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Irish American responses to the war also reveal their own racial hierarchy. While
the Irish and Catholic newspapers were outspoken in their defense of the “noble
Boer,” their silence on the plight of black Africans was deafening.”™ In the three years
of the war there is little to no coverage of the conditions of black Africans or their
contributions to the war effort. Moreover, although many Irish Americans did not
support America’s prolonged presence in the Philippines, they never made Emilio
Aguinaldo and his band of nationalists from the Philippines into the republican icons
that they created with Paul Kruger and the Boers.

Irish American political language was also gendered. Bishop Ryan and Bourke
Cockran spoke often of the “manly Boer” and the newspaper editors typically
depicted the Boers either as older bearded men or young male soldiers. Women and
children were used as victims of British imperialism, particularly in regards to
Britain’s concentration camps, but it was the “manly virtues” that Irish American
leaders believed were needed to rescue them. In fact, the newspaper editors often
described the British soldier as effeminate, his pampering and sophisticated lifestyle
having eroded the toughness of republican, agrarian living.

Finally, Irish American Catholic politics was transnational. AOH might have had
their focus firmly directed at Irish American “respectability” and social advancement
in the U.S., but they were still connected to worlds outside their Irish neighborhoods
in two ways. First, their position within the British World was significant. Cockran
and Ryan were both born in Ireland. They longed for the liberation of Ireland and they
felt solidarity with peoples beleaguered by British imperialism throughout the world.
Second, Irish Americans were part of an international Church. Cardinal Vaughn’s
defense of the British had an impact on Catholics’ pro-Boer movement in the U.S.
Pope Leo XIII's sympathy for the Boers also bolstered their cause. In addition, mis-
sionaries with actual experience in South Africa provided them with an education on
a people who lived in a distant land. Thus, the South African War provided prominent
Irish American Catholics with a unique opportunity to pursue their own agendas for
political and social advancement in the U.S. by connecting to worlds beyond their
neighborhoods and universal themes of liberty and justice.

74. For more on black experience ot the South African War. see Bill Nasson. Abraham Esau's War: A
Black South African War in the Cape, 1899-1902 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 2003).
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Tensions Not Unlike that

Produced by a Mixed Marriage:

Daniel Marshall and Catholic Challenges
to Anti-Miscegenation Statutes

Sharon M. Leon

Introduction

n June 12, 2007, in marking the fortieth anniversary of the United States

Supreme Court’s decision in the Loving v. Virginia case, 9.;:0: a.om_m:&

anti-miscegenation statutes unconstitutional, National Public Wma_o.m All
Things Considered ran a piece that was close to thirteen minutes. The &OQ 359&&
the circumstances of Richard and Mildred Loving's marriage and their ﬁ%.: to live
freely and happily in Virginia. The piece closed with a ?ncm. on the oo::::_:.m. .crw._-
lenges for interracial couples in contemporary society.! The .::c.c: of the Qoo_.m_o: is
also visible in the fact that many interracial couples and their friends and ?:.:J\ cel-
ebrate “Loving Day” on or around June 12 each year.? Thus, Loving continues 1o
stand out in the national memory as the signifier of racial justice for H:wﬂw oocn_ow.
However, few people, if anyone aside from Andrea Perez, Sylvester Umfm,.m:m .Sm:
immediate families, remember to mark the date of October 1, 1948 mf a significant
step forward in the battle for racial justice. But with ﬁ.:m sixtieth .m::.Zm%mJ\ of that
date, proponents of racial justice and scholars of American Catholic :_ﬁc.Q <<.o:E do
well to focus some attention on Perez and Davis’ plea before the California State
Supreme Court. .

In issuing his ruling in the PereZ v. Lippold case. Justice Roger Traynor oo:o.Eama
that the ﬂmﬂ?%é statute. which prohibited state officials from issuing m.:cn:mm
~quthorizing the marriage of @ white person with a Negro. mulatto. Mongolian or a
member Sﬂmrm Malay race.” violated the Fourteenth Amendment right to equal pro-

1. "Loving Decision: 40 Years of Legal Interracial Unions.” All Things Considered. National Public
Radio (June 12. 2007). Available at ::?\\EEE.:nﬁo_‘m\ﬁ_sv_Emm\ﬁo_.v‘\icqv%:v@LCJ\EH_c.mmc.cﬁ.
2. See. Loving Day http:/fwww.lovingday.org/ for more information about these celebrations.
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wmc:c: under the law.* While Justice Traynor’s opinion represents a significant step
4: U.S. jurisprudence, the petitioner’s initial arguments regarding the statute are
instructive and present an opportunity to examine the intersection of laws circum-
,.ﬁoagsm the right of certain classes of persons to marry and reproduce with the teach-
ings of the Catholic Church. In stating his case for his clients, Daniel Marshall, a
long-time activist in the Los Angeles Catholic Interracial Council, argued that mS,oo
Andrea Perez and Sylvester Davis were both members of the Roman Catholic
Church, which maintained no official prohibition against interracial marriages. the
California statute constituted a violation of their right of free exercise of religion by
preventing them from participating in the sacrament of marriage. This innovative
argument suggested that due to its sacramental nature, the rightful jurisdiction over
the regulation of marriage rested with the Church and not the state. By so arguing, he
placed the Church’s canon law in direct confrontation with the state legislative comm.
In essence, Marshall’s position argued that canon law took _uamommoﬁ over the
California statute.

U.mim_ Marshall’s argument in the Perez case was more than “an end-run strategy.”
.w_m _.:ﬁolx: Peggy Pascoe has referred to it.* Rather, Marshall’s appeal to the Church’s
jurisdiction over the marriage contract was an attempt to bring an alternative, highly
articulated, system of law into direct confrontation with a civil legal code that bol-
stered Anglo-Protestant hegemony. As a complex and structured system that wielded
both an ideology and force of coercion of its own, canon law provided Marshall with
a way to resist racialist structures because the Church’s code makes no distinction
between individuals based on race. Rather. the key emphasis falls on religion.

