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“I am wor ried by the Blessed Vir gin’s mes sages to Lucy of
Fatima. This per sis tence of Mary about the dan gers which men ace
the Church is a di vine warn ing against the sui cide of al ter ing the
Faith in her lit urgy...”

...Pius XII Devant L’Histoire

“If any one says that the re ceived and ap proved rites of the Cath o -
lic Church cus tom arily used in the sol emn ad min is tra tion of the sac -
ra ments may be de spised, or may be freely omit ted by the min is ters
with out sin, or may be changed into other new rites by any church
pas tor whom so ever, let him be anath ema.”

…Coun cil of Trent, Sess. VII, Can. XIII
Pope Paul III, 3 March 1547 (D.S. 1613)

“... ‘re call ing it (the lit urgy) to greater sim plic ity of rites, by ex -
press ing it in the ver nac u lar lan guage or by ut ter ing it in a loud voice’ 
as if the pres ent or der of the lit urgy re ceived and ap proved by the
Church, had em a nated in some part from the for get ful ness of the
prin ci ples by which it should be reg u lated ... (is) rash, of fen sive to
pi ous ears, in sult ing to the Church, fa vour able to the charges of her e -
tics”.

...Auctorem Fidei [33]
Pope Pius VI, 28 Au gust 1794 (D.S. 2633)
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“Sup pose, dear friend, that Com mu nism [one of “the er rors of
Rus sia” men tioned in the Mes sage of Fatima] was only the most vis -
i ble of the in stru ments of sub ver sion to be used against the Church
and the tra di tions of Di vine Rev e la tion … 

“I am wor ried by the Blessed Vir gin’s mes sages to Lucy of

Fatima. This per sis tence of Mary about the dan gers which men -

ace the Church is a di vine warn ing against the sui cide of al ter ing

the Faith, in her lit urgy, her the ol ogy and her soul. …

“I hear all around me in no va tors who wish to dis man tle the Sa -

cred Cha pel, de stroy the uni ver sal flame of the Church, re ject her or -

na ments and make her feel re morse for her his tor i cal past.

“A day will come when the civ i lized world will deny its God,

when the Church will doubt as Pe ter doubted. She will be tempted to

be lieve that man has be come God. In our churches, Chris tians will

search in vain for the red lamp where God awaits them, like Mary

Mag da lene weep ing be fore the empty tomb, they will ask, ‘Where

have they taken Him?’” (em pha sis added)

. . . Pope Pius XII

Quoted in the book
Pius XII Devant L’Histoire, pp. 52-53

(by Msgr. Geor ges Roche)
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Ab bre vi a tions:

CBCP = Cath o lic Bishops Con fer ence of the Phil ip pines

CIC = Co dex Iuris Canonici (Code of Canon Law)

DS = Denzinger-Schönmetzer, En chi rid ion Symbolorum

Definitionum et Declarationum, 36th edi tion, Herder, 1976.

Dz. = Denzinger
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FORE WORD

The scope of this mod est trea tise is to re fute the pre vail ing mis -

con cep tions about Lit urgy, Tra di tion, Magisterium and Au thor ity in

the Church that are so per va sive and caus ing such con fu sion in the

Church. Al though vol umes could be writ ten on any one of these sub -

jects, what is most lack ing to day is a clear un der stand ing of what is

most ba sic and fun da men tal about Church teach ing con cern ing Lit -

urgy, Tra di tion and Magisterium.

The Magisterium is the ve hi cle that ac com plishes the ac tual

‘hand ing down’ of Tra di tion, and the Liturgy is the most im por tant

or gan of the or di nary Magisterium. The con fused no tion of

Magisterium that pre vails in the post-conciliar Church un der lies the

doc trinal cri sis and li tur gi cal abuses which have be come the prin ci -

pal marks of rec og ni tion for the so-called ‘Conciliar Church’.

That the doc trinal con fu sion has reached its height is at tested to

by the fact that even a Car di nal of the Ro man Church ad mits that the

prob lem of the lit urgy is “very dis turb ing”, but then jus ti fies the sta -

tus quo with a vague ap peal to obe di ence to the Magisterium. Yet it is 

pre cisely the teach ing of the Church’s past Magisterium which con -

demns the lit urgy pres ently be ing used in our churches for not ad e -

quately pro fess ing the Cath o lic Faith, for not ad her ing to Cath o lic

Tra di tion, and for com pro mis ing the va lid ity of the sac ra ments.

Fundamentally new con cepts of tra di tion and magisterium com -

bined with a new lit urgy have es tab lished a trend in the Church — a

trend which has brought about a trans for ma tion of the for merly un -

mis tak ably re cog nis able Cath o lic Church into the evolv ing Church

of the new Ref or ma tion. Un less that trend will have been checked

and re versed, only a rem nant of the for mer re li gion shall re main — a

small, scat tered but vi tal rem nant of Ca thol i cism sur rounded by the

co los sus of Ro man Prot es tant ism.
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It is my hope that this lit tle book will be able to de liver, as a clear

mes sage, the an swer to the rhe tor i cal ques tion asked some years ago

by Arch bishop Lefebvre: “Must we be come Protestant in or der to re -

main Cath o lic?” The Re formers were Cath o lics who be came

Protestant by aban don ing the un change able Cath o lic Tra di tion. That 

is the es sence of Prot es tant ism. We may never aban don tra di tion in

the name of an ill-conceived obe di ence, be cause we can only re main

Cath o lic so long as we con tinue to “stand fast and hold the tra di -

tions”. (2 Thessalonians 2:14)
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PREF ACE

Since the in tro duc tion of the New Rite of Mass into the Lit urgy

of the Cath o lic Church by Pope Paul VI, tra di tional Cath o lics who

re fuse to ac cept the le git i macy of the Novus Ordo have been sub -

jected to rid i cule, con tempt and con dem na tion by ec cle si as ti cal au -

thor i ties and those who blindly fol low their dic tates. Tra di tion al ists

are said to be re bel lious, in sub or di nate and blindly at tached to ob so -

lete forms of wor ship that have been re placed by new up-to-date

forms in sti tuted and man dated by the le git i mate pas tors of the

Church. 

Even now with the of fi cially sanc tioned Ecclesia Dei ‘indult

Masses’ be ing cel e brated far and wide, the di vi sion within the

Church re mains be cause tra di tional Cath o lics do not trust the hi er ar -

chy any more. For some thirty years tra di tion al ist Cath o lics have

been la beled by the hi er ar chy as fa nat ics and schis mat ics — their ad -

her ence to the tra di tional “Or der of the Lit urgy re ceived and ap -

proved by the Church” (Pius VI, Auctorem Fidei [33]) has been

de clared (in the in fa mous words of the late Car di nal Villot) to be “in -

com pat i ble with au then tic loy alty to the Church.”

 The na tional hi er ar chies and the Ro man Cu ria, in spite of their

ad dic tion to di a logue, have dis played ut ter in tran si gence in their in -

tol er ant re fusal to en ter into any di a logue with tra di tional Cath o lics

who have ob jec tions of con science against the New Or der of Mass.

Yet these ob jec tions are not only theo log i cally well founded, but are

firmly grounded in the most sol emn doc trinal def i ni tions of the

Church’s ex traor di nary magisterium.

The Tridentine Pro fes sion of Faith of Pope Pius IV [Iniunctum

Nobis] pre scribes ad her ence to the “re ceived and ap proved rites of

the Cath o lic Church used in the sol emn ad min is tra tion of the sac ra -

ments.” The ‘re ceived and ap proved rites’ are the rites es tab lished by 
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cus tom, and hence the Coun cil of Trent re fers to them as the “re -

ceived and ap proved rites of the Cath o lic Church cus tom arily used

in the sol emn ad min is tra tion of the sac ra ments.” [Sess. VII, can.

XIII]. Ad her ence to the cus tom ary rites re ceived and ap proved by

the Church is an in fal li bly de fined doc trine: The Coun cil of Flor ence 

de fined that “priests ... must confect the body of the Lord, each one

ac cord ing to the cus tom of his Church” [Decretum pro Graecis], and

there fore the Coun cil of Trent sol emnly con demned as her esy the

prop o si tion that “the re ceived and ap proved rites of the Cath o lic

Church cus tom arily used in the sol emn ad min is tra tion of the sac ra -

ments may be changed into other new rites by any ec cle si as ti cal pas -

tor who so ever” [Sess. VII, can. XIII]. Resting on this solid doc trinal

foun da tion, Pope Pius VI con demned the idea that “ ‘re call ing it (the

lit urgy) to greater sim plic ity of rites, by ex press ing it in the ver nac u -

lar lan guage or by ut ter ing it in a loud voice’ as if the pres ent or der of

the lit urgy re ceived and ap proved by the Church, had em a nated in

some part from the for get ful ness of the prin ci ples by which it should

be reg u lated” as “rash, of fen sive to pi ous ears, in sult ing to the

Church, fa vour able to the charges of her e tics”. — Auctorem Fidei

[33].

In cred i bly, it was pre cisely what the Coun cil of Trent anath ema -

tised and Pius VI con demned that Paul VI did: he ap pointed a curial

com mis sion which re struc tured the ven er a ble Ro man Rite into what

Paul VI him self ad mit ted was a “new rite of Mass.” [Nov. 19, 1969]

Since the li tur gi cal re form in sti tuted by Paul VI was said to be car -

ried out ac cord ing to the pre scrip tions of the Lit urgy Con sti tu tion of

Vat i can II, the post-conciliar popes and hi er ar chy have stead fastly

pro fessed the re form to be le git i mate. They have not yet grasped (be -

cause they re fuse to open their minds to the prob lem) that the sim pli -

fi ca tion and re struc tur ing of the rites ap par ently pre scribed by

Vat i can II vi o late not only the ba sic prin ci ples that that same Coun cil 

set forth as guide lines for the li tur gi cal re vi sion, but they also vi o late

the most sol emn doc trinal pro nounce ments of the in fal li ble

Magisterium of the Church.

Un for tu nately, the hier archs of the post-conciliar Church ad a -
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mantly re fuse to con sider the ob jec tions, or even ac knowl edge the

pos si bil ity of valid doc trinal ob jec tions to the new Lit urgy. To do

that would be tan ta mount to an ad mis sion that their own po si tion

might be wrong ... or even worse — that the Sec ond Vat i can Coun cil

might be wrong. Thus they have brought about a bit ter di vi sion in the 

body of the Church by their blind re fusal to hear or con sider the se ri -

ous ob jec tions of the tra di tion al ists.

The hier archs of the Conciliar Church have placed them selves in

the po si tion of be ing both the ac cus ers and the judges — they pre -

sume to sit in judg ement over the traditionalists, whom they ac cuse

of dis obe di ence, dis loy alty and even schism, while re fus ing to al low

the ac cused a hear ing. Dis playing an in cred i ble blind ness and in tol -

er ance, the conciliar popes and hi er ar chy have re sponded to the doc -

trinal ob jec tions of the traditionalists with a to tal and im pen e tra ble

si lence, while pre fer ring to con demn the per son of the tra di tion al ist,

and to pub lish in tel lec tu ally dis hon est at tacks against the tra di tion al -

ist po si tion.*

One of the first, and cer tainly the most vis i ble and ar tic u late of the 

ob jec tors against the Novus Ordo lit urgy was the late Arch bishop

Mar cel Lefebvre. The Vat i can’s re fusal to al low him a hear ing, (to

which he was en ti tled ac cord ing to ec cle si as ti cal law) is typ i cal of

the per ma nent pol icy of the post-conciliar Church to block all av e -

nues of re course and ap peal to any one who re fuses to ac cept the

post-conciliar re forms. 

Lefebvre was one of the first, and cer tainly not the last, to re ject

the post-conciliar re forms as con trary to the Cath o lic Faith. If his po -

si tion was the theo log i cally cor rect one, then it quite log i cally fol -

lows that not only was his course of ac tion the mor ally cor rect one,

xi

* A splen did ex am ple of this sort of in tel lec tual dis hon esty ap peared in the Nov. 9,
1996 is sue of 30 Days. Giovanni Riccardi at tempts to de fend the or tho doxy of
Karol Wojtyla’s theology by de bunk ing a brief lec ture of the Ger man theo lo gian,
Fr. Johannes Dörmann. Riccardi fo cuses his at tack en tirely on the un der stand ably
scant ma te rial pre sented in Pro fes sor Dörmann’s brief lec ture, while stead fastly
ne glect ing the over whelm ing and co pi ous ev i dence that Dörmann has pre sented in 
his three vol umes of sys tem atic theo log i cal anal y sis of Pope John Paul II’s writ -
ings, Der theologische Weg Johannes Pauls II’s Zum Weltgebetstag der Religionen 
in Assisi (Pope John Paul II’s Theo log i cal Jour ney to the Prayer Meet ing of Re li -
gions in Assisi).



but also, all those who re fuse to ac cept the changes in the

post-conciliar Church would like wise be mor ally jus ti fied in their

re jec tion of the new Church and their strict ad her ence to Tra di tion.

In June of 1995, the Lefebvre case be came a ma jor is sue in the

Arch di o cese of Ma nila. The So ci ety of St. Pius X was gain ing fol -

low ers, a de vel op ment which alarmed the lo cal hi er ar chy. The Cath -

o lic Bishops Con fer ence of the Phil ip pines re is sued its No vem ber

1992 Ad mo ni tion against the So ci ety. In great haste I com posed my

Re sponse to the Phil ip pine Bishops, and later that year I wrote my

trea tise on the Mass, A Theo log i cal Vin di ca tion of Ro man Cath o lic

Tra di tion al ism, which con tained a slightly re vised edi tion of my Re -

sponse. Fa ther Jaime Achacoso pro vided me with the fur ther op por -

tu nity to theo log i cally de velop the ba sic ar gu ment of my Re sponse

when he pub lished his ex tremely dis hon est at tack on my Re sponse

in Sep tem ber 1995. My re sponse to Fa ther Achacoso first ap peared

in mid-1996.

I have com pleted a thor ough re vi sion of my most im por tant

work, A Theo log i cal Vin di ca tion of Ro man Cath o lic Tra di tion al ism. 

In this work I theo log i cally dem on strate from the doc u ments of the

Church’s in fal li ble Magisterium that the Novus Ordo Mass is con -

trary to Di vine Law and that the Sec ond Vat i can Coun cil’s doc trines

on Ecu me nism and Re li gious Lib erty are he ret i cal. My Re sponse to

the CBCP Ad vi sory of June 24, 1995, fol lows, slightly re vised again

with the new ti tle, Re sponse to CBCP Ad mo ni tion of Nov. 18, 1992.

Finally my re ply to Fa ther Achacoso, which first ap peared un der the

ti tle, Against the Er rors of the Coun cil, ap pears in the sec ond chap ter 

of the sec ond book of this vol ume newly re vised and abridged with

the new ti tle, Re sponse to an Attack. 

I have de cided to pub lish all three un der the one ti tle, “The Sui -

cide of Al tering the Faith in the Lit urgy” since the three works to -

gether com ple ment each other theo log i cally on the ques tions of

Schism and Ex com mu ni ca tion as they re late not only to Arch bishop

Lefebvre and the So ci ety he founded, but to all tra di tional Cath o lics,

and most im por tant, on the prob lem of the New Mass vs. the tra di -

tional Ro man Rite, as well as the het ero dox theology of Vat i can II
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and the post-conciliar Popes. Book I is A Theo log i cal Vin di ca tion of

Ro man Cath o lic Tra di tion al ism; and Book II, which con tains my re -

sponses to the Phil ip pine Bishops Con fer ence and to Fa ther

Achacoso, is en ti tled A Cath o lic An swer to the Conciliar Church,

with the sub ti tle On the Sta tus of the So ci ety of St. Pius X.  Finally, I

have in cluded the es say “The Ec u men i cal Church of the Third Mil -

len nium” by John Vennari, which il lus trates in a con crete man ner the 

points I make through out the book.

It is my hope that this book might be of some help to bring about

the long over due di a logue with the hier archs of the Conciliar

Church, so that they in turn may ex am ine their con sciences and re -

turn to the tra di tions they have sworn to up hold.

Fr. Paul L. Kramer,
Terryville, Conn., USA, Jan u ary 11, 1999.
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BOOK I

A 
Theo log i cal Vin di ca tion

 of Ro man Cath o lic
Tra di tion al ism





IN TRO DUC TION

The Lit urgy Changes

In its Ad mo ni tion of Nov. 18, 1992, the Cath o lic Bishops Con fer -

ence of the Phil ip pines re af firmed the po si tion of the Conciliar

Church, namely, that the “changes in the lit urgy” were “de creed by

Vat i can II”. This state ment is de mon stra bly false: The Coun cil did

not de cree the sup pres sion of the tra di tional Ro man Rite of Mass and 

its re place ment with a new rite of Mass. The in sti tu tion of a new rite

of Mass is a for mal act of dis obe di ence to the Coun cil.1 The Sec ond

Vat i can Coun cil de creed that the lit urgy of the Ro man Rite be re -

vised. It did not de cree a rad i cal re form that would pro duce an en -

tirely new rite of Mass. The Lit urgy Con sti tu tion, Sacrosanctum

Concilium states:

The rite of the Mass is to be re vised in such a way that
the in trin sic na ture and pur pose of its sev eral parts, as well
as the con nec tion be tween them, may be more clearly man -
i fested, and that de vout and ac tive par tic i pa tion by the
faith ful may be more eas ily achieved. For this pur pose the
rites are to be sim pli fied, due care be ing taken to pre serve
their sub stance ... (SC 50)

There are some key pas sages in this text and else where in this

conciliar doc u ment that must be ex am ined in or der to de ter mine if

the cre ation of a “New Rite of Mass” and the ab o li tion of the tra di -

tional rite cor re sponds to the ex press wishes of the Sec ond Vat i can

Coun cil, or if it is rather a re jec tion of both that Coun cil and the

teach ing and tra di tion of the Church.

The key pas sages are:

l 1. The rite of the Mass is to be revised ...

The re vi sion of the an cient Ro man Rite is pre scribed: it is not to
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be trans formed into a “new rite of Mass”2, but “care must be taken

that any new forms adopted should in some way grow or gan i cally

from forms al ready ex ist ing.” (SC 23) The rites are to “be re vised

care fully in the light of sound tra di tion ...” (SC 40), with “due care

be ing taken to pre serve their sub stance”. (SC 23)

l 2. ... the intrinsic nature and purpose of its several parts ...

(to be) more clearly manifested ...

The sa cred mys tery of the al tar, which is to say, the pro pi tia tory

sac ri fice and the real and sub stan tial pres ence of Je sus Christ in the

Blessed Sac ra ment must be clearly man i fested; it must not be ob -

scured in the sort of am bi gu ities with which the Novus Ordo

abounds.

l 3. ... restored according to the pristine norms of the holy

Fathers ...

