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CHAPTER 1

“Freedom Under God”

N DECEMBER 1940, MORE THAN five thousand industrialists

from across America took part in their yearly pilgrimage to Park
Avenue. For three days every winter, the posh Waldorf-Astoria Hotel
welcomed them for the annual meeting of the National Association of
Manufacturers (NAM). That year, the program promised a particularly
impressive slate of speakers. Corporate leaders were well represented, of
course, with addresses set from titans at General Motors, General Elec-
tric, Standard Oil, Mutual Life, and Sears, Roebuck, to name only a few.
Some of the other featured attractions hailed from beyond the boardroom:
popular lecturers such as noted etiquette expert Emily Post, renowned
philosopher-historian Will Durant, and even Federal Bureau of Investi-
gation director J. Edgar Hoover. Tucked away near the end of the program
was a name that few knew upon arrival but everyone would be talking
about by the week’s end: Reverend James W. Fifield Jr.!

Ordinarily, a Congregationalist minister might not have seemed well
suited to address the corporate luminaries assembled at the Waldorf-
Astoria. But his appearance had been years in the making. For much of
the 1930s, organizations such as NAM had been searching in vain for
ways to rehabilitate a public image that had been destroyed in the crash
and defamed by the New Deal. In 1934, a new generation of conserva-
tive industrialists took over NAM with a promise to “serve the purposes
of business salvation.” “The public does not understand industry,” one of
them argued, “because industry itself has made no effort to tell its story;
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to show the people of this country that our high living standards have
risen almost altogether from the civilization which industrial activity has
set up.” Accordingly, NAM dedicated itself to spreading the gospel of
free enterprise, hiring its first full-time director of public relations and
vastly expanding its expenditures in the field. As late as 1934, NAM spent
a paltry $36,000 on public relations. Three years later, the organization
devoted $793,043 to the cause, more than half its total income that year.
Seeking to repair the image of industrialists, NAM promoted the values
of free enterprise through a wide array of films, radio programs, adver-
tisements, direct mail, a speakers bureau, and a press service that provided
ready-made editorials and news stories for seventy-five hundred local
newspapers. Ultimately, though, its efforts at self-promotion were seen
as precisely that. As one observer later noted, “Throughout the thirties,
enough of the corporate campaign was marred by extremist, overt attacks
on the unions and the New Deal that it was easy for critics to dismiss the
entire effort as mere propaganda.™
While established business lobbies such as NAM had been unable to
sell free enterprise effectively in the Depression, neither had the many new
organizations created specifically for that purpose. The most prominent, the
American Liberty League, had formed in 1934 to “teach the necessity of
respect for the rights of persons and property” and “the duty of government
to encourage and protect individual and group initiative and enterprise.” It
benefited from generous financial support from corporate titans, particu-
larly at DuPont and General Motors. But their prominence inadvertently
crippled its effectiveness, as the Liberty League was easily dismissed as a
collection of tycoons looking out for their own self-interest. Jim Farley,
chairman of the Democratic Party, joked that it really ought to be called
. the “American Cellophane League” because “first, it’s a DuPont product
and second, you can see right through it.” Even the president took his shots.
“Tt has been said that there are two great Commandments—one is to love
God, and the other to love your neighbor,” Franklin D. Roosevelt noted
soon after its creation. “The two particular tenets of this new organization
say you shall love God and then forget your neighbor.” Off the record, he
joked that the name of the god they worshiped seemed to be “Property.™

As Roosevelt’s quips made clear, the president delighted in using re-.

ligious language to shame his opponents. A practicing Episcopalian, he
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shrewdly drew on spiritual themes and imagery throughout his career.*
In the judgment of his biographer James MacGregor Burns, “probably
no American politician has given so many speeches that were essentially

sermons rather than statements of policy.” During his two terms as gov-
ernor of New York, Roosevelt frequently framed his earthly agenda in
heavenly terms. Once, he introduced an otherwise dry speech criticizing
Republican plans to privatize public utilities by saying, “This is a history
and a sermon on the subject of water power, and I preach from the Old
Testament. The text is “Thou shalt not steal.” Roosevelt’s use of religious
language was even more pronounced over his four presidential terms, es-
pecially when he condemned his enemies in the financial elite. In his
acceptance speech at the 1932 Democratic National Convention, for in-
stance, he placed blame for the Great Depression on the “many amongst
us [who] have made obeisance to Mammon.” Likewise, his first inaugural
address was so laden with references to Scripture that the National Bible
Press published an extensive chart linking his text with the “Correspond-
ing Biblical Quotations.” In the speech, Roosevelt reassured the nation
that “the money changers have fled from their high seats in the temple of
our civilization. We may now restore the temple to the ancient truths.”
In introducing the New Deal, Roosevelt and his allies revived the old
language of the so-called Social Gospel to justify the creation of the mod-
ern welfare state. The original proponents of the Social Gospel, back in
the late nineteenth century, had significantly reframed Christianity as a
faith concerned less with personal salvation and more with the public
good. They rallied popular support for Progressive Era reforms in the
early twentieth century before fading from public view in the conservative
1920s. But the economic crash and the widespread suffering of the Great
Depression brought them back into vogue. When Roosevelt launched
the New Deal, an array of politically liberal clergymen championed his
proposal for a vast welfare state as simply “the Christian thing to do.” His
administration’s efforts to regulate the economy and address the excesses
of corporate America were singled out for praise. Catholic and Protestant
leaders hailed the “ethical and human significance” of New Deal mea-
f‘sures, which they said merely “incorporated into law some of the social
ideas and principles for which our religious organizations have stood for
many years.” The head of the Federal Council of Churches, for instance,
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claimed the New Deal embodied basic Christian principles such as the
“significance of daily bread, shelter, and security.”

Throughout the 1930s, the nation’s industrialists tried to counter the
selflessness of the Social Gospel with direct appeals to Americans’ self-
interest but had little success. Accordingly, at the Waldorf-Astoria in De-
cember 1940, NAM president H. W. Prentis proposed that they try to
beat Roosevelt at his own game. With wispy white hair and a weak chin,
the fifty-six-year-old head of the Armstrong Cork Company seemed an
unlikely star. But eighteen months earlier, the Pennsylvanian had electri-
fied the business world with a speech to the US Chamber of Commerce
that called for the recruitment of religion in the public relations war
against the New Deal. “Economic facts are important, but they will never
check the virus of collectivism,” Prentis warned; “the only antidote is a
revival of American patriotism and religious faith.” The speech thrilled
the Chamber and propelled Prentis to the top ranks of NAM. His presi-
dential address at the Waldorf-Astoria was anticipated as a major national
event, heavily promoted in advance by the Wall Street Journal and broad-
cast live over both ABC and CBS radio. Again, Prentis urged the assem-
bled businessmen to emphasize faith in their public relations campaigns.
“We must give attention to those things more cherished than material
wealth and physical security,” he asserted. “We must give more attention
to intellectual leadership and a strengthening of the spiritual concept that
underlies our American way of life.”

