believe in the separation of Church
and State.

CRITICISM

Your answer to this question is evasive and misleading. Your
church teaches, and Catholics must believe, that the pope is
Christ veiled in the flesh and that the Roman is the only church
founded by Christ; to imply, as you do, that Christ varies His
requirements, of faith and practice, to suit the times and places,
would destroy His nature as Immutable God. Leo is competent
authority—Ilet him tell you what is the “intention” of the church,
which is the basis upon which every question must be answered
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(p. 111) : “It is quite unlawful for the State . . . to hold in
equal favor different kinds of religion . . . (148): Hence fol-
lows that fatal theory of the need of separation between Church
and State. . . . (161): It is quite unlawful to demand, to de-
fend, or to grant freedom of thought, of speech, of writing, or of
WORSHIP.” Being governed by ezpediency, your church may
consider your answer valid; but “expediency” has nothing to do
with what is the “INTENTION” of the church. The actuating
desire and principle of your church is revealed in its intention;
not by extraneous forces which it is not at present able to over-,
come.

No. 11: Should your church become dominant in America, and

i as the religion of State, would you acecord freedom of

opinion, of press, of speech and of worship to all other denomi-
:;tionl’. even when same actively oppose the Roman Catholic

Answer: Catholics have no desire whatever that their religion
be recognized as the religion of State in America. We are per-
fectly satisfied, from the highest prelate to the lowest layman,
with the rights guaranteed by our Constitution. And we would
oppose any change looking to the recognition of any religion as

e religion of State. It follows that we stand for that freedom
of opinion, of press, of speech, of worship to all denominations
that our Constitution and laws now provide for.

CRITICISM

Your answer is not in harmony with your popes. Leo XIII
says (p. 858): ‘“Whosoever is separated from the (Roman)
church is united to an adulteress,” and that “justice forbids, and
reason forbids, the State to be godless—namely, TO TREAT
THE VARIOUS RELIGIONS . . . ALIKE and bestow upon
them promiscuously EQUAL RIGHTS AND PRIVILEGES,”
therefore the rulers of the State “MUST preserve and protect”
the Catholic religion. To Cardinal Gibbons, Leo wrote (p. 828):
“For the Church amongst you, unopposed by the Constitution and
Government of your nation, fettered by no hostile legislation,
protected against violence by the common laws and the impar-
tiality of your tribunals, is free to live and act without hindrance.
Yet, though all this be true, it would be very erroneous to draw
the conclusion that in America is to be sought that most desirable
status of the church, or that it would be universally lawful or
expedient for Church and State to be, as in America, dissevered
and divorced. . . . She would bring forth more abundant
fruits if, IN ADDITION TO LIBERTY, she enjoyed the
FAVOR of the LAWS and the patronage of the public author-
ity,” p. 828. Aguain he says (110) : “The STATE is clearly bound
to . . . the public confession of religion,” and that “it is a sin
in the State not to care for religion.” This is your infallible pope
speaking on the “faith and practices” of Catholics, and you know
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as well as I, and I know as well as you, that unless you had a dis-
pensation to make such answer as you rendered, you would be
excommunicated; if that be not true, and you were not authorized
to answer as you did, it shows a woeful lack of knowledge on the
part of those proposing to teach others what are the faith and
practices of Catholics!

On the other hand, if you deny the pope the right to teach as
cited above, which is in substance that the United States should
enter into a concordat with the Vatican making the Roman the
religion of State, as in Spain, by that very denial you are forced
to admit the contention of Protestantism, that the pope is only a
puny man like any other puny man; and that if he blunders in
matters as important as this, everyone has the right to question
any faith or practice promulgated by papalism—and to deny
papal infallibility is to accept the principles of the Reformation,
which throw the papal Index into the waste-basket, and the exer-
cise of the brains God gave each individual, by which each must
“work out his own salvation.” *

No. 12: If you answer in the affirmative (Question 11), please
state what you would do if the pope should command that such
toleration be not granted.

Answer: In the event you imagine, were it ible for it to
come about, we would treat the pope’s command as a usurpation

¢ Since submitting the above Criticism to Mr. Farrell, I have secured a copy
of a Roman Catholic school text-book, the ‘“‘Manual of Christian Doctrine,”
r:bllnlud in Philadelphia in 1919, which is a standard text-book to be used

“classes of high schools, academies and colleges.” The object of the book
is stated in the Preface: ‘For the pupil the present volume is sufiiciently
complete to impart that knowledge of religion . . . that he may be able to
exhort in sound doctrine, and to convince the gainsayer.” It was issued ac-
cording to the Rules of the Index, bearing the Imprimatur of “‘D. J. Dougherty,
Archiepiscopus Philadelphiensis.” On the subject of “Union ot Church and
State” page 132, we find the following questions and answers

“117. What more should the State do than respect the rights ‘and the lberty
of the Church?

“The State should also aid, protect, and defend the Church.

“119. 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.

*120. Has the State the right and the duty to prosoride schism or heresy?

“Yes, it has the right and the duty to do so for the good of the nation, and
for that of the faithful themselves; . .

(*‘Proscribe’”’ means to utterly destroy, extlrplu kill out.)

“122. MAY THRE STATB SEPARATE ITSELF FROM THE CHURCH!?
o "ggﬁggAUsn IT MAY NOT WITHDRAW FROM THE SUPREME RULB

)

*128. What name is given to the doctrine that the State has neither the

rl.ht nor the duty to be united to the Church to protect it?
'This doctrine is called Liberalism. It is founded principally on the fact
that modern soclety rests on liberty of conscience and of worship, on liberty
of speech and of the press.

124, Why is Liberalism to be condemned ?

*“1. Because it denfes all nbordlnltlon of t.hc State to the Church. 2. Be-
cause it confounds liberty with right; . .

The difference between the teaching of tho Laymen’s Association and '.lu
school-book is remarkable; the Auxsuon was ‘“teaching” a “heretic,” the
text-book is for the “faithful.”
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of our rights as American citizens to conduct our National affairs
in such manner as we might think just and right. The pope has
no authority to interfere in matters of politics or in the right ad-
ministration of our civic affairs, and if he should, we would pay
no attention to him.

COMMENT

As an answer from an individual you may have replied in all
truth and sincerity, but answering as you do for the Catholics of
Georgia, I question the veracity of this answer. I very clearly
stated previously, answers were to be made as to what the church
taught, and not what individuals may desire, or wish, it taught.

My comments on Answer 11 apply to this with equal force,
supplemented by the following facts: All concordats between
the Vatican and States provide, among other things, for the
teaching of the Catholic religion to the young in the schools, by
Catholic teachers exclusively, establishing the rule of the Lndex,
which shuts out all knowledge on the part of the laymen of the
laws, dogmas and history of the Roman church; its “intention,”
which in the course of time naturally results in having all laws
of the land modeled after the laws of the Roman church, and
hence, in all things political the church becomes dominant, and
can then exercise her right as a “perfect society” to “legislate,
judge and punish” and force all men to bow to the AUTRORITY
OF THE POPE. So, while you say you would reject the pope’s
interference with “civic” affairs, you accept all those require-
ments of faith and practice which are used as means to obtain
the condition Leo so ardently craved—civil domination. To illus-
trate: one means to this end is to make marriage a sacrament;
children are then born into the church and kept there by the
Index. This is proved by the fact that when priests of Rome
officiate at mixed marriages, the non-Catholic party must sign an
agreement to the effect that all children from that union are to
be brought up in the Catholic faith without objection on the part
of the non-Catholic.

You say, however, that you would not allow the pope to inter-
fere with civil matters in America. There are someth!ng like
17,000,000 Roman Catholics in America—they allowed the pope
to interfere with the civic affairs in the enforcement of the Ne
Temere decree; acting solely on the authority of the pope, your
bishop refused to obey the laws of the State of Georgia. Yet,
and notwithstanding all this, you say in one instance you would
pay no attention to the pope, yet in others prove your allegiance.

You know that the Roman church must have political domina-~
tion before she can establish religious domination; and that
either the members are absolutely ignorant of the “intention” of
their church, which may be classed as a crime against them on
the part of the church, or that they know such intention and
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fully concur in it, which may prove a crime against mankind,
if ever the church secures domination. I cite you to the history
of the Inquisition and the Massacre of St. Bartholomew, to eluci-
date my meaning.

No. 18: Does the Roman church, impliedly or otherwise, teach
that (1) the church has the right to employ force, (2) that non-
Catholics ought to be harmed either in business or in person, (3)
that the church has the right to remove heretics from the earth
by death?

Answer: (1) NO. (2) NO. (8) NO.

CRITICISM

To the three sub-divisions of this question, you answer “NO,”
very emphatically. There is a wide gulf between what you lay-
men say, circumscribed as you are by the Index, and what the
church through its popes says, in regard to this question.

I quote copiously from Leo XIII, he being a recent pope, being
in the “chair” of Peter when Bishop Keiley was “consecrated.”

Quoting from The Great Encyclical Letters of this pope: On
p. 164, he says the church “is therefore the greatest and most
reliable teacher of mankind, and in HER dwells an inviolable
right to teach them . . . she has never ceased to assert her
liberty of teaching. . . . It is plainly the duty of those who
teach to banish error from the mind, and by SURE safeguards”
(like the Index, I suppose) “to CLOSE THE ENTRY to all
false convictions;” that “the Catholic church is a society char-
tered as of right divine, perfect in its nature and in its title, to
possess in itself and by itself . . all needful provision for its
maintenance and action,” p. 112. “The church, therefore, pos-
sesses the right to exist and to protect herself by institutions and
laws in accordance with Aer nature,” p. 106. That the authority
of the church “is the most exalted of all authority, nor can it be
looked upon as inferior to the civil power, nor in any manner
dependent uponit. . . . Jesusgave . . . power of making
laws, as also . . . the twofold right of judging and punishing,
which flow from that power,” 118, but be bewails the fact that
some “despoil her of the nature and right of a PERFECT SO-
CIETY, and MAINTAIN that it DOES NOT belong to HER to
legislate, to judge or to punish,” 160.

Now, then, it is essential to its existence that a PERFECT
SOCIETY have the right to LEGISLATE, JUDGE and PUN-
ISH. These are the rights claimed and exercised by the several
States of the United States, and the State, in maintaining these
rights, will use FORCE, do HARM, and execute the DEATH
penalty.

Considering the Roman church a “perfect society,” with the
same rights exercised by the State, in his Syllabus of Errors,
Prop. 24, Pope Pius IX authorized the definition of Leo XIII,
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declaring: “It (the State) has not the right to deny fo the
church the use of FORCE, or to deny to her the possession of
either a direct or indirect temporal power.” This nails your
answer to (1) as false, and also destroys your idea that the Rom-
an Pontiff claims to govern his “children” in spiritual matters

only.

Now, for (2)—Leo XIII says: “Now truth” is the basis on
which rests “morality, justice, religion . . . to allow people to
go UNHARMED who violate it would be MOST IMPIOUS,
MOST FOOLISH and MOST INHUMAN,” p. 168. This applies
to every person in America who refuses to bend the knee and
intellect to papal authority—if this is not Catholic doctrine in
America, it is not in Spain; if this is not the attitude of Catholics
to non-Catholics in Georgia, it is not in Austria; if Catholics in
Georgia do not subscribe to that doctrine, they cannot convince
non-Catholics of sincerity as long as they remain members of an
association or society or church that demands what they know to
be wrong. It is as obligatory on the part of Catholics to believe
this, in order to be saved, as it is to believe in papal infallibility,
the Real Presence, ad infinitum. So this establishes the fact that
in their “faith and practices” Catholics are taught by their
church to HARM those who do not agree with that church.

As to your answer to division (3)—Leo says: “Thomas

Aquinas . . . is rightly and deservedly esteemed the special
bulwark of the Catholic faith. . . . . Let carefully selected
teachers implant the doctrine of Thomas Aquinas in the minds
of students. . . . Let the academies already founded by you
illustrate and defend this doetrine,” p. 566. I will now let another
theologian of your church tell you what, among other doctrines,
“Saint” Thomas, the “Angelic Doctor,” teaches. Peter Dens
asks the question: “Are heretics rightly punished with death?”
and answers thus: “St. Thomas (Aquinas) answers (2, 2. Ques.
XI, art. 3 in corp.) Yes, because forgers of money, or other dis-
turbers of the State, are justly punished with death; therefore
also heretics, who are forgers of the faith, and experience being
e witness, grievously disturb the State.”
In his letter to Cardinal Gibbons, Leo XIII admonished
(p. 415) : “Lastly, NOT TO DELAY TOO LONG, it is also
maintained that the WAY and the METHOD which CATHO-
LICS have followed thus far for recalling those who differ from
us is to be abandoned and another resorted to. In THAT matter,
it suffices to advert that it is NOT prudent, Beloved Son, to
NEGLECT WHAT ANTIQUITY, with its LONG EXPERI-
ENCE, guided as it is by APOSTOLIC TEACHING, has
STAMPED WITH ITS APPROVAL,” p. 451.

(Nore.—In Comments on letter of Oct. 8, 1917, will be found
the “method” Gibbons means, as decreed by Pope Innocent III,
which is also embodied in the bishop’s oath.)

e
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The above completely refutes your answers to the three sub-
divisions of Question 18, and demonstrates that Catholic laymen
know nothing about the real teaching of the Roman Catholic
church—at least proving that they are incompetent to enlighten
inquirers as to their “faith and practices.”

No. 14: Does the Roman Catholic church claim the right to
control education? If so, name one country where the church
has been in control for centuries where the percentage of illit-
eracy is as small as it is in any Protestant country.

Answer: The church has the right to teach all religious truths,
The second part of this question is based on a misconception.
The church has not been in control of any country in the world
neither for centuries nor for a century nor for any length of time.
The percentage of illiteracy in countries where the majority of
the people is Catholic compares favorably with that where the
majority of the people is non-Catholic. As proof of this, we can
begin right at home. The percentage of illiteracy in the United
States is most in those States where there are fewest Catholics—
North Carolina, South Carolina, Mississippi and Alabama, for
example. We do not say, however, that this is because there are
more Protestants than Catholics in these States. We know that
there are several reasons that fully lain the backwardness of
those States along educational lines. Similar reasons prevail in
regard to countries as in regard to States. Of course, you know
that the first schools, the first colleges, the first universities on
the American continent were started by Catholics. You doubt-
less know that the first free schools of modern times, practically
every university of Europe, the very systems of education in
vogue throughout the civilized world, originated with Catholics.

