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“The most effective way to destroy people is to deny and
obliterate their understanding of their history.”
- George Orwell
“For the true friends of the people are neither
revolutionaries nor innovators, but traditionalists.”
- Pope Saint Pius X (Encyclical Notre Charge Apostolique,
Acta Apostolicae Sedis, Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis, 1910,
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UNIT 1:

THE COLONIZATION
OF AMERICA (1492 – 1766)

Unit 1, Chapter One: INTRODUCTION

Before delving immediately into the history of our country, we should first ask ourselves if we really know what history as a subject
is. To get help with this question, let us turn to Herodotus, the ancient Greek historian. He is known as the “father of history” as
he was the first known person to record historical events in Western civilization. Herodotus opens his history thus:
“Herodotus of Helicarnassus here presents his research so that human events do not fade with time. May the
great and wonderful deeds – some brought forth by the Hellenes, others by the barbarians – not go unsung;
as well as the causes that led them to make war on each other.”1
This quote seems to indicate that history is the account of the great deeds done by men, as well as the causes of those deeds.
Therefore, there are two aspects of history: the account must include both the important events as they happened as well as give the
causes for the events. However, this idea of history only goes so far, as we shall see shortly.
For example, History will not include all the things that General Lee did in the Civil War, but only those that the historian judges
as significant for the war and ultimately for the world. It probably didn’t matter much if Lee had eggs or honeyed bread for breakfast
one morning. Historians are those that write history. It is impossible for someone to write a perfect history; each historian has to
judge what events he considers made a big difference in people’s lives, and put only these in his history. Thus any history is
inevitably written from a certain point of view.

History is also unlike many other subjects you have studied. There are several important reasons for this that you should think
about:
Particular facts, not general/universal statements
Science is about universal truth. Universal truth is a truth which is true about some subject in all times, all places, and all
circumstances. For example, in geometry, it is proven that in any and all triangles, the three angles taken together add up to two
right angles. We say any triangle, not just in the particular triangle sketched on the page, or the one in some particular geometry
book. Furthermore, when the chemist teaches that table salt is composed of sodium and chlorine, this holds true for any and all
table salt.
It would not therefore not be a universal truth to say, for example, that “Most men live in houses” Whether or not it is actually true
that some men might still live in the wild, the very form of the statement uses ‘most’ rather than ‘all’. History is, at best, like this
– it can rise to the level of saying something about most men (e.g. “It is clear that most men throughout history did not seek war,
but peace.”). But in fact, most of the statements we find in history are not even about ‘most’, but concern only particular events
that happened to particular nations and people (e.g. “Thomas Jefferson did such-and-such on such-a-date.). Although the historian
can try to make general statements about types of people or economic situations, or virtues and vices of man, such attempts to
generalize are not properly part of history; instead, such attempts might be considered part of the sciences of economics, political
science, or ethics. History, properly speaking then, does not of itself arrive at universal/general conclusions, but only teaches
what happened with particular or most persons, places, and dates. This is important, because again, a true science is concerned
with universal truths. History as such is therefore not a science in the strict sense of the word.
History is largely “taken on human faith”
Another difference between history and science is this: the account which the historian gives us is based on the assumption that
both the historian and the sources he consulted are telling us the truth, whether those sources be other historians or eyewitnesses.
In other subjects, however, experimentation or the reasoning process the author presents can confirm the truths proposed.
For example, if someone claims that rabbits love carrots, anyone can prove this to himself by giving a pet rabbit a carrot. He can
go further by verifying this with every rabbit he can access. Contrast this ability to “prove it to yourself” when studying certain
subjects (such as science or math), with historical claims. For example, what can you, the student, do when the historian states
something particular as, “The Declaration of Independence is the founding document of the United States, and it was signed on
July 4, 1776”. Should you believe this statement? Can you “prove this to yourself” by going back in time and witnessing the event?
Instead, we are forced to accept such claims on human faith (that is, believing what some other human tells us, without proof).

1

(Herodotus, 2009)
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Furthermore, Isabella and her husband were staunch Catholics. She not only
believed the Catholic Faith, but proved her fidelity with many deeds, putting
into practice the teachings of the popes, respecting them as ministers of God.
For her, the Church and State were inseparably linked, and for the State to cast
away the Church as a useless interference would be the state’s destruction. She
also firmly believed in the Catholic teaching that “outside the Church there is
no salvation.” Further, she knew well Pope Boniface VIII’s Unam Sanctam of
1302, in which he says, “we declare, we proclaim, we define that it is absolutely
necessary for salvation that every human creature be subject to the Roman
Pontiff [i.e the pope].” In accordance with the Holy Father’s teaching, Isabella
encouraged all manner of religious orders and congregations, as well as the
conversion of the Moors and Jews in her dominions. It was with the Jews in
particular that she had to direct her special attention. Long before her, there
was the problem of many insincere (false) conversions to Catholicism on the
part of the Jews, who continued to practice their religion in secret long after
they had been baptized, and who also stirred up riots and performed the most
blasphemous acts. These false Jewish converts – Marranos, as they were called
– went so far as to murder innocent Catholic children. We will see later how
these Marranos affected life in the Americas. They even managed to escape
the Spanish Inquisition established in 1481, which was supposed to discover
them and offer them a last chance of true repentance. It was on these grounds
that Queen Isabella, after attempting all other prudent measures, finally decreed
them expelled from Spain. She did not do so on a racial basis – many of her
most trusted priests in fact had Jewish blood – but rather because of their false
religion and the many troubles they caused.
The Inquisition itself, despite including a few over-zealous and unjust judges,
contributed greatly to Spain’s freedom from the confusion of the Protestant
Revolt.

Figure 1 Queen Isabella, “La Catolica,”
Wikipedia.org

2.

When the Italian Christopher Columbus first arrived at the Spanish court, asking to be sponsored in his quest for a voyage to the
West Indies (the lands which laid to the east of Europe – which is today China, Japan, India, etc.), there was some hesitation on
Ferdinand and Isabella’s part in entrusting to him this great mission. After fervent entreaties he won out, and Isabella furnished
him with the necessary supplies from her almost empty treasury – the Granada campaign which cast the last Moslems out of Spain
had cost her very royal jewels. Before looking at Columbus, let us examine the queen’s policy regarding the new lands and its
inhabitants.
In accord with her strong Catholic Faith, her chief goal in sponsoring Columbus was the salvation of the souls of the natives. She
wrote to Columbus, “that the expenses she had incurred, and was about to incur, for the Indian expeditions, had been well bestowed;
for thence would ensure a spreading of Catholicism.”15 Any gold acquired she hoped to use to finance the re-conquest of the Holy
Land she was hoping to undertake. Yet no matter about the gold she might or might not find, for she said, “Although there would
be nothing but stones [in the lands discovered], I would continue there while there may be souls to save.”16 In her last testament
before her death, she wrote that her goal was “To try to draw these peoples and convert them to our Holy Catholic Faith, and to
send to said lands prelates, religious, and clerics and others to instruct the inhabitants in the Catholic Faith, to teach and endow them
with good morals.”17 This is the spirit of a great Catholic monarch!
Isabella took an adamant position against slavery, as is clear from this proclamation during the colonization of the Canary Islands:
Know that we have heard that some persons have brought some natives of the Canary island, and, by the will
of the lord of those islands and other persons, have sold them and divided them out among themselves as
slaves, though some are Christians, and others on their way to converting to our Holy Catholic Faith. This
is a great disservice to God and to us and is detrimental to our Holy Catholic Faith, and it would be a great

15

Leo XIII, Quarto abeunte saeculo
http://www.queenisabel.org/AboutIsabel/ByTheirFruits.html
17
http://www.excelsiortour.com
16
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Marranos, not because of authentic Catholic Spanish.”21

The stories of the Conquistadores, as the Spanish Conquerors were
called, were for the most part ones of great dedication to the Catholic Faith.
These men were not conquerors of lands for the sake of power and fame,
but first for the spread of Christianity to the natives. It seems proper to
begin with the Conquistador that opened the way for all the rest,
Christopher Columbus. Although he had his flaws in civil administration,
Columbus was a fervent Third Order Franciscan. (You are certainly
familiar with the Franciscans, the order started by the great Saint Francis
of Assisi; the “Third Order” of certain orders in the Catholic Church is a
branch of those orders for laywomen and laymen.) Columbus saw himself
as opening the beauty of Christianity to myriads of people. He was born
in Genoa, Italy in 1451. In his early twenties he went off to sea, traveling
to the East Indies down around Africa. Recall that the East Indies are
what we would today call East and Southeast Asia. During these
navigations he began wondering if there was a faster way to get to these
lands. For if there were, Christianity could be brought to them more easily.
Columbus’ plan: sail West to reach the East
He developed an idea of sailing due West around the globe, in order to
reach the East.
Figure 3. Christopher Columbus, Wikipedia.org

21

(Miller A. S., 2006, p. 157)

After this first voyage, Columbus made three others to the New World. An often-heard slander of Columbus (and the Spanish in
general) is that the voyages to the Americas were taken up primarily for the sake of acquiring the natives’ gold. Though seeking
wealth was indeed an important part of the mission, this goal never took precedence over the central mission of evangelization. The
reasons for this quest for gold were twofold: on the one hand, the voyages themselves took much financing, which was hard on the
Spanish treasury, which was empty after the many years of battle with the Spanish Moors. It was also just that the Spanish should

Figure 6 https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Christopher_Columbus_voyages.gif
Creative Commons Attribution-Share Alike 3.0 Unported license.

use the gold found in the new lands, for the Spanish themselves worked untiringly and spent great resources for the sake of the
natives. (Can you imagine how much it took to feed and pay sailors and throngs of Spanish soldiers to guard against the pagans?)
More importantly, the re-conquest of the Holy Land from the Moors was the next project the great Spanish monarchs were
contemplating. Columbus had this same goal, as he himself states:
I hope…I will find a barrel of gold, for which these people have traded, and that they will have found the gold
mine, and the spices, and in such quantities that within three years the Sovereigns will prepare for and
undertake the re-conquest of the Holy Land. I have already petitioned Your Highnesses to see that all the
profits of my enterprise should be spent on the conquest of Jerusalem, and Your highnesses smiled and said
that…even without the expedition they had the inclination to do it.25

25

(Sarfaty, 2010, p. 254)
All rights reserved © 2015-2020 Christ the King Books, Inc.
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Cortes had opened the way for Catholicism and civilization in the mainland. At
the suggestion of King Charles V, Rome appointed the Franciscan Bishop
Zummaraga as the “Protector of the Indians of Mexico.” He lived up to his
name, welcoming the Indians who were suffering under Guzman. With the help
of Franciscans and Dominicans, slowly the Indians were slowly being converted
to Catholicism, yet most were still hostile. However, on a cold December day
in 1531, the Blessed Virgin appeared to Juan Diego, a poor Indian, and asked a
Church to be built in her honor. This was the signal for mass conversions of the
pagans in Mexico. Well it might be, for such an apparition was miraculous to
the Indians: at her feet, beautiful roses were growing deep in the winter snow,
while she impressed her image on Juan’s cloak, the only image of Our Lady
created directly by herself. (The incredible history and miraculous properties of
this image on cloth have been documented in many books and articles.) During
the next 17 years, nine million Mexicans were converted to the Holy Faith.
Thus, what was lost in Europe (the 5 million Catholics who apostatized from
their precious Catholic Faith by joining the Protestant Revolt) was more than
compensated in the New World by the fervent conversions of over 9 million
natives.
An additional fertile source of smears for modern-day anti-Catholic “historians”:
they claim that Cortes made slaves of the Indians just for a cheap labor source.
This is only partly true. Cortes did indeed enslave certain Indians, but only (a)
those who refused to submit or accept a peace plan or (b) those who became
traitors to Spain by previously swearing allegiance to the Spanish king, but then
betraying that promise; by this betrayal they became traitors and were treated
just as any white man traitor would be treated. It is because some wrongly view
this as unjust, that Cortes is commonly misrepresented as a slave driver. In fact,
many of the neighboring tribes which had been under Aztec rule, rallied to
Cortes’ side because of the slavery under which they had been suffering to the
Aztecs (not to mention their being repulsed by losing family members as human
sacrifices in the Aztec temples!).

Figure 10. Our Lady of Guadalupe, upon the
tilma of Juan Diego.
Wikimedia.org

During 1500-1900, the four centuries following the conquest of pagan Mexico, the Catholic Church made tremendous progress,
converting almost the entire country to the true Faith! In an upcoming chapter however, you will briefly study Mexico’s
Freemasonic revolution in the early 1900’s (this revolution was very much tied to United States history). Since then, there has
been a deliberate and carefully planned “rewrite” of Mexican history. As you would expect, such an anti-Catholic rewrite of
Mexican history paints Cortes as a bloodthirsty, cruel, and greedy man seeking only his own fame and gold, etc.
Modern day travelers, even non-Catholics – have retraced Cortes’ conquering journey from the coast to the Aztec capital (now
Mexico City). (See map below.) The more honest amongst these travelers, even the non-Catholics, are shocked to find no
historical monuments, no signs, no plaques, no museums honoring Cortes and his incredible accomplishments. Instead, they
find only overgrown, decaying, and hidden remnants of Cortes’ first cities, forts, locations of battles, houses, valiant deeds, etc.
Many modern-day Mexican historians openly admit that they are doing their very best to forget or at least to hide the Spanish
Conquest. On the flip side, one can find in Mexico meticulously maintained and well-visited pagan Aztec memorials, temples,
etc. One can easily find literature in which the pagan Indian cultures (e.g. Aztec, Mayan) are highly praised, and almost made
into heroes and martyrs. This, the unjust “justice of the modern world”, is in great part due to the fruits of Freemasonry (which
you will study in an upcoming chapter). See the map below.
Dear student, it is not a question of if but when you yourself will hear the Spanish and Cortez smeared, called murderers, etc. It
will most likely not help to point out to such slanderers that the Spanish brought the soul-saving Catholic Faith. Instead, you
might ask such people what they suppose the hundreds of thousands of Indian-victims from the weaker neighboring tribes would
have to say in this matter. After all, those poor Indians were freed from the daily fear of having themselves and their children
used as living blood sacrifices to demons.

All rights reserved © 2015-2020 Christ the King Books, Inc.

For this great number there are only thirty-five religious. Many times it is necessary for a missionary to walk
eight or ten leagues to hear a confession. All of which sufferings are augmented by the fact that the
missionaries get very little aid in the form of assistants who might lighten some of their burdens. 38
100 years later, the first city of Catholic free blacks was established two miles north of St. Augustine:
Fort Mose, established in 1738, was the first legally-sanctioned free black community in North America. Its
story began with enslaved Africans in the English colonies who escaped and made their way to St. Augustine,
the capital of Spanish Florida, after hearing Spaniards would grant them freedom upon converting to
Catholicism... The first fugitives arrived in 1687 – eight men, two women, and a nursing child. People
continued to arrive until finally King Charles II of Spain issued a Royal Proclamation to make the sanctuary
policy official, ‘giving liberty to all the men and the women so that by their example and by my liberality
others will do the same.’39

The first discoverer of what is today the state of California was a Spaniard named Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo. In 1542 he sailed into
the San Diego bay which he named San Miguel, claiming it for Spain. Afterwards he harbored in Santa Monica Bay and befriended
the inhabitants of Santa Catalina Island. Cabrillo’s helmsman continued his expedition as far north as Oregon, after Cabrillo died
at the hands of Indians.

38
39

(Gannon, 1983, p. 54)
http://teachingflorida.org/article/fort-mose-colonial-americas-black-fortress-of-freedom, accessed July 2015
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At least in the Southwest, the “pueblo” was often an
important complement to the mission. Pueblo is the
Spanish word for town, and the Spanish named the
Indians’ little towns so. A pueblo had a few
rectangular shaped dwellings, made of brick or
limestone. The missionaries often used them as a
starting point for their missions, which would
become the most important part of the pueblo.

The mission at Saint Augustine had hardly been born
when it was sending forth expeditions to the north.
One of these founded Santa Elena in 1566, now South
Carolina’s Parris Island. In the same year, under
Captain Juan Padro, the Mission of Guatari was
established, while Fr. Montero taught the Indians the
Faith, how to read and write, and the Spanish
language. There were several martyrdoms by the
time Fort San Juan de Xualla was established as a
protection against other tribes’ attacks.45

Figure 15. Who was first? Spain and England’s first U.S. settlements.

Evangelization of the Yamasee Indians of present day
Georgia was difficult. Many of the missionaries were
martyred by the fierce natives. Yet in due time numerous missions were established: in 1568, San Guale on Saint Catherine’s
Island; in 1585, San Pedro on Cumberland Island, and others. As in most Spanish colonies, the Indians made up most of the Catholic
population.

As early as 1499, the Spanish were exploring the eastern coast of the United States. In 1525 Esteban Gómez had discovered
Chesapeake Bay, New York Bay, and Cape Cod; and he even sailed up to Nova Scotia. 1570 saw one of the first missions in
Virginia, Mission Axacan, established by Fr. Juan Baptista de Segura and eight other men. In little time Fr. Segura was teaching
the Indians the Catholic Faith and how to read. However, some hostile natives tricked them into being their friends, including their
interpreter Luis, and as Fr. Segura had no soldiers with his group, the Indians proceeded to axe them all. 46 Thus he is one of the
first martyrs in Virginia.

