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all’be the Year of Jubilee, So ran
estament, The Jaw is atill ob-
A ent, And perhaps with grester
ety faller:je & Naw Testament is the fulfill.
o1 aings which in the Old Testnmant were &
1¢ priesthood of the New Law is
irist, the reality of which the
{2 meml]y e ghadow.
. 1alty unlte in one great hymn
3 mx ﬂacmlotal Jubd leea, four
Ties t; htch the jubilarians
; o dlocese. Golden
[k i o, iny asionnny do we find
Wh&‘}i hvld a;!uﬂ Aty ¥ m'a in a priestly carepr,
ndead, blesed the diocese In giving us four who
wmpﬂet«i their full fity years at the altar,

‘Buans

A

’fhe Pro-Cathedral we address our first
ndation and congratulation. Monsignor
M 03(1 Cuthedral Parish, served his first
,u spsigtant pastor of St. Patrick’s, be-
Mor of the Pro-Cathedral of the Sacred
TS S0 when the parishi he had founded
i, edrtoft’iu rank af the Cathe
' tﬁoc%eﬁni b? tru(el a!iwp titlerdtoi s%?\la hlg has gi\'?n
"ﬁmnn % 1alior snd his talents in the classroom, in
‘at-the altar. m the confessitnal, at the sick bed

ny. f;)rmo parln i :hministmlon. for the salvation of
aur“’B lhom lul-l cdmu tor of the diocese. He deserves
!or al thh;:’ dons, may he be with us
wmra of hiKpriestiood! Hearty congratula-
t ‘ t‘ih!ngl God has enabled him to

SRR (. l‘ cbuhon
BEITE ~_’1§\¢Jn6ﬁ@a rh{\ ﬁnor Thomas Connors has
o ,'“th;tSi::‘ ;r {) Ohurck %m is prepaation for the
- A?‘l ' tor he-has glven to Blessed Sacrament
- wrinnbngg nts oneof the lag tm\ mostithportant-parishes
ﬂ;iﬁﬁﬁ He is mar Year of Jubilee by pre.
' ;;mhn{ tha zﬁx?il's of buildings hoe haa given to Blessed Sac.
t‘lslr, s paxish plant erowned by an outstandingly
‘fnknbr (Inmxorx has_been the type of pastor go immersed
mmgl;j] work of avery dmz? tion that he and his
%?&h .{x » ttle honored by all'who know him, Monsignor
Capinory: gsgtmn fo,r many years a Consnjtor-of the dio-
‘ imw* hﬁn By the Ho!y JFather aa?rqlata of the Do.
‘_ te I{oumhol of the Pope. We congratulate Monsignor
ven to Gl ahd to Religl pls and
18 telloy %rlem and his Bishop units i:\ commen ing him

fu'tm‘é Ad *mxltes annos!

: I‘ift{ gem'- of conseerntion to the (reat High-Priest,
ot de sdieation to the Quesn of the Most Holy Rosary,
entf. A Tharéer given to parochial work, to the work
, g the young, to skilled direction of an army of
"Téceives A specia) bleming from God as Father Keenan
3 hmw; uties of his calling, but still sorving the Master
. in'm niﬁtermg to the spiritual needs of the many who are
- and ntﬁli%ag?ﬁ aud intimato communing with God and His'
" vmis nn have ‘marked the noctive carcer of Father

uis givah in mrge. He has been a.valued help
to-contin togram of service that has
§ Mothcr the Church has conferred
L o youxs A an assigtant
€ am)’y !&s mm&. n Ita crqv opm“mt fromy amall be-
orecﬁ anew rectory, that will be a fitting comple.
," :mmmt
¥ thie Church that is a truo prayer in. stone,
entified {0 ithe .axtent that Father Connor's
vefe; ﬂa&» shop as & trusted andivalued adviaor,
Coni mx heampst yzefu f&nd edifyim sering of Golden
; m!"%‘a

dorre, in wishitig it alf good things foy the

Father James B. Keenan
xeneivp their cxown in the Golden Jubiles of Father James
‘mlteﬁts who have looked to him for apizitual direction,
apands il eae later yenrs of his priesthood f{reed from the
_tlose to higssind look to hirn for counsel and advive. Prayer
they be a confinued blessing in this, his Golden

of Jul;