CRITICISM

To this question, you say the church “claims no other right in
matters of education,” but admit that it claims the right “to
teach all religious truths.” Now, if the church has the right “to
teach all religious truths,” you must concede the right to control
education, otherwise the first claim is vitiated, for it would be as
a king without a kingdom. But your answer is flatly contra-
dicted by your church: Pope Pius IX, in Syllabus of Errors
(Prop. 45), states the true doctrine of the Church of Rome in
regard to education: “She (the church) has the right to de-
prive the civil authority of the entire government of public
schools.” He was followed by Leo XIII, who commanded that
“not only a suitable and solid method of EDUCATION may
flourish, but ABOVE ALL that this EDUCATION be wholly in
harmony with the Catholic faith in its LITERATURE AND
SYSTEM OF TRAINING . . . the training of youth most
conducive to the defense of true faith and religion . . . as for
public schools . . . . there is no ECCLESIASTICAL AU-
THORITY in them,” p. 206. It is then incumbent upon “parents
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to strain every nerve . . . to strivemanfully . . . to direet
the education of their offspring . . . to keep them away from
schools where there is a risk of their drinking in the poison of
impiety.” * So, where “expediency” renders it possible, Catholic
parents must send their children to Catholic schools so that the
church CAN CONTROL EDUCATION! They must not go to
public schools where they may drink in impiety—or learn to
read Roman Catholic history, canon law, and moral theology.

As far as possible the Roman church in America is acting on
the doctrine of Pius IX, depriving the State of the entire edu-
cation of Catholic children, and putting it under the control of
the church; to control education is to control the State; so this
fact alone destroys that part of your answer denying that the
church has been in control at any time, anywhere. The Roman
Catholic church was the religion of State in practically all Latin
countries up to about the middle of the last century, just as it is
the religion of State in Spain, in Austria; Ferrer was shot a few
years ago for advocating a free, progressive public school system
for Spain. Is there a “public” school in Spain to-day for the
education of youth where the Catholic catechism is not taught?
Is there one of such “public” schools employing a Protestant
teacher? Do you not know enough about your own church to
know that a concordat MUST provide for church-control of edu-
cation, as a necessary means of MAINTAINING a concordat?
And what is Spain’s record? Sixty-five per cent. illiterate, after
a thousand years of church-control of education, while America’s
total is about eight per cent! Your church could not claim to be
a “perfect society” within itself with the right to “legislate,
judge and punish,” and omit to control education; that omission
would, first, destroy her claim of being a “perfect society,” and,
second, as experience has shown, prove fatal to Catholicism not
to control education. In exercising her right to “legislate,” the
first law Rome makes, where she can, is to ‘‘legislate” all children
into the parochial school, just as she has the Catholic children in
America.

In the next part of your answer you seem to evade the issue.
True, there are several Southern States in this Union where the
percentage of illiteracy is greater than in others; but even in
those States where there are more negroes and poor white people,
the percentage is smaller to-day than that in Catholic countries
where the Church of Rome is supposed to make a specialty of
educating, as part of its “charter” rights; but, taking America
as a whole, her illiteracy is smaller, with all her foreigners and

®* Nors—The kind of school and education the Roman church demands, and
which Leo XIII had in mind, is the parochial school, in charge of Roman
priests, where the un-American doctrines are taught such as are quoted from
time to time in these pages from the “Manual of Christian Doctrine.”
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negroes, than any Catholic state, while the percentage of illiter-
ates among her native-born white is about 2 per cent.

The report of ex-President William Howard Taft, chairman of
the Commission appointed by President McKinley to investigate
the source of trouble in the Philippine Islands, reveals, under
sworn testimony, that the Roman church rule in the islands was
absolute—religiously and politically—covering a period of ap-
proximately 800 years; and with over a thousand different
priests of the church there, they could not boast of over 6,000
“educated” people. If a horse, dog, cat, flea, etc., can be edu-
cated to where it displays almost human-like reason, that is suffi-
cient evidence that race nor clime is a bar to “education.” If
you say that the Latin races are intellectually inferior to other
races as a reason for their greater illiteracy where Roman
Catholicism is dominant, then you admit that Catholicism is not
the only true religion of Jesus Christ; and if you do not infer
that they are inferior, you must admit that the Catholic church
has been recreant to her trust.

No. 16: Are Roman Catholics taught that the civil authority
ought to be subordinate to ecclesiastical authority?

Answer: NO.

CRITICISM

From the various answers noted prior to this, I am not sur-
prised to discover that in this you are also disagreeing with the
teaching church. You answer “NO,” while Pope Pius says the
church “has the right to claim dominion in temporal things for
the clergy and the pope,” Prop. 27, and Leo XIII gaid “We . . .
renew and confirm in every particular . . . those declarations
and protests which Pope Pius . . . published agaénst seizing of
the CIVIL sovereignty and the infringement of rights belonging
to the Roman church,” p. 68. While Catholics in America let the
church enforce the Ne Temere decree, in Italy, the home of the
popes, Catholic Italians passed a law making it a penal offense
for a priest of the church to perform a marriage ceremony! Leo
says: “Marriage ought not to be regulated and administered by
the will of civil rulers . . . but . . . by authority of the church;
it is plainly absurd to maintain that even the very smallest
fraction of such power has been transferred to the civil ruler . .
the Pontiff was thrust out . . of his right, the civil princedom;”
the authority of the church “is the most exalted of all authority,”
is not “inferior to the civil power, nor in any manner dependent
upon it,” and that the church has “true power of making laws,
as also the twofold right of judging and punishing,” and, hence,
naturally, where this authority of the church is not accorded this
eminence over civil authority, then “it is lawful to seek for a
change of government as will bring about due liberty of action”
to the church. He further teaches 17,000,000 Catholics in America
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that “It is a high crime . . . under pretext of keeping the civil
law, to ignore the rights of the church,” p. 184. He is yet more
emphatic, declaring: “If the laws of the State are manifestly at
variance with divine law, containing enactments hurtful to the
church, or conveying injunctions adverse to the duties imposed
by religion, or if they violate in the person of the Supreme Pon-
tiff the authority of Jesus Christ, then, truly, to resist becomes
a positive duty; to obey, a crime,” 185.

No. 16: Do you think there is any perseaution of Catholics in
this country, and if so, on what grounds and by whom do you
think it is being carried on?

Answer: There can be no doubt of the fact that there is a
systematic campaign of villification and slander being carried on
against the Catholic church and her people in this country. It is
being conducted by two classes of persons; first, those who work
it for the sake of the financial returns it brings them in the
way of subscriptions and donations, and second, those who aim
to destroy all religion and are merely attacking the Catholic
church as being the oldest and most vigorous exponent of Chris-
tianity.

CRITICISM

The object of thig question was to ascertain if you really be-
lieve, as you say in your “Plea for Peace,” by inference, at least,
that Catholics and non-Catholics “are of the same flesh, with the
same feelings, the same nature,” etc., and to ascertain, first-hand,
if Catholics think the principles of Protestantism are merely
academic, or if they believe such rights and principles are as
vital and dear to non-Catholics as Catholicism is to Catholics.
The answer you gave would be all one could expect from a person
well drilled only in the Catechism; but it is not such as is ex-
pected from one who is supposed to be so well versed as to invite
questions relative to faith and practices and rights of Catholics
as taught by the Roman church; a broad vision would survey the
whole field of controversy, and the following would be manifest:

Practically all non-Catholics know, in a general, vague way,
from the decrees of the church, that the Roman church is the
relentless foe of every principle of Protestantiam and the Refor-
mation and constitutional civil government; that it has and will
make use of every means to gain ascendency as expdiency or
safety may determine—an assertion easily verified by all who are
not hampered in their investigations by the Index; that Catholi-
cism is opposed, because some think it seeks to foist upon the
human race a world-wide monarchy; opposed by others as being
the anti-Christ; still others, not a few, who believe it to be a
gigantic scheme to aggrandize a few at the expense of all the
rest, while still many more, who believe it to be an apostate from
the true faith. All this, I repeat, would be seen by a broad vision,
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and the different reasons assigned would be found resting upon
the history of that church.

From your answer, “ecclesiastical” history is a subject not
open to investigation by Catholics; it makes no allowance for
honest difference of opinion, and evidences you do not believe we
are all essentially alike, but that Catholics, being flesh and blood,
can strike at what the church directs and wills, while non-
Catholics, being made of some India-rubber like substance, must
bound away when hit.

The Roman church in America has evidently mistaken the leni-
ence and tolerance of Protestantism for ignorance of the “inten-
tion” of the church, indifference or fear. The natural inference
from your answer is, that the Roman church does not even credit
non-Catholics with ordinary intelligence, if she thinks they will
pursue the even tenor of their way while the Catholic forces are
“mobilized” before their very eyes, under the leadership of
Jesuits—natural foes of every principle they value—a force
whose “chief preoccupation is how best to serve the interests.of
Catholicism,” and whose very existence as an order depends upon
adherence to the principles and purposes for which it was re-
chartered, that is, the “intention” of the church to destroy con-
stitutional government and Protestantism, control education and
bring the world under subjection to the Roman Pontiff, soul and
body, as each member thereof is to the Jesuit General.

To those who study history, the nature of the claims of the
Roman church, the “intention” of that institution, and compare
all of it with sectional and international contemporaneous events,
this mustering all Catholics into a compact body is a challenge,
at present, for a test of political strength.

The summary manner in which you dismissed this question
seems to indicate you realized its important bearing on the anti-
papal activities.

No. 17: Do you and your church recognize any other church
as “Christian”? Has any pope ever so declared?

Answer: The Catholic church does not recognize any other
church as having been founded by Christ. Christ established
but one church. Our church teaches, and we Catholics believe,
that the Catholic church is that church.

CRITICISM

This answer is very human, in part. It is natural for one to
believe what he has is the best; so long as this opinion goes no
further, there is no objection. But there is ample evidence tend-
ing to show that the Roman church is not satisfled to set up a
claim monopolizing only the spiritual kingdom and contend for
such with the Sword of the Spirit, but, in imitation of temporal
powers, wields carnal weapons, to invade and subjugate other
kingdoms. It is by comparison and argument that the superi-

I O S
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ority of ome proposition over another is manifested to reasoning
beings; and that you may understand why many pegple are not
willing to have the church exercise her “rights” in America, I
will submit here a few figures showing conditions as they were
found in places where the Roman Catholic, “true” religion, has
been, and is yet, in the ascendancy. The number of murders to
every million inhabitants in Catholic Ireland was 19, Belgium 18,
France 81, Austria 36, Bavaria 68, Sardinia 20, Lombardy 45,
Tascany 56, Sicily 90, Naples 174; while Protestant England had
only 4 to the million.

Percentage of illegitimate births: In Catholic Paris 88, Brus-
sels 86, Munich 48, Vienna 51; Protestant England 4.

Further, the percentage in Protestant cities (as eompared with
Catholic cities of equal population) were: Bristol and Clifton 6,
Manchester and Salford 7, Plymouth 5, Bradford and Birming-
ham 6, Brighton 7, Cheltingham 7, Exeter 8, Liverpool 6, Port-
sea 5; while Catholic Austria’s cities showed: Troppan 26, Zara
80, Innspruck 22, Laibach 47, Klagenfurt 56, Gratz 65.

The Vienna, Austria, Year-Book for 1905, gives 16,867 illegiti-
mates to 88,847 legitimates. The criminal statistics for Germany
in 1914 gave Catholics about 50 per cent. above non-Catholics. It
is the object of your church, according to Leo XIII, to “GOV-
ERN THE MINDS OF MEN.” The above figures give some idea
what results where this has been accomplished—the inevitable
fruit where the Catholic Index is supreme, and it becomes su-
preme wherever there are enough Catholics and priests to put it
into effect.

Do not understand me as intimating, even, that there are no
good people in the Catholic church; far be it from me. I believe
there are, and have been, good people in jail.

No. 18: In case of conflict between the laws of your church
and the laws of the State, which are you in duty bound to obey,
as a matter of religious conscience?

Answer: In case of the conflict you imagine, either the church
authorities would be exceeding their just powers, or the State au-
thorities would be exceeding their just powers, and it would be
the duty of every man, Catholic or not Catholic, in such a case,
to determine for himself as a matter of conscience which of these
authorities was the usurper and flrmly to stand for the other.

CRITICISM

Your answer here is neither democratic nor Catholie, but de-
structive of both theories of government which, if followed to its
logical conclusion, in practice, would be the reign of anarchy—
every man becoming his own judge, jury and executioner. Under
democracy, the power to make laws is vested in the people; and
any law, therefore, generally speaking, that is endorsed by the
majority of the people, is equally binding on all who elect to re-
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side where this form of government obtains, although Leo XIII
says this “is in contradiction of reason,” p. 146. A stable gov-
ernment could not be established upon your theory; religious
and moral questions cover every phase of human existence; all
law is for the purpose of establishing a code defining what is
moral, especially in our country where the power to set up a
criterion is vested in the people.

Your theory destroys Catholicism, and is the bedrock of Protes-
tantism. For one to determine for himself whether or not a law is
usurpation, such person must, essentially, have an individuality
of both mind and conscience unfettered, to enable him to “think”
and “choose,” principles which are absolutely prohibited by the
Roman church, and if Catholics in America practice these prin-
ciples in any degree, it is because of the presence of Protestant
principles, which forces the church, as a matter of expediency, to
wink at their violation for the present, just as she winked at civil
marriage until 1908, and permitted Catholics to marry according
to civil law.

Your church makes no provision for the individual exercise of
conscience, therefore, a Catholic must be governed by AUTHOR-
ITY of the church vested in the priest, who will define what is or
is not to be considered usurpation; Leo XIII, p. 189, says: “It
belongs above all to the Roman Pontiff, Vicar of Jesus Christ, to
teach all that pertains to morals and fajth,” and that “freedom
of thinking and openly making known one’s thoughts is not in-
herent in the rights of citizens,” 126, but declares that “the lib-
erty of thinking . . . is the fountain head and origin of many
evils,” 128,

If you think your answer is in accord with your faith and
practices, support it with decrees of a pope or general church
council; no other citation will be competent.

(AppENDUM NOTE—The Protestantant principle above alluded
to is in the sense that Protestants think, choose and decide for
themselves, and support or oppose given legislation; but after it
becomes law, are obdeient to it.) -

No. 19: 1If it be true that a large percentage of your fellow-
citizens fear the alleged intention of the Vatican to make the
Roman Catholic church dominant in the political affairs of this
country; to suppress Freemasonry and secret orders generally;
to control the press; to abridge freedom of speech; to prevent
religious toleration of other sects, churches or creeds, and to con-
trol the public school system or (iestroy it, would you be willing,
in order to dissipate such ideas, to declare, openly, without
mental reservation or equivocation, on your honor as American
citizens, that if such be the intention or purpose of the Vatican
or pope, or any part of the clergy, or laity of your church, you
would resist the execution of such designs to the uttermost and
join your fellow-citizens in repudiating such attempts?