45
46

C.f., (Miller A. S., 2006, p. 37)
C.f., (Arias, 2012, p. 21)
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The charter which the king had granted to the Massachusetts Bay Company provided
for a government called the General Court, in which the representative members were
elected by the freemen of the colony. As the colony began growing, this policy became
cumbersome, and instead two delegates from each town were sent to the council. In line
with the Puritans’ great emphasis on the written word, they drew up the Massachusetts
Body of Liberties to protect the rights of individuals. This was the first English code of
laws in America, and it contained the rights to freedom of speech, freedom from
uncompensated takings, a jury trial, and other things based partly on the Jewish laws of
the Old Testament. This code was very strict on sinners: theft, adultery, idolatry, and
witchcraft were all punishable by death.
The Puritan way was not just limited to the colonies’ laws. Nathaniel Hawthorne, the
American-born novelist, after describing the happy little English colony of Merry
Mount, contrasts it with the Puritan way of living:
Not far from Merry Mount was a settlement of Puritans, most dismal
wretches, who said their prayers before daylight, and then wrought in the
forest or the corn-field till evening made it prayer time again. Their weapons
were always at hand to shoot down the straggling savage. When they met in
Figure 32. Jonathan Edwards;
conclave, it was never to keep up the old English mirth, but to hear sermons
Wikipedia.org
three hours long, or to proclaim bounties on the heads of wolves and the
scalps of Indians. Their festivals were fast days, and their chief pastime the singing of psalms. Woe to the
youth or maiden who did but dream of a dance! [If such a youth or maiden was caught dancing, then] the
selectman nodded to the constable; and there sat the light-heeled reprobate in the stocks; or if he danced, it
was round the whipping-post, which might be termed the Puritan Maypole.92
Music, recreation, and toasts over wine were likewise forbidden. The Puritans put much emphasis on learning: every town could
boast its little schoolhouse.
On Wednesdays and Sundays, the unfortunate people would have to sit for hours hearing something like this: “The God that holds
you over the pit of hell, much as one holds a spider, or some loathsome insect over the fire, abhors you, and is dreadfully provoked:
his wrath towards you burns like fire; he looks upon you as worthy of nothing else, but to be cast into the fire; he is of purer Eyes
than to bear to have you in his Sight.”93
Though slavery was not common among the New Englanders, they did make use of indentured servants, who worked for a
determined amount of time for their masters in return for their voyage to New England, and then became free men after the time
contract was fulfilled.
What kind of deplorable/heretical beliefs is such a Puritan society built on? Dr. John C. Rao puts it well:
“What lies at the basis of Puritanism? An emphasis upon the [false teaching called the] total depravity of man after Original Sin.
How can man be saved according to [Puritanism’s] precepts? Only by an individual act of faith in God’s willingness to accept an
intrinsically evil monster to live with Him eternally. Nothing that a man might do, good or bad, can, according to the Puritan
dogma, affect the outcome of his personal saga.”
The truth, consistently taught by the Catholic Church, is that after the Fall of Adam and Eve, human nature is corrupted/fallen, but
not “totally depraved”. By God’s sanctifying and actual grace, man is transformed from his fallen state into something truly good
and pleasing to God – more or less pleasing, of course, on how virtuous the man is, especially the virtue of Charity. But, some
Protestant heresies insists that somehow, for all eternity, God will be tolerating us loathsome creatures in heaven.
Dr. Rao continues his analysis, noticing that in the Puritan view, it is useless for society to try to make men better: “The results of
such a [heretical Puritan] outlook are manifold. A dichotomy [division] between the all-perfect God and totally wicked individuals
allows no scope for the work of civil society in the divine plan. All men are like atoms in the face of their God, fundamentally
alone in their approach to Him. “Atomism” is, perhaps, the most basic Puritan by-product. The presumption of communities and
authorities like the [Catholic] Church, which claimed to lead men to God, became intolerable. Popes and bishops, seen in this
[Puritan] light, must inevitably corrupt whatever functions they perform in this wicked world, and, hence, cannot be part of the

92
93

http://www.eldritchpress.org/nh/mmm.html, accessed July 2015
http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1053&context=etas, accessed July 2015
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Catholics came under suspicion.116
But Leisler’s work did not die with him. With the implementation of the Test Act in England, the colonies soon followed suit. The
Test Act was a series of oaths that state officials were required to take to prove that they had no Catholic sympathies. Jason Duncan
describes it thus:
[O]aths under the Test Act … consisted chiefly of a series of declarations against the spiritual and temporal
authority of the Catholic Church, as well as its religious practices. All who took the oath were required to
deny the Roman Catholic doctrine of transubstantiation and affirm their belief that the “adoration” of the
Virgin Mary and the saints, as well as the Catholic Mass were “superstitious and idolatrous.”117

William of Orange and Mary’s seizing of the English crown ensured the triumph of Protestantism. This was true even in Maryland.
As early as 1654, Lord Baltimore’s policy of religious toleration, especially of the Puritans, began turning against him. The Puritans
monopolized the government, declaring that: “None who profess the exercise of the Popish religion, commonly known by the name
of the Roman Catholic religion, can be protected in this province.”
Thus Protestant heresy, which had been granted the “right” to exist in Maryland side by side with the One True Catholic Faith, now
had more rights than the Truth. Ironically, what was intended as a province of toleration became the most anti-Catholic.
Calvert pushed the Toleration Act into effect again in 1657, only to be revoked in 1689 by William III. The Protestant religion was
declared the religion of State, and the capital was moved from St. Mary’s to its present day site of Annapolis. The Penal Laws were
invoked, forbidding Catholics from holding office; they were subject to fines and imprisonments for allowing Mass in their
establishments, and children who apostatized (to apostatize is to abandon the Catholic Faith) had the “right” to virtually steal their
Catholic parents’ property.118 The Popery Act of 1698 confirmed this policy and added further regulations, such as “perpetual
imprisonment” for a Catholic to educate the youth, as well as making it illegal for Catholics to buy land.
Virginia imitated Maryland in its anti-Catholic laws. No Catholic could own a gun, nor were they allowed to testify in court. The
Capuchin Fr. Christopher Plunkett is an example of one who suffered under these laws. Born in Ireland, he arrived in Virginia in
1680, and traveled among the struggling Catholics there, encouraging them to persist in the Faith. He even secretly brought fallen
Catholics and heretics back into the Church. But he could only dodge the government for so long. They discovered him, and sent
him on a galley ship as a slave where he received beatings and suffered from starvation. Seeing he would not be moved by their
threats, they exiled him on a Protestant island where he died amidst their persecutions in 1697.
Later, even Protestants themselves admitted the great hatred of Catholicism that was so prevalent during this time. The Protestant
historian John Higham says:
Both the Puritans of Massachusetts Bay and the Anglicans of Virginia, despite their many differences, shared
the fear and hatred of Rome…The settlers themselves had been cradled in an England more bitter against
Catholicism than at any other time.119

It was at this juncture that the Queen Anne’s War broke out. In Europe it was called the War of the Spanish Succession. The
Spanish King Charles II was the last monarch from the royal Hapsburg line to sit on Spain’s throne, and he had no heir. In order to
prevent a French-blooded Bourbon from taking the Spanish throne, the Netherlands, England, and Austria allied against France
and Spain.
It was with such a pretext that General Moore of Charleston (of colonial Carolina) resolved on finishing the job already begun in
Spanish Florida. He drove a thousand men, half Indian and half English down to St. Augustine on October 22, 1702. Though
unable to take the battlement, they wreaked havoc in the city itself, burning down convents, churches, and libraries. He also killed
and took captive many Indians from the surrounding missions. Demoralized at not subduing Saint Augustine, Moore resigned
generalship only to be re-elected by the Carolina Assembly to lead further raids into Spanish territory. He arrived at the San Luis

116

(Duncan, p. 9)
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all men, whether individually or collectively, are under the dominion of Christ. In Him is the salvation of the individual, in Him is the salvation
of Society.”

Pope Pius XI, in his encyclical Dilectissima Nobis of 1933 laments the (then) newly installed Spanish Constitution which no longer
makes Catholicism the official state religion: “…We learned with great sorrow that … it is openly declared that the [Spanish] State
has no official religion, thus reaffirming that separation of State from Church which was, alas, decreed in the new Spanish
Constitution. We shall not delay here to repeat that it is a serious error to affirm that this separation is licit and good in itself,
especially in a nation almost totally Catholic. Separation, well considered, is only the baneful consequence - as We often have
declared, especially in the Encyclical Quas Primas - of laicism, or rather the apostasy of society that today feigns to alienate itself
from God and therefore from the Church.”
So we see that, ironically, King Henry VIII and the Puritans actually had the right idea – to make their governments enforce one
official religion to the exclusion of all others. But there was only one problem: their governments enshrined false religions and
instead greatly persecuted the One True Religion.

The political sphere was not alone affected by Protestantism; philosophy itself also felt pressure from Protestant principles. In 1688
a philosopher named John Locke wrote a treatise supporting the “Glorious Revolution,” claiming that the right to rule comes from
the people’s consent, instead of God. Men like the Frenchman Jean-Jacques Rousseau rose up claiming:
Now that there is and can be no longer an exclusive national religion, tolerance should be given to all religions
that tolerate others, as long as their dogmas contain nothing contrary to the duties of a citizen. But whoever
dares to say: ‘Outside the Church is no salvation’, ought to be expelled from the State.129
Unfortunately for Rousseau, “Outside the Church there is no salvation” is the infallible (i.e. certainly-true) and consistent teaching
of the Catholic Church. Rousseau continued, saying that those who would not submit to the new ideas of freedom, must be “forced
to be free.”
This movement of modern philosophers to cast off Catholic principles was called inaccurately The Enlightenment. This term is
a euphemism (a euphemism is a nice sounding word or phrase to make something sound much better than it really is.) The socalled “Enlightenment” would perhaps better be named the “Endarkenment” (against Christ’s Light). Its rebellious spirit followed
from the bad side of the Renaissance, where emphasis was often put more on the value of human accomplishment and scientific
discovery, than on religious truth.
The “Endarkenment” had a profound influence on the Founding Fathers of our country, as you will shortly see. Thus, we spend
some time explaining it here.

The errors of the so-called “Enlightenment”
The “Enlightenment” teaches…

The truth is that…

There must exist a separation between the
Church and State.

The Church and State must work closely together, for they have the same goal –
the good of the citizens. The Church has the supernatural good of the citizen in
mind, while a good State (that is, the civil government in general) seeks to foster
the natural good of the citizens, so that the Church can do its (more important)
job of directly leading them to the supernatural good. The State is just another
creature made by God, and can and must do all that it can to uphold and foster
the Catholic religion.

Religious authority is to be despised.

The pope is the highest authority on earth; the authority of all civil and religious
rulers – presidents, kings, bishops, etc. – is inferior to the authority of the pope.

The human intellect is the highest power
which can know all things, and solve all

The human intellect, although a great gift from God separating man from the
lower animals, is darkened because of the effects of Original Sin. Besides, man’s
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influential Founding Fathers of the United States were great admirers of corrupted men like Voltaire and Rousseau. These
Founding Fathers went on to shape our laws – especially our highest set of laws called The Constitution.

While the English Colonies were growing, an organization was springing up in 1717 which especially embodied and helped to
spread the views of the Enlightenment. This organization was called Freemasonry. It is critical that you learn a little about it:





Because many of the U.S. Founding Fathers and other politicians were Freemasons; and even those who were not official
Masons often shared or sympathized with Freemasonic errors.
Because in non-Catholic countries such as the United States, the influence of the Freemasons is often more hidden, and
even enjoys esteem (Freemasonic organizations here often enjoy the reputation of being humanitarian, simple men’s club,
etc). Catholics in the U.S. therefore should be well informed, to be better able to recognize their influence.
Because Freemasonic influence on the U.S. is a historical fact: at the moment, the United States has more Freemasons than
any other country – over one million members (and it was as high as four million in the 1950’s) 131.
Because it is a firm and unchanging goal of Freemasonry to destroy the Catholic Church. As Pope Leo XIII says in his
encyclical Humanum Genus, the Freemasons “especially desire to assail the Church with irreconcilable hostility, and that
they will never rest until they have destroyed whatever the supreme Pontiffs have established for the sake of religion.”

After 1717, the lodges spread quickly all over Europe, perhaps as they were actively pushed by influential men. Despite their bland
and innocent-sounding claims, important Freemasons soon became known for their liberal and revolutionary views. The
Freemasonic motto is exactly the trio proposed by the bloody French Revolution: Liberty, Equality, Fraternity.

Freemasons falsely claim their cult is not a religion, and instead say that they only inspire natural virtue and a “brotherhood” between
all men. The truth is that Masonry is a religion, complete with an altar, candles, symbols, and rituals, mysteries, and references to
the Old Testament. Their society is a secret one: the members must swear not to speak of what happens during their meeting outside
the lodges. This is contrary to Christ’s words (Jn. 3:20-21): “For every one that doth evil hateth the light, and cometh not to the
light, that his works may not be reproved; but he that doth truth, cometh to the light, that his works may be made manifest, because
they are done in God.”
The French Freemason Émile Combes, who was the Prime Minister of France from 1902-1905, is a perfect example of this. At that
time in France, the Freemasons were especially active in trying to destroy the remaining Catholic spirit in France:
…[T]hey (the Freemasons) are all going to work to stop the priests from exercising an influence outside of
their churches…When, on the 10th of November 1904, the President of the Council, Emile Combes, put before
the office of the National Assembly his famous project of law on the separation of Church and State, the text
succeeded in accomplishing numerous other anticlerical directives, actions and measures, put to work since
1880. This time, one of them is going successfully: the concretizing of the great revenge of the Freemasons on
the Catholics.132

Much of what we know about Freemasonry is from those who have managed to escape the cult. Here is what one Irish
born Master Mason, Edmond Ronayne, later wrote about Freemasonry after leaving:
But Freemasonry “carefully excludes” the Lord Jesus Christ from the lodge and chapter, repudiates
his mediatorship, rejects his atonement, denies and disowns his gospel, frowns upon his religion
and his church, ignores the Holy Spirit, and sets up for itself a spiritual empire, a religious
theocracy, at the head of which it places the G. A. O. T. U. – the god of nature. The only living and
True God is [however] expelled by resolution…133
Another was the Frenchman Paul Copin-Albancelli, who left Freemasonry and became one of its most ardent
antagonists. He says that “the destruction of the state of a Catholic spirit was not all that we wanted,” but he also
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Perhaps the most famous and influential man in forming our country was
Thomas Jefferson. He was a native born Virginian, who as a youth quickly
excelled in many studies. He became a master of Latin, Greek, French, as
well as the sciences and politics. During his collegiate studies he read many
of the English Enlightenment philosophers which led him to become a leader
of the movement himself as well as a Theist. Although there is still some
disagreement over the evidence, many hold that Jefferson was a Freemason.
In 1769 he was elected a member of the Virginia House of Burgesses.
Jefferson’s hatred for Catholicism
The following passages from Jefferson show his true colors:
In every country and every age, the [Catholic] priest has been
hostile to liberty. He is always in alliance with the despot [tyrant],
abetting [helping] his abuses in return for protection to his
own.149
We should all live without an order of priests, moralize for
ourselves, follow the oracle of conscience and say nothing about
Figure 39. Thomas Jefferson, Wikipedia.org
what no man can understand, and therefore believe; for I suppose
150
belief to be the assent of the mind to an intelligible proposition.
[Notice: Divine Revelation such as the Bible, and a teaching authoritative Church are not necessary; every
man should “figure it out for himself”.]
If we could believe that he [Jesus] really countenanced the follies, the falsehoods, and the charlatanism which
his biographers [Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John] claim he taught, and [if we could] admit the
misconstructions, interpolations, and theorizations of the fathers of the early ages [here he speaks of the
Fathers of the Church – St. Augustine, Jerome, etc.], and the fanatics of the latter ages, the conclusion would
be irresistible by every sound mind that he [Jesus] was an impostor.151
Completely disbelieving in Jesus Christ’s divinity, it was logical that he was a hater of the Catholic Church. In the Virginia Statutes,
which he wrote, he said:
Almighty God hath created the mind free. All attempts to influence it by temporal punishments or
burdens…are a departure of the plan of the Holy Author of our religion…our civil rights have no dependence
on our religious opinions any more than our opinions in physics or geometry.152
We are to make common cause, even with error itself, to maintain the common right of freedom of
conscience.153 [That is, it is better to be ‘free’ and be able to believe and teach error, than to have someone
else dictate the Truth to you – especially the authoritative Catholic Church.]
Pope Gregory XIV condemned all this “liberty of conscience” in his encyclical Mirari Vos as a “most pernicious error”.
The Jefferson ‘bible’
Jefferson even created his own “bible” – a work called The Life and Morals of Jesus of Nazareth, which he made by copying
carefully selected gospel passages from the (heretical) King James “bible” 154. Jefferson carefully avoided any gospel passages
which involved supernatural power (e.g. miracles, sacraments, the Holy Eucharist, the Resurrection, claims about Jesus being God)
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Despite the differences between Federalists and Anti-Federalists, they all threw their votes in for George Washington, who was
elected President in 1789. The two parties fought over the Vice-Presidency, though, with Federalist John Adams winning. In
compensation for his work, Washington was offered a salary of $25,000 a year which he attempted to refuse out of generosity. He
was a great man in many ways.
During the same year of 1789, the first U.S. Congress was elected. They voted to set aside a plot of land not exceeding 10 square
miles on which to build the national capitol. Washington recommended a site on the Potomac River on the borders of Maryland
and Virginia, thus making it a kind of bridge between the Northern and Southern States. Maryland and Virginia donated the land
which became the District of Columbia, named thus in honor of Christopher Columbus, the renowned discoverer of America.
Washington laid the first cornerstone decked out in his Freemasonic regalia.
Washington set the precedent in his office by choosing his own cabinet. The cabinet is the president’s subordinate ministers and
advisors. This procedure departed from the English tradition in which the king’s cabinet was appointed by whichever faction had
more power in Parliament. Thus the English King had to conform to some extent to whatever faction was prominent in Parliament,
and the king’s own preference mattered little. Washington, however, set down for tradition one of the perks of being president –
the ability to choose the members of his cabinet, which Congress would then later approve of. Not wishing to favor either faction
(Federalist vs. Anti-Federalists), Washington made Jefferson his Secretary of State, Henry Knox Secretary of War, and Hamilton
Secretary of the Treasury.
Another one of Washington’s policies that distinguished him as chief executive, was his refusal to influence the views of Congress
and the people at large by long tirades (lectures). For him, the prerogatives of his office were few and well defined. In this respect
there has been a great departure in the attitude of our recent presidents. Most evidence points to Washington as a gentlemen, of
noble bearing, and of fine European-bred aristocratic manners. For example, he hand-copied onto paper the rules of proper behavior
for a gentlemen, which is now (inaccurately) called “George Washington’s Rules of Civility & Decent Behavior in Company and
Conversation”. What most Americans do not realize however, is that these rules had been created by French Catholic Jesuit priests
in 1595210 and then simply passed from generation to generation of European nobles, finally forming our first president.
All that was fine, all that was good and noble in our ‘Founding Fathers’ are the remains of beautiful, Catholic, European morality
and decency. Yet this nobility was itself simply a natural result of the sincere belief and practice of the Catholic Faith of former
ages, before the Protestant Revolt in Europe had begun to destroy religion, good morals, good manners, and civil society.