While Marshall made his argument midway through the twentieth century, a con-
cern :/.\Q marriage and intrusion of the state’s power had been a recurring issue for
Catholics to consider for much of the previous thirty years. Though this argument
about free exercise has been traditionally overlooked by scholars, an examination of
the Perez case and its antecedents provides one way to take up historian John
7\_0080<v\,m call for scholars to analyze “how theological traditions help believers
A::m%wﬁ their surroundings.”™ Daniel Marshall’s work in the Perez case leads us to
investigate the analogous relationship between religious and racial difference that is
recurrent in Catholic writing about marriage, and the Catholic perspective on the bal-
ance of power between church and state in regulating marriage. Placed against the
larger backdrop of a shift from a scientitic racism to notions of race as a cultural con-
struction durtng the first half of the twentieth century. these two issues reveal a great
deal about the adaptation ot Catholicism to American conditions. particularly ,r«:o:
those conditions are fraught with institutional racism. )

3. Perez v. Lippold. L.A. 20305. Supreme Court Case Files (California State Archives).
.rv _unmmv_ Pascoe. “"Miscegenation Law, Court Cases and ldeologies of "Race’ in Twentieth-Century
America.” Journal of American History 83, no. 1 (June 1996): 61.
‘ 5. JohnT. Zc.Q?,m,.v. Parish Boundaries: The Catholic Encounter with Race in the Twentieth-Century
Urban North (Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 1996). 4. .
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I. Spiritual Miscegenation

In writing about the issue of interracial marriage, John LaFarge, S.J., one of the
founders of the Catholic Interracial Councils, showed a marked concern for the stress
and hardship that contemporary American social conditions would place on the par-
ties who entered into those unions. In a passage in The Race Question and the Negro,
he explained, “Racial intermarriage naturally produces a tension in family relations
not unlike that tension which is produced by a mixed marriage in the field of reli-
gion,” which were “subject to a special impediment from the church.”® Thus, LaFarge
highlighted the role of canon law in Catholic considerations of this issue by analo-
gously linking mixed racial marriages with mixed religious marriages. The analogy
would make sense to his fellow Catholics, because an examination of U.S. Catholic
periodical sources reveals that the “problem™ of interfaith marriages proved to be a
much more pressing issue than concerns about what Martha Hodes prefers to call
marriage “across the color line.”” Since spiritual matters were the primary concern of
the Roman Catholic clergy. there would necessarily be a focus on securing the faith
of their coreligionists, and a mixed marriage would bring differences of belief directly
into the most intimate of relationships. The Code of Canon Law explicitly regulated
the conditions under which a Catholic could enter into matrimony with a person out-
side of the faith. In addition to the regulation of mixed faith marriages, the 1917 Code
of Canon Law presented impediments based on want of age, impotence, existing bond
of marriage. sacred orders and a number of other situations. No such explicit state-
ment existed with regard to mixed racial marriages.”

During the height of the second wave of immigration in the United States,
Catholics were acutely concerned about new immigrants leaving the Church as they
adjusted to American conditions—a problem commonly referred to as “leakage.”

6. John LaFarge, S.J., The Race Question and the Negro (New York: Longmans, Green and Co.,
1943). 196.

7. Martha Hodes. “Introduction: Interconnecting and Diverging Narratives.” in Sex, Love, Race:
Crossing Boundaries in North American Historv. ed. by Martha Hodes (New York: New York University
Press, 1999). 1-9.

8. Of the impediments to marriage recognized by the Church. one of the most common was that of
marriage between a Catholic and a non-Catholic. The Code of Canon Law established two types of imped-
iments for these marriages, depending on whether or not the non-Catholic partner had been baptized. If that

partner was unbaptized (a Jew. a Muslim. a Hindu. etc.) there was a diriment impediment rendering the

potential marriage invalid. If that partner had been baptized (a Protestant). then there was an impedient
impediment rendering the marriage valid. but gravely sinful. Though this teaching on marriage traced back
to the Apostolic period. it had undergone a number of slight alternations. and by the nineteenth century.
Catholic bishops. including those in America. were allowed 1o issue a dispensation from the impediment
on the condition that the priest secured a written promise that the Catholic party would be free to practice
his or her faith and that be or she would see to it that the children would be raised and educated as
Catholics. For more information see T. Lincoin Bouscaren S.J.. and Adam C. Eliis. S.J.. Canon Law: A
Text and Commentary (Milwaukee, Wisc.: The Bruce Publishing Company. 1946). 455-496: Stanislaus
Woywood. O.FM., LL.B., “Canon Law Studies: Marriages between Catholics and Non-Catholics.” The
Homiletic and Pastoral Review 40 (February 1940). 409-419; Idem. “Marriage Impediment of Mixed
Religion.” The Homiletic and Pastoral Review 40 (March 1940), 633-643: and Idem. “Marriage of

