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Karl Keating defends Catholicism from fundamentalist attacks and explains why fundamentalism
has been so successful in converting "Romanists". After showing the origins of fundamentalism,
he examines representative anti-Catholic groups and presents their arguments in their own
words. His rebuttals are clear, detailed, and charitable. Special emphasis is given to the
scriptural basis for Catholic doctrines and beliefs.
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AfterwordAppendixBibliographyNotesPrefaceFew orthodox Catholics can imagine themselves
leaving their religion for another. If, in the disorientation that comes between sleep and
wakefulness, they imagine changing their spiritual allegiance, they see themselves waving a
fond farewell to Rome (“Well, it was almost what we were looking for”) and walking but a short
distance to something Romelike.They may see themselves turning to Eastern Orthodoxy,
perceived as a haven from modern religious travails, or to Anglo-Catholicism, still a lure for the
romantic and for readers of Pusey, Keble, and the early Newman. Or they may see themselves
withdrawing from the active practice of religion, remaining “culturally Catholic,” honoring the faith
of their upbringing in the breach and the perhaps twice-yearly observance (to placate spouse
and children). To convert to mainline Protestantism, or to collapse into agnosticism, does not
occur to them even in nightmares, and outright atheism is for crackpots and sour old men. They
can contemplate only a slight shift—that, or a life of undistinguished lapsarianism.What few
practicing Catholics can imagine is that they might chuck Catholicism for something like
fundamentalism, to which they are not drawn at all. Still, they know that people of their
acquaintance, people from their own parishes, have made the transition, and are seemingly
none the worse for wear. These former Catholics function the same way on the job, cavort with
their children at the same parks, and shop at the same malls. They seem largely unchanged by
their newfound faith.Despite that, their conversion is taken as a betrayal because it is a denial. A
change to Eastern Orthodoxy or Anglo-Catholicism is more an adjustment than a real switch;
even becoming a lapsed Catholic makes sense, since it is a matter of letting spiritual indolence
take control. But fundamentalism? To embrace it is to reject Catholicism outright, because
fundamentalism does not just modify, but discards, the sacramental and liturgical core of
Catholicism. One might as well subscribe to an obscure Eastern cult. To most Catholics, that
would be just as sensible.This lack of sympathy with the bare possibility of conversion to
fundamentalism may be one reason the fundamentalist problem is misunderstood by Catholics.



After all, it is hard to understand something that is not taken seriously. But the allure of
fundamentalism should be taken seriously, if for no other reason than that hundreds of
thousands of Catholics have taken it so seriously in the last few years that they have joined
“Bible-believing” churches. Many of them have become not just non-Catholics, but anti-
Catholics, because such an attitude is the natural result of the logic of their position. They
perceive a duty to bring into “real Christianity” the family and friends they left at Mass, and bring
them in they have. In this they have not been left to their own devices. Hundreds of organizations
and thousands of individuals work to introduce Catholics to fundamentalism, and each year they
distribute millions of books, tracts, and recordings. They have been remarkably successful, and
their techniques and arguments are worth examining.First, though, a few words about what not
to expect. What follows will be no thorough review of fundamentalism as a whole and still less of
Protestantism. The focus is on that part of fundamentalism actively engaged in anti-Catholic
work and on the issues brought up in that work. Just as fundamentalists form a subset of all
Protestants, so actively anti-Catholic fundamentalists are a subset of all fundamentalists. It is the
tireless workers in the anti-Catholic fields who are profiled here, and even then there is room to
consider only representatives of the movement and only some of their charges.Do not expect
this book to discuss what it is not meant to discuss. (There is little more frustrating for a writer
than to be accused of badly handling a topic he had no intention of discussing anyway.) The
focus is on those fundamentalists, whether blessed with notoriety or with anonymity, who try to
convince Catholics to forsake Rome and on the arguments they make against Catholicism.
Many of the best-known fundamentalists do not fall within this purview because they act
irenically, making common cause with Catholics on social and political matters and never using
terms such as “papist”, or “Romish”, or “Jesuitical”—terms that are giveaways for active anti-
Catholics.Keep in mind that when we try to locate fundamentalism on the religious spectrum, we
run into all sorts of terminological confusions. What popularly goes by the name may be
considered one wing of evangelicalism. In fact, the theology attributed to fundamentalists in this
book can be attributed to many self-described evangelicals who are put off by fundamentalism’s
reaction to the Catholic Church. It is easy to find people who call themselves evangelicals, who
disdain fundamentalists, who are reasonably friendly with Catholics (even allowing us the title
Christian), yet whose theological beliefs are indistinguishable from those of strict
fundamentalists. Millions who shun the label are theologically fundamentalists.For convenience
—or out of discomfort in being bracketed with people who get a bad press—they choose a
looser label. And loose it is. Evangelicalism is a spectrum. At one end it merges, even coincides,
with strict fundamentalism; at the other it fades into mainline Protestantism, which is to say,
religious liberalism. It is a matter of convenience that the term fundamentalist is used in these
pages. There appears to be no adequate alternative. “Evangelical” is too broad; “conservative
evangelical” is too awkward; “Bible Christian” implies that no other Christians base their faith on
the Bible.In covering anti-Catholic activity among fundamentalists, a writer cannot please
everyone, Catholic or fundamentalist. Sometimes he cannot please anyone. Each reader will



lament that something was left out, something was given too much attention, or something was
given the wrong emphasis. “Why did he skip the one important point?” people will ask. “Why is
this group omitted?”The United States boasts (if that is the proper word) hundreds of anti-
Catholic organizations. Only a few can be profiled here. Little-known organizations headed by
little-known anti-Catholics have been given as much space as their well-known counterparts
because most anti-Catholic groups are small, though their cumulative effect is large. Even then,
it is not so much the groups that are examined as their arguments. The selection of arguments
has not been entirely arbitrary, although it may appear so to the reader unable to find a
consideration of the one that most interests him. Opponents of “Romanism” throw countless
accusations against the Church. There is hardly space to list them all, let alone space to refute
them. Far better, surely, to look at a sampling, stating the anti-Catholics’ positions, so far as
possible, in their own words and leaving room for what are intended to be adequate, although
not complete, Catholic rejoinders.The first part of this book deals with “professional anti-
Catholics”, fundamentalists who earn their livelihoods by attacking the “Whore of Babylon”. In
the second part representative issues are dissected. The final chapters give advice in practical
apologetics (what to do, what not to do) and in the intellectual preparation necessary for fruitful
apologetics work.Chapter 1Background to ControversyThe story of fundamentalism may be
viewed in three main phases.1 The first lasted a generation, from the 1890s to the Scopes Trial
of 1925. Fundamentalism emerged as a reaction to liberalizing trends in American
Protestantism. Under a separatist impulse and influenced by millennialism and
dispensationalism,2 it broke off, but never completely, from evangelicalism, of which it may be
considered one wing. In its second phase, after what many considered a crushing defeat at
Dayton, Tennessee, it passed from view but never disappeared and never even lost ground.
Finally, fundamentalism came to the nation’s attention again a generation ago, and it has
enjoyed remarkable growth since.Not counting quasi-Christian sects such as the Mormons and
Jehovah’s Witnesses, fundamentalism has experienced the greatest growth, in percentage
terms, of any type of Christianity. Converts have included the previously unchurched and
dropouts from other denominations. What has been surprising is that Catholics comprise a
disproportionate share of the new recruits. The Catholic Church in America claims about a
quarter of the country’s inhabitants, so one might expect about a quarter of the converts to
fundamentalism to have been Catholics at one time. Indeed, a reasonable expectation might be
for an even smaller share, since people already in a church tend to remain through inertia, while
the unchurched have fewer ties to keep them from conversion. Yet in many fundamentalist
congregations a third, a half, or even a majority of the members once gave allegiance to Rome.3
This varies around the country, of course.Fundamentalist churches in the South claim few
converts from Catholicism because there never have been many Catholics there anyway. In
parts of the Northeast and Midwest, where Catholics are more numerous, one finds former
Catholics making up a majority of some fundamentalist congregations. In the Southwest, with a
high Hispanic population, whole congregations consist of former Catholics. As many as one out