Answer: Yes.
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CRITICISM

To this question, you answer “Yes.” I cannot make it har-
monize with your answer to Question 4: Freemasonry is a living
exponent of all those rights guaranteed by the Constitution of
the United States, many of which are embodied in this question;
it supports free speech, free press, free conscience and non-secta-
rian free public school system—in other words, Masonry cham-
pions everything that Jesuitism seeks to destroy—and Jesuitism
exists only to work against every principle of the Constitution
mentioned in this question, and if Jesuits are maintained and
supported in America by Catholics, they themselves are partici-
pants of the work of Jesuits and other priestly orders, all of
whom have assumed an oath of obedience to the pope, and you
will not say the pope would concur in your answer to No. 19. If
to Catholics the pope “Holds upon this earth the place of God
Almighty,” they cannot agree with him in the desire to “extir-
pate” Freemasonry without agreeing also with his will to destroy
all those principles which Freemasonry stands for.

Are you laymen really full-fledged Catholics? Are you not
taking particular pains to keep your literature out of the hands
of the “faithful”? I infer you are directing your efforts exclu-
sively among non-Catholics, as you do not use an authenticating
“imprimatur” on your printed matter.

In a republic, the power to make law being vested in the peo-
ple, free speech and free press are as essential to its existence
as air and water to the human system. As you are supposed to
be answering for Catholics of Georgia, will state that Macon is
in Georgia—the Catholics of Macon, in the year 1917, exerted
every effort except display of violence to prevent free speech; in
Alabama and Florida, the same; also in other sections of this
country, adding mob violence to their efforts of persuasion: the
priesthood of the Roman church opposes free speech, because it
is a violation of the law of their church—not so much for what
may be said; while Catholic laymen endeavor in many ways to
prevent the exercise of this right, acting solely on the AU-
THORITY of the priest, because the Index prevents them from
knowix.lg whether or not speakers are telling the truth or falsi-
fying.

¢ Since submitting the above criticism I have discovered, in the Catholic
Catechism, that Romanists are taught that one becomes answerable for the
sins of another in NINE different ways, one of which is “BY SILENCE;"
that is, if they know of a ‘“sin” being committed, or to be committed, and are
SILENT, they become as guilty as the one who commits the sin; this accounts
for the efforts on the part of Catholics to close halls against lecturers, mob
violence, murder, and either boycott a person’s business or resort to slander,
to ruin both his name and business. According to laws of the Roman church,
every principle of the United States Constitution—free speech, free press, free
school, free conscience, separation of Church and State, etc., are sins against

god the pope and a Roman Catholic is in CONSCIENC!I BOUND to use any
means to prevent another from sinning against the pope's church, or himseilf
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No. 20: If you answer that you would (referring to Question
19), please state in what way or manner such information could
be brought to your careful, conscientious attention for considera-
tion—if you could investigate such questions independently of
your priest?

Answer: Those who claim to be in possession of such informa-
tion must themselves find some respectful way of bringing it to
the attention of others. Of course, we can investigate such ques-
tions, if at all, independently of our priest. There is no question
of any sort open to investigation that we are not as free to in-
vestigate as any other persons.

CRITICISM

The first part of your answer here presents a problem, and a
puzzle: according to the teaching of the church, the only way to
bring any question before a Roman Catholic in a “respectful”
manner is to send it through the Index via the local priest; Leo
XIII positively lays down the rule by which Catholics are to be
governed in such matters: “It is plainly the duty of all who teach
to banish error from the mind, and by SURE SAFEGUARDS to
CLOSE the ENTRY to all false convictions,” p. 163, and as the
Roman Pontiff is the supreme teacher of all truth, the church
places the Index across the entrance to Catholic minds, which
forbids them to read any book “which defends errors proscribed
by the Holy See,” p. 414; that ‘“censors . . . must keep before
their eyes nothing but the dogmas of holy church, and the
common Catholic doctrine as contained in the decrees of General
Councils, the Constitutions of Roman Pontiffs, and the unani-
mous teaching of the Doctors of the Church,” p. 419. Under the
operation of this law of your church, no production from master
minds of any country or age, explaining or defending the funda-
mental principles of FREEDOM, which underly the Constitution
of the United States, nor any other vital question based upon

be answerable for it. THIS I8 A DANGEROUS DOCTRINE, and will forever
remain a disturbing factor until the pope or the Constitution becomes supreme.

Observe, that to Question 19, the Association answered ‘‘Yes,” which is in
direct conflict with what i{s taught Catholics in their own schools, from text-
books duly authorized by the Roman church. From the ‘‘Manual of Christian
Doctrine,” a Catholic school text-book, published in Philadelphia, 1819, with
the imprimatur of Archbish D. J. Dougherty, I quote the following from
page 132, under the heading, ‘“Union of Church and State’:

Question : ‘‘119. What, then, 18 the principal obligation of heads of States?

Answer: ‘““Their principal obligation is to practice the Catholic religion
themselves, and, as they are in power, to protect and defend it.

“120. Has the State the right and the duy to proscribe schism or heresy?

“Yes, it has the right and the duty to do so both for the good of the nation
and for that of the faithful themselves; for religious unity is the principal
foundation of social unity.

“122. May the State separate itself from the Church?

“No, because it may not withdraw from the supreme rule of Christ.”

The pope, Vatican, clergy and laity are teaching and accepting this doctrine,
ifn America—it destroys every proposition involved in Question 19, and com-
pletely proves the answer ‘‘Yes' above to be untrue !-—and Farrell knew it,
at the time.
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religion or morality, can be “respectfully” brought to the atten-
tion of Catholics. (This seems to account for the general deca-
dence of Latin countries, and why Catholics as a rule take no
part in civic or reform measures.)

If your Association will indicate how the Index can be “re-
spectfully” eliminated, you will confer a favor; also explain why
your Association had to get a permit or “dispensation” from the
local priest or the bishop before engaging in your present work.
Leo XIII says, ez cathedra, that ALL Catholics “are bound to
submit to preliminary ecclesiastical (i.e., priest) censorship at
least those books which treat of Holy Scripture, ecclesiastical his-
tory, canon law, natural theology, ethics, and other religious or -
moral subjects of this character; and in general ALL writings
especially concerned with religion and morality,” p. 419. This
LAW denies Catholics the right to investigate AT ALL inde-
pendently of priest-censorship any question covered by the Index
—and insofar as the church and its faith and practices are con-
cerned, any question of vital importance.

Can you eliminate the words “if at all” and “open to investiga-
tion” from this answer? If not, why not? Why such apparent
effort to conceal facts relative to your faith and practices, after
yourself inviting questions?

Please give the name and address of JUST ONE Catholic lay-
man in the whole State of Georgia who possesses an uncensored
history of the lives of the popes, or history of the convents; can
you name five Catholic laymen in the State who know that a
number of the popes were very immoral men, being fathers of
children, and that an illegitimate son of a pope was himself
made pope? Can Catholics investigate such questions AT ALL?
Are they “open” to investigation? If not, why?

No. 21: The Jesuit order was abolished in 1769, by Pope Clem-
ent XIV; they have been excluded from almost every civilized
country many times; are not permitted even now to enter Roman
Catholic Spain, although another ope lifted the ban from the
order. Please state why the order f Ew was abolished, (b) barred
from other countries, (c) kept out of Spain now, (d) how one
pope can “abolish and forever destroy the Society of Jesus” and
another re-establish it.

Answer: The Jesuit order was abolished as a matter of in-
ternal church policy. It is barred from some countries, and in
some countries from some dioceses, for the same reason. Every
society within the church, Jesuit, Dominican, Franciscan, etc.,
exists by consent of the Head of the Church and ean be sustsended
abolished, reinstated, or created anew as the Roman Pontiff may
deem necessary. They may enter this diocese or that or be ex-
cluded from one or the other as the bishop of the diocese may
deem to the best interest of the church in that jurisdiction. In
some dioceses only one or two orders are permitted charges, in
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others more, in some all may have charges. The whole matter is
a question of internal church policy.
CRITICISM

Your answer to this question is a convergence of paradox-
ology. You say that the Jesuit order was abolished “as a matter
of internal church policy;” that it was kept out of “some coun-
tries . . and some dioceses for the same reason.” Perhaps you
misunderstood the question; I did not ask as to restrictions
involving local internal “church’ policy. Since you do mnot
answer sub-divisions of the main question, I shall ask you to
state if the following is not true:

The Jesuit order was established by Paul III, in 1540, and
abolished in 1769, and more than half of this time was in open
resistance to the authority of the pope and the church, and
that the matter of abolishing this order was a perplexing prob-
lem for many popes.

In issuing the decree of abolishment, Clement XIV assigned
in part the following reasons, eleven popes “employed, without
effect, all their effort,” to overcome the evils created by the
order; that they were guilty of “idolatrous ceremonies” and
that the kings of France, Spain, Portugal and Sicily “found
themselves reduced to the necessity of expelling and driving from
their states, kingdoms and provinces these very champions of
Jesus” because “there remained no other remedy for so great
evils,” and that “this step was necessary in order to prevent
the Christians from rising one against the other and massacre-
ing each other in the very bosom of our common mother, the
Holy Catholic church,” and that in the church there could
never be “a firm and durable peace so long as the said Society
subsisted,” issuing an order that it be “ABSOLUTELY ABOL-
ISHED and SUPPRESSED . . . Our will and pleasure is, that
these, Our Letters should FOREVER and to ALL ETERNITY
be valid, PERMANENT, and efficacious.” Now, then, it is true,
that the principle of “internal church policy” was involved in
the abolishment of the order, and is correct as to sub-division (a)
of the question, but is not correct as answering (b) and (c¢).

If the following facts of history are not correctly stated,
please show error:

As to (b): The king of Portugal “issued a decree of ban-
ishment against the Jesuits as traitors, rebels, enemies to, and
aggressors on, his person, his states, and the public peace and
general good of the people.” (Cormenin.) The French Parlia-
ment, composed exclusively of Catholics, decreed banishment
of the Jesuits, denouncing their doctrines and practices “as
perverse, destructive of every principle of religion, and even of
probity; as injurious to Christian morality, pernicious to civil
society, seditious, dangerous to the rights of the nation, the
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nature of the royal power, and the safety of the persons of
sovereigns; as fit to excite the greatest trouble in States, to
form and maintain the most profound corruption in the hearts
of men,” and provided that “the institution of the Jesuits should
forever cease to exist throughout the whole extent of the king-
dom.” Following Portugal and France, the King of Spain,
head of one of the strongest Catholic States, banished the Jes-
uits from his kingdom, as also the King of the Two Sicilies, and
Ferdinand, Duke of Parma and Placenia, as a matter of INTER-
NAL STATE POLICY.

When the order was abolished by the church, the Jesuits
found refuge in Russia. There they enjoyed every freedom, and
were teaching in the schools. In expelling them from that coun-
try, Alexander said they had “abused the confidence which was
placed in them:” while enjoying toleration themselyes “they
planted a hard intolerance in the natures infatuated by them;”
that “all their efforts were directed merely to secure advantages
for themselves,” and after making other serious charges, asks,
“Where, in fact, is the State that would tolerate in its bosom
those who sow in it hatred and discord?” In Russia, as else-
where, they employed their religion as a pretext for interference
with temporal and political affairs.

The popular disfavor and distrust of Jesuits by the Italian
people was so great that Pope Pius IX, the predecessor of Leo
X111, expelled the order from Italy.

Under Bismarck, the Jesuits were banished from the German
Empire about forty years ago, as a matter of INTERNAL
STATE POLICY: they have rencently, this year (1917), been
admitted again by that country, also as a matter of internal
state policy, at present, as there is no difference between the
absolutism of Jesuit and Kaiser.*

(d): While the pope is nominally the head of the Roman
Catholics of the world, with authority to abolish or create, his
authority is inferior to that of the Jesuit General : this is
proved by the fact that after the proclamation of abolishment,
the Jesuits refugeed to Russia, and refused to be abolished; from
the very nature of its Constitution and principles, a Jesuit
pledges his obedience to the General in terms stronger than
the church requires of priests: “a Jesuit must regard his supe-
rior as Christ the Lord, and must strive to acquire perfect resig-
nation and denial of HIS OWN WILL and judgment to that
which the superior wills and judges . . . As for holy obedience,
this virtue must be perfect in every point—in execution, in will,
in intellect—in-doing what is enjoined with all celerity, spiritual

L Nm—wmlo the law against the Jenlt order was repealed in 1917, they
were admitted into Germany on some sort of understanding with the Kalser
nhout ol m. before the World War began!
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joy, and perseverence; persuading ourselves that everything is
just; suppressing every repugnant thought and judgment of
one’s own, in certain obedience; . . and let everyone persuade
himself that he who lives under obedience should be MOVED
AND DIRECTED under divine providence BY HIS SUPE-
RIOR, JUST AS IF HE WERE A CORPSE (perinds ac si
cadaver,) which allows itself to be moved and LEAD in ANY
direction.” (Nicolini.) In substance, Leo XIII requires this at-
titude of mind and body from all Catholics: have no more will
than a dead man regarding his Superior General. This, per-
haps, explains why god the pope thought it best for the good of
the church to abolish the order, “forever and to all eternity,”
while another one thought he blundered, and re-establish the
order as a matter of internal church policy. Is not this a natu-
ral deduction from the facts?

God’s purposes, as revealed by His laws, are immutable:
yesterday, to-day and to-morrow are all an eternal NOW with
Him—He would not say an organization, with fixed principles
and purposes and laws should be utterly destroyed to-day, and
on another, declare He had made a mistake, that it was too good
to be destroyed: that is “expediency,” not “immutability.”

From what I can learn, it seems to be the. object of the Jes-
uit order to bring the world under subjection to the pope, and
hence, under the Jesuit General, who is, in fact, “the power
behind the throne” in the Catholic church; therefore the intense
hatred of Jesuitism toward any principle of FREEDOM, and its
opposition to any one who advocates freedom of mind or body;
from this known principle of the Jesuits arises the popular
suspicion against the Catholic church — Jesuitism uses any
means to gain an end: will use Catholic or Protestant, or will
become anything, even as a dead man, to carry out the will and
object of the church.

Though they spoke ex cathedra, the facts prove that several
of the infallible popes were extremely fallible in dealing with
the Jesuit order, which creates a reasonable doubt, in the minds
of those who exercise the right to reason, as to the doctrine
of infallibility—no chain is stronger than its weakest link—and
the correctness of ANY papal decree, and the claim to a monop-
oly of Christianity.

If this is not a reasonable treatment of question 21, please
set me right. .