it cr Rawlinson

5] \nﬁnuti;ta ‘\) and herpjo service in his earlier
mys , & stirdy aid to Ay bishop
ﬁaugud ng and devcloph\g the Chancéry Office
tga 1 th 9dxocese. an varnest and active
triek's Parish in Corning and builder
Ql& 'sah M imgx)r Edmund A. Rawlinson en-
¥ Year worthy 6f all the honors
Re wax the first Vice-Chancellor of
{ﬁf“mmy years at St. Mary's and St
R, %l:& i}as ?Im\t tSI;? g:ars kup to now
us 1e e people ef trick’s Parish.
yoary-of devy 5 smﬂea find him still active and eager
inister to aﬁ;ﬂ Bishop and his fellow priests
tox ith Il ; oﬂowemamong the laity in commending hind™

ctomplishments of the past ffty vears, and
&‘egntitg}xzd blessing on the years ahead. and o
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_ope of Latchmg any fzsh,
ure all thogugh the weary hours
€rg-washnng their nets,
t of Christ to pull away from
6t the maltitudes.  Peter
—hﬂst it hie resume hix
e &%ﬁ& the-docility of
& réadinesn with which

i) deﬁvsml by the
#t the Catliolic Press

csvention in Cleveland,
MeManus v ssintant 61
. Depsrtment of the
Conference and =
. m,gumm of state
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ik WQW fukue of oﬁﬁ‘ ﬁitholic ﬁsper:
ol Ories o some phng of

“Km /aF. thr use of tax funds

Sg{d hits the headlines,

i Earb. controversies,
Another tinge news will
Gredk on the school lunch
rogram, or released time re-
giouy-instruction, oF tax ex:
emption,
©  And, on the trall of the
" néwe it the inevitable pub.
‘lf¢  stutements and topical
mmm of ecclesiastics,
" Catholle. and non- Cathonc.
who- wish to take sides In
fh’t controversy.
¥r: theu are the editorf
il and Y epeatedly hammer
home the fdex ﬂ(ir;e ttholtc nchoal; should be
glver u 'Inlt ghare of public funds, because
Catholics, who, like other citizens, pay taxes
for education, shduld receive some return on
;lr nioney. So, they argue, laws which bar
to parochlal achools are unjust and dis

¢ {minatary, and Catholics ought to demand
taelr repeal or amendment.

This barrage of news stories and editorials
has stunned the average Catholic lay person
who until racently had been under the lmpres-
slon that Catholic school authorities wanted no
part of publie funds and would not accept
public support for fear of public control. The
present Incessant plea for a share of public
money strikes a discardant note in the ear of
the Catholle lay person who for years has
been told In sermons that our Catholic schools
are independent [natitutidns, (inanced entirely
by voluntary contributlons and free completely
of any control or supervision by governmental
agencles,

In the opinlon of most lay persons, the cur
rent agitatlod to :ecure concessions from the
government betrays an unpardonable disre-
gard for the tra tions of Catholic education
{n this country, where Catholic schools have
acquired & status of academic independence
unmatched by Catholic achools in other lands,
and thia Independence has been \on at the .,
high but well worth-while price of support-
fng our schools entirely by voluntary contri
butions. As one Catholic lay person put it
“Why i3 the Catholic Church working so vig-
orously for something it really doesn't want?”

A Cathollc lawyer put the same question
even more forcefully. “Why." he asked, “is the
Catholle Church campaigning so miiitantly to
secure public funds for its parochial schools,
whep (1) the constitutions of the States and
the United States forbld this practice, (2) the
acceplance of fundy necessarfly would Involve
governmental controt, (3) the campaign itselt
boomerangs by arousing oppositlon against the

s o limited govérnmental ald which the parochial

schools now have, and (4} the campaign s
driving Protestants and other non-Catholics
further away from the Church?” In other
words, he asked, "Whyv should the Church en
gage In a futile campatgn for something in
ftsel! undesirable, a campalgn which will jeop
ardize the Cathollc schools present legal status,
and which will impede the Church’s essential
spiritual mission to win all souls for Christ.”