of six Hispanics in this country is now a fundamentalist. So great and so rapid has the exodus
been that only twenty years ago one could find almost no Hispanic fundamentalists.Although
present-day fundamentalism is mainly American4 and is, as a movement within or alongside
evangelicalism, rather new, many of its leaders speak as though it has been a well-formed, if
often hidden, whole since the days of Christ. At the least, many people, both inside and outside
fundamentalism, think it is unalloyed Reformation religion. This impression is bolstered by
professional anti-Catholics, who speak and write like the Reformers they admire. They have
steeped themselves in Calvin’s Institutes or Luther’s Works, and they use the diction of the
sixteenth century. Writings of their opponents are called “epistles of straw” (Luther’s label for the
Epistle of James). They throw around the term “Antichrist” with abandon, as though it were a
talisman. Whatever they dislike is “blasphemous”, even if the matter at hand has nothing to do
with blasphemy. And the histrionics of their pulpit orations give unhappy credence to
stereotypes. (Yes, some fundamentalist preachers really do thump Bibles.)Despite such
appearances, fundamentalism’s connection to the Reformation is not as clear as
nonfundamentalists might think or as fundamentalists might hope. The direct historical link is not
only obscure, but nearly absent. In recent years fundamentalism has received a considerable
press, and people realize it is resurgent, but many also think it has been around for centuries
and has only recently achieved notoriety. Not so.True, there long have been people who have
been, say, strict Calvinists, and fundamentalism is nothing if not Calvinistic. Yet until a lifetime
ago fundamentalism as we know it was not a separate movement within Protestantism, and the
word itself was unknown. People who today would be called fundamentalists were then just
Baptists or Presbyterians or whatever; they did not perceive themselves as belonging to a
religious faction within Protestantism, a faction that transcended denominational lines. In the last
decade of the nineteenth century there arose issues that made them start to withdraw from
mainline Protestantism, so that today, while their descendants may still be Baptists or
Presbyterians or whatever, they are first fundamentalists, even if they shy away from that term
and adopt one that has not been so abused by the secular media.The issues that first divided
fundamentalism from the remainder of Protestantism were the Social Gospel, a liberalizing and
secularizing trend within Protestantism; the embrace of Darwinism, which seemed to call into
question the reliability of Scripture; and the higher criticism of the Bible that came out of
Germany. New thinkers attempted to synthesize secularism and Christianity and did so by giving
up Christianity, or so the conservatives thought. In reaction to these trends early fundamentalist
leaders united around several basic principles, but it was not until the publication of the series of
twelve volumes called The Fundamentals5 that the movement received its name.The basic
elements of fundamentalism were formulated almost exactly a century ago at the Princeton
Theological Seminary in Princeton, New Jersey, by Benjamin B. Warfield, Charles Hodge, and
their associates.6 What they produced became known as Princeton theology, and it appealed to
conservative Protestants who were concerned with the Social Gospel movement.Between 1909
and 1915 the brothers Milton and Lyman Stewart, whose wealth came from oil, underwrote The



Fundamentals, a series of twelve paperback books. The preface to the volumes explained their
purpose: “In 1909 God moved two Christian laymen to set aside a large sum of money
[$300,000] for issuing twelve volumes that would set forth the fundamentals of the Christian
faith, and which were to be sent free to ministers of the gospel, missionaries, Sunday school
superintendents, and others engaged in aggressive Christian work throughout the English-
speaking world.” Three million copies were distributed. Each volume contained seven or eight
essays. Aside from studies of strictly doctrinal matters, there were attacks on modern biblical
criticism, critiques of scientific theories, personal testimonies, commentaries on missionary work
and evangelization, and accounts of heresies. The last category included essays on
“Catholicism: Is It Christian?” and “Rome, the Antagonist of the Nation”.7There were sixty-four
contributors, including scholars such as C. I. Scofield, compiler of the Scofield Reference Bible;
“W. J. Eerdman and his son, Charles; H. C. G. Motile, Anglican bishop of Durham; James M.
Gray, dean of the Moody Bible Institute; and Warfield himself. They included Presbyterian
ministers, Methodist evangelists, editors of religious periodicals, professors, even an
Egyptologist.8 As Edward Dobson, an associate pastor at Jerry Falwell’s Thomas Road Baptist
Church, put it, “They were certainly not anti-intellectual, snakehandling, cultic, obscurantist
fanatics.”9The fundamentals identified in the series have been tallied variously, some listing as
many as fourteen points. Most commentators agree on at least these five: (1) the inspiration and
infallibility of Scripture; (2) the deity of Christ, including his Virgin Birth; (3) tire substitutionary
atonement of his death; (4) his literal resurrection from the dead; and (5) his literal return in the
Second Coming. Dobson writes, “Although some have expanded this list to include such issues
as a literal heaven and hell, soulwinning, a personal Satan, and the local church, nevertheless
the doctrinal character of fundamentalism still centers around the five fundamentals
listed.”10The books were noticed by many who were unsympathetic to the views expressed in
them. On May 22, 1922, Harry Emerson Fosdick, himself a theological liberal, preached on the
subject “Shall the Fundamentalists Win?” He used the title of the books to designate the people
he was opposing, and the label stuck. He was not, though, the coiner of the word. That honor
goes to Curtis Lee Law, who, in an editorial for the New York Watchman-Examiner of July 1,
1920, defined “fundamentalists” as those “who mean to do battle for the fundamentals”.11This
at least explains how the name of the movement came into being. The movement itself has a
more confused origin. It had no one founder, nor was there a single event that precipitated its
advent. Fundamentalist writers—especially those who write against the Catholic Church—insist
that fundamentalism is nothing but a continuation of Christian orthodoxy, which prevailed for
three centuries after Christ, went underground for twelve hundred years, surfaced with the
Reformation, took its knocks from various sources, and was alternately influential and
diminished in visibility. According to its partisans, fundamentalism is what remains after the rest
of Christianity, if it can be granted the title, has fallen into apostasy.The real history of
fundamentalism is more prosaic. It is mainly an American phenomenon influenced by British
evangelicalism, and it would be difficult to trace its antecedents beyond the Great Awakening of



the 1720s, by the end of which, two decades later, perhaps a third of the adults in the Colonies
had undergone a religious conversion. The Great Awakening might be credited with making the
larger number of Americans consciously religious, and a widely spread religious sense meant a
fertile ground for what would come to be called fundamentalism.Most commentators look to the
nineteenth century for fundamentalism’s origin. That century saw the steady dividing of
American Protestantism, as first one disaffected group split from its denomination, then another.
For example, the Methodist revival of 1866, held on the centenary of the establishment of
Methodism in America, culminated in the Holiness Camp Meeting of Vineland, New Jersey, a
year later, and that culminated in schism, with the Holiness Churches splitting off from
Methodism, which itself had split off from Anglicanism.It was the nineteenth century that saw the
rise of millennialism and dispensationalism, closely allied beliefs. The former refers to the literal
thousand-year reign of Christ on earth (see Rev 20) and is usually accompanied by a propensity
for interpreting scriptural prophecies as referring to present or imminent historical events—in
recent years, the Cold War and the status of Israel. The varieties of millennialism are numerous,
there being no party line on the matter among fundamentalists. There is little agreement about
when the Second Coming will occur—will it be before or after the millennium?—and less
agreement on how to understand what many acknowledge to be predictions about the
immediate future. A century ago, millennialism was chiefly known for the frequency with which its
proponents gave precise, but unfailingly wrong, dates for the end of the world. Millennialists are
more circumspect today.Dispensationalism was a theory developed by John Nelson Darby (1800
—1882), founder of the Plymouth Brethren. Darby divided history into dispensations, or eras, in
which God dwells in different ways with different people. Dispensationalists distinguished
between Israel and the Church—one God’s earthly people, the other his heavenly people. The
distinctive phrase of their movement was “dividing the word of truth”. This referred to deciding
which parts of the Bible refer to Israel and which to the Church.The present era was considered
the “time of the Gentiles”, in which Israel suffers as it awaits the fulfillment of biblical prophecies.
These prophecies are to be fulfilled beginning at the Rapture, when the “saints” will be taken
alive to heaven. The Rapture immediately precedes the Tribulation, which cleanses the world in
anticipation of Christ’s reign. Darby’s writings influenced C. I. Scofield, and today many
fundamentalists receive their instruction in dispensationalism from The Scofield Reference
Bible.Neither millennialism nor dispensationalism figures much in disputes between Catholics
and fundamentalists, although many of the latter, along with many evangelicals, are preoccupied
with such notions, as evidenced by the popularity of books such as Hal Lindsey’s Late Great
Planet Earth. Complaints about Catholicism seldom refer to peculiarly fundamentalist or
evangelical doctrines; the focus is almost always on peculiarly Catholic doctrines. For their part,
Catholics take little interest in millennialism, although it intrigued their ancestors at the turn of the
eleventh century, and even less in dispensationalism, which has never intrigued any of
them.Fundamentalists regard the Bible as the keystone of their faith. Their understanding of
inspiration and inerrancy comes from Benjamin Warfield’s notion of plenary-verbal inspiration,



meaning that in the autographs all of the Bible is inspired and the inspiration extends not just to
the message God wished to convey, but to the very words chosen by the sacred writers. For
many fundamentalists, particularly those not of an intellectual bent, this reduces to the dictation
theory of inspiration—the human authors were mere stenographers, their only task being to
record what the Voice said. This, of course, implies not only a Bible free from error, which is also
the orthodox Catholic position, but also a Bible free from ambiguity and, often, symbolism, one
in which the words are taken in the plainest sense, which often means the sense they would
have if taken out of context. (An exception is John 6, where the Eucharist is promised. This
chapter is never taken literally by fundamentalists, but is by Catholics.)The key problem with
fundamentalists’ understanding of the Bible is that they have no rational grounds for what they
believe. That sounds harsh, but it is true, and fundamentalists admit it. As E. J. Young says, “If
the Bible is not a trustworthy witness of its own character, we have no assurance that our
Christian faith is founded upon Truth.” He argues that refusing to make the Bible alone normative
is to embrace “results which are hostile to supernatural Christianity”.12 The Bible must be
accepted as the sole rule of faith because any other position leads to the abandonment of
Christianity, and that, as Churchill might say, is something up with which we will not put. We
believe the Bible to be true, say fundamentalists, because to adopt any other position is to deny
the truths in which we otherwise believe. It is not hard to see that this position has seldom
appealed to the intellectually demanding, since the implication is that it would be salutary to
accept even a wrong understanding of the Bible so long as basic Christian truths, whatever one
thinks they might be, are protected.Although the doctrines of the inspiration and inerrancy of the
Bible come first to the tongue of most fundamentalists, the logically prior doctrine is the deity of
Christ. For the Catholic, his deity is accepted either on the word of the authoritative and infallible
Church or because a dispassionate examination of the Bible and early Christian history shows
that he must have been just what he claimed to be, God. Most Catholics, as a practical matter,
use the first method; many—the apologist Arnold Lunn13 was a good example—use the second
while not denying the first. In either case, there is a certain reasoning involved. For the
fundamentalist the assurance of Christ’s divinity comes not through reason, or even through faith
in the Catholic meaning of the word, but in a different way.As Warfield put it, “The supreme proof
to every Christian of the deity of his Lord is in his own inner experience of the transforming
power of his Lord upon the heart and life.”14 One consequence of this has become painfully
clear to many fundamentalists. When one falls into sin, or when the ardor that was present at
conversion fades, the transforming power of Christ seems to go, and so might one’s belief in his
deity. It is one thing to say that belief should so manifest itself in Christians that people will say,
“See how they love one another.” It is something else to posit the truth of Christ’s divinity on the
constancy of human holiness and spiritual consolations. This accounts for many defections from
fundamentalism. The dark night of the soul, which visits many, results in jettisoning the
fundamentalist position, and often what is embraced is not another brand of Christianity, but a
vague agnosticism.As an appendage to the doctrine of the deity of Christ, and considered