No. 22: If baptism is essential to salvation and membership
in your church, and if its validity de})ends upon whether or not
the officiating priest had the right “intention” -at the time of
baptizing a subject of the church, how can any one know he is a
member of your church—from the pope on down; do you require
a certificate from the priest wherein he declares he had the right
“intention” at the time of performing the ceremony?
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Answer: Baptism is not essential to salvation. It is not essen-
tial to membership in the Catholic church. Its validity does not
depend upon whether the officiating priest had the right “inten-
tion” or not; its validity does not depend upon whether or not a
priest officiates. Any person, Catholic, non-Catholic, Protestant,
Jew or Infidel, can administer valid baptism.

CRITICISM

To this question you render a concatenation of self-evident
contradictions: you assert that baptism is not essential to mem-
bership in the Catholic church, nor essential to salvation; if
this be true—and we presume that it is the object of your
association, to give true information relative to the faith and
practices and rights of Catholics—then the doctrine of baptism
is a negligible quality in your church, having no value; but
you say “any person” can administer it: that which is of no
if it be true that it is not essential to salvation and church
membership, it is of no value; but in direct contradiction of
this, your church seems to attach so much importance to it, that
you say “any person can administer it:” that which is of no
value can have no standing in equity or in theory, therefore
under no circumstances can it obtain validity, or value; and if
your answer is the truth—and that is what I want—you have
established beyond question that “intention” has nothing to do
with baptism.

Upon investigation, however, from other sources, I find there
is a value attached to baptism that you Catholic laymen evi-
dently are not aware of: the Jesuit order is the most powerful
and influential in the Catholic church—it is either the true ex-
ponent of Catholicism, or Catholicism is the true exponent of
Jesuitism: about the beginning of the seventeenth century,
Jesuit missionaries went into India; to get an opportunity to
baptize, they assumed all the oaths, forms, ceremonies and re-
galia of a Hindoo Sanissi, while others, like Nobili, became both
Brahmins and pariahs. So cautious and secret were they, and
so intent upon their purpose of saving souls by administering
baptism, that one of them is quoted as saying, “Our whole at-
tention is given to concealing from the people that we really
are what they call Feringees (Europeans).” Xavier began this
system and practice of “winning souls” in India—he is said to
have baptized 10,000 in this way in one month. These priests
would go into homes as physicians, draw a wet towel over the
head and forehead of the unsuspecting sick, muttering to them-
sevies the baptismal service; children at the point of death were
baptized without the permission of parents; catechists and pri-
vate Christians administered baptism under the pretext of giv-
ing medicine; one woman is said to have baptized 10,000 chil-
dren who were sick, not more than two escaping death; during
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the famine in 1737, 12,000 were reported as baptized and “that
it was rare, . . where there were neophytes, for a single heathen
child to die unbaptized.”

For about one hundred years, the Jesuits in China and India
adopted the pagan religions of those countries, in defiance of
every law of their church, at that time, and of God, which gave
rise to a controversy between them and the popes, continuing
up to the time they were abolished, which was one of the reasons
of “internal church policy” causing abolishment of the order;
doing all this to baptize, to make converts, “to the greater glory
of God”’—doing that which, you say, is not essential to salva-
tion nor to membership in your church; in our own country
in this seventeenth year of this twentieth century, we find
them up to their old tricks, as witness the Cody incident—
evidencing there has been no change in the principles of the
order since it was founded by Loyola “for the greater glory
of God,” and during all these centuries have not discovered they
were doing that which the church, as pronounced by the Cath-
olic Laymen’s Association of Georgia, says is not essential to
salvation!

This is all circumstantial or inferential evidence, attaching
a paramount quality and essence to baptism in contradiction
of your statement; alone, it is sufficient to establish the fact
that baptism is essential, at least, to salvation in your church,
according to the faith and practices of the Jesuit fathers; but
we are not restricted to inference; that baptism is essential to
both salvation and membership in the Catholic church is proved
by authentic documentary evidence, viz.:

In the “Manual of Prayers,” heading, “Brief Statement of
Catholic Doctrine,” sub-caption, “Lay Baptism,” we learn:

“Provided an INFANT is in danger of dying before a priest
can be procured, any other person, whether man, woman or child,
may baptize it in the following manner: While pouring common
water on the head or face of the infant, pronounce the words,
‘I baptize thee in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and
of the Holy Ghost'.” For this to be VALID, evidently, the
ANY OTHER PERSON must be a “lay” member of the Cath-
olic church, and the person receiving it MUST be an INFANT.
As Jews and Infidels do not believe in the Trinity, they could
no more administer baptism than ice could form in boiling
water. (The above is from a book bearing the imprimatur of
Cardinal Gibbons.)

In a Catechism of Catholic doctrine, endorsed by Cardinals
Wiseman and McClosky, prepared by a Jesuit priest, the fol-
lowing is taught as the faith of Catholics:

“1, Which is the first and most necessary Sacrament?
“The first and most necessary Sacrament is Baptism.
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“2. Why is Baptism the first Sacrament?

“Because before Baptism no other Sacrament can be VALID-
LY received.

“8. Why is Baptism the most necess: Sacrament?

“Because WITHOUT Baptism NO ONE can be saved.

“4, What is Baptism?

“Baptism is a Sacrament in which, by water and the word of
God, we are cleansed from all sin, and regenerated and sanctified
in Christ to life everlasting.” Deharbe, p. 248.

The following question was sent to Bishop Ben. J. Keiley,
Savannah, Ga., Editor of “Our Sunday Visitor,” Huntington,
Ind.,, and J. Card. Gibbons, Baltimore:

“Is baptism essential to salvation and membership in the Cath-
olic church?”’

Bishop Keiley replied: “The form of baptism, that is to say,
by immersion or pouring, as practiced in different religious
bodies, is not essential; but the reception of the Sacrament of
Baptism is necessary for salvation. Obviously the second ques-
tion is answered in the reply to the first.”

The Editor of the Sunday Visitor answered, “Yes,” assign-
ing reasons.

Cardinal Gibbons authorized his secretary to say “ Yes,” and
that the subject would be found treated at length in his book,
“ Faith of Our Fathers.”

It is apparent that you and your bishop are somewhat at
cross-purposes: he says one must “receive” the sacrament of
Baptism, 1. e., knowingly, with the consent of the mind and under-
standing, in which case “Baptism is essential to salvation” and
membership in your church, completely refuting your denial, and
denies your contention that baptism is valid regardless of who
administers it.

It is very evident that your association, in not being able
to answer correctly a simple, primary question like this, which
is found in every Catechism, is hardly in possession of informa-
tion sufficient to warrant organizing a bureau of informa-
tion to impart a knowledge of the ‘“faith and practices” of the
Roman Catholic church; for in this instance there is a disagree-
ment between the head of the church in Georgia and the lay
members, and a disagreement between you laymen and three
cardinals. .

I believe that I have proved to your satisfaction that you are
in error as above, baptism being the first sacrament upon which
the validity of all the others depend; now I will take up the
doctrine of “Intention,” the real basis of question 22:

“Intention” is defined as being “A stretching or bending of
the mind toward an object; hence, uncommon exertion of the
intellectual faculties; closeness of application; fixedness of
application; earnestness.” To illustrate the operation of this
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principle among Catholics, Pope Pius recommended that Cath-
olics all over the world, in the Battle Against Freemasonry,
make it the general “INTENTION” of their prayers for the
month of October, 1913; many small boys have escaped a
deserved paddling, and many men a hangman’s noose, by
pleading lack of “intention;” the Jesuits in India and China
pleaded “intention” in adopting all those pagan rites and cere-
monies—their “intention” was, “the greater glory of God!”

According to the Manual of Prayers, a candidate for admis-
sion into the church must declare a belief in “everything . .
that has been declared by the sacred Canons and by the Gen-
eral Councils, and particularly by the Holy Council of Trent.”
Now, then: all Catholics are bound by the decrees of that Coun-
cil as strongly as by any from the present pope, and it was at
thlis Council that the doctrine of “Intention” was adopted, as
follows:

“If one shall say that in ministers, while they make (or com-
plete) and confer the Sacraments, there is not required the in-
tention of doing at least what the church does, let him be ac-
cursed.” Can. XI, Sess. VII.

If this doctrine of an infallible Council has not been set
aside by an infallible pope, as in the matter of abolishing and
re-establishing the Jesuit order, it is as necessary for the priest
to have the right “intention” in administering baptism as Car-
dinal Gibbons says it is for laymen to have the correct “inten-
tion” in participtaing in the mass; as essential as going to
mass or confession; and if it has been set aside, please cite
your authority; if it has not been annulled, then I ask, how
may any one in the world know he is sure enough a member
of the Catholic church and on his way to glory? (It also seems
that a certificate should be required from the priest when he
officiates at any other sacrament—marriage, for instance; for
if he has not the right “intention” at that time, the marriage
is invalid! If the priest who baptized your priest did not have
the right “intention” your priest can perform no valid cere-
mony in the church! Even your pope cannot know he is a real
Catholic, according to the laws of his own church!) )

A comprehensive consideration of this ‘“supernatural” or
unnatural doctrine among the “faith and practices” of your
church inevitably leads to the conclusion that the Roman church
can guarantee nothing relative to the hereafter, and that very
few Catholics know what are the doctrines they profess to be-
lieve, but must take everything for granted that a religious
superior may say, because of his authority, such authority being
vested in him by a man who derives his authority from the
traditions of men—the Index is & wonderful institution! The
beauty and simplicity of the Gospel message seems to have been
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loat among the traditions of the “ Fathers,” and instead of being
saved by believing on the Lord Jesus Christ, you must trust
your salvation to the “INTENTION” of a man! Intrusting an
eternal soul to a man, and he not made to give bond for its
safe delivery!

Laynez, the successor of Loyola as General of the Jesuits,
was the pope’s representative at the Council of Trent; he was
there to plead for the doctrine of papal infallibility, which was
adopted—S800 years later. Although two church councils, Con-
stance and Basil, denied papal infallibility, the Jesuits suc-
ceeded in getting the decree through at the Vatican Council in
1870; therefore, both those doctrines are Jesuitical: “inten-
tion,” making the people completely and absolutely dependent
upon the priest, and making all priests dependent upon and
subject to the pope, who can no longer be forced to resign from
that office, as numbers had to do before the adoption of the
decree of infallibility—bringing all under the government of
the General of the Jesuits. For mutual favors these two forces
—pope and Jesuits—have united with but one objective, namely:
the pope, operating through his priests and laymen, controls
the very right of Catholics to think; the General, working
through his subordinates, the sworn enemies of all popular
government, has been, and is now, meddling with the political
affairs of the world, endeavoring to suppress every known means
by which a man may learn that he was created by and in the
image of God, whom He endowed in a degree with some of His
attributes—the power to reason and think, in the exercise of
which he would CHOOSE the right course in all things: this
gigantic combination has as its ¢nténtion the subjugation of the
earth to ONE MAN, and he made of the same clay as every
other man, with no greater amount of gray matter in his head
than is to be found in the heads of other men.

If this were a case in court, your answer to question 22 would
cause you to be impeached, and all testimony thrown out.

Submit authority for this answer.

No. 24: As your church forbids its members to discuss or
study, independently of priest-censorship, any subject relative to
religion, morality, ecclesiastical (churcg) history, etc., on what
intelligent basis do YOU expect to see peace and harmony estab-
lished between Roman Catholics and non-Catholics?

Answer: Your presumption is all wrong, for our church does
not forbid her children to discuss or study independently of
pnest-eensorshli any subject relating to religion, morality, eccle-
siastical (church) history, etc. You evidently have been badly
misinformed on this matter.

CRITICISM

Your answer to this question is amazing. Leo XIII, in his
“General Decree Concerning the Censorship of Books,” (See
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“Great Encyclical Letters of Leo XIII,” Benziger Bros., New
York, 1906.) page 412, Decree 2, forbids Catholics to read “The
books of apostates, heretics, schismatics, and all writers what-
soever, defending heresy or schism, or in any way attacking the
foundations of religion.”

Writing further on the subject, regarding the Rules of the
Index, he says:

“All the faithful are bound to submit to preliminary eccle-
siastical (priest) censorship at least those books which treat of
Holy Scripture, sacred theology, ecclesiastical (i. e., church)
history, canon law, natural theology, ethics and other religious
or moral subjects of this character; and in general, all writings
specially concerned with religion and morality.” P. 419, Decree
41.

Further: “We decree that these presents and whatsoever they
contain shall at no time be QUESTIONED for any FAULT of
SUBREPTION, or OBREPTION, or Our INTENTION, or for
any other defect whatsoever; . . no man, therefore, may in-
fringe or temerariously venture to contravene this document of
Our Constitution, ordination, limitation, and derogation, and
will. If anyone shall so presume, let him know that he will incur
the wrath of Almighty God, and of the Blessed Apostles Peter
and Paul.” p. 421.*

You must agree that I am not misinformed nor presuming as
touching this matter, and that question 24 is yet to be answered.

In connection with the above citations from the Index as
stated by Leo XIII, permit the following observations: If, in
issuing a decree ex cathedra relative to faith and morals by
which Catholics are to be governed, the pope is at that time the
infallible agent or Vice-Gerent of an Infallible God, why is it
necessary for him to legislate against one taking advantage of
FAULTS, of SUBREPTION, or OBREPTION, and forbid ques-
tioning his “INTENTION"?

Your attention is especially called to the fact that Leo recog-
nizes the validity of the doctrine of “intention” in a certain
case cited on page 896, as well as emphasizing the fact that no
one is to question his “intention” relative to his decrees con-
cerning the Index; Cardinal Gibbons also recognizes this doc-
trine and the validity of the decree of the Council of Trent; on
page 326, Manual of Prayers, under caption * Directions for
Holy Communion,” he says: “ DIRECTION OF THE INTEN-
TION. I intend to assist at the Holy Sacrament of the Mass

. according to the rite of the Holy Roman church.” The
priest and communicant must both have the right “intention”

* Norr—This Constitution of the Index of Leo XIII just cited was decreed
by the pope exercising his supreme legislative power, which every person
,!':l.:‘; ltz defend when he joins the Roman church, while others are born sub-
ec
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in this; if, in consecrating the wafers, he does not designate
in his mind Aow many he is to use, and indicate which, and one
is not consecrated, all remain simple wafers (i. e., none are
turned into the Body and Blood of Christ), therefore it readily
appears that no Catholic even knows that he is eating his Lord
according to the requirements of the faith and practices of the
Catholic church!

No. 25: Is there any appreciable number of Catholics of Geor-
gia in any manner affiliated with the American Federated Cath-
olic Societies?

Answer: Yes.

No. 26: To what extent do YOU think the organizing of this
societ¥ has been instrumental in arousing an anti-Catholic
spirit?

Answer: I would say to no extent worth mentioning.