James W. Fifield Jr. was on hand to answer Prentis’s call. Handsome,
tall, and somewhat gangly, the forty-one-year-old Congregationalist min-
ister bore more than a passing resemblance to Jimmy Stewart. (His pol-
itics resembled not those of the actor’s famous character George Bailey,
the crusading New Deal populist in I£s a Wonderful Life, but rather those
of Bailey’s nemesis, the reactionary banker Henry Potter.) Addressing
the industrialists at the Waldorf-Astoria, Fifield delivered a passionate
defense of the American system of free enterprise and a withering as-
sault on its perceived enemies in government. Decrying the New Deal’s
“encroachment upon our American freedoms,” the minister listed a lit-
any of sins committed by the Roosevelt administration, ranging from
its devaluation of currency to its disrespect for the Supreme Court. He
denounced the “rising costs of government and the multitude of federal
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agencies attached to the executive branch” and warned ominously of “the
menace of autocracy approaching through bureaucracy.” His audience of
executives was stunned. Over the preceding decade, these titans of indus-
try had been told, time and time again, that they were to blame for the
nation’s downfall. Fifield, in contrast, insisted that they were the source of
its salvation. “When he had finished,” a journalist noted, “rumors report
that the N.A.M. applause could be heard in Hoboken.”®
With his speech at the Waldorf-Astoria, Fifield convinced the indus-
trialists that clergymen could be the means of regaining the upper hand in
their war with Roosevelt in the coming years. As men of God, they could
give voice to the same conservative complaints as business leaders, but
without any suspicion that they were motivated solely by self-interest. In
doing so, they could push back against claims that business had somehow
sinned and the welfare state was doing God’s work. While Roosevelt had
joked that the Liberty League was concerned only with commandments
against coveting and stealing, conservative clergymen now used their
ministerial authority to argue, quite explicitly, that New Dealers were the
ones violating the Ten Commandments. In countless sermons, speeches,
and articles issued in the months and years after Fifield’s address, these
ministers claimed that the Democratic administration made a “false idol”
of the federal government, leading Americans to worship it over the Al-
mighty; that it caused Americans to covet what the wealthy possessed
and seek to steal it from them; and that, ultimately, it bore false witness
in making wild claims about what it could never truly accomplish. Above
all, they insisted that the welfare state was not a means to implement
Christ’s teachings about caring for the poor and the needy, but rather
a perversion of Christian doctrine. In a forceful rejection of the public
service themes of the Social Gospel, they argued that the central tenet of
Christianity remained the salvation of the individual. If any political and
economic system fit with the religious teachings of Christ, it would have
to be rooted in a similarly individualistic ethos. Nothing better exempli-
fied such values, they insisted, than the capitalist system of free enterprise.
.Thus, throughout the 1940s and early 1950s, Fifield and like-minded
religious leaders advanced a new blend of conservative religion, economics
anld. politics that one observer aptly anointed “Christian libertarianism.”A’
eritic in the mid-1950s noted with sarcasm that “these groups do as much
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proselytizing for Adam Smith and the National Association of Manufac-
turers as they do for Christianity.” But his targets would have welcomed
that as a fair description of their work, even a compliment. For they saw
Christianity and capitalism as inextricably intertwined and argued that
spreading the gospel of one required spreading the gospel of the other.
The two systems had been linked before, of course, but always in terms
of their shared social characteristics. Fifield’s important innovation was
his insistence that Christianity and capitalism were political soul mates,
first and foremost. The government had never loomed large in Ameri-
cans’ thinking about the relationship between Christianity and capitalism,
but in Fifield’s vision the state cast a long and ominous shadow. Accord-
ingly, he and his colleagues devoted themselves to fighting back against
the government forces that they believed were threatening capitalism and,
by extension, Christianity. In the early postwar era, their activities helped
reshape the national debate about the proper functions of the federal gov-
ernment, the political influence of corporations, and the role of religion
in national life. They built a foundation for a new vision of America in
which businessmen would no longer suffer under the rule of Roosevelt but

instead thrive—in a phrase they popularized—in a nation “under God.™

James W. FIFIELD JR. MADE his fame and fortune in Southern Cal-
ifornia. The frontier mythology of the region had long attracted Amer-
icans looking to reinvent both themselves and their nation, but that was
never truer than during the depths of the Great Depression. In the early
1930s, the lush landscape and the allure of Hollywood held out promises
of a fresh start for a people who had never needed it more. A continent
away from the East Coast establishment that had dictated national norms
for centuries, the region proved to be the perfect place for new modes of
thought and action. This was especially evident in the otherwise staid
worlds of religion and politics, as Southern California spawned new di-
rections in both.'

As with many other Depression-era migrants to Los Angeles, Fifield
came from the Midwest. Born in Chicago and educated at Oberlin, the
University of Chicago, and Chicago Theological Seminary, he had been
recruited in 1935 to take over the elite First Congregational Church in
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Los Angeles. Located on a lush palm-shaded drive, the church boasted
a sprawling complex that included a massive concrete cathedral with a
176-foot-tall Gothic tower, a full-size stage, a wedding chapel, a modern
gymnasium, three auditoriums, and fifty-six classrooms. As the new pas-
tor soon discovered, however, the church had an equally impressive debt
of $750,000. While the deacons fretted about finances, Fifield launched a
massive spending spree. A consummate organizer, he divided the church
into four new divisions, hiring assistant ministers to run each of them
with the help of their own complete staffs of secretaries, clerks, and or-
ganists, as well as five fully vested choirs shared between them. He re-
cruited an instructor from Yale to launch a new drama club, while a new
adult education series christened the College of Life started classes with a
faculty of fourteen professors from nearby universities. Seeking to expand
the church’s reach even further, Fifield instituted five new radio programs
and a speakers series, the Sunday Evening Club."

Under Fifield’s sharp direction, First Congregational rapidly ex-
panded. The College of Life soon had twenty-eight thousand paying
participants, while the Sunday Evening Club reported an average at-
tendance of nine hundred each week, with collection plates bringing in
twice as much as Fifield spent on programming. By 1942, the church was
out of debt and turning a tidy profit. Its membership nearly quadrupled,
making it the single largest Congregationalist church in the world and
the church of choice for Los Angeles’s elite. “Pushing four thousand,” a
reporter marveled, “its roster read like the Wail Street Journal.” The advi-
sory board alone included rich and powerful figures such as Harry Chan-
dler, a wealthy real estate speculator and conservative publisher of the Los
Angeles Times; Dr. Robert A. Millikan, a Nobel Prize-winning chemist
who had graced the cover of Time before becoming president of Cal Tech;
Harvey Seeley Mudd, a mining magnate and prominent philanthropist;
Alexander Nesbitt Kemp, president of the mammoth Pacific Mutual Life
I'nsurancc: Company; and Albert W. Hawkes, a chemical industry execu-
tive who would soon become president of the US Chamber of Commerce
and then a US senator. The mayor of Los Angeles regularly took part in
the services, as did legendary filmmaker Cecil B. DeMille. Chronicling

the fchievements of Fifield and his flock, a friendly writer anointed him
the “Apostle to Millionaires,”?2
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To be sure, the minister was well matched to the millionaires in his
pews. Fifield insisted that he and his wife always thought of themselves as
simple “small-town folks,” but they acclimated easily to their new life of
wealth and privilege. Within a year of their arrival, they bought a mansion
in an exclusive development on Wilshire Boulevard. “It had been built
in the Twenties by a rich oil man for around a million dollars—using
imported tile, special wood paneling, Tiffany stained glass windows, silk
hand-woven ‘wall paper’ and many such luxuries,” Fifield remembered.
“The extensive lawn, colonnade archways, swimming pool and large main
rooms on the first of three floors enabled us to entertain visiting speakers,
dignitaries and important people from all over the world who could and
did assist the church.” The Fifields soon employed a butler, a chauffeur,
and a cook, insisting that the household staff was vital in maintaining
their “gracious accommodations” during the depths of the Depression.
“The traditional image of a clergyman in those days [was] a man who
has a hole in the seat of his pants and shoes run over at the heel,” Fifield
acknowledged. “It was quite a shock to a lot of people to see a minister
driving around in a good car with a chauffeur at the wheel, who did not
have to ask for a discount because he could afford to pay the regular

price.” Before long, Fifield was earning enough to pay full price even for
luxury goods. First Congregational paid him $16,000 a year, a salary that,
adjusted for inflation, would be roughly a quarter million dollars today.?

Fifield’s connection to his congregation extended to their views on
religion and politics too. In the apt words of one observer, Fifield was “one
of the most theologically liberal and at the same time politically conser-
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before him. At First Congregational and elsewhere, the minister reached
out warmly to the wealthy, assuring them that their worldly success was a
sign of God’s blessings and brushing off the criticism of clergymen who
disagreed. “I have smiled,” he reflected later in life, “when critics of mine
have called me the Thirteenth Apostle of Big Business or the St. Paul of
the Prosperous.”

While Fifield took a loose approach to the Bible, he was a strict con-
structionist with the Constitution. Much like the millionaires to whom
he ministered, Fifield had watched in alarm as Roosevelt convinced vast
majorities of Americans that unfettered capitalism had crippled the na-
tion and that the federal government now needed to play an important
new role in regulating the free market’s risks and redistributing its re-
wards. For Fifield and his flock, Roosevelt’s actions violated not just the
Constitution but the natural order of things. In December 1939, the min-
ister placed a full-page ad in the Los Angeles Times decrying the New Deal
as antithetical to the designs of the founding fathers. “From the begin-
ning,” the ad read, “America has built on the ideal of government which
provides that the state is the servant of its citizens, that all just powers of
government arise from consent of the governed, and that government’s
function is to provide maximum responsibility and maximum freedom
to individual citizens. The opposite philosophy has been unwelcome in
America until recently.” The New Deal, it continued, posed a dire threat
to the American way of life, and it was the duty of clergymen to save the
nation’s soul. In their crusade against the wanton growth of government,
the church would find natural allies in corporate America because both

were committed at their core to the “preservation of basic freedom in this
nation.” “Goodness and Christian ideals run proportionately high among
businessmen,” the ad assured. “They need no defense, for with all their
faults, they have given America within the last decade a new world-high

vative ministers” of his era. He had no patience for fundamentalists who
insisted upon a literal reading of Scripture. “The men who chronicled and
canonized the Bible were subject to human error and limitation,” he be-
lieved, and therefore the text needed to be sifted and interpreted. Reading

the holy book should be “like eating fish—we take the bones out to enjoy
the meat. All parts are not of equal value.” Accordingly, Fifield dismissed
the many passages in the New Testament about wealth and poverty and
instead worked tirelessly to reconcile Christianity and capitalism. In his

in general economic well-being.”s
To lead his crusade in defense of freedom, Fifield offered the ser-