equally important in The Fundamentals, is the Virgin Birth. (Some fundamentalists list this
separately, making six basic doctrines instead of five.) One might expect the reality of heaven
and hell or the existence of the Trinity to be next, but the Virgin Birth is taken as a vital belief,
since it protects belief in Christ’s deity. One should keep in mind, though, that when
fundamentalists speak of Christ’s birth from a virgin, they mean a virgin only until his birth. Their
common understanding is that Mary had later children, all those disciples referred to as Christ’s
“brethren”.In reaction to the Social Gospel advocates, who said Christ gave nothing more than a
good moral example, the early fundamentalists insisted on their third point, that he died a
substitutionary death. He not only took on our sins; he received the penalty that would have
been ours. He was actually punished by the Father in our stead.On the matter of the
Resurrection fundamentalists do not differ from orthodox Catholics. Christ rose physically from
the dead, not just symbolically. His Resurrection was not a collective hallucination of his
followers or something invented by pious writers of later years. It really happened, and to deny its
actuality is to deny Scripture’s reliability.The most disputed topic, among fundamentalists
themselves, is the Second Coming. If there is agreement, it is only on the point that Christ will
physically return to Earth. When that will be is up for grabs. Premillennialists say it will be before
the millennium, the thousand-year reign. Postmillennialists say it will be after. There is little
consensus on just what the millennium itself will be. There are also disputes about the Rapture
and the Tribulation. With respect to the latter, there is widespread disagreement on its nature
and its timing with respect to the millennium. Some think it is around the corner, with the
Russians playing the role assigned to the northern power in Daniel.15 Others say it is in the
distant future. If Catholics may be called partial to St. Malachy’s prophecies about the Popes and
to the three secrets of Fatima, fundamentalists may be termed absorbed in chronicling the Last
Days, the only difficulty being that no two major commentators agree on what will happen or
when.Such are the five or six main points discussed in the books that gave fundamentalism its
name. They are not necessarily the points that most distinguish fundamentalism today. One
rarely hears much discussion about the Virgin Birth, for instance. Of course, there is no question
about fundamentalists believing that doctrine (but not the perpetual virginity of Mary), but to the
general public, and to most fundamentalists themselves, fundamentalism has today a somewhat
different emphasis.First to catch one’s eye is the fundamentalists’ reliance on the Bible to the
complete exclusion of any authority wielded by the Church. The second is their insistence in a
faith in Christ as personal Lord and Savior. “Do you accept Christ as your personal Lord and
Savior?” they ask. “Have you been saved?” This is unalloyed Christian individualism. The
individual is saved without real regard to a church, the congregation, or anyone else. It is a one-
to-one relationship, with no mediators, no sacraments, just the individual Christian and his Lord.
The Christian knows when he has been saved, down to the hour and minute of his salvation,
because his salvation came when he “accepted” Christ. It came like a flash, never to be
forgotten, the way it came to Paul on the Damascus Road.In that instant, the fundamentalist’s
salvation was assured. There is now nothing that can undo it. Without that instant, he would be



doomed. That is why the third most visible thing about fundamentalists is their evangelism. If
sinners do not undergo the same kind of salvation experience fundamentalists have undergone,
they will go to hell. Fundamentalists perceive a duty to spread their faith—what can be more
charitable than to give others a chance for escaping hell?—and in that they have been
successful.Their success is partly due to their discipline. For all their talk about the Catholic
Church being “rule-laden”, there are perhaps no Christians who operate today in a more
regimented manner. Their rules—mainly nonbiblical, one might add—extend not just to religion
and religious practices proper but to facets of everyday life. (Strictures on drinking, gambling,
dancing, and smoking come to mind.)16 What is more, fundamentalists are intensely involved in
their local congregations.Many people returning to the Catholic Church from fundamentalism
complain that as fundamentalists they had no time or room for themselves; everything centered
around the church. All their friends were members; all their social activities were staged by it. Not
to attend Wednesday evening services in addition to one or two services on Sunday, not to
participate in Bible studies and youth groups, not to dress and act like everyone else in the
congregation—these immediately put one beyond the pale, and in a small church (few
fundamentalist churches have more than a hundred members) this meant ostracism, a silent
invitation to worship elsewhere.Many of the influences that have given rise to fundamentalism,
including the fissiparousness of nineteenth-century Protestantism, have been signs of
underlying puritanism—not, of course, the puritanism of the seventeenth-century Puritans, but
the attitude that is at the core of every offshoot from traditional Christianity, the desire to return to
the purity of the early Church. This kind of puritanism remains the motivating force of
fundamentalism, as demonstrated by one of the key charges against the Catholic Church, that it
has obscured the original purity of Christianity with centuries of unscriptural encrustations. For
the fundamentalist, one of the first duties is to grasp the essence, the pith, of Christianity as it left
the mouth of its Founder—and then to admit no “inventions”.Many Catholics who have written
about fundamentalism misunderstand it. They psychologize it into a mass of emotional
contradictions. They accept the view of the popular press that fundamentalism is not a matter of
theology but of pathology. A man subscribes to the fundamentalist position, it is said, because
he is ashamed of being poor, or because he is ill educated, or because the priest or minister at
his previous church mistreated him and he is out for revenge or for consoling pats on the back.
He does not accept fundamentalism the way an enlightened liberal accepts liberalism, with
consideration and forethought. Some critics come perilously close to concluding that any
fundamentalist is a loon. Granted, some are—but so are some Catholics and more than a few
secularists.Peggy L. Shriver, assistant general secretary of the National Council of Churches of
Christ in the United States, says that “because an insecure ego can be supported by the
scaffolding of a fundamentalist faith, it is not surprising that many people who are ‘marginal’ to
society are drawn to fundamentalism. Various studies have shown that there are fewer wealthy
and well-educated people who count themselves fundamentalists and a greater number of low-
income and less educated people than the population at large.”17 This gentle put-down is



imprudently echoed by Catholic writers, who might be surprised to learn that fundamentalists,
such as Loraine Boettner in his Roman Catholicism, make the same charge against the Catholic
religion, saying Catholic societies are backward compared to Protestant—after all, just look at
Spain and Ireland, then at England and the United States. The Catholic Church finds its
numbers among the poorer classes, they say, a sign that Catholicism is not blessed by God,
since divine election manifests itself through material prosperity.18Whatever forces might have
steered a man to fundamentalism in the first place—and it must be granted that emotional
factors play a part, as they do in most conversions, no matter the direction—he remains a
fundamentalist for doctrinal reasons. He might have left his previous church out of anger or
frustration, and he might have been attracted to the fundamentalist congregation down the road
because the pastor is a fine preacher or because the church members befriended him.These
emotional pushes and pulls are short-lived, and in most cases they merely help the convert do
what he wanted to do anyway. He could have found ministers as eloquent or congregants as
kind in one of the mainline Protestant churches or even in some eccentric cult, but, as important
as those factors might be, they were not the reason he converted. His conversion had to do with
doctrines. The doctrines to which he adheres are not ones he discovered for himself, furtively
reading the Bible late at night while his wife and children slept. The doctrines he was taught first,
and the Bible has been used to justify them.Fundamentalists use the Bible to protect beliefs that
are, in fact, antecedent to the Bible, which is interpreted so it justifies what they already hold,
although most fundamentalists think what they believe comes straight out of the sacred text and
that they are merely acknowledging its plain meaning. This confusion on their part is matched by
one on the part of most nonfundamentalists, who think fundamentalists interpret Scripture in a
strictly literal manner. This is incorrect. Fundamentalists do not take each word of the Bible in its
surface sense, although it is commonly thought they do. To justify some of their doctrines,
fundamentalists must discover in a metaphor a new “literal” interpretation of Scripture, and they
not uncommonly find themselves arguing that what is really the plain, surface meaning is
nothing but dangerous symbolism. They do not hesitate to read between the lines if such
reading is needed to preserve their position—a position that precedes their scriptural
interpretation.In an analogous fashion, fundamentalists engaged in anti-Catholic work will
interpret not just the Bible, but Christian history and Catholic creedal and apologetic works, in
whatever way is required for them to prove their main point, that the Catholic religion bears only
superficial resemblance to the religion founded by Christ, that it is mainly a religion of men, not
of God. Their technique can be demonstrated by scrutinizing representative anti-Catholic
publications, groups, and individuals.Chapter 2The Anti-Catholic’s SourcebookWe all like a
good argument. We like the give-and-take, and we enjoy watching one party score a point and
the second return the favor. A good argument, particularly on an important theme, stimulates our
minds and helps us draw our own conclusions. We do not demand that each participant give
both sides—each needs to give only his own, as well as he can—but we do insist on fair play.
We do not want one participant to misrepresent what the other thinks or to make points by using