Catholics to Unbaptized Persons.” The Homiletic and Pastoral Review 40 (April 1940): 756-766.
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Although Roman Catholicism had been the largest single Christian denomination in
the United States since the 1850s, in real numbers Protestants overwhelmed
nﬂmﬁro:nm. Subsequently, the clergy were particularly haunted by the problem of
._n.m_nmmﬂ:. due to the presence of Protestant settlement houses and social services
This period of transition and flux prompted investigations such mm‘ QoB_L
mrucmrsommv\.m Has the Immigrant Kept the Faith? (1925). However, after the dra-
Em:w reduction of immigration by the end of the 1920s, the focus wrwﬁ_mm to interfaith
:Ea:.mmo as the cause of individuals leaving the Church. For instance, working from
a <m:mQ. of sources and estimates, in 1934 Peter Bernarding estimated that of those
wm?c:m involved in mixed marriages, 38% or 79,800 persons failed to make Hrm:
‘Easter duty,” hence rendering them “lost to the Church.” Furthermore, Bernardin
explained, “My constant endeavor in making this estimate has been to cmaoaﬁa:éﬂm
BW:Q than to overestimate; so that I think it safe to set down our annual _czmwﬁ from
this source as being in the neighborhood of 100,000 souls.” If that rate 85&:& con-
”_W_“M MMMM_WOMI would be close to 1.5 million people by the time the Perez case came
. H:m language of racial difference sometimes haunted these meditations on interre-
._,_m_.OCw marriage. For example, in a 1931 article littered with phrases like “color line,”
B_xwa Emﬁammﬁm,; and “miscegenation,” Joseph Donovan discussed the problem n,um
the :_:.<mm_oz of Catholic life by the unregulated marriages of Catholics to non-
Catholics.” Entitled “Keeping back the Color Line,” the article was not a treatise on
the changing racial dynamics of America’s urban centers, but rather a Bmﬁ_:mam: on
what .Uc:oé: termed “‘spiritual miscegenation.” Novelist and literary scholar, Toni
Morrison has convincingly argued that “blackness™ is the dominant metaphor b,ua dif-
ference in the American mind, and Donovan'’s article is one example that bears out
her En.oJ\. The notion that interracial marriages were dangerous and negative E,mﬁ SO
pervasive in American life that he could most effectively express his concern and ,&,f
tress mvocﬂ.qo:mmo:m difference in marriage by invoking the specter of racial mixing 0
. By turning to the language of race to express his fears about interreligious Bm?
:wmwﬂ Donovan points out the degree to which notions of racial hierarchy are tied to
:::_c:m. about marriage. Statutes regulating intimate relations between whites and
:.o:-é::am have been part of the fabric of the American legal system since co_,o_:m_
:B@M In the wake of the Civil War, African Americans rushed to regularlize their
marriages in the eyes of the state. responding to the decades during which slaves were
:_E.En to contract marriages. Evidence suggest that both African >En:cmmﬁ and
whites were generally resistant to interracial marriages during this time and as ,<<::a

pos 9. \mmﬁ_ lwm_:&d_:m. AM.. S.T.B.. "Catholic Losses through Mixed Marriages,” The Homiletic and
‘ES.E Review 34 (September 1934): 1267-1272, and Idem, “Mixed Marriages: Preventatives :
Curatives,” The Homiletic and Pastoral Review 35 (October 1934): 52-58 o earartves wnd
10. Jos / " i . .
e %Mﬂm 1._ Wﬂczw(mﬂ.. O.Z... _.Oh., Ww%._:m Back the Color Line,” The Homiletic and Pastoral
R ay 19 1): 812: Toni Morrison, Plaving in the Dark: Whiteness and the Literary I inati
(New York: Vintage Books. 1992). nasmanen
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men had limited access to black women, miscegenation decreased considerably. As
Reconstruction gave way to disenfranchisement and Jim Crow, the complex of laws
circumscribing African American lives, anti-miscegenation statutes took up a promi-
nent place in that legal structure.'! Progressively, these statutes used the language of
blood to define “negroes” as any person who had any African ancestry at all. The so-
called “one drop rule” worked to produce the appearance of an impenetrable wall of
separation between whites and people of color. In the realm of anti-miscegenation
statutes, the Virginia Racial Integrity Act of 1924 became the most famous. Passed in
conjunction with the Virginia Sterilization Act, the Racial Integrity Act called for the
state registrar of vital statistics to ascertain the racial composition of every resident of
the Commonwealth who wished to contract a marriage, and any other person who
desired to register. Based on that certificate of racial composition, it was then “unlaw-
ful for any white person in this State to marry any save a white person, or a person
with no other admixture of blood than white and American Indian.” The stated excep-
tion for American Indian blood was to allow for one-sixteenth or less admixture in
honor of the descendants of Pocahontas.'?

As the Virginia case suggests, those concerned with preserving white racial
supremacy were also concerned with taking steps to improve the race such as advo-
cating sterilization for the “unfit.” Coalescing in the eugenics movement that was
increasingly popular after the turn of the century, these individuals looked to science
to improve the race by encouraging the “fit” to reproduce, while discouraging the
“unfit” from reproducing. Under the leadership of activists such as Charles
Davenport and Harry Laughlin, the founders of the Cold Spring Harbor Station for
Experimental Evolution and the Eugenics Record Office, the movement succeeded in
winning enough popular support to put forth a legislative agenda that included immi-
gration restriction, forced sterilization, and a host of marriage regulations.
Institutionalized after World War I in the American Eugenics Society (A.E.S.), the
eugenics advocates faced no stronger opponent than Catholic activists—both clergy
and laypersons—who routinely lobbied state legislatures, and spoke out against

eugenic statutes."

11. Joel Williamson. New People: Miscegenation and Mulattoes in the United States (Baton Rouge:

Louisiana State Press. 1995). 91-109.

12. “The Racial Integrity Act.” Commonwealth of Virgina, {S.B. 219}, passed March 20. 1924. For
more on the Racial Integrity Act. see: Barbara Bair. “Remapping the Black/White Body: Sexuality.
Nationalism. and Biracial Antimiscegenation Activism in 1920s Virginia." in Sex. Race, Love: Crossing
Boundaries in North American History. ed. by Martha Hodes (New York: New York University Press.
1999), 399-422: and Richard B. Sherman. ““The Last Stand": the Fight for Racial Integrity in Virginia in
the 1920s.” The Journal of Southern History 54, no. 1 (1988): 69-92.

13. See Sharon M. Leon. “Beyond Birth Control: Catholic Responses to the Eugenics Movement in
the United States. 1900-1950” (Ph.D. dissertation, University of Minnesota. 2004). On the American
eugenics movement, see Mark H. Haller, Eugenics: Hereditarian Attitudes in American Thought (New
Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Press, 1963); Daniel J. Kevles, In the Name of Eugenics: Genetics and
the Uses of Human Herediry (Berkeley: University of California Press. 1985) and Diane B. Paul,
Controlling Human Heredity, 1865 to the Present (Amherst, N.Y.: Humanity Books, 1998).
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Despite this consistent opposition, the A.E.S. pursued a broad-based agenda that
included support for anti-miscegenation statutes. For example, Davenport corre-
sponded with W.A. Plecker, one of the chief proponents of the Racial Integrity Act,
both before and after the act’s passage in 1924, although he declined to offer assis-
tance in the administration of the law. Additionally, on several occasions members of
the A.E.S. leadership, such as Madison Grant, discussed various anti-miscegenation
statutes and their enforcement.'* Similarly, Davenport crafted an extremely favorable
review of Earnest Sevier Cox’s book, White America, which argues that the United
States was in a state of racial deterioration that could only be halted by the mass
migration of blacks back to Africa.'” In the review, Charles Davenport extolled not
only Cox’s book, but also the author himself, who also was instrumental in securing
the passage of Virginia’s 1924 anti-miscegenation statute. Davenport gushed,
“America is still worth saving for the white race and it can be done. If Mr. E.S. Cox
can bring it about he will be a greater savior of his country than George Washington.
We wish him, his book and his *“White America Society’ godspeed.”!® Davenport’s
thinking can be taken as representative of the leadership of organized eugenics.