vices of Spiritual Mobilization. He had founded the organization in the

Spring of 1935 with a pair of like-minded intellectuals, President Donald

S R

J', (?owling ?f Carleton College, a doctrinally liberal graduate of Yale Di-
h"}];“fy S.chool,. and Professor William Hocking of Harvard University, a
ertarian philosopher. The organization’s founding goal was “to arouse

view, both systems rested on a basic belief that individuals would succeed
or fail on their own merit. Although Fifield was not the first to suggest
such connections, he put those theories into action in ways unlike any

o
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the ministers of all denominations in America to check the trends toward
pagan stateism, which would destroy our basic freedom and spiritual ide-
als.” Soon Fifield took sole control, running its operations from his offices
in Los Angeles. The organizations credo reflected the common politics
of the minister and the millionaires in his congregation. It held that men
were creatures of God imbued with “inalienable rights and responsibili-
ties,” specifically enumerated as “the liberty and dignity of the individual,
in which freedom of choice, of enterprise and of property is inherent.”
Churches, it asserted, had a solemn duty to defend those rights against
the encroachments of the state. Heeding this call, the First Congrega-
tional Church formally took charge of Spiritual Mobilization in 1938.%
With First Congregational now supporting it, Fifield brought the or-
ganization into national politics. He began by simply distributing cop-
ies of the political speeches he delivered from the pulpit. In one such
pamphlet, Fifield detailed at great lengths the “grievous sin” of the New
Deal state, which had wreaked havoc on the professional and personal
lives of upstanding businessmen with its unwarranted meddling in their
affairs. “The President of the United States and his administration are
responsible for the willful or unconscious destruction of thrift, initiative,
:ndustriousness and resourcefulness which have been among our best as-
sets since Pilgrim days,” he charged. “I speak of the intimate, personal
observations I have made of individuals who have lost their ideal, their
purpose and their motive through the New Deal’s destruction of spiritual
rootage.” It wasn't merely the rich who were suffering but all Americans.
“Every Christian should oppose the totalitarian trends of the New Deal,”
he warned in another tract. Dismissing Roosevelt’s promises of progress,
Fifield called for a return to traditional values. “The way out for America
is not ahead but back,” he insisted. “How far back? Back as far as the old
Gospel which exalted individuals, which placed responsibility for thought
on individuals, and which insisted that individuals should be free spirits
under God.”"’
These pamphlets from Spiritual Mobilization drew attention from
leading conservatives across America, men who were eager to enlist the
clergy in their fight against the New Deal. Former president Herbert

Hoover, who had been deposed by Roosevelt and disparaged by his aco-
lytes, encouraged Fifield in personal meetings and regular correspondence:
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“If it would be possible for the Church to make a non-biased investiga-
tion into the morals of this government,” Hoover wrote the minister in
1938, “they would find everywhere the old negation of Christianity that
‘the end justifies the means.” (“Aside from all that,” he added, “I do not
believe that the end they are trying to get to is any good either.”) In Oc-
tober 1938, Fifield sent an alarmist tract to more than seventy thousand
ministers across the nation, seeking to enlist them in the revolt against
Roosevelt. “We ministers have special opportunities and special responsi-
bilities in these critical days,” it began. “America’s movement toward dic-
tatorship has already eliminated checks and balances in its concentration
of powers in our chief executive.” The New Deal undermined the spirit of
Christianity and demanded a response from Christ’s representatives on
earth. “If, with Jesus, we believe in the sacredness of individual personal-
ities, then our leadership responsibility is very plain.” This duty was “not
an easy one,” he cautioned. “We may be called unpatriotic and accused of
‘selling out,” but so was Jesus.” Finding the leaflet to his liking, Hoover
sent Fifield a warm note of appreciation and urged him to press on.!

As the 1930s drew to a close, these conservatives watched with delight
as the New Deal stumbled. Though they had hoped to destroy the Roo-
sevelt administration themselves, its wounds were largely self-inflicted
In 1937, the president’s labor allies launched a series of sit-down strikes'
that secured union recognition at corporations such as General Motors
and US Steel but also roused sympathy for seemingly beleaguered busi-
fessmen. At the same time, Roosevelt overreached with his proposal to
pack” the Supreme Court with new justices, a move that played into the
h-ands of those who sought to portray him as dictatorial in intent. Most
-31gm'ﬁcant, though, was his ill-fated decision to rein in federal spending
lIl'{l an effoi‘t to balance the budget. The impressive economic recovery of
: jto:;zl; Srefisszize:? su}:lden-ly stalled, and the country entered a short
N mlt e winter of 1937-1938. As the New Deal fal-
L ,critical yeafailgzooﬂfl;ﬁz;w:;i St:r ‘trl:s next Prt;sicif:ntial election—in
chitects of the regulatory state. To his di Wes'mlg t 'many rm%t i
L yOIitic. od is dismay, international tensions soon
o Ili/l Obﬂ? an. prompted tl.le country. to rally around
e ization pro“gram is developing somewhat,”

er in May 1941, “although, of course, under great
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difficulties in view of current tensions and trends.” An ardent isolationist,
Fifield argued strongly for neutrality in the coming conflict but found his
prayers unanswered."”

Unable to keep America out of the Second World War, Fifield re-
solved to use it for his own ends. Pointing to the fascist dictatorships of
the Axis powers as examples of “pagan stateism,” he urged Americans to
support Spiritual Mobilization as a bulwark against the coming threat. In
a series of newspaper advertisements, the organization convinced nearly
ewo million Christians to sign its official pledge. As originally written in
June 1940, the pledge simply stated concern that the “rising tides of pa-
ganism and apostasy” around the globe were a threat to freedom. But as
the war continued, Fifield began focusing on enemies at home. By 1944,
the Spiritual Mobilization pledge had taken a more clearly partisan form:
“Recognizing the anti-Christian and anti-American trends toward pagan
stateism in America, I covenant to oppose them in all my areas of influ-
ence. I will use every opportunity to champion basic freedoms [of the]
free pulpit, free speech, free enterprise, free press, and free assembly.”

As the distraction of the foreign war drew to a close, Fifield looked
forward to renewing the fight against the New Deal. The minister now
counted on the support of not just Hoover but an impressive array of con-
servative figures in politics, business, and religion. The advisory committee
for Spiritual Mobilization's wartime pledge was, in the words of one ob-
server, “a who's who of the conservative establishment.” At mid-decade, its
twenty-four-man roster included three past or present presidents of the US
Chamber of Commerce, a leading Wall Street analyst, a prominent econ-
omist at the American Banking Association, the founder of the National
Small Businessmen’s Association, a US congressman, Dr. Norman Vincent
Peale, a few notable authors and lecturers, and the presidents of the Cali-
fornia Institute of Technology, Stanford University, the University of Cal-
ifornia, the University of Florida, and Princeton Theological Seminary
In Spiritual Mobilization’s publications, these corporate leaders and
conservative intellectuals strove to convince clergymen to reject the New
Deal state. The organization’s annual bulletin, distributed to seventy thou-
sand “carefully selected ministers of all denominations,” warned of the
dangers of unchecked government power. The 1944 iteration, for instancé,

challenged Roosevelt’s famous claim that Americans cherished “Four = ‘
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Freedoms”: freedom of speech, freedom of religion, freedom from want
and freedom from fear. “Within ever-narrowing limits, we still have free—,
dom of speech, of the press, of assembly and worship,” noted conservative
author Channing Pollock, “but freedom of enterprise, of labor, and of the
smallest concerns of our daily lives are gone with the wind from Wash-
ington. Instead we are offered the preposterous and impossible ‘Four Free-
doms’ of slaves and convicts.” The omens of a domestic dictatorship were
clear, Senator Albert Hawkes agreed. “After careful examination of the
records during the past ten years, one can only conclude that there is the
objective of the assumption of greater power and control by the govern-
ment over individual life. If these policies continue,” he warned, “they will
lead to state direction and control of all the lives of our citizens. That is the
goal of Federal planners. That is NoT the desire of the American people!™
The organization’s national ambitions soon stretched its budget be-
yond even the ample resources of First Congregational, leading Fifield to
search for new sponsors. In December 1944, Hawkes arranged a meeting
with an elite group of industrialists at the Waldorf-Astoria in New York.
Fifield found the audience to be just as receptive as the one he had ad—.
dressed there four years before. After the meeting, the attendees dedicated
themselves to raising funds for Spiritual Mobilization through corporate
donations, personal checks, and solicitations from their friends and asso-
ciates. Harvey Firestone, for instance, secured a donation at “the suggested
maximum level” of $5,000 from his firm and promised to “work out a
studied approach to two other rubber companies in Akron.” H. W. Prentis
]r.‘, meanwhile, sent Fifield the names of “twenty or twenty-five industri-
alists in this part of the country” from whom he could solicit funds. After
Fifield wrote them, the former NAM president followed up with unsubtle
messages of his own. Prentis noted that he personally had funded Spiri-
tual Mobilization’s work “in behalf of sound American Christian princi-

les,l .
[: zlllnz(: asked that they “give the movement some financial assistance”
s well.