cheap shots. Ridicule, misrepresentation, taking quotations out of context, bending the truth,
leaving out important facts—these violate the rules of the game. We feel cheated if one side tries
to gain an unfair advantage. If all this is true when the participants meet face to face before an
audience, it is even truer when the argument is conducted in writing, when all we have is one
side’s version tucked between the covers of a book. Nowhere, perhaps, are these rules of fair
play violated with greater regularity than in the writings of fundamentalists who attack the
Catholic religion.It is no secret that in recent years fundamentalist churches have been gaining
members at a surprising rate. Many of the new recruits are former Catholics. In fact, in many
fundamentalist churches, more than half the members converted from Catholicism. The reasons
for the conversions are many, but most converts have been influenced by arguments attacking
“Romanism”. Some fundamentalists who seek out Catholics as converts are not merely
profundamentalist; they are also decidedly anti-Catholic. They expend more effort on abusing
the Catholic religion than on justifying their own. They are more interested in showing
Catholicism is wrong, no matter what it takes to “prove” that, than they are in showing their
position is right.Just a few years ago people were saying anti-Catholicism was going the way of
the dinosaur. If so, it seems the dinosaur has made an unexpected comeback, because anti-
Catholicism is healthier now than it has been for years. New organizations dedicated to
undermining the Church keep cropping up, and old ones are revivified, and together they turn
out more tracts, magazines, and books than ever before—millions of copies each year.After
reading enough of this material one becomes aware that the same points tend to be made in the
same way, even in the same words. Who is borrowing from whom? It does not seem that any of
these groups relies heavily on any other. Instead, they all seem to fall back on one source,
Loraine Boettner’s Roman Catholicism, which might be called the “Bible” of the anti-Catholic
movement within fundamentalism. It is in this book that the anti-Catholic position is most
extensively expressed. Roman Catholicism is worth examining, because what credibility the anti-
Catholic movement has depends largely on the credibility of this one volume.First, a few words
about the author. Loraine Boettner has to his name a dozen books, several of them still in print.
His first, The Reformed Doctrine of Predestination, was published in 1932. Other titles include
The Christian Attitude toward War, The Atonement, and Immortality. In 1962 Boettner saw
through the presses the book for which he is best known, Roman Catholicism. It was published
by the Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Company and has been reprinted numerous
times. Well over a hundred thousand copies of Roman Catholicism have been sold, most of
them in the last few years. After a career of teaching at Protestant schools of divinity, Boettner
retired to Rock Port, Missouri, from which he still issues occasional salvos against Catholics, but
for the most part he is retired from the fray and gives encouragement to younger people who
have taken up his fight.When Roman Catholicism was first published, the book and its author
gained instant notoriety. Today there are many persons, organizations, and publications that are
better known as promoters of anti-Catholicism, but none is more influential. Few people realize
that most professional anti-Catholics are deeply indebted to Loraine Boettner’s work. Pick up an



anti-Catholic tract, then turn to the same subject in Roman Catholicism. As likely as not, the
words will be the same, simple plagiarism. In the world of religious bigotry, it seems all roads
lead to Roman Catholicism. That is not surprising, since this fat book is full of juicy tidbits. Its 466
pages are packed with countless accusations against Catholics and their religion. It was meant
to be the definitive anti-Catholic work, something that would give intellectual substance to an
attitude unwelcome in most circles.Roman Catholicism operates at two levels. On the first and
more important, it is an attack on the Catholic religion, its charges ranging across doctrines,
ecclesiastical and secular history, and Catholic customs. On the other level the book is a
defense of Boettner’s own beliefs. As he puts it, “The primary purpose of this work is to set forth
in strong contrast the differences between the evangelical Protestant and the Roman Catholic
churches, both in regard to doctrine and in regard to practical effects where these two systems
have been effective in the lives of the people.”1 Nowadays the term fundamentalist would more
commonly be used for the position Boettner espouses, and it is, indeed, mainly fundamentalists
who use his text as their source of ammunition against the Catholic Church.There is no room
here to discuss each point Boettner brings up—the refutation of a one-sentence charge may
take a page, and his tome would require a small library as an adequate reply—but the style of
Roman Catholicism can be conveyed, and the reader can see there are serious deficiencies in
the book, which forms the basis of the anti-Catholic movement.The main problem with
Boettner’s magnum opus is that it suffers from a real lack of intellectual rigor. For example, he
shows virtually no familiarity with the writings of the first several centuries of the Christian era. He
skips from the Bible to nineteenth- and twentieth-century anti-Catholic works. Even if he would
not go to original sources, he could have examined Johannes Quasten’s Patrology, the first three
volumes of which were composed in the decade before Roman Catholicism was written, or
Joseph Tixeront’s History of Dogmas, an older but standard work. A casual reading of these
should have demonstrated to him that from the earliest years distinctive Catholic doctrines were
present—belief in the Real Presence, the hierarchy of bishops and priests, papal supremacy,
suffrages for the dead—and he should have seen there is little support for the fundamentalist
position. Even if he refused to draw the ordinary conclusions from Quasten and Tixeront, he at
least would have been put on notice that he had more to consider. He just takes too much for
granted.There is no indication that he has made use of any hardheaded apologetic works by
Catholics or that he has tested his arguments against a knowledgeable opponent before
reducing them to print. His major sources are people who do not just disagree with Catholicism
but who openly oppose it, often for what the reader suspects to be base motives. Boettner
accepts at face value any claim made by an enemy of the Church. Even when verification of a
charge is easy, he does not bother to check up. If he finds something unflattering, he prints
it.Take as an example his reliance on William Cave, chaplain to King Charles II, who wrote in The
Lives of the Apostles that in the Greek original of Eusebius Pamphilius’ Ecclesiastical History,
completed about 325, there is no reference to Peter being Bishop of Rome. Boettner accepts
this as sufficient proof that the apostle was never in the capital of the Empire, a fact he wishes to



use in debunking the papacy.2 He could have checked Cave’s assertion easily. Had he looked at
the two-volume edition of the Ecclesiastical History in the Loeb Classical Library, he would have
found on pages 144 and 190 of volume one and page 48 of volume two just what Cave said was
not there.Despite the reliance of so many pamphleteers on Boettner’s book, the only thing that
makes it seem substantial is its weight in pounds. Its weight in scholarly attainment is nil. It has
an index of authors and an index of subjects, each only a page and a half long. In the whole
book there are only two dozen footnotes, all of them added to reflect minor changes in the
Catholic Church since Vatican II. Within the text biblical passages are properly cited, but
references to Catholic works are usually so vague as to discourage checking. A certain Pope is
alleged to have said something, but there is no citation. A Catholic author of the seventeenth
century supposedly claimed such-and-so, but again no reference. A quotation might be given,
but no hint as to its source. Or there might be mention of a book, but no page number. Most
statements that in other books would deserve footnotes get nothing at all here. Sources that
include both title and page number (and they are rare) are generally to non-Catholic works.
Indeed, if this were a book on science or economics, and if it were put out by an academic
press, the publisher would have insisted on literally hundreds of notes to back up the equally
large number of citations, claims, and interpretations. But we get none of that here.The lack of
citations would not be important if Boettner were merely expounding his own position, but they
are crucial when he dredges up what seem to be self-condemnatory admissions by Catholics.
He would be under no obligation to burden his book with references if he were only stating what
fundamentalism is. But more must be expected of an author who accuses the opposition of
knavery and deception.Although not all works referred to in the body of the text are listed in the
bibliography, most are—yet the bibliography names only twenty-three books and three
magazines. Only seven of the books, and none of the magazines, are by Catholics.3 One book,
by Fulton Sheen, is an “inspirational” text and, while enjoyable reading, has little to do with the
matters discussed in Roman Catholicism. A second book is a look at the lives of a few Popes;
another is on Catholic principles of politics, a topic hardly touched on by Boettner. Three others
are overviews of the Catholic faith written for laymen, not one of which was designed to answer
the kinds of attacks Boettner launches.4 The seventh book is Philip Hughes’ A Popular History
of the Catholic Church, an abridgment of his three-volume work A History of the Church. As it
turns out, Boettner refers to only a few lines from Hughes’ book, and those are taken out of
context.5Of the sixteen books by non-Catholics, six are by former Catholic priests: Emmett
McLoughlin; L. H. Lehmann; Joseph Zacchello; and Charles Chiniquy, the famous nineteenth-
century sensationalist.6 There is also an expose by a former nun. To round out the picture,
Boettner lists a book by Paul Blanshard, perhaps the best-known professional anti-Catholic of a
generation ago. These are the books—written by disaffected ex-Catholics or by people who
never have been Catholic but who have made their mark in the world by pushing unadorned
bigotry—from which Boettner gets his juiciest information. Relying on them for the straight story
on the Catholic Church is like relying on a political candidate to tell you all the good points about