The first nationwide issue that came to the foreground in Congress was the establishment of a National Bank, the first step in
improving the national economy. The Secretary of Treasury, Alexander Hamilton, vigorously supported this idea, arguing that it
would be a means for the stable maintenance and operation of the Federal Government , the existence of which was provided for in
the Constitution. It would print and issue bank notes which would represent a real amount of gold in the public treasury. But
Hamilton didn’t stop there. He elaborated another plan to free the country from its debts. In order to restore the country’s monetary
standing back in foreign affairs, it would pay back those debts which it owed to those countries from whom it borrowed, on interest
over a 20 year period. In addition, there was also domestic debt to be redeemed: the soldiers from the Continental Army had still
not been paid but were only given certificates which promised their payment in the future. In this case, Hamilton proposed that the
Federal Government would honor the pay certificates as it would with its international debt by paying the full amount in
installments.
Secretary of State Thomas Jefferson, speaking on behalf of the Anti-Federalists, interpreted the Constitution strictly, and opposed
Hamilton’s measures for the formation of the Bank. Citing what would soon become the tenth Amendment, viz., “The powers not
delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the
people,” he argued that Congress had no authority to form the bank, because it was a power not specifically mentioned in the
Constitution. In the end though, Hamilton won out, and Washington signed the bank into operation, believing that the Federal
Government must decide the means for preserving the same Federal Government . There was also a provision to include the
formation of the United States Mint, which circulated American coins to replace the current variety of currencies.
A judicial Court system was also established, with a district for each state. Five Supreme Court justices (judges) and one Chief
Justice was appointed. Signs of the country’s growth were the addition of Vermont as the 14th State in 1791 and the Commonwealth
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of Kentucky the next year.

In 1789, the same year George Washington was elected our first president, the murderous French Revolution broke out. The old
régime under French King Louis XVI was quickly toppling down to be replaced by a new administration whose principles were
“liberty, fraternity, and equality” – the very war cry of Freemasons. The same sort of aristocrats who inspired the American
Revolution inspired a much more radical one in France. The same Lafayette who helped win the United States independence from
Britain also figured in the French Revolution. The King was eventually deposed and executed in the street together with his wife.
The National Convention pronounced France a republic and soon brought Britain into a war against herself, together with many
other European countries.
Most, but not all, of the American Founding Fathers supported the Freemasonic-inspired French Revolution, in which the French
King Louis XVI, his queen and children, as well as thousands of Catholic clergy, noblemen, and common folk were murdered.
Thomas Jefferson however, saw the conflict as crucial to the victory of liberty:
The liberty of the whole earth was depending on the issue of the contest [the French Revolution], and was
ever such a prize won with so little innocent blood?… I have expressed to you my sentiments, because they
are really those of 99 in an hundred of our citizens. The universal feasts, and rejoicings which have lately
been had on account of the successes of the French shewed the genuine effusions of their hearts. 211
“So little innocent blood”? The true amount of blood shed in the French Revolution:
Jefferson in the above quote about the French Revolution states that the “prize” was “won with so little innocent blood”. The truth is that in this
godless French Revolution countless innocent priests, nuns, nobles, and simple faithful were killed – by many estimates, hundreds of thousands
of victims. In fact, during the war on the Vendee region of France, that entire region of France was completely obliterated – a true genocide [a
genocide is a destruction of a large group of people, often from the same race]. Today one hardly hears about this atrocity. The Vendee Catholics
were valiant, fighting Catholics who refused to have any part or compromise with the French Freemasonic plans and its anti-Catholic principles.
They formed a brave army, sewed emblems of the Sacred Heart on their uniforms, and fought for the Faith with whatever arms they could find.
Some of them had only sticks and stones, against the well-equipped French Revolutionary army, which was commanded to kill every last man,
woman, child, and even farm animal in the Vendee. French Revolutionary Army General Francois Westermann carried out this command
completely in 1794 and wrote to the French Committee of Public Safety stating, “There is no more Vendée... According to the orders that you
gave me, I crushed the children under the feet of the horses, massacred the women who, at least for these, will not give birth to any more brigands.
I do not have a prisoner to reproach me. I have exterminated all.”
May God rest the souls of those thousands of French Catholics murdered in the Revolution, especially the Vendeans! This is the same Revolution
which many of our U.S. Founding Fathers praised.
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Unit 2, Chapter Five: AMERICA’S FOUNDING DOCUMENTS,
JUDGED IN LIGHT OF CATHOLIC THEOLOGY
In a previous chapter, we learned a bit about the leading men involved in the formation of our country (King George of England
and our Founding Fathers). We also studied the events of the Revolutionary War itself. We learned something about the creation
of the United States’ highest document of law, the United States Constitution, as well as The Declaration of Independence.
In this chapter, we will pause our history to stop and consider what Catholic theology and the popes have to say about wars such as
our American Revolutionary War, as well as some of the ideas found in documents such as those two just mentioned.

This is an important chapter in this book, perhaps the most important chapter. Please read it slowly. For, what
good will it do you to have memorized many dates and names, but not have considered some of the principles
and ideas our nation is founded upon?
Note: In a different study which is usually called civics, you the student can become more familiar in detail with our founding
documents, and the development of the American political system itself. But in this chapter we will just consider some important,
general questions / assumptions found in our founding documents.

In this chapter, you will be looking at our founding documents under the light of the Catholic Faith. First, let us consider what
patriotism means. Can we point out fundamental errors in America’s founding documents, as yet still be American patriots? The
answer is a resounding yes.

St. Thomas Aquinas teaches us that patriotism is a virtue, and it is a part of piety, which is itself a part of the cardinal virtue of
justice. After stating that God is the first principle of everything we have and are, he says:
In the second place, the principles of our being and government are our parents and our country, that have
from whom and in which we have been born and nourished. Consequently, after God, man is debtor chiefly
to his parents and his country. Wherefore just as it belongs to religion to show devotion to God, so does it
belong to piety, in the second place, to show devotion to one’s parents and one’s country.
The worship due to our parents includes the worship given to all our blood relatives, since our blood relatives
are called thus because they descend from the same parents, according to Aristotle [the famous Greek
philosopher]. The devotion given to our country includes devotion to all our fellow-citizens and to all the
friends of our country. Therefore piety extends chiefly to these. 224
Hence patriotism is the devotion we ought to show our country, because of what it has given to us. For a Catholic, the virtue
of Charity also adds something to this sense of patriotism. Thus patriotism becomes a kind of overflow of our love of our parents.
That is because our country is our ‘family’ in a more extended sense: it starts with the family, then your neighborhood, your town,
your state, your county, etc. But how is this love of country expressed? The Catholic Encyclopedia explains:
Patriotism requires that the citizen…should take an interest in his country’s history, he should know how to
value her institutions, and he should be prepared to sacrifice himself for her welfare. In his country’s need it
is not only a noble thing, but it is a sacred duty to lay down one’s life for the safety of the commonwealth.
Love for his country will lead the citizen to show honor and respect to its rulers. They represent the State, and
are entrusted by God with power to rule it for the common good. The citizen’s chief duty is to obey the just
laws of his country.225 (Emphasis added)
Notice how the Catholic Encyclopedia explains patriotism not as some shallow, unconditional infatuation with everything about
one’s country, but rather, as in executing those things which justice demands and which are consistent with Charity. For example,
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many evils.”255
Many other condemnations of the supposed liberty to think, speak, print, and act on his opinions, even if false, could be provided
from popes and theologians.256
Ironically, the only Catholic to sign the Declaration of Independence, Charles Carroll of Carrollton, hinted at this Catholic political
teaching when he stated:
Without morals a republic cannot subsist any length of time; they therefore who are decrying the Christian
religion, whose morality is so sublime and pure (and) which insures to the good eternal happiness, are
undermining the solid foundation of morals, the best security for the duration of free governments.
Carroll’s warning, although it does not mention the Catholic Church explicitly, is quite pertinent. Because the Constitution did not
make the Catholic Church the anchor of all moral questions, the morals of society were necessarily doomed to the caprices of the
people or of false religions. What then was the principle for determining justice, which the future nation’s laws would reflect? At
least at the beginning of our country, there was the vague aristocratic code of conduct shared by all the Founding Fathers, which
code itself was the remnant of Catholic morality preserved by the Protestants and Deists. Thus at first, the laws would accidentally
reflect Catholic morals still in men’s minds; but once the wisdom and ethics of the Founders were lost in later generations, the laws
would accordingly change for the worse, as we see so clearly today.
Beginning around 2010, many Satanists (i.e. Satan worshippers) in the United States began demanding the right to display their
hideous statues, icons, and practice their cult in public places. They did this especially in response to certain groups wanting
(with good intentions) to enshrine the Ten Commandments in public courtrooms, etc. (although the ten commandments were
already written on the U.S. Supreme Court). The Satanists successfully argued their cause, citing their “rights” provided by the
First Amendment to the Constitution. This happened as recently as August, 2018 in Arkansas. 257
Without a higher law, such as the Ten Commandments or the Catholic Faith, the principle of responsibility to the people will lead
to the pursuit of popularity and a lack of morals.
First Amendment: the popes allow for exceptions; Catholics are free to worship
Although multiple popes have clearly taught that Catholicism is supposed to be the official religion of all nations, yet they do make
one exception: when making Catholicism the official religion would cause greater problems in society than a separation of Church
and State does. For example, the people might revolt and bring on wars in trying to link Church and State.
Therefore, we are not claiming here that it was necessarily imprudent for the Founding Founders to propose this First Amendment,
given the situation. Most of the colonists on the East Coast were Protestant and vehemently anti-Catholic, and attempting to make
Catholicism the official religion of America would not only have been impossible, but almost certainly would have caused a greater
upheaval in society, and perhaps ending with the complete outlaw of Catholicism in the colonies. In such a situation, the common
good would require that at least for the time being, all religions could be given permission (not a right) of free practice. For Christ
warns us that in uprooting the weeds, we may destroy the wheat with it.
However, even though the situation in the United States was an exception to the papal teachings, still, the First Amendment, as
stated, cannot be taken as the rule; in fact, as a principle, the First Amendment is false and deadly. Thus the only way it can be
understood as in conformity with Church teaching is if it is considered a prudential exception to the general rule.
On the bright side, since our country was already mostly Protestant or Deist, if some heretical religion had been made the official
religion of our country, this would have prevented many Catholics from practicing their religion publicly, and thus prevented the
growth of Catholicism. With this Amendment, however, Catholics were at least allowed to worship publicly. The danger is that
because Catholics could practice their Faith, that they might begin to believe that somehow freedom for all religions is the optimum
situation. gain, it is not, as clearly stated by multiple popes.
Even after the passing of the First Amendment in 1791, many states continued to bar Catholics from holding public offices until
1806. New Jersey was the last to lift the ban as late as 1844.

Our next observation is not strictly an error in the Constitution itself, but on something that naturally followed from the elements
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penalties, cannot, by any possibility, be reconciled to the laws of morality, of Christianity, or of the land. 277
In his rather uneventful presidency, he saw the 363-mile Erie Canal dug, joining Lake Erie with Albany on the Hudson River. Thus
it opened the path for the settlement of the regions on the Great Lakes, such as Wisconsin and Michigan. The first railroad in
Baltimore was built in 1828. At first horses drew the cars, until soon after when steam engines replaced the animals. By 1840 there
were about 3,000 miles of railroad track in use. The construction of a series of roads and turnpikes extending out west was also
begun – one of these was the Cumberland Road from Maryland to western Illinois. The modern day Interstate 70 follows this route.
Adams also tried dealing fairly with the Cherokee Indians whose land the Georgians were infringing on. This anti-expansionistic
spirit did not sit well with the common opinion and served to turn the populace against him in the election of 1828.

Near the end of Adams’ presidency, Jacksonian newspapers spread rumors of corruption in Adams’ cabinet. By 1828 the public
opinion, especially from the poorer folk, was manifestly with Jackson. He was a man they could relate to, growing up in a little log
cabin on the frontier, and then afterwards becoming a national figure. With an overwhelming majority he won against Adams and
became our seventh president. His fans poured into Washington and slept on floors and tables in the open White House, waiting
for the inauguration. At the party following they smashed furniture and crockery, demonstrating their desire for a social revolution
against the Adams era.
At this point the distinction between Federalist and Anti-Federalist had become absorbed by the distinction between Democrat and
Republican. The true Federalists had died out, and Jackson split the Democrat-Republican Party, being himself the founder of the
modern Democrat Party.
Jackson immediately cleaned out the government of any aristocratic Adams fans, in the first year replacing 690 of them with his
cronies. This system of rewarding his friends thus became known as the “Spoils System,” named so from a senator’s comment
regarding Jackson: “To the victor belong the spoils of the enemy.” With his cabinet in place, he could now focus on his three goals:
to solve the Indian problem, to dissolve the Bank of the United States, and to annex Texas.

The “Five Civilized Tribes” in the Deep South278 – the Cherokee, Chickasaw, Choctaw, Creek, and Seminole – had been undergoing
a kind of cultural transformation begun by George Washington, in which they learned the ways of white men. The Cherokees, in
particular, settled on their land and grew vegetables, learned to write their language, owned black slaves, and even established a
democratic form of government. The U.S.’s relation to the Indians was an ambiguous one. Where the Spanish (and the French
more or less) treated the Indians as subjects of the King and therefore citizens, the U.S. gave the Indian the status of a foreign nation,
though not clearly defined. In all their dealings with the Indians, a solution was never reached and their relationship with the
government was always left vague. But the increasing encroachment from white men on Indian land gave a reason for making this
relationship more distinct. Most whites were not opposed to killing any Indians they found too close for comfort. For as Henry
Clay said, Indians are “essentially inferior to the Anglo-Saxon race…and their disappearance from the human family will be no
great loss to the world.”279 This “master race” attitude combined with the popular desire for expansion and Jackson’s greed for
land, induced Jackson in his first address to Congress to ask for the Indians’ banishment to the west side of the Mississippi. There
was no real reason in which Jackson had the right to do this. He tried to justify his policy by pointing out that their new lands were
simply an exchange for their current home. On May 28th, 1830, the House and Senate passed the Indian Removal Act. By it Jackson
was given authority to relocate the Indians across the Mississippi to the region about the Oklahoma-Arkansas border.
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The Creek, Chickasaw, and Choctaw tribes submitted to their fate. The Cherokee tribe, however, the most civilized of the five,

Figure 51. Map of the Trail[s] of Tears; Wikimedia.org

acted quickly on hearing the passing of the Act. They brought their case to the Georgia State Court, and from thence to the Supreme
Court. Chief Justice Marshall ruled the Indian Removal Act unconstitutional, and the court upheld the decision on three occasions.
Jackson is said to have furiously barked at Marshall: “John Marshall has made his decision; now let him enforce it.”280 After a
period of guerilla warfare between Cherokees and whites, General Winfield Scott with a force of soldiers invaded Cherokee
territory.
Families at dinner were startled by the sudden gleam of bayonets in the doorway and rose up to be driven
with blows and oaths along the weary miles of trail that led to the stockade. Men were seized in their fields
or going along the road, women taken from their wheels and children from their play. 281
About 13,000 Cherokee began the 1,000 mile journey during the winter of 1838. Many perished of starvation and cold; only 4,000
of them survived by the time they reached Tahlequah, Oklahoma. One of the survivors calls to mind the tribulations of that journey
in this passage:
One each day, and all are gone. Looks like maybe all dead before we get to new Indian country, but always
we keep marching on. Women cry and make sad wails. Children cry, and many men cry, and all look sad
when friends die, but they say nothing and just put heads down and keep on toward west…She [his mother]
speak no more; we bury her and go on.”282
For the Seminoles, Jackson kindly gave them the options of either abandoning their lands willingly or by force. They would do
neither, so that from 1835-1842 they waged a guerilla warfare with U.S. forces in the everglades, also with the help of their black
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While the Catholic Church was getting off its feet in the U.S.
and bishops like Hughes of New York were converting people
to the True Faith, the Church’s enemies were growing rapidly.
Protestantism had of course been entrenched in our eastern
cities since the foundation of the colonies. But it was in the
early 1800’s that a number of Protestant sects began sending
out serious “missionaries” to remote areas of the country to
spread their heresies. Methodists and Baptists were the most
successful ones. Reacting to the dark Calvinistic version of
Protestantism as well as rejecting the rationalism of the
Enlightenment, these circuit riders trekked from place to place
and set up locations with a central camp. After enough local
folk gathered around, the preachers would get up on a little
stage and then bellow and weep in turns before their audiences.
The people would then join in, as the preacher stirred up their
passions and emotions. Both slave and freeman would be
enraptured by their speech. Their preaching focused on the
individual man and his power to repent and do good, and less
on strict doctrine. Sadly, these missionary messengers of error
were very successful, and some Catholics apostatized. Many of
these preachers became mouthpieces of Northern folk who
were pushing for the abolition of slavery in the U.S., and thus
this poorly-named “Great Awakening” of false religions soon
became tied up with social reform movements.