‘That 12 a hard queation 1 hape to propose
an angwer to it here. But before taking up the
question, may I offer this observation: that this
question, and many more like It, are frequently
rajsed by Catholic lay persons (and by some
priests too) is in Htgelf an indication that the
so-called Cnatholic school campajgn for public
funds has not been properly interpreted to the
readers of the Catholle press

And immediately to put the blame for this
situation where it belongs, I should say that
the specialists in educational politics and church-
state relations have not fully clarified their
own thinking on these intricate issues with
the result that the non-specialists are just a
shade more confused than the specialists them:
selves. With the hope of making amends for
any persentl negligence in this regard, I should
like to sketch in broad outline a rationale for
our maneuvers fn what might be called the fleld
of ecducational politics.

Al . s

Let us begin with facta. Are Catholic schools
in this country entitled to a share of public
funds? The anawer to this question s clearty

-aet forth In Pope Plus XI's Encyclical on the

*Christlan Education of Youth™:

“And let no one say that in a nation where
there are different religious beliels, it is impos-
sible to provide for public instruction otherwise
than by neutral or mixed schools. In such a
case it beromes the duty of the State, indeed
it 18 the easier and more reasonable method of
procedure. 1o leave free scope to the initlative
of the Church and the family, while giving
hem such assistance as justice demands

“That this can be done to the full satisfac
tion of families, and to the advantage of edu-
cation and of public peace and tranquility, is
clear from the actual experience of some coun-
tries comprising different religious denomina.
tions. There the school legisiation respects the
rights of the family, and Catholics are free to,
follow thelr own system of teaching in schools”
that are entirely Catholle. Nor ls distributive
Jgstice lost sight of, as is evidenced by the
findncial aid granted by the State to the sev-
eral schools demanded by the familles.”

In another atatement in the same Encycli-
cal, tha Holy Father called attenjlon (o the
fact that in the United States Catholics openly

profess as thelr motto: Catholle educafion in
G&thontrschools “for a1} Tatholic youth and then
said, "It such education is not alded from pub-
lic funds, as distributive justice requires, cer-
tainly it may not be opposed by any civil au-
thorlly veady to recognize the rights of the
!amﬂs and the irreducible claims of legitimate

h\\nmdlate\y after this statement the Hol
Fathey asked Catholies to promote the enact):
ment of laws that respect the norms of dis-
tributive justice. His instruction reads, “Where
this fundamental iiberty s thwarted or inter
fered with, Cathiolics will never feel, whatever
may have been the sacrifices alrtady made,
that they havé done enough, for the support
and delense of thelt scheols and for the scoure
ing of laws that will do them justice”
In summary, therefore, (va kuow from the
1.
; N

x‘gpofrt the Iatest .
the New

Holy Father's Eneyclical that distributive jus
t&c}:o&i:uzm government to support parochial

Unfortunately, however, distributive justice
Is one of those very intricate moral principles
about which acaderdc moralists Bave sajd and
written very little. At least, however, they have
told us that distributive justice lmposes: an
obligation upon government to disburse m‘mx
reyenues to all persons and fnstitutions that
render a public service requested by the gov-
ernment. Hence, to the extent that parochial
schools do render a public gervice, they are
entitled to a share’ of public funds,

That Catholie schools sctually do remder s
public service is » Iact beyond dispute, for, like
the public schools, they too prepare thelr stu-
denis for ths responsibiiities of American ciil-
senship, By approving Cstholic schools as inst-
tutions fo which parents may send their chil
dren In compliance with compulsory sducatiom

ws, and by granting them tax exemption, the

tate has scknowledged she parochial schools’
comiribution to the genersl educational welfare
of the State, i

The extent of the parochial schools’ service
to the public ls as difficult to determine as its
corvelative, the precise dollar and cents amount
0! public funds which parochial schools may
claim in distributive justice.

Certainly It would be a gross oversimplifl-
cation to assume that public and parochial
schools should receive exactly the same amount
of publie funds. This oversimplified assumption
wouid discount completely the very real dif-
ference between commutative justice, which
obliges government to pay two postmen equal
pay lor equal work, and distributive justice,
whieh {s a very broad prineiple including many
factors that gulde government when it spreads
out its avallable lax resources among i1s many
claimants upon them.

Therefore, In adjudicating the clalms of edu-
ca. aopal institutiona, government, mindful of
its duty of distributive justice, must take into
consideration the amount of tax funds avall-
able, the need for a coordinated school system
tn the interest of national unity, the degree of
public supervislon of privately-controlled
schools, and in all of its practical decislons it
must be governed by consideration of political
wisdom and prudence.