his opponent. Surely Boettner would object to an attack on Martin Luther’s theology that made
use of works by disgruntled ex-Lutherans but ignored Luther’s own writings. He would say, and
rightly so, that such an attack was unbalanced, and that is just the kind of thing a reader might
say of Roman Catholicism when he discovers how much it relies on tales from angry ex-
Catholics.Now it may well be that a man leaving one religion for another can write fairly, without
bitterness, about the one he left behind. After all, John Henry Newman did just that in his
autobiography, Apologia Pro Vita Sua. But it stands to reason that most people who suddenly
think they have an urge to write about their change of beliefs just want to vent their frustrations or
justify their actions. Their books should be read and used with discretion, and they should not be
used at all as explanations of the beliefs of their old religion if the books betray the least hint of
rancor. Unfortunately, Boettner cannot keep away from such books.Because of his reliance on
disgruntled former Catholics, Boettner has absolutely no appreciation of the Catholic religion
from the inside. He has made little effort to learn what the Catholic Church says about itself and
how Catholics answer the objections he makes. What “inside information” he has comes from
people who can hardly be trusted to tell the Catholic side of the story. In case after case, no
matter what the topic, Boettner provides only a statement of the fundamentalist position, which
he then juxtaposes to a caricature of the Catholic position as set out by one of the ex-priests.
Without fail, whenever the Catholic position looks foolish, as it often does in his book, it is
because it has been entirely misstated. Boettner is not content with honestly giving the Catholic
view and then explaining why he considers it wrong; he must give a parody of the Catholic view,
and then he refutes that.But that is not all. There are literally hundreds of errors of fact in this
book. In any ten consecutive pages one can find ten palpable blunders. These are real mistakes,
not innocent things such as typographical errors. There are major errors, and there are minor
ones, and they lead one to ask at what point does sloppiness become more than mere
negligence? When does it show actual bad faith, a deliberate unwillingness to do one’s
homework?Consider the case of Bishop Josip Strossmayer. First take the story as given by
Boettner in his chapter on the infallibility of the Pope. This doctrine was formally defined at the
First Vatican Council in 1870: Before the definition was voted on by the assembled prelates,
some spoke against ratifying it. One who did so was Strossmayer. Here is how Boettner recounts
the story:Among those who opposed the decree was the scholarly archbishop [actually, bishop]
Strossmayer, who made a famous speech in which he declared boldly: “I have set myself to
study with the most serious attention the Old and New Testaments, and I have asked these
venerable monuments of truth to make known to me if the holy pontiff, who presides here, is the
true successor of St. Peter, vicar of Christ, and the infallible doctor of the church. I find in the
apostolic days no question of a pope, successor to St. Peter, the vicar of Jesus Christ, any more
than a Mohammed who did not then exist. Now having read the whole New Testament, I declare
before God, with my hand raised to that great crucifix, that I have found no trace of the papacy
as it exists at this moment.”Immediately after that long quotation, Boettner gives what he says is
the end of the speech. The last sentence reads: “I conclude victoriously, with history, with



reason, with logic, with good sense, and with a Christian conscience, that Jesus Christ did not
confer any supremacy on St. Peter, and that the bishops of Rome did not become sovereigns of
the church, but only by confiscating one by one all the rights of the episcopate.”7Strong
language, eh? Boettner gives no source for these words attributed to Strossmayer, and with
good reason. Their source was not Strossmayer. Had Boettner turned to the Catholic
Encyclopedia, he would have discovered half a page on “the scholarly archbishop”, and he
would have discovered that the speech is a well-known forgery, composed by a former
Augustinian priest named José Augustín de Escudero.8What was Strossmayer’s real position on
infallibility? Did he oppose the promulgation of the dogma? Yes, he did. He opposed it for
ecumenical reasons. He was the bishop of Diakovar, in what is now Yugoslavia. For years he had
been working for a reunification of the Eastern Orthodox churches with the Catholic Church. He
thought such a reunification was a real possibility and that the formal promulgation of the
doctrine of papal infallibility would be an obstacle.Boettner explains none of this, but the facts
were easily accessible to him. Read again the words attributed to Strossmayer. Do they read like
the words of a European who obtained a doctorate in philosophy at twenty and a doctorate in
theology at twenty-seven, who taught canon law at the University of Vienna, who was praised for
his “remarkably good Latin” by the Pope? No, they read like the words of a longtime Protestant.
Note, too, the sloppy way the forgery was drawn up. This “scholarly archbishop” prefaces his
declaration with the clause “now having read the whole New Testament”, which apparently
means he had never gone through the sacred text before. At the time of Vatican I Strossmayer
was fifty-five. Are we to believe this learned and mature man had never read the New Testament
before the convening of the Council?Boettner’s great failing with respect to this incident is that
he took no pains at all to investigate the Catholic version of the story. It would have taken ten
minutes at a library to discover that the speech was not what it purported to be. He did not have
to believe the Catholic Encyclopedia or the numerous ecclesiastical histories written by
Catholics, yet he should have become suspicious when they said the speech is a forgery. He
should have done further homework. But he was not as interested in accuracy as in
sensationalism, which is always the enemy of truth. This story is such a great blow against the
Catholic Church—why spoil it with the facts?This gaffe about Strossmayer’s speech is bad
enough, but it is prefaced by a worse one. The beginning of the chapter on the infallibility of the
Pope presents the reader with Boettner’s explanation of what Vatican I decreed. First he
accurately quotes Pastor Aeternus, which states that the Pope is infallible when “he speaks ex
cathedra, that is, when in discharge of the office of pastor and doctor of all Christians, by virtue
of his supreme Apostolic authority, he defines a doctrine regarding faith and morals to be held by
the universal Church.”9Then comes the blooper. Boettner says, “Infallibility is not claimed for
every statement made by the pope [true enough], but only for those made when he is speaking
ex cathedra, that is, seated in his papal chair, the chair of St. Peter, and speaking in his official
capacity as head of the church.”10 At the end of the sentence is an asterisk, which takes the
reader to this footnote: “A scientific commission appointed by pope Paul VI in July, 1968, to



investigate the antiquity of the ‘Chair of St. Peter’. . . reported early in 1969 that the chair dates
from the late ninth century. . . .” The point is that Peter’s real chair does not exist, so a Pope
cannot sit in it. Since, by official decree of Vatican I, he is infallible only when sitting in Peter’s
chair, he cannot issue infallible definitions at all. The Catholic Church is refuted by its own
archaeology!Boettner entirely misconstrues the meaning of ex cathedra. It indeed translates as
“from the throne” or “from the chair”, but it does not mean the Pope has to be sitting in the chair
Peter owned for his definition to be infallible. To speak “from the chair” is to speak in an official
capacity, as when we say a judge speaks “from the bench”, even if he makes his ruling while
standing in the courthouse hallway. This is another mistake Boettner could have avoided had he
turned to a dictionary or encyclopedia.Although he says infallibility extends only to matters of
faith and morals, and then only when a Pope makes an official pronouncement addressed to all
Christians, Boettner does not understand the principles he quotes. He apparently does not
realize that a Pope is not claimed to be infallible when he tries to predict tomorrow’s weather or
solve today’s arithmetic problem. This should be apparent to Boettner, but it is not, as shown by
the following example. He relates that in the year 1590 Sixtus V issued an edition of the Vulgate
which he declared to be final, and prohibited under an anathema the publication of any new
editions thereafter unless they should be exactly like that one. However, he died soon after, and
scholars found numerous errors in his edition. Two years later a new edition was published
under pope Clement VIII, and that is the one in general use today. Clearly Sixtus V was in error—
another example of the absurdity of that doctrine which holds that the pope is infallible in matters
of faith and morals.11But a Pope’s order that no one should publish a version of the Vulgate
differing from the official version has nothing to do with faith and morals. It is not a matter of faith
that any particular edition of the Bible is without printing errors or that it has been translated
accurately. The order by Sixtus V was merely a matter of discipline; it did not define a point of
doctrine or of morals, a distinction Boettner does not appreciate.One of his key points in Roman
Catholicism is that “Romanism” must be untrue because in so many particulars it differs from the
Christianity of the New Testament. Over the centuries, he says, the Catholic Church has added
beliefs, rituals, and customs that contradict what is found in the Bible. He calls this “the
melancholy evidence of Rome’s steadily increasing departure from the simplicity of the Gospel”,
and he claims “human inventions have been substituted for Bible truth and practice”.12His point
is that Catholicism cannot be the religion established by Christ because it has all these “extras”,
forty-five of which he lists under the title “Some Roman Catholic Heresies and Inventions”. 13 A
few he examines at greater length later in the book, but most are mentioned once here and then
conveniently forgotten. Although his listing takes up little space, its tone is representative of that
of the book as a whole. Consider a few of the “inventions”.Item: “Making the sign of the cross. . .
[A.D.] 300”.14 That’s it. That’s the whole charge, that the sign of the Cross was not “invented”
until well into the Christian era. Actually, Christians began making the sign of the Cross at a very
early date. The theologian Tertullian, writing in 211, said, “We furrow our forehead with the sign
[of the Cross].”15 Making the sign was already an old custom when he wrote. It may have been