No. 27: Does your church teach, directly or impliedly, that
members must not accuse their priests or bishops even thoufh it
be know to them that prelates have committed grave sins? If so,
how can a man protect his home?

Answer: No, the church does not teach this, either directly or
indirectly, explicitly or impliedly. A Catholic may protect his
home in the same way a non-Catholic may protect his.

No. 28: Would your association prosecute a priest, if he were
to wrong a member, by appealing to the laws of the land?

Answer: If it were necessary to secure redress, we would.

CRITICISM

Your answer to this question is very positive, but it can not
be made to harmonize even remotely with the Traditions of the
Fathers, nor with the popes, showing conclusively that the In-
dex is a very important feature in the Roman Catholic system
of religion:

The President of the Council of Trent, Hossius, says: “Pig-
hius is blamed, who wrote that a priest, who through infirmity
of the flesh hath fallen into whoredom, sins less than if he
marry. This doctrine with some is vile, but with Catholics it
is most honest.” Hos., Confes., ¢. 56.

Says Costerus: “Should a priest indulge in uncleanliness,
nay, keep a concubine in his own house, although he is thereby
guilty of a great sacrilege. yet he sins more heinously if he
marry.” Cos. de Co., eb. Sacredot.

Card. Campeggio, another holy father, whose doctrine is to
be given the same veneration by Catholics as the Bible, de-
clared: “That for priests to become husbands, is by far a most
grievous sin than if they should keep prostitutes in their houses.”
Card. Cam., op. Sleid., com. I, 4.

Mathias Aquinas: “That a man who, after vowing continency
doth marry, offends more than he who, through human frailty,
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goes astray with an hundred different women.” Math. Aquin., Ap.

These citations from the “holy” fathers of the Church of
Rome are merely to reveal the attitude of the church toward
the priesthood, and what, by inference, they may teach.

‘We will let the pope speak ex cathedra, and seg if there is
not a unity of minds:

On the “Chief Duties of Christians (Romanists) As Citi-
zens,” Leo XIII, pp. 208-4, Encyclical Letters, says: “Among the
prelates, indeed, one or other there may be affording scope to
criticism either in regard to personal conduct or in reference to
opinions by him entertained about points of doctrine; but NO
private person may arrogate to himself the office of judge which
Christ our Lord has bestowed on that one alone above whom He
placed in charge of His lambs and His sheep. Let every one bear
in mind that most wise teaching of Gregory the Great: ‘Subjects
should be admonished not rashly to judge their prelates, even
if they chance to see them acting in a blameworthy manner,
lest reproving that what is wrong, they be lead by pride into
greater wrong. They are to be warned against the danger of
setting themselves up in audacious opposition to the SUPE-
RIORS whose shortcomings they may notice. Should, therefore,
the SUPERIORS really have committed GRIEVOUS SINS,
their inferiors, penetrated with the fear of God, OUGHT NOT
to refuse them respectful SUBMISSION. The ACTIONS of
SUPERIORS should not be smitten with the sword of the
word, EVEN WHEN THEY ARE RIGHTLY JUDGED TO
HAVE DESERVED CENSURE.”

In many of your answers, you display a fine sense and under-
standing of Jesuitical “juggling” of words in endeavoring, as
it appears, to conceal rather than reveal, the faith and prac-
tices of your church—an art very conspicuous on the part of the
teaching church in its dealings with the hearing hurch, and
which is very satisfactory to those who are forbidden to ques-
tion, or make a mental effort to analyze phraseology: you
surely ought to know that used in your answer to No. 28, the
word “necessary” is open to several peculiar constructions,
neither one of which would be complimentary to the layman nor
priest.

No. 29: A soldier, being under the command of superiors,
must say and do only as he is ordered, regardless of his persondl
opinion or wishes: does this principle obtain in your church? If
80, what can your association of LAYMEN hope to accomplish?

Answer: The principle of action between a soldier and his
superior officers does not obtain between the church and her chil-
dren. The principle of action in the church is rather that pre-
::ll'lliirlng in a well-regulated, God-fearing, devoted, affectionate

y.
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CRITICISM

As elsewhere shown, a member of the Jesuit order must, in
mind, soul and body, be as soft wax in the hands of his superior;
as obedient as a corpse in the hands of an undertaker, and this
attitude of mind toward the pope is a fixed principle of the
Church of Rome to which every layman must be obedient. Leo
XIII, p. 189, says: “Whatever the Roman Pontiffs have hitherto
taught, or shall hereafter teach, must be held with a firm
grasp of mind,” and (183) “ALL shall be of one mind,” that
(183) ‘“the man who has embraced the Christian (Catholic)
faith, as in duty bound, is by that very fact a SUBJECT OF
THE CHURCH . .. and . . . which it is the special charge of
the Roman Pontiff to RULE WITH SUPREME POWER ...
(191) neither can any one of its members choose . . (194) Union
of minds . . . requires . . SUBMISSION AND OBEDIENCE
OF WILL TO THE CHURCH AND TO THE ROMAN PON-
TIFF, AS TO GOD HIMSELF . . . this likewise must be reck-
oned among the duties of Christians (papists) that they allow
themselves to be RULED and DIRECTED by . . AUTHOR-
ITY ... of the Apostolic See.” Also, “what we are bound to
believe, and what we are obliged to do . . . are laid down . . .
by the Supreme Pontiff . . . also . . . what it is necessary to do
and what to avoid doing.” That “obedience to the Roman Pon-
tiff is the proof of the true faith,” 380, and that “freedom of
thinking and making known one’s thoughts is not inherent in the
rights of citizens.” 126.

As a symbol of the power he has, the pope wears a triple
crown, signifying that he is god over heaven, earth and hell,
from whose decision there is no appeal, and he has the right
as pope to RULE and DIRECT Catholics in all matters per-
taining to “faith and morals,” and under the head of morals is
where he directs their political or civic activities. Politics is
the science of government—the pope demands that governments
be made to conform to his law: that they must receive their
right to exist from the Church of Rome; hence it follows that
the Roman church cannot separate politics and religion, neither
can a Catholic say he will obey the pope in matters of “religion,”
and yet refuse in political or civic affairs; and if language con-
veys any thought at all to the mind, the above citations, defining
the “rule of action” by which all true “children” of the church
MUST be directed, are as inflexible as the code of Prussian Mili-
tarism, which makes machines out of human beings.

When we consider the fact that the Jesuit order was founded
by a Spanish soldier, we will readily see that its actuating
principle must be typical of the absolutism that obtains in an
army, where the commander alone exercises the right to say
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‘“what it is necessary to do and what to avoid doing;” and when
we consider further that the popes for several hundred years
have been subject to the Jesuit influence, we can realize that no
other “rule of action” except absolutism is possible; the Encycli-
cals of Leo XIII show he was a master of Jesuit principles, and
from the very nature of its “faith and practices” the Catholic
church cannot permit the minutest degree of Liberalism or
Freedoin in the “rule of action” obtaining between it and its
“children.”

A deserter from an army, if apprehended, is shot: if a priest
or nun leaves the church, all its powers are hurled against
them; while they remain in the church, they are veritable
“gaints”—the instant they leave its communion, they are por-
trayed to the world as bats of hell, and I defy you to name one
priest who has ever left the church when it did not apply this
“rule of action.”*

Here is an excerpt from the bishop’s oath—can you conceive
of a German officer assuming an oath of obedience more drastic,
in supporting Kaiserism?: “I shall observe, with all my strength
and shall cause to be observed by others, the rules of the holy
fathers. . . Heretics, schismatics and rebels . I will . wage war
with,” and one of the greatest of the “holy” fathers was the
“Angelic Doctor,” “Saint” Thomas Aquinas, who taught: “Re-
specting heretics . . they deserve not only to be excluded from
the church by excommumcatxon, but from the earth by death.”
(When and where this doctrine is to be enforced, like many
others of your church, must be determined by “expediency.”)
The canon law of your church teaches: “To kill one who has
been excommunicated is no crime in a legal sense,” so we see
that if one of the “children” of the church “deserts” her he is
subject to dire penalties according to the ‘“intention” of the
church—and that is what the church is to be judged by: not
what it does, but what it claims as a “right” and would do if
she could. There is but one remote analogy in the “principle
of action” between the Roman church and her “children” and
that which obtains in a well-regulated family, and that is, the
church considers its members as “children,” to be ruled and
governed and directed, but has no age-limit when they are sup—
posed to be full-gtown the nearest approach to a “corpse”
under Jesuitism, is a “child” under Romanism: absolutely help-
less.

The Bible declares, “As a man thinketh in his heart, so is
he” . . “from the abundance of the heart, the mouth speaketh”
—if you keep a man from thinking, he can not speak—this

¢ Rome used to burn them, when she had control of the State. That she
would do s0 in America to-day, if predominant numerically or politically, will
be shown before we finish this book.
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gives a perfect “fighting machine” but not that type of citizen
that makes for the best interests of a country; that principle
will degrade any nation that submits to it.

“In a well-regulated family” there are few, if any, books in
the library that are not accessible to the “children”—the Cath-
olic church hands its “children” the Catechism, and threatens
to consign them to everlasting perdition if they read any other
books pertaining to their welfare, which is supposed to be laid
down therein!

No. 80: Why is it a venial sin, that must be confessed, for a
Catholic to attend a Protestant church service, but it is not made
a sin by your church for its members to engage in the sale of
intoxicating liquors?

Answer: It is not necessarily a sin to attend a Protestant
church service; it depends on many circumstances. It is more
than likely a sin for Catholics to ge in the indiscriminate
sale of intoxicating liquors, although, that too, depends upon
circamstances. You should know also, that what is termed a
wvenial sin is not a matter of confession.

CRITICISM

While it is not obligatory to confess venial sins, yet as a
matter of safety first, it is advised; not infrequently the priest
is supposed to ascertain from the penitents if they have at-
tended “false places of worship.” From the nature of your
answer, you seem to understand Liguori very well for a lay-
man, who says, “we may be allowed to conceal the truth, or to
disguise it under ambiguous or equivocal words or signs, for
a just cause.” L. 2.

I know it is not “necessarily” a sin to attend a Protestant
church service—Bauney is quoted as saying, “He .. who is
a communicant among Protestants without having his heart
there, but out of pure derision . . and to accomplish his de-
signs,” ete., Sum. cap. 6, p. 78. On this theory, that “the end
justifies the means,” to accomplish their designs, to baptize,
the Jesuits did not believe it was “necessarily” a sin for them
to participate in all pagan rites of the Hindoos and Chinese,
disguising themselves as pagan priests; there are no doubt
many Jesuits fllling Protestant pulpits, editing papers for Pro-
testant readers—it all depends upon “intention.”

A non-Catholic marvels to discover to what extent “the true
church” is governed by “circumstances” and “expediency”’—
principles that have no foundation in the teaching of the Christ;
and I fail to find any similarity in the teaching of Christ and
His “Vice-Gerent,” Leo XIII, who said that “the lesser power
yields to the greater in human resources.”

No. 81: If your church is the only true church, and its only
aim is the salvation of souls, and Catholics are taught there is
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danger of losing their souls in going to Protestant churches, why
does your church not teach and command its members to keep out
of the liquor business, if it does not consider entering a Protes-
tant church worse than running a barroom?

Answer: In the Third Plenary Council the Hierarchy of the
church in the United States expressly enjoined upon Cnthohcs to
sever their connection with the liquor trafiic.

CRITICISM

You made no effort to answer this question. As to what the
Third Plenary Council of Baltimore may have “enjoined” is
not relevant. The pope and General Councils called by him
alone are recognized, it seems, by Catholics in America, evidenced
by the fact that they disregarded that part of the work of the
Third Plenary Council relative to the sale of intoxicants, con-
sidering such Councils as being merely advisory in their func-
tions; the Catechism is supposed to “teach” Catholics that they
ought not to engage in the whiskey business—you will note that I
asked why the church did not “teach” and “command” its mem-
bers, etc.; it “teaches” and “commands’” Catholics not not read
the History of the Roman church, its laws, etc.,, and they are
obedient; it “teaches” and “commands” Catholics not to think
or make known their thoughts outside of such as may be in
strict conformity with the Catechism, and Catholics are obedi-
ent; and if the Catholic church did not consider attending Prot-
estant church services worse than running a bar room, it would
keep its members out of that business by the same means it
keeps them from Protestant churches; pre-natally, and from
the cradle to the grave, the Catholic church makes use of every
means that the human mind can devise to prevent any one from
leaving its communion, and specifically points out what Cath-
olics cannot do in the exercise of the reasoning faculties and pur-
suit of certain studies, completely subjugating the human will,
then virtually saying to such: “You ought not to engage in the
whiskey business, but we can not force you out of it—you must
be governed in this by your own judgment; we will not try to
force you to live a clean life against your will,” which is equiv-
a‘lﬂen.t. to pulling the fire out of an engine but still expect her to
[

y.

Where the mind of man is made subject to the will of another,
whether this be accomplished by a peculiar system of religious
training, or by hypnotism, the result is the same: a perversion of
that natural order intended, evidenced by each being endowed
with a mind and will.

From what I have been able to learn relative to the faith and
practices of the Catholic church, it teaches, by inference, that
all one has to do to be right in this and the world to come is,
join that church; it seems to matter very little, according to
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its dogmas what sort of life one may live, which destroys the
free moral agency of man as regards salvation, changing “Who-
soever believeth” to “Whoever is Catholic” shall be saved; if
occasionally only I saw a man with a head, and all the othera
were like an earthworm, then there would be some natural
foundation for the Catholic theory that one man has the right
to control the minds of men; where such system prevails, man-
kind being, as it were, under an hypnotic spell, the mental and
moral status of society is not on a very high intellectual plane,
neither indeed can be.

It is a matter of common knowledge that whiskey is respon-
sible for about 75 percent of all crime, disease, degradation,
vice, shame, disgrace, misery and ignorance of our country;
with this in mind, read the following circular, from

THE CATHOLIC PROTECTIVE ASSOCIATION
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND
H. S. MURPHEY, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
October 8, 1915.

Dear Sir: As you know, the Catholic church, itself, and the
American Federation of Catholic Societies never take an interest
in politics, hence our Association seeks to unite all the organi-
zations and friends of the church for political action.

On account of our heavy financial interests, certain un-Amer-
can papers and secret societies are carrying on a campaign to
destroy the liquor business, which is as legitimate to all sane
people as any other business.

Our people own practilally 85 out of every 100 saloons and
they give good employment to many thousands of OUR
CHURCH people.

These business men and their friends and employees have al-
ways CONTRIBUTED LIBERALLY to the CHURCH’S needs.
They have ALWAYS been a TOWER OF POLITICAL
STRENGTH for our friends and interests.