The authors and editors of the eugenics press expressed a good deal of curiosity at
the ways Catholics approached questions of racial difference and religious difference.
For example, in discussing eugenics in South America in 1922 Reginald Harris, a
eugenics field worker, explained the reasons for a lack of prejudice based on skin
color: “It is probably that there are no deep-lying national prejudices against colored
skin among the Portuguese and Spanish. On the other hand, the religious barrier
against interbreeding is certainly much stronger among Latins than among Teutons.
When, however, the religious hindrance is removed, when Indian and Negro became
confirmed in the Catholic faith, then they are of one body with the Caucasian
Catholics.”"” Harris’ observations in Eugenics News pointed out that ideally accept-
ance of the Catholic faith and teachings made all other differences of race and eth-
nicity meaningless. More important, however, is the fact that Harris interpreted this
unity achieved through conversion as reflecting negatively on the Catholic under-
standing of race, biology and society.'®

14 W.A. Plecker folder in the Charles Davenport Papers and Folder #] and #2 (1925-1935) of the
Minutes (1925-1956) for the American Eugenics Society collection, both housed at the American
Philosophical Society. Philadelphia. Pennsylvania.

15. White America continues to be a favorite with American white supremacists. and has achieved
renewed prominence with the Obama canc for president. Tom Metsger. leader of the White Arvan
Resistance. apparently recommends it as part of U7 See "White Ameri
Earnest Sevier Cox.™ Access St Louis! (August 28, 2008) <http://accessstiouis.blogspot.com/2008/08/
white-america-by-earnest-sevier-cox.html>.

16. "White America.” Eugenical News 9. no. 1 (January 1924): 3. A copy of the review is also located
in the Davenport Papers.

17. Reginald G. Harris, "Eugenics in South America,” Eugenical News 7. no. 3 (March 1922): 29-30.
18. While Harris™ article referred to the ways that South Americans understood skin color and racial
hierarchy. the work of Nancy Leys Stepan demonstrates that within Latin America. a “softer” eugenics pre-
vailed that than which took hold in the United States. England and Northern Europe. She attributes this
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Certainly, Catholic thinking about race was not z:#ozs..m:a moro._m:m have aww:-
mented the tremendous tensions that existed between ethnic Om%.o:om and >m.:om:
Americans. But, at the same time, Catholics did not mwvwo.mn: questions of race in SM
same way that their non-Catholic neighbors did. In mma.:_o: to the ._mmwo:w_?.nmo:ﬂw
by the everyday lived experiences of the diverse American Catholic population,

Church’s teaching maintained that Catholics were united E,ﬁo:mr their 005.3:.502
to a common faith and a sacramental theology. Rmma_.nmm & Bm_m_ u:@ 9_5._0 a:nmaﬂ
ences. Dealing with tremendous diversity due to the _EB_mE:o: &, %w ﬂ_:oﬂomsﬁ
century, Catholic bishops allowed the establishment of :m:osﬁ parishes that Wo%w-
nized the authenticity of distinct and traditional styles of worship and that wor o. o
preserve the ethnicity of immigrants. This is not to say that there were not wow_w:m
instances of conflict amongst ethnic groups in Catholic Ecmﬂwom:ﬁ? but the nmr&..
lishment of national parishes theoretically accommodated difference more z::.ﬂ %o.w
discouraged it. This unity through faith and ritual nxﬁmmﬁoa not O:Q to :_w :o_&\ _4:_~c5_-
grants, but also to the small numbers of professing African American Catholics.

I1. A Sacred Power

Miscegenation statutes dealt with the ncomac:. of racial &Q,Qm:wm m:ar:mmaﬁo:vw
through regulating access to marriage. For Catholics, the @:nﬁ,_o: of iro w .\.HWMMMH
priate jurisdiction over the marriage union, the church or So. state, &&m a m_.m:_ i an
one due to the status of marriage as a sacrament. Ioém<nﬁ:§_m question .mo: _:.8 maaa
relief with Pope Pius XI's 1930 encyclical, Casti Connubit. j.m. w:n%o:om._ .8._.8%8:
Catholic teaching on marriage, emphasizing the Oscﬁ.s,m ovcwm_:o: to artificial wi .
control, eugenic sterilization, divorce, free love, and @5_ Bm?Emw? In the _o.:.mh , us
XI restated canon law’s position on interfaith qu:mmnm..\y: of %m.mm.am.ﬂo:._sm,f on
marriage and reproduction were based on the O:ﬁo:,w n._m:: to sole _::m““ncom%dwﬁ
the marriage contract. Due to the sacred nature of the union, the state could rightiully

legislate the civil effects of marriage, such as inheritance, but only the Church held

; : A arriaoe 20
the authority to dispense impediments t0 marriage.

Emphasizing the role of the state as protector, the encyclical u_”ﬁo oo‘::mo_oa
against the ways in which the state might overstep its bounds by interfering with -,:E-
lrmmo The letter condemned eugenics legislation that would prevent persons from

difference both to cultural ties with France. w here neo-La ;:.crm:: ::E.mr,~ held ,,w_:o, \f.ﬁuz‘:”_“g :dxwﬂ_u‘

sious (Catholic) objections to human sterilization. See N C m_mn::. The m»\”:: of Euge : .