Figure 61. Wikipedia.org
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Unit 3, Chapter One: GROWING DIVISION BETWEEN NORTH
AND SOUTH

As we watched the United States expand so quickly, it was apparent what diverse regions it encompassed. In general, Puritans
settled in the North, (most, but not all) slave owners in the South, Indians, French, and European immigrants in the Midwest, and
Mexicans in lands once part of Mexico. In the year 1850, however, political disagreement still centered on the question of allowing
slavery in the states. The roots for this dispute went deeper still – down to the difference between two almost incompatible ways
of living between the North and South. We have already commented on these differences when we compared the settling of North
and South by the English. Now after the progress of time and development, these differences were even more prominent. The
North’s economy was based on industry and cheap labor in the factories. Labor in factories was usually quite taxing and extended
for long hours. Some factories had “whipping rooms” where children-workers could be punished. For the poorer workers the pay
was often scarcely enough to feed their families. The worse cases of slavery in the South can aptly be compared with the worse
cases of factory life in the North. One newspaper account of such a life in 1836 well expresses its pains:
The operatives work thirteen hours a day in the summer time, and from daylight to dark in the winter. At half
past four in the morning the factory bell rings, and at five the girls must be in the mills…So fatigued…are
numbers of girls that they go to bed soon after receiving their evening meal, and endeavor by a comparatively
long sleep to resuscitate their weakened frames for the toil of the coming day.334
In such an economy money was the common denominator everywhere, so that banking was another necessary profession.
Agriculture was carried on by families for mainly private use, and any excess would go to the market. Those who found their soil
too rocky to bear fruit pushed west into Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Minnesota, and Iowa. In the North, instead of working to live, many
people lived simply to work. As Puritanism had always been a rejection of tradition and authority, many affected by these ideas
went further and began emphasizing the freedom of the individual. (Can you see the progress of errors? The Protestant Revolution
in 1517 with Martin Luther – which rejected the authority of the Pope, eventually led to rejection of all authority when it was
convenient to do so.) Politically, the North completely embraced the democracy that the American Revolution had issued in. At
the same time most northern state legislatures held the view that the Federal Government had more powers than the individual
states.
On top of all this, the harsh and gloomy Puritanical lifestyle dominated everywhere: leisure, recreation, and even smiling or laughing
was frowned upon, especially on Sundays when the “pious” Protestants went to their stern services and read the Bible. The Puritans,
hating Catholicism, Catholic customs, or anything that was remotely Catholic, had long since reduced the holydays and feast days
to the Sabbath, days of fast, or days of ‘thanksgiving’ for good harvests, etc. They, in fact, hated holydays and festivity so much
that they even abolished Christmas and Easter.
The national holiday of ‘Thanksgiving’ is pushed on Catholics
For hundreds of years the anti-Catholic Puritans had been privately celebrating their “thanksgivings” to replace the despised
Catholic holydays and saints’ feast days. But, it was a certain Protestant named Sarah Hale who crusaded tirelessly in the mid1800’s to introduce the national holiday of Thanksgiving as we now know it. In the magazine she edited, Godey’s Lady’s Magazine,
she evoked sentimental pictures of the Protestant dinner with the Indians in 1620. In a semi-pagan Puritanical spirit, Hale
exclaimed, “Well did that patriot divine, Rev. Charles Wadsworth, exclaim, in his last Thanksgiving sermon – ‘Thanks be unto God
for this American Pentecost! Never were the bonds of our beloved brotherhood so revealed in their strength! Never before did so
many sister States keep lovingly together this feast of harvest. It is the gathering of the one great household with offerings of praise
to the one common temple - the central Salem of peace- the God of love.’”335
Hale’s righteous crusade paid off. President Lincoln finally established Thanksgiving as a national holiday in 1863 as a political
move to help mend the broken North and South relationship. He established it as the final Thursday in November.336 Catholics as
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Unit 3, Chapter Two: THE CONFEDERACY
A newspaper in Missouri summed up well what was then on most Southerners’ minds:
Men at Washington think there is no chance for peace, and indeed we can see but little, everything looks
gloomy. The Crittenden resolutions have been voted down again and again. Is there any other proposition
which will win, that the South can accept? If not—there comes war—and woe to the wives and daughters of
our land; beauty will be but an incentive to crime, and plunder but pay for John Brown raids. Let our citizens
be prepared for the worst, it may come.357
Indeed, the Federal Government seemed to now be in the hands of those who determined to destroy the Southern economy by high
tariffs, and thereby force it to learn the ways of Northern banking and manufacture. To Southerners, the North was perceived as
the slow destroyer of the Constitution. Jefferson Davis accused the North of purposefully flouting the Supreme Court – “the ultimate
authority of constitutional questions” – in the Scott vs. Sanford decision. Lincoln also looked like a dangerous fellow to Jefferson
Davis, especially considering
… his [Lincoln’s] own distinct announcement that the Union could not permanently endure “half-slave and
half-free;” meaning thereby that it could not continue to exist in the conditions in which it was formed and its
Constitution adopted. The leader of his Party, who was to be the chief of his Cabinet, was the man who first
proclaimed an “irrepressible conflict” between the North and the South, and who had declared that
abolitionism, having triumphed in the Territories, would proceed to the invasion of the States. Even then the
Southern people did not finally despair until the temper of the triumphant party had been tested in Congress
and found adverse to any terms of reconciliation consistent with the honor and safety of all parties [the
Crittenden Amendment]
No alternative remained except to seek the security out of the Union which they had vainly tried to obtain
within it. The hope of our people may be stated in a sentence. It was to escape from injury and strife within
the Union, to find prosperity and peace out of it.358
Thus, on December 20th 1860, South Carolina’s legislature unanimously voted that “the union now subsisting between South
Carolina and the other States, under the name of the United States of America, is hereby dissolved. Alabama, Mississippi, Georgia,
Florida, Louisiana, and Texas rapidly followed suit. Seven states had now seceded from the Union (to ‘secede’ is to withdraw
formally from membership in a union or organization).

Faced with Southern secession, the Federal Government found itself in a situation similar to English King George III before the
Revolutionary War. In fact, an article in the newspaper The London Times observed that “the contest is really for empire on the
side of the North, and for independence on that of the South, and in this respect we recognize an exact analogy between the North
and the Government of George III, and the South and the Thirteen Revolted Provinces.”359
At the time of our Revolutionary War, the question was: could the colonies legally/morally claim autonomy, could they be allowed
to leave the British Empire while keeping its lands? Now, in 1860, there was a like problem: could the Southern states leave a
Union in which they had freely entered, and benefited from, without committing treason against the whole? Could this really be
for the common good?
In his inauguration address Lincoln argued that “perpetuity is implied, if not expressed, in the fundamental law of all national
governments.”360 For he took an oath to “preserve, protect, and defend” the Union. He also argued that if the Federal Government
is a merely by compact, as the South insisted, both parties would have to agree to its disunion for the compact to be dissolved. For
Lincoln, then, the states could not, and had not, really seceded and so he promised them that “the government will not assail you.
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You can have no conflict, without you yourselves being the aggressors.”361 This was on condition that the Federal Government
could keep its property and continue to levy its proper taxes. If the South did anything “aggressive,” then they would be treated as
rebellious citizens.
Lincoln also made it clear that any impending conflict would not be fought over slavery: “I have no purpose, directly or indirectly,
to interfere with the institution of slavery in the States where it exists. I believe I have no lawful right to do so, and I have no
inclination to do so.”362
However, when Lincoln asked a comedian friend what he thought of the question, his friend responded: “Well, sir, if secession be
a valid principle, then my sympathies are with the South; if not, I say, “God bless His Majesty!”363 In other words, either the South
had it right, or we were never right in the first place to revolt against King George, so we should still be giving our obedience to
him.
The Confederates, as we may now call those Southerners who left the Union to form their own government, did not act without
justifying themselves. They looked first to their own Founding Fathers, who didn’t merely secede but in fact rebelled against the
King by claiming his territory as their own. Those Fathers clearly laid down in the Declaration of Independence the false principle
that seemed to justify their action: “Whenever any Form of Government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the Right of the
People to alter or to abolish it, and to institute new Government.” Could not the Confederates appeal to this same principle their
country had adopted almost 100 years before? Besides, did not Lincoln himself say to the House of Representatives just 13 years
earlier that
Any people, anywhere, being inclined and having the power, have the right to rise up and shake off the existing
government, and form a new one that suits them better. This is a most valuable, a most sacred right, a right
which we hope and believe is to liberate the world.364

The Confederates saw secession as a Constitutional right. The Tenth Amendment stated clearly that “The powers not delegated to
the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the people.”
Since secession was not forbidden by the Constitution, it was reserved to the States. As Davis says, “Why was so obvious an
attribute of sovereignty not expressly renounced [in the Constitution] if it was intended to surrender it?”365 Jefferson has said the
same thing in the Kentucky Resolutions, where he wrote that the Founding Fathers
…constituted a general government for special purposes, delegated to that government certain definite
powers, reserving each State to itself, the residuary mass of right to their own self-government; and that
whensoever the general government assumes undelegated [that is, unconstitutional] powers, its acts are
unauthoritative, void, and of no force…366
This supported the Southerners’ position that it was the states primarily that possessed sovereignty, and that the Federal Government
existed only for special extended purposes. This is important from a Catholic perspective, because this brings to mind an exception
St. Thomas gives (recall in a previous chapter) which would allow for the possibility of deposing a king (in this case, the federal
government): namely, when there is already an agreement in place which specifies that the people can throw off the government’s
authority if x,y, and z conditions are met.
The Constitution itself only had binding power by being ratified by the states, not by the majority of the people. During the debates
before its ratification, Madison (who was a Federalist!) said, in answer to a question: “Who are the parties to the Constitution? The
people – but not the people as composing one great body; but the people as composing thirteen sovereignties…no State is bound
by it, as it is, without its own consent.”367 Madison had also repeated the same thing in one of the Federalist Papers, number 41.
As far back as 1806, when the question of incorporating Louisiana into the Union was being considered, Senator Plumer of New
Hampshire appealed to the possibility of secession: “The Eastern States must and will dissolve the Union and form a separate

361

Ibid.
(Douglas, 2004, p. 42)
363
(Matthew Anger, Peter Chojnowski, Rev. Fr. Kenneth Novak, 1996, p. 41 Vol. 3)
364
http://teachingamericanhistory.org
365
(Davis, The Rise and Fall of the Confederate Government, 1881, 1990, p. 145)
366
http://www.constitution.org/cons/kent1798.htm
367
Quoted in (Davis, The Rise and Fall of the Confederate Government, 1881, 1990, p. 105)
362

– continue below –

Lincoln would have no more of the slow moving techniques of Generals McDowell
and McClellan. General John Pope now assumed command of those armies and
initiated a reign of terror. Though he declared no soldier had the right to steal
Confederate property, he let them pillage Virginia houses and steal grain and livestock.
One Yankee officer complained that “the lawless acts of many of our soldiers are
worthy of worse [punishments] than death.”385
Lee determined to overturn the miscreant Union General Pope. Jackson was the first
to engage with his army, on August 9th at Cedar Mountain. After repulsing him there
he left for the Union supply depot at Manassas, which he burned after taking the
contents. Pope followed him, and both sides gained reinforcements, Lee joining
Jackson. On August 30th, on the same battlefield of First Manassas, the allied
Confederates forced Pope into a retreat toward Washington. The Battle of Second
Manassas or Bull Run, cleared Virginia of Union troops. Unlike Beauregard, Lee
wanted to continue pushing on to Washington. He knew that its capture would most
likely bring France or Britain into the war. However, Pope’s army was still in the way,
and Washington had been fortified.
The bloody battle of Antietam
What Lee did do instead was to strike a little less to the north: into Maryland. The
troops lustily sang Maryland, My Maryland as they crossed the Potomac. McClellan,
who replaced Pope, cautiously followed Lee, and passed up numerous opportunities to
Figure 70. Robert E. Lee
destroy the Confederate army. Finally, while he was encamped along the Antietam,
one of his soldiers found a sheet of paper with Lee’s battle plans, dropped by one his soldiers. McClellan resolved to attack the
next day, September 17th, which gave Jackson time to join up with Lee. The Confederate force of now about 45,000 faced the
Union army of 95,000. In one of the bloodiest battles of the war, the two sides fought to a draw, each losing more than 10,000 men.
Lee was forced to withdraw back into Virginia for more men and supplies. This battle appeared as a Union victory to France and
Britain who were eagerly watching, and were on the verge of intervention. Intervention did not look so appealing any more if the
Union was still holding out strong.

The “victory” at Antietam gave Lincoln the perfect chance to issue his Emancipation Proclamation which he had secretly been
planning for some time. The northern Congress was becoming more dominated by radical Republicans. In April of 1862, it passed
a law forbidding slavery in Washington D.C. and in the western territories, something that no abolitionists would have dreamed to
be possible before the Confederates’ secession. Previously Lincoln claimed that the war was fought to preserve the Union; but as
the war lengthened with thousands of casualties and no clear sign of victory on either side, this argument made less sense. Lincoln
himself liked the direction Congress was taking in abolishing slavery, and thought that in changing the war into a moral crusade
against it, he would galvanize the Northern spirit. If he offered freedom to the slaves, several additional advantages would accrue:
for one, Southern slaves might rise up in revolt against their masters. Besides, foreign aid for the Confederates would be less likely,
since they would appear all the more immoral, fighting to preserve slavery. On September 22 nd, 1862, President Lincoln on his
own authority as “Commander in Chief of the Army and Navy” issued as law that “all persons held as slaves within any State, or
designated part of a state, the people whereof shall then be in rebellion against the Unites States, shall be then, thenceforth, and
forever free.” That is, all slaves in rebellious Confederate territories are now free.
What is striking about his Proclamation is that first, according to its specification, it did not free any slaves in Union territory, not
even the border-states. This is surprising if Lincoln was opposed to slavery on principle. Rather, it seems more reasonable that
Lincoln used the freeing of the slaves as a means to strengthen the North, when we consider once again what he told the anti-slavery
editor Horace Greeley:
My paramount object in this struggle is to save the Union, and is not either to save or to destroy slavery. If I
could save the Union without freeing any slave I would do it, and if I could save it by freeing all the slaves I
would do it; and if I could save it by freeing some and leaving others alone I would also do that.386
Secondly, at least for the Confederates, the Proclamation had no authority in the areas intended to be affected. The Confederacy
was no longer part of the Union, and therefore no longer subject to its laws. Jefferson Davis called the Proclamation a “most
execrable measure recorded in the history of guilty man.” Irish and British journalists sneered, a British one pointing out that “the
principle asserted [in the Proclamation] is not that a human being cannot justly own another, but that he cannot own him unless he
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is loyal to the United States.”387 If it be contended that Lincoln considered the Confederacy as part of the Union, then it contradicted
the position he consistently held in his debates against Douglas.
As might be expected, Lincoln’s Proclamation had almost no effect in the South. Though many slaves were free to leave the
“contraband camps,” there was no slave insurrection in the South: most slaves stayed on their masters’ plantation. Even in the
Union, it was not received well. Desertion increased as men complained that they joined the army to defend their country, not to
free the Blacks. The Midwestern states were threatening to make their own peace with the Confederacy. In response to these
reactions Lincoln lifted the habeas corpus privilege throughout the North, with Congress’ approval. A total of 13,000 people were
imprisoned without habeas corpus throughout the war.

Back in Tennessee, General Braxton Bragg had gathered the Confederate forces again, and drove the Union army out of Tennessee
back into Kentucky. He was stopped at Perryville by Buell.
Even further west, the Confederates were also busy. They took control of Santa Fe and pushed their way towards California, where
there was hope of California forming a separate republic with Oregon and Washington. The hope was also to help fill the nearlyempty Confederate treasury with gold and silver from the western mines. But the Confederates had to guard against spreading
themselves too thin, on account of lack of supplies. In fact, near Santa Fe, a group of 1,300 Union volunteers came down from
Colorado. These volunteers were at first beaten back by the Confederates, yet they made a surprise night attack on the Confederates
at Glorietta pass (just east of Santa Fe, New Mexico). They destroyed most of the Confederate supplies, thus forcing them to
withdraw from the western plan. Union armies took back what the Confederates appropriated. In Missouri and Kansas, small bands
engaged in guerilla warfare, both sides committing atrocities against civilians.

Ambrose Burnside,388 now in command of the Army of Potomac, was leading an army of 125,000 to mount another invasion against
Richmond. In December, 1862, he reached Fredericksburg and made preparations to take the city. This gave Lee enough time to
take a commanding position on Marye’s Height, a steep hill above the city. On December 13th, division after division attempted to
take the Confederates, who sniped at the Yankees from behind a wall. Burnside was forced to retire the next day after about 10,000
dead or wounded.
Lincoln, displeased with Burnside’s suicidal tactics, installed General Joseph Hooker in his place. He developed an intricate plan
to destroy the straggling Confederate army once and for all. While General Sedgwick would lead an attack at Fredericksburg,
Hooker would come up secretly behind Lee, and the two armies would crush Lee between them. At first the two armies prepared
to surround Lee, but Lee challenged their plan by dividing his meagre force into two, leaving 10,000 to meet Sedgwick’s 40,000.
The remaining 50,000 he led to encounter Hooker, who was now at the crossroads of Chancellorsville. Jackson then proposed a
further strategy to Lee: while Lee kept half of his force in front of Hooker to distract him, Jackson would do a wide circuit around
Hooker and attack his right flank while he was not expecting it. On April 2 nd, Lee’s small force assaulted Hooker and kept him
preoccupied until evening. Just as the Union troops were sitting down to their fires, Jackson fell on them by surprise. He drove
them apart from the rest of the army towards Chancellorsville. As darkness fell however, amid the confusion of troops, some
Confederates heard a noise and mistook Jackson for a Union patrol. They fired at him, mortally wounding him in his hand and
arms. About a week later Jackson died, and Lee lamented over the loss of his “right arm.” However, the war had to go on, and the
next day Lee pushed Hooker out of Chancellorsville. Though Hooker still had enough forces to crush Lee, he was too apprehensive
to take offensive action. Lee also sent a division to aid the Confederates facing Sedgwick. There they held him for a while until
they finally drove him across the Rappahannock River. Lee was about to gather his army again to continue pursuing Hooker, when
Hooker himself withdrew to Falmouth. Though he lost about 12,000 men, this was one of Lee’s greatest victories. Lincoln was
disappointed to hear of Hooker’s defeat and the loss of 17,000 of his men.
Such news naturally exacerbated the problem of Copperheadism in the North. (Recall that copperheads were those in the North
who were sympathetic with the Southern cause.) Fewer and fewer volunteers were entering the Union army. Things did not
improve when in 1863, Congress authorized the President to enforce a conscription of 300,000 men. This in itself was enough to
cause riots in the cities, but the law also had a provision which seemed unfair to many: those draftees who could pay the government
$300 or find someone else to replace them, could avoid the draft. The poor Irish resented such a law, some attacking the draft
offices; while many rich men sent in their payment. Some even bribed poor Irishmen and Germans to fight in their stead.
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Encouraged by his success at Chancellorsville, Lee resolved to leave Fredericksburg and invade the North. He was banking on
moving towards Washington, so as to force Lincoln to call the Yankee armies from the west. The prospect of lush fields of produce
in southern Pennsylvania was also appealing to his hungry men. He let his men appropriate the necessary provisions, but forbade
looting and harassing private citizens. Most men obeyed, though some, with the memories of Northern pillaging in the Shenandoah
Valley still fresh in their memories, stole free Blacks. Lee said “I cannot hope that heaven will prosper our cause when we are
violating its laws.”389