common even while some of the apostles were alive. But the mistake Boettner makes in the
antiquity of the practice is not the important thing. The real question is: Why does he include this
point at all? The answer: because the sign of the Cross is something not found in the pages of
the New Testament. The reader is to conclude that it must be contrary to Christianity, yet that
makes little sense. In fact, such a principle undermines even Boettner’s own
fundamentalism.After all, fundamentalists meet for worship on Sunday, yet there is no evidence
in the Bible that corporate worship was to be made on Sundays. The Jewish Sabbath, or day of
rest, was, of course, Saturday. It was the Catholic Church that decided Sunday should be the
day of worship for Christians, in honor of the Resurrection. And what about the form of
fundamentalist services: hymns, readings, preaching? No mention is made in the New
Testament of the form of worship (other than that set out at the Last Supper, which gives the
outline of the Mass). If Catholicism has changed matters of practice or customs over the
centuries, fundamentalism has done the same. The proper question is not whether the Church
founded by Christ looks today exactly as it did then (if that is the criterion, then his Church
cannot be found anywhere), but whether what purports to be his Church has kept all the same
beliefs, while understanding them better and drawing out their implications more deeply, even if
in external practices the Church has developed and changed over the years.Item: “Priests began
to dress differently from laymen. . .500”. So what? The same charge can be brought against
fundamentalist preachers who conduct services while dressed in choir robes. Boettner’s
statement happens to be true, but it proves nothing. The main vestment worn by priests during
Mass is the chasuble. It is really nothing more than a stylized Roman overcoat. In the sixth
century, while fashions changed around them, for liturgical purposes priests kept to the clothing
they had used for some time. They did not adopt special dress for Mass, but, as everyday
fashions changed over time, their dress began to stand out.On very formal occasions today,
such as a presidential inauguration, the principal players wear top hats and tails. You do not
otherwise see that kind of clothing anymore, but remember that Abraham Lincoln wore the
equivalent as his regular attire. The present-day use of top hats and tails is another example of
dress for a special occasion being frozen in a particular style. It just so happens that priests’
vestments are much older than top hats.Item: “Extreme unction. . . 526”. This single line is no
doubt intended to make the reader believe the Catholic Church invented this sacrament, which
is also known as the anointing of the sick, five centuries after Christ. Notice that Boettner makes
no effort to give the Church’s explanation of the sacrament’s origin. Why? Because the origin is
found in the New Testament itself: “Is one of you sick? Let him send for the presbyters of the
Church, and let them pray over him, anointing him with oil in the Lord’s name. Prayer offered in
faith will restore the sick man, and the Lord will give him relief; if he is guilty of sins, they will be
pardoned” (James 5:14-15). This scriptural injunction was followed from the earliest days of the
Church. If Boettner wanted to say this sacrament was “invented”, he should have said it was
“invented” while the apostles were still alive, but that, of course, would give the sacrament
legitimacy.Item: “Latin language, used in prayer and worship, imposed by [Pope] Gregory I. . .



600”. Now it is true that Latin was used in worship in the year 600. The Church spread from the
Greek-speaking East to the Latin-speaking West in apostolic times. One of Paul’s epistles was
written to the Christians in Latin-speaking Rome. It should cause no raised eyebrows to learn
that worship was undertaken in the vernacular, which was Greek in much of the East and Latin in
the West. What is Boettner’s point? Maybe his complaint is that the Pope “imposed” Latin,
forbidding other languages to be used. In the West, Latin did come to be used in the Mass to the
exclusion of vernacular languages (such as French, German, and English) that developed
centuries later because Latin became the official language of the Catholic Church—something it
still is. (Vatican documents of importance are still issued in authoritative Latin versions.) Are we
to conclude that there is some mystery about it? Well, there probably is, to people who do not
read Latin, just as there is mystery in French to those who know only English.So what is
Boettner trying to say with this “invention”? Perhaps he wants to suggest that, until recently,
priests used Latin, even after the people had turned to vernacular tongues, in order to keep
secret such things as what was happening during Mass. That theory does not hold up, since
even Catholics who knew no Latin knew what was going on at Mass—all they had to do was
look on the right-hand pages of their missals to see the translation of the Latin that was on the
facing pages. If Church authorities were trying to keep laymen ignorant about the Mass, by
encouraging the use of missals they approached their task in a self-defeating way.Item: “Worship
of the cross, images, and relics authorized in. . . 786”. Do Catholics give slivers of wood, carvings
of marble, and pieces of bone the kind of adoration they give God? That is what Boettner seems
to say. What if a Catholic were to say to him, “I saw you kneeling with your Bible in your hands.
Why do you worship a book?” He would rightly answer that he does not worship a book. He uses
the Bible as an aid to prayer. Likewise, Catholics do not worship the Cross or images or relics.
They use these physical objects to remind themselves of Christ and his special friends, the
saints in heaven. The man who keeps a picture of his family in his wallet does not worship his
wife and children, but he honors them. The woman who keeps her parents’ picture on the mantel
does not subscribe to ancestor worship; the picture just reminds her of them so she can honor
them. (Recall Ex 20:12: “Honor thy father and thy mother.”) No one really thinks the pictures are
themselves the objects of worship.The origin of Boettner’s story is this. In the Byzantine Empire
there developed what was known as the Iconoclastic heresy, which held that all images (statues,
paintings, mosaics) of saints and of God must be destroyed on the theory that they were meant
to be worshiped. Eventually, around 786, this heresy was defeated, and the old custom, going
back to the first century, of permitting artistic representations was again allowed. Boettner has
the date right; he just does not understand the story.Item: “Baptism of bells instituted by Pope
John XIII. . . 965”. What is the reader supposed to make of this? Most non-Catholics realize that
Catholics baptize infants, but bells? If Catholics think they can baptize bells, why not baptize
automobiles or any other inanimate object? The charge, if true, does make the Church look silly
—and in a sense it really is true. There was indeed a “baptism of bells”, but it was not a baptism.
When a church received new bells for its tower, the bells were blessed, usually by the local



bishop. Any object can be blessed, a blessing being a dedication to a sacred purpose. The
ceremony used in the blessing of bells was reminiscent in some ways of the ceremony used in
baptism (the bells were even given nicknames), so in popular usage it came to be called the
“baptism of bells”, although no Catholic thought the bells actually received a sacrament. The
phrase is therefore wholly innocent, but when anti-Catholics refer to it injust a few words it looks
suspicious.Item: “Celibacy of the priesthood, decreed by pope Gregory VII (Hildebrand). . .
1079”. Anti-Catholics take considerable delight in noting that some of the apostles, including
Peter, were married and that for centuries Catholic priests were allowed to marry. Catholics do
not deny that some early Popes were married and that celibacy, for priests in the Latin (Western)
Rite, did not become mandatory until the early Middle Ages. Anti-Catholic writers generally fail to
note that all along married men have been eligible for ordination in the Eastern rites. Celibacy
has never been mandatory in those rites, but in the Latin Rite it has been, as a matter of
discipline. It came to be thought in the West that priests could more perfectly fulfill their duties if
they remained unmarried. This follows Paul’s advice.After saying he wished those to whom he
was writing were, like himself, unmarried (1 Cor 7:7-9), Paul said he thought celibacy was the
best state in which to be (1 Cor 7:26), noting that “he who is unmarried is concerned with God’s
claim, asking how he is to please God; whereas the married man is concerned with the world’s
claim, asking how he is to please his wife” (1 Cor 7:32-33). When a man becomes a priest in the
Latin Rite, he knows that he will not be able to marry. Marriage is a good thing (in fact, Catholics
acknowledge Christ elevated marriage to a sacrament), but it is something priests are willing to
forgo for the sake of being better priests. No one is forced to be a priest (or a nun, for that matter;
nuns also do not marry) so no Catholic is forced to be celibate. Those who want to take the vows
of the religious life should not object to having to follow the rules. That does not mean that the
rules, as found at any one time, are ideal or cannot be modified—celibacy is a disciplinary, not a
doctrinal, injunction—but it does mean that it is unfair to imply from the rules, as Boettner has,
that the Catholic religion scorns marriage.Item: “Transubstantiation proclaimed by Pope Innocent
III. . . 1215”. The implication is that transubstantiation was not believed until 1215—that it was,
indeed, an “invention”. The facts are otherwise. Transubstantiation is just the technical term used
to describe what happens when the bread and wine used at Mass are turned into the actual
Body and Blood of Christ. The belief that this occurs has been held from the earliest times. It
stems from the sixth chapter of John’s Gospel, the eleventh chapter of First Corinthians, and the
several accounts of the Last Supper. As centuries passed, theologians exercised their reason on
the belief to understand more completely how such a thing could happen and what its
happening would imply. Because some of them, in trying to explain the Real Presence,
developed unsound theories,16 it became evident that more precise terminology was needed to
ensure the integrity of the belief. The word transubstantiation was finally chosen because it
eliminated certain unorthodox interpretations of the doctrine, and the term was formally imposed
at the Fourth Lateran Council in 1215. So the use of the technical term was new, but not the
doctrine. Similarly, although the term Trinity was first used by Theophilus of Antioch about 181,