Res to ra tion “ac cord ing to the pris tine norms of the holy Fa thers”

means that the Church “al lows and makes pro vi sion for some in no -

va tions in ex te rior forms, mostly when they are in con for mity with

the an cient past.”3 Rad i cal changes with an “ec u men i cal di men -

sion” and a “new foun da tion of eucharistic the ol ogy”4 vi o late the

pris tine norms of the holy Fa thers.

l 4. Finally, in faithful obedience to tradition, the sacred

Council declares that Holy Mother Church holds all

lawfully recognised rites to be of equal right and dignity;

that she wishes to preserve them in the future and to foster 

them in every way. (SC 4)

Sacrosanctum Concilium stated that “the lit urgy is made up of

un change able el e ments di vinely in sti tuted, and of el e ments sub ject

to change”. (SC 21) This does not mean that the “el e ments sub ject to

change” may sim ply be dis carded or rad i cally mod i fied. The cus -

tom ary li tur gi cal rites of the Church must be pre served: it is a de -

fined teach ing of the Cath o lic Church that the Mass is to be of fered

ac cord ing to the cus tom of the Church,5 and there fore the Pro fes sion

of Faith sol emnly pre scribes ad her ence to the tra di tional rites.6 The
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prop o si tion that the tra di tional rite can be changed into a new rite by

any church pas tor who so ever7 is a sol emnly anath ema tised her esy:

“If any one says that the re ceived and ap proved rites of the Cath o lic

Church cus tom arily used in the sol emn ad min is tra tion of the sac ra -

ments may be de spised, or may be freely omit ted by the min is ters

with out sin, or may be changed into other new rites by any church

pas tor who so ever, let him be anath ema.”8 

It is not, as some have ar gued, that no one be low the rank of Pope

may change the cus tom ary rites into new rites, and that such new

rites would be il licit un less the Pope ap proves them. First of all, the

canon in ques tion does not deal with the mat ter of who may change

the rites into new rites, but rather it very clearly con demns the prop o -

si tion that the rites can be changed by any one (in clud ing the Pope),

i.e. “by any ec cle si as ti cal pas tor who so ever”. The Ro man Pon tiffs

sol emnly pro fessed (tibi profiteor beate Petre) since the pon tif i cate

of St. Agatho (678-681) that it was their duty, and there fore they sol -

emnly swore (quam professionem meam ... propria manu subscripsi

et tibi, beate Petre ... iureiurando sinceriter optuli) to “guard un de -

filed the dis ci pline and rite of the Church as I have found it handed

down by my holy pre de ces sors, to pre serve un di min ished the state of 

the Church and ... to di min ish or change noth ing of the pre served tra -

di tion which I have re ceived from my most up right pre de ces sors, or

to al low any nov elty.”9 

In obe di ence to the in fal li ble teach ing of the Church, the Coun cil

di rected that “in faith ful obe di ence to tra di tion ...” the rites be “re -

vised care fully in the light of sound tra di tion” with “due care be ing

taken to pre serve their sub stance”, and “any new forms adopted

should in some way grow or gan i cally from forms al ready ex ist ing”. 

In or der that changes in the lit urgy be law ful, they must be done in 

the cus tom ary man ner which pre serves their sub stance. In or der that

the sub stance of the rites be pre served, changes may only take place

ac cord ing to the prin ci ple of or ganic de vel op ment. Since “Cus tom is 

the best in ter preter of the law”:10 the uni ver sal and per pet ual cus tom

of the Church is the cri te rion which de ter mines what kind of changes 

in the lit urgy may be con sid ered law ful. Through out the his tory of
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the Church, changes in the lit urgy have been the re sult of a grad ual,

or ganic de vel op ment,11 and there fore, grad ual or ganic de vel op ment

is the only law ful man ner in which changes in the lit urgy of the Mass

may take place.12

Since, as has been dem on strated above, ad her ence to the tra di -

tional lit urgy is re quired by the dogma of the faith, and hence, as the

Popes have pro fessed in their oath of cor o na tion, per tains to Di vine

Law as divina et celestia mandata: to break with the tra di tional lit -

urgy of the Church would, there fore, con sti tute a schis matic act.

Even a pope who would “not wish per son ally to fol low the uni ver sal

cus toms and rites of the Church” or would “change all the ec cle si as -

ti cal cer e mo nies”, by do ing so would “go against the uni ver sal cus -

toms and rites of the Church” and would cease to “be in proper

com mu nion with the Church”, and would there fore “fall into

schism”.13

In obe di ence to the in fal li ble teach ing of the Church, Pope St.

Pius V de clared in Quo Pri mum: 

Let all ev ery where adopt and ob serve what has been
handed down by the Holy Ro man Church, the Mother and
Teacher of the other churches, and let Masses not be sung
or read ac cord ing to any other for mula than that of this
Mis sal pub lished by Us.

In the next sen tence, Pope St. Pius V de creed: 

This or di nance ap plies hence forth, now, and for ever,
through out all the prov inces of the Chris tian world, to all
Pa tri arch ates, Ca the dral Churches, Col leges and Par ish
Churches, be they sec u lar or re li gious, both of men and of
women, even of Mil i tary Or ders, and Churches or Cha pels
with out a spe cific con gre ga tion in which conventual
Masses are sung aloud in choir or read pri vately in ac cord
with the rites and cus toms of the Ro man Church. This Mis -
sal is to be used by all Churches ...

Fur ther more, by these pres ents (these laws), by Ap os -
tolic Au thor ity, We grant and con cede in per pe tu ity that,
for the chant ing or read ing of the Mass in any church what -
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so ever, this Mis sal is here af ter to be fol lowed ab so lutely,
with out any scru ple of con science or fear of in cur ring
any pen alty, judge ment, or cen sure, and may freely and
law fully be used. Nor that su pe ri ors, Ad min is tra tors,
Canons, Chap lains, and other Sec u lar Priests, or Re li -
gious, of what ever or der or by what ever ti tle des ig nated,
be obliged to cel e brate the Mass oth er wise than en joined
by Us: [here St. Pius V makes it in dis put ably clear that
these are not mere ec cle si as ti cal laws that can be re voked,
but on the con trary, they are of their very na ture per ma nent
and irreformable, and there fore the Su preme Pon tiff sol -
emnly and in fal li bly de clares ex cathedra:] “... we like -
wise [by ap os tolic au thor ity] stat ute and de clare that no
one who so ever is to be forced or co erced to al ter this Mis -
sal and that this pres ent doc u ment can not ever be re -
voked or mod i fied at any time, but re mains al ways valid
and re tains its full force.”* [em pha sis mine]

It is lu mi nously clear from the norms set forth in the text of

Sacrosanctum Concilium that the Coun cil en vis aged a re vi sion of

the lit urgy ac cord ing to the cus tom ary norms es tab lished by Tra di -

tion. Mi chael Davies ob serves that, “By no pos si ble stretch of the

imag i na tion can Vat i can Coun cil II be in ter preted as man dat ing or

sanc tion ing the de struc tion of the Ro man Rite. It con tained stip u la -

tions which ap peared to make any dras tic re mod el ling of the Tra di -

tional Mass im pos si ble.”14 Not un like the Coun cil of Trent, Vat i can

II de creed the re vi sion and pres er va tion of the an cient Ro man Rite.
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CHAP TER I

A Ques tion of Rites

The Vat i can II doc u ment Sacrosanctum Concilium on the Sa -

cred Lit urgy said that a new rite of Mass was not to be cre ated – the

Ro man Rite was only to be “re vised” (i.e. with out dras tic changes

be ing made). How ever, in spite of this, what re sulted within a few

short years af ter Vat i can II was the ex is tence of what is clearly two

dif fer ent rites of Mass within the Ro man Cath o lic Church: the im -

me mo rial Ro man Rite and the “new rite of Mass” an nounced by

Pope Paul VI on Nov. 19, 1969. This chap ter briefly an a lyzes how

the “new rite” dif fers from the Ro man Rite in the es sen tials.

The Im me mo rial Ro man Rite

In 1570, Pope St. Pius V pro mul gated the re vised and cod i fied

Ro man Rite of Mass with the Bull Quo Pri mum. He did not pro mul -

gate a new rite, but he merely re stored and cod i fied the im me mo rial

Ro man Rite.15 The Coun cil of Trent had no in ten tion to in sti tute a

new lit urgy. “The Coun cil of Trent (1545-1563),” Mi chael Davies

ob serves, “did in deed ap point a com mis sion to ex am ine the Ro man

Mis sal, and to re vise and re store it ‘ac cord ing to the cus tom and rite

of the Holy Fa thers.’ The new mis sal was even tu ally pro mul gated by 

Pope St. Pius V in 1570 with the Bull Quo Pri mum.” 

Pope Pius V did not in sti tute a new rite of Mass. Davies has dem -

on strated this, cit ing em i nent au thor i ties: “... Fa ther Da vid Knowles, 

who was Brit ain’s most dis tin guished scholar un til his death in 1974, 

pointed out” that:

The Mis sal of 1570 was in deed the re sult of in struc tions 
given at Trent, but it was, in fact, as re gards the Or di nary,
Canon, Proper of the time and much else a rep lica of the
Ro man Mis sal of 1474, which in its turn re peated in all the
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es sen tials the prac tice of the Ro man Church of the ep och of 
In no cent III, which it self de rived from the us age of Greg -
ory the Great and his suc ces sors of the seventh century. In
short, the Mis sal of 1570 was, in all es sen tials, the us age of
the main stream of me di eval Eu ro pean lit urgy which in -
cluded Eng land and all its rites.16 

Al though the rite con tin ued to de velop af ter the time of St. Greg -

ory, Fa ther For tes cue ex plains that:

All later mod i fi ca tions were fit ted into the old ar range -
ment, and the most im por tant parts were not touched.
From, roughly, the time of St. Greg ory we have the text of
the Mass, in or der and ar range ment, as a sa cred tra di tion
that no one has ven tured to touch ex cept in un im por tant de -
tails.17

So our Mass goes back with out es sen tial change, to the
age when it de vel oped out of the old est lit urgy of all. It is
still red o lent of that lit urgy, of the days when Caesar ruled
the world ... The fi nal re sult of our en quiry is that, in spite
of un re solved prob lems, in spite of later changes, there is
not in Chris ten dom an other rite so ven er a ble as ours.18

The Ro man Rite of Mass, as Jungmann says,19 grew out of the

ap os tolic tra di tions, and the Ro man Canon, ac cord ing to the Coun cil 

of Trent, “is made up from the words of Our Lord from ap os tolic tra -

di tions, and from de vout in struc tions of the holy pon tiffs.”20 The

Ro man Rite de vel oped in such a man ner that the ba sic struc ture of

the rite came to be en riched and adorned with com po nents bor rowed

from the Gallican lit urgy. It was truly and fully a pro fes sion of the

faith of the Cath o lic Church be cause it was the prod uct, the off spring 

of that faith and there fore “The en tire teach ing of the Church is con -

tained in the lit urgy.”21 Whence it fol lows, that “the law of prayer es -

tab lishes the law of be lief.”22 

The Coun cil Fa thers of Trent never dreamed of cre at ing a new

rite of Mass, nor did the ma jor ity of Coun cil Fa thers of Vat i can II:23

They knew only too well that “Lit urgies are not made, they grow in

the de vo tion of the cen tu ries.”24 Elab o rating on this theme, Davies
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makes the im por tant ob ser va tion that:

At no time in the his tory of the Ro man Rite was there
ever any ques tion of a pope set ting up a com mis sion to
com pose new prayers and cer e mo nies. The cer e mo nies
evolved al most im per cep ti bly, and in ev ery case, cod i fi ca -
tion, that is the in cor po ra tion of these prayers into the li tur -
gi cal books, fol lowed upon their de vel op ment ... par tic u lar 
prayers and cer e mo nies were found in the Mis sal be cause
they were be ing used in the Mass and not vice versa.25

This was pointed out by the Cath o lic Bishops of Eng land in their

Vin di ca tion of the Bull “Apostolicæ Curæ”:

That in ear lier times lo cal churches were per mit ted to
add new prayers and cer e mo nies is ac knowl edged ... But
that they were also per mit ted to sub tract prayers and cer e -
mo nies in pre vi ous use, and even to re model the ex ist ing
rites in a most dras tic man ner, is a prop o si tion for which we 
know of no his tor i cal foun da tion, and which ap pears to us
as ab so lutely in cred i ble.26

Pope Leo XIII ex plained in his con sti tu tion Orientalium Dignitas 

that the Church “al lows and makes pro vi sion for some in no va tions

in ex te rior forms, mostly when they are in con for mity with the an -

cient past.” Clearly Pope Leo was re fer ring mainly to res to ra tions.

Clearly, it is the duty of the pope to reg u late the lit urgy, but it does not 

per tain to his of fice to sup press it and cre ate new lit ur gies. Pope Pius

XI summed up what has al ways been the mind of the Church re gard -

ing the pope’s re spon si bil i ties to wards the lit urgy when he stated in

Divini Cultus (1928):

No won der then, that the Ro man Pon tiffs have been so
so lic i tous to safe guard and pro tect the lit urgy. They have
used the same care in mak ing laws for the reg u la tion of the
lit urgy, in pre serv ing it from adul ter a tion, as they have in
giv ing ac cu rate ex pres sion to the dog mas of the faith.

It is the duty of the hi er ar chy and es pe cially the Pope to “safe -

guard and pro tect the lit urgy” as well as “pre serv ing it from adul ter a -
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tion”. The Coun cil Fa thers of Vat i can II ex pressed their in ten tion to

re main faith ful to their pas to ral du ties re gard ing the lit urgy, but the

com mis sion ap pointed by Paul VI, the Consilium, sub verted the

Coun cil’s programme for le git i mate li tur gi cal re vi sion, and brought

about a new Protestant Ref or ma tion in the Church.27

A “Brand New Rite”

Pope Paul VI cre ated the com mis sion of bu reau crats that de -

stroyed the Ro man lit urgy when he es tab lished the Consilium ad

Exequendam Constitutionem de Sacra Liturgia by his Motu Proprio, 

Sacram Liturgiam. “Thus,” says Mi chael Davies, “the no to ri ous

Consilium which de stroyed the Ro man Rite came into be ing ... Fa -

ther Annibale Bugnini was ap pointed sec re tary of the Consilium ... it 

con sisted of fifty bish ops and two hun dred consultors or ad vis ers —

the suc ces sors of the Coun cil periti. (Fa ther Pe ter Coughlin)”28 The

pres i dent of the Consilium was Car di nal Lercaro, who has been de -

scribed as “Lu ther res ur rected”.29

Bugnini him self re vealed his schismatical in ten tions to de stroy

the lit urgy when he stated on May 7, 1967, “It is not sim ply a ques -

tion of re stor ing a valu able mas ter piece, in some cases it will be nec -

es sary to pro vide new struc tures for en tire rites ... it will truly be a

new cre ation.”30 Jo seph Gelineau S.J., “one of the most in flu en tial

mem bers of Arch bishop Bugnini’s Consilium, which ac tu ally com -

posed the New Mass”,31 spoke of the Ro man lit urgy say ing, “Let

them com pare it with the Mass we now have. Not only the words, the 

mel o dies and some of the ges tures are dif fer ent. To tell the truth, it is

a dif fer ent lit urgy of the Mass. This needs to be said with out am bi -

gu ity: the Ro man Rite as we knew it no lon ger ex ists (Le rite

romain tel que nous l’avons connu n’existe plus). It has been de -

stroyed (il est detruit). Some walls of the for mer ed i fice have fallen

while oth ers have changed their ap pear ance, to the ex tent that it ap -

pears to day ei ther as a ruin or the par tial sub struc ture of a dif fer ent

build ing.”32 

Fa ther John A. Kiley stated the ob vi ous when he said, “The new

lit urgy ... is not a re vi sion of the old Mass ... it is a brand new rite.”33

Pope Paul VI him self ac knowl edged the fact the Novus Ordo was not 
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just a re vi sion of the tra di tional rite when he an nounced in his gen -

eral au di ence on No vem ber 19, 1969, that a change was “about to

take place in the Latin Cath o lic Church”, and he an nounced the “in -

tro duc tion of a new rite of Mass into the lit urgy”. Dur ing his dis -

course, the Pope com mented, “We may well ask our selves: how

could such a change ever take place?” In deed we may well ask our -

selves how the Pope could ever al low such a change to take place, es -

pe cially when we con sider that the same pon tiff ac knowl edged that

the Church has pro fessed the Mass to be “the tra di tional and un -

touch able ex pres sion of our au then tic re li gious wor ship”.34

I say the Pope al lowed such a change to take place in the Church

be cause he him self did not man date the change of rite: Paul VI only

pub lished the new mis sal with his Motu Proprio of April 3, 1969,

Missale Romanum. The Sa cred Con gre ga tion for Di vine Wor ship

pro mul gated the new mis sal in April of 1970. That pro mul ga tion

only al lowed for the use of the new mis sal. Af ter the pub li ca tion of

Missale Romanum, there ap peared other doc u ments em a nat ing from 

the Sa cred Con gre ga tion for Di vine Wor ship: Ordo Missæ spec i fies

the ru brics for the new rite, Ordo Lectionum Missæ pres ents the

lectionary for the new rite, and there is also an in struc tion on Oc to ber 

20, 1969. All of this leg is la tion is clearly in valid be cause it vi o lates

one of the most ba sic rules of law: In fe rior non potest tollere legem

superioris (an in fe rior can not an nul a su pe rior’s law).35 This truly

fun da men tal prin ci ple is also for mally en shrined in the 1983 Code,

in can. 135, § 2, which states, “... a law which is con trary to a higher

law can not be val idly en acted by a lower level leg is la tor”.36 The ex -

ec u tive de crees of the Ro man dicasteries do not have the au thor ity to

nul lify the sol emn de crees of Quo Pri mum.

Nei ther Pope Paul VI nor the Coun cil nul li fied Quo Pri mum, and

nei ther man dated the new rite, and there fore Quo Pri mum still has

the force of law. Vat i can II did not pro mul gate any new li tur gi cal

laws. It per tains to the very es sence of law that “A law co mes into ex -

is tence when it is pro mul gated” (CIC 1983, c. 7), and there fore it is

ab surd for any one to say that Vat i can II is the ba sis for the au thor ity

of the New Mis sal or that Paul VI did not need to for mally man date
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the use of the New Mis sal in or der for it to have the force of law.

Davies summed up the sit u a tion well when he wrote:

The prob lem faced by the Vat i can as a re sult of the
wide spread sup port for the Tridentine Mass was that it had
con doned its al most uni ver sal sup pres sion with out giv ing
for mal and bind ing le gal sanc tion to this sup pres sion; and
fur ther more, this il le gal sup pres sion has been given sup -
port in doc u ments em a nat ing from the Sa cred Con gre ga -
tion for Di vine Wor ship.37

The tra di tion al ists’ stead fast ad her ence to the Tridentine Mass

has earned for them the in dig nity of be ing la belled as “schis mat ics”

be cause they re fuse obe di ence to non-existent laws:38 laws which, if

they did ex ist, would be es sen tially schis matic, ac cord ing to the in -

fal li ble teach ing of the Church. “The Novus Ordo”, wrote Car di nal

Ottaviani, “rep re sents, both as a whole and in its de tails, a strik ing

de par ture from the Cath o lic the ol ogy of the Mass as it was for mu -

lated in Ses sion XXII of the Coun cil of Trent,”39 and con sti tutes a

“grave break with tra di tion”.40 

The doc trine re flected in the lex orandi (the law of pray ing) of the

Novus Ordo is Protestant be cause the lex credendi (the law of be liev -

ing) of its mak ers is Protestant. The def i ni tion of the Mass given in

No. 7 of the Institutio Generalis of the Novus Ordo reads: “The

Lord’s Sup per or Mass, is the sa cred as sem bly or gath er ing to gether

of the peo ple of God, with a priest pre sid ing, to cel e brate the me mo -

rial of the Lord”.41 Thus the Gen eral In struc tion to the Novus Ordo

de fines the Mass in such terms that spec ify its es sence as a “me mo -

rial of the Lord”: yet, the con cept of the Mass as a mere me mo rial of

the Lord is a sol emnly anath ema tised her esy con demned by the

Coun cil of Trent.42 This def i ni tion also ex presses the Lu theran her -

esy43 that all Chris tians are priests who of fer the Lord’s Sup per to -

gether with the priest pre sid ing since it at trib utes to the Mass the

es sen tial char ac ter is tic of an “as sem bly or gath er ing to gether of the

peo ple of God, with a priest pre sid ing”.44

Since the Consilium de fined the Mass in strictly Protestant terms

which con sti tute a de nial of the pro pi tia tory na ture of the sac ri fice, it
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is no won der that it sys tem at i cally ex punged from the lit urgy nearly

ev ery ref er ence to the pro pi tia tory ob la tion, of which the Mass es -

sen tially con sists.45 The mak ing of the new rite has fol lowed the

same pat tern as the mak ing of the Protestant lit ur gies. Pro fes sor

J.P.M. van der Ploeg O.P., ob serves:

It would be an ex ag ger a tion in most cases to claim that
the Prot es tants com posed com pletely new li tur gi cal rites.
They tended to adapt ex ist ing Cath o lic rites, but re moved
from them ev ery thing which was not com pat i ble with the
par tic u lar her e sies they fa voured.