Figure 71. Dead Union soldiers after the Battle of
Gettysburg

A small detachment under A.P. Hill rode into
the town of Gettysburg to find boots for
themselves. Several Union forces under Meade
and Hancock soon encountered Hill. From the
distance Lee heard the sounds of battle, and
Figure 72. Pickett's charge, painting by Thure de Thulstrup, retouched by Adam
ordered his whole army to converge on
Cuerden
Gettysburg. General Longstreet, the unequal
replacement of Stonewall Jackson, suggested
that they move behind the Yankees and take up a defensive position. Lee, however, wanted a direct attack on the enemy as usual.
By the morning of July 1st, 1862, 92,000 Yankees were facing 76,000 Confederates. Lee drew up plans, ordering Hill, Longstreet,
and Richard Ewell to attack different positions. The latter two were no “Stonewalls” either, and they lost several crucial
opportunities in their delays and failures to follow up. The next day George Pickett of Virginia arrived with 15,000 speciallytrained troops. Though Longstreet continued to enjoin Lee to leave off the attacks, Lee resolved to take Cemetery Hill, a key
position. Along the ridge of the hill the Union troops were hiding behind a wall. At the head of the assault would be Pickett. It
was begun by the Confederates opening their artillery on the Unions’. They answered back with equally thunderous roars.
Longstreet had failed to provide enough shells, and the Confederates soon found themselves unarmed. It was then when Pickett, in
a charge which history now calls “Pickett’s Charge”, rallied his men to enter the arena: “Up men, and to your posts! Don’t forget
today that you are from old Virginia!”390 This was the “high tide of the Confederacy” as it came to be called, for here was the
northernmost point they had reached. Pickett’s men began marching, and then the Yankees opened their cannons on them. Man
after man fell, but more rose to take their place. Only a small detachment was able to reach the wall under the withering fire. After
a few moments of hand-to-hand combat, the remaining Confederates fled to their lines. The battle of Gettysburg was over, leaving
over 50,000 casualties. Lee was forced to begin his sorrowful retreat back to Virginia.
On July 4th after the battle, the Catholic order of sisters known as the Daughters of Charity went to the field to tend to the wounded,
of both sides, and transport them to hospitals. A Civil War monument in Washington D.C. commemorates their work by a plaque
engraved with the names of 12 sisters of different orders.
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During this period, the Freemasonic movement continued to grow rapidly worldwide, including within the United States. “By the
time of the American Civil War, U.S. Freemasonry tripled its membership from 66,000 to 200,000 members in over 5000 lodges
nationwide.”425
The “Statue of Liberty”, completed in 1886, was designed by the high-ranking French Freemason and sculptor Frédéric Auguste
Bartholdi.426 The statue represents the pagan Roman goddess ‘Libertas’. It is just one of hundreds of similar statues erected around
the world427 since then, most of which are tied to Freemasonic or “Enlightenment” ideas in some way.
You may be certain that the false ‘liberty’ personified in these worldwide statues is
radically opposed to the true concept of human liberty taught by the Catholic
Church, which we have outlined in previous chapters (recall for example, Pope Leo
XIII’s excellent 1888 encyclical “Libertas”428). The “Statue of Liberty” was given
to the people of the United States as a “gift from the people of France”, who some
time before had overthrown and beheaded their Catholic king and queen in the
bloody French Revolution. They gave the statue to us to celebrate the centennial
(one hundred year anniversary) of the United States Revolution against England, in
which revolution Masonic France was of course very much allied with the U.S.
Also recall from a previous chapter that our “Declaration of Independence” and the
clearly anti-Catholic “French Declaration of the Rights of Man” were both written
in large part by Thomas Jefferson. The French and American governments – both
of them basically anti-Catholic and infiltrated by Freemasons-- truly had much to
celebrate in common.

The rapid growth of business could accurately be termed a race for the business
monopoly. Companies, investors, and entrepreneurs ruthlessly competed with each
other without any regulations. There were necessarily some who got the short end
of the stick. Competitors who waged their price wars too far could not pay their
employees, and therefore went bankrupt. Many railroad companies met such a
death, or else tried raising their prices to farmers and other customers. The “Panic”
or “Depression” of 1873 was one result. On the other hand, some eager companies
produced more than there was demand for, such that there was a surplus of products
on the market. Prices naturally fell. In such a climate, the small businesses were
doomed to fail or be absorbed by bigger ones who would buy them out. Trusts like
Rockefeller’s Standard Oil Trust, or tobacco and sugar trusts, were especially
powerful in eliminating weaker competitors.

Figure 81 The huge Lady“Liberty
Enlightening the World” statue in New York
Harbor. Notice the people standing at its
base, tiny in comparison. Someday, when
“all things are restored in Christ” (motto of
Pope Saint Pius X), perhaps such pagan
symbols will be replaced with a beautiful
statues of Our Lady, Queen of Heaven – who
will lead us to True Freedom.

This kind of economy, in which things are sold for profit is called capitalism. In other words, it’s a way for a few people to take
advantage of the fact that things are produced more quickly and cheaply when the steps in manufacturing are carried out as mass
production, as opposed to one person doing all the work. This profit is called capital. But even the workers benefit, because these
commodities become more widely available to them in such a society.
“The millionaires are a product of natural selection”429 as social Darwinist William Graham Sumner expressed the way in which
many businessmen justified their course of action. Only the shrewdest investors could survive in the competition between
capitalists. As Thomas Larson wrote in Frenzied Finance, many businessmen discovered that they could
…by the exercise of a daring and cunning of a peculiar, reckless, and low order, so take advantage of the
laws of the land and its economic customs so as to create for themselves wealth, or the equivalent, money, to
practically an unlimited extent, without the aid of time or labor, or the possession of any unusual ability
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state governments are numerous and indefinite. The former will be exercised principally on external objects,
[such] as war, peace, negotiation, and foreign commerce. The powers reserved to the several states will
extend to all the objects which, in the ordinary course of affairs, concern the lives, liberties, and properties of
the people.203
Alexander Hamilton was the most ardent spokesmen for the Federalist position. In the following he argues for its expediency:
There is an idea, which is not without its advocates, that a vigorous Executive is inconsistent with the genius
of republican government…[But] Energy in the Executive is a leading character in the definition of good
government. It is essential to the protection of the community against foreign attacks; it is not less essential
to the steady administration of the laws; to the protection of property against those irregular and high-handed
combinations which sometimes interrupt the ordinary course of justice; to the security of liberty against the
enterprises and assaults of ambition, of faction, and of anarchy…A feeble Executive implies a feeble execution
of the government. A feeble execution is but another phrase for a bad execution; and a government ill
executed, whatever it may be in theory, must be, in practice, a bad government.204
Underling this position is a principle more or less shared by the Federalists:
All communities divide themselves into the few and the many. The first are the rich and wellborn, the other
the mass of the people…The people are turbulent and changing; they seldom judge or determine right. Give
therefore to the first class a distinct, permanent share in the government. They will check the unsteadiness of
the second, and as they cannot receive any advantage by change, they therefore will ever maintain good
government.205
Such a claim is consistent with Pope Pius VI’s address to the French National Convention206 during the French Revolution. In this
address, he warns about giving too much power to the ignorant and erring masses of simple citizens; instead he argues that it is
better to keep a governmental structure more in line with how St. Thomas argues in On Kingship – a strong central authority, a
unifying principle such as one king which can more easily keep its eye on seeking the common good:
In fact, after having abolished the monarchy, the best form of government, it [the government] had transferred
all the public power to the people – the people which, guided neither by reason nor by counsels, from just
ideas on no points whatsoever, assess few things with accordance with the truth and evaluates a great many
according to mere opinion, which is ever fickle, and is ever easy to deceive and lead into every excess,
ungrateful, arrogant, and cruel…207
That is not to say the Federalists had no practical agenda. For them, a big central government meant a strong economy and the
support of big industries. Also, if the United States was to be the “city on the hill”, there must be a strong force that truly unified
the states.

Anti-Federalists like Samuel Adams, on the other hand, focused on the traditional independence and sovereignty of the individual
states, so that, in his words, “the good people may clearly see the distinction, for there is a distinction, between the federal powers
vested in Congress and the sovereign authority belonging to the several States, which is the Palladium [the protection] of the private
and personal rights of the citizens.”208 Elsewhere, Adams says it is necessary “to see a line drawn as clearly as may be, between
the federal Powers vested in Congress and the distinct Sovereignty of the several States upon which the private & personal Rights
of the Citizens depend.” Thus, Samuel Adams thought that in some way even under the Constitution, the states were still preserving
some of their sovereignty.
In his view, the Federal Government had the power to do only exactly those things which were reserved for it specifically in the
Constitution. The states on the other hand, could do everything that was not specifically prohibited in the Constitution. The AntiFederalists also had certain Catholic principles to support their views, such as the principle of subsidiarity. As we have seen before,
this principle states that all matters should be administered by the lowest and most local administrations as far as they are capable.
This Federalist / Anti-Federalist debate was nothing new. European countries and the Catholic Church had long before dealt with
these same issues many times. It also might seem to you strange that the popes have at one and the same time expressed a preference
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In fact, he promised that he would only run for two terms, a promise he later regretted.
Creation of the National Guard
In 1903, Roosevelt passed another act which took from the states another prerogative. Each of the state militias, which had formerly
been independent of one another, were now joined into a newly formed body called the National Guard. The militias would be
supervised and trained by U.S. Army officers, and receive Federal subsidies, though still under the control of each state. In return
the President was given the authority to mobilize the National Guard in case of rebellion or invasion. This act took away an
essential part of the states’ sovereignty – the force to act militarily as a sovereign body, answerable only to the rulers and
rules of that state.

Roosevelt went to work right away. He first reduced the hours of federal employees to 48 hours a week. Then, he turned towards
businesses. As he began, he targeted trusts simply on account of their size, but later also targeted those that were dishonest in their
policies. On hearing of the formation of the Northern Securities Corporation, a trust of separate railroads, he urged the court to
prosecute it on the grounds of the Sherman Anti-Trust Act of 1890. The Supreme Court upheld the decision to dismantle the trust.
Other trusts, including the beef trust, also fell under Roosevelt’s fire, such that he earned the nickname “Trust Buster.” By breaking
them up into two or more companies, the competition between the two would keep either one from monopolizing the market.
In 1903, Congress created the Department of Commerce and Labor which inspected interstate commerce, and thereby was a means
of breaking up “illegal” monopolies.
In a big strike among the coal miners in Pennsylvania, Roosevelt became personally involved in settling it. After much deliberation,
he threatened to send in federal troops to run the mines, a clearly unconstitutional move as he himself admitted. The owners were
therefore frightened into meeting the demands of their employees. In order to forestall future strife, Roosevelt installed Bishop
Spalding and a sociologist on the company’s arbitration board.
The people were so pleased with the way Roosevelt was smashing businesses, that in the presidential election for his second term,
he defeated his opponent more heavily than in any preceding presidential election. In his second term, however, Roosevelt found
it harder to convince Congress to pass Anti-Trust bills. However, he was able to push through Congress the Hepburn Act which
extended federal regulation over transportation companies other than railroads. It also ensured that the Interstate Commerce
Commission limited the prices that such companies could charge their customers.

Hand in hand with Roosevelt’s program of
stopping businesses, was his love of conservation
of nature. In his visits to the west he had been
impressed by the beauty of unspoiled nature. He
believed that certain exceptionally beautiful
locales should be set aside out of the grasp of
timber and mining companies. To set an example
to the country, he even forbade the use of
Christmas trees to decorate the White House.
With his urging Congress reserved a total of 150
million acres of federal land. This was the birth
of many of our National Park System, which
includes parks such as Yosemite, Crater Lake, and
Grand Canyon.
What beauty to be observed in our national parks!
Even though these national parks are enjoyable
and appreciated by U.S. citizens as well as
foreigners, not everyone thinks it is good that the
Federal government owns and controls these
Mirror Lake, Yosemite National Park, California
lands. These lands are, after all, within the States.
Should the Federal government have the right to
https://pixabay.com/photos/mirror-lake-yosemite-national-park-1884282/
declare certain lands beyond the control of those
States? In addition, the idea of federally owned national parks set the precedent for two things we see today: the unreasonable
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The Democratic Party was also in a similar position: it lacked a leader. Ever since the Civil
War it was the party of conservatives, ex-Confederates, and Irish. Now, though, after his
suddenly complete adherence to the Democrat platform, William Bryan was able to get
Woodrow Wilson nominated. Wilson was a professor who served as president of Princeton
University. His fame there (as a liberal) won him the governorship of New Jersey where he
showed himself an enemy of trusts and a friend to the people. As the Democrat nominee, he
thought businesses should run without regulations, but that “because the laws of this country
do not prevent the strong from crushing the weak,” anti-trust laws should by enforced
vigorously. At this point, there was little that distinguished the Republicans from the
Democrats.
The result of Roosevelt’s campaigning against his friend Taft was that the election fell on
Wilson by a great majority of electoral votes. This shift of the Progressive movement from
the Republicans to the Democrats signified that the Democrats would carry on the Progressive,
and therefore popular and more liberal views of government – a trend that we still see today.

Figure 87. Woodrow Wilson,
Wikipedia.org

In this section, we will only look at Wilson’s impact on the Federal Government. Nevertheless,
even here we may see that President Wilson was one of the most influential presidents of the
United States. Though he lacked Roosevelt’s charming personality, his academic eloquence and appeal to morals gave him a kind
of preeminence of his own. In his inaugural address, he hid his plans of government expansion under the pretext of the principle
that government is “at the service of humanity.” He said the first duty of law “is to keep sound the society it serves. Sanitary laws,
pure food laws, and laws deterring conditions of labor which individuals are powerless to determine for themselves are intimate
parts of the very business of justice and legal efficiency.”460 Though he called himself a Progressive, practically he spoke and
legislated more like a socialist. In this claim, he takes up a very socialist principle: “There is nothing private in America. Everything
is public; everything belongs to the united energy of the nation; everything is an asset of the nation.”461
Wilson was not afraid to use his power as president to the utmost, especially since he had Roosevelt’s example behind him. Wilson
said that the president can no longer be hidden “as a mere domestic officer. We can never again see him as the mere executive he
was in the [eighteen] thirties and forties. He must stand always at the front of our affairs, and the office will be as big and as
influential as the man who occupies it.”462
Once elected, Wilson got right down to business. One of the first innovations he put into practice was to address both the House
and Senate at the same time. He called Congress into session for unheard of periods of time, once for a year and a half. In the first
irregular session he convened, the Underwood Tariff was passed, lowering rates on foreign imports. Most importantly though was
the graduated income tax, which the Supreme Court before had struck down, and now attached to it as Amendment 16 to the
Constitution. In addition to the ceiling of 7%, there was an additional tax of less than 7% for incomes above $20,000. Corporations
were only taxed 1%. Now legalized as an Amendment, the Supreme Court’s previous decision was nullified.
As stated earlier, Karl Marx in his 1848 book Communist Manifesto proposed ten political goals for developed countries such as the United States.
One of those goals was a heavy federal income tax. Although the tax instituted by this 16 th Amendment was not heavy, it has since become so.
The highest federal tax rate in 1960 was 91%! Fortunately, in modern times, the highest federal tax rate was not that high, but for some it was as
high as 45% (almost one-half of one’s income due to the Federal government, not even counting the state taxes, and many other taxes). Another
goal of Marx was a free education for all children in government schools (i.e. a public school system). Today our free (tax-dollar payed) public
schools are for the most part godless and immoral and failing miserably at providing a solid education. Such schools are therefore the perfect
factories to produce citizens ready for communism.

Another concern that Wilson had was about the money supply. Ever since Andrew Jackson abolished the Bank of the United States,
the money supply had been inelastic – meaning that the amount available at any time at a given bank could not always adapt to the
demands of consumption and production in the surrounding regions. If a bank had lent out its allowance of funds, the customer
could do nothing about it. Allegedly this had caused some of the financial “panics” in the past.
One way to remedy this was to put the money under the control of the government, which would at the same time give extra
privileges to the government. However, most people hadn’t changed their opinion since Jackson’s time: they did not want a
centralized money supply like the Bank of the United States. But Wilson would still get his way, although by more subtle means
than Jackson had used: he divided the country into twelve regions and assigned a bank to each, all under the management of a
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private corporation deceptively called the “Federal Reserve Board”. This became law in 1913, when Wilson signed the Federal
Reserve Act. Technically the banks were still privately owned but controlled centrally by the Federal Reserve Board. The board
could control the circulation to and between banks, and its members were chosen by the president. The board also had the power
to print paper money at its discretion without federal permission, a clearly unconstitutional right given Article 1 Section 8. Thus,
in a financial crisis, ‘funny money’ could be printed and put into circulation. Although the Reserve was a private institution, it was
not taxed by the government. Congress quickly amended the Federal Reserve Act by stipulating that the printed money must be
redeemable in gold from the U.S. Treasury or Federal Reserve Bank. The government could effectively circulate the money by
getting loans from the Federal Reserve and spending the loaned money. Thus inflation and deflation could be induced by the
government borrowing more or less money from the Reserve, which we have long been experiencing since. For the time, though,
it seemed to bring about economic stability. Just three years later, America went from being a debtor to a creditor nation, and the
international gold exchange center was transferred from London to New York.
In the formation of the ‘Federal’ Reserve, Thomas Jefferson’s warning was duly ignored: “If the American people ever allow private
banks to control the issue of their currency, first by inflation, then by deflation, the banks and corporations that will grow up around
them will deprive the people of all property until their children wake up homeless on the continent their Fathers conquered.”463
Jefferson, for all his false Enlightenment ideas in other matters, was very correct here.