¢ in Latin America (Ithaca. N.Y.: Cornell Uniy o_.,:v,_u_.m// _):_ ). - -
19. The kev texts on these complicated issues are as :.::.,, st R. _u:::m:, h,:_,?_:,,a wwﬁ_‘n_ww:: .3::” :(:..

Jesuit m_:,m.I,.,_&:m inM nd. 1803-1838.” in Randall Z_:a__. .::L .j:_.g /u.(w_r_v__wv,y_ra ,_ JMT;. h/ i

,CE South: Exsavs in Church and Cult (Macon. - Mercer University W_C/ , :* 539:.. r.,:: v

Davis. The E.,,.‘::..,. of Black Catholics in the United .f.:\:w AZm.,”. N\M:_M.‘ GMM”N:MU_MW:Z. Qlw:: .

i jes: 4 ic Enc erw ace in the - A

7M_,M~O~M,m WQCNH““@,_\“_WM“”AWSEWM \W:MMS_NNWQWHHM‘WWP.._.MCN\. Southern. John LaFuarge and the Limits of
cago sity \ . . ‘

AQ:MS\M. Interracialism. 1911-1963 (Baton Rouge: Loui .p State C::.m“r:«muﬂny?‘_\wﬁwawm L Clandin
20. Pius X1. “Casti Connubii” in The Papal Encyclicals, 1903-1939, Volume HI. ed. by

Carlen. THM (Pierian Press. 1990). 391-414.
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marryi ssibili i
e W\oﬂwmawﬂwm H_MMM”MU:_W that they s:m? produce defective offspring. The letter
et o En&mm_ moM: ﬂgﬁ: <<.O:E m.oqc_zv.\ ,.dowlé these [persons] of that natu-
these measures, the @scv\c_wm_m_ M,NWMM.HWMMMMM_::W:MM&.: e e
Dese me h . s out those “who over solicitous for the
o Mwww“_mwﬂrzﬁ“wﬂﬂ_% WE@ mm_cﬂ.mJ\ oo:.:mo_ for more certainly procuring the
e ,M w:::o. o:__m|<<._:n? indeed, is not contrary to right
e oot Nm_ W_mo»w e MR aims Omx. higher order,” and wish to promote pro-
oo s o, . o er than condemning 5.@ goal of promoting healthy children
:omm:(o e %?,u _m% BMmm:aWw, the o:o%o:.om_ only speaks out against invasive
e o,m. o MMTM?.O? the power of persuasion over the use of force in
s Pramation of T:oﬁnv\ mm::m. Hence, the letter explains that “[a)ithough often
v ndvi Q:,ol: ,::Eo _mnomma to :m<.n “defective” offspring] are to be dis-
N Uoo%m:ﬁ “w Bm:,:Ec:v\, cmzm.::_v\ it is wrong to brand men with the
e e e R,M ov\:ro::mi ,Smn:.umﬂ on the ground that, despite the fact
o ey are in eve chc ﬂnﬂ capable of matrimony, they will give birth only to defec-
ooitars c:,mBQQ.Z. m ~ ey use all care and diligence.”* The message here is that
pereduary Sharads Um MHMM“S:Q U@. oo:mq:ma as active choices for which an individ-
R amowﬁ%@“ﬂwﬂm”_m.ﬁw_:nn heredity exists outside the realm of free
<E%ﬂmo an individual or restrict EQWQMMWMM.M:MM HMH ﬂﬂmﬂ%m pover 1o ddt
e N . . . -
. m:SHMMMW_MMM MMMMMHMMMMNMN,Mws_:w.w:. ﬂwwamoa one element of the struggle
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state authority only over matters such as licensing and inheritance guaranteed that

there would be a good deal of debate over which public policy initiatives constituted

an overstepping of civil authority.

The example that makes this debate most cle
* Unlike anti-miscegenation codes, these eugenically

ar is the conversation surrounding

“social disease legislation.’
inspired laws called for individuals to present a certificate stating that they were free

from sexually transmitted diseases and other “defects” before the state would grant
them a marriage license. While infected individuals would not be granted a license,
if they could present an affirmative certificate signed by a physician at a later date,
the state would officially recognize the marriage. Therein Jay the rub for Catholics:
Was this legislation creating a civil impediment to marriage, or was it merely a delay
in the interest of public health? Discussing a 1938 New York state regulation Paul
Blakely, S.J.. an editor of the Jesuit journal America, argued that the statute called
for a justifiable delay to marriage that protected the public good rather than creating
an 56@&3@3.? Others disagreed with Blakely’s position on whether or not the
state was overstepping its jurisdiction. Theologian Francis J. Connell, C.SS.R.,
refuted Blakely’s position based on the fact that the Church claimed sole authority
to regulate the marriage contract. Connell instructed readers that “since the Church
has not legislated that social disease prevents a baptized person from contracting a
valid and lawful marriage, Catholics must hold that there is no human legislation
binding in conscience which directly prohibits a baptized person so aftlicted from
marrying.”

Connell’s position is instructive. With regard to canon law, he allowed for a very
narrow interpretation of the text. He followed the letter of the law and tended to be
suspicious of that which fell outside of the elements delineated in that law, particu-
larly in instances that involved a conflict between church and state over jurisdiction.
In Connell’s opinion, social disease legislation and compulsory blood tests repre-
sented an attempt on the part of the state to legislate moral issues. He instructed his

readers:

S

24, Paul Blakely. S.J. “Social Diseases and Legislation for Marriage.” America (July 2. 1938): 295.
Blakely's article also included a common confusion that was key to the success of many eugenic policy
initiatives. In stating that “[tJhe disease can be inherited” Blakely made a significant mistake that one of
his fellow Jesuits keenly pointed out in a subsequent issue: discase cannot be inherited: fetuses can be
g an environmental ransmission rather than a hereditary taint. [Robert C. Graham.
*America July 16, 1938) 354.] Blakely responded that he
hich he considered himself “cen-

infected in utero. causin
S.J. “Correspondence: Marriage Legislation.”
~used the term in its popular. not biotogical, sense.” @ misstep for w
urable.” |Paul L. Blakely. S.J. ~Correspondence: Marriage Legislation.” America Quly 23,1938y 377.]