Christians certainly believed in the doctrine from apostolic times. They may not have understood
its ramifications as they are understood today, but they believed in the Trinity. The doctrine was
not invented when the official term was coined.Item: “Auricular confession of sins to a priest
instead of to God, instituted by pope Innocent III, in Lateran Council. . . 1215”. It is charges such
as this that make one doubt the good faith of professional anti-Catholics. It would have taken
little to discover the antiquity of auricular confession—and even less to learn that Catholics do
not tell their sins to a priest “instead of to God”, but to God through a priest, appointed by our
Lord as an alter Christus, or “other Christ”, an official stand-in for Christ.Origen, writing around
244, referred to the sinner who “does not shrink from declaring his sin to a priest of the Lord”.17
Cyprian of Carthage, writing seven years later, said, “Finally, of how much greater faith and more
salutary fear are they who . . . confess to the priests of God in a straightforward manner and in
sorrow, making an open declaration of conscience.”18 In the fourth century Aphraates gave this
advice to priests: “If anyone uncovers his wound before you, give him the remedy of repentance.
And he that is ashamed to make known his weakness, encourage him so that he will not hide it
from you. And when he has revealed it to you, do not make it public.”19These men, writing as
much as a thousand years before the Lateran Council of 1215, were referring to a practice that
was already old and well established, a practice stemming from apostolic times. Christ
commissioned the apostles this way: “When you forgive men’s sins, they are forgiven, when you
hold them bound, they are held bound” (Jn 20:23), Clearly, no priest can forgive sins on Christ’s
behalf unless first told the sins by the penitent. Auricular confession is implied in the very
institution of the sacrament. The Lateran Council did not “invent” the practice; it merely
reaffirmed it while emphasizing the importance of penance.Item: “Adoration of the wafer (host),
decreed by pope Honorius III. . . 1220”. What the reader is supposed to think, apparently, is that
Catholics worship the bread used at Mass. They do not. What they worship is Christ, and they
believe the bread and the wine are turned into his actual Body and Blood, including not only his
human nature, but also his divine nature. If Catholics are right about that, then surely the host
deserves to be worshiped, since it really is God. This matter was properly dealt with in 1769 by
Samuel Johnson, who was an Anglican, not a Catholic. His biographer, James Boswell, asked
him about “the idolatry of the Mass”. “Sir,” replied Dr. Johnson, “there is no idolatry in the Mass.
[Catholics] believe God to be there, and they worship him.”20 So, if Catholics are right, then a
Pope would be correct in decreeing that the host should be worshiped, just as he would be right
to say Jesus should be worshiped if he were to walk into the room. Boettner should direct his
complaint not at some nonexistent worship of ordinary bread, but at Catholics’ notion that the
bread becomes something other than bread.Item: “Bible forbidden to laymen, placed on the
Index of Forbidden Books by the Council of Valencia. . . 1229”. This looks damaging, but the first
thing to note is that there are several errors here. The first is that the Index was established in
1543, so a council held in 1229 hardly could have listed a book on it. Second, there apparently
never has been a Church council held in Valencia, Spain. Even if there had been, it could not
have been held in 1229 because the city was then controlled by the Moors. It is inconceivable



that Moslems, who were at war with Spanish Christians and had been off and on for five
centuries, would allow Catholic bishops to hold a council in one of their chief cities. The Christian
armies did not liberate Valencia from Moorish rule until nine years later, in 1238. So Valencia is
out. But there is another possibility, and that is Toulouse, France, where a council (but not an
ecumenical council) was indeed held in 1229. And, yes, that council dealt with the Bible, yet
here again Boettner errs. He says the Bible was forbidden to laymen; the implication is that no
layman anywhere was permitted from that point on to read any Bible. Not so.The council held in
Toulouse dealt with the Albigensian heresy, a variety of Manichaeanism, which maintained that
marriage is evil because the flesh is evil. From this the heretics concluded that fornication could
be no sin because what happens to flesh is of no importance. They even encouraged ritualistic
suicide among their members because self-murder, which affected only an evil body, could not
be immoral. They opposed the taking of oaths, and this undermined the social order, since
feudalism rested on oaths of loyalty to one’s superior, much the way our society rests on the
security of contracts.In order to promulgate their views, the Albigensians used vernacular
versions of the Bible to “substantiate” their theories. The Church had no complaint about mere
translations of the Bible; vernacular versions had been appearing for centuries. But the
Albigensians were twisting the Bible to support an immoral moral system. So the bishops at
Toulouse restricted the use of the Bible until the heresy was ended. They were trying to stop the
heresy’s spread because it was the cause of civil unrest and considerable suffering. Their action
was a local one, and when the Albigensian problem disappeared, so did the force of their order,
which never affected more than southern France. This is hardly the across-the-board prohibition
of the Bible that Boettner, for debating purposes, would like to see but that never existed.Item:
“Cup forbidden to the people at communion by Council of Constance. . . 1414”. The implication
is that bishops and priests were trying to keep from laymen something they should have had by
rights. The real situation is not hard to understand. The Catholic position has always been that
after the Consecration the actual Body and Blood of Christ are contained in the smallest particle
of the host or the tiniest drop from the cup. One does not receive only the Body in the host and
only the Blood from the cup. If that were so, then for a complete Communion one indeed would
need to partake of both. But if both the Body and Blood are contained in each, then the
communicant needs to receive only one, if there are good reasons for imposing such a
restriction. In 1414 there seemed to be. The first reason was that some people misunderstood
the Eucharist and thought it had to be received under both forms because one form contained
only the Body and the other only the Blood. By restricting communicants to the host alone the
Church emphasized the true doctrine. The other reason was a practical one. In giving the cup to
the laity there was a chance the contents would be spilled, so, out of respect, the restriction was
imposed.Item: “Apocryphal books added to the Bible by the Council of Trent. . . 1546”. This is
reminiscent of the remark made in 1066 and All That that at the English Reformation “the pope
and his followers seceded from the Church of England”—the difference being that Boettner is
serious. The fact is that the Council of Trent did not add to the Bible what Protestants call the



apocryphal books. Instead, the Reformers dropped from the Bible books that had been in
common use for centuries. The Council of Trent, convened to reaffirm Catholic doctrines and to
revitalize the Church, proclaimed that these books always had belonged to the Bible and had to
remain in it. After all, it was the Catholic Church, in the fourth century, that officially decided
which books composed the canon of the Bible and which did not. The Council of Trent came on
the scene about twelve centuries later and merely restated the ancient position.These
“inventions” are representative of the forty-five listed by Boettner. No effort is made to give
sources for his charges, and little effort is made to say what the significance of the “inventions”
might be. That task is left to innuendo. What Boettner implies is that any belief or practice not
found in the pages of the New Testament in plain words must be spurious and must have been
instituted for some nefarious purpose.What he does not point out is that fundamentalism has
doctrines and customs that are not found in the Bible either. Many fundamentalist churches, for
example, forbid the drinking of wine as sinful, yet Christ not only drank wine—he was even
accused of being a drunkard (Lk 7:34)—but he made wine out of water, hardly something he
would have done had he disapproved of drinking it. The examples could be multiplied. The fact
is that no church looks exactly the same as that of the New Testament era, and, since Christ
founded a living Church, one should expect it, like any living thing, to grow and mature, changing
somewhat in appearance while maintaining the same identity and substance, holding on to the
original deposit of faith while coming to understand it more deeply. The real question is not why
Catholicism has produced “inventions” but why one thinks Christ’s Church should not have.The
imaginativeness displayed in Boettner’s “inventions” is representative of the writing one finds
throughout Roman Catholicism. Consider some of his other comments. He calls All Souls’ Day,
November 2, “Purgatory Day”,21 a term never used by Catholics because the feast is not in
commemoration of purgatory but of the souls there. He thinks the sacrament of orders involves
not just the ordination of priests, but the “consecration of nuns”.22 He believes Our Lady of
Guadalupe was really “a goddess worshipped by the Indians in Mexico”.23 As an argument
against monasticism, he says Christ “did not withdraw himself from the world, nor did he teach
his disciples to do so”.24 Boettner forgets that Christ spent forty days in the desert in
preparation for his public ministry (Mt 4:1-11; Lk 4:1-13), and if that is not withdrawing oneself
from the world, what is?More common than these silly mistakes are Boettner’s appeals to
sensationalism. He says “the feeling of fear and dread of the priest, so characteristic of people in
Romanist lands, is comparable only to the fear and dread that pagan people have for the witch
doctor”,25 which demonstrates how little he knows of either. He argues against the Real
Presence by saying the Catholic understanding of the Eucharist amounts to “cannibalism”.26 He
suggests the Church encourages devotion to Mary because pilgrimages made in her honor
bring “huge revenues to the Vatican”.27 What is more, Mary is thought of by Catholics “as a kind
of fourth person of the Blessed Trinity”.28 He believes a “large number of gangsters and crooked
politicians in the big cities . . . have maintained their standing in the church while continuing
uninterruptedly their evil practices. . . . . It is generally accepted that Romanists, having been to