Firierp
. .WON A NUMBER OF powerful new patrons that year, but none
e 1mp?rtant—n0t simply in terms of supporting Spiritual Mobi-
na : R
ncially but also in shaping its growth and effectiveness—than




[16] ONE NATION UNDER GOD

J. Howard Pew Jr., president of Sun Oil. Tall and stiff, with bushy eye-
brows, Pew had a stern appearance that was matched by his attitude. As
a US senator once remarked, “He not only talks like an affidavit, he looks
like one.”* In theological terms, the doctrinally conservative Presbyterian
had little in common with the liberal Congregationalist Fifield.” “He is
far more modernistic in his religious views than I like,” Pew confided to a
friend, “and I am not sure his views on the divinity of Christ are sound.”
Politically, though, the two were in complete agreement, and that was
what mattered most. During the 1930s, Pew had emerged as the voice
of conservatism in corporate America, holding prominent positions in
industrial organizations such as NAM and, more notably, serving as a
driving force behind the American Liberty League. In his letter appealing
for Pew’s support, Fifield offered words of flattery that had the benefit of
being true. “During the last decade T have been pretty active in connec-
tion with the fight to perpetuate our American way of doing things and
have had contacts with most of the individuals and groups throughout
the country who are working upon that same problem,” he noted. “I just
want to put in writing the fact that I have found no more steadfast, trust-
worthy, competent champion of our basic freedoms and spiritual ideals
than J. Howard Pew.”

Pew believed the postwar era would see a new struggle for the soul
of the nation. In a letter to Fifield at the end of 1944, he lamented that
“he New Deal is in a much stronger position than it has been for the last
several years. It is my judgment that within the next two years America
will determine whether our children are to live in a Republic or under
National Socialism; and the present Administration is definitely commit-
ted to the latter course.” The oilman wanted to keep up the fight against
Roosevelt, but after the “character assassination” he had suffered during

his time in the Liberty League, he hoped others would take the lead.

Fifield 1mpressed him as a promising candidate. Loooking over some ma=

terial from Spiritual Mobilization, Pew believed the organization shared " ‘
his understanding of what was wrong with the nation and what needed i 1
to be done generally. But to his dismay, the material offered no agenda for |
action whatsoever, merely noting that Spiritual Mobilization would send ==
clergymen bulletins and place advertisements but ultimately “leave def i
tails” of what to do “to individual ministers.” Pew thought this was no Waj §
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:t‘o run a national operation. “I am frank to confess,” he wrote a confidant
that if Dr. Fifield has developed a concrete program and knows exactl ,
where he is going and what he expects to accomplish, that conception haly
never become clearly defined in my mind.””’ : - S
If Pew felt Fifield’s touch with the ministers had been too light, he
knew that a more forceful approach would likewise fail. NAM had b,een
making direct appeals to ministers for years, targeting them with outreach
campaigns and mass mailings in hopes of swinging them over to indus-
try’s side. For all the time and energy expended in these efforts, though
their campaign showed little sign of success. To understand just ‘:vhat }i.d,
gone wrong, Pew reached out to his old friend Alfred Haake. Much like
the oilman, Haake had an unshakable faith in the wonder-working pow-
ers of both Christianity and capitalism. Among other things, he crelcjlited
prayer for curing a chronic childhood stutter and launching him on a
lucrative career. Even though he had dropped out of high school, Haake
worked hard enough later in life to earn a doctorate at Wiscon,sin and
then chair the economics department at Rutgers. He moved on to bat-
tle the regulatory agencies of the New Deal as head of a manufacturers’
organization and then serve as a famed industrial consultant for General
Motors. Haake was a man, in short, who understood both the problems
of big business and the solutions of spirituality.?®
In February 1945, Haake explained to Pew why the NAM campaign
to ministers and others like it had all failed. “Of the approximately thirgty
preachers to whom I have thus far talked, I have yet to find one who is
unqualiﬁedly impressed,” Haake reported. “One of the men put it almost
typically for the rest when he said: “The careful preparation and frame-
work for the meetings to which we are brought is too apparent. We can-
not help l?ut see that it is expertly designed propaganda and tvhat there
:lhl;i: :’e blgdmoney b.ehjnd it. We easily become suspicious.” If industri-
[ :1;;:: ; :z ;01;1::22: izfgzleri tc:icf With-tl.lem, they WOUl.d need a
e pdy eating l'nll"JlStCrS as a passive audi-
B pa[ticipa’n s ; ;eafl-;if:st; they Zil;n;ld 1nv<?1ve th.m.n actively in
e ; p wWo e making ministers realize
i ing to fear from the growth of ;
religious leaders must be helped to di i i gmfemment. .
e p 0 1scove“r that t.ht.nr callings are threat-
gued, by realizing that the “collectivism” of the New Deal,
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“with the glorification of the state, is really a denial of God.” Once they
were thus alarmed, they would readily join Spiritual Mobilization as its
representatives and could then be organized more effectively into a force
for change both locally and nationally.””

Haake was so optimistic about the potential of a mass movement of
ministers organized through Spiritual Mobilization that he signed on to
become director of the Chicago office, with the entire Midwest as his
domain. Together, Haake and Fifield resolved to build a real organization
0 the ranks of the clergy. “The goal,” Haake stated, “should be at least one
active and strong ministerial representative for every city in the United
States, and even into the villages and towns.” They worked quickly, in-
creasing the number of ministers affiliated with the organization from
Jittle more than four hundred in June 1944 to over eighteen hundred
in September 1945. Spread across all forty-eight states, these “minister-
representatives’ were largely concentrated in industrial regions, with
New York, Pennsylvania, Ohio, and Tllinois leading the way. They were
overwhelmingly Protestant, with high numbers of Methodists, Baptists,
Presbyterians, and Lutherans in particular. Still, a scattering of priests
and rabbis among the ranks allowed the organization to present itself
as part of the new spirit of “Judeo-Christianity” that was then coming
into vogue in the United States. This innovative “interfaith” approach had
taken shape in the previous decade as a way for liberal clergymen to unite
Protestants, Catholics, and Jews in common social causes, and now, in

the postwar era, conservative organizations such as Spiritual Mobilization

t.30

shrewdly followed sui

The national campaign to enlist the clergy required even more fund-
ing. In May 1946, Senator Hawkes arranged for Fifield to meet with
another prominent group of businessmen in New York that included
Donaldson Brown, vice chairman of General Motors; Jasper Crane, a
former DuPont executive; Harry L. Derby, president of the American
Cyanamid and Chemical Corporation; and Leonard Read, a former head
of the Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce (and another powerful mem=

ber of Fifield’s First Congregational Church), who had recently launched

plishments and noting rapid growth at the grassroots.

RN e

the Foundation for Economic Education, a pro-business think tank. Fi= Jl
field easily sold them on Spiritual Mobilization, pointing to past accom™ A \
ch have 3,517 ]

1
b

v

“FREEDOM UNDER GOD” [19]

committed representatives of our program in all the major cities and com-
munities of the United States,” he reported, “and we expect before Easter
1947 to have 10,000. The program is gaining favor.” Duly impressed, the
new Businessmen’s Advisory Committee for Spiritual Mobilization ';ook
charge of its fund-raising efforts and promised to support an “expanded
program and budget of $170,000” from then on.**

With the new financial support and sense of direction, Spiritual Mobi-
lization underwent a massive overhaul. In February 1947, Fifield reported
that he had already reached their goal for “the signing ,of ten thc?usand
ministers as representatives.” This national network of clergymen would
be the primary channel through which the work and writings of Spiritual
Mobil.iza‘fion would flow. In a new monthly publication that bore the
Srgamzanon’s name, Fifield ran a column—with the businesslike heading
Director to Representatives"—devoted to marshaling these ministers to
achieve their common goal of defeating the New Deal. Fifield repeat-
edly warned them that the growth of government had crippled notponl
individual initiative but personal morality as well. “It is time to exalt thz
dignity of individual man as a child of God, to exalt Jesus’ concept of
mar;l’s sacredness and to rebuild a moral fabric based on such irreducibles
:: ;0 z];.[l'zxz) io;?fr;i:j;lents, he urged his minister-representatives. “Let’s

Clergymen responded enthusiastically. Many ministers wrote the Los
!"kngeles office to request copies of Friedrich Hayek’s libertarian trea-
tise The Road to Serfdom and anti-New Deal tracts by Herbert Hoover
fmd libertarian author Garet Garrett, all of which had been advertised
in Spiritual Mobilization. Some sought reprints of the bulletin itself. “T
f(l)und your last issue of Spiritual Mobilization excellent,” a Connecti.cut
c ergyn:lan reported. “Could you send me 100 copies to distribute to key
f;ioP}lie 1n”rny parish? I am quite anxious to get my people thinking along
ﬁoffs ?:éssg)thir(s) tOOl'{ more indirect routes in spreading the organiza-
; midweste;g:. ' cfcasmna.lly I“preach a sermon directly on your theme,”
. z:msfr wrote, “but equally important, it is in the back-
% indmduzls ”OAug‘ tt 21; I Bicfask all pdenam, meet various groups
o i h-elpeii 1h?maped his onk 111‘51de h‘is own church, the orga-
“Being » . connect :v;th like-minded clergymen nearby.

ve,” he wrote, “developed a real sense of fellowship
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and understanding between me and some other ministers in our commu-
nity who share Mobilization's convictions and concerns.”