Let us not, as church members, but as individuals, show our
gratitude and save this legitimate investment for our friends
by voting every time against prohibition. YOUR state votes
November 2d.

This is the most effective way of protesting against this vicious
anti-Catholic movement. Please saeak confidentially about this
to your friends. espectfully,

H. S. MURPHEY.

P. S. Don’t forget to subscribe, or get up a club of subscribers,
to the Sunday Visitor. It is a strong national paper, and merits
your support.

About this time, a Knight of Columbus was heard to remark,
referring to an election in Macon on the previous day, “I voted
yesterday against everything that even looked like prohibition.”

Leo XIII, chap. V, Decree 47, p. 420, of Encyclical Letters,
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teaches and commands that Catholics must not read ‘“the books
of apostates and heretics defendig heresy; or books by any
author which are by name prohibited” by the Index under pain
of incurring “ipso facto excommunication.” Any book that in
any way criticizes the pope or the church or any dogma, is
forbidden to Catholics—“governing the minds” of Catholics,
but letting them act morally as their “judgment” may dictate!

‘While my study of your church has not been extensive, so far
the circular and injunction of Leo seem to epitomize Catholi-
cism throughout the ages: the “teaching church” (popes and
councils) pronouncing anathema against any one who dares to
use his own mind and will and God-given brains to reason and
think, while the “hearing church” (the members) can do that
which may damn the race of mankind; god the pope damns a
soul to hell forever for reading the history and laws of the
church, yet this god’s children “own practically 85" per cent of the
barrooms that produce 76 per cent of all human ills—verily, if a
tree is to be judged by its fruit, what sort of a “tree” is this
that you are pleased to say is the ‘“only” true church established
by Jesus Christ?

If a Catholic incurs excommunication for reading or even
keeping a book that is heretical, it naturally follows that one
who goes to hear a heretic in a Protestant church discourse on
heretical themes, without a “dispensation” to go there, incurs
the same penalty.

It is a good legal principle that a man is responsible for the
conduct of his children until they themselves become amenable
to the law: nowhere in the economy of your church do I find
a recognition of the principle of personal responsibility in re-
gard to the “faithful” its “children;” and by that very fact the
Roman church the pope is rightly held responsible for the ex-
istence of the liquor traffic and all its attendant evils.

The theory of the dogma of your church, the “Works of Su-
pererogation,” seems to be illustrated and involved in this ques-
tion of liquor: one division of the church, the “sisters,” trying
to do good in various ways, while their “brethren,” in the liquor
business, etc., assure them of steady employment! A sort of
family affair?

The connection of Catholics with the liquor business seems to
illustrate another vital, “supernatural” dogma of your church:
“Our people own practically 85 out of every 100 saloons,” the
other 15 are owned by infidels and unbelievers; the “children”
of the true church and the “children of the devil” meeting on
a common level, existing on the same plane, with one objective,
and that, to coin money out of human misery, exerting the same
influence in the world and on society; both Catholic and infidel
stretching cords across the pathway to trip man and wreck lives:
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in like manner, when the pope speaks ex cathedra, to Catholics it
is as the voice of an Infallible God, while the pope as a man, may
be as vile a creature in his personal life and conduct as ever a
man could be.

‘What the Catholic religion DOES in the world speaks so loud
to those not deafened by the Index that they cannot hear what
it SAYS—because ACTIONS speak louder than words. The
WORDS of Christ were in the language of a God—His
ACTIONS proved He was God: “By their fruits ye shall know
them.”

A careful survey of the above will reveal, in part, not only
why Protestants, but a very large percentage of non-religion-
its, oppose Catholics for political place or preferment, and
object to them in connection with the public school system; non-
Catholics, as a rule, will not interfere with Catholics in their
business relations, but do object to placing them where they
can, in the course of time, probably dominate, and force their
religion upon others—a line of action demanded by the popes.

In these United States there i8 now one Catholic to every six
non-Catholies; if the Catholic element is as busy in the inter-
est of the pope as he requires—and if they are not, they should
get out of that church—and the other people are indifferent, it
requires no mathematician to figure the answer: the Great
World War now raging was started by trying to force the
Roman Catholic religion on the Protestant non-Catholic Greeks
—1less than ten thousand Roman Catholics in that State, be-
cause in political control, signing a concordat with the pope
to make Catholicism the religion of State, disregarding the
rights and wishes of two and one-half million Greeks, the Ser-
vians; and we find that the pope and kaiser operate on the same
principle; and right here may be noted a recent event of inter-
est: while the pope was shown every consideration by the Ital-
ian government except letting him rule civil affairs, his pri-
vate secretary, von Gerlach, has been sentenced to a life-term
in prison for plotting against Italy in behalf of the Kaiser,
and the Imperial German Government has lifted the ban, re-
admitting Jesuits.*

We find the Catholic bar keeper in America today doing just
as his infidel brother-barkeeper: so the Catholic Jesuit priest
in India was found doing just as his brother-Hindoo priest—
neither layman or priest can read a Protestant book or attend
Protestant churches, but in their life and action, doing as the
heathen, and attempting, all over America, to prevent Protes-
tants from telling each other what they believe to be the real

* It was proved that von Gerlach was instrumental in having two Italian
battleships blown up, with great loss of life.



64 THE ROMAN CATHOLIC CHURCH CHALLENGED

“intention” of popery in the United States, then making a
plea for peace, denying everything, and promising nothing, as
a basis upon which it is to be established.

After deducting the sums paid for grain, labor, salaries, taxes,
etc., in the manufacture and sale of intoxicants, the liquor traf-
fic is shown to entail a loss of billions of dollars annually in
this country for drink and in taking care of the various by-
products of the traffic: about 85 per cent of this liquor is sold
Roman Catholics, and if every Roman Catholic woman in Amer-
ica should work ineessantly assisting your “sisters” in trying
to feed the hungry, clothe the naked, educate the ignorant, heal
the diseased, care for the sick and the orphan and the degraded,
and seek the general amelioration of misery, they could not by
far begin to offset or repay society at large for the ills inflicted
by their brethren of your “true” church, in their saloons. As only
156 percent of the saloons are operated by unbelievers, infidels,
etc., out of the total of about 60,000,000 non-church members in
America, it seems to indicate that the influence of the Roman
Church creates a social evil and an economic waste, and that
the country would be better off without the Catholic church.

If the pope, by reason of his authority, can keep people from
going to ‘“false places of worship,” keep them from reading
books by heretics, and even prevent them from reading the law,
history and theology of their own church, yet cannot keep them
out of the liquor traffic, it is reasonable to suppose his motive
is not for the good of Catholics, or people in general, in endeav-
oring to subject their minds to his will.

If you do not believe these conclusions to be natural deduc-
tions from the above, indicate the error.

No. 82: The Ne Temere decree of your church was enforced
in America in 1908; non-Catholics believe your church becomes
more insistant in its demands and efforts to enforce the decrees
of the Vatican in proportion as it grows in numerical and poli-
cal strength; if that is not true, please state why this decree was
not ordered enforced in this country at an earlier period—say,
for instance at the time of the Revolutionary or Civil Wars?

Answer: The reason that the Ne Temere decree was not put
into effect throughout the United States until 1908 was because
of the absence of a sufficient number of Catholic priests in this
country to render the observance of its rules practical on the
part of Catholics. The church is always solicitous not to enjoin
upon her children a rule of conduct that would be generally a
hardship and for this reason the rule requiring all Catholics who
marry to come before a priest, was delayed until the number of
priests were such as to make one available in most any part of
the country at most any time.
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CRITICISM

Your answer to this question is not only a tacit admission
of the point suggested, but also an admission that your church
is governed largely by “expediency” in the matter of enforcing
its laws relative to “faith and practices,” which is entirely in
harmony with Leo XIII, who says, p. 132: “First and foremost
it is the duty of all Catholics worthy of the name . . to en-
deavor to bring back ALL civil society to the PATTERN AND
FORM of Christianity We have described. It is barely possible
to lay down any fized method by which such purposes are to be
obtained, because the MEANS adopted must suit PLACES and
TIMES. . . . Nevertheless, above all things, unity of aim must
be preserved, and similarity must be sought after in all plans of
action.”

During the past years, “in the absence of a sufficient number
of Catholic priests,” Catholics seemed to learn somehow, and
retain the knowledge, that it was against the law of the church
to read certain books or attend certain churches; but they did
not know that the Ne Teomere decree, like many others hidden
from them in the canon laws of the church, perhaps was to be
enforced as “expediency” may warrant.

Hildebrand, in the fourteenth century* passed a decree that
forced priests and bishops to put away their wives and chil-
dren—although he kept his concubines; the law then, being en-
forced, did not show that the church had much regard for her
“children” in enforcing such hardships on them; so in the mat-
ter of the enforcement of the Ne Temere decree in 1908; if all
those Catholics who lived, married and died in utter ignorance
of that old decree of the Council of Trent, gave your church
8o little concern, acting on the same principle, the church should
have made the law operative as to the future, and not retro-
active; in making the law retroactive, many happy homes were
either broken up, or its peace and harmony forever destroyed.

Tried by the rule of logic, reason and common sense, the
Roman church in action impresses one of the necessity of
searching for the hidden meaning in Jesuit phraseology and
the ulterior motive of every act of the church as one would seek
the hidden outlines of figures in a picture-puzzle: In arbitra-
rily enforcing the marriage law in 1908, the church showed
no consideration for its ‘“children” nor any regard for those
who were allied with them by marriage according to the law of
the land; therefore non-Catholics have a legitimate reason to
seek for the ulterior and real motive of the church, and this
seems to be the true solution: By letting that decree lie dormant
several centuries, especially in non-Catholic States, religious

* This was a stenographic error; should read eleventh century.
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prejudice would eventually die out; Catholic and non-Catholic
would become closely associated in business, social, civil and
political life, and by this, with intermarriage, Catholicism
would be interwoven into the very life of the nation to such an
extent that, like fish in a net, at the command of the pope to en-
force this decree, America would be pulled into the Roman Cath-
olic church, or would give it such power and prestige as to make
thet church dominant in the political and civil life of the
nation—hence, at about this time we find that all the Catholics
in America federated, and a slogan thrown to the winds to
“Make America Dominantly Catholic.” The Catholics and non-
Catholics in this country, as in Germany in the fifteenth cen-
tury, were living in peace and harmony, “until a sufficient num-
ber” of Jesuit priests came upon the scene of action; at that
period in Germany there was practically one Catholic only to
every nine Protestants—one percent Catholic—but that number,
under the direction of a “sufficient” number of Jesuit priests,
was “sufficient” to tear the country asunder with a long war
and reign of bloodshed, and put Protestant Germany under the
Roman church; in America they have six per cent population, or-
ganized and under the direction of that same “Society of Jesus”
that devastated Germany (and, as many believe, instigated the
present German Kaiser in his madness) and made the pope
supreme, yet you say this federation had practically nothing to do
with arousing an anti-Catholic spirit in this country: if that does
not prove the efficiency of the Index, it seems to indicate Cath-
olics do not believe non-Catholics capable of reasoning from
cause to effect.

When a contention arises between individuals or nations,
simple justice demands that each party thoroughly understand
the issues involved—what each desires—in order to establish
peace. With this idea in mind, as well as having a desire to
know certain things by proof, I endeavored, by submitting a
series of questions, to show some of the points of difference, as
you had made a “Plea for Peace,” indicating what Protestants
generally believe to be the “intention” of the Roman church, and
to ascertain, by the manner in which you answered, if this be-
lief was founded on fact, and if so, to what extent Catholic
laymen understood, and would defend such “intention.” As
witnesses, the testimony of you laymen and your general manner
as witnesses, in connection with the fact that in regard to cer-
tain faith and practices there is an entire disagreement with
established facts, tends to discredit the sincerity of your “Plea
for Peace.”

A plea for peace in the political arena will fall on deaf ears,
unless it is supported by an evident desire to remove, at least,
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some of the elements of disagreement—which I fail to find in
your answers.

The doctrine of “Intention” as well as the Ne Temere Decree*
was adopted at the Council of Trent in the fifteenth century: in
1908, about 336 years later, it was enforced in all the States of
this Union—enforced as soon as the Roman church became nu-
merically or politically strong enough to do so; this proves that
EVERY law of the Roman church, regardless of its nature or
age, is essentially and vitally a part of its faith and practice,
and that any one or all of them are to be enforced—when, to be
determined by conditions, times and places—when “expedient,”
and the pope is to be the judge; now: non-Catholics know the
inveterate hatred of Jesuitism to the free schools of America, and
that it is the “intention” of the Roman church to destroy or con-
trol them, and bring all education under the control of that
church—securing the child as a means of holding the adult—
therefore, it is natural that, as Catholics are taught by the pope
public schools are ‘“godless” and to keep their children away
from them as far as possible, the presence of Catholics in public
schools as teachers, and the strenuous efforts of Catholics to get
on school boards, oftentimes sending their children to parochial
schools after getting on such boards, arouses a suspicion as to
the ulterior motive on the part of the church in permitting its
members to hold such positions.

Leo XIII prefers that Catholics associate with Catholics, to
safeguard their faith and morals, and, according to the opinion
of the church, Catholics are in danger of having their faith and
morals corrupted in the public schools, unless they are there for
@ purpose, unknown even to Catholics, as in the matter of the
Ne Temere decree. Some think the “intention” here is far-
reaching: that in the course of time practically all the public
schools of America will have Catholic teachers and school boards;
about this time, the Roman church will have complete control
of the army and navy (the regular army now being 38 percent
and the navy 40 per cent Catholic), be in control of the police
and fire departments, in all public offices of trust and influence,
and control the Supreme Court benches of the States and Nation,
after which the pope may order ALL Catholics wherever serv-
ing to TEACH THE CATECHISM along with the other studies,
and being the gun-bearers of the nation, the church will be in
position to enforce this decree, cost what it may in loss of life
and property and money.

The Catholic church has the same “intention” to-day as it had
a thousand years ago—if it seems to forget, or fails to enforce

© Should read the ‘“Marriage Law,” instead of “Ne Temere decree.”
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any one of its decrees, it is merely biding its time; and it is
as much the duty of Catholic teachers to teach the Catholic re-
ligion to pupils as for Catholics to be married by a priest of
Rome! This can not be denied by any Catholic who understands
the faith and practice of his church.

If this is not a correct “guess” as to the “intention” of the
church, under the direction of the Jesuits, I would appreciate
your explanation of the presence of Catholics in the “godless”
schools as teachers; and if this is not a better analysis of ques-
tion 32 than your answer, in presenting what may be the policy
or “intention” of your church kindly show me where I am wrong.