25, Additionally. Connell was quite concerned about the cugenic origins of social disease legislation
and the subsequent dangers of abuse. Urging Catholics to assume & critical stance toward marriage license
laws. he counseled that "to avoid civil penalties. baptized persons will prudently observe the laws of the
localities in which they reside. At the same time it is well for Catholics to be familiar with the teachings
of their Church on this matter, and to be alert to the danger which this present legisiation may be only the
opening wedge—the danger of legalized sterilization. The use of moral means. that is legisiation. to pre-
vent diseased persons from procreating may easily lead to the use of physical means.” Francis J. Connell.
C.Ss.R., "Correspondence: Marriage Legislation.” America (July 16. 1938): 354,
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It is imperative therefore that Catholics be alive to the situation and realize that the civil
government is now arrogating to itself a sacred power that Christ wished to be exercised
solely by His Church, and that in passing eugenic legislation binding on the baptized the
state is going beyond its lawful sphere just as truly as if it legislated as to who should be
admitted and who should not be admitted to Holy Communion.2

Connell was never one to mince words when he thought the integrity of the Church
was in danger. Despite the fact that he seemed utterly convinced that his position was

indisputable, the debate over social disease legislation continued into the 1940s in
Catholic periodicals.?’

II1. Prudence

In his insightful work on the legal construction of race. White by Law, lan Haney
Lépez emphasizes the role of law in structuring society. He argues that “|1]aw is one
of the most powerful mechanisms by which any society creates, defines and regulates
itself.”* This emphasis on the role of law within American society leads him to con-
clude that in the construction of race, law functions both as coercion and as ideology.
It constrains action “through the promulgation and enforcement of rules that deter-
mine permissible behavior™ and limits cognitive possibility by defining, “while seem-
ing only to reflect, a host of social relations, from class to gender, from race to sexual
identity."*” Anti-miscegenation cases performed both of these functions by regulating
the marriage contract and by issuing definitive statement on racial categorization. In
this way, they contributed to the effort to shore up white supremacy.

The initial prohibition against miscegenous marriages in California arose in
1850 and it accompanied a statute that prevented African Americans or “mulattoes”
from testifying for or against white persons in a court of law. Quickly thereafter, in
1854, the law was amended to exclude the testimony of Chinese persons. The ini-
tial language was succeeded by Civil Code 60 in 1872, which prohibited the mar-
riage of white persons with “negroes” or “mulattoes.” The law was then amended
in 1901 to exclude “Mongolians™ and in 1933 to exclude members of the “Malay

26. Francis J. Connell. C.Ss.R. “May the State Forbid Marriage Because of Social Disease?” The
Ecclesiastical Review 49. no. 6 (December 1938): 517.

27. See Thomas Vernor Moore. (.S.B. "Ma ige and Venereal Infection: L Ecclesiastical Review 50.
no. 4 (April 1939): 323-331: Francis J. Connell. C.Ss.R.. “Marriage and Venereal Infection: 1.7
Ecclesiastical Review 50, no. 4 (April 1939): 331-334: Francis J. Connelt. C.S.R.. “State Legislation on
Venercal Diseases.” Ecclesiastical Review 30. no. 3 (May 1939): 445-446: Francis B. Donnelly. S.T.L..
“Compulsory Blood Tests Before Marriage: 1. Ecclesiastical Review 51. no. 1 (July 1939): 9-21: Francis
J. Connell. C.Ss.R. “Compulsory Blood Tests Betore Marriage: IL™ Ecclesiastical Review 51, no. | (July
1939): 21-30: Thomas Vernor Moore. O.S.B.. “The Marriage of Persons Infected with Venereal Discase:
L7 Ecclesiastical Review 53. no. | (July 1940): 27-53: and Francis J. Connell. C.Ss.R.. “The Marriage of
Persons Infected with Venereal Disease: 11." Ecclesiastical Review 53. no. | (July 1940): 54-59.

28. lan F. Haney Lopezr. White by Law: the Legal Construction of Race (New York: New York
University Press, 1996), 9-10.

29. Ihid.. 121,124,
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intermarriages are prohibited by law, as they are in several States of the Union, the
Church bids her ministers to respect these laws. and to do all that is in their power to

dissuade persons from entering into such unions.” Far from a call for civil disobe-
oested that the disparity of conditions occasioned by

dience, LaFarge’s message SUgg
racial difference would be so great that it would endanger the unity of the marriage

bond so much that an interracial union would simply not be “prudent,” and that social
and cultural conditions changed ever so slowly. leaving people with little choice but
to accept them in the meantime. From this perspective, LaFarge modeled the para-
digm of racial thinking emerging from cultural anthropologists, which viewed racial
categories as having no objective biological foundation, but accepted social and cul-
tural differences as the basis for those distinctions.*
Though Marshall did not believe that the cited passage counseling priests to
respect existing laws had any bearing on his claims, he requested LaFarge’s com-
ment.” As a result, LaFarge had a chance to clarify a position in private correspon-
dence that he did not forcefully take in his public writings: “Respecting the laws does
not mean that one approves of the Jaws or considers them either just or equitable.”
LaFarge told Marshall that if the social consequences of the marriage had been fully
considered, then the Catholic Church would have no objection. There was no imped-
iment to interracial marriage in canon Jaw. unlike those impediments placed against
“marriage with people of different religions or within the forbidden degrees of rela-

tionship.” He went on to explain,
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the claims of reasonableness for the anti-miscegenation statute. Drawing on a vari-
ety of court rulings, Marshall sought to argue that mixed marriages did not represent
a clear and present danger to the state that would be necessary to justify the abroga-
tion of the natural right of persons to marriage or to the free exercise of religion.
Since the issue had never come before the California Supreme Court, or the United
States Supreme Court, the state’s brief pointed to several state and federal rulings.
In analyzing the cases cited by the state, Marshall argued that the decisions repre-
sented the codification of racial prejudice and the unfounded assumptions about
“inferiority.” Marshall skillfully pointed to the ways in which the rulings, and the
state’s use of them, worked only to uphold the ideology of white supremacy. He

included an extended quotation from the ruling of a 1890 federal case in Georgia, to
make his point:

The amalgamation of the races is not only unnatural, but it is always productive of
deplorable results. Our daily observations show us that the offspring of these unnatural con-
nections are generally sickly and effeminate, and that they are inferior in physical develop-
ment, and strength to the full blood of either race. It is sometimes urged that such marriages
should be encouraged for the purposc of elevating the inferior race. The reply is that such
connections never elevate the inferior race to the position of the superior. but they bring

down the superior to that of the inferior. They are productive of evil, and evil only. without
any corresponding good.*

He capped this argument with an extended quote from Mein Kampf that mirrored
much of the language available in the rulings from the state and federal courts.
Explaining the parallel, Marshall charged California with pursuing the purity of the
“blood of the so-called white race™ at all costs.*! In doing so, he leveled a powertful
charge of overt racism at the state.