As local bonds between these ministers strengthened, national ones
did as well. In October 1947, Spiritual Mobilization held a sermon com-
petition on the theme “The Perils to Freedom,” with $5,000 in total
prize money. The organization had more than twelve thousand minister-
representatives at that point, but it received twice as many submissions for
the competition—representing roughly 15 percent of the entire country’s
clergymen. “I have profited from the materials you are sending,” noted the
minister of University Park Methodist Church in Dallas, “and am glad
to add my bit to help the people of America recognize and accept the
responsibilities of freedom as well as its privileges.” The pastor at Pitts-
burgh'’s Trinity Lutheran Church agreed, calling the sermon competition
“ concentrated and remarkable contribution to the cause of freedom.”
From Providence, Rhode Island, the minister of French Town Baptist
Church echoed them: “I hope that this plan of Spiritual Mobilization, to
have a great block of ministers in all parts of our great country in a con-
certed movement preaching upon the one subject, Perils [to] Freedom,
will attract attention and cause a great awakening.”*

Fifield’s backers in the Businessmen’s Advisory Committee were s0
pleased with his progress that they nearly doubled the annual budget. To
raise funds, its members secured sizable donations from their own com-
panies and personal accounts and, more important, reached out to col-
leagues across the corporate wotld for their donations as well. Pew once
again set the pace, soliciting donations from officials at 158 corporations.
“A large percentage of ministers in this country are completely ignorant

of economic matters and have used their pulpits for the purpose of dis-
seminating socialistic and totalitarian doctrines,” he wrote in his appeal.
“Much has already been accomplished in the education of these ministers,
but a great deal more is left to be done.” Many of the corporations he
contacted—including General Motors, Chrysler, Republic Steel, National
Steel, International Harvester, Firestone Tire and Rubber, Sun O1il, Gulf
Oil, Standard Oil of New Jersey, and Colgate-Palmolive-Peet—were al-
ready contributing the maximum allowable annual donation. Other lead=
ing businesses, from US Steel to the National Cash Register Company,

had donated in the past, but Pew hoped they would commit to the limit

i e e S .

- opinion.
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as well. Recognizing that there were many conservative groups out there
“fighting for our American way of life,” Pew assured a colleague in the oil
industry that Spiritual Mobilization deserved to be “at the top of the list”
when it came time to donate, “because recent polls indicated that of all
the groups in America, the ministers had more to do with molding public
»35

The success of Spiritual Mobilization brought increased funding, but
also the scrutiny and scorn of progressives. In February 1948, journalist
Carey McWilliams wrote an acidic cover story on it for The Nation.“With
the ‘Save Christianity’ and the ‘Save Western Capitalism’ chants becom-
ing almost indistinguishable, a major battle for the minds of the clergy,
particularly those of the Protestant persuasion, is now being waged in
America,” he began. “For the most part the battle lines are honestly drawn
and represent a sharp clash in ideologies, but now and then the reaction-
ary side tries to fudge a bit by backing movements which mask their true
character and real sponsors. Such a movement is Spiritual Mobilization.”
McWilliams explained to his readers the scope of its operations, noting
that it now had nine organizers working in high-rent offices in New York,
Chicago, and Los Angeles and had distributed hundreds of thousands of
pamphlets by pro-business authors for free. But no one knew who was
funding the operation, McWilliams warned. There had only been vague
statements from Fifield that “non-ministers who have a common stake in
the American and Christian traditions cannot contribute service” and that
it was “only natural that they give substance instead.” In McWilliams’s
withering account, Fifield came off as a charlatan who prostrated himself
before the “apostles of rugged individualism” to secure his own fame and
fortune and, in return, prostituted himself for their needs.*

In response, Spiritual Mobilization’s sponsors redoubled their efforts.
l(i:;.:'l::n\i\fol:litte; }zrrlzzisd::ﬂ(i)f t};e f‘Eh:p.ub]io: Steel C(eroration in Cleve-
o ng de endm.g- Fifield as ‘one of my personal
B Thwa;z not surpf'lslng. Rf?pubhc Steel had long led
S i ew I.)eals expansion of labor rights, most
5L wc);elf;u tn 26(11937 N;emon-al Day Mas'sacre,” when ten striking
o O;rlvn Yy pohcerne-n outside one of its factories in
L 5 “a):l das suppf)rted- 1’11-5 Crusade, generously, for some

) we believe in it deeply—the more so since I
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have read this irresponsible article and see how ‘the opposition’ feels about

Spiritual Mobilization.” The group “ought to have more support.” “Why
don’t you send a cheque at once,” he all but ordered. “I consider this very
important and suggest prompt and generous action on your part.” By all
appearances, the appeal worked. In just a few months, Spiritual Mobi-
lization had an additional $86,000 in hand from thirty-nine corporate
donors, with expectations of nearly $39,000 more to come from another

nineteen. In August, the board of directors decided to accept even greater

levels of corporate giving, doubling the maximum allowable donation to

$10,000 a year.”’
These corporate leaders increased their commitment to Spiritual Mo-

bilization because they believed there was a fast-expanding totalitarian
threat that endangered the nation. Although these were the early years

of the Cold War panic, these businessmen Were alarmed less by the for-

eign threat of the Soviet Union and more by the domestic menace of

liberalism, which had been recently reinvigorated by President Truman’s

surprising reelection in 1948. In their private correspondence, Tifield and

his funders made it perfectly clear that the main threat to the American
way of life, as they saw it, came from Washington, not Moscow. “There is
a very much accelerated response to the efforts of Spiritual Mobilization,”
Fifield confided, “because it is so obvious that the battle to collectivize
America is really on, and on in earnest since the announcement of Presi-
dent Truman’s legislative program.” Pew wholeheartedly agreed. “Accord-
ing to my book there are five principal issues before the country: The
socialization of industry, the socialization of medicine, the socialization of
education, the socialization of labor, and the socialization of security,” he
noted. “Only through education and the pressure which the people exert
on their politicians can we hope to prevent this country from becoming

a totalitarian state.”®

\

To educate Americans about the impending threat, Spiritual Mobili- .

ation took an even more aggressive approach to p

First it launched The Freedom Story, 2 ffteen-minute radio program con= ._:'
brief commentary from Fifield:

sisting of a dramatic presentation and
The broadcasts were marketed to stations as a means of fulfilling their

way that would attract listeners. This
t als

public service requirements in 2
lowed the organization to secure free airtime for the program, but i

ublic relations in 1949.
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fl;c;a:gd si;gnificari{t ((:ihalxllges in its content. In the original scripts, Fifield
rectly attacked the Democrats, but hi i
bein.g “too plain spoken.” “I admire y,our detiri‘:::;;za:zdt: lr'Izl 5
the issues,” he wrote, but “you can only go so far with respect to zl re_St:IP
cont%‘oversia.l and specific issues without disqualifying tIP:e 1o r: s
pub]jc servif:e feature.” As a solution, his counsel suggestecllJ thgat 1;1; Slg
use frc.)m. time to time a horrible example from current experien "
the socialist and communist countries of Europe and Asia “Ff)e c ulcctl3 o
as fa.r as we want in that field in the dramatic part of the. 1o : 4 flo
f:ontn'lued, “and your speech could be developed in such a W‘f afrtam, ke
it plain enough to your radio audience that we are headin g W
kind of situation here.” e
.Accordingly, the topics dramatized and discussed on The Freedom 8.
:raned considerably, even as the underlying message about the ; % tmj;
creepiilgF i;ci;lism” remained a constant. Heeding the advice ofaﬁigselresg:l
counsel, Fifield relied on foreign examples to ill i i
the im;.)act of collectivism in communlist lands u ]zttrl:t:hteh:nlisjil;i;f icr}llllng
dox-ne‘stlc subjects as well. One week, the show explored Reconstrjct' e
c.la%mmg that southern states had thrived without federal policies : 10;1’
:dles after t.he Civil War; the next, it celebrated the his':)ry of t}012 511310_
frc:it: Izrciu:;g (t)hat the private o.rganization’s success stemmed direcﬂ?
- 8 vernment meddling.* Fifield’s financial backers helped
g Stee airtime for these e L the nation. “Republic Steel is
g steps to get them on radio stations in every town where they h
:efactory or office,” Fifield noted in March 1949. “We are expec?irn a:(e)
St;; :;:blizzgziﬁfty radio stations by June.” A year later, 7he Freeiam
L i :n a We;kly n.etWOrk of over five hundred stations; by
. lmzlre t an .elgl}t hundred.”
. am} F}::r;’tu I\gi:)blhzatwn launched a new monthly maga-
B priento:; t(; ited by veteran journalist William Johnson.
e 6 xjvork o.f an expanding network of libertar-
e fe aut ors., including Ludwig von Mises, leader of the
. Economi: Ee;g:;fmcls;I_I Leonard R'ead, founder of the Founda-
i e ian; ‘ enry Hazlitt, a founding member of the
4 Instimte)., £ I\c/;cxa:uon (later renamed the American Enter-
anion, a former dean of Notre Dame’s College
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of Law who became a noted right-wing radio host in the 1950s; Felix
and Rose Wilder