In the above-mentioned Vin di ca tion of “Apostolicæ Curæ”, the

Cath o lic bish ops of Eng land ex plained ex actly how this was done:

To put the mat ter briefly, if the first Prayer Book of Ed -
ward VI is com pared with the Mis sal, six teen omis sions
can be de tected, the ev i dent pur pose of which was to elim i -
nate the idea of sac ri fice ... even af ter that dras tic treat ment
there still re mained a few phrases and ru brics on which
Gar di ner could fas ten, endeavouring to un der stand them
as still as sert ing the real ob jec tive Pres ence and the True
Sac ri fice ...

With this in mind we can clearly see how the Consilium sys tem at -

i cally mu ti lated the lit urgy ac cord ing to the same he ret i cal pat tern.

The Ro man Rite be gins with the prayers at the foot of the al tar. The

priest says prayers to pre pare him self to ap proach the al tar (introibo

ad altare Dei), and en ter the Holy of Holies (ut ad sancta sanctorum

puris mereamur mentibus introire ...)46

The ex plicit men tion of the al tar and Holy of Holies clearly im -

plies the re al ity of the pro pi tia tory sac ri fice about to take place.

These prayers of the Ro man Rite were re placed with a new in tro duc -

tory rite in the Novus Ordo in which the no tion of ob la tion has been

ex punged:

Fratres, agnoscamus peccata nos tra ut apti simus ad
sacra mysteria celebranda.

The Eng lish trans la tion of this for mula (and the other ver nac u lar
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trans la tions) sug gests even more strongly the Lu theran her esy of

concelebration with the la ity:

My Brothers and Sis ters, to pre pare our selves to cel e -
brate the sa cred mys ter ies, let us call to mind our sins.

Not only is the no tion of the sac ri fice ab sent from the new for -

mula, but in the new for mula the cel e brants also ap pear to be the en -

tire con gre ga tion; whereas in the tra di tional rite, it is the priest who

goes up to the al tar of God, and it is he who en ters the Holy of Holies

to of fer the sac ri fice of the New and Ev er last ing Cov e nant. In the

Ro man Rite, the con gre ga tion clearly as sists while it is the priest

who of fers the sac ri fice. In the new rite, the prayers sug gest that it is

the en tire con gre ga tion that cel e brates and the priest only pre sides.

This is the way the Consilium in tended it to ap pear, i.e. strictly ac -

cord ing to the Protestant def i ni tion of the Mass as set forth in no. 7 of

the Institutio Generalis.47

 There re mains scarcely a trace of the Ro man Of fer tory in the new 

rite, in spite of the fact that the Coun cil spec i fied that “care must be

taken that any new forms adopted should in some way grow or gan i -

cally from forms al ready ex ist ing.” The Súscipe Sancte Pa ter has

been dis carded in the new rite. “Súscipe Sancte Pa ter”, ex plains

Pius Parsch, “‘Re ceive, O holy Fa ther, al mighty, eter nal God, this

spot less host which I, Thy un wor thy ser vant, of fer unto Thee, my

liv ing and true God, for mine own count less sins, of fences and

negligences, and for all here pres ent: as also for faith ful Chris tians,

liv ing or dead, that it may avail for my own and for their sal va tion

unto life ev er last ing. Amen.’ This prayer — the rich est in con tent of

any of this part of the Mass — con tains a whole world of dog matic

truth.”

Sim i larly the prayer for of fer ing of the chal ice has also been re -

moved: “We of fer Thee the chal ice of sal va tion, O Lord, be seech ing

Thy mercy that it may be as a sweet fra grance be fore Thy di vine maj -

esty for the sal va tion of us and the whole world.”

The prayer for the ‘pre sent ing of the gifts’, the rite that re places

the Of fer tory of the Ro man Rite, reads:
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Blessed are You Lord God of all cre ation. Through
Your good ness we have this bread (or wine) to of fer, which
earth has given (fruit of the vine) and hu man hands have
made. It will be come for us the bread of life (or spir i tual
drink).

“This prayer”, Davies ex plains, “is ... ac cept able not sim ply to

Prot es tants but to Jews and would cer tainly fit in with the ethos of a

Masonic hall.” In spite of the fact that Vat i can II de creed that “The

rite of the Mass is to be re vised in such a way that the in trin sic na ture

and pur pose of its sev eral parts, as well as the con nec tion be tween

them, may be more clearly man i fested”, the sev eral prayers which

clearly ex press the in trin sic na ture and pur pose of the cer e mony

have been re moved, and re placed by a sin gle new prayer that does

not even of fer a hint of the di vine sac ri fice that is about to take

place.48

The new prayers for the ‘Pre sen ta tion of the Gifts’, are, as

Jungmann points out, “re con structed” an cient Jew ish prayers. They

are not even Jew ish li tur gi cal prayers, but are “prob a bly the very

words used at the bless ing of bread and wine in a Jew ish meal at the

time of Christ”.49 The Cath o lic em pha sis on the ob la tion has been

re placed with the Protestant em pha sis on the sup per, and it is quite

ob vi ous that the new prayers did not “grow or gan i cally from forms

al ready ex ist ing” as para graph 23 of the Lit urgy Con sti tu tion re -

quires.

It is not dif fi cult to un der stand why the beau ti ful verses from

Psalm 25 which con sti tuted the La vabo have been re duced to the fol -

low ing:

“Lord, wash me of my in iq uity, cleanse me from my
sin.”

Psalm 25 ‘had’ to go: it con tained a ref er ence to the al tar of sac ri -

fice: et circuibo altare tuum Domine.

The doc trin ally rich Súscipe Sanc ta Trinitas was like wise in tol -

er a ble be cause of its ref er ence to the “ob la tion”, and there fore had to

be re moved:
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“Re ceive, O Holy Trin ity this ob la tion ...”

The Veni Sanctificator was also re moved. About this the Crit i cal

Study50 com ments:

The sup pres sion of the in vo ca tion to the Third Per son
of the Most Holy Trin ity that He may de scend upon the ob -
la tions, as once be fore into the womb of the Most Blessed
Vir gin to ac com plish the mir a cle of the di vine Pres ence, is
yet one more in stance of the sys tem atic and tacit ne ga tion 
of the Real Pres ence.

Bear ing in mind the di rec tive of the Coun cil, “There must be no

in no va tions un less the good of the Church gen u inely and cer tainly

re quires them...”, Davies re marks: “It is surely more than co in ci den -

tal that the good of the Church just hap pened ‘gen u inely and cer -

tainly’ to re quire the dis card ing of al most ev ery prayer which the

Protestant Re formers had found un ac cept able.” Why all those

prayers were un ac cept able to the Re formers is best ex pressed in the

words of Mar tin Lu ther, for whom “all that abom i na tion called the

Of fer tory, and from this point al most ev ery thing stinks of ob la tion.”

The li tur gi cal am pu ta tions in the Canon fol low the same pat tern

as those ear lier de scribed. “The an cient for mula of Con se cra tion”,

says the Crit i cal Study, “was prop erly a sac ra men tal not a nar ra tive

one.” It is, there fore, in vir tue of the mo dus significandi, i.e. by the

clear and un equiv o cal mode of sig ni fi ca tion of the words of Con se -

cra tion, that the in ten tion to confect the Body and Blood of Our Lord

Je sus Christ ac cord ing to the rite of the holy Ro man Church is ex -

pressed.51 In the Novus Ordo, “the nar ra tive mode is now

emphasised by the for mula ‘narratio institutionis’ (no. 55d) and re -

peated by the def i ni tion of the anamnesis,52 in which it is said that

“Ecclesia memoriam ipsius Christi agit.” The new anamnesis, “Do

this in mem ory of Me” lends it self to be un der stood in the merely

nar ra tive mode, whereas the tra di tional for mula clearly ex pressed

the sac ra men tal mode.

“In short”, the Crit i cal Study con cludes, “the the ory put forth by

the epiclesis,53 the mod i fi ca tion of the words of con se cra tion and of

the anamnesis, have the ef fect of mod i fy ing the mo dus significandi
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of the words of Con se cra tion. The consecratory for mu lae are here

pro nounced by the priest as the con stit u ents of a his tor i cal nar ra tive

and are no lon ger enun ci ated as ex press ing the cat e gor i cal af fir -

ma tion ut tered by Him in whose Per son the priest acts: ‘Hoc est

Cor pus meum’ (not, ‘Hoc est cor pus Christi’).” The pas to ral con -

se quence of hav ing what clearly ap pears to be a nar ra tive mode

of ex pres sion for the words of Con se cra tion is that the faith ful no 

lon ger have the moral cer ti tude that they are at tend ing a valid

Mass.54

 Con cern ing the mod i fi ca tion of the words of con se cra tion, in the

Ro man Rite, the chal ice is con se crated with the words:

Hic est enim Calix Sanguinis mei, novi et
æterni testamenti: mysterium fidei: qui pro
vobis et pro multis effundetur in
remissionem peccatorum.

The in ser tion, ‘mysterium fidei’,55 “was an im me di ate con fes -

sion of the priest’s faith in the mys tery real ised by the Church

through the hi er ar chi cal priest hood.” (Crit i cal Study). In the New

Mass, the words ‘mysterium fidei’ have been re moved from the con -

se cra tion and they are said only af ter the el e va tion, where they no

lon ger pro fess that the ob la tion on the al tar is the Mys tery of Faith,

but, as a di rect con se quence of the dis place ment of the for mula, they

only pro fess be lief in the his tor i cal salvific events of the pas sion,

death and res ur rec tion and fu ture sec ond com ing. The for mer ar -

range ment clearly re flects the en tire mys tery of faith as it is pro -

fessed by the Cath o lic Church, both in his tory and on the al tar,

whereas the lat ter is a muted pro fes sion of faith, which clearly con -

veys only the non-Eucharistic as pect of the mys tery of sal va tion as it

is pro fessed by Prot es tant ism. The tra di tional for mula is clearly an

ex pres sion of the Cath o lic Dogma of the Mass, while the new for -

mula lends it self to the Protestant idea of a mere nar ra tive com mem -

o ra tion in which the Cath o lic dog mas of the pro pi tia tory ob la tion

and Tran sub stan ti a tion have no place.

The Cath o lic un der stand ing of the ‘Mys tery of Faith’ has been

elab o rated by St. Thomas:
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Tran sub stan ti a tion:

The whole Christ is pres ent in the sac ra ment: by the
power of the sac ra ment, the sub stance of the bread and
wine are con verted into the body and blood, and by nat u ral
con com i tance the soul of Christ and the God head are
united to the body.55a

Pro pi tia tory Ob la tion:

Since this is the sac ra ment of the Lord’s pas sion, it con -
tains in it self Christ in His pas sion, whence, what ever is
the ef fect of the Lord’s pas sion, that in its en tirety is the ef -
fect of this sac ra ment. For this sac ra ment is noth ing else
than the ap pli ca tion of the Lord’s pas sion to us ... where it
is man i fest that the de struc tion of death, which dy ing
Christ de stroyed, and the res to ra tion of life, which He ac -
com plished by ris ing, is the ef fect of this sac ra ment.55b

The words ‘Mysterium Fidei’ clearly des ig nate the pres ence of

this mys tery on the al tar in the Ro man Rite. In the Novus Ordo,

some thing else is in tended: the sig ni fi ca tion of the for mula is ex -

pressed in the ac cla ma tion that im me di ately fol lows:

1. Christ has died, Christ is risen, Christ will come again.

2. Dy ing You de stroyed our death, ris ing You re stored our life,
Lord Je sus come in glory!

3. When we eat this bread and drink this cup we pro claim Your
death Lord Je sus un til You come in glory.

That which is sig ni fied in this ac cla ma tion of the mys tery of faith

is faith in the bloody re demp tive sac ri fice of fered “once and for all”

on Cal vary, and the ex pec ta tion of Christ’s Sec ond Coming. This is

what the Prot es tants be lieve while they, in their her esy, deny the

Cath o lic ‘Mys tery of Faith’ ex pressed in the Ro man Rite. There fore

the Crit i cal Study cor rectly as sesses the sig nif i cance of the ac cla ma -

tion as signed to the peo ple im me di ately af ter the con se cra tion in the

new rite: it “in tro duces yet again, un der cover of es cha tol ogy, the

same am bi gu ity con cern ing the Real Pres ence. With out in ter val or

dis tinc tion, the ex pec ta tion of Christ’s Sec ond Com ing at the end of
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time is pro claimed just at the mo ment when He is sub stan tially pres -

ent on the al tar, al most as though the for mer, and not the lat ter, were

the true Com ing.” Thus the Novus Ordo ac com mo dates the de nial 

of the Real Pres ence of Christ in the Eu cha rist.

The re moval of the Mysterium Fidei from the for mula of con se -

cra tion fol lows ex actly the pat tern of li tur gi cal re struc tur ing car ried

out by Mar tin Lu ther. “Lu ther”, ex plains Dr. Coomaraswamy,

“added the phrase to the words of Con se cra tion ‘quod pro vobis

traditur’ and dropped both the Mysterium Fidei and the words pro

multis.” This is iden ti cal to what has been done in the Novus Ordo.56

It was also Lu ther who ex plained that food is served on a plate,

but a sac ri fice is of fered on a cor po ral, and there fore he in tro duced

the in no va tion of pro nounc ing the words of in sti tu tion over the

bread on the paten. This es sen tially Protestant in no va tion has been

brought into the Novus Ordo, whose ru brics spec ify that the bread is

to be sim i larly con se crated and placed on the paten.

Cranmer, in or der to trans form the Cath o lic Mass into the An gli -

can Com mu nion Ser vice re placed the al tar with a ta ble.57 Bugnini’s

Consilium has done the same. The Gen eral In struc tion for the Novus

Ordo con stantly re fers to the al tar as mensa i.e. ‘ta ble’. Even the

name that the Consilium gave to the Novus Ordo is Protestant: Mass

or Lord’s Sup per — That is what Cranmer called his 1549 Protestant

ser vice: Masse or Lord’s Sup per!58

The Crit i cal Study pro nounces a ter ri ble ver dict: “It is ev i dent that

the Novus Ordo has no in ten tion of pre sent ing the Faith as taught

by the Coun cil of Trent, to which, none the less, the Cath o lic con -

science is bound for ever.” The Novus Ordo, there fore, is only the

log i cal out come of the la bours of the Consilium, which de fined the

Mass in such a man ner “that does not in the very least im ply ei ther the

Real Pres ence, or the re al ity of the sac ri fice, or the Sac ra men tal func -

tion of the con se crat ing priest, or the in trin sic value of the Eucharistic

Sac ri fice in de pend ently of the peo ple’s pres ence.” The Novus Ordo,

there fore, is not only il licit in so far as it con sti tutes a break with tra di -

tion as a new rite, but it suf fers the even more grave de fect of not giv -

ing ac cu rate ex pres sion to the dog mas of the Cath o lic Faith.
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It is not suf fi cient that a lit urgy merely be free from ex plicit er ror

in or der to be licit: the lit urgy is not only an ex pres sion of wor ship,

but it is also a pro fes sion of faith: Pope Pius XII ex plains:

“In the lit urgy we make ex plicit pro fes sion of our Cath -
o lic faith; ... the whole lit urgy con tains the Cath o lic faith,
in as much as it is a pub lic pro fes sion of the faith of the
Church ... This is the or i gin of the well known and time
hon oured prin ci ple: ‘the norm of prayer es tab lished the
norm of be lief’.”59

In the Ap os tolic Con sti tu tion Divini Cultus (1928), Pius XI

taught:

There ex ists, there fore, a close re la tion ship be tween
dogma and the sa cred lit urgy, as also be tween the Chris tian 
cult and the sanc ti fi ca tion of the peo ple. This is why Pope
Celestine I thought that the rule of faith is ex pressed in the
an cient li tur gi cal for mu la tions; he said that the ‘law of
prayer es tab lishes the law of be lief’ (legem credendi lex
statuit supplicandi).

Else where60 the same Pon tiff ex plained, “It (the Mass) is the

most im por tant or gan of the Or di nary and Uni ver sal Magisterium

of the Church”; and in his En cyc li cal, Quas Primas (1925) he ex -

plained that “peo ple are in structed in the truths of the faith and

brought to ap pre ci ate the in ner joys of re li gion far more ef fec tively

by the ... cel e bra tion of our sa cred mys ter ies than by any pro nounce -

ment, how ever weighty, made by the teach ing of the Church.”
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CHAP TER II

An Ex am i na tion of the Lit urgy
and the Sac ra ments

Acomparison of the Novus Ordo rite with the Protestant lit ur -

gies in the 16th Cen tury re veals many strik ing sim i lar i ties. This

chap ter probes the Protestant na ture of the Novus Ordo, the “new

rite of Mass”. It looks at how the Novus Ordo lit urgy is de fec tive in

ex press ing and prop a gat ing the Cath o lic Faith. The right of the

faith ful to at tend Holy Mass and re ceive the sac ra ments in ac cor -

dance with the uni ver sal cus toms and rites of the Church is also ex -

am ined in this chap ter.

The Novus Ordo: 
A Protestant Con struct

The Novus Ordo does not in struct the faith ful in the truths of the

faith, be cause it was con structed in the same man ner as the he ret i -

cal ser vices of the Re formers, who adapted “ex ist ing Cath o lic

rites, but re moved from them ev ery thing which was not com pat i ble 

with the par tic u lar her e sies they fa voured.”61 The pat tern of ad ap -

ta tion of the tra di tional rite in the mak ing of the Novus Ordo has

been shown to be sub stan tially iden ti cal to that em ployed by

Thomas Cranmer in the mak ing of the Protestant Masse or Lord’s

Sup per of 1549.62 

Cranmer’s pur pose for mod i fy ing the lit urgy was doc trinal, as

Belloc ex plains: 

... to get rid of the Mass was the soul of the whole af -
fair, be cause he hated it, es pe cially ... its cen tral doc trine
... the Real Pres ence of God upon the al tar. ... But it would
be im pos si ble to ef fect so com plete a rev o lu tion at one
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blow ... it had to be done in two stages ...

The first new ser vice in the place of the Mass must be
of a kind that men might mis take for some thing like a con -
tin u ance of the Mass in an other form.