Wilson also aimed his fire against trusts. He eloquently persuaded Congress to pass the Federal Trade Commission Act and the
Clayton Anti-Trust Act, giving more power to the Federal Government to investigate and proceed against big businesses. Socialist
legislation included the Federal Farm Loan Act, providing low interest loans to farmers, and the Adamson Act, which forbade those
under 14 years of age from working in the factory, and ensured 8 hour days for international train workers. The Seaman’s Act of
1915 ensured that merchant marines received decent working conditions and proper wages. As a result of these acts, prices on
products rose to meet the strict demands of the act.
Thus Wilson simply followed the example of his predecessors Lincoln and Roosevelt in vastly extending the powers of the president,
and as a result, of the Federal Government. It wouldn’t be too much to say that in successfully breaking big monopolies, Wilson
built the biggest and virtually most unbreakable monopoly: the Federal Government .
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beyond its scope, or as of no practical benefit; or out of many forms of religion to adopt that one which chimes
in with the fancy; for we are bound absolutely to worship God in that way which He has shown to be His will.
Rome’s removal of Bishop Keane from the position of rector of the Catholic University also came as a surprise.

The Americanist controversy really exploded with the French translation of a book entitled The Life of Father Hecker. As a young
man, Hecker converted to the Catholic faith and was ordained a Redemptorist. He later founded his own order, the Paulists, who
focused on the conversion of non-Catholics in the United States. He published a journal which sadly showed that he had adopted
many Americanist principles without qualification – the same ones which his bishop friends accepted. He thought that the
individuality which all Americans enjoyed in the United States would lead to a further receptivity of the Holy Ghost, which he
hoped would be a “new phase” for the church. Hecker argued that:
The practical aim of all true religion is to bring each individual soul under the immediate guidance of the
divine Spirit…the Divine spirit acts as the interpreter and criterion of revealed truth by the authority of the
Church…Thus all religions, viewed in the aspect of a divine life, find their common center in the Catholic
Church.478
Hecker is completely wrong here; the truth of course, taught consistently for centuries by popes, Doctors, and Saints, is that all
other religions are false, and have little to do with the Catholic Church except that accidentally some of them have particular
teachings in common (e.g. Protestantism also teaches that Jesus is God).
Hecker hailed the “the form of government of the United States as preferable to Catholics above all other forms. It is more favorable
than others to the practice of those virtues which are the necessary conditions of the development of the religious life of man.”479
Archbishop Ireland warmly sustained Fr. Hecker: “Today we need the Christian gentleman and the Christian citizen. An honest
ballot and social decorum among Catholics will do more good for God’s glory and the salvation of souls than midnight flagellations
or Compostellan pilgrimages.”480 That is, Bishop Ireland claimed that the modern American Catholic can do more good by voting
for the right candidate and showing good manners than by performing penances such as those done through the ages by monks of
the holy monasteries or by making pilgrimages to sacred sites. Such was the mindset of these liberal bishops. Pope Leo likewise
addressed Bishop Ireland’s shocking words describing religious life as impractical.

Conservative American Catholics condemned The Life of Fr. Hecker, calling Hecker and his supporters “Americanists.” The French
priest Abbe Charles Maignen wrote a brochure, which received the imprimatur, exposing the doctrinal errors upheld in the
biography. Finally, Pope Leo had enough. He wrote the encyclical Testem Benevolentiae (“On Americanism”), especially to
Cardinal Gibbons himself. The pope stated that his purpose was “to suppress certain contentions which have arisen lately among
you to the detriment of the peace of many souls.” He exposed and condemned certain claims Americanists such as Cardinal
Gibbons himself were making. The pope wrote:
…[Americanists wrongly argue that] in order to more easily attract those who differ from her, the Church
should shape her teachings more in accord with the spirit of the age and relax some of her ancient severity
and make some concessions to new opinions. Many think that these concessions should be made not only in
regard to ways of living, but even in regard to doctrines which belong to the deposit of the faith. They contend
that it would be opportune, in order to gain those who differ from us, to omit certain points of her [Catholic]
teaching which are of lesser importance, and to tone down the meaning which the Church has always attached
to them.
Pope Leo seemed to have men like Father Hecker in mind when he said those men were in “manifest opposition to Catholic doctrine”
who held that
such liberty should be allowed in the Church, that her supervision and watchfulness being in some sense
lessened, allowance be granted the faithful, each one to follow out more freely the leading of his own mind
and the trend of his own proper activity. They are of opinion that such liberty has its counterpart in the newly
given civil freedom which is now the right and the foundation of almost every secular state.
Likewise, Pope Leo taught that there was no distinction between active and passive virtues, and that all virtues are proper for all
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times.
The bishops, externally at least, obediently accepted the Pope’s words. Almost all denied that such a heresy had ever existed,
though their very writings proved otherwise. Thus Americanism became known as the “phantom heresy.” Archbishop Corrigan,
on the other hand, agreed with Civilita Catholica in Rome that the heresy had a very real existence, and that the American bishops
were hiding their secret approval of Americanism.
It is hard to disagree with Corrigan when, on the death of Bishop Ireland, Cardinal Gibbons offered a eulogy on Ireland for doing
the very thing that Pope Leo XIII warned against: Gibbons praised him as a man “who had endeared himself to the American
people…without distinction of race or religion, the man who…more than any other…demonstrated the harmony that exists between
the Constitution of the Church and the Constitution of the United States.”481

Though the church hierarchy in
America was torn by the
Americanist
controversy,
evangelization was still carried
on elsewhere. Once the United
States acquired the Southwest
from Mexico (i.e. Arizona, New
Mexico, Texas), the immediate
problem for the Church was
how to restore the vigor of
Christianity to this vast area.
During the last 40 years, as
Mexico suffered from civil
strife, their priests and faithful
had been leading lax lives, and
churches fell into ruins. Pope
Pius IX selected Fr. John
Baptist Lamy, a native of
France currently working in
Ohio, to be bishop of this
territory. His right hand man was Fr. Joseph Machebeuf. A diocese was
established in Santa Fe. On arriving he found opposition from the clergy
there, especially from Fr. John Ortiz who had ruled absolutely as Vicar
General. Lamy brought with him a company of the Sisters of Loretto, who
braved hardships on the way, such as Indian attacks. Two sisters died on the
way from cholera. On their arrival in Santa Fe they revived a school for the
religious instruction of the young. While building a chapel there, they forgot
to build a stairway up to the choir loft, and there was no room in the finished
chapel for one. So they made a novena to St. Joseph for help. An unknown
carpenter appeared and built a miraculous spiral staircase without a central
support. To this day, the craftsmanship has been attributed to St. Joseph
himself.
In July of 1853, New Mexico received its own diocese, that of Santa Fe, and
Lamy was appointed its first bishop. John Shea sums up Bishop Lamy’s
work in his diocese near the end of his life:

Figure 89. Staircase in Loretto Chapel in Santa Fe,
New Mexico. The legend has it that the sisters of
Loretto had no stairway to reach the choirloft of
their new chapel and then one day a mysterious
carpenter appeared from the desert and proceeded
to build a marvelous spiral staircase, from a wood
not found in New Mexico, but indigenous only to the
Holy Land. There are no nails in the stairway and
no center support. The mysterious carpenter
disappeared as he had come, without anyone
knowing him or payment for his work. The railing is
a relatively recent addition (about 100 years),
because the sisters were afraid when climbing them
without a rail.
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Loretto_Chapel_
Miraculous_staircase.jpg This file is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 2.0 Generic license

He had now thirty-seven priests, and six ecclesiastics in minor
orders soon to be ordained, had built forty-five churches and chapels, holding from three hundred to a
thousand persons, repaired eighteen or twenty; that he had four houses of Sisters of Loretto, three of Brothers
481

(O'Connell, 1988, p. 518)

– continue below –

What the Indians needed was a mediator. This person came in the form of the Belgian
Jesuit, Fr. Pierre De Smet. A travelling missionary priest, Fr. Nerinckx (who worked
in Kentucky) had inspired young De Smet while in the seminary to adventure for souls
in the western United States. In 1838, Fr. De Smet set up his first mission for the
Potawatomie tribe in Council Bluffs, Iowa, where he also arranged a treaty between
them and the Sioux. His reputation of loving care went before him, such that the
Flathead Indians across the Rockies begged him to come to their assistance. In 1840
he offered the first Mass in Wyoming, and in 1841 established St. Mary’s Mission in
Montana, the first White settlement. Within two years he converted almost the whole
Flathead tribe to the Faith. In 1851 at the request of the U.S. government, Fr. De Smet
facilitated a treaty between the U.S. and multiple Indian tribes at Ft. Laramie,
Wyoming. This treaty was the first of many that confined the Indians to “reservations.”
These reservations were a way to temporarily pacify the Indians, in the hopes that they
would leave behind their nomadic lifestyle.
In 1851, the U.S. persuaded the Sioux to sell a vast region for only $3 million, to be
paid in annual subsidies. The catch was that more than half the down payment was
handed over to the traders and interpreters who helped with the treaty. Further, instead
of following De Smet’s advice to implement programs to teach the Indians how to farm
Figure 96. Fr. Pierre De Smet, Wikipedia
their land, the U.S. left these tribes without any aid, so that in their ignorance they
quickly misused the (roughly) 1.5 million from the sale. During the Civil War one of
their payments was even delayed. Without the necessary provisions and land to support themselves, the angry Sioux attacked the
neighboring Whites, killing about 1,000 of them. The U.S. turned to Fr. De Smet to mediate again. The two nations met at Ft.
Berthold in the Dakota Territory. Undaunted by the growing number of Sioux on the other side of the river, Father De Smet crossed
over and parleyed with them. However, when he discovered that General Sully was only out to punish the Indians, but not to honor
any promises, Fr. De Smet immediately stopped being an informal agent of the government. Sully went on with his punishment:
on Christmas of 1862, 38 Sioux men were executed.
In that same year, Fr. De Smet foretold sufferings that would befall the U.S. for its treatment of the Indians: “Heaven will mete out
justice to a country that permits such atrocities.” After the war had begun, he said “The civil war is in my opinion a punishment,
and alas, little is being done to propitiate heaven.”516
Later, in 1867, he gave the government a list of grievances on behalf of the Indians, begging the government to send honest agents
who could conduct a peace plan. Fr. De Smet orchestrated another treaty of Ft. Laramie in 1868, in which the U.S. conceded the
Black Hills of South Dakota to the Sioux and Cheyenne. The U.S. also promised to provide instruction and tools for those Indians
who wanted to learn agriculture.

Another occasion for war arose again though, when gold was discovered in the Black Hills. General Custer with a small force led
a “scientific” expedition into Cheyenne territory to confirm this, thereby breaking the 1868 treaty. Soon greedy speculators swarmed
into South Dakota, bringing the Sioux back on the warpath. Answering the demands of the people, in 1875 the government offered
to buy the Black Hills from the Indians. At first the Indians considered it, but revoked the idea when they were offered only a
meagre sum. When the U.S refused food subsidies for their not accepting the offer, their Chief and Medicine Man Sitting Bull
gathered other Sioux warriors around him, and vowed they wouldn’t sell the U.S. anything.
The Indian Bureau ordered all Indians to assemble at Ft. Laramie, Wyoming in the dead of winter, or else they would be considered
enemies of the U.S. Only one tribe was able to make the treacherous journey. Under this pretext of the other tribes disobeying
orders, Phil Sheridan took command of a three pronged invasion of the Sioux territory, which was intended to terminate at the
Bighorn and Yellowstone River junction. During the invasion General Custer, one of Sheridan’s subordinate generals, confidently
attacked an Indian village during the day, unaware that the village was empty and its 4,000 warriors were quietly hiding outside.
They all swept down on Custer’s force, and in the ensuing battle every single American man was killed, and their bodies stripped
and mutilated as other American forces soon reported. Eventually the Indians were confronted. Some of them, like Sitting Bull
fled to Canada, only to return later to reservations in the U.S. after being promised safety and security. He was not given it however;
after returning to America, he was first cast into prison, then was made to become part of Colonel Cody ("Buffalo Bill")’s Wild
West Show – a display piece, for the pleasure of American audiences.
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Civil war then ensued between Carranza and Villa. At first the U.S. supported Villa, but as his force slowly waned, Wilson switched
his support to Carranza. Villa saw this as treachery, and in order to provoke war between Carranza and the U.S., crossed the New
Mexican border and murdered 16 Americans. In return Americans murdered the first innocent Mexicans they could lay their hands
on across the border. Wilson stepped in by sending an American force under General John J. Pershing into Chihuahua, to capture
Villa. Villa knew his own countryside better than Pershing did, and so eluded Pershing’s scouring.
After General Obregon had finished his term as president of Mexico, a riot over who would succeed him almost enveloped the
country again in civil war. Obregon had rigged the elections so that his chosen successor, Plutarco Calles would gain the presidency.
The U.S. rushed aid to Obregon to crush the rebellion and ensure Calles’ victory.

Calles, an avowed atheist, became president of Mexico in 1924.
At first he favored socialist measures in dealing with schools and
land distribution. But after frequent meetings with the U.S.
ambassador Dwight Morrow, he began supporting a capitalism
favorable to the middle and upper classes, which would encroach
on the agricultural interests of the poorer people. Worse was his
treatment of the Catholic Church in Mexico. Since 1917, anticlerical laws had been in place, though not always strictly
enforced. According to some of these, religious ceremonies
could only take place in church, and religious buildings were
theoretically owned by the State. Under Calles every article of
these laws was stringently executed. A 33 rd degree Freemason,
he boasted “I have a personal hatred for Christ.”536 He wanted
his revolution to “penetrate and take hold of the minds of the
children and the youth because they must belong to the
revolution.”537 He seized orphanages and schools and fined
Figure 106. Taft, Calles, and Coolidge; Wikipedia.org
religious for wearing their garb. In July of 1926, he ordered all
priests to register with the government. By 1927, he had closed
83 monasteries. In 1924, many zealous Mexican Catholics had formed the National League for the Defense of Religious Liberty
(NLDR) which intended to reform the political constitution to make it friendlier to Catholicism. Now in 1926, their leaders decided
that the only way to save the Church was to organize an armed force to fight the Mexican federal soldiers who were determined to
destroy her. First, they decided to not buy anything but absolute necessities, and not to travel; these were both big cuts in revenue
for the government. With papal permission, the Mexican bishops put an interdict on the country, and for three years no public Mass
or church bell was heard in Mexico.
An interdict is the almost complete suspension of the liturgical and sacramental Christian life for a whole population, town, province, or region –
in this case, the entire country of Mexico. Such a punishment makes life very difficult for the common people (now deprived of the sacraments).
This effect is, indirectly, what the Church desires. In this case, the Mexican people were enraged against their Masonic rulers, making those rulers
think twice about their policies. Unfortunately, the stubborn Mexican President Calles did not change.
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At the same time, four Mexican emissaries went up north to make a
trip across the U.S., to ask the bishops to finance their fight on
behalf of Catholic freedom and for the Church. They were hopeful,
since earlier that year the American bishops had written a letter
sympathizing with the Catholic Mexicans, and the U.S. Knights of
Columbus had gathered a million dollars for the exiled religious in
Mexico. The experience these emissaries had in the States was
nevertheless surprising. While reading this account, you have to
sense the sarcasm of the author:
The four anticipated great success; Eamon de Valera
had successfully appealed to American Catholics against
Ireland’s oppressors, and they would do the same on
behalf of Mexico. But at their first stop, Corpus Christi,
[Texas,] the bishop rebuffed them with the comment that
people in his diocese didn’t like Mexicans. In Galveston,
Figure 107. One of the many Catholic priests and faithful
executed in the Mexican persecution under Plutarco Calles,
the bishop took a ten-dollar bill from his wallet and gave
the 33rd degree Masonic president of Mexico.
it to Rene, ending the interview. Houston, Dallas, and
Little Rock were much the same – they got twenty, thirty,
fifty dollars. Sleeping outdoors at night and eating as little as possible to economize, they believed the
northern states would be different – de Valera had succeeded there. The Archbishop of St. Louis was outraged
by conditions in Mexico as descried by Capistran Garza; he gave one hundred dollars [this is of course, a
jokingly small amount, even back then]. At the next seven stops – East St. Louis, Indianapolis, Dayton,
Columbus, Pittsburgh, Altoona, and Harrisburg – they got even less. In Columbus, the bishop expelled them
from his residence without even hearing them out. In New York, without warm clothing, they nearly froze.
Friends said Boston was promising. They went. There, Cardinal O’Connell examined their credentials
carefully and listened without interrupting. Then, in a fatherly tone, he urged Rene to suffer patiently the
trials God was sending and told him to urge those who had commissioned him to do likewise. He advised
Rene to get out of the whole business, to look for a job; he would be happy to give him a letter of introduction
to the Massachusetts Knights of Columbus, who might be able to help him find work. 538
As Bailey sums up, the “American bishops deplored the persecution in Mexico and extended hospitality to exiles and refugees; but
they drew back in horror from the suggestion that they help bankroll a rebellion.”539 Moreover, surely they would not wish to
support a rebellion which their country was fighting against. One exception was Archbishop Joseph Curley of Baltimore who “was
the most outspoken and militant prelate in America in the interwar years. Among the crusades he launched were those against the
anticlerical governments of Mexico and Spain.”540
Since the Catholic souls of the NLDR in Mexico did not have sufficient funds to wage an all-out war, they began guerilla combat.
Capistran Garza, the leader of the NLDR, ordered all men of the nation to action. The majority, of course, were the farmers and
peasants, though the lawyer and Catholic social worker Anacleto Flores also joined their ranks. He told his men: “I know only too
well that what is beginning now for us is a Calvary. We must be ready to take up and carry our crosses.” This sentence sums up
their goal – to fight for Christ the King and take Mexico away from its Freemasonic leaders.541 Their war cry – Viva Christo Rey!
– earned them the name Cristeros by the Federal Government. By early 1927, the Mexican government knew that Flores was the
mastermind behind the rebellion, and therefore searched him down. After he and his three friends suffered the tortures of whippings
and bayoneting in order to extract information from them, all of them were executed. Another famous martyr was Fr. Miguel Pro.
He was accused unjustly of planning an assassination of President Calles.
The almost 500 year history of Catholic Mexico has many such glorious stories; keep in mind that United States history is less than 250 years,
and we have never been an officially Catholic nation (as Mexico was when under Spanish rule).
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United States (later in the war)

Italy (first part of the war)

Figure 110 The modern-day Balkan States. Sometimes Turkey is
considered as part of the group. Map data © 2018 GeoBasis-DE/BKG (©
2009), Google, Inst. Geogr. Nacional, Mapa GISrael, ORION-ME

The U.S. took relatively little part in the actual fighting of World War I, but
its political influence under Wilson was quite great. The most important
thing to note is the attitude of the U.S. officials towards the European nations.
To better understand the significance of U.S. intervention in the war, we must
first look at Europe’s situation before the outbreak of the war.
In Teddy Roosevelt’s ‘Morocco intervention’, we saw hints that Britain,
France, and Russia were coalescing in an alliance against the alliance of
Germany, Austria, and Hungary. Italy adhered to the latter group in hopes
that it would acquire some portion of the failing Ottoman Empire (Islamicrun empire which included Turkey and parts of the Middle East). In the early
1900’s, Austria and Russia were both looking for control of the Balkan
States. After the Balkans finally became a part of Austria, they made an
attempt to leave Austria and join anarchist Serbia. In June 1914, a Serbian
nationalist killed Archduke Franz Ferdinand of Austria and his wife. Austria
was determined to punish Serbia for this offense. Serbia refused to execute
Austria’s strict ultimatum, resulting in Austria’s declaration of war against
Serbia. Russia, an ally of Serbia, declared war on Austria. Germany,
Austria’s ally, then began an invasion of France through Belgium. Since
Britain had promised to protect Belgium’s neutrality, she entered the war
against Austria. The nominal monarchs of these countries could only deplore
the international struggle they had all suddenly entered. The finest men of
each country rushed impulsively to their colors. Simmering before for
several decades, the feelings of nationalism would now find their outlet.
New deadly war weapons, like modernized machine guns and poisonous gas,
were supposed to end the war faster yet had the opposite effect.