Accordingly, a local government may justifl.
ably grant a priority of public funds to public
schools which depend upon these funds for
their entire support, whereas private schools
have other sources of income.

On the other hand, a local community’s arbi-
trary retusal to give financial ald to pri-
vale schools which are fully recognized as an
integral part of the community’s educational
systemn s a clear violation of distributive jus-
tice, and one wmch Catholics should endeayor

- to correcl.

My ecxplanstion of distributive justice some
what defintes the stock polemic that “because
Cathollc taxpayers, and particularly Csathollo
parents, pay school taxes, parochial schools
should be supported.” There Is an apparent
non sequitur in that argument. Other taxpayers

Liberty and Justice!

The demand that Catholic par-
ochial schools share in public funds
is inspired by justice and legitimate
liberty. Furthermore, the Catholic
campaign in behalf of state aid for
parochial schools serves to check the
totalitarian and secularistic attempts
of those who seek to destroy Amer-
ica's traditions of educational free-
dom and bring all its schools into a
single state-controlled system. For a
clear understanding of the state-aid-
to-schools controversy read this ex-

pert article by

Rev. Wm. McManus

besides Catholic alao recelve no direst retuin
from their school taxes. Moreover, regardless
of the amount of taxes paid by Catholics, pa-
rochlal schools are entitled to tax support to
the extent that they serve the public interest.

Fortunately. in this nation, school taxes are
not carmarked according (o the religious de
nomination of the taxpayer. Rather, our Amer
lcan schools are regarded as community enter
prises supported by all the people I the local
tty Accordingly. as good citizens Catholics like
thewr non Catholic neighbors have a duty in
legal justice to pay taxes for all the schools
financed by the government. The taxpayer's re
turn is the enlightened citizenry needed for
the perpetuation of our democracy

In short, Catholics protest government’s re-
fusal to sapport pacochial schools, not ss Cath.
ollcs, not as taxpayers, but as citizens inter
ested in & fair and equitable dlstﬂbntmn of
pubtic funds.

The next fact: Is it futile for Catholics to
ask any branch of our government to allocate »
falr share of public funds to parochial schools?

Futility is about the same as hopeiessness,
In the sense that both virtually deny the whole
idea of hope For the Christian who believes in
the Providence of God. the case of- justice is
never hopeless, and any effort to secure justice
cannot be regarded as {utile

I doubt, however, whether for some time the
majority of the  American people will allow
their government to grant full support to
parcchial schools, but 1 am confident that an
ever increasing number of our fellow Amer:
fcans will give a sympathetic hearing to our
request for {ringe benefits ltke bus rides gnd
textbooks.

The fact remains, however, that under exist-
ing laws, local and State tax funds may not be
used for the direct aid of parochial schools; in
some States {ndirect afd is followed. Moreover,
the First Amendment, as interpreted by the
Supreme Court of the U. S. in the Everson
and McCollum decisions. now virtually forbids
any public aid to parochial schools.

- & .

Another fact: Would public support of non-
publle schools.subject them to public control?

I think it would, but I hasten to add that
public control of Catholic parochial schools is
not inherently vicious. Public control needs to
be defined. It thay mean (1) governmental man-
agement in the sense that an agency of gowve
ernment operates the schoaol, determines all pol-
lcies, selects che teachers, the textbooks, and
course of stud;

As we shall see later oot this kind of cen:

POPE PIUS X1
His enc)yclical clearly sets forth the answer .

trol over either public or nonpublic schoo\s-

should not be granted to any branch o! our
government); (2) governmental supervision in
the sense that a governmental agency sets aca-
demic standards for accredilation; (8) admin-
istrative control in the sense that a govern-
mental agency audits school expendftures to
determine whether public funds actually were
used for the purpose for which they were ap-
propriated.

I do not think that public support would
force parochlal schools to submit to govern-
mental management, it might subject them to
a degree of governmental supervision, and it
certainly would entall administrative control.
Admiting the very real danger of governmental
management, need parochial schools fear super-
visory and admuinistrative controls? I think not.