When that pre tence had done its work and the mea sure
of pop u lar re sis tance taken, they could pro ceed to the sec -
ond step and pro duce a fi nal Ser vice Book in which no
trace of the old sanc ti ties should re main.63

An An gli can scholar de scribed Cranmer’s Masse as “...‘an in -

ge nious es say in am bi gu ity’, pur posely worded in such a man ner

that the more con ser va tive could place their own con struc tion upon 

it and rec on cile their con sciences to us ing it, while the Re formers

would in ter pret it in their own sense and would re cog nise it as an

in stru ment for fur ther ing the next stage of the re li gious rev o lu -

tion.”64

Lu ther’s lit urgy also gave the ap pear ance that noth ing sub stan -

tial had been changed, as Hartmann Grisar S.J. ex plains:

One who en tered the par ish church at Wittenberg af ter
Lu ther’s vic tory dis cov ered that the same vest ments were
used for di vine ser vice as of yore, and heard the same old
Latin hymns. The Host was el e vated and ex hib ited at the
Con se cra tion. In the eyes of the peo ple it was the same
Mass as be fore, de spite the fact that Lu ther omit ted all the
prayers which rep re sented the sa cred func tion of the Sac ri -
fice. The peo ple were in ten tion ally kept in the dark on this
point. “We can not draw the com mon peo ple away from the
Sac ra ment, and it will prob a bly be thus un til the Gos pel is
well un der stood,” said Lu ther. The rite of cel e bra tion of
the Mass, he ex plained, is a “purely ex ter nal thing,” and
said fur ther that “the dam na ble words re fer ring to the Sac -
ri fice could be omit ted all the more readily, since the or di -
nary Chris tian would not no tice the omis sion and hence
there was no dan ger of scan dal.”65

The struc tur ing of the Novus Ordo has fol lowed the same pat tern as 

that of the Protestant lit ur gies, and its mak ers have con fessed a sim i lar
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doc trinal mo tive. Msgr. Bugnini de clared, “The li tur gi cal re form is a

ma jor con quest of the Cath o lic Church66 and has its ec u men i cal di -

men sions, since the other churches and Chris tian de nom i na tions see

in it not only some thing to be ad mired, but equally a sign of fur ther

prog ress to come.”67 What he meant by ‘ec u men i cal di men sions’ was 

more clearly elab o rated in the above cited ar ti cle of his Consilium col -

lab o ra tor, Fr. Lengeling, who ex plained that “an ec u men i -

cally-oriented sac ra men tal the ol ogy for the cel e bra tion of the Mass

emerged ... it leads us ... out of the dead end of the post-tridentine

the o ries of sac ri fice, and cor re sponds to the agree ments sig nalled by

many of last year’s in ter faith doc u ments.” Fr. Bugnini’s as sis tant in

the Consilium, Fr. Carlo Braga ad mit ted that the Novus Ordo had been

given “an en tirely new foun da tion of eucharistic the ol ogy” re sult ing 

from a re vi sion af fect ing “not only form, but also doc trinal re al ity”,

dic tated by “ec u men i cal re quire ments ... in har mony with the

Church’s new po si tions”.(!)68

It is, there fore, man i festly ev i dent why “the Novus Ordo has no

in ten tion of pre sent ing the Faith as taught by the Coun cil of

Trent”, since its fab ri ca tors con structed the new rite ac cord ing to a

Protestant lex credendi, rooted in a new eucharistic the ol ogy, dic -

tated by ec u men i cal re quire ments, which does not con form to the

tra di tional post-Tridentine eucharistic the ol ogy of sac ri fice. The

Novus Ordo does not ap pear to be an ex pres sion of Cath o lic faith,

and it is cer tainly not an ex plicit pro fes sion of faith; hence it is in ca -

pa ble of in struct ing the faith ful in the truths of the faith as the

Magisterium of the Church re quires the lit urgy to do. 

The Novus Ordo Missæ has se ri ously com pro mised the unity of

the Church. The au thors of the Crit i cal Study warned a quar ter of a

cen tury ago that “to aban don a li tur gi cal tra di tion which for four

cen tu ries was both the sign and the pledge of unity of wor ship (and

to re place it with an other which can not but be a sign of di vi sion by

vir tue of the count less lib er ties im plic itly author ised, and which

teems with in sin u a tions or man i fest er rors against the in teg rity of

the Cath o lic re li gion) is, we feel in con science bound to pro claim,

an in cal cu la ble er ror.”

25



Of the four marks of the true Church, the first is that she is One

— one in vir tue of her unity: 1) unity of faith, 2) unity of cult, 3)

unity un der one vis i ble head. Thus Canon Law states that “Those

bap tised are fully in com mu nion with the Cath o lic Church on this

earth who are joined with Christ in its vis i ble struc ture by the bonds 

of pro fes sion of faith, of the sac ra ments and of ec cle si as ti cal gov -

er nance.” (can. 205).

The Novus Ordo tends to de stroy the bonds of pro fes sion of

faith be cause, un like the tra di tional rite, it is no lon ger an ex plicit

pro fes sion of faith. The Mass, as Pius XI ex plained, is “the most

im por tant or gan of the Or di nary and Uni ver sal Magisterium of the

Church”, and as such it was “an in sur mount able bar rier against any

her esy which might at tack the in teg rity of the mys tery”. (Crit i cal

Study). The li tur gi cal re form ers of the post-council have fol lowed

the same pro ce dure as the Re formers of the Six teenth Cen tury.

What the Prot es tants did, Dom Gueranger ex plains, “was to sub sti -

tute new books and new for mu las, and their work was done. There

was noth ing that still both ered the new teach ers, they could just go

on preach ing as they wished: the faith of the peo ple was hence -

forth with out de fence.”

 The post-conciliar re forms have been an un mit i gated di sas ter

for the faith. “What has gone wrong”, asks Fa ther Mi chael Napier,

Su pe rior of the Lon don Or a tory, “in the Church’s pub lic wor ship,

that in stead of be ing a source of joy and con stant re newal, it has be -

come for many only bit ter ness and worm wood, so that their spir i -

tual lives have been crip pled, and many alien ated from the

Church?”69 Car di nal Ratzinger ad mitted, “It is in con tro vert ible

that this pe riod (post-conciliar) has def i nitely been un fa vour able

for the Cath o lic Church.”70 “So many of the changes,” ac cord ing

to Edwin C. Haungs S.J., “in tro duced since the end of Vat i can II

with prom ises of enor mous spir i tual re turns have proved in prac -

tice to be worse than use less. They have not only con fused a large

num ber of the peo ple of God, they have an gered many. A size able

num ber, a truly fright en ing num ber have given up the prac tice of

their faith.”71
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Car di nal Heenan wrote, “When on De cem ber 7, 1962, the

Bishops voted over whelm ingly (1992 against 11) in fa vour of the

first chap ter of the Con sti tu tion on the Lit urgy, they did not real ise

that they were ini ti at ing a pro cess which af ter the Coun cil would

cause con fu sion and bit ter ness through out the Church.”72 An other

bishop who dared to ad mit that the New Mass is re spon si ble for the

de struc tion of the faith in the Church was Mgr. Gregoire, Arch -

bishop of Mon treal, who wrote: “We are greatly sad dened to see

par ishes aban doned by a great num ber of the faith ful. We at trib ute

this, in great part, to the li tur gi cal re form.”73

What, there fore, has be come of the unity of the Church? “The

Church”, said Car di nal Va lerian Gracias, “is be ing threat ened by a

real dis in te gra tion which is tak ing place within ...”. The first ma jor

dam age to the Mass was in flicted on the Church by the Con gre ga -

tion for Di vine Wor ship in 1967, when it is sued the In struc tion,

Tres Abhinc Annos.74 Only one year later, Paul VI la mented: “The

Church finds her self in an hour of anx i ety, self crit i cism, even

auto-destruction. It is an in te rior up heaval, sharp and com plex,

which none ex pected af ter the Coun cil. We looked for ward to a

flow er ing, a se rene ex pan sion of con cep tions which ma tured in the

great ses sions of the Coun cil. But ... one must no tice above all the

sor row ful as pect. It is as if the Church was de stroy ing her self.”75

Car di nal Ottaviani bluntly at trib uted this sad state of af fairs to the

post-conciliar re forms in his above cited let ter to Pope Paul VI: “re -

cent re forms have am ply dem on strated that fresh changes in the lit -

urgy could lead to noth ing but com plete be wil der ment on the part

of the faith ful who are al ready show ing signs of res tive ness and of

an in du bi ta ble less en ing of faith.” 

“Un less we are blind”, Fr. Louis Bouyer has ob served, “we

must even state bluntly that what we see looks less like the

hoped-for re gen er a tion of Ca thol i cism than its ac cel er ated de com -

po si tion.”76 Says the great lit ur gist Mons. Klaus Gamber, “The

real de struc tion of the tra di tional Mass, of the tra di tional Ro man

Rite, with a his tory of more than one thou sand years, is the whole -

sale de struc tion of the faith on which it was based.”77 The pres ent
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doc trinal cri sis, Fr. Cornelio Fabro has ex plained, is the grav est cri -

sis that the Church has ever faced in all her his tory78 — that cri sis

can not be rem e died by an am big u ous lit urgy that un der mines the

faith by am big u ously pro fess ing the faith in the muted tones of an

“un cer tain bu gle”.

The Novus Ordo tends to de stroy the unity of cult be cause: 1) it

is an en tirely new rite and as such is con trary to the uni ver sal cus -

toms and rites of the Church; 2) as the most im por tant or gan of the

Or di nary Magisterium it does not ef fec tively in struct the peo ple in

the truths of the faith; and 3) hav ing been fash ioned ac cord ing to

Protestant prin ci ples it bears a strik ing re sem blance to Protestant

ser vices and like them it em bod ies a sys tem atic and tacit ne ga tion

of the Real Pres ence and the pro pi tia tory sac ri fice: all of which

con sti tute for the faith ful the grave ob li ga tion to re fuse sub mis sion

to the un law ful im po si tion of the Novus Ordo in or der to re main

united by obe di ence to Christ.

An ad di tional bur den on the con science of the faith ful is the

above ex plained de fec tive mode of sig ni fi ca tion of the words of con -

se cra tion in the Novus Ordo: the in ten tion to confect the real and sub -

stan tial pres ence of Christ in the Blessed Sac ra ment is not clearly

ex pressed in the Novus Ordo. The am bi gu ity is height ened when

Canon II is used, since “it could be re cited with per fect tran quil lity of 

con science by a priest who no lon ger be lieves ei ther in Tran sub stan -

ti a tion or in the sac ri fi cial char ac ter of the Mass — hence even by a

Protestant min is ter.”79 There fore the Crit i cal Study, in a pas sage

quoted by Car di nal Siri, asks, “Will priests in the near fu ture who

have not re ceived the tra di tional for ma tion, and who rely on the

Novus Ordo with the in ten tion of ‘do ing what the Church does,’ con -

se crate val idly? One may be al lowed to doubt it.” This state of in -

cer ti tude de stroys the pre sump tion that the cel e brant of the

Novus Ordo prop erly in tends to confect the Blessed Sac ra ment

and of fer the pro pi tia tory ob la tion.

 It is the or di nary teach ing of the Church that for the licit cel e -

bra tion of the sac ra ments, in all that per tains to their va lid ity, moral

cer ti tude is re quired.80 Moral cer ti tude of the proper in ten tion of

28



the priest was pre sumed in the tra di tional rite be cause the lit urgy

clearly ex pressed that in ten tion. In the Novus Ordo that pre sump -

tion has been de stroyed by its “sys tem atic and tacit ne ga tion of the

Real Pres ence”.81 From this it fol lows that the faith ful have the

grave ob li ga tion to avoid any Mass cel e brated ac cord ing to the

Novus Ordo un less there is suf fi cient pos i tive ev i dence to es tab lish

moral cer ti tude that the priest has prop erly formed the cor rect in -

ten tion to confect the sac ra ment of the Eu cha rist ac cord ing to the

in ten tion of the Holy Ro man Church.* It is scan dal and an out rage

that the faith ful be bur dened with such a task.

The Right of the Faith ful
to Tra di tional Sac ra ments

The faith ful have the right to re ceive sac ra ments that are cer -

tainly valid.82 The Canon Law So ci ety Com men tary elab o rates,

“This right is rooted in bap tism; it is not a priv i lege granted by

Church au thor i ties but a claim rooted in the ac tion of Christ”.83 The 

Church may not im pose new rites on the faith ful, be cause Cath o lics 

have the “right to wor ship God ac cord ing to the pre scrip tions of

their own rite”.84 This right es tab lishes on the part of the faith ful an

in vi o la ble moral fac ulty ac cord ing to which they can and must de -

mand to be pro vided the goods and ser vices of the Church ac cord -

ing to their own cus tom and rite.

Since the Di vine Law es tab lishes the right and duty which con -

sti tutes an in vi o la ble claim on the part of the faith ful to re ceive the

sac ra ments ac cord ing to their own cus tom and rite, that claim may

not be le git i mately de nied. It is in vir tue of this in vi o la ble claim,

that if the faith ful are un law fully de nied their tra di tional rites, then,

in ac cord with the prin ci ple of eq uity, they may not be pun ished for

avail ing them selves of the ser vices of priests and bish ops whose

ad her ence to Tra di tion has earned for them the with drawal or de -

pri va tion of their priestly fac ul ties.85 Such with drawal of fac ul ties
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is un law ful, while the pe nal de pri va tion of fac ul ties un der such cir -

cum stances is cer tainly in valid, since such priests are guilty of

noth ing other than ex er cis ing their di vinely com mis sioned min is -

try.86

 It per tains to the very def i ni tion of law that it is or dered to the

com mon good, and there fore, since au thor ity is noth ing other than

the le git i mate ex er cise of power,87 the pas tors of the Church do not

pos sess the power to ex er cise their au thor ity in such a man ner that

con tra venes the Law of God.88 They may not leg is late an ecclesial

sui cide which de nies the faith ful their God-given rights while it

for bids the priests to ex er cise the du ties of their di vine call ing. The

pas tors of the Church may not sup press the tra di tional rites, and

con se quently they do not pos sess the au thor ity to for bid the faith ful 

to avail them selves of the tra di tional rites or to for bid the sa cred

min is ters to ad min is ter them.89 In or der that the faith ful be pro -

vided with the tra di tional rites there must be priests and bish ops to

cel e brate the tra di tional lit urgy and ad min is ter the sac ra ments ac -

cord ing to the cus tom and rite of the Church. This, there fore, con -

sti tutes on the part of the faith ful the in vi o la ble claim on the

“re ceived and ap proved rites” of the seven sac ra ments and as a con -

se quence, the strict ne ces sity is thereby es tab lished on the part of

the sa cred min is ters to pro vide them. 

The Code of Canon Law re cog nised the va lid ity of the prin ci ple

of ne ces sity (necessitas non habet legem), which has been elab o -

rated by moral theo lo gians in so far as it ap plies to the ad min is tra -

tion of the sac ra ments. Or di narily ju ris dic tional fac ul ties or a

ca non i cal mis sion are re quired for the licit ad min is tra tion or cel e -

bra tion of the sac ra ments of Bap tism, Pen ance, Con fir ma tion,

Mat ri mony, Or ders, and Ex treme Unc tion, and for the ha bit ual

pub lic cel e bra tion of the Mass. For the va lid ity of Pen ance, Mat ri -

mony and Con fir ma tion ad min is tered or sol em nised by a priest, the 

proper ju ris dic tion or fac ulty is re quired. Nev er the less, the Code it -

self con cedes that ex traor di nary forms may be used even out side of 

the dan ger of death: thus ac knowl edg ing that in ex traor di nary cir -

cum stances the rights of the faith ful pre vail over the for mal i ties of
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ec cle si as ti cal law.

Thus, for ex am ple, Canon 1116 al lows that “per sons in tend ing

to en ter a true mar riage can val idly and lic itly con tract it be fore wit -

nesses alone … if the pres ence or ac cess to a per son who is com pe -

tent to as sist at mar riages in ac cord with the norm of law is

im pos si ble with out grave in con ve nience”. This may be done even

out side the dan ger of death, “as long as it is pru dently fore seen that

such cir cum stances will con tinue for a month”. This is one in stance 

where the in ten tion of the leg is la tor not to al low the ri gid ity of stat -

u tory law to deny the rights of the faith ful un der ex traor di nary cir -

cum stances is thus for mally en shrined in the Code.

The gen eral ap pli ca tion of this prin ci ple is found in canon 1323,

which states that those who “have vi o lated a law or pre cept” are

“not sub ject to pen al ties” who acted “out of ne ces sity or out of se ri -

ous in con ve nience, un less the act is in trin si cally evil or verges on

harm to souls”. The prin ci ple of eq uity de mands that where there is

true ne ces sity the law must yield to di vine or nat u ral law, since it is

nei ther the in ten tion of the leg is la tor nor is it in his power to ex tend

the ap pli ca tion of a gen eral stat ute to those ex traor di nary sit u a tions 

in which the ob li ga tion to ob serve the let ter of the law would vi o -

late the rights and ob li ga tions that are rooted in di vine or nat u ral

law. That would sub vert the very pur pose to which the law is or -

dered and there fore its ap pli ca tion would be con trary to the very

na ture of the law it self.90

Canon 1323 ex pressly ac knowl edges that it is some times nec es -

sary to vi o late the let ter of the law in or der that rights be ex er cised

and du ties ful filled. When there is a sit u a tion where ne ces sity has

cer tainly or prob a bly been es tab lished, then 1) there can be no pen -

alty (can. 1323); 2) pos i tive doubt about the ap pli ca bil ity of laws in

ques tion, con sti tut ing a “doubt of law” is thereby es tab lished, and

un der such cir cum stances those “laws do not bind even if they be

nul li fy ing and dis qual i fy ing ones” (can. 14); 3) “in pos i tive and

prob a ble doubt about law or about fact, the Church sup plies ex ec u -

tive power of gov er nance both for the ex ter nal and for the in ter nal

fo rum”. (can. 144) The pro vi sions of these can ons make it abun -

31



dantly clear that in cir cum stances of true ne ces sity the Church sup -

plies all nec es sary fac ul ties.

The sec ond sec tion of canon 144 ex pressly ap plies the pro vi -

sion for sup plied fac ul ties to the sac ra ments of Con fir ma tion, Pen -

ance and Mar riage. The men tion of only these three does not

man i fest the in ten tion to limit the pro vi sion of sup plied fac ul ties to

them alone, so as to pro hibit the sup ply of fac ul ties to other sac ra -

ments, since Bap tism and Ex treme Unc tion have their own ex traor -

di nary ca non i cal pro vi sions, and be cause si lence does not have a

nul li fy ing ef fect: “Only those laws which ex pressly state that an act 

is null or that a per son is in ca pa ble of act ing are to be con sid ered to

be in val i dat ing or in ca pac i tat ing.” (can. 10) Hence, in sit u a tions of

cer tain or prob a ble ne ces sity, even those not fore seen by the leg is -

la tor, it is cer tain that nul li fy ing and in ca pac i tat ing laws do not ap -

ply,91 and the Church cer tainly sup plies all nec es sary fac ul ties, and 

power of gov er nance.

The ul ti mate source of sup plied fac ul ties in cases of ne ces sity is

not the Code, but the Code it self merely ac knowl edges the prin ci -

ple of eq uity and yields to a higher law.92 In The Ju rid i cal Form of

Mar riage,93 John Carberry pro vides an ex am ple that il lus trates the

prin ci ple elab o rated in the pre ced ing para graphs. Citing the au -

thor ity of Gasparri and other canon ists, the fu ture Car di nal ex -

plains that, “In ex traor di nary cir cum stances, if no wit nesses are

avail able, mar riage would be val idly cel e brated with out them. In

such cases, a mar riage is valid be cause the nat u ral right to marry

will pre vail over the ec cle si as ti cal law which pre scribes the ca non -

i cal form; in such cir cum stances its va lid ity does not arise from the

use of canon 1098.” 

The “va lid ity does not arise from the use of the canon”: be cause

the ex cep tional con di tions un der which the Code sup plies the fac -

ulty have not been met, yet the sac ra ment is still valid and the nul li -

fy ing laws do not ap ply. This is so be cause it per tains to the very

es sence of hu man law that as an “or di nance of rea son” it is founded

upon the nat u ral law and di vine pos i tive law which are them selves

de rived from the eter nal law. Since the eter nal law is “the di vine
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wis dom in so far as it is di rec tive of all ac tions and mo tions”,94 it is

meta phys i cally im pos si ble for an or di nance of rea son to con tra dict

it. Whence it fol lows that hu man pos i tive law, whether ec cle si as ti -

cal or civil, hav ing the eter nal law as its ul ti mate well spring and

foun da tion, must yield to the di vine or nat u ral law in or der to re -

main in con for mity with the eter nal law, and there fore it may not

and in fact is in ca pa ble of nul li fy ing the rights, ob li ga tions or any -

thing that the di vine law has de creed. In such cases, there fore, di -

vine law is the source of the sup plied fac ul ties which are fur nished

di rectly by Christ Him self.95

This prin ci ple is ac knowl edged in canon 844 § 2, wherein it is

stated: “When ever ne ces sity re quires ... it is law ful for the faith ful

for whom it is phys i cally or mor ally im pos si ble to ap proach a Cath -

o lic min is ter, to re ceive the sac ra ments of pen ance, Eu cha rist and

anoint ing of the sick from non-Catholic min is ters in whose

churches these sac ra ments are valid.” It is not the Code that makes

it law ful but the ne ces sity it self makes it law ful and valid, and this

is sim ply ac knowl edged by the Code. No spe cial fac ulty is needed

on the part of the non-Catholic priest. If a tra di tional Cath o lic priest 

is avail able, to whom it is phys i cally and mor ally pos si ble for the

faith ful to ap proach, the canon it self makes it clear that such a one

is to be pre ferred.96 Due to ne ces sity the priest pos sesses the nec es -

sary fac ul ties in or der to ad min is ter the sac ra ments that the canon

ac knowl edges he may law fully ad min is ter. This is so be cause

wher ever true ne ces sity ex ists di vine law nec es sar ily con cedes the

fac ulty, since it is im pos si ble for the God of in fi nite jus tice to deny

what is just. 