He then moved on to answer the state’s claims of biological justification for the
statute, which reflected an older and tenacious notion that race was a scientifically
quantifiable reality. These claims were firmly rooted in the eugenics literature of the
1910s and 1920s. The state turned to Charles Davenport’s study, Race Crossing in
Jamaica, and to the work of W.E. Castle, a Harvard geneticist. S.J. Holmes. a
University of California biologist, and E.B. Reuter, a University of Chicago sociolo-
gist, for evidence of the deterioration that would result from interracial marriage. In
cach case. Marshall was able to point to more recent analysis by Otto Klineberg

and
Ashley Montagu that illuminated the racist assumptions. methodological flaws. and
the thin data in this early work. Klineberg and Montagu stood among the newer gen-
eration of social scientists who argued for the cultural and sociological constructs of

racial difference.” As Elazar Barkan has argued in The Retreat of Scientific Racism,
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well.”® Traynor rehearsed the case law establishing marriage as a fundamental right
that includes the right to marry the person of one’s choosing. The California anti-mis-
cegenation statute restricted that choice by placing whole classes of persons out of
bounds without establishing that there was clear reason for the restriction. He rejected
the arguments of both physical inferiority and social tension as a reason for the
restriction. Citing cases related to jury selection and residential segregation, Traynor
argued that promoting peace could not come at the expense of fundamental
Constitutional rights. Traynor laid the blame for social tensions on racial prejudice:
“If they [progeny of mixed marriages] do [suffer stigma of inferiority and rejection
by both races], the fault lies not with their parents, but with the prejudices in the com-
munity and the laws that perpetuate those prejudices by giving legal force to the
belief that certain races are inferior. If miscegenous marriages can be prohibited
because of tensions suffered by the progeny. mixed religious unions could be prohib-

ited on the same ground.” In making this analogy, Traynor pointed directly to John

LaFarge, noting that the Jesuit called the unions “not unlike”” one another.*” Finally,
Traynor faulted the statute for failing to clearly define all of the terms employed to
designate racial groups.

Traynor’s decision was supplemented by two concurring opinions that forcefully
expressed dismay at the arguments used by the state to justify the anti-miscegenation
law. Calling the statute a “product of ignorance, prejudice and intolerance,” Justice
Jesse Carter cited the Declaration of Independence, the Bill of Rights, the Fourteenth
Amendment to the Constitution, and the Charter of the United Nations as important
documents that it contradicted. He was particularly moved by Marshall’s use of the quo-
tation from Mein Kampf. which he reproduced in full in his opinion.** Justice Douglas
Edmonds wrote a concurring opinion that came the closest to affirming Marshall’s
claims about free exercise. In large part, Edmonds agreed with Traynor, but he argued
that freedom to marry was protected under the guarantee of religious freedom and that
the proper emphasis should be placed on the absence of a clear and present danger that
could justify compromising the First Amendment right of free exercise.

In the wake of the California State Supreme Court’s decision in the Perez case,
both Catholic and secular media reported the ruling. The secular media, in particular,
recognized the willingness of some Catholics to challenge anti-miscegenation
statutes as signaling the emerging presence of Catholics in the national civil rights
movement. For instance, the Nation explained that “*Marshall's achievement is a per-
sonal triumph, for most of the civil-rights organizations failed or refused to partici-
pate in the case on the assumption that miscegenation statutes could not be success-
fully challenged in the court.™"
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Tensions Not Unlike that Produced by a Mixed Marriage 43

Reports of the decision in Catholic journals tended wo laud the P:.mm.ﬁ__:zm as _m
moral victory, while continuing to sound a note of ow.::_o: mch the socia ms cul-
tural environment for interracial marriages. In the initial Rvoz_:m‘ of the .aoo_m_o:, %.@
editors of America (led by John LaFarge, who served as N.S m.wmoﬁm:w .na:Oﬁ an exec-
utive editor and eventually editor-in-chiet from 1926 until ?m ammﬁ in 1963) @ccwna
directly from Francis Connell’s 1938 piece in the Ecclesiastical Review that nm:m&m ﬁwﬂ
Catholics to resist intrusive legislation. However, the m_:oﬁn. ﬂoB .Oow:o.: émw ol-
lowed by a caution about the “great personal problems and a:HEc_:mm sz an 58_7
racial marriage would entail. Gravely, the editors RBMESQ” ﬁ,wa E.m few noocm
who can accept such a burden. Toward them the attitude of OWEw__o.m will Wn M.SN:,M_
by respect for the person redeemed by Christ and the .mmnBBoE Sm::.:na .% 4 ﬂ:_