Morley, founder of the far-right journal Human Events;
ritten the Little House on the Prairie series with her

Lane, who had cow
mother before attacking the “creeping socialism” of the New Deal in her

own work.”
While libertarian and conservative
Fuith and Freedom, the journal purposely presented itself as created &y
ministers for ministers. Spiritual Mobilization had long operated on the
principle that clergymen could not be swayed through crude propaganda.
«“The articulation should be worked out before-hand, of course, and we
should be ready to help the thinking of the ministers on it,” Haake noted
in one of his early musings on Spiritual Mobilization, “but it should be so
done as to enable them to discover it for themselves, as something which
they really had believed but not realized fully until our questions brought

it out so clearly. ] am sure we may not TELL them: not as laymen, or even

as fellow clergyrncn.We must help them to discover it themselves.” The

new magazine embraced this approach wholeheartedly. “We know there
are countless questions unanswered about individual liberty,” Johnson an-
nounced in the first issue. “We want 2 magazine which will serve the min-
isters who will shape the answers to these questions, a magazine which
will stimulate them, a magazine which will challenge them, a magazine
which will earn a place in their busy schedules.” Faith and Freedom sought
input from subscribers, not simply printing letters but soliciting sermons
that expounded on “the moral and spiritual significance of individual lib-
erty” for publication in 2 monthly feature called “The Pulpit and Liberty.”
Ultimately, Johnson argued, the magazine would receive a great deal of its

direction from the clergymen who rea
heavily on ministerial guidance and criticism in
odical for you.”

Fuaith and Freedom thus presented itself a
ministers could debate a wide variety of issues an
there was an important catch. “Clergymen may differ about politics, €CO=

laymen dominated the pages of

developing a useful peri=

nomics, sociology, and such,” Fifi
matters of morality all followers of
Fifield and Johnson insisted that mor
economics, they were able to cast those

Jesus speak in one voice.” Bec
ality directly informed politics an
who disagreed with them on tho

d it. “We shall,” he wrote, “depend =

s an open forum in which
d disagree freely. But

eld stated, “but I would expect thatin =
ause
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top.lcs as essentially immoral. For his part, Fifield claimed he approached
all issues with an open mind and a desire to follow God’s wl:]f “Tch ;
have been many solutions suggested for meeting today’s and ton;mrr er’e
problems, and there will be more,” he noted in his first column. “Befor?;:
accept any.proposal or remedy, we have the obligation to measure it, not
only as to its probable effectiveness, but as to whether the proposal ’d %
not conflict with Christian principle and the spiritual valzespof lib Ty
and personal responsibility.” Not surprisingly, when Fifield held ]jbertyl
proposals to this standard, they always fell short. Time and time agai ef
condemned a variety of “socialistic laws,” such as ones su ortizgam', 'e
mum wages, price controls, Social Security pensions for gﬁa elde%lmilm:
employment insurance, veterans’ benefits, and the like, as well as . le
range of federal taxation that he deemed to be “tyram;ical" in UjWIIe
the end, he judged, such policies violated “the natural law whi r;la' 1:- :
in the nature of the universe and is the will of God.”* Gl
Indeed, for all of its claims about encouraging debate, Faith and Fj
dom did little to hide its contempt for liberal ministers T,he ma n' o
peatedly denounced the Social Gospel and, just as imI;ortant cgl:Zlne X
who invoked it to advocate for the establishment and expansio’n ofl;iyl? i
state programs. Johnson even devoted an entire issue to the subject ?‘TEEC
mo'w:':mcnt is directed by a small, unusually articulate minorityJ w};o fe ?
political power is the way to save the world,” he warned in his ope 'ee
comments. “Unclothed, their gospel is pure socialism—the wishf i
zioy ]:lim l(cc.rnpulsion of the state to force others to act as theysocial gzs:;:
) asI lzl ynnoilgzyts;]eoild act.” Ir.w-ng Howard, a Congregationalist minister,
e pagan origin of the Social Gospel” in nineteenth-
. sm afld Transcendentalism, claiming it was part of a
3 If:rf unpetus-to a shift in faith from God to man, from eternity to
i a,l (I:Z:;Cilz 1:3:1;111211 tr:;1 the group, [from] individual conversion to
. éom a;om tbe church to th.e state.” Other contributors
. (}:mrlzons-; em‘feen the Social Gospel and similarly sus-
. al1.l1rusm .a1ms to destroy the capitalist minority no
e g, stealing, lying, and covetousness are required,” argued
€ Social Gospel calls for the destructi is minori
o ruction of this minority by the
o) means of the popular vote, to put it bluntly, b jali
sness, stealing, and the bearing of false wi i e
go se witness.

T
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Consistently libertarian, the contributors to Fuith and Freedom var-
ied only in terms of style and sophistication. The June 1950 issue, for
instance, featured four articles, each advancing the same message from
different angles. In the first, George S. Benson, president of conservative
Harding College, offered a folksy parable about a group of seagulls who
let themselves be fed by shrimp boats and soon forgot how to care for
themselves. “The moral,” the author noted for those who somehow missed
it: “A welfare state, for gull or man, always first destroys the priceless attri-
bute of self-reliance.” Next, Ludwig von Mises advanced a sophisticated
argument to disprove “the passionate tirades of Marx, Keynes and a host
of less well-known authors.” Prominent missionary R.]. Rushdoony then
explained how “noncompetitive life” on a Native American reservation,
which he called “the prime example in America today of a functioning
welfare society,” inevitably reduced its residents to a state of “social and
personal irresponsibility.” The fourth and final article, “Human Rights
and Property Rights,” by industrial relations author Allen W. Rucker, as-
serted that any effort to take control of private property was “in direct vio-
lation of the Commandment, “T'hou shalt not steal.” That Commandment
is not limited in the slightest degree; it is an adjuration laid upon all men,
whether acting as individuals, as an organization, or as a state.”
Conservatives concerned about the “creeping socialism” of the welfare
state under Truman were emboldened by the Republican gains in the
midterm elections of 1950. In an upbeat letter to Alfred Sloan, the head

of General Motors and an ardent supporter of his work, Fifield reflected =
on the recent returns. “We are having quite a deluge of letters from across =

the country, indicating the feeling that Spiritual Mobilization has had

some part in the awakening which was evidenced by the elections,” hell
wrote. “Of course, we are a little proud and very happy for whatever good

we have been able to do in waking people up to the peril of collectivism

and the importance of Freedom under God.” But the battle was far from =
won. “I do not consider that we can relax our efforts in any way or at any =
point,” Fifield noted. “It is still a long road back to what was and, please

God, will again be America.””

For Fifield and his associates, the phrase “freedom under God”—ili8

contrast with what they saw as oppression under the federal government=
became an effective new rallying cry in the early 1950s. The ministet
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ressed th i
fadio 5 Z theme repeatedly in the pages of Fuaith and Freedom and in his
: roadcasts of The Freedom Story, but he soon found a more i
e : romi-
means of spreading the message to the American people.* g

IN THE iri
| idse PRII1 NG O-F 1951, Spiritual Mobilization’s leaders struck
ey 17’; tl; ey b-eheved would advance their cause considerably. To
anniversary of the signing of the De i .
claration of Inde-
pend.ence, t.hey proposed for the week surrounding the Fourth of Jlrlllde
massive series of events devoted to the theme of “Freedom Under G };la
er God.”