It is of the ut most ne ces sity that the faith ful re main in proper

com mu nion with the Church. The bond, how ever, of com mu nion

can only be pre served by stead fastly ad her ing to the “re ceived and

ap proved rites” which con sti tute our spir i tual pat ri mony. Tra di -

tion al ists have no need for any spe cial indults to fa cil i tate their full

ecclesial com mu nion, since their full ecclesial com mu nion is ac -

com plished when they “stead fastly ad mit and em brace Ap os tolic

and Ec cle si as ti cal Tra di tions”.97 It is those who have changed all
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the ec cle si as ti cal cer e mo nies who, in the ob jec tive or der, are not in

proper com mu nion with the Church, since they do not fol low the

uni ver sal cus toms and rites of the Church, they vi o late the ir re vo -

ca ble de crees of Quo Pri mum, and they vi o late the sol emn anath -

ema of the Coun cil of Trent (Sess. 7, can. 13) and the Tridentine

Pro fes sion of Faith. When the pope di vides the Church in this man -

ner, he rup tures the bonds of com mu nion be cause he de stroys the

unity of ec cle si as ti cal char ity.98
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CHAP TER III

The Post-Conciliar Church
in Light of the New Lit urgy

This chap ter ex am ines how the Novus Ordo lit urgy im pacted

the post-Vatican II church. It first ex plains how the Novus Ordo lit -

urgy tends to cause di vi sive ness among the faith ful and the hi er ar -

chy, thereby cre at ing a cri sis of au thor ity within the Church. This

cri sis has been in ten si fied by the dis re gard for Sa cred Tra di tion. A

thor ough ex am i na tion is made on the Church’s age-old def i ni tion of

Sa cred Tra di tion and what is meant by the “un change able Tra di tion

of the Church”.

This chap ter then ex plains how the cri sis of au thor ity was ex ac er -

bated by a con fused un der stand ing (by mem bers of the hi er ar chy at

the high est lev els) of what con sti tutes “the Magisterium”, which

then made it pos si ble for a new and er ro ne ous def i ni tion of the

Church to be foisted onto the faith ful. A thor ough clar i fi ca tion is

made of the Church’s dog mat i cally de fined teach ings con cern ing

Magisterium and how the Church’s in fal li ble Magisterium is prop -

erly ex er cised. Finally, this chap ter an a lyzes how the con fused un -

der stand ing of Magisterium was uti lized to ac com mo date a “new

def i ni tion” of Tra di tion (as well as a “new rite of Mass”), which, in

turn, pro moted the institutionalization of the other doc trinal nov el -

ties of Vat i can II.

A Cri sis of Au thor ity

The Novus Ordo tends to de stroy the bonds of ec cle si as ti cal gov -

er nance, be cause it is con trary to the uni ver sal cus toms and rites of

the Church and there fore it con sti tutes a vi o la tion of the Di vine Law

that is of schis matic na ture. This tends to de stroy the unity of the
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Church: “for above all the unity of the Church is de pend ent on its re -

la tion ship with Christ.” (Torquemada) By un law fully en forc ing the

Novus Ordo on the Church, the pas tors of the Church, in the ob jec -

tive or der, sep a rate them selves from Christ by dis obe di ence. By dis -

obey ing the laws of Christ and by com mand ing what is against

di vine law, they sep a rate them selves from the body of the Church,

“be cause this body is it self linked to Christ by obe di ence.”99

The faith ful are left with an agonising and of ten per plex ing cri sis

of con science: Pope Boniface VIII sol emnly de fined the dogma of

faith that “for ev ery hu man crea ture it is en tirely nec es sary for sal va -

tion to be sub ject to the Ro man Pon tiff.”100 On the other hand, “The

Pope can sep a rate him self from Christ by ei ther dis obey ing the laws

of  Christ, or by com mand ing some thing that is against the di vine or

nat u ral law.” (Torquemada) If the pope were to com mand some thing

that is against the di vine law, then it would cer tainly be sin ful for

any one to obey him, since the vir tue of obe di ence is op posed not

only by dis obe di ence but is also vi o lated by ex ces sive or in dis creet

obe di ence which is the sin of ser vil ity.101 

It is nec es sary for sal va tion to be sub ject to the pope, but only to

the ex tent that the pope is sub ject to God, be cause St. Pe ter and the

apos tles teach: “it is nec es sary to obey God rather than men.” (Acts

6:29) “Any one”, says St. Thomas, “should be sub ject of a lower

power only in so far as it pre serves the or der es tab lished by a power

higher than it self: but if it (the lower power) de parts from the or der of 

the higher power, then it is not right for any one to be sub jected to that 

lower power, for ex am ple — if a pro con sul or dered some thing to be

done, when the em peror or dered the con trary.”102 From this it fol -

lows, ac cord ing to Pope In no cent III, “that it is nec es sary to obey a

Pope in all things as long as he does not go against the uni ver sal cus -

toms of the Church, but should he go against the uni ver sal cus toms

of the Church, he need not be fol lowed.”103 

When the Pope tells us to ac cept the Novus Ordo be cause “it is nec -

es sary to know how to wel come with hu mil ity and in te rior free dom

what is in no va tive; one must break with the ha bit ual at tach ment to

what we used to des ig nate as the un change able tra di tion of the
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Church”,104 our Cath o lic con science com pels us to an swer him in

the words of the Apos tles Pe ter and John: “whether it is right in the

sight of God to lis ten to you rather than to God, you must judge”.

(Acts 4:19)

The Pope is the su preme head of the Church on earth, and there -

fore he pos sesses the plenitudo potestatis. The “full ness of power” is 

not an ab so lute power (that be longs to God alone), but only a power

higher than any other on earth, and there fore su preme. The au thor ity

of the Pope ex ists within de fined lim its. The doc trinal au thor ity of

the Pope can only be ex er cised in ac cord with the prin ci ple set forth

by the Fourth Coun cil of Con stan ti no ple and re af firmed by the First

Vat i can Coun cil, namely: Prima salus est rectæ fidei regulam

custodire. (DS 3066). That is, “Our first sal va tion is to guard the rule

of right faith”. Ex pressly in con for mity with this prin ci ple, the same

Vat i can Coun cil de fined the dogma of pa pal in fal li bil ity, “ad her ing

faith fully to the tra di tion re ceived from the be gin ning of the Chris -

tian faith ...” (DS 3073, Vat. I, Pas tor Æternus), and ex plain ing that

“... the Holy Spirit was not prom ised to the suc ces sors of Pe ter that

by His rev e la tion they might dis close new doc trine, but that by His

help they might guard sa credly the rev e la tion trans mit ted through

the apos tles and the de posit of faith, and might faith fully set it forth.” 

(DS 3070).

Sim i larly, the dis ci plin ary au thor ity of the Ro man Pon tiff is not

ab so lute: He may not sup press the “re ceived and ap proved rites of

the Cath o lic Church” or abol ish the “ec cle si as ti cal tra di tions”

(Tridentine Pro fes sion of Faith); but he may only, as Pope St.

Gelasius teaches, “bal ance the var i ous de crees of can ons, and limit

the or di nances of his pre de ces sors, in so much as to re lax some thing

of their rigor, and mod ify them, af ter ma ture ex am i na tion, ac cord ing

as the ne ces sity of the times re quires for the new wants of the

Church.”105

We must in quire to de ter mine ex actly what the of fi cial

Magisterium of the Church un der stands Tra di tion to be, and then ex -

am in ing that def i ni tion, de ter mine whether it is in deed un change -

able (as Arch bishop Lefebvre pro fessed) or if we no lon ger need to
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des ig nate it as un change able and break with it (as Pope Montini be -

lieved).

Sa cred Tra di tion

Tra di tion as it is or di narily un der stood is de fined in the Con cise

Cath o lic Dic tio nary as, “The hand ing down by word of mouth from

gen er a tion to gen er a tion doc trine or truths of the faith which were

not writ ten; the tes ti mony of early nonscriptural writ ings and cus -

toms by which are known the var i ous prac tices, the truths of faith,

the moral teach ing of Chris tian ity, and the facts of the life and times

of Christ; teach ing of the Church trans mit ted orally which has been

pro claimed to be cor rect and free from er ror in be ing handed down, a

source of rev e la tion or of faith.”106

The Church has in fal li bly taught what it means by tra di tion. The

Coun cil of Trent de clared:

... the pu rity it self of the Gos pel is pre served in the
Church, which, prom ised be fore through the Prophets in
the Holy Scrip tures, our Lord Je sus Christ the Son of God
first pro mul gated with His own mouth, and then com -
manded “to be preached” by His apos tles “to ev ery crea -
ture” as the source of ev ery sav ing truth and of in struc tion
in mor als [Matt. 28:19 ff., Mark 16:15], and [the Synod]
clearly per ceiv ing that this truth and in struc tion are con -
tained in the writ ten books and in the un writ ten tra di tions,
which have been re ceived by the apos tles from the mouth
of Christ Him self, or from the apos tles them selves, at the
dic ta tion of the Holy Spirit, have come down even to us,
trans mit ted as it were from hand to hand, [the Synod] fol -
low ing the ex am ples of the or tho dox fa thers, re ceives and
holds in ven er a tion with an equal af fec tion of pi ety and
rev er ence all the books both of the Old and of the New Tes -
ta ment, since one God is the au thor of both, and also the
tra di tions them selves, those that ap per tain both to faith and 
to mor als, as hav ing been dic tated ei ther by Christ’s own
word of mouth, or by the Holy Spirit, and pre served in the
Cath o lic Church by a con tin u ous suc ces sion.107
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The First Vat i can Coun cil “re new ing the same de cree” re af -

firmed the teach ing of Trent:

Fur ther more, this su per nat u ral rev e la tion, ac cord ing to
the faith of the uni ver sal Church, as de clared by the holy
synod of Trent, is con tained “in the writ ten books and in
the un writ ten tra di tions which have been re ceived by the
apos tles from the mouth of Christ Him self; or, through the
in spi ra tion of the Holy Spirit have been handed down by
the apos tles them selves, and have thus come to us”.108

Tra di tion is there fore both writ ten and oral, as St. Paul teaches,

“Stand fast and hold the tra di tions which ye have been taught,

whether by word or by our epis tle.” Tra di tion, in the nar rower sense

of the term, is un der stood “the un writ ten tra di tions”, “re ceived by

the apos tles from the Mouth of Christ”, “or from the apos tles them -

selves, at the dic ta tion of the Holy Spirit”. (Trent) To gether the writ -

ten and un writ ten tra di tion form one “di vine de posit” (Vat i can I),

and thus form what St. Athanasius called the “ac tual orig i nal tra di -

tion, teach ing and faith of the Cath o lic Church, which the Lord be -

stowed, the apos tles pro claimed and the Fa thers safe guarded.”109

Sa cred Tra di tion is of its very na ture un change able: 

For the doc trine of the faith which God has re vealed ...
has been en trusted as a di vine de posit to the spouse of
Christ, to be faith fully guarded and in fal li bly in ter preted.
Hence, also, that un der stand ing of its sa cred dog mas must
be per pet u ally re tained, which Holy Mother Church has
once de clared; and there must never be a re ces sion from
that mean ing un der the spe cious name of a deeper un der -
stand ing.

There fore ... let the un der stand ing, the knowl edge, and
wis dom of in di vid u als as of all, of one man as of the whole
Church, grow and prog ress strongly with the pas sage of
the ages and the cen tu ries; but let it be solely in its own ge -
nus, namely in the same dogma, with the same sense and
the same un der stand ing (St. Vin cent of Lérins).110

“There ex ists,” ex plains Pope Pius XII, “a pat ri mony of the
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Church, which since its or i gin, is pre served in tact, re main ing un -

changed in the course of the cen tu ries ... It is prin ci pally made up of

the Cath o lic Faith.”111 The same pon tiff taught, “The Church never

changes, not in her dogma, nor her strength: She is in ef face able, in -

de struc ti ble, in vin ci ble. She is im mu ta ble, un al ter able, ac cord ing to

the char ter of her foun da tion, sealed with the Blood of the Son of

God.”112 The prop o si tion of Paul VI, namely, that “one must break

with the ha bit ual at tach ment to what we used to des ig nate as the un -

change able tra di tion of the Church” is clearly con trary to the of fi cial

teach ing of the Church’s in fal li ble Magisterium, and is there fore he -

ret i cal.* The First Vat i can Coun cil sol emnly de clared, that “If any -

one shall have said that it is pos si ble that to the dog mas de clared by

the Church a mean ing must some times be at trib uted ac cord ing to the

prog ress of sci ence, dif fer ent from that which the Church has un der -

stood and un der stands: let him be anath ema.”113

Pope Greg ory XVI set forth the Church’s teach ing to all the bish -

ops of the Cath o lic world, de clar ing: 

This you will do per fectly if you watch over your selves
and your doc trine, as your of fice makes it your duty, re -
peat ing in ces santly to your selves that ev ery nov elty at -
tempts to un der mine the Uni ver sal Church and that,
ac cord ing to the warn ing of the holy Pope Agatho, “noth -
ing that has been reg u larly de fined can bear dim i nu tion, or 
change, or ad di tion, and re pels ev ery al ter ation of sense,
or even of words.”114

The idea that we must break with what we once con sid ered to be

the un change able tra di tion of the Church is founded on the no tion of

ag gior na men to, which de notes ‘up dat ing’ and ‘re newal’. On the

topic of ag gior na men to, Pope John Paul II has ex plained:

The ex pres sion popu lar ised by our ven er a ble pre de ces -

40

* This does not nec es sar ily im ply that Paul VI was a for mal her e tic. A for mal her e -
tic is a per son who is guilty of the sin of Her esy, which is “the ob sti nate
post-baptismal de nial of some truth which must be be lieved with di vine and
Catholic faith, or it is like wise an ob sti nate doubt con cern ing the same” (can. 751).
To be a for mal her e tic one must ob sti nately deny what he knows to be the de fined
teach ing of the Magisterium.



sor John XXIII, viz ag gior na men to, is al ways pres ent to us 
to ex press the leit mo tif of our programme. John XXIII, and
af ter him, Paul VI, re ceived from the Holy Ghost the
charism of trans form ing the Church, thanks to which, as all 
know, she man i fests her self the same and at the same time
dif fer ently. This di ver sity does not mean a de tach ment
from her proper na ture, rather, a more pro found pen e tra -
tion of this na ture. It is a rev e la tion of this fig ure of the
Church, which was hid den in the past. It was nec es sary that 
across ‘the signs of the times’, ac knowl edged by the Coun -
cil, it be came man i fest and vis i ble, that it be came a prin ci -
ple of life and ac tion for the times in which we live and for
those that will come ... The Pope who left us last year, the
day of the Feast of the Trans fig u ra tion, re ceived from the
Holy Ghost the charism of his time. In fact, if the trans for -
ma tion of the Church is to serve her re newal, it is nec es sary 
that he who un der takes it pos sesses a par tic u larly strong
con scious ness of the iden tity of the Church.115

First of all, the mere fact that some one would un der take the trans -

for ma tion of the Church in or der to bring about her re newal al ready

be trays a fun da men tal lack of un der stand ing about the iden tity of the 

Church. This no tion has been con demned by Pope Greg ory XVI,

who de clared in Mirari vos, “Since to make use of the words of the

Fa thers of the Coun cil of Trent, it is cer tain that the Church was in sti -

tuted by Je sus Christ and His Apos tles, and that the Holy Ghost by

His daily as sis tance, will never fail to teach her all Truth, it is the

height of ab sur dity and out rage to wards her to claim that res to ra tion 

and re gen er a tion have be come nec es sary for her to as sure her ex is -

tence and her prog ress.”116

An Er ro ne ous Def i ni tion
of the Church

The lack of a strong con scious ness of the iden tity of the Church is 

man i fested in the no tion of the Church ex pressed in the pres ent pon -

tiff’s Code of Canon Law: “This Church, con sti tuted and or gan ised

as a so ci ety in this world, sub sists in the Cath o lic Church, gov erned

by the suc ces sor of St. Pe ter.”117 To de scribe the Church as merely
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sub sist ing in the Cath o lic Church im plies that the Church of Christ is 

not to be sim ply iden ti fied as the Cath o lic Church, and con se quently

it may also be found else where.*  Such a no tion of the Church de -

stroys her es sen tial unity, since the Church of God, be ing One, Holy,

Cath o lic and Ap os tolic, is sim ply and es sen tially the Cath o lic

Church, out side of which it is im pos si ble to be saved, and there fore

the Church can not sub sist any where out side of the Cath o lic Church.

In the Pro fes sion of Faith it is set forth: “By the heart we be lieve

and by the mouth we con fess the one Church, not of her e tics but the

Holy Ro man, Cath o lic, and Ap os tolic (Church) out side of which we

be lieve that no one is saved.”118 The Ec u men i cal Coun cil of Flor -

ence pro fessed:

The sac ro sanct Ro man Church, founded by the voice of 
our Lord and Sav iour, … firmly be lieves, pro fesses, and
preaches that “no one re main ing out side the Cath o lic
Church, not just pa gans, but also Jews or her e tics or schis -
mat ics, can be come par tak ers of eter nal life; but they will
go to the ‘ev er last ing fire which was pre pared for the devil
and his an gels’ [Matt. 25:41], un less be fore the end of life
they are joined to the Church. For un ion with the body of
the Church is of such im por tance that the sac ra ments of the
Church are help ful to sal va tion only for those re main ing in
it; and fasts, almsgiving, other works of pi ety, and the ex er -
cise of Chris tian war fare bear eter nal re wards for them
alone. And no one can be saved, no mat ter how much alms
he has given, even if he sheds his blood for the name of
Christ, un less he re mains in the bosom and the unity of the
Cath o lic Church.119

Not with stand ing the most sol emn dog matic pro nounce ments of

the Church’s Ex traor di nary Magisterium, Karol Wojtyla plainly
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states, and does not hes i tate to pro fess, that “The churches and sep a -

rated com mu ni ties, al though we once be lieved that they suf fered

from de fi cien cies, are not to tally de prived of im por tance and value

in the mys tery of sal va tion. The Spirit of Christ does not re fuse to

use them as means of sal va tion, through the strength de riv ing from

the full ness of grace and truth which has been con ferred on the Cath -

o lic Church.”120 If this prop o si tion is un der stood ac cord ing to the

proper sig ni fi ca tion of its terms, then ei ther the Church is not con sid -

ered as con sti tuted of the unique es sen tial ho li ness that es tab lishes it

as the sole ark of sal va tion, and con se quently one also could be

saved in some other church or sect; or else the Church would be de -

prived of its es sen tial unity, be ing con sid ered to be united by some

es sen tial bond of com mu nion with the other re li gions, and there fore

dis tin guished from them not by es sence but by de gree.121 The prop -

o si tion is he ret i cal be cause it pro fesses sal va tion that is only con -

ceiv able in a con text of ei ther Pelagianism or a plu ral is tic gnosis,

and there fore it is founded on a false no tion of the Church that de -

stroys the con cept of the Church as the one, unique holy peo ple, con -

se crated to the di vine Spouse, and there fore sanc ti fied and set apart

from the world of false gods and false re li gions.