On a leaflet received from you, relative to marriage of non-
Catholics, you quote Cardinal Antonello, Prefect of Rome, as say-
ing: “The idea that Catholics are taught to believe that the mar-
riage of Protestants are invalid and their children illegitimates
is a hate-breeding idea, and it is a social crime to circulate such
false and malicious belief.” A cardinal, although holding a high
position in the pope’s household, can not speak for the pope—let
him speak for himself, and then say who is spreading this “hate-
breeding idea:” Speaking on “The Unity of the Church,” on
page 358 of the Great Encyclical Letters, Leo XIII says:

“The Church of Christ, therefore, is ONE AND THE SAME
FOREVER; those who leave it depart from the will and com-
mand of Christ the Lord—leaving the path of salvation they
enter on that of perditionn. WHOSOEVER IS SEPARATED
FROM THE CHURCH IS UNITED TO AN ADULTERESS.”

Of course, here he is referring to things spiritual, nevertheless
Just as offensive, in considering all other churches as “prosti-
tutes;” no comment is necessary.

Now, we will let him speak concerning marriage: “The Evils
Affecting Modern Society,” page 18, of the Great Encyclical Let-
ters, published by Benziger Bros., Printers to the Holy See in
America, New York:

“But when IMPIOUS LAWS, setting at naught the sanctity
of this great sacrament, putting it (marriage) on the same foot-
ing with mere civil contracts. the lamentable result followed,
that, outraging the dignity of Christian (papal) MARTIMONY,
citizens made use of LEGALIZED CONCUBINAGE.”

From utterances like these, from your church, spring those
“hate-breeding ideas,” that the church teaches that “the mar-
riages of Protestants are invalid and their children illegitimates.’
These ideas seem to be well-founded—do you not think so?

Jesuit sophistry! Certainly, your eardinal is right, in a certain
gsense: for it stands to reason, that if this “concubinage” is
“legalized,” then children are “legitimates”—but your cardinal
does not attempt to brush away what the church. teaches, viz:
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that though married according to civil law, such marriage is
“only a rite or custom,” says Leo, “introduced by the civil law.”

It occurs to me that a “Plea for Peace” would be more effect-
ive, instead of devoting so much space to what outsiders say
regarding the church, recounting what she has done in the past
and how well Catholics have served the country, if such pleas
should quote the popes, and explain what they are trying to
teach.

Thundering down the ages of Time, to reverberate till time
is lost in Eternity, “THOU SHALT” and “THOU SHALT
NOT,” the Immutable Law of God was given to man—applicable
and of full force AT ALL TIMES, IN ALL PLACES, AND
UNDER ALL CIRCUMSTANCES, with one divisional differ-
ence: before Christ came, the LETTER of the law was sufficient;
after His advent both the letter and SPIRIT of the law must be
obeyed—the OVERT ACT, and the COVERT “INTENTION”
being of equal weight; but it seems to me that in its faith and
practices, the Roman church endeavors to set aside that great
fact, and enforce these mandates as may seem EXPEDIENT at
different times and places, which places Catholics in a trying pre-
dicament occasionally in an effort to make times and places gibe
with “expediency,” as witness the following, wherein it appears
that Bishop Keiley of Savannah got truth and “error” (?) so
mixed that no Protestant knows whether he is telling the truth or
otherwise. In a subsequent leaflet from your association, the
following was printed as an excerpt from a Pastoral Letter of
the Bishop:

“They accuse us of the worship of idols . . . and believing
and teaching that no Protestant can be saved. We deny both of
these false statements.”

Is the bishop a Jesuit? Certainly, the church does not teach
that Protestants cannot be saved—like any other heathen, all
they have to do is, join the “only true church.” Simple isn’t it?

When a Catholic is speaking or writing for the purpose of con-
cealing what the church teaches, or to prevent its “intention”
from being made too manifest, especially to non-Catholics, the
Jesuit art of mental reservation, or evasion of mind, is very
subtle and useful: in direct contradiction of what the bishop is
quoted as saying, I will now quote from Deharbe’s “Full Cate-
chism of Catholic Religion,” censored by Cardinals Wiseman and
McClosky, page 145, sub-topic “On Salvation in the True Church
of Christ Alone:”

Qu. “64. If the Catholic church is to lead all men to salvation,
and has, for that purpose, received from Christ her doctrine, her
means of grace, and her power, what, for his part is everyone
obliged to do? (Emphasis mine.)
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Ans. “EVERYONE is OBLIGED, UNDER PAIN OF
ETERNAL DAMNATION, to become a MEMBER of the
CATHOLIC CHURCH, to BELIEVE her DOCTRINE, to USE
her means of grace, and to SUBMIT to HER AUTHORITY.”

As this doctrine is from a duly approved Catechism of the
church, presumably intended for the exclusive use of the “faith-
ful,” it MUST be correct—at least, two cardinals approved it
as true doctrine; therefore, it is evident you laymen misquoted
the bishop, or, that the bishop needs to study his Catechism!

In your answer to question 22, you laymen have deliberately
denied the faith, are at cross-purposes with your own bishop,
Cardinal Gibbons, and your Catechism, regarding baptism; you
have denied the doctrine of “Intention” which was adopted by
the same Council that promulgated the marriage law of the
church, which is recognized as valid and binding by Cardinal
Gibbons and Pope Leo XIII;

Your own bishop, if you quoted him correctly, has made an
attempt to mislead the people—

THEREFORE: If you attempt to maintain the answers you
have rendered, and that I have treated at some length above, it
is necessary for you to name the pope or general council as your
authority — no lesser authority is competent to establish the
truth of any matter; and such citations must be from duly
authenticated documents—such as are taught the “faithful” as
true Catholicism; any one else is unworthy of belief, as is evi-
dent from the foreging answers to questions.

In conclusion, I will test the sincerity of your Association in
regard to subject-matter of questions 2, 6, 7, 8, 9 and in general
19, by inviting you to deliver, first-hand, what your church
teaches as a matter of faith and practice concerning these ques-
tions, in a series of lectures, to large, interested Macon audi-
ences—your representative to speak as many nights as desired,
but to be alternated by a non-Catholic showing why and what
others believe to be the doctrine and teaching of the church rela-
tive to them; I will secure a hall for the purpose and pay all
reasonable expenses of your representative while here for that
business, raising the money, probably, by charging a nominal
admission fee.

If you believe in free speech—and you say you do—this is
your chance to prove it: to people who believe in the Constitu-
tion, any question that can not be discussed from every angle
is viewed with distrust and considered unsafe.

If, by the exercise of his authority, the pope can estop you from
responding to the innate promptings of manhood to accept this
challenge to debate the questions, why should not non-Catholics
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believe you would be obedient to your church in all things “that
have already been taught, or that may hereafter be taught?”

I think you must agree with me, if I say your Association is
a very unreliable source from which to secure information, and
that it is even unsafe to put too much faith in what Bishop
Keiley may say: all this, however, does not appear so strange,
considering that the highest authority of your church, a pope,
gets tangled while making ex cathedra utterances, viz: Leo XIII
says: “A State is nothing but a multitude . . . which is its own
master,” p. 120, and that “Justice, therefore, forbids, and reason
forbids, the State to be godless—namely, to treat the various re-
ligions (as they call them) alike, and bestow upon them promis-
cuously equal rights and privileges. Since, then, the profession
of ONE religion is necessary in the State, THAT religion must
be professed which ALONE is true,” p. 260, supporting that
“truth” with the further assertion that “the Catholic religion . .
is alone the TRUE religion,” p. 200, and to prove the truth of his
contention, cites from the Syllabus of Errors of Pope Pius IX,
which teach that it is an error to say that “The Church must be
separated from the State, and the State from the Church.”

From the foregoing it is evident that this is a “godless” nation,
because it will not sign an agreement with the pope to banish all
others and make Roman Catholicism the religion of State—as a
“godless” nation, it has been in existence long enough to be con-
sidered a “government,” yet Leo contradicts himself, saying:
“Whatsoever the form of government, the authority is from
God!” A “godless” nation, receiving its authority from “God”!
If popes, cardinals, bishops and laymen can not make the faith
and practices of the church harmonize, how can they teach
others the doctrine of the church?

Leo XIII further asserts that “Whosoever is separated from
the church is united to an adulteress;” now, according to him—
the highest authority in the church—Roman Catholics are taught
that, because America has not signed a concordat with the Vat-
ican excluding all other religions and sercet orders, and placing
all education in the hands of priests and nuns, our American
civilization “is nothing but a WORTHLESS IMITATION and a
meaningless name,” p. 12; it is nothing but a “multitude” and
“godless,” being “united to an adulteress”—a nation whose wives
and mothers are “legalized” concubines—yet, and notwithstand-
ing all this, it gets its authority from God! p. 8316. He is as
self-contradictory as some of his “children” are with each other
and with the church, as shown in the foregoing pages; contra-
dictions and chaos, from laymen to pope! _

Well and truly does the pope look upon Catholics as “chil-
dren” and the “faithful,” for it requires an abounding “faith”
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to accept whatsoever your church proposes, and believe it merely
by reason of the authority of religious superiors, who exact it.

ADDENDUM
REMARKS ON MARRIAGE AND UNITY OF TEACHING

According to one’s judgment, in matters that pertain to the
accomplishing of an object—which in itself is right—he may be
governed by “expediency;” to illustrate the point: If I should
have an urgent professional call to Atlanta, I would first con-
sider when the next train left; if there were no trains in several
hours, I would consider the condition of the highway for auto-
mobile travel; I would deem it “expedient” to wait for the next
train, or go by auto, as the case may be, in answer to the call—
but professional ethics would prevent me from deciding the mat-
ter of answering the call by resorting to “expediency.””

The Great God has issued a call to Man through His Son,
saying: “Come unto me:” how to answer the call, is laid down
in His Word; expediency may govern an individual’s movements
—how best to respond to the call, but it can have no modifying
influence upon the call.

The papal church claims to be Christian; if it is, the “call” it
makes to the outsider must be as the call of Christ, UNIFORM,
and unswervingly true to the Word wherever preached or de-
clared: now, let us see if we can find the mark of UNIFORM-
ITY in the Roman church, and if the “expediency” to which it
resorts tends to establish the claim of being the only true church
established by Jesus Christ:

In America and elsewhere, when non-Catholics are in the ma-
jority, they are usually referred to as “our separated brethren,”
and men like Mr. Farrell send out slips, without an imprimatur,
saying that “The idea that Catholics are taught to believe that
marriages of Protestants are invalid and their children ille-
gitimate is a hate-breeding idea, and it is a social crime to cir-
culate such false and malicious belief.” In this connection, I
will quote from “Dr. Dozier’s Reply to Mr. (priest) Coyle”:

“In the appendix of Ripalda’s Catechism, published at Barce-
lona, Spain, November 10, 1910, bearing the imprimatur of the
Vicar General, Jose Palmorola, the following is set forth for the
papist youth to learn:

“‘Question: What is the matrimony which is called civil?

“‘Answer: That which is celebrated by a civil authority with-
out any ecclesiastical intervention whatever.

“‘Question: Is civil matrimony true matrimony?

“‘Answer: No, but base concubinage.

“ ‘Question: Why?

“‘Answer: Because true matrimony should be celebrated by
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the ecclesiastical authority, fulfilling likewise all which has been
ordained by Jesus Christ and our Holy Mother Chureh!’”
That this is true Catholic doctrine as to matrimony will be
proved by referring to the Canon Law on the subject cited else-
where. The Roman church, through Jesuitical casuistry, like a
weather-cock, adjusts itself, apparently, to conditions over
which it has no control; but to know what is the truth relative
to any phase of Catholicism, go to the law which makes Catholics
—read the doctrine it commands them to believe; a priest or lay-
man is permitted to make such answer in any case as will best
serve the church, but no one can gainsay the law on the subject.



LAYMEN’S REP?iES TO CRITICISMS

WITH THB
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The Catholic Laymen’s Association of Georgia acknowledged
receipt of my objections to their answers presented in the fore-
going pages, as follows:

Augusta, Ga., Sept. 20, 1917.
Mr. C. A. Yarbrough,

American National Bank Bldg.,
Macon, Ga.

Dear Sir: Your letter of September 7th with your objections
to my answers to your previous questions, is noted.

While most all you say has been argued to us in much the
same way by other corresFondenta none of them have assembled
80 many assertions, denials, assumptions, challenges, in one com-
munication. You have thus presented the anti-Catholic con-
tention in a way that furnishes a rather helpful index to the
anti-Catholic mind.

On the basis of what you say, our “Plea for Peace” can be
renewed, and every answer formerly made can be reaffirmed
with confidence and truth. Because, since we now understand
you better, there is some hope of our being able to make you
understand us, not saying however, that you will agree with us,
which is not at all necessary for “peace.”

You will no doubt consent to my discussing your paper in
installments, writing you each day or two as opportunity affords
consideration, apart from other matters, of what you have to
say.

Anticiptaing no dissent from you on this score, allow me to
hope that you will not take anything I say amiss, nor set up a
barrier to our better understanding of one another, until the
conclusion.

1 shall write again tomorrow.

Very truly yours,
JJF/MOC J. J. FARRELL, Mgr,
COMMENT BY AUTHOR

Having “furnished a rather helpful index to the anti-Catholie
mind,” I have a right to expect clear, true, authoritative answers
and explanations concerning the questions discussed. That the
letters from Mr. Farrell, who acts in an official capacity for the
Roman Catholic church, will “furnish a rather helpful index”
to the nature and spirit of Catholicism, I firmly believe. .

Of the Thrity-Two Questions, fully twenty-five vitally concern
every American citizen.

This official association says that “agreement” is not necessary
to “peace.” I do not believe peace can be established on any
other basis; there are certain questions, like No. 13, for instance,

(74)
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which MUST be answered and some sort of agreement reached
relative thereto on the part of the Catholic church, and these
questions must be understood by Americans.

Whether or not the series of letters from the Laymen’s Asso-
ciation offer such explanations of dogmas and laws sufficiently
to permit of that understanding necessary to establish peace
between the different forces will be left for the intelligent reader
to determine for himself.

For brevity and to conserve space, I will omit my name and
address in quoting the letters received from the Association, and
begin them by using the date lines; I may also use the word
“association” or “Ferrell” interchangeably in place of the full
name of the association.

Immaterial errors which crept into the correspondence of all
parties will be corrected, if it can be done without interfering
with the sense of the text, or where I am reasonably sure of what
was intended to be said, as this is a discussion of principles
instead of a contest in grammar or rhetoriec.

Augusta, Ga., Sept. 21, 1917,

Dear Sir: Before afproaching the matter of your letter in
serial order, if you will permit me some general observations it
will probably assist in the premises.

Our association was not formed for evangelical purposes. We
are not trying to convert the non-Catholics of Georgia to our
faith. We wish them to understand what we believe, but do not
expect them to believe as we do, though, of course, we could not
be very earnest in our faith and not be glad when anyone agrees
with us; only,—agreement is not necessary to understanding.