According to Fifield’s longtime ally William C. Mullendore president of

W iy :
e Southern California Edison Company, the idea originated from the

lljfelmf that the “rf)ot Cauide of the disintegration of freedom here, and of
ig gover.nment, is the disintegration of the nation’s spiritual fo :i i ;
| ;srflou.nd in the Decl.aration of Independence. We want to reviveutrlllaizon's,

r;nc;n credo, ‘VVhICh is the spiritual basis of our Constitution.”® o
nounc;etl :}tl :r;;i, in J-une 1951, the leaders of Spiritual Mobilization an-
. ;gf::ﬁno?fj] 31 n?; CodmmiEee to Proclaim Liberty to co-

gith y “bkreedom Under God” celebratio
;::::lxln‘zzz so ?i;ne, they explained to a crowd of reporters, came fisr'nTt‘;l:
kel 1:4 twenty-fifth chapter of the Book of Leviticus, in which
e olsles lihat t.he Israelites should celebrate the anniversary
e andu; t fl .romls'ed Land and “proclaim liberty throughout
L - o the m-habrfants thereof.” This piece of Scripture, or-
i T:hwas alsollnscnb.ed on the crown of the Liberty Bell in
T numbe:r Ofe .cornmlttee originally had just fifty-six members, equal
. s(.llgl'cners of the Declaration, but the list quickly expanded
R hz _ ?r a place. Although the committee claimed to seek
. g ins;: or the upcoming holiday, very few religious leaders
i s ranks. Indeed, aside from Fifield and his longtime
. incent Peale, the founding ministerial memb f
ttee included only a lib ist bi e
y a liberal Methodist bishop, G. Bromley Oxnam;

the Catholic bi
ishop of th : -
from Kansas Chy}[? ¢ Oklahoma City-Tulsa diocese; and a rabbi

The true
goal of the Committee to Proclaim Liberty was advanc-

Conservatism, I
- 1ts two most prominent members had been brought

ing
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low by Democratic administrations: former president Herbert Hoover,
driven from the White House two decades earlier by Franklin Roosevelt,
and General Douglas MacArthur, removed from his command in Korea
two months earlier by Harry Truman. These conservative martyrs Were
joined by military leaders, heads of patriotic groups, conservative legal
and political stars, right-wing media figures, and outspoken conservatives
from the realm of entertainment, such as Bing Crosby, Cecil B. DeMille,
Walt Disney and Ronald Reagan. But the majority came from corpo-
rate America. J. Howard Pew was joined by other business titans, such
as Conrad Hilton of Hilton Hotels, B. E. Hutchinson of Chrysler, James
L. Kraft of Kraft Foods, Hughston McBain of Marshall Field, Admiral
Ben Moreell of Jones & Laughlin Steel, Eddie Rickenbacker of Eastern
Airlines, and Charles F. Wilson of General Motors. The interest of lead-
ing businessmen in the endeavor was so Strong that the committee was
forced to expand its ranks to make room for the others clamoring for a
spot, including household names such as Farvey Firestone, E. F. Hut-
ton, Fred Maytag, Henry Luce, and J. C. Penney, as well as the less well-
known heads of US Steel, Republic Steel, Gulf Oil, Hughes Aircraft, and
United Airlines. The presidents of both the United States Chamber of
Commerce and the National Association of Manufacturers served, as did
the heads of free enterprise advocacy organizations such as the Founda-
tion for Economic Education and the Freedoms Foundation. As a token

counterweight to this overwhelming corporate presence, the Committee

to Proclaim Liberty included a single labor leader: Matthew Woll, a vice = ;

president with the American Federation of Labor, but more important, a

lifelong Republican well known for his outspoken opposition to industrial | j

L

unions and New Deal labor legislation.”

As the Fourth of July drew near, the Committee to Proclaim Liberty =

focused its attention on encouraging Americans to mark the holiday with
public readings of the preamble to the Declaration of Independence. The

decision to focus solely on the prearnble was in some ways a natural oné

e ———

as its passages Were certainly the most famous and lyrical in the docu= =

ment. But doing so also allowed organizers to reframe the Declaration 855 ‘
a purely libertarian manifesto, dedicated to the removal of an oppressivel
government. Those who read the entire document would have discove

“FREEDOM UNDER GOD” [29]
to the i i
-y gc;])iis(t):;a;(;zeoj ;1;; committee, t?at the founding fathers followed
o L te preamble with a long list of grievances about
gl 2 and rule of law in the colonies. Among other
i ng George III for refusing “his Assent to Laws
. ;) ntjso:;wj ant‘:} Eecessary for the public good,” for forbidding his’
sin, i i
dissolving the legislati\gre bjg;z; fxirilliliillate'and ey
T onies, and for generally enablin
state f) anarchy that exposed colonists to “all the dangers of invasi 3
from Wllthout, and convulsions within.” In the end, the ]%c 10 1'nvasmn
n;z ; r%c(.:t:lon of government power in general but r:lther a c:;r?;izlo;: .
: g on
need:d' Ir;tli; cr(t)wn ffor depriving the colonists of the government they
b | er to reframe the Declaration as something rather diff
€ on'lmtttce to Proclaim Liberty had to edit out much of the d e
they claimed to champion. Even their version of the reamblc gk
cated. The}i excised a final line about the specific plight of tlf wasl tn'm_
ar;cl:li ;njmi. instead on one that better resonated with their conie:zp(;t:ts
cal aims: “ i
iwaﬂably tr}xlles.sa:ehg]z 'chtong. train of flbuses and usurpations, pursuil?g[
. ‘_] i f‘:v1.nces ;.1 design to reduce them under absolute
. right, it is their duty, to throw off such Gow
and to provide new Guards for their future security.” ik
The committee’s corporate sponsors took out fu-]l— a
2 prgcmgtc this pinched interpretation of the Declmatlsofe;;:vgzzp]?; o
b : . . iego
lectric Company, for instance, encouraged its customers to rereid
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Thes

L ke _\:t;r:l;] a:ft er_hdessttc;nes upon w%ﬁch man has built history’s greatest
. al.ea es of America. Remember them well!

. g:;ted equal . . . ” That means you are as im-

. ﬁk::can{r;hnan l.)rougflt into this world. You are
i Siil . erce is no SITPCHOI” man anywhere.

L e by ‘en' reator with certain unalienable

e is your birthright—the freedom to live, work, wor-

ship, and vo
te as you choose. Th :
. Lhese are ri
may take from you. ghts no government on earth
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«  'That to secure these rights, governments are instituted
_» Here is the reason for and the purpose of gov-

among men . .
t—not a master—not a giver of

ernment. Government is but a servan

anything.
« . deriving their just powers from the consent of the gov-
erned . . .” In America, the government may assume only the powers

you allow it to have. Tt may assume no others.

The ad urged readers to make their own declaration of independence
in 1951. “Declare that government is responsible TO you——rather than
" it continued. “Declare that freedom is more important to you

FOR you,’
t the rights God gave you may not

than ‘security’ or ‘survival. Declare tha
be taken away by any government on any pretense.” Other utilities offered

similar ads. The Detroit Edison Company, for instance, quoted at length

from a Clarence Manion piece first published by the original Heritage
If as such,” Manion warned.

Foundation. “Despotism never advertises itse
“By its own sly self-definition it may label itself ‘democratic, ‘progressive,’
‘liberal, ‘humanitarian,’ or ‘fraternal. Those who oppose it will be called
reactionaries, fascists, and other ‘bad names.” The Utah Power & Light
Company, meanwhile, cut right to the chase in a full-page ad with the
alarmist headline “How many ‘Independence Days’ have we left?” The
utility company implored readers to “pray for help in maintaining man’s
closeness to God, in preserving man’s God-given rights and responsi-
bilities against those who would make you dependent upon 2 socialistic,
all-powerful government.”53
The Committee to Proclaim Liberty also enlisted the nation’s min-
isters to promote the «Freedom Under God” festivities. Those on the
Spiritual Mobilization mailing list received a suggested press release
clergymen to a1l in the blanks with their personal
purpose of the Committee,’ the Reverend )
declared, ‘is to revive a custom long forgotten in America—spiritual em=
4th of July™). The committee also established a sermon
d on the wildly successful “Perils to Freedom” competitiof
eld in 1947. The seventeen thousand
couraged to compet®

that merely needed
information (“The

phasis on the
contest, modele
that Spiritual Mobilization had h

esentatives Of the organization WEere en

minister-repr
ds by writing an original sermon 0f} the

for cash prizes and other rewar
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How many ‘Independence Days have we left?