Mass, especially on Sunday, can do about as they please the remainder of the day.”29Boettner
approves of the opinion of another writer that “the intellectual and moral level of priests is not
nearly as high as, for instance, that of teachers and doctors, and. . . only a minority have any
exceptional ability or deep religious feeling”.30 He asks, “Why is it. . . that the Roman Catholics
of Southern Ireland are so inferior to their Protestant neighbors in Northern Ireland?“His answer
is a quotation from Charles Chiniquy, who said “the principal cause of the degradation of Ireland
is the enslavement of the Irish women by means of the confessional”.31 And, according to a
book Boettner cites, young women who enter the convent are taught to hate their parents.32
The list could go on, but why bother?Bishop Fulton Sheen said that few people in America hate
the Catholic religion, but many people hate what they mistakenly believe is the Catholic religion
—and that if what is hated really were the Catholic religion, Catholics would hate it, too.
Confusing lists—lists intended to cause confusion, such as the one published in Roman
Catholicism—and gratuitous slurs have done much to foster this hatred and confusion. What is
more, they have discouraged fundamentalists from finding out what the Catholic religion really
is, and that is a disservice to both fundamentalists and Catholics.A reader can forgive an author
a few mistakes. Perhaps the publication schedule did not allow all the checking and rechecking
he might have wanted. Maybe the book’s editor was incompetent. The typesetter may have
erred. But when the mistakes are so gross and so frequent as Boettner’s, when there is almost
no effort to present the other side’s point of view, when the “authorities” one relies on to state the
Catholic position are mainly professional Catholic baiters—when all this happens, can the
reader be blamed for thinking the book was composed in bad faith?Like others before him,
Loraine Boettner has found an enemy of his own fashioning. He castigates it, misrepresents it,
ridicules it, but it is not the Catholic religion as Catholics know it, and the “history” he presents is
not the history of the Catholic Church. He has given the public what may be fundamentalism’s
most sustained attack on “Romanism”. It is an attack that has enjoyed, so far, a certain success,
but its manifest inadequacy suggests that it, too, will pass. Roman Catholicism has been an
effective propaganda tool only because its arguments were not challenged early enough by
Catholics. Now that is changing. Eventually Boettner’s book and the anti-Catholic movement
relying on it will be widely appreciated to be the embarrassments they are. Toward that end, it
may be profitable to examine some of the groups and persons that have drawn their inspiration
from Boettner.Chapter 3A Mission to CatholicsOutside the Baptist church where the head of
Mission to Catholics International was to speak there was a large table filled with Catholic
artifacts. It was set up for the titillation of the congregants. People were shaking their heads over
what they saw, wondering how these pagan trinkets could be used by folks who called
themselves Christians. Bartholomew F. (“Bart”) Brewer, a former Discalced Carmelite priest, was
going to tell these California Baptists the dark secrets of the Catholic Church. He had been to
this church before, but they were anxious to hear more stories about the people trapped in
Romanism. Next week he would be halfway across the country, telling the same things to others,
some old friends, some new listeners.Ruth Brewer, Bart’s wife, stood behind the table and



explained what these peculiar items were. She pointed out holy cards, rosaries, medals,
scapulars, crucifixes. The main attractions were a chalice filled with small hosts and a large
priest’s host, all presumably unconsecrated. They were brittle with age, but quite serviceable
—“Cookie Christs”, as some opponents of the Church call them. To one side were some of the
dozens of tracts published by Mission to Catholics, each attacking some facet of Catholicism,
and books and cassette tapes that the Brewers’ ministry made available. It was a festive
occasion.1
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Mark Saluta, “I've read most of them. I have read most of the Catholic apologetics works by
Hahn, Horn, Akin, and Broussard. I have great respect for those authors, and have learned an
immense amount from them. I have found this work however to speak to me and my journey
more personally. Rather than a Jiu Jitsu-esque counter for your run of the mill Protestant
position, it has a detailed exploration of some of the beliefs and causes behind those positions.
For example, in the first chapter when discussing the origin of all the controversy within
Protestantism:"As Warfield put it, 'The supreme proof to every Christian of the deity of his Lord is
in his own inner experience of the transforming power of his Lord upon the heart and life.' One
consequence of this has become painfully clear to many fundamentalists. When one falls into
sin, or when the ardor that was present at conversion fades, the transforming power of Christ
seems to go, and so might one's belief in his deity. It is one thing to say that belief should
manifest itself in Christians that people will say, 'See how they love one another.' It is something
else to posit the truth of Christ's divinity on the constancy of human holiness and spiritual
consolations. This accounts for many defections from fundamentalism. The dark night of the
soul, which visits many, results in jettisoning the fundamentalist position, and often what is
embraced is not another brand of Christianity, but a vague agnosticism."I have known people to
leave Christianity for this very reason. The gospel you win people with, is the gospel you win
them to. And if all you evangelize with, and preach with, is an emotional experience, a worship
experience, a Sunday Ted Talk, you throw seeds on shallow gravel. Their faith never roots down
deep. Others stay with their faith dutifully, but often lament at the dryness of their faith. Others
have their faith more as a lifestyle than a lens through which you see your existence. Anyway.
Great Catholic apologetic work.”

Deuterium, “Quite simply one of the best explanations and defense of the truth of the Catholic ....
Quite simply one of the best explanations and defense of the truth of the Catholic faith. There
are, of course, hundreds of great books on Apologetics, published in modern times...and this
particular title deserves a place at the very top of the class. Karl Keating's reasoned arguments
demolish the myths, deceptions and outright lies about the Catholic faith, which have been
promulgated by ignorant (or malicious) Protestants through the years. Furthermore, these are
not mere rebuttals, but full blown explanations for 2,000+ years of Catholic dogma, supported by
Sacred Scripture as well as Sacred Tradition...all meticulously supported with the necessary
citations and footnotes.”

Adam J Hawes, “Superb defense of Catholicism from Fundamentalist attacks. The first hundred
someodd pages detail the "history" and tactics of fundamentalists. This book was written in the
80s so some of it is a bit dated, but the real meat and potatoes that follow are a thorough, witty,
compressed and surprisingly readable (i.e. not dense) explanations and defenses from frequent



fundamentalists attacks that are still perfectly relevant. The last chapter also provides a very
thorough walk through of additional reading material for anyone wishing to know more, which I
am using to further educate myself on history and the faith. We could use another book like this
for modern times (now 2020) for providing defenses of the church against the attacks levied by
progressive Christians for the Catholic Church not "getting with the times."”

Randy S. Roth, “Kindle Version Needs Proofreading. Like many other reviewers, I am using this
book to gain a better understanding of the Catholic faith, and I have not been disappointed at all
in the author's presentation. Each point is backed up logically and completely not only by
Scripture, but also by writings of historians and theologians of the time as well. Granted, the
writing comes down a little hard on critics of the Church at times, but it serves to get the point
across clearly. The only reason I gave this book 4 stars is that in the Kindle edition there are
quite a few typos. For example "lie" instead of "he," "Psalm no" instead of "Psalm 110," "fife"
instead of "life" and quite a few others. I don't know if this is due to the way the book was
transferred into the Kindle format, but it sure looks like these errors may be due to computer
reading problems. It throws you off your stride when you have to try to decipher the words while
trying to grasp a concept that may already be a bit difficult to understand! I hope that Amazon
will notify Kindle owners of this title when a typo-free edition hits the streets. It would be nice to
up-grade to it! If you already have the book and want it on Kindle, hang onto your book until this
work is fixed!”

Mrs. E H. Jenkins, “Clear Case for Misconceptions 'fundamentalists' have about the Catholic
Faith. Karl Keating draws on his own experience as a Church of God minister, to explain how in
depth study of the early Christians helped him to discover, that the Catholic Church had
compiled the Bible, in 395AD at the Council of Rome, but that early Christians, taught by Christ,
his Apostles (all of whom had witnessed his miracles)and the people they ordained to succeed
them had a very different attitude to modern day Protestants and had gone to the lions in the
amphitheatre, proclaiming the Eucharist as the Real Presence of Christ , venerating the Mother
of Christ (in the second person of the Trinity-the human face of God) and being taught by
Bishops, trained in schools, in the original teachings of the fledgeling Church as given to the
Apostles.Constantine simply made Christianity legal and the Faith of the Roman Empire, in fact
this was a design of God too, as Christianity spread rapidly throughout the Roman Empire,
because it had such good communications.Karl Keating uses Thesselonians 2:15So then
bretheren, stand firm and hold to the TRADITIONS which you were taught by us, either by word
of Mouth or by epistle'to refute the belief that the early church was without the Bible and tuaght
by the Church,whose role is to guide believers in the interpretation of Scripture so splits do not
occur according to whatever individuals may decide they believe.The Church's teaching
authority prevents disparity of belief, or the same 'Holy Spirit' would be telling different
individuals different things. This is an excellent book, a mine of information about the true beliefs



of the Catholic Church, not anti-Catholic urban legends and old wives tales put about it like
Chinese whispers all through the ages.It is A book in which Karl Keating refers constantly to
'Bible verses Protestants never see' and dispels the worst stories and myths about a church
which was founded by Christ on Peter.Deep scholarship, clearly written and inoffensive to
Protestants, it simply points out the errors believed by many about the Catholic Church, which
have no foundation in fact, and form part of Reformation 'spin' which has survived to our day.”

R. Foster, “Hard to stay a Protestant after all your arguments have .... Hard to stay a Protestant
after all your arguments have been dissected, analysed, answered and found lacking in
substance and failing the test of intellectual rigour and logic. No doubt, that won't stop the lads
and lasses of Lewis in southern England burning and effigy of the Pope each year, but then this
book is unlikely to rank anywhere on their reading list!Karl Keating has done every thinking
Catholic a favour by providing such a concise and logical expose of the many Protestant
arguments and beliefs which are expressly anti-Catholic and explaining why they are wrong and
contrary to reason.Catholics are called to reach out to people and this book enables one to do
that to our fellow Christians of other denominations by having honest answers and explanations
to their many doctrinal errors which keep these Christians separated from the Church of Rome.
Essential reading.”

Charles Vivian, “Spectacular. This is a remarkable book. Keating is thorough, and exquisitely
precise as he demolishes arguments and every pretension that set itself up against the
knowledge of God, and he takes captive every thought and makes it obedient to Christ. (2 Cor
10.5)I have been an evangelical Christian for 20 years. Thanks to this book, (and others by Scott
Hahn and Alban McCoy), I am on the road to Rome. John 17 must be fulfilled.”

Brian ONeill, “This is an absolute brilliant book by Karl Keating and all Catholics. This is an
absolute brilliant book by Karl Keating and all Catholics, especially those who question their faith
in the Catholic Church and feel that other fundamentalism offer a better explanation to
Christianity should own a copy and read it and spread the Word.”
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