Figure 111 Emperor Charles and Empress Zita –
excellent Catholic rulers

Photograph

by
Karl
Pietzner
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Charles_of_Austr
ia-Este_and_Zita_of_Bourbon-Parma.jpg
public

About two years after the beginning of the war, the long-lived Austrian
Emperor Franz Joseph died. The throne providentially passed to his
domain photo
grandnephew, Charles, and to his wife Zita. This saintly man humbly
accepted his new and great responsibilities as emperor. He was forced to
turn his attention to the war. He was not war hungry like the leaders of other
nations nor was he greedy for power. In his first declaration to the people as emperor, he promised he would “do everything to
banish in the shortest possible time the horrors and sacrifices of war, to win back for my peoples the sorely-missed blessing of
peace, insofar as this can be reconciled with the honor of our arms…”546 No other nation would heed his pleas however, to their
own detriment.
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– continue below –

UNIT 4:

AMERICA GROWS
STRONGER (1919 – 1973)

All rights reserved © 2015-2020 Christ the King Books, Inc.

Chapter : A New America Faces Depression

Page 252 of 368

Unit 4, Chapter One: A NEW AMERICA FACES DEPRESSION

Following their isolationist Congressmen who refused the Versailles treaty, the American people turned their eyes away from
Europe towards their domestic concerns. Big changes were coming to the people in America, and they could feel it. American
society was gearing itself for a moral revolution. To understand its causes, we must first begin with the Puritan extreme. Even at
the beginning of the 20th century, Puritanism still strangled many Americans. After the Civil War, fundamental Protestant groups
had been promoting a false morality under the form of abstinence from all alcohol. As early as 1874, Frances Willard began the
Women’s Christian Temperance Union. Its members preached to the owners of saloons about the evils of alcohol. Some would
even walk in saloons and smash the bottles of whiskey right before the owner’s eyes, to set an example. By 1919, the public view
on alcohol had fallen enough
that the 18th Amendment to the
Constitution was ratified, which
stated: “After one year from the
ratification of this article the
manufacture,
sale,
or
transportation of intoxicating
liquors within, the importation
thereof into, or the exportation
thereof from the United States
and all territory subject to the
jurisdiction thereof for beverage
purposes is hereby prohibited.”
The Volstead Act implemented
this act. Heretical preachers like
Billy Sunday rejoiced that all of
man’s troubles were now over.
There is no doubt that John D.
Rockefeller, the ruthless oil
Figure 118 Redondo Beach, California police officers posing with an illegal still they uncovered during the 1920s.
tycoon, heavily funded the
A still is a device for boiling water out of liquor, making the remaining alcohol much stronger. (Redondo Beach
prohibition movement, and was
Police Department photo)
largely responsible for that law
passing through Congress. But what was his motive? One theory runs thus: Henry Ford’s famous Model-T (the first car produced
on an assembly line, which you will shortly read about) may have been able to run on either gasoline (which of course, is derived
from crude oil – over which product Rockefeller had a virtual monopoly) or ethanol (produced from farmers’ corn – a source thus
independent of Rockefeller’s power). Rockefeller conveniently saw in the “moral crusade” of prohibition, a convenient way to cut
out what could become a major competitor to his business: ethanol. There is other evidence, however, that Rockefeller was
personally opposed to alcohol and that he himself did not drink.
Prohibition in fact had the opposite effect than intended. The large minority who quite naturally were still thirsty for a drink would
get it somehow, whether it was by turning the basement into a brewery, or even if it meant crossing into Mexico or Canada. Secretly
buying an illegal substance spoke of excitement to youngsters. In fact, these clandestine methods of procuring alcohol are precisely
what gave birth to a new business – the “bootleggers.” These men sold their drinks in “speakeasies” – hidden and solitary saloons
open only at night. Though the government was able to hunt down and close many of these speakeasies, there were only so many
officers the government could employ to enforce the law. In the big cities gangs started picking up the bootlegging trade. The
gangs often “bought off” (i.e. bribed) corrupt police men. The gangs worked so tightly that no evidence could be brought against
the members. Many gangs also opened gambling and prostitution houses. They became known as the Mafia, named after an Italian
gang on the island of Sicily off the coast of Italy. One notorious gang leader was Al Capone. He became head of one of the
bootlegging syndicates in New York. He was so successful that he made $60 million a year. When rival gangs tried to gain control
of the illegal market, Capone would send his minions out to fight them off. He orchestrated the bloody St. Valentine’s Day Massacre
in Chicago, but on account of his shrewd precautions, no evidence could be brought against him. It was only in 1931 that he was
finally jailed for failure to pay taxes, a relatively minor crime compared to his real activities.
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The Association penned illustrations showing
what often happens to ambitious women and
stressed the importance of a beautiful home
life. But, the feminists had already pushed
several states to give voting rights to women.
On August 18, 1920, the feminists scored a
great victory with the passing of the 19 th
Amendment to the United States Constitution.
Women were now granted suffrage.
In 1923, The National Women’s Party tried to
go further by passing the Equal Rights Act,
which would bestow civil rights regardless of
sex. Many of their members believed in such
a strict equality of men and women that they
were even opposed to laws protecting women
in the workplace. For them, this was itself a
kind of discrimination! We will see in later
chapters how feminism has exploded into an
anti-Catholic and immoral movement in the
20th and 21st centuries.

The postwar feelings of isolationism issued in
a revival of the Ku Klux Klan. Whereas the
previous Klan discriminated mainly against
Blacks, the new one extended hatred to all
foreigners, Catholics, Jews, and Communists.
A new song of theirs appeared in Michigan in
1920:
I’d rather be a Ku Klux Klan, In a
robe of snowy white,
Than to be a Roman Catholic, With
a robe as black as night.
For a Ku Klux Klan is an
American, And America is his
home,
While a Catholic owes allegiance
To a Dago Pope in Rome.578
[‘dago’ is a derogatory term for an
Italian]
Fights between Blacks and Whites escalated.
Between 1917 and 1919 riots shook Chicago,
Omaha, New York, and Washington D.C.

National Association Opposed to Women’s Suffrage illustration. Courtesy
Library of Congress

The Klan’s fear of Communism was part of a more widespread “Red Scare” that, in hindsight, was well founded. The atrocities of
the Bolshevik Revolution in Russia made many apprehensive that a similar occurrence could occur in the U.S. In 1919, thousands
of workers went on strike in Seattle. This led many to think this event was the beginning of a working class revolution. Later in
the same year bombs from unknown sources blew up in several cities, including Washington D.C. Many reacted by accusing
foreigners, socialists, and the Industrial Workers of the World. Two Italians, Nicola Sacco and Bartolomeo Vanzetti, were victims
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Figure 132 Lenin (Wiki Commons)

Figure 133 Stalin in 1942
(Wiki Commons) One of the
greatest murderers the world
has ever known, second only to
China’s communist tyrant Mao
Tse Tsung (Zdung / Zedong)

Figure 131 The Russian Royal Family (the Romanovs), brutally killed
by the communists in 1918 (Wiki Commons) Like most Russians, they
belonged to the ‘Russian Orthodox’, a heretical/schismatic cult.

During Lenin’s final years, another ambitious, ruthless man named Josef Stalin was slowly gaining power within the communist
regime. At Lenin’s death in 1924, Stalin succeeded him as absolute ruler. Stalin’s method of ruling was by means of fear; those
who did not cooperate, resisted, or did not produce had good reason to fear for their lives.
Through Stalin’s “5 year plan” to make Russia a great industrial power, Russia was able to increase her production rates almost five
times, so much so that she exceeded Britain in 1938. However, this came at the cost of terrible changes in Russian society. Stalin
forced 25 million peasants to move into the cities to work in factories. Anyone (whether government, military, family, or friends)
who offered him the slightest resistance, real or imagined, were exiled or made to work in the gulags.
Stalin’s method of obliging peasants to farm collectively, in order to increase efficiency, also proved disastrous. In an enormous
famine in Ukraine, at least 5 million died, though others say as many as 11 million. This famine was “officially denied” by Stalin
who meanwhile was exporting the little grain the country did produce instead of feeding its starving people. To discuss the matter
was considered “anti-Soviet propaganda.”648 It is estimated that a total of 25 million people died under Stalin’s regime, either by
execution, forced labor, or starvation.
Fast forward however to the 1950’s and 1960’s: the Soviet Union had an even more brutal leader named Nikita Khrushchev, who
killed so many people in these death camps – mostly Ukranians, including many Catholics – that he has been given the title “Butcher
of the Ukraine”.
The United States officially “recognizes” the murderous communist regime
During their terms as presidents, Harding, Coolidge, and Hoover had rightly only recognized the exiled Russian monarch as the
true leaders of Russia. Franklin Delano Roosevelt, however, shortly after coming into office in November, 1933 quickly recognized
the murderous Soviet Union as a legitimate government. This act of “recognition”, which established official political relations
between the United States and Russia, was a very important benefit to the communists, both in international approval and in
economic effects (trading, etc.). This recognition took place immediately after the enormous famine in Russia. FDR appointed
Laurence Steinhardt as ambassador to Russia. Steinhardt was one of the close advisors to FDR.
An interesting and important progression of dates to remember:

648

1517

Martin Luther’s
revolt against the
Catholic Church

This revolt stripped the Church of whole countries and hundreds of thousands of souls, but perhaps
even more important, ushered in an age of rebellion, individualism, free thinking which is responsible
for countless evils.

1717

The formation of
modern

In this year was established the first “Grand Lodge” of Freemasonry in London – although the ideas
behind Freemasonry (secret knowledge) had been present for hundreds of years prior to 1717.

C.f. Wikipedia

Chapter : Pre-war History

Page 68 of 368

influential Founding Fathers of the United States were great admirers of corrupted men like Voltaire and Rousseau. These
Founding Fathers went on to shape our laws – especially our highest set of laws called The Constitution.

While the English Colonies were growing, an organization was springing up in 1717 which especially embodied and helped to
spread the views of the Enlightenment. This organization was called Freemasonry. It is critical that you learn a little about it:





Because many of the U.S. Founding Fathers and other politicians were Freemasons; and even those who were not official
Masons often shared or sympathized with Freemasonic errors.
Because in non-Catholic countries such as the United States, the influence of the Freemasons is often more hidden, and
even enjoys esteem (Freemasonic organizations here often enjoy the reputation of being humanitarian, simple men’s club,
etc). Catholics in the U.S. therefore should be well informed, to be better able to recognize their influence.
Because Freemasonic influence on the U.S. is a historical fact: at the moment, the United States has more Freemasons than
any other country – over one million members (and it was as high as four million in the 1950’s) 131.
Because it is a firm and unchanging goal of Freemasonry to destroy the Catholic Church. As Pope Leo XIII says in his
encyclical Humanum Genus, the Freemasons “especially desire to assail the Church with irreconcilable hostility, and that
they will never rest until they have destroyed whatever the supreme Pontiffs have established for the sake of religion.”

After 1717, the lodges spread quickly all over Europe, perhaps as they were actively pushed by influential men. Despite their bland
and innocent-sounding claims, important Freemasons soon became known for their liberal and revolutionary views. The
Freemasonic motto is exactly the trio proposed by the bloody French Revolution: Liberty, Equality, Fraternity.

Freemasons falsely claim their cult is not a religion, and instead say that they only inspire natural virtue and a “brotherhood” between
all men. The truth is that Masonry is a religion, complete with an altar, candles, symbols, and rituals, mysteries, and references to
the Old Testament. Their society is a secret one: the members must swear not to speak of what happens during their meeting outside
the lodges. This is contrary to Christ’s words (Jn. 3:20-21): “For every one that doth evil hateth the light, and cometh not to the
light, that his works may not be reproved; but he that doth truth, cometh to the light, that his works may be made manifest, because
they are done in God.”
The French Freemason Émile Combes, who was the Prime Minister of France from 1902-1905, is a perfect example of this. At that
time in France, the Freemasons were especially active in trying to destroy the remaining Catholic spirit in France:
…[T]hey (the Freemasons) are all going to work to stop the priests from exercising an influence outside of
their churches…When, on the 10th of November 1904, the President of the Council, Emile Combes, put before
the office of the National Assembly his famous project of law on the separation of Church and State, the text
succeeded in accomplishing numerous other anticlerical directives, actions and measures, put to work since
1880. This time, one of them is going successfully: the concretizing of the great revenge of the Freemasons on
the Catholics.132

Much of what we know about Freemasonry is from those who have managed to escape the cult. Here is what one Irish
born Master Mason, Edmond Ronayne, later wrote about Freemasonry after leaving:
But Freemasonry “carefully excludes” the Lord Jesus Christ from the lodge and chapter, repudiates
his mediatorship, rejects his atonement, denies and disowns his gospel, frowns upon his religion
and his church, ignores the Holy Spirit, and sets up for itself a spiritual empire, a religious
theocracy, at the head of which it places the G. A. O. T. U. – the god of nature. The only living and
True God is [however] expelled by resolution…133
Another was the Frenchman Paul Copin-Albancelli, who left Freemasonry and became one of its most ardent
antagonists. He says that “the destruction of the state of a Catholic spirit was not all that we wanted,” but he also
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Figure 139 Pearl Harbor, as it looked in October, 1941- roughly two months before the attack. Besides the thousands of servicemen killed, many civilians were
killed in the attack. The seemingly small ships you see in the water are actually huge battleships, destroyers, and other military vessels. There were over 180
ships and other vessels in Pearl Harbor when the attack began. Twelve of these ships were sunk or severely damaged, with another nine also needing extensive
repairs. However, all but three eventually returned to service. About 300 aircraft were also destroyed by the Japanese on December 7th, 1941. Wiki Commons
https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/4/43/Pearl_Harbor_looking_southwest-Oct41.jpg Official U.S. Navy photograph 80-G-182874, now in the collections
of the U.S. National Archives. Also U.S. Navy National Museum of Naval Aviation photo No. 1996.488.029.051

Virtually all historians agree that FDR knew that a Japanese attack was coming. According to American Admiral Homer Wallin, a
Japanese message was decoded by the Americans on November 25:
The task force, keeping its movement strictly secret and maintaining close guard against submarines and
aircraft, shall advance into Hawaiian waters, and upon the very opening of hostilities shall attack the main
force of the United States Fleet in Hawaii and deal it a mortal blow. The first air raid is planned for the dawn
of X-day (exact date to be given by later order)… Should the negotiations with the United States prove
successful, the task force shall hold itself in readiness forthwith to return and reassemble.671
In any case, on December 6th, Roosevelt received a decoded message which explained that war was certain. The President received
the news calmly and did nothing.
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(Wallin, 1968, pp. 86-87)
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Now that the Allies occupied the Mediterranean, the U.S. and Britain
could aid Russia from the Suez Canal and the Persian Gulf. At the end
of November, the three Allied leaders met in person in Teheran, Iran,
to discuss the war’s progress. Churchill and Roosevelt both knew that
Stalin was more interested in increasing Russian dominance and the
spread of communism, and not as much in reaching agreements, but
Roosevelt was confident he could get what he wanted from Stalin: “I
think that if I give him everything I possibly can and ask for nothing in
return, he won’t try to annex anything and will work with me for a world
of peace and democracy.”689 During a dinner at the Conference,
Roosevelt shared jokes with Stalin, and reassured him by many friendly
gestures. At one point Stalin said it might be necessary to execute
50,000 German generals after the war. When Churchill strongly
objected, FDR jokingly quipped that it need be only 49,000. Churchill
angrily left the room. When things got down to business though, Stalin
made big demands: he wanted the Baltic states and East Poland as a
buffer zone. FDR agreed, and suggested a breaking of Germany into
five different parts. He also asked Stalin a favor: that this deal be
Figure 147. From left to right, Stalin, Roosevelt, and
hushed up until after the 1944 election. FDR wanted the votes of the
Churchill at Teheran; Wikipedia.org
Polish-Americans. Neither Churchill nor Roosevelt cared that this was
an outright betrayal of Poland. Britain had entered the war in order to
preserve Polish independence, and now Britain and her allies were giving it into the hands of a Communist dictator.
It also was clearly contrary to the terms laid out in the Atlantic Charter: “they desire to see no territorial changes that do not accord
with the freely expressed wishes of the peoples concerned” (as stated on pg. 280). It goes without saying that the Catholic Polish
people would not want Stalin the murderer as their leader?
Most certainly, the Atlantic Charter was no worry for Roosevelt. A few months after the Teheran meeting, in a press conference
on December 19, Roosevelt denied its very existence:
There isn’t any copy of the Atlantic Charter, so far as I know. I haven’t got one. The British haven’t got one.
The nearest thing you will get is the radio operator on the Augusta and on the Prince of Wales. That’s the
nearest thing you will come to it. It’s one of the things that was agreed to on board ship, and there was no
formal document. And the aides were directed to have the scribbled thing, which had a great many
corrections, some I suppose in Mr. Churchill’s handwriting, and some in mine, and some in Sir Alec
Cadogan’s handwriting, some in scraps of paper, some in Sumner Welles’s handwriting—and the aides were
directed to have it sent off to the British Government, and to the United States Government, and released to
the press. That is the Atlantic Charter. 690
So was the Atlantic Charter simply a ruse (a trick) to make Americans believe the high-sounding ideals behind another World War?