) it e i

Utility companies such as th - —

e Utah Power & Light C
ments th « ght Company ran full-page advertise-
5 morztipnromoted phe Freedom Under God” celebrations of Spirirﬁaig Ie\/ilo;;;tlsé
and, portant, its underlying message of Christian libertarianism sason

theme of “Fr r
; eedom Under God” and delivering it to thei i
on “Independence Sunday,”Jul L
N ay,” July 1,1951.They could also order, for a penn
cl i :
ﬂlust,rapio wc;rshlp calendars prepared by the committee, adorned witl):
ns an i ,
i messages supporting the festivities’ theme. The interior
i thpn y left blank so that the minister could mimeograph the
is particular service and then li
. : nd then literally wrap the Committe
Ogalm Liberty’s message around it.*! ' e
n “Independenc
e Su ” - -
B nday,” the organization reported, “tens of thou-
o gymen offered sermons on the topic of “Freedom Und
 Decause the contest was limited to official mini ves
e icial minister-representatives
. ; .alle sermons invariably sounded its themes.
oci 1
o o ism in our country has probably progressed
u » »
y realize,” asserted a Lutheran minister in

vy iy
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“It would be well to remember that every act or law passed by
ment promises tO ‘give’ us something is a step in the
om Brooklyn agreed. “Today our

Kansas.
which the govern
direction of socialism.” A clergyman fr
homes are built for us, financed for us, and the church is provided for us.
Our many services are in danger of robbing us of that which is most im-
d, “the right to our own kingdom of self.” “The growing
hilosophy of the Welfare State is a graver peril to free-

the threat of military aggression,” cautioned
n Illinois advanced the

portant,” he warne
acceptance of the p
dom in America today that

a Missouri Baptist. A Congregationalist minister i
ave been encouraged to believe that a benevo-

lent government exists for the sole purpose of ministering to the selfish

interest of the individual. We have achieved the four freedoms: Freedom
dom to be a leech; and freedom to loaf.”

to ask; freedom to receive; free
First place in the sermon competition went to Reverend Kenneth W.
ndota, Illinois. Pub-

Sollitt, minister of the First Baptist Church of Me
lished in the September issue of Faith and Freedom, his sermon bore the

title “Freedom Under God: We Can Go on Making a God of Govern-
vernment of God.” As the

ment, or We Can Return Again to the Go
title suggested, it was an extended jeremiad about the sins of the welfare

state. Reverend Sollitt decried the national debt, growing federal payrolls,

corporate taxation, government bureaucracy in general, and Social Secu-

rity in particulat, while still finding the time and imagination to use the
parable of the Good Samaritan as grounds for a diatribe about the evils

same argument: “People h

of “socialized medicine.
so much on ‘the enjoyment of
willing to pas
for our benefit,” he argued. “Govern
for the people’ has become government O
for the benefit of minorities. ‘Give me liberty or give me
shortened to just plain ‘Give me.
prophet, he warned that “America stands 2
road leads to the slave

chosen collectivism in any of its
ism, the Welfare State—they are all cut from the same pattern. The oth' ,

road leads to the only freedom there is"—free enterprise.56

» «For 175 years we have focused our attention =
our liberty’ that we have been perfectly =
s all kinds of legislation limiting the other fellow’s liberty =
ment of the people, by the people,

y

f the people by pressure groups
death’ has been
m 5 the dire tones of an 0O1d Testament.
t the cross roads.” “The oni?}{' |
ry which has always been the lot of those who haVGL? i
forms,” he said, be it “communisi, sociali* i
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Pro'ng':::n SZI;?:;S del?lfered on “Independence Sunday”were amplified by a
iy Committe:a}sl';; at.sa:me evening over CBS’s national radio netwojlfk.
Fourth of July itself, Olarlllgtn;;n;(ir}'zioizdoto t:hildule Ll
» n the i
i;f o;g;z;zer James Ingebretsen noted, “Even ?;1 \izyh};jldtf; TO:IS;‘:: .
iy togt }:lefi::rnfa}i)peajrance, we couldn’t get the time.” He quickly
to highlight the s aio- ;ldmg a special program on Sunday instead, both
- ofthePdflttl emphasis of the festivities and to build on the
g .a){I s sermons. The national advertising agency J. Wal-
that a word-of—mocmhy Pfom?ted the program, but organizers believed
effective. “There wi‘jltb RN s i L i
i ea coupl.e of hundred thousand ministers across
of them will deﬁnitelyazz };Zis;:‘i : W’(’);d SR e
ive i
;:sﬂ?lh .W'ith the he.ad of public affairs at C,:B gl.g“e';leet:z I:;visliu:elfclh?r tdeplt}one
] on people in church that Sunday as usual . . . and we will ty et
up J'lIl‘:: a few hours afterwards instead of three da)l/s later.”” i g
L ;E:;fga“fz ;}"15‘}31]:; h(‘;’lzd;P tle ti;l‘-e]f oiianizers’expectations. Cecil B. De-
1en 1eld to : e
; igl‘:}fes;it(;nal tone and attracting an impressﬁi?ena:::yp;? gzﬁ;vtoijl;iit
Gloriz’ SW::Z.;; Sefrfveddas master of ceremonies, while Bing Crosby and.
. :e azl‘;‘y ;}ilzii lngassagcs of th;ir own. The preamble to the
™, _ ; . arrymore, who had posed for promoti
Is)crib:; ilvoiiﬂﬂllg a gla;lt“quﬂl and looking at a large piece of palzchme:: la_l
program featurz(rr CE SalFreedom R o e
b 0C C(I)L performances of “America” as well as “Heritage,”an
o C;Jmsef y a former leader of the US Chamber of Comméme
B Ame .rom Gene‘ral Matthew Ridgway, who interrupted hisl
N il % en((:;n forces in Korea to send an address from Tokyo. He
T ;);1; ing fathers had been motivated, in large part, by their
o e bem there was no confusion of thought, no uncertainty
i “Theh-s’w ubt as to the road they should follow to their goals,” h
as a deep and abiding faith in God, a faith which is stiIl, th:

Breat reservoir of stre
o ngth of the Ameri e
sponsibili : erican people in th
ponsibility for their future and the future of thepwoi:lld ’:51: i
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The “Freedom Under God” festivities reached a crescendo with local
celebrations on the Fourth of July. The Committee to Proclaim Liberty
coordinated the ringing of church bells across the nation, timed to start
precisely at noon and last for a full ten minutes. Cities and small towns
across the country scheduled their own events around the bell ringing. In
Los Angeles, for instance, the city’s civil defense agency sounded its air
raid sirens, in the first test since their installation, resulting in what one
newspaper described as 4, seream as wild and proud as that of the Amer-
ican eagle.” As bells chimed across the city, residents were encouraged by
the committee “to open their doors, sound horns and blow whistles and
ring bells, as individual salutes to Freedom.” After the ten minutes of bell
ringing, groups gathered in churches and homes to read the preamble
to the Declaration together.”” Both Mayor Fletcher Bowron and Gover-
nor Earl Warren, like their counterparts in many other cities and states,
issued official proclamations that urged citizens, in Warren’s words, to
spend the day reflecting upon “the blessings we enjoy through Freedom
under God.”® That night, fifty thousand residents attended a massive
rally at the Los Angeles Coliseum. Organized under the theme “Free-
dom Under God Needs You,” the night featured eight circus acts, 2 jet
plane demonstration, and a fireworks display that the local chapter of the
American Legion promised would be the largest in the entire country.
Reverend Fifield had the honor of offering the invocation for the evening
ceremonies, while actor Gregory Peck delivered a dramatic reading of the

Declaration’s preamble."l

In the end, the Committee to Proclaim Liberty believed, rightly, that 8
its work had made 2 lasting impression on the nation. “The very words ';

‘Freedom Under God’ [have] added to the vocabulary of freedom 2 new

term,” the organizers concluded. “It is a significant phrase to people who '
know that everybody from Stalin on down is paying lip service to frecai
dom until its root meaning i no longer apparent. The term TFreedom
Under God’ provides a means of identifying and separating conditions -
which indicate pscud0~freedom, or actual slavery, from those of true free? i
dom.” Citing an outpouring of support for the festivities, the commiftees
resolved to make them an annual tradition and, more important, keep the

spirit of its central message alive in American life. The entire natiof, its

members hoped, would soon think of itself as “under God.”™? 4

CHAPTER 2

The Great Crusades

N SEPT
i Ang::[s BhEu E; (;1 g{i io?g ttgh,ei{ZUGHLY five thousand residents of
own ive “
vas czltthedral tfent” at the corner of V"fashingt'(c)c::[l11 azzn;;izil ;‘}I:;aslslwg G
to this .place, in the shadow of the metropolitan courth.ouse yt 3’h L
Z‘;tfi)hczl p;eacher tell them about a judgment that would, bc; hzzrdzz
g };3 mo Ciltllller than man. Only thirty years old and still largely un-
i ;nm);he ; am [I;evertheless made a commanding impression as he
o ;ge. ressed sharply in a trim double-breasted suit with
o r slwept back, h'e set his square jaw and locked his eyes
. t.OIdrz;wmg on the: biblical story of Sodom and Gomorrah
o S”t fer;’l1 tha't their so-called City of Angels shared many Of,-
N gﬂ o ”t ose mfamt.)us cities—sexual promiscuity, addictions
N ie,- t;enage delinquency, rampant crime—and it would
e eir fate of destr,uction unless its citizens repented and
o — ); ;Véys(,i ,Grahams sermon that day was a preacher’s pe-
L alg od’s wrath and a call for penitence. But his message
sual urgency because of an event then dominating the nevfs

ad ].e i i

The en i
erget y
ageddongf ic young Graham seized on the headlines to make the
Arm o :
i dretoclid ‘m the New Testament seem imminent. “Comm
nde ; i i : i
i 4 .:-C ; iluas decided against God, against Christ, against
inst all religion. Co ism i :
g mmunism is not only an economic
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