Catholic schools have nothing to hide from
our government, their (eachers, textbooks and
general academde standards gre on the average
as salisfactory ag those ol (ahe public schools,

Moreover, by deliberately expusing our
schools to public view we might disabuse a
large segment of our population of the wvery
inaccurate notion that parochial schools are
calechetical institutes where instruction 1n secu-
lar subjects frequently is set aside (o allow
plenty of time for a narrow sectanan religious
indoctrination.

As  for administiative conirol (atholic
schogls ke any other repurable agency serving
the public peed have no gualms about an Aaudit
of tnetr expenditures of public funds

. . .

One final fact: Has the so-called Catholie
‘campaign for publlc funds antagonized our
Protestants and other non-Catholic neighborn®
In a way it has. After the Everson bus ride
decision, which supposedly was a great victory
for parochial school interests, a group of very
articulate opponents of public aid for denomi
national schools establisoed a new organization
with the ponderous iitle, Protestants and Other
Americans United for the Separation of Church
and State.

POAl"s manifesto announced {1s determina.
tion 1o arouse pudlic opinton against the Cath-
olic Hierarchy'd alleged maneuvers to capture
control of American public education. In 18
manifesto, POAU also called upon all freedom-
loving Americans to resist any infringement
of the rehigious liberty by the Catholic Church
whose policies on church state relations are, it
was said, incompattble with the American ideal
of religious lrecdom. Besides widely publicizing
these manifesto broadsides, POAU has cleverly
exploited a very unusual church-state practice
in New Mexico, where a few school boards
employ nuns as public schooi teachers.

POAU’s agents, and publicity wise gentle
men they are, are using the New Mexico dis-
pute as a cause celebre in an attempt to prove
to an unsuspecting American public that the
Bishops are out to seize control of all American
public schools.

Unquestionabiy, POAU’'s propaganda has
had considerable influence in non-Catholic cir-
cles, and not a few Protestants probably do
believe that the Catholic Church is a serious
threat to religious liverty in our nation. Also,
the propaganda may have become a stumbling
biock for persons on their way into the Church.

On the other hand, POALU's flashy success
raay be s blessing in disguise, for its success

_has sounded an alarm in those Protestant or-

ganizations which now know that the resl
enemy of religiom itself—not to mention reli-
gious liberty—is not the Catholic Church but
the secularism that is gnawing away at the
very roots of religion,

And these anti-secularists, or moderate Prot.
estants, as they would like to be called, now
know that they too soon must issue a mani-
festo calling upon the Protestant faithful to
take, stock ol secularism's insidious inrcads n
Protestant thought and action. and of its perni-
cious effect upon Protestantism’'s influence as
a cultural force in American life.

One thing is certain—POAU may make a
lot of noise, but it does not speak for the ma-
Jority of Protestants. And the sooner the mod-

-erate Protestants let this fact be widely known,

the better will be thelr opportunity to combat
secularism.

For the present, howevér, there 1s po gain
saying the fact that any altempt to secure pub-
lic funds for parochial schools will be met with
a sharp rebuff fxom POAU and its affiliates,
And the resultant scandalous wrangling amoug

)

hy Catholics Ask Government Funds for ‘l‘hen" Schools?

religious groups may dissuade well - disposed
persons from entering the Church,

There are the facts; whal is their signifi-
cance tor Catholic schools? The facts clearly
demonstrate that Catholic schools have a right
to funds which they probably will not receive,
and i they did, they would have to accept a
certain . amount of public control. Moreover,
even asking lor public funds stifs up a hornet’s
nest ln Protestant circles, and souls remain out-
side the one true fold.

. L] L) -

Shall Catholic schooi authorities fold their
tents and give up the fight; shall they declare
that parochial schools are shsolutely indepen-
dent institutions, accountable to nobody but the
Church, sypportedd by nobody exceps their own
generous benefactors?

In my opinion, they should not give up the
fight for In pleading the cause of public ald
for parochial schools, they wre upholding the
best interests of both public and perochial
schooly. Obviousiy this whole controversy has
much more significant facets than s mere quar-
rel over the amount of public money which
might be given to parechial schools. This dis
pute brings into sharp focus twe fundamental
lssues on which the proponents and opponents
of publlc aid for private sthools are divided.