Karol Wojtyla’s be lief that “the new con cep tion of a ‘Peo ple of

God’ which has re vised the old truth about the pos si bil ity of re demp -

tion out side the vis i ble Church”122 is rooted in an in com plete and

con tra dic tory no tion of Magisterium. The Pope is per fectly cor rect

in main tain ing the doc trine of sal va tion out side the vis i ble Church,

as has been in fal li bly taught by the Church’s ex traor di nary and or di -

nary Magisterium.123 The Cat e chism of the Coun cil of Trent teaches

on the topic of those who die sud denly with out Bap tism: “should any 

un fore seen ac ci dent make it im pos si ble for adults to be washed in

the sal u tary wa ters, their in ten tion and de ter mi na tion to re ceive Bap -

tism and their re pen tance for past sins, will avail them to grace and

righ teous ness.”124 The her esy is the “new con cep tion of a ‘Peo ple of 

God’” which is co-extensive with the en tire hu man race in such a

man ner that all men are saved.125 “All men, from the be gin ning of

the world un til its end, have been re deemed and jus ti fied by Christ
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and His cross,” [Segno di Contradizione], so that Christ’s Mys ti cal

Body is not ex clu sively iden ti fied with the Cath o lic Church.126 Con -

trary to Pope John Paul II’s het ero doxy, the Cat e chism of the Coun cil 

of Trent teaches: “there are but three classes of per sons ex cluded

from the Church’s pale: in fi dels, her e tics and schis mat ics, and ex -

com mu ni cated per sons. In fi dels are out side the Church be cause they 

never be longed to, and never knew the Church, and were never made 

par tak ers of any of her sac ra ments. Her e tics and schis mat ics are ex -

cluded from the Church, be cause they have sep a rated from her and

be long to her only as de sert ers be long to the army from which they

have de serted. ... Finally, ex com mu ni cated per sons are not mem bers

of the Church, be cause they have been cut off by her sen tence from

the num ber of her chil dren and be long not to her com mu nion un til

they re pent.”

Pope John Paul II teaches, ac cord ing to the “new con cep tion of a

‘Peo ple of God’,” as Fa ther Dörmann ob serves, that:

... each hu man be ing has reached in Christ ‘the dig nity
of both the grace of di vine adop tion and the in ner truth of
hu man ity.’ (Redemptor Hominis 11,4) With equal clar ity
the En cyc li cal says else where (RH 13,3) that each hu man
be ing, from the first mo ment of his ex is tence, ‘keeps in tact
the im age and like ness of God Him self,’ and fur ther, that
‘with each one Christ has united Him self for ever.’ ... ‘each
man, in vir tue of his very hu man na ture, is called upon to
par take of the fruits of the Re demp tion wrought by Christ,
and even to share in Christ’s own life.’ (Euntes in Mundum, 
OR, dt., Mar. 25, 1988, p. 7, I, 2)

It is this un or tho dox un der stand ing of the na ture of the Church,

that places the en tire hu man race within the Church, which con sti -

tutes John Paul II’s “pres ent-day con scious ness of the Church”

(RH).127 The Pope er ro ne ously pro fessed this het ero dox

post-conciliar Ecclesiology to be the doc trine of the Magisterium of

the Church. In his own think ing, Pope John Paul II has ex tended the

no tion of Magisterium be yond its prop erly de fined bound aries.

Msgr. Wojtyla ex plained, “Now the magisterium means the teach ing 
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based on au thor ity ... This is es sen tial in deal ing with ques tions of

faith and mor als. In one sense, acts of a doc trinal char ac ter ac com -

plished by the Magisterium have a pas to ral sig nif i cance, and on the

other, the pas to ral acts, by their pro found in te gra tion in faith and

mor als have a doc trinal sig nif i cance.” Msgr. Wojtyla is sim ply say -

ing that the doc trinal un der pin nings of es sen tially pas to ral acts are

ex pres sions of the su preme doc trinal Magisterium of the Church!

Msgr. Wojtyla con tin ues, “All this finds ex traor di nary con fir ma -

tion in Vat i can Coun cil II.”128 What is it, we may ask, that finds such

ex traor di nary con fir ma tion in Vat i can Coun cil II? “... that in the his -

tory of the Church, each Coun cil has in deed been pas to ral ... Each is

also an ac tion of the su preme magisterium of the Church.”129 The

doc trine set forth in this prop o si tion is in cor rectly and badly stated

in so far as it vi o lates one of the most ba sic Cath o lic teach ings on the

na ture of the Magisterium: it per tains to the very def i ni tion of the in -

fal li ble Magisterium that in ex er cis ing it the Church au thor i ta tively

pro poses only de ter mined or de fined doc trines to be be lieved with

di vine and Cath o lic faith. A coun cil is an ac tion of the su preme

magisterium of the Church only when it teaches au thor i ta tively in

mat ters of faith or mor als.

The Magisterium

By Magisterium, is meant, “The au thor ity of the Church, by di -

vine ap point ment, to teach the truths of re li gious be lief; the com mis -

sion of the Church to teach; the teach ing of fice of the Church; the

teach ing and in ter pret ing of the doc trines of faith car ried on by the

Church through the Pope and bish ops and those com mis sioned by

them. It may be or di nary when a doc trine is pro claimed through out

the Church as a part of di vine rev e la tion; or ex traor di nary when a

gen eral coun cil de fines a doc trine rat i fied by the Pope or when the

Pope speaks as the of fi cial teacher of the Church (ex cathedra) pro -

claim ing or de fin ing a mat ter of faith or mor als.”130 There is in fal li -

ble magisterium only when the Church pro claims or de fines doc trine 

in its ex traor di nary or uni ver sal and or di nary magisterium.

A pre cise and of fi cial for mu la tion on Magisterium is to be found

in the 1983 Code of Canon Law. Canon 749 de clares:
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l 1. “The Supreme Pontiff, in virtue of his office, possesses

infallible teaching authority when, as supreme pastor and

teacher of all the faithful ... he proclaims with a definitive

act that a doctrine of faith or morals is to be held as such.”

l 2.  “The college of bishops also possesses infallible

teaching authority when the bishops exercise their teaching 

office gathered together in an ecumenical council when, as

teachers and judges of faith and morals, they declare that

for the universal Church a doctrine of faith or morals must

be definitively held; they also exercise it scattered

throughout the world but united in a bond of communion

among themselves and with the Successor of Peter when

together with that same Roman Pontiff in their capacity as

authentic teachers of faith and morals they agree on an

opinion to be held as definitive.”

It is to be noted that in both ex traor di nary and or di nary

Magisterium, the doc trine must ei ther be pro claimed with a “de fin i -

tive act” (ex traor di nary) or it is agreed that it is “to be held as de fin i -

tive.” The teach ing of both the ex traor di nary and the uni ver sal and

or di nary Magisterium are de fined doc trines. Any doc trine that is not

de fined does not per tain to the in fal li ble Magisterium of the Church.

Fran cisco Marin-Sola O.P. ex plains:

The Church’s doc trinal au thor ity or magisterium has
for its proper and spe cific pur pose the con ser va tion and ex -
po si tion of the re vealed de posit. To de ter mine or to fix in -
fal li bly the true mean ing of the di vine de posit is called a
def i ni tion of faith by the Church ...

These two ways of ex er cis ing the magisterium on
the con tent and the mean ing of the re vealed de posit are
of equal dog matic value, and both are true def i ni tions
of faith. Be tween them there ex ists only an ac ci den tal
dif fer ence, to wit, that the magisterium ex er cised by
the Ec u men i cal Coun cil or by the Pope speak ing ex
cathedra is done with a greater so lem nity and show of for -
mu lae and is eas ily dis cern ible by all; on the other hand, the 
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or di nary magisterium is ex er cised through the uni ver sal
teach ing of the Church with out any spe cial dis play or set
for mu lae, and at times it is not so easy to de ter mine its
scope and sig ni fi ca tion.131

What is taught by the in fal li ble Magisterium of the Church is to 

be be lieved “with di vine and Cath o lic Faith”:

Fur ther, by di vine and Cath o lic faith, all those things
must be be lieved which are con tained in the writ ten word
of God and in tra di tion, and those which are pro posed by
the Church, ei ther in a sol emn pro nounce ment or in her or -
di nary and uni ver sal teach ing power, to be be lieved as di -
vinely re vealed.132

The doc trinal nov el ties of the Sec ond Vat i can Coun cil are not an

ex pres sion of the magisterium of the Cath o lic Church, but are rather

the he ret i cal ex pres sion of the non-defined and some times merely

im plied coun ter-magisterium of the Conciliar Church, and the em -

bodi ment of its so-called “liv ing tra di tion”. The con cept of an ‘im -

plied magisterium’ such as that set forth by Karol Wojtyla is not only

in com plete and con tra dic tory, but is con trary to the de fined teach ing

of the Magisterium of the Church, and is, there fore, clearly and with -

out doubt he ret i cal. Such a con cept is broad enough to in clude within 

its pa ram e ters a mul ti tude of mod ern the o ries and no tions of doubt -

ful or tho doxy ei ther ex pressed in non-magisterial man ner, touched

upon in pass ing, or im plied in some pas to ral di rec tive of the Sec ond

Vat i can Coun cil.

An im plied magisterium, as has been con ceived and elab o rated

by Karol Wojtyla, is not only ca pa ble of er ror but is par tic u larly sus -

cep ti ble in that re gard. “Vat i can II,” Arch bishop Lefebvre ex plains,

“was a pas to ral coun cil; John XXIII said so, Paul VI re peated it. Dur -

ing the course of the sit tings we sev eral times wanted to de fine a con -

cept; but we were told: ‘We are not here to de fine dogma and

phi los o phy; we are here for pas to ral pur poses.’ What is lib erty?

What is hu man dig nity? What is col le gi al ity? We are re duced to ana -

lys ing the state ments in def i nitely in or der to know what they mean,

and we only come up with ap prox i ma tions be cause the terms are am -
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big u ous. And this was not through neg li gence or by chance. Fr.

Schillebeeckx ad mit ted it: ‘We have used am big u ous terms dur ing

the Coun cil and we know how we shall in ter pret them af ter wards.’

These peo ple knew what they were do ing.”133

A ‘magisterium’ thus con ceived ac com mo dates the no tion of a

‘liv ing char ac ter of Tra di tion’ which in cludes within its broad pa -

ram e ters a “charism of trans form ing the Church” which, on the pre -

text of “a more pro found pen e tra tion of this na ture (of the Church)”

re veals a “fig ure of the Church, which was hid den in the past”. A

Church thus re newed ac cord ing to an ag gior na men to con demned by

Pope Greg ory XVI in Mirari vos, pro fesses the her esy that we “must

break with the ha bit ual at tach ment to what we used to des ig nate as

the un change able tra di tion of the Church”. The Conciliar Church

has bro ken with the ha bit ual at tach ment to its pre vi ous tra di tions by

in sti tut ing a “New Rite of Mass” and by pro claim ing the con demned

doc trines of Ecu me nism and Re li gious Lib erty as an ex pres sion of

its “liv ing tra di tion”. 

The Cath o lic Faith ut terly op poses and re jects a no tion thus con -

ceived of a “liv ing char ac ter of Tra di tion” which de vi ates from that

un der stand ing of the sa cred dog mas that must be per pet u ally re -

tained and re cedes from that mean ing un der the spe cious name of a

deeper un der stand ing. John Paul II has sub sti tuted fun da men tally

novel con cepts of magisterium and tra di tion for the dog mat i cally de -

fined con cepts of Magisterium and Tra di tion. When the Pope ac -

cuses Mgr. Lefebvre of pro fess ing a “con tra dic tory ... no tion of

Tra di tion which op poses the uni ver sal Magisterium of the Church”,

he in ad ver tently con demns a Cath o lic doc trinal tra di tion of nearly

two mil len nia.134

 The con cept of a ‘liv ing tra di tion’ that al lows for the al ter ation of

Church doc trine, or the in tro duc tion of novel teach ings has been

con demned by Pope St. Pius X. Here is what St. Pius X con demns:

Evo lu tion of Dogma. Prop o si tion 13. Dogma is not
only able, but ought to evolve and to be changed. This is
strongly af firmed by the Mod ern ists, and clearly flows
from their prin ci ples. For among the chief points of their
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teach ing is the fol low ing, which they de duce from the prin -
ci ple of vi tal im ma nence, namely, that re li gious for mu las,
if they are to be re ally re li gious, and not merely in tel lec tual 
spec u la tions, ought to be liv ing and to live the life of the re -
li gious sense ... What is nec es sary is that the re li gious
sense — with some mod i fi ca tion when need ful, should vi -
tally as sim i late them.135

Thus, the con cept of “the liv ing char ac ter of tra di tion”, which

Pope John Paul II in voked to jus tify the doc trinal de vi a tions of Vat i -

can II, has its or i gin in the con demned her esy of the Mod ern ists.

None of the Fa thers speak of this “liv ing tra di tion”, but sim ply pro -

fess ad her ence to tra di tion — “B"D�*@FÂH ¦FJ4s :0*¥< B8¥@<

.¬J,4q” (“Is it Tra di tion, ask no more.”)136 

It was with the full and clear un der stand ing of what con sti tutes a

pro nounce ment of the In fal li ble Magisterium that Mgr. Lefebvre re -

marked, “... they think the Coun cil was in spired by the Holy Ghost.

Not nec es sar ily. A non-dogmatic, pas to ral coun cil is not a rec ipe for

in fal li bil ity. When, at the end of the ses sions, we asked Car di nal

Felici,137 ‘Can you not give us what the theo lo gians call the theo log -

i cal note of the Coun cil?’ He re plied, ‘We have to dis tin guish ac cord -

ing to the schemas and the chap ters those which have al ready been

the sub ject of dog matic def i ni tions in the past; as for the dec la ra -

tions which have a novel char ac ter, we have to make res er va -

tions.’”138

It is an er ror to think that we must un crit i cally ac cept ev ery doc -

trinal opin ion that has been ex pressed in the Coun cil’s doc u ments*

— and it is gravely erroneous to af firm that all of the doc trinal state -

ments of the Coun cil, no mat ter how vague or re motely im plied,

were an ex er cise of the Church’s su preme or in fal li ble

Magisterium.139

The pre vi ous ec u men i cal coun cils im posed their teach ings on the 

uni ver sal Church un der pain of anath ema, whereas the Sec ond Vat i -

can Coun cil de lib er ately re fused to im pose its teach ings or con demn 
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any one. Fr. Pe ter Scott cor rectly points out that the Coun cil re fused

to “im pose doc trine in the name of the Faith, and to oblige un der the

pain of sin by the means of con trary anath e mas as pre vi ous coun cils

had done.”140 In his open ing dis course to the fourth ses sion of the

Sec ond Vat i can Coun cil, Pope Paul VI de clared: “The Coun cil, in -

stead of in flict ing con dem na tions on any one at all, will only have

thoughts of good ness and peace.” 

 The Coun cil not only re fused to con demn any doc trine, but it ac -

tu ally taught doc trines con demned by pre vi ous popes. Arch bishop

Lefebvre has pointed this out in his book, They Have Un crowned

Him. In Quan ta Cura Pope Pius IX for mally con demned the prop o -

si tions that “Lib erty of Con science and forms of wor ship is a right

proper to ev ery man. ... Which must be pro claimed and guar an teed in 

ev ery cor rectly es tab lished so ci ety.” Dignitatis Humanæ blas phe -

mously pro claims this er ror: “The Coun cil ... de clares that the right

to re li gious free dom is based on the very dig nity of the hu man per son 

as known through the re vealed word of God and by rea son it self.

This right of the hu man per son to re li gious free dom must be given

such rec og ni tion in the con sti tu tional or der of so ci ety as will make it

a civil right”.141 
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 CHAP TER IV

Doc trinal Nov elties of the
Post-Conciliar Church

This chap ter ex am ines two of the pri mary doc trinal nov el ties

of Vat i can II — re li gious lib erty and ecu me nism — in light of the

per pet ual and in fal li ble teach ing of the Cath o lic Church. This

chap ter dem on strates how those doc trinal nov el ties of Vat i can II

are ac tu ally con trary to what the Church has al ways taught and that

those con cepts have been re peat edly con demned by the pre vi ous

popes down through the ages.

Re li gious Lib erty

The Coun cil does not limit it self to pro claim ing a right to re li -

gious tol er ance but pos i tively sets forth the “right to re li gious lib -

erty”.142 It has been main tained by some au thors that Dignitatis

Humanae de fines the right to re li gious lib erty strictly as the neg a -

tive right not to be co erced,143 as op posed to the pos i tive right to

prac tice the re li gion of one’s choice ac cord ing to one’s con science.

An as tute ex am i na tion of the text and con text of key pas sages of

Dignitatis Humanae clearly shows that this is not the case.

In the re port read by Bishop De Smedt dur ing the sec ond ses -

sion of the Coun cil, Fa ther Wiltgen ex plained “Bishop De Smedt

de scribed re li gious free dom pos i tively as ‘the right of a hu man per -

son to the free ex er cise of re li gion ac cord ing to the dic tates of his

own con science.’ Neg a tively, it could be de scribed as ‘im mu nity

from all ex ter nal force in those per sonal re la tion ships with God

which are proper to the con science of man’.”144 The cited conciliar

pas sage is not a def i ni tion in the strict sense, but merely sets forth

the neg a tive de scrip tion. A more pos i tive for mu la tion of the right

to re li gious lib erty is found fur ther on in no. 4: “Tan dem in sociali
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hominis natura atque in ipsa indole religionis fundatur ius quo

homines, suo ipsorum sensu religioso moti, libere possunt

conventus habere ...”* Here a pos i tive right to re li gious lib erty has

clearly been set forth, since the pos i tive rights set forth in this

clause hinge di rectly and nec es sar ily on the right to freely prac tice

the re li gion of one’s con science, and there fore it is a log i cal im pos -

si bil ity to en tirely re duce the Coun cil’s ius ad libertatem

religiosam to a mere immunitas a coërcitione as the Coun cil at -

tempts to do with the de cep tive for mula Libertas seu immunitas a

coërcitione in re religiosa.**

That the Coun cil is not merely up hold ing the right to pro fess the

true Faith and prac tice the Cath o lic re li gion is clearly man i fested in 

the prop o si tion: “nor is any one to be re strained from act ing in ac -

cor dance with his con vic tions in re li gious mat ters in pri vate or in

pub lic, alone or in as so ci a tions with oth ers.”145 The phrases, “in

ac cor dance with his con vic tions” and “in pub lic ... or in as so ci a -

tions with oth ers” qual ify the Coun cil’s teach ing in such a man ner

as to un mis tak ably iden tify the re li gious lib erty of Dignitatis

Humanæ with the “Lib erty of Con science and forms of wor ship”

for mally con demned by Pius IX.

Dignitatis Humanæ fur ther spec i fies that the so-called ‘right’ to

re li gious free dom “is the right of re li gious groups not to be pre -

vented from freely dem on strat ing the spe cial value of their teach -

ing,”146 and that “Re li gious com mu ni ties have the fur ther right not

to be pre vented from pub licly teach ing and bear ing wit ness to their

be liefs by the spo ken or writ ten word.”147 Since the Coun cil

teaches that, “This right of the hu man per son to re li gious free dom

must be given such rec og ni tion in the con sti tu tional or der of so ci -

ety as will make it a civil right”, the “civil au thor ity ... if it pre sumes 

to con trol or re strict re li gious ac tiv ity, it must be said to have ex -
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ceeded the lim its of its power.”148 The Coun cil yet spec i fies fur ther

that if “spe cial civil rec og ni tion is given to one re li gious com mu -

nity in the con sti tu tional or gani sa tion of the State, the right of all

cit i zens and re li gious com mu ni ties to re li gious free dom must be re -

cog nised and re spected as well.”149 Thus, the Coun cil clearly and

un equiv o cally pro fesses the con demned er ror that the ‘right’ to

“Lib erty of Con science and forms of wor ship … must be pro -

claimed and guar an teed in ev ery cor rectly es tab lished so ci ety.” 