I hope you will accept this as a frank and true statement of
our aims. I can gain nothing by deceiving you, and you nothing
by suspecting me of deceit. Suspicion has no Flace in our inter-
changes; it is a shield for ignorance, a sign of fear, uncertainty
and doubt. It is the root of more misunderstandings in the
world perhaps than any other one thing. And I abjure it.

So you can take my word for it, man to man; we plead not
for agreement, much less for surrender or compromise; but only
that you understand us. Yours very truly,

JIF/MOC J. J. FARRELL, Mgr.

COMMENT

While it may be impossible for non-Catholics and Roman Cath-
olics to agree on matters of religious dogma to the extent that
one may be willing to embrace the faith of the other, it goes
without saying, that the questions submitted to the association
were not for the purpose, primarily, of ascertaining what Cath-
olics believe, from a theological standpoint, but rather, to what
extent that church requires its members to strive to bring about
conditions favorable to the Roman church, which would be detri-
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mental to the welfare of those who are not of that faith, and if
they are in conscience bound to follow the teaching of the church
where its “faith and practices” conflict with the Constitution of
the United States.

If a Roman Catholic is taught, by the pnesthood on the author-
ity of the pope, that a glass of wine and a plate of bread can be
turned—every separate drop, and crumb—into the Body of the
Living Christ, and that he must eat it to be saved, I am sure a
non-Catholic would not object to that dogma; but if there is
reason to believe, from the history and laws of the church, and
the general attitude of Catholics to-day, that they are expected
to exert themse]vec, and use such means as their superiors may
designate, to force others to accept their faith, then it becomes
necessary for Catholics to answer a question on that phase of the
subject, and prove that such is not the case; and, for it to be
a true answer, it must be founded upon the utterances of the one
who had the power and authority to decree laws requiring this
attitude on the part of the “faithful,” that is, a pope or council
of the church. °

Augusta, Ga., Sept. 24, 1917.

Dear Sir: Having put by mspaclon we take up tmt,—the
practice, the habit, the necessity of trust.

Trust is a distinctive mark of higher civilization, as suspicion
is a mark of savagery. Its practice extends with intelligence,
the habit grows with peace, the necessity presses with the multi-
plication of social relations. Trust is the soul of the social body.

You may trust one person, I another; you one faith, I another.
But we both trust somebody, is the point, and because you do not
trust what I trust should not cause one of us to think that the
other is either crooked or crazy. And since none can live in so-
ciety without trust, and it being contrary to the nature of things
to compel TRUST, fellow-citizens must either respect each other
or despise each otﬁer, and let it go at that.

Of course, respect for each other, where it is possible, is much
more sensible, comfortable, gentlemanlike, much more civilized,
if you please, than the contrary sentiment, and we ought to cul-
tivate it as much as we can, with due respect for ourselves.

The bearing of these commonplace thoughts, where not obvious
now, will appear later; in the meantime do not think I am trying
to be pendantic. Very truly yours,

JIF/MOC J. J. FARRELL, Mgr.

COMMENT

“Trust” is where one places confidence in the integrity, verac-
ity, justice, and friendship of another; so, before you can exer-
cise this noble sentiment, it is necessary to learn the past record
—history—of the party or institution, the regard shown for
veracity, intention, and objective of the one desiring to win
“trust”— it must rest on merit.
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Do people distrust the Roman Catholic church and its mem-
bers? (The Roman church is composed of two factors, (1) the
“Teaching Church” or Pope, and (2) the “Hearing Church” or
laymen.) The Hearing Church is directed and governed by the
Teaching Church, and if distrust attaches to a member thereof, it
is betause of his relation to the “Teacher”—the “Teacher” being
responsible for the distrust, if it cannot be removed; yet the
“Hearer” can not be blameless, unless it can be shown that he
is not a party to the intention of the teacher in spirit or in deed.

If Roman Catholics are distrusted, is it merely because they
are Catholics, or because they are a necessary part of a system
whose written LAW, history, and declared objective render them
unworthy of trust?

Granting that the Roman church is viewed with suspicion—
that its seeming friendliness toward the American democratic
form of government and the free institutions and customs
erected on the rights guaranteed by the supreme law of the
land—then, it is logical to expect those supporting that system
of religion to show, as far as they can, that such suspicion is not
founded on fact and answer a fair question without equivocation,
as a primary basis for meriting “trust.”

A cursory scansion of history’s pages shows a black picture
drawn years ago when the Roman church was the religion of
State in France, “The Massacre on St. Bartholomew’s Day,”
when the Huguenots—French Protestants—‘‘trusted” the Cath-
olics; how was it repaid? Thousands of men, women and chil-
dren slain in cold blood—all defenceless, unarmed!

John Huss put his “trust” in the guarantee of a Catholic
King’s safe pass-port to attend the Council of Constance, which
council passed a decree to the effect that Catholics were to “Keep
no faith with heretics”—which has never been repealed—and
Huss was burnt at the stake by the church, to the everlasting
shame and disgrace of Emperor ‘Sigsmund, because he, Huss,
would not subscribe to all that the “Teaching” church “proposed
for belief.”

The massacre of the Huguenots so pleased the pope of Rome
that he had a special medal made in commemoration of the event
—the German Kaiser also had a medal struck to perpetuate the
glorious (?) deed of his subjects in sinking the Lusitania!

Augusta, Ga., Sept. 26, 1917.

Dear Sir: Now, a bit of logic.

It sins against the law of correct thinking to argue from par-
ticular cases to a general principle; to say, for example, that
because Catholics are obedient in a few things, therefore, they
must be obedient in everything; or that because the pope is in-
fallible in some things, therefore he must be infallible in all

things.
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1t offends logic also, to judge truth by error. Error is judged
by truth. The examination and rejection of many errors may
leave one still far from the truth of a question. The examina-
tion and acceptance of the truth closes the matter and makes
unnecessary the examination of errors in connection. .

Having accepted the Bible story of Creation as true, for in-
stance, that dispenses with the necessity of reading the Book of
the East, the Vedas, the Zenda Vesta, and many other mystical
or fanciful accounts of the beginning of the world, to learn the
truth about creation. Truth is one, exclusive, inexorable.

We shall presently have use for these inflexible rules of right
reason, Very truly yours,
JIF/MOC J. J. me.b,c Mgr.

COMMENT

By the consideration of ‘“particular cases” we determine
whether a general principle is good or bad, or, establish a fact;
to illustrate: we argue, from particular cases, that the general
principle of the liquor traffic is bad; to Newton, the falling of the
apple was a particular case, from which he argued the existence
of a fixed principle; observing the particular case of steam issu-
ing from the coffee-pot, Watts argued a general principle, which
gave us our steam-cars. Were it not for particular cases demon-
strating an hitherto unknown fact, we would forever remain
ignorant of the ‘“general principle.”

Mr. Farrell implies that Catholics are not obedient to the pope
in all things, and that the pope is not supposed to be infallible
in all things; if not obedient, they do not “trust” the pope, and
should not object that non-Catholics distrust him in all things;
but it can not be proved that Catholics are not required to be as
obedient to the pope’s fallible directing power—from which they
get their law—as they are to his infallible definitive prerogative
—from which they derive their faith: in the exercise of either
power, he can require Catholics to do that which would cause
resistance on the part of others, the invasion of their Constitu-
tional rights, for instance—which is arguing from a particular
case to a general principle.

It is only by the closest examination, oftentimes, that truth
may be distinguished from error, both in physical and spiritual
things; otherwise, it would be impossible for the devil to appear
as an angel of light and deceive the very elect of God—and this
is arguing from a particular case to a general principle. The
Biblical injunction is, “try” or “examine” all things, and to “hold
fast that which is good;” if error or things false did not exist, all
would be correct or true, in which case there would be no
necessity for an examination; for instance, an Indian, ignorant
of relative values, would part with his wares for a piece of cut-
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glass, or a negro relieved of his hard-earned money; and it is
the unsophisticated only who would consider it unnecessary to
examine a glittering, shimmering stone before investing in it;
the thinking, studious, reasoning being knows there are false and
true stones, so the “diamond” is put to the “test,” and if the
natural law does not convince his reason, he will not be duped
into purchasing a worthless stone.

If we accept the Bible story of Creation, we must necessarily
believe that the Creator endowed Adam’s race with reason; with-
out that, man would be only as an animal in the world, indiffer-
ent alike to the fact of creation, and its purpose, and he could
in no manner be held responsible for his eternal destiny—
no honest minded person will deny this proposition: we acknowl-
edge the presence of sin in the world, and know that Truth and
Error confront man at every step, which can be distinguished
only by the exercise of reason and a knowledge of the Word of
God. ,

On the other hand, if one asserts that he is in possession of
the Truth, and such assertion is questioned, a refusal to be ex-
amined or to examine implies a doubt (1) that he is not sure he
has the Truth, or (2) that while he believes God gave him the
Truth, he is not certain that he was endowed with sufficient
reason and intelligence to distinguish between error and Truth,
and prefers to go along with what he has—it matters not if the
stone is cut-glass, he is satisfied, so why worry? Moses furnished
a logical example illustrative of this point: He was positive his
was the only true God, but if he had failed to throw down his
rod, which became a snake and swallowed the rods of the Egyp-
tian Magicians, he could have argued with Paraoh until this
day, and not have impressed him with unproved assertions.
“Prove all things” demands the Bible of Reason. This is also
arguing from a particular case to establish a general principle,
and does not sin against the law of correct thinking—unless we
agree with Leo XIII, who taught, by inference, that God did not
endow man with the power or right to THINK and REASON.

Elijah was sure he possessed the true religion, and did not
hesitate to put it to the ‘“test” before reasoning beings—in the
examination, the pagan priests and people were overcome by
Truth; David believed he had the true religion, and did not hesi-
tate to attack Goliath with a sling and a little stone. Darkness
can never destroy light, neither can error prevail against Truth;
were this not true, Christ would not have come into the world,
because the devil would have vanquished Him; but, because the
devil was in the world, He came to overcome him and teach man
how to do likewise.

The pope of Rome says he possesses the Truth—in fact, is hold-
ing the place of God Almighty on earth as Christ’s Vice-Gerent,
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yet he dares any one of his cardinals, archbishops, bishops,
priests or laymen to imitate Moses, Elijah, or David, and will
not himself imitate the Christ!

“The examination,” says Mr. Farrell, “and acceptance of the
truth closes the matter and makes unnecessary the examination
of errors in connection. Having accepted the Bible story of
creation, as true, for instance, that dispenses with the necessity
of reading the Book of the East, the Vedas, the Zenda Vesta—"

To a Catholie, that is good logic; it closes the matter to those
who live and act under “authority” of superiors, but it means
nothing to me, when I know Roman priests are supposed to be
trained to preach Christ, yet spend six years more or less mem-
orizing pagan literature: Homer, Socrates, Lycurgus, Alexan-
der, Lucretia, Regulus, Virgil, Horace, Cicero, Tacitus, Caesar,
Xenophon, Demosthenes, Brutus, Jupiter, Minerva, Mars, Diana
and the like, which INDELLIBLY impress paganistic principles
on the mind, then devote about six years wrestling with the
“writings of the holy fathers,”—whom they can not reconcile
with each other—and then at ordination swear “I will never in-
terpret Holy Scripture except according to the unanimous (!)
consent of the holy fathers,” * which oath effectually renders the
Bible a “closed” book to both priest and people; it is in reality
a “closed” book to Catholics, which cannot be opened or exam-
ined except as directed by the pope; closed also by having to
spend their time with the “fathers” and ancient paganism instead
of the Bible. Do they find Christ in that literature, or Roman
Catholicism in embryo?

Do Protestants read this ancient literature? Certainly; but
they also study the Bible: with the cut-glass placed beside the
diamond, its scintillating beauty is proved, and its value demon-
strated to the discerning mind by the comparison.

The story of the Cross can not be learned from ancient pagan-
ism, but from the Bible, a book apparently read less than any
other in a priest’s preparation to tell that “Story.”

Who makes the “examination” that ‘“closes” a question to
Catholics? The pope. If Roman Catholicism did not claim the
right and try to enforce this principle relative to non-Catholics,
there would be no grounds for friction; but that church teaches
its members that they sin against “holy mother church” if they
do not resent any discussion of questions pronounced “closed” by
their pope, and time was, and the church now teaches in its law,
that offenders should be haled before priestly tribunals and tor-
tured. They can not now, in America, burn people at the stake

® “Item sacram Scripturam juzta eum sensum, guem tenuit et tenet sancta
mater Ecclesia, cujus est judicare de vero sensu et saorarum

Soripturarum, admitto; nec etiam umguam nisi juzta 4
Patrum accipiam et lntcfpretabor »
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for “opening” a matter “closed” by the pope, but they show the
same spirit of their fathers in the faith—not by meeting the is-
sues in debate, but by boycott, slander, etc. I know of instances
where these methods have been resorted to. Who is responsible
for this? Priests of Rome, whose minds are submerged—owl-
like in a forest—in the dense blackness of a “faith and practice”
foisted on the world when the pope was supreme. Left to them-
selves, Catholic laymen would be true friends, loyal citizens, and
g asset to a country: America must reckon with the papal
urch.

Augusta, Ga., Set. 26, 1917.

Dear Sir: You say in the letter transmitting your paper that
you “deem it the duty of every citizen, to investigate all ques-
tions that may affect him, his family, or his neighbor, whether
social, political, religious or otherwise.”

This statement means that you consider every citizen bound to
examine into all matters, religious or otherwise, that affect his
neighbor, which would seem to run counter to what might be
termed the American principle of everybody minding his own
business.

I probably would not have caught this broad meaning, as you
probably did not intend to say so much, had not your paper
rather emphasized it in many places where you treat matters
that touch Catholics only and have not even an indirect bearing
on those outside the fold.

Of which more later, this being merely to call your attention
to the American rule that says, “Don’t butt in.”

JIF /MOC Very tls, 5 p M
. J. FARRELL, Mgr.
M. 0. C.

COMMENT

During the period of the world’s darkest days, which, though,
was the glorious noontide of the Roman church, it probably
meant certain death for any person—from the king who held
his throne and subjects by the grace of the pope—to investigate
any question quoted from my letter in the first paragraph. Dur-
ing the Dark Ages, rulers were little better than vassals of the
pope; ruling as by “right divine,” the pope considered it his
prerogative to take care of all such matters, hence, neither king
nor pope ever bothered himself in a broad sense with the ques-
tion, “Am I my brother’s keeper?”’

1 cannot concur in the association’s interpretation of what con-
stitutes the “American principle.” This being a democracy—
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