These two issues are: the relationship of
government to education, and the relationship
of church and state,

Thus, the proponents of public aid maintain
that service to the public, and not public con®
trol should be the criterion of a school's eligl
bility to recelve public funds. The opponents
insist that our government has a right to con-
trol every school it assists, and moreover that it
fully discharges its educational responsibfilities
by viding public school opportunities for all
children,

On the church and state issue, the propon-
ents argue that the First Amendment stmply
forbids the establishment of an official church
tan historical fact recently scuttled by the
United States Supreme Court! or ai most it
forbids ajd to religion as such, and not aid to
religlous education or education provided under
church auspices: opponents of public subsi-
dles for parochial schools insisl that no public
funds legally may be given (o any institation
that is not completely and unquestionably secu-
lar.

Certalnly thest issues must be of great con
cern to all persons interested in the welfare ol
our natjon's public and parochial schools. Con-
side- the basic questions raised by the dispute
on these issues. Are we tending toward a gov-
ernment monopoly of education? Must all edu.
cational, health and charitable institu jons sub-
mit to a process of secularizalion before they
dare ask for a State subsidy? If under a demo-
cratic government parochial schools have no
right to public funds. what legal right have
they even to exist? If parochial schools do not
serve the public good, do they deserve tax ex-
emption? Is the parental prerogative in educa-
tion an inalienable right, or is it a privilege
granted by the State? (Incidentally, the present-
day emphasis on the “parental privilege” to
send one's children to a parochial school sounds
an ominous note thal makes one wonder how
securely the parental right is protected by the
Oregon decision.)

The Importance of the first tssue, the rela-
tionship of government to education, cannot be
stressed oo much This i1ssur is a live one in
almost every nation of the world.

As an educator recentiy returned f{rom Eu.
rope remarked

“In almost cvery nation of the world there
is & struggle between democracy and totall-
tarianism. A major battleground is the school,
particularly the private school. Where democ-
racy prevails, private achools are encouraged,
and in some nations, they are supported by
public funds. In the totalitarian nations, pri-
vate schools are either suppressed or seriously
restricted in thelr academic sactivities. | would
Judge thal a nalion's most powerful salegusrd
against totalitarianism is the maintensance of
variety, diversity and Independence of school
Ing. The private school, embodying the national
tradition, but not subject to political control,
s s mighty bulwark against those forces which
would destroy both free schools and free na-
tions.”

In its May Tth issur the Cleveland Universe
Bulletin headiined a sioy. * School Secularists
Peril Free Europe” and reported ~“The world
wide political assault on the righ!s of parents
in the educatlion of their children was threat
ening today to disrupt the coalitfon govern-
ments of France and Belgium.

“In France. a cabinet crisis was temporanly
averted when the question of state sefzure of
certain parish schools was postponed.

“In Belgium. sttempts of the Socialist Party
to whittle away Chrislan education and force
Belgian chiidren into irrehigious schools without
regard to the desires of their parents was
threatening a cabinet crisis which_ might ser-
iously weaken Wrestern European resistance to
Soviet aggression’

How secure then is democracy in the United
States?

The Oregon decision guarantees every par-
ent a right to send his child to a parochial
school Bu! many parents cannot exercise this
right because they and others so minded cannot
raise enough money lo finance a parochial
school. By denying tax funds to parochial
schools, our government has refuséd to help
parents exercise their rights, How secure is our
democracy? Not (oo secure.

A democratie government whose practice
negates one of the fundamental principles on
which it is supposed to operate is indulging in
a form of schizoid activity which is an open
invitation (o totalitanianism. Recent history has
proved that the first step toward the suppres-
sion of a right is the imposition of economic
pressure upon its {ree exercise.

The Oregen decision and public support of
parcchial schools go together ilke the right to
vote and repeal of the poll tax, the right to
collective bargaining "and the right to strike,
the right to & job snd the FEPC, the right to
live where you want and the abolition of re-
sirictive covenants, the right to a decent live-
lilbod and the ensctiment of a minimum wage
Iaw,

Therefore, even if a single penny of public
funds never reaches a parochial school, the
endeavor to secure public funds will not be
wasted effort. for only a persistent struggle
against any trend toward government monopoly
of education will at least forestall the threat to
democracy when the schodls no longer would
us2 the government but the government would
be using them. In short, when Catholic school
administrators demand aid for parochial
schools, they are actually contributing to the
preservation of democracy by opposing a view
of the relationship of government to education

(Continued on Page 3)
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