The Coun cil pro claims the to tal lib erty of con science in re li -

gious mat ters when it blas phe mously teaches: “It is there fore fully

in ac cor dance with the na ture of faith that in re li gious mat ters, ev -

ery form of co er cion by men should be ex cluded.”150 This prop o si -

tion is clearly he ret i cal — in deed, if this prop o si tion were to be

ac cepted ac cord ing to the proper sig ni fi ca tion of its terms, then not

even the Pope would pos sess the power to law fully com pel any one

to obey him through the co er cive power of the Holy In qui si tion or

by the as sis tance of the sec u lar arm. The Coun cil pro claims, “in re -

li gious mat ters the hu man per son should be kept free from all man -

ner of co er cion in civil so ci ety.”151 In con for mity with the

per pet ual tra di tion and teach ing of the Church, Pope Pius IX

teaches that the civil lib erty of all these cults “prop a gates the pes ti -

lence of Indifferentism.”152 

It is be yond le git i mate theo log i cal dis pute that a per son who has 

never been a Cath o lic may not be com pelled to em brace the Cath o -

lic Faith. How ever, “re li gious lib erty in so ci ety,” which is in fact

the “lib erty of con science and forms of wor ship” al ready con -

demned by the Church, is in fact noth ing else than a licence to prac -

tice false re li gions and is in no man ner to be lik ened to the “lib erty

of the act of Chris tian faith”.153 

Fa ther Dörmann ob serves:

The faith re quired in the Gos pel is and re mains a free,
per sonal act of each man. He can re fuse it. It is up to each
man whether he con verts or not. The preach ing of Je sus
and the apos tles is ad dressed to man’s free dom to choose.
It is thus pri mar ily a ques tion of man’s free will, which is
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re quired for any hu man act of the moral or re li gious or der. 
Hence, in his at ti tude to wards God, and Christ, man has
the pos si bil ity to ac cept or re fuse the Gos pel, even God
Him self and His com mand ments. Hence, for the free act
of con ver sion, this free dom is es sen tial, which the Gos pel 
leaves in tact. But does man also have the moral right to
re fuse God’s will, es pe cially since he has the ob li ga tion
to fol low God’s com mand ments? The first three com -
mand ments are also in cluded in the Decalogue. As man
has the free dom, but not the right, to steal, to mur der, to lie 
or to com mit adul tery, so also he has the free dom, but not
the right, to do away with the com mand ments which con -
cern his du ties to God. If he had such a right, there would
be no such thing as judge ment day. Such a right is not
“part” of di vine rev e la tion. Thus it can not be founded on
that rev e la tion.154

Now let us con sider the un equiv o cal and force ful con dem na tion 

of this most abom i na ble er ror of re li gious lib erty pro nounced by

the popes. Pope Greg ory XVI in Mirari vos con demned lib erty of

con science:

From this poi soned source of Indifferentism is de rived 
that false and ab surd maxim or rather that de lir ium, that
lib erty of con science must be pro cured and guar an teed
for ev ery one. This is an er ror among the most con ta gious,
to which the way is smoothed by this lib erty of opin ions,
ab so lute and with out re straint, which, for the ruin of the
Church and the State, goes on spread ing it self ev ery -
where and which cer tain men, by the ex cess of im pu -
dence, do not fear to rep re sent as ad van ta geous to
re li gion. “What death more fa tal for souls than the free -
dom of er ror!” said St. Au gus tine.

In the Syl la bus155 of Pius IX, we read the sol emn and in fal li ble*

con dem na tion of the fol low ing er rors:
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(Foot note con tin ued on next page.)



77. In our time, it is no lon ger use ful that the Cath o lic re li gion
be con sid ered as the only re li gion of the State, to the ex clu -
sion of all the other cults.

78. There fore, it is with rea son that, in some Cath o lic coun -
tries, the law has pro vided that the for eign ers who go there
en joy the pub lic ex er cise of their par tic u lar forms of wor ship
there.

79. It is false that the civil lib erty of all the cults and the full
power left to all to man i fest openly and pub licly all their
thoughts and all their opin ions, throws the peo ples more eas -
ily into cor rup tion of mor als and of the mind, and prop a gates
the pes ti lence of Indifferentism.

Arch bishop Lefebvre points out that “What is com mon to all

these pon tif i cal con dem na tions is re li gious lib erty, des ig nated un -

der the name of ‘free dom of con science,’ or ‘lib erty of con science

and forms of wor ship,’ namely: the right con ceded to ev ery man

pub licly to ex er cise the cult of the re li gion of his choice, with out

be ing dis turbed by the civil power.”156

The hu man per son does not pos sess the moral right to trans gress 

the com mand ments of God, since, in is su ing the com mand ments,

God es tab lishes a moral ob li ga tion for the hu man race to ob serve

them. The first com mand ment sets forth the ob li ga tion to wor ship

God ac cord ing to the Cath o lic faith and re li gion,157 and there fore

the re fusal to ob serve this com mand ment con sti tutes the sin of in fi -

del ity.158 A ‘right’ to re li gious lib erty, there fore, does not per tain to

the De posit of Faith and is not founded on di vine rev e la tion, but is

con trary to the Faith and is he ret i cal.159 “He who be lieves and is

bap tised shall be saved, but he who does not be lieve shall be con -

demned.” – St. Mark, 16:16.

55

“There fore do We, by our Ap os tolic au thor ity, rep ro bate, de nounce, and con -
demn each and ev ery evil opin ion and doc trine in di vid u ally men tioned in this
Let ter, and We will and com mand that they be held as rep ro bated, de nounced, and 
con demned by all the chil dren of the Cath o lic Church.”

The sol emn and de fin i tive char ac ter of this pro nounce ment qual i fies the theo -
log i cal note of the Syl la bus as in fal li ble. (Can. 750 §2 as re vised by Pope John
Paul II)



Ecu me nism

An other strik ing ex am ple of doc trinal er ror in the Sec ond Vat i can 

Coun cil is to be found in Unitatis Redintegratio, where we read: “It

fol lows that the sep a rated Churches and com mu ni ties as such, ...

have been by no means de prived of sig nif i cance and im por tance in

the mys tery of sal va tion. For the Spirit of Christ has not re frained

from us ing them as means of sal va tion which de rive their ef fi cacy

from the very full ness of grace and truth en trusted to the Cath o lic

Church.”160

About this text I al ready com mented above. Arch bishop

Lefebvre has un equiv o cally de nounced the he ret i cal tenet of Ecu -

me nism which holds that the Cath o lic Church is better than the oth -

ers, but the oth ers also are ‘means of sal va tion’161: “If this is the

case,” says Mons. Lefebvre, “then the Church is merely use ful; she

is no lon ger in dis pens able. She is only one of the means of sal va -

tion.”162

The Arch bishop elab o rates fur ther: 

We must say it clearly: such a con cept is rad i cally op -
posed to Cath o lic dogma. The Church is the one ark of sal -
va tion, and we must not be afraid to af firm it. You have
of ten heard it said, “Out side the Church there is no sal va -
tion” — a dic tum which of fends con tem po rary minds. It is
easy to be lieve that this doc trine is no lon ger in ef fect, that
it has been dropped. It seems ex ces sively se vere.

Yet noth ing, in fact, has changed; noth ing can be
changed in this area. Our Lord did not found a num ber of
Churches: He founded only One. There is only one Cross
by which we can be saved, and that Cross has been given to
the Cath o lic Church. To His Church, His mys ti cal bride,
Christ has given all graces. No grace in the world, no grace
in the his tory of hu man ity is dis trib uted ex cept through her.

Arch bishop Lefebvre is, of course, en tirely cor rect in pro fess ing

the doc trine that “Out side the Church there is no sal va tion”. In the

Pro fes sion of Faith it is set forth: “By the heart we be lieve and by the

mouth we con fess the one Church, not of her e tics but the Holy Ro -
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man, Cath o lic, and Ap os tolic (Church) out side of which we be lieve

that no one is saved.”163 There can be no sal va tion in a Protestant,

fun da men tal ist or any other sect be cause the su per nat u ral means of

sal va tion, the word of God and the Sac ra ments which con sti tute our

Sa cred Tra di tion, have not been given to them but have been ex clu -

sively be stowed upon the Cath o lic Church by Christ. Jus ti fi ca tion is

by faith: not by mere hu man works or by mere hu man faith but by di -

vine and Cath o lic Faith — that jus ti fi ca tion which trans forms us

from chil dren of wrath into chil dren of God is brought about ex opere 

operato by the power of the sac ra ment of Bap tism and by the Theo -

log i cal Vir tue of Faith given to us, along with the in del i ble char ac ter

con ferred upon our souls that sets us apart and marks us heirs of the

King dom of God and co-heirs with Je sus Christ Our Di vine Lord

and Sav iour. There is only “One Lord, One Faith and One Bap tism”

(Eph. 4:5) — the One Lord is Je sus Christ, the one Faith is the one

“di vine de posit” (Vat. I), which con sti tutes “ac tual orig i nal tra di tion, 

teach ing and faith of the Cath o lic Church, which the Lord be stowed,

the apos tles pro claimed and the Fa thers safe guarded”;164 and the

one Bap tism is the di vinely in sti tuted sac ra ment by which we gain

en try into the One, Holy, Cath o lic and Ap os tolic Church. At our

Bap tism we were asked “Quid petis ab Ecclesia Dei?” (What do you

ask from the Church of God?), and the an swer we gave was:

“Fidem” (Faith). There is no sal va tion out side the Church be cause

there is no Di vine and Cath o lic Faith any where ex cept within the

bosom of the Cath o lic Church. 

Bap tism is a di vinely in sti tuted sac ra ment, in sti tuted by Je sus

Christ, by which we gain en try into His Church, the Cath o lic

Church, and no other. The sac ra ments are the means of sal va tion

which Christ has be stowed upon His Church, but they are of ab so -

lutely no use what ever for any one who is out side of the Cath o lic

Church.165 

We re ceive the Faith from the Cath o lic Church, be cause the Cath o -

lic Church is the sole re pos i tory of the “di vine De posit” which it re -

ceived from Christ. The word of God preached by the Church is the

Gos pel of Je sus Christ, and there is no other Gos pel of sal va tion other
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than that which is found in the Cath o lic Church. Even if an an gel from

Heaven should preach an other gos pel than that which we have re -

ceived from the Church, he is to be con demned, says Saint Paul (Gal.

1:8-9). “Who ever would be saved,” says the Atha na sian Creed, “be -

fore all else it is nec es sary that he hold to the Cath o lic Faith; un less

such a one pre serves it in te gral and in vi o late, with out doubt he will

per ish in eter nity.”166 God Him self, the pri mary Truth, is the ob ject of

Faith — that is why it is called a Theo log i cal Vir tue, since, as St.

Thomas ex plains, “it is faith that first unites us to God.” That faith

which unites us to God is the Cath o lic Faith, the “one faith” (Eph. 4:5), 

“which gives us eter nal life”.167 We do not share that faith with any

he ret i cal church, sect or ecclesial com mu nity; nor can any one be

saved by the mere hu man gnosis — the pro fes sion of mere hu man

faith which con sti tutes the creed of an he ret i cal de nom i na tion.

The Church, there fore, ex horts all who would em brace that faith

which jus ti fies unto eter nal life, to re nounce what ever per fid i ous su -

per sti tions, er rors or in fi del ity that pre vi ously de filed their souls: 

l Horresce idola, respue simulacra.

l Horresce Judaicum perfidiam, respue Hebraicam

superstitionem.

l Horresce Mahumeticam perfidiam, respue pravam sectam

infidelitatis.

l Horresce hæreticam pravitatem, respue nefarias sectas

impiorum. [N.]168

When the Coun cil, there fore, pro claims that the sep a rate

churches as such have some im por tance in the work of sal va tion, and 

that the “Spirit of Christ has not re frained from us ing them as means

of sal va tion,” it blas phemes the Spirit of Christ and pro fesses her -

esy. The same blas phe mous out rage is to be found in the new Cat e -

chism which states in n. 819: “Christ’s Spirit uses these Churches

and ecclesial com mu ni ties as means of sal va tion”.169 Lu men

Gentium ac com mo dates this her esy by set ting forth its du bi ous for -

mula that the Church of Christ “sub sists in the Cath o lic Church” (n.
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8), thereby mak ing it ap pear pos si ble for the Church to sub sist out -

side the Cath o lic Church. The Cath o lic Church alone has been con -

sti tuted by her di vine Founder as the “uni ver sal sac ra ment of

sal va tion”170: the Faith and Sac ra ments which con sti tute the Sa cred

Tra di tion of the Cath o lic Church are the di vinely in sti tuted su per -

nat u ral means of sal va tion, and there fore the only means of sal va -

tion. Ev ery other church is a hu man in sti tu tion just as ev ery other

gos pel is a hu man doc trine as sented to by an act of hu man faith, and

there fore one falls into the her esy of Pelagianism by pro fess ing such

hu man in sti tu tions to be ‘means of sal va tion’. 

The her esy of Ecu me nism is a con se quence of the lib erty of con -

science pro claimed in Dignitatis Humanæ. The prin ci ple set forth in

the first para graph of that doc u ment, and which forms the ba sis for

the doc trine of re li gious free dom, stinks of Ma sonry: “men should

ex er cise fully their own judge ment and a re spon si ble free dom in

their ac tions and should not be sub ject to the pres sure of co er cion but 

be in spired by a sense of duty.” It is from the doc trine of the au ton -

omy of the hu man con science so plainly set forth in this clas sic for -

mu la tion of Masonic dogma that the abom i na ble er rors of sep a ra tion 

of Church and State, Indifferentism of the State, and con sti tu tion ally

pro tected free dom for all re li gions flow.171 This is a clear ex am ple of 

the ‘prin ci ples of 1789’ en ter ing into the Church in the doc u ments of

Vat i can II. Vat i can II is truly, as Car di nal Suenens said, “The French

Rev o lu tion in the Church.”172 “The Coun cil,” ex plains Arch bishop

Lefebvre, “was noth ing other than an at tempt to as sim i late to the

Church the prin ci ples of Lib er al ism, an at tempt to unite the Church

to Lib eral prin ci ples ... they wished to bring into the Church a con -

cep tion of re li gious lib erty dif fer ent from that of Tra di tion, and cor -

re spond ing rather with the Lib eral prin ci ples of the Rev o lu tion.”173

Vat i can II, there fore, is not the Cath o lic Faith — it is con trary to the

Cath o lic Faith.

Ecu me nism has been for mally con demned by the Ro man Pon tiff, 

Pope Pius XI, yet it has been vig or ously pro moted by Vat i can II and

by Pope John Paul II. In Ut Unum Sint, John Paul II says, “At the

Sec ond Vat i can Coun cil, the Cath o lic Church com mit ted her self ir -
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re vo ca bly to fol low ing the path of the ec u men i cal ven ture ...” (n. 3),

yet John Paul II ad mits that “The Ec u men i cal move ment re ally be -

gan within the Churches and Ecclesial Com mu nities of the Re -

form.”174 What John Paul II ne glects to men tion is that the Ec u men i -

cal move ment was con demned by Pope Pius XI on Jan u ary 6, 1928,

in his En cyc li cal Let ter Mortalium Animos, on “Fos tering True Re li -

gious Unity”.

Pope John Paul II cites the teach ing of the Coun cil: “The Coun cil

states that the Church of Christ ‘sub sists in the Cath o lic Church,

which is gov erned by the Suc ces sors of Pe ter and by the Bishops in

com mu nion with him’, and at the same time ac knowl edges that

‘many el e ments of sanc ti fi ca tion and of truth can be found out side

her vis i ble struc ture. These el e ments, how ever, as gifts prop erly be -

long ing to the Church of Christ, pos sess an in ner dy na mism to ward

Cath o lic unity’.” With the ex cep tion of the above-mentioned du bi -

ous for mula (i.e. ‘sub sists in the Cath o lic Church’), there is re ally

not any thing ob jec tion able in this for mu la tion. Even St. Au gus tine

went so far as to say, “in the Cath o lic Church there is also some thing

un catho lic ... (and) there can also ex ist that which is Cath o lic out side

of the Cath o lic Church.”175 

John Paul II, how ever, then cites the above-mentioned he ret i cal

non se qui tur of the De cree on Ecu me nism, “It fol lows that these sep -

a rated Churches and Com mu nities, though we be lieve that they suf -

fer from de fects, have by no means been de prived of sig nif i cance

and value in the mys tery of sal va tion. For the Spirit of Christ has not

re frained from us ing them as means of sal va tion which de rive their

ef fi cacy from the very full ness of grace and truth en trusted to the

Cath o lic Church.” (n. 10) John Paul con tin ues on doc trin ally un or -

tho dox ground stat ing, “To the ex tent that these el e ments are found

in other Chris tian Com mu nities, the one Church of Christ is ef fec -

tively pres ent in them.” (n. 11) The above-cited de cree of the Coun -

cil of Flor ence cat e gor i cally ex cludes such a no tion from the

Cath o lic Faith pro fess ing: “the unity of the ec cle si as ti cal body is so

strong that only to those re main ing within it are the sac ra ments of the 

Church of ben e fit for sal va tion ... and that no one, what ever
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almsgiving he has prac ticed, even if he shed his blood for the name

of Christ, can be saved, un less he has re mained in the bosom and

unity of the Cath o lic Church.”

In the name of Ecu me nism, Pope John Paul II up holds the he ret i -

cal opin ion that in spite of the “doc trinal dis agree ments” be tween the 

Cath o lic Church and the Chris tian Sects, “the com mu nion of faith

which al ready ex ists be tween Chris tians pro vides a solid foun da tion

for their joint ac tion not only in the so cial field but also in the re li -

gious sphere.” (n. 75) Not with stand ing that Pope St. Pius X la bels

the ad her ents of the Protestant sects as “her e tics” in his Cat e -

chism,176 John Paul II nev er the less states that they take part “in this

move ment which is called ec u men i cal ... not merely as in di vid u als

but also as mem bers of the cor po rate groups in which they have

heard the Gos pel ...” (n. 7). John Paul II is tell ing us that the Lu -

theran, Cal vin ist or what ever her esy that these sectaries have heard

in their so-called churches is the Gos pel. The her esy of this prop o si -

tion is so clearly ev i dent as to need no fur ther com ment. Let it suf fice

to say that the ‘gos pel’ of scriptura sola and ‘pri vate judge ment’ is

not the Gos pel of Christ but the he ret i cal de nial of the Cath o lic Faith. 

Such in fer nal doc trines in vented by the de praved minds of the Re -

formers can not sanc tify and lead souls to Heaven, but on the con -

trary give oc ca sion to ev ery imag in able vice and bring souls to their

eter nal ruin. Yet Pope John Paul II does not blush when he as serts

this most ex e cra ble her esy that the “Saints come from all the

Churches and Ecclesial Com mu nities which gave them en trance

into the com mu nion of sal va tion.” (n. 84)177 John Paul II dares to

say that these dam na ble sects which are noth ing but co vens of cor -

rup tion and cess pools of er ror have given the Saints “en trance into

the com mu nion of sal va tion.”178

We do not share a “com mu nion of faith” with the her e tics, nor do

we “share the Faith handed down from the Apos tles” (n. 62) with the

Or tho dox.179 Pope Pius XI ex plains in Mortalium Animos that we

are of one faith with the an ces tors of these “who are now en tan gled

in the er rors of Photius and of the Re formers”. In that same En cyc li -

cal Pius XI ex plains, “The su per nat u ral vir tue of faith has as its for -
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mal mo tive the au thor ity of God re veal ing ...” This is the tra di tional

teach ing of the Church, set forth by St. Thomas: “the for mal ob ject

of faith is the first truth in so far as it is man i fested in the sa cred scrip -

tures and the doc trine of the Church. There fore, who ever does not

ad here to the teach ing of the Church as an in fal li ble and di vine rule,

which pro ceeds from the first truth in so far as it is re vealed in the sa -

cred scrip tures, does not have the habit of faith ...”180

John Paul II pro fesses the scan dal ous er ror that the love be tween

those who are not in per fect com mu nion with one an other “finds its

most com plete ex pres sion in com mon prayer.” (n. 21) “The Sec ond

Vat i can Coun cil de fines their prayer,” the Pope ex plains, “as the

soul of the whole ec u men i cal move ment.” (n. 21) The Cat e chism

pub lished by or der of John Paul II says in n. 821 that one of the things 

re quired in or der to re spond ad e quately to the ec u men i cal call to

unity is “prayer in com mon, be cause ‘change of heart and ho li ness

of life, along with pub lic and pri vate prayer for the unity of Chris -

tians, should be re garded as the soul of the whole ec u men i cal move -

ment, and mer its the name spir i tual ecu me nism’; (Unitatis

Redintegratio 8 §1.)” Pope Pius XI ech oes what the Church has al -

ways taught and con demns such prac tices of Ecu me nism in

Mortalium Animos ex plain ing:

These pan-Christians who strive for the un ion of the
churches would ap pear to pur sue the no blest of ide als in
pro mot ing char ity among all Chris tians. But how should
char ity tend to the det ri ment of faith? Ev ery one knows that 
John him self, Apos tle of love, who seems in his Gos pel to
have re vealed the se crets of the Sa cred Heart of Je sus, and
who never ceased to im press upon the mem ory of his dis ci -
ples the new com mand ment “to love one an other,” nev er -
the less strictly for bade any close so cial contact with
those who pro fessed a mu ti lated and cor rupt form of
Christ’s teach ing: “If any man come to you, and bring
not this doc trine, re ceive him not into the house, nor say 
to him, God speed you.” (II John 10)

Con trary to the per pet ual tra di tion of the Church, Unitatis
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Redintegratio teaches that ‘wor ship in com mon’ (communicatio in

sacris181) is some times to be per mit ted, when “Grace to be ob tained

... com mends it.” (n. 8) Our ‘sep a rated breth ren’ how ever, the her e -

tics and schis mat ics, are spir i tual lep ers, who, as St. Au gus tine

teaches, “are to be avoided” by Cath o lics and dealt with only from a

dis tance.182 “He who is within the sanc tu ary,” says St. Ignatius of

Antioch, “is pure. But he who is out side the sanc tu ary is un clean ...