Some months later, America carried an article written by S.n Jesuit legal sc .w mm
Robert E. Drinan. Even though the article was entitled “Triumph w<m.a Wmﬁvwr
Drinan failed to share the optimism of the writers at Time and the ZQ:.::, n_wzwm
his analysis of the decision with the following .ma«_oon :1_,:.3.0 should, of oocnvw, M
no agitation to repeal such statutes since 1) it is unrealistic to oxwoﬂ any mcwﬁ
repeal, and 2) such a course of action might _uo.%oqm;o the fallacy that _,m,m”owv,%m
a general practice, desire to intermarry.”>> With z.:w wn:m:ﬁ:f he rep Fm.m
reluctance of LaFarge and many members of the hierarchy to w_mx w:m_._o:m_sm :w-
ditional taboos against interracial relationships in the name of racial _.:mw_oo. HJ_m
final caution received a stinging rebuke from Ted LeBerthon, a Om::w,:c bocgmrww
from Los Angeles, who suggested that Drinan :ma been wmq:ow by “an ESM Mva
excessive prudence” and that “the Church, in the ‘::Qmmﬁ. of true .wncawsom.v ﬁ ou
encourage the repeal of laws everywhere against _.EQ‘_.mo_m_ Bma:.m‘m‘m, umm_:.z m_:v\w
thing that would intimate that our brother in Christ, the Negro, 1s something less

wavnw
than a human person.”™

The coverage in the Interracial Review was much more positive than that _.J
America. but the editors still felt compelled to strike a U.&mwno between hm_umamm,m
public reticence and the Church’s teachings. While they took into account LaFarge’s
cautions and the state’s use of them, the editors cast the ?wc_oﬁ of 8:8_.:@083\
social conditions as arising “not from anything in their marriage :mo_.ﬁ but ?3\: the
attitudes of the group around them —attitudes 5.& they were iw:c:m ﬁw,nw.rw_wmm”
They argued that LaFarge’s position helped to o_m:Q Church Smo?:mw:m: ec ”EM,
the absurdity and wrongness of any regulations ,S.:a: %o:_m Sww this B,mzmw.o: Qo..
where it properly and alonc belongs: the tree crc_cm,i Em _:a:‘._m:m_.w r,o,:ri,:m. .a
This reading of LaFarge's position cast the problem of ch,m_ 9.59:0_.7 as Z::Q. _:.n.
that could be dealt with through activism in the pursuit of racial ,Em:c.w. The wa:.c_m
tauded the California decision for correcting a “major moral and _@mm_, mcmwf._..z,ﬁ
“because it is a powerful exemplification. in an unexpected quarter. of the far-reach-

51. “Interracial Marriage.” America (October 16. 1948): ﬁo 1040 431
52 Robert F. Drinan. $.J.. “Triumph Over Ra m." America Cm::mﬁ 2201 V.J ,E.&c ot0
mw LeBerthon, ,_.mF “~Correspondence: Interracial Marriages,” America (March 12, ) .
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ing bearings of Catholic moral and sacramental teaching upon human conduct: of the
.Qﬁﬁor,m power to heal a wound that the accumulated wrongs of centuries have
inflicted upon American society.”> |

The editors of the Interracial Review recognized the potential contained within
Marshall’s willingness to place canon law in conflict with the civil code of law
Although his position was a risky one to take during an era in which Paul m_m:ﬁ:m&
and other intellectuals were accusing Catholics of being unable to think for g,:mB-
mw_éw., Z.m?:m:,m argument in the Perez case illuminates the ways in which reli-
m_o.:m institutions ,m:a social teachings can provide alternative narratives that work to
a‘mm_ﬁ oppression.™ Marshall’s strategy proves that, rather than being unable to think
*.oﬁ themselves, increasingly Catholics were willing to creatively mine their tradi-
:o:w. and teachings for new ways to pursue social reform. In that vein, Catholics
no:::.:ma the process of negotiating their public identity as both Q:,:c:cm m:m
.>Bw:nu:m while they challenged the coercion and ideology of racist marriage leg-
islation with their own code of laws. Ditfering opinions amongst Catholics make it
o_ga. that not everyone was prepared to make the shift to Marshall’s counter-hege-
monic .wmw.m_umc:é in 1948, yet the alternative was there and it gained increasing sup-
port within the Catholic community in the period leading up to the landmark 1967

Supr ] e . L
preme Court decision in Loving v. Virginia that declared anti-miscegenation
statutes unconstitutional 3
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anshay g . Yt q 1 _ IS 1 1 1 : .
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Jwn: Catholicism in the American Intellectu: inati i y
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Una Iglesia Mds Mexicana:
Catholics, Schismatics, and the
Mexican Revolution in Texas, 1927-1932

Kristin Cheasty Miller

arch 16, 1930 was a dreary Sunday in San Antonio, Texas. It was raining.

It had, in fact, been raining almost continuously for three days-—a remark-

able occasion in what is normally a rather dry and sunny climate.
Surprisingly, instead of dashing about under umbrellas or hiding away indoors on this
rainy afternoon. much of the Mexican working-class community of San Antonio held
a parade. Impervious to the inclement weather, hundreds of people gathered to follow
bugles and drums, an honor guard, and a marching band through the rain to the train
station because this, for them was a landmark day. Don José Joaquin Pérez Budar, the
archbishop and patriarch of the politically and religiously controversial Mexican
Catholic Apostolic Church (ICAM). was tinally coming from Mexico City to meet
his followers in Texas.'

In both Mexico and in Texas, the schismatic Mexican Catholic Apostolic Church
has largely vanished from historical memory. This all-but-forgotten movement, how-
ever. sits at the crux of many critical narratives in the history of post-revolutionary
Mexico. and in the history of Mexican immigration to the United States during that
<ame time. This article examines the popularity of the ICAM in Texas within the con-
text of contested national and class identities for the Mexican working class living in
Texas. It also examines the relationship between the Roman Catholic Church in the
United States and these marginalized. often impoverished. Mexican immigrants, par-
ticularly in light of changing demographics and the resultant shift in political power in
local communities. In addition. this study argues that the Roman Catholic Church’s
antagonism toward the newly installed “revolutionary™ government of Mexico nega-

1. “Viene ¢l Patriarca Pérez a San Antonio.” £l Heraldo Mexicano. 45an Antonio. Texas). March 17.
1930. microfilm. Note: The name of this church in Spanish is the fglesia Cutolicu Apostolica Mexicana.
although at different points it went by a variety of names. Fully conilated. this church organization’s name
was the Iglesia Catolica Ortoddxa Apostilica Nacional Mexicana. There was a great deal of changeabil-
ity in the name: ICAM. however. is the simplest and most consistently used appelation to use for this paper.
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