But still the war went on. Americans and British were still battling the Germans in Italy, and on June 4, 1944 American troops
marched into Rome. For the first time since 800, the Holy See in the Vatican had no allies. Meanwhile, the Allies were planning
a massive invasion of France. The U.S. built up supplies on the southern coast of England. The Allies sent out false air messages
to trick the Germans, stating that they would land in France at Pas de Calais, while they really intended to hit Normandy, France
which was less protected. About 2.8 million troops awaited the command of Eisenhower. Then, on June 6, 1944 – called D Day
in code – 600 battleships and 4,000 transports crossed the English Channel, supported by 11,000 planes. Before dawn 176,000 men
had landed, and then as the sun arose paratroopers were dropped onto the Normandy beach. After a week the 60 mile coastline was
occupied by 326,000 men and 50,000 war vehicles. This was the largest amphibious assault in history. The Germans put up a
fierce resistance but gave way by June 24, when Normandy fell into the hands of the Allies.
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http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=16483
All rights reserved © 2015-2020 Christ the King Books, Inc.

– continue below –

China falls to the communists
Communist forces were also vying for dominance in China; here the U.S. treatment of China
was also dishonorable. Throughout the World War, the anti-Communist Chinese ruler
Chiang-Kai-Shek had refused an alliance with Japan three times. FDR and Churchill had
promised at the Cairo Conference to return Manchuria to Japan; however at the Potsdam
conference, it was put in Stalin’s hands. In November of 1945, Truman tried to seal the matter
by telling Chiang to ally with the Communist Mao Zedong, who was leading a bloody
revolution in China at the time. In the U.S., State Department officials who were sympathetic
to the Communists slandered Chiang and called instead for a “strong, united, democratic,”
government under communist Mao. When Chiang refused to ally with Mao, the U.S. placed
an embargo on his government. This hurt Chiang, whose guns were inadequate. The Institute
for Pacific Relations in America, which had Communists Frederick Field and Alger Hiss on
its board, smeared Chiang as ‘‘cruel, corrupt, reactionary, inept, undemocratic and
unpopular’’ while the Communist-sympathizing and controlled media in the U.S described
Mao’s murderous forces as “agrarian reformers.”727 Meanwhile Russia was backhandedly
helping Mao by taking over northeast China. This gave Mao a base for his troops, as well as
access to many weapons left behind by the Japanese army. Later, the U.S. Congress agreed
to give Chiang arms, but the planes that arrived had no fuel and the guns were defective. By
Figure 160. Chiang-Kai-Shek A
1949, Chiang was forced to flee China and establish a new government on the island of
former communist (he was trained
Taiwan, bringing many of his followers with him. This meant that Mao could firmly establish
in Russia), who turned staunchly
his Communist regime in China. Mao even surpassed Stalin in the number of deaths he was
anti-Communist, and who strove
responsible for: 40 -70 million Chinese perished from starvation, labor camps, or executions.
to save China from communism.
Some even say he was responsible for 200 million. On account of the America’s failure to
He was betrayed by the U.S., and
apply the Truman Doctrine
China fell to the communists.
to China, the most populous
country in the world succumbed to the Communists.
China today still has a ruthless Communist regime, and thanks in
great part to the United States, has become one of the greatest
economic powers in the world. Even liberals in America are forced
to admit that China has a long history of severe human rights
violations, enforcing “one child families” (by immoral means).
Mao Zedong ruled China with an iron fist based on fear, until he
died in 1976, and his successors have not been any more clement.
One proof of this is that “Mao Zedong remains the most honored
figure in the Chinese Communist Party. At one end of historic
Tiananmen Square is Mao’s mausoleum, visited daily by large,
respectful crowds. At the other end of the square is a giant portrait
of Mao above the entrance to the Forbidden City, the favorite site
of visitors, Chinese and foreign.”728 It is especially sad that the
U.S. could have prevented China from becoming Communist, and
could have saved it from Communism even after they took over.
Figure 159 Chiang-Kai-Shek’s tiny island-refuge of Taiwan. Map
data copyright 2018 Google, SK Telecom, ZENRIN

Japan is rebuilt

General Douglas MacArthur was put in command of overseeing the
rebuilding of Japan. He saw it as his “duty…to carry to the land of our vanquished foe the solace and hope and faith of Christian
morals. He wanted to make Japan a “nation designed in the image of the West.” 729 In many ways, this was good: he ended the
secret police, distributed land to the peasants, and ended the pagan state religion, though it was replaced with nothing. But he
destroyed their system of government, making it democratic instead of monarchical. Under the Japanese Diet, as it was called,
abortion was legalized in certain cases. From then on the birth rate slowly decreased, encouraged by further immoral legislation.
Today, Japan has grown into an extremely modern nation, with one of the highest standards of living in the world. Its automobile,
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Communist-inspired brutality.” 745 The Communists also tried indoctrinating the captive American soldiers:
Political questioning and forced Communist indoctrination was constant, and the men were subjected to
physical abuse and other punishments when they refused to be receptive to the Communist propaganda. The
Communists utilized prisoners on numerous occasions for propaganda purposes and took posed pictures
purporting to show the comfortable life being led by the prisoners, an obvious distortion of truth and fact. 746
The Communists were prepared for a truce, but under the condition that their soldiers captured by the U.S. be returned to them. Of
course the Communists did not want the cruelty of their regime to leak outside. But almost none of the Communist prisoners in
American hands wanted to return home. The U.S., remembering the horrors of Operation Keelhaul, refused to force them back, as
the Communists had wanted. To his great shame, however, Eisenhower never demanded back some 900 American soldiers who
were then under Communist imprisonment. They never returned home.747 Finally, after Stalin’s death in 1953, the Korean
Communists gave in and signed an armistice according to the U.S.’s terms, on July 27, 1953. To this day a formal peace treaty has
not been signed. Stalin was succeeded as leader of the Soviet Union by Nikita Krushchev, whom we mentioned in an earlier
chapter, earned the infamous title of “Butcher of the Ukraine” for his mass murders.
North Korea remains Communist to this day, and as recently as 2017 and 2018, its dictator threatened nuclear attacks on America.

One of the most remarkable and frightening proofs of the deep Communist infiltration of the
United States (and the Catholic Church itself!) comes from the sworn testimony to U.S. Congress
by a former Communist Party official named Bella Dodd. Born into a poor Italian family which
emigrated to New York, she made use of her natural intelligence to become a lawyer. She was
interested in social issues, especially the bad effects of fascism. She eventually joined a liberal
teacher’s union, and came into contact with a persuasive Communist who convinced her to join
the Communist Party. She worked diligently for years, passing laws favorable to Communist
interests and goals. She grew in power, finally becoming an open and public Communist leader.
After some internal disputes, the Communist Party eventually expelled Dodd.
Her frightening testimony to U.S. Congress
Dodd’s story would not be so interesting if it just stopped here; there is much more. Although
Dodd had been baptized Catholic in Italy, she of course abandoned the Faith during her years with
the Communists. In 1952, she re-entered the Church, rejected her errors, and repented of the great
harm she had done to Church and State. She became a zealous Catholic, and vehemently anti-Communist. She was asked to
testify before a televised hearing of the U.S. Senate Internal Security Subcommittee about widespread Communist Party infiltration
of labor unions and other institutions. Eventually she testified before the U.S. House of Representative’s “Un-American Activities
Committee”. In both of these Congressional testimonials, Dodd gave lengthy and detailed information about the extent of
Communist infiltration in the U.S. government at all levels. She named many names.
Her even more frightening expose of Communism inside the Catholic Church
As important as our nation is, it is incomparably less important than the Catholic Church, the Bride of Christ whose duty it is to
lead all souls worldwide to heaven. Dodd knew well that the Communists hated the Catholic Church, and were doing all they could
to weaken and negate the Church’s influence worldwide.
An article in Christian Order magazine748 recounts how Dodd and her associate, Douglas Hyde, revealed the plan for Communist
subversion of the Church:
Ex-Communist and celebrated convert Douglas Hyde revealed long ago that in the 1930s the Communist
leadership issued a worldwide directive about infiltrating the Catholic Church. While in the early 1950s,
Mrs. Bella Dodd was also providing detailed explanations of the Communist subversion of the Church.
Speaking as a former high ranking official of the American Communist Party, Mrs. Dodd said: "In the 1930s
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power: liberal and anti-Catholic media of this sort regularly whitewashed liberals, communist sympathizers, and
immoral men while smearing those who promoted Catholic and loyal American causes.
Such was the situation in the U.S. leading to the 1960’s when the Vietnam War broke out.

From about 1965 – 1973, our American military was directly involved in a war with North Vietnamese Communists, who in turn
were directly supported by Communist China and the Soviet Union. Thus, America was in effect fighting three communists powers.
In spite of unbelievable skill, bravery, and sacrifices by our military, our government eventually allowed South Vietnam to fall
to the Communists. About 58,000 Americans died in this war fighting against the continual menace of Communism – which is
still alive and strong today but hidden to most.

Timeline of the Vietnam War:








1880’s: France takes control of Vietnam. The pagan population is introduced to
Catholicism on a much larger scale than before (the Catholic Church already had
a small presence in Vietnam since the 1500’s). In spite of France itself being a
Masonic country (thanks to the French Revolution of 1789), many French
missionaries, priests, and nuns arrive. Schools are opened; churches, convents, and
monasteries built. By the 1960’s, the Catholic Church has a stronghold in
Vietnam. A segment of the native population however, does not convert, and
clings stubbornly to the ancient superstitious sect of Buddhism.
Early 1950’s: Communism is a growing movement in Vietnam, thanks to
infiltration and propaganda from Vietnam’s Communist neighbor, China (as well
as the Soviet Union). The North Vietnamese Communists defeat and expel the
Catholic French in a horrible and bloody slaughter.
1954: Vietnam is divided into two countries by international agreement:
Communist North Vietnam (deceptively labeled as a “democratic republic”), and
the non-Communist country of South Vietnam.
1955: The Catholic Ngo Dinh Diem is elected president of the free South Vietnam.
1960: JFK is elected president in America.

Figure 167 The division of Vietnam, by
the 1954 Geneva Conference
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/1954_Gene
va_Conference#/media/File:French_Ind
ochina_post_partition.png GFDL
license
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leading authority on the war answers:
“In the public mind, the anti-war movement could be rolled into that violent juggernaut of social unrest that
seemed to tear at America’s social seams – racial strife, hippies, demonstrations, drugs, the sexual revolution,
the Black Panthers [a Black terrorist group] – they all seemed to come together at some point. If [in the
1960’s and 1970’s you were] confronted with a long haired, craze-eyed individual, you did not know if you
would be facing a lecture about the war, a sales pitch for drugs, an impassioned speech about the evil U.S.
government, or perhaps an attack by someone whose mind had been eaten away by powerful drugs, while he
was enjoying draft deferment in college, maintaining perpetual college status so as to be ineligible for the
draft. Here’s an unpalatable truth from someone who fought in Vietnam [Jennings himself]: … Many people
in the anti-war movement preferred the excitement of protesting [often in college-organized demonstrations]
over [the boredom] of attending classes; or they preferred the pleasure of hanging out with the free drugs and
[the impure] folks … [Being against the war] was an easy and fun way to flatter yourself and your moral
superiority over your parents…; but it took some moral fortitude and plain old physical courage … to put on
a uniform and head out and defend the people of South Vietnam.” 801
To make it worse, our military at the same time suffered insults, disrespect, and outright lies from liberals all across the U.S. –
foremost from the major media, Hollywood movie stars (most notably Jane Fonda), and ever-increasingly liberal college
“professors”, who sat aloof in safety on college campuses, spreading nonsense about the situation in Vietnam. Soldiers killed in
action, whose bodies were flown back home, sometimes had their funerals interrupted by activists chanting against U.S. involvement
in the war. But it was not only certain naïve students and liberal college professors who were against the war; older people –
especially women - were very anti-war.802 Perhaps the older women had enough of wars occurring through their lives.
There were indeed two blights, on the otherwise outstanding service of our military, in Vietnam which the liberal American media
made full use of:
“One was the senseless slaughter of civilians in March 1968 at the village of My Lai by the 1st platoon of
Charlie Company, 1st Battalion 20th Infantry, 11th Light Infantry Brigade, 23rd Infantry Division (America).
The other was the murder of 16 noncombatant women and children by five U.S. Marines of Bravo Company,
1st Battalion, 7th Marines, 1st Marine Division, at a village named Son Thang-4, southwest of Danang, on
19 February 1970. In both cases there was a court martial [a military trial], and in both cases the accused
[soldiers] were found guilty. … But while these egregious crimes have been trotted out at every opportunity
by the anti-war movement, very little attention was paid to the horrendous atrocities committed by the North
Vietnamese Army and the Viet Cong on their own people. One of the end results of the 1968 Tet offensive was
the [revengeful and] deliberate roundup and murder of as many as 5,000 South Vietnamese civilians--doctors,
teachers, lawyers, businessmen--by the NVA/VC during the periods that they held territory. The most
widespread atrocities occurred in the Imperial city of Hue. There alone the Communists killed over 3,000
South Vietnamese. This behavior was not widely reported by the press, and either ignored by the anti-war
movement at best, or justified by them as necessary in a socialist revolution. Additionally, not much of a fuss
has been made over the intentional murder of American civilians (including missionaries and USAID workers)
captured and murdered by the North Vietnamese. U.S. POWs did not fair any better. Those that were not
murdered were systematically tortured by the North Vietnamese. Although these atrocities qualify as war
crimes under the Geneva Convention, the lunatic fringe of the radical left condones those acts as ‘justifiable’.
”803
Jane Fonda, Hollywood actress, aids, praises, and encourages the communists
As already stated, the American press and Hollywood did all it could to whitewash the North Vietnamese crimes and communism
in general, and to dissuade Americans from supporting the war. Here is just one example, of many we could give:
So who were the visible and angry protesters? Surely the most visible would be actress and political activist
Jane Fonda. Her actions during the Vietnam War defined her for most Americans. For those few who don’t
know—she supported the enemy. There really is no other way to put it. She traveled to Hanoi [capital of
communist North Vietnam], called American soldiers “war criminals,” thanked the Russians for supporting
the North Vietnamese, posed for photos sitting in a North Vietnamese anti-aircraft battery, and dismissed
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communists: they could keep 150,000 Communist troops in South Vietnam – a fatal mistake. The North Vietnamese never had
any intention of abiding by a peace agreement – no matter what the terms said – and instead viewed any agreement as a
way to rebuild their strength after America had completely left. The South Vietnamese president knew this and begged the
U.S. to not allow the 150,000 Communist troops to remain and not to leave South Vietnam unprotected. Nixon, however, withdrew
the last remaining U.S. troops and reassured the frightened South Vietnam that we would quickly respond militarily if North
Vietnam ever broke the treaty.
It is undeniable that the U.S. won the Vietnam War. When the treaty was signed,
North Vietnam’s military was almost completely destroyed, and it was forced to
withdraw its troops (except the 150,000) from the South. As of 1973, South Vietnam
had a functioning government and was a free and independent nation. The sad facts
are that the Communists never intended to abide by the peace treaty, that they shortly
after re-invaded, and that we did nothing to stop them. These facts do not change the
actual situation on January, 1973 when the peace treaty was signed.

Get the U.S. out of the U.N.!
Could Nixon and Kissinger have been ignorant of Communist China’s
murderous history? Or of Brezhnev’s iron grip on the Soviet Union?
Supposedly in order to put pressure on North Vietnam, Nixon catered to
these, the two largest and most brutal communist regimes. His visit to China
shocked many decent Americans who knew China’s complete unworthiness.
Nixon’s administration also encouraged and supported the proposal that
China be admitted as a member of the U.N. Both of these moves had the
following disastrous consequences:
1.
It is painfully clear that the Soviet Union, China, and North Vietnam
never had the intentions of keeping the Vietnam War peace agreement. The
North Vietnamese Communists, supplied by the Soviets and China, captured
South Vietnam just two year’s after Kissinger’s celebrated “peace talks.”
We gave prestige to China and the Soviets by a presidential visit, allowed
China into the U.N., expelled our great ally (Taiwan) out of the U.N., but
these were vain attempts to encourage China and Russia to distance
themselves from North Vietnam. Did Nixon not understand that you cannot
trust Communists?

Figure 176 The headquarters of the U.N. in New
York City. The twisted gun barrel supposedly shows
how effective the U.N. is at stopping war.
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/Category:Headquarter
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01233325).jpg

2.
Even more importantly, China’s (and the Soviet Union’s)
membership in the U.N. has since then been very effectively used by these rogue nations to manipulate international law and affect
U.S. interests. In order to understand this, first recall from a previous chapter that in 1945 the United States was primarily
responsible for creating the U.N. We then housed it (its headquarters are in New York) and made ourselves a member, thus
endangering our great country’s independence in subjecting it to the higher decisions of a godless international organization. This
organization claims to be the highest human power, that is, its member nations must abide by its decisions. Think deeply about
that. It is not our president, Congress, or Supreme Court, but the United Nations, which has now the highest ruling authority! In
general, if the U.N. makes a law, the U.S. must abide. This is important, because the U.N. is not just a bunch of old, stuffy diplomats
writing documents which mean nothing. No! Its member nations must generally abide strictly by these laws or suffer some
punishment. The U.N. also has its own military called the U.N. Peacekeeping Force. This force, answerable only to the U.N., is
what officially does the “police-keeping” operations – although the U.N. has failed miserably to keep world peace since it was
founded. Sister Lucy, one of the seers at Fatima, knew and fervently urged for Heaven’s solution—the consecration of Russia to
Mary’s Immaculate Heart – to bring World Peace.