(and) not pure in con science.”183 Such a one who is ‘not in the sanc -

tu ary’ is “some one who fol lows a maker of schism,” or “one who

walks in an alien doc trine” — and “does not com mu ni cate with the

Pas sion” of Christ and “shall not in herit the King dom of

Heaven”.184 “Who ever sep a rates him self from the Church,” St.

Cyprian ex plains, “joins him self to an adul ter ess, and is sep a rated

from the prom ises of the Church ... he is a stranger, one who is pro -

fane, an en emy”. There fore the Church can not wor ship or pray in

com mon with such as these be cause “The Bride of Christ can not

com mit adul tery, she is pure and un cor rupted. She knows one dwell -

ing, and she chastely guards the sanc tity of the one nup tial cham -

ber.”185

 The ec u men i cal di a logue, rec om mended by Unitatis

Redintegratio, Ut Unum Sint and the new Cat e chism, which is to

take place “where each can treat with the other on an equal foot ing”

(UR n. 9) has been con demned as an er ror in Mortalium Animos: 

For the rest, while you may hear many non-Catholics
loudly preach ing broth erly com mu nion in Je sus Christ, yet 
not one will you find to whom it ever oc curs with de vout
sub mis sion to obey the Vicar of Christ in his ca pac ity of
teacher or ruler. Mean while, they as sert their readi ness to
treat with the Church of Rome, but on equal terms, as an
equal with an equal. But even if they could so treat, there
seems lit tle doubt that they would do so only on con di tion
that no pact into which they might en ter should com pel
them to re tract those opin ions which still keep them out -
side the one fold of Christ.

This be ing so, it is clear that the Ap os tolic See can by no 
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means take part in these as sem blies, nor is it in any way
law ful for Cath o lics to give such en ter prises their en -
cour age ment or sup port. If they did so, they would be giv -
ing coun te nance to a false Chris tian ity quite alien to the
one Church of Christ ... For it is in deed a ques tion of de -
fend ing re vealed truth. Je sus Christ sent His Apos tles into
the whole world to de clare the Faith of the Gos pel to ev ery
na tion, and to save them from er ror ... The only-begotten
Son of God not only bade His rep re sen ta tives to teach all
na tions; He also obliged all men to give cre dence to what -
ever was taught them by “wit nesses pre-ordained by God” 
(Acts 10:41). More over, He en forced His com mand with
this sanc tion: “He that be liev eth and is bap tised shall be
saved; he that be liev eth not shall be con demned” (Mark
16:16). These two com mands — the one to teach, the
other to be lieve for sal va tion — must be obeyed.

In the same doc u ment Pius XI teaches:

The en ergy with which this scheme is be ing pro moted
has won for it many ad her ents, and even many Cath o lics
are at tracted by it, since it holds out the hope of a un ion ap -
par ently con so nant with the wishes of Holy Mother
Church, whose chief de sire it is to re call her er ring chil dren 
and bring them back to her bosom. In re al ity, how ever,
these fair and al lur ing words cloak a most grave er ror,
sub ver sive to the foun da tions of the Cath o lic Faith. ...

There is but one way in which the unity of Chris tians
may be fos tered, and that is by fur ther ing the re turn to the 
one true Church of Christ of those who are sep a rated
from it; for far from that one true Church they have in the 
past fallen away ... If, as they con stantly say, they long to
be united with Us and Ours, why do they not has ten to en -
ter the Church, “the mother and mis tress of all Christ’s
faith ful”? (Conc. Lateran. IV, C. 5). ...

Let our sep a rated chil dren, there fore, draw nigh to the
Ap os tolic See, set up in the city which Pe ter and Paul,
Princes of the Apos tles, con se crated by their blood; ... and
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let them come, not with any in ten tion nor hope that “the
Church of the liv ing God, the pil lar and ground of the
truth” (1 Tim. 3:15), will cast aside the in teg rity of the
Faith and tol er ate their er rors, but to sub mit them selves to
its teach ing and gov ern ment.

The de praved nov el ties of Vat i can II, such as those briefly dealt

with above, are er rors re peat edly con demned by pre vi ous popes and

uni ver sally shunned by the faith ful down through the ages. This con -

sid er ation alone should be enough to ex pose the he ret i cal char ac ter

of these nov el ties. St. Athanasius dem on strated the her esy of the

Ari ans by point ing out that the tra di tional Cath o lic doc trine had been 

“handed down from Fa ther to Fa ther” (¦6 B"J¥DT< gÆH B"J¥D"H

*4"$,$06¥<�4),186 whereas the doc trinal nov elty of the Ari ans was 

with out pre ce dent in the Church. The doc trinal nov el ties of Vat i can

II suf fer the same de fect. Mons. Lefebvre has dem on strated this in

his above-cited work, yet Pope John Paul II con demned not the er -

rors, but he con demned the one who sought to de fend the Faith from

the er rors of Vat i can II, by at trib ut ing to Arch bishop Lefebvre “an

in com plete and con tra dic tory no tion of Tra di tion.”187 The Church

can never change its doc trine, so it is en tirely use less and ut terly fu -

tile for any one to ap peal to the un de fined and doc trin ally sus pect

con cept of a ‘liv ing char ac ter of Tra di tion’ in or der to jus tify the he -

ret i cal nov el ties of Vat i can II.

The Er ror of “Liv ing Tra di tion”

Sa cred Tra di tion is of its very na ture un change able.188 “Noth -

ing new,” says Pope Pius XI, “is ever added to the num ber of those

truths which are at least im plic itly con tained within the de posit of

rev e la tion di vinely com mit ted to the Church”.189 Fr. Marin-Sola

ex plains: 

... growth or evo lu tion in doc trines can ... hap pen two
ways: 1) growth or evo lu tion of for mu lae, the mean ing of
which re mains the same; 2) growth or evo lu tion of for mu -
lae, the mean ing of which does not re main the same.

In the first case the evo lu tion is ho mo ge neous; in the
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sec ond, transformistic.

Hence, the pres er va tion or the non-preservation of the
same mean ing is that which dis tin guishes ho mo ge neous
evo lu tion from transformistic evo lu tion in doc trines.

Whence the tra di tional for mula de scrib ing the ho mo ge -
neous evo lu tion of Cath o lic dogma enun ci ated by St. Vin -
cent de Lérins, and con se crated by the Coun cil of the
Vat i can [I]: “Crescant igitur ... sed in eodem sensu”.*

The mean ing of a doc trine re mains the same through out 
dif fer ent for mu la tions when the mean ing of the sub se -
quent for mu lae does not orig i nate from with out, but is al -
ready im plic itly con tained in the ear lier for mu lae.
Oth er wise the mean ing does not re main the same. This oc -
curs in those cases where the mean ing of the sub se quent
for mu lae is not im plic itly con tained in, but is ei ther con -
trary to, or at least dif fer ent from, the mean ing of the ear lier 
for mu lae. ...

Con cepts are said to be ex pli ca tive when they is sue one
from the other upon the one and only con di tion that our
mind pen e trates their whole con tent.190

A le git i mate growth in the un der stand ing of dogma is, there fore,

ex pli ca tive, and hence, St. Thomas re fers to it as ‘explicatio fidei’.

The Church, St. Thomas ex plains, “is united by faith in the pro fes -

sion of faith con tained in the creed, pro fessed by the per son of the en -

tire Church” (IIa IIae, 1.9, ad 3m). The same truths of faith are

con tained in the var i ous creeds and for mu lae, which dif fer only in so

far as one ex plains more fully that which is con tained im plic itly in

an other. Faith, for ex am ple, in the in car na tion of the di vine Word,

strictly im plies the un ion of the hu man and di vine na tures in the one

hypostasis of the Word made flesh. (cf. IIa IIae, 1.7, 1.9).

CHAP TER V
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* There fore ... let the un der stand ing, the knowl edge, and wis dom of in di vid u als as
of all, of one man as of the whole Church, grow and prog ress strongly with the pas -
sage of the ages and the cen tu ries; but let it be solely in its own ge nus, namely in the
same dogma, with the same sense and the same un der stand ing (St. Vin cent of
Lérins). (See also Foot note 110 on p. 100.)



The Post-Conciliar Church:
A Ques tion of Schism

This chap ter first ex am ines whether the Coun cil’s novel pro -

nounce ments were in deed bind ing all mem bers of the Church in con -

science to ad here to these teach ings or were these new

pro nounce ments merely to be taken as sug ges tions. 

This chap ter then ex plains how many Cath o lics have grad u ally

adopted a Protestant mind-set (over a pe riod of de cades) with out

ever even re al iz ing it. And fi nally, this chap ter ex plains the doc trine

of Pa pal In fal li bil ity, clar i fy ing the spe cific con di tions un der which

a Pope is in fal li ble and ex plain ing how a Pope may fall into er ror —

even her esy.

The Sta tus of Vat i can II Doc u ments

Arch bishop Piamonte191 says that those who re ject Vat i can II, in

spite of the fact that Vat i can II did not in fal li bly de fine any doc trine

or con demn any prop o si tion, can be pun ished for teach ing doc trines

con demned by the Church. It is in fact those who pro fess the er rors of 

the Coun cil who can be pun ished be cause the sin of her esy as well as

the teach ing of any con demned doc trine is a pun ish able of fence. No

Cath o lic can ever be obliged to ac cept the er rors that the Popes have

con demned, even if those er rors are later taught by a pope or by a

coun cil ex er cis ing its non-infallible, non-defining magisterium.

Even Car di nal Felici, Sec re tary Gen eral of the Coun cil, made it clear 

that all of the Coun cil’s pro nounce ments were not oblig a tory for all

Cath o lics to ac cept, when he clar i fied the Coun cil’s po si tion about

its own teach ings, say ing: “We have to dis tin guish ac cord ing to the

schemas and the chap ters those which have al ready been the sub ject

of dog matic def i ni tions in the past; as for the dec la ra tions which

have a novel char ac ter, we have to make res er va tions.”

It is not, as Arch bishop Piamonte says, “those who pro fess their
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al le giance to the Coun cil of Trent and are openly de fi ant of the de -

crees of the Sec ond Vat i can Coun cil” who are “run ning the risk of com -

mit ting the se ri ous of fence of her esy,” — but rather it is those who

de part from the de fined doc trines of the in fal li ble magisterium of the

Church in or der to em brace the novel teach ings of Vat i can II who run 

the risk of com mit ting the se ri ous of fence of her esy. 

Her esy “is the ob sti nate post-baptismal de nial of some truth which

must be be lieved with di vine and Cath o lic faith, or it is like wise the ob -

sti nate doubt con cern ing the same.” (can. 751)192 Canon 750 states,

“All that is con tained in the writ ten word of God or in tra di tion, that

is in the one de posit of faith en trusted to the Church and also pro -

posed as di vinely re vealed ei ther by the sol emn magisterium of the

Church or by its or di nary and uni ver sal magisterium, must be be -

lieved with di vine and Cath o lic faith ...” From these pre mises it fol -

lows strictly that one can not be con victed of her esy, as it is like wise

clear that no one can be pun ished or de clared to be schis matic merely 

for not ac cept ing the novel and het ero dox teach ings which the Coun -

cil re fused to set forth with a de fin i tive act or im pose by ex er cis ing

its au thor ity to pro nounce the con trary anath e mas.

Mod ern ist Rome has gone to ab surd lengths to im pose the he ret i cal

doc trinal nov el ties of Vat i can II on the Cath o lic faith ful. Vat i can II,

how ever, did not de fine any point of doc trine,193 and there fore its

teach ings do not re quire an as sent of Faith (can. 752), since they do

not per tain to the for mal ob ject of faith (St. Thomas, Summa Theol.,

IIa IIae, q5, a3).194 From these pre mises it fol lows strictly that one

can not be said to have sev ered the bonds of com mu nion with the

Church for re ject ing those Vat i can II doc trines which clearly op pose

the au thor i ta tive mag is te rial pro nounce ments of pre vi ous popes. Yet 

this is pre cisely the pre pos ter ous po si tion of the Mod ern ist Ro man

Cu ria: Those who re fuse to be sub ject to a he ret i cal conciliar coun -

ter-magisterium that did not de fine any doc trine or pro nounce any

anath ema have been anath ema tised as schis mat ics.

In a doc u ment from the Pontificia Commissio “Ecclesia Dei”, N.

117/95, dated 29 Sept., 1995, signed by Msgr. Camille Perl, it is

stated:
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 Fa ther Pe ter R. Scott, Dis trict Su pe rior of the So ci ety in
the United States,* has pub licly stated that he de plores the
‘lib er al ism’ of ‘those who re fuse to con demn the New Mass
as ab so lutely of fen sive** to God, or the re li gious lib erty and 
ecu me nism of the post-conciliar Church.’ With such an at ti -
tude, the So ci ety of St. Pius X is ef fec tively tend ing to es tab -
lish its own can ons of or tho doxy and hence to sep a rate it self
from the magisterium of the Su preme Pon tiff. Ac cord ing to
canon 751 such “re fusal of sub mis sion to the Ro man Pon tiff
or the com mu nion of the mem bers of the Church sub ject to
him” con sti tutes schism. 

The ma li cious au dac ity of the Mod ern ist in the Ro man Cu ria

who signed that doc u ment is plainly ev i dent. I have al ready pointed 

out that Pope Pius VI con demned the pro posal to make a ‘Novus

Ordo’, and the Coun cil of Trent anath ema tised the prop o si tion that

the tra di tional rites could be changed into new rites. The Popes

have force fully con demned the doc trines and prac tices of re li gious

lib erty and ecu me nism as well. These are not pri vate “can ons of or -

tho doxy” but au thor i ta tive pro nounce ments of the su preme

magisterium of the Church which con tinue to bind the Cath o lic

con science. Msgr. Perl, how ever, states in an of fi cial pro to col that

such re fusal to ac cept the conciliar er rors and ab er ra tions that the

mag is te rial au thor ity of the Church has con demned in the past con -

sti tutes schism! If Msgr. Perl is right, then it log i cally fol lows that

we must be come her e tics in or der to avoid be com ing schis mat ics. 

Ro man Prot es tants
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* When this was writ ten, Fa ther Pe ter Scott was U.S. Dis trict Su pe rior of the
SSPX.
** I do not in tend here to deal at length with the prob lem of whether or not the
Novus Ordo is in trin si cally evil. What is ab so lutely of fen sive to God is the vi o la -
tion of di vine law by re plac ing the re ceived and ap proved rite of Mass with a vul -
gar, wa tered down and Protestantized rite of ‘Masse’. Nev er the less, there is her esy 
in the Mis sal of Paul VI: In the Good Fri day lit urgy the Conciliar Church prays for
the Jews, “ut ... in sui fœderis fidelitate proficere.” The key word is proficere,
i.e. to go for ward, ad vance, con tinue ... Hence, the Conciliar Church prays: “Let us 
pray for the Jew ish peo ple ... that they may con tinue to grow in faith ful ness to His
cov e nant.” Thus the Conciliar Church prays that the Jew ish peo ple con tinue on in
the sin of in fi del ity by cling ing to their ob so lete Mo saic Cov e nant ob ser vance.



Fully grasp ing this doc trinal ab sur dity which is the end re sult of

Mod ern ist Rome’s ob ses sion for Vat i can II, Bishop Sal va dor

Lazo,195 with his char ac ter is tic wit, once com mented: “You say I

am schis matic? But you are a her e tic! What is worse — to be a schis -

matic, or to be a her e tic, and there fore also a schis matic?”

It is those who pro fess the het ero dox teach ings of Vat i can II who,

as has been dem on strated above, have de parted from the doc trine of

the Cath o lic Faith and have, in the ob jec tive or der, fallen into her esy. 

Like wise, as I have al ready dem on strated ear lier, it is those who ad -

here to the Novus Ordo and spurn the tra di tional Ro man Rite who

have fallen into schism. The Conciliar Church196 is not a re newed

Cath o lic Church, but rather it is a Re formed Church197 — a Church

that has, by means of he ret i cal Conciliar doc trines and schis matic re -

formed lit urgy, un der gone a transformistic evo lu tion ... a meta mor -

pho sis that has ef fected the ful fil ment of the Six teenth Cen tury

Re formers’ dream: Protestant Rome.

Fa ther Hubert Jedin, one of the pre mier his to ri ans of the mod ern

era, al ready pointed out in 1968, that a new Protestant Ref or ma tion

is tak ing place in the Church:

We know that to day the in ner pro cess of schism, the for -
ma tion of a “Con fes sion” (de nom i na tion), lasted not years, 
but de cades. Melanchton and Cal vin claimed to be “Cath o -
lic” un til the end of their lives while the ad her ents of the
old faith were ca lum ni ated as “Pa pists.”* 

The faith ful long clung to the Mass and their saints, and
the church reg u la tions in tro duced by Lu theran mag is trates
took over many Cath o lic cus toms — even pro ces sions and
pil grim ages. The bulk of the sim ple faith ful never un der -
stood that the “Ref or ma tion” was not a re form of the
Church but the con struc tion of a new Church set up on a
dif fer ent ba sis. In ret ro spect one must there fore main tain:
the schism of the Church suc ceeded by noth ing so much as
by the il lu sion that it did not ex ist. The il lu sion was wide -

70

* To day the ad her ents of the old faith are called Tra di tion al ists, whereas in fact they 
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ists, and there fore at least ma te rial her e tics.



spread in Rome and in the Ger man epis co pate, among
many theo lo gians, among the ma jor ity of cler gy men and
among the peo ple.

The par al lels be tween now and then are ob vi ous. ... The 
Church’s pres ent cri sis ... is in its in ner most es sence, as in
the 16th Cen tury, a mat ter of un cer tainty and dis ori en ta tion
in the Faith.198 

The Conciliar Church of Rome, how ever, has not yet for ma lised

its break with Ca thol i cism in so far as it has nei ther for mally im -

posed its Conciliar het ero doxy on the faith ful un der pain of anath -

ema nor has it for mally man dated the cel e bra tion of its schis matic

new rites. By the grace of the in fal li bil ity be stowed upon the Church

by Christ and pre served by the re strain ing pres ence of the Holy

Ghost, nei ther the Coun cil nor the post-conciliar Su preme Pon tiffs

have for mally im posed their er rors on the Uni ver sal Church. The

for mal con dem na tions by the popes of doc trines later pro fessed by

Vat i can II, along with the sol emn def i ni tions and pro fes sions of faith

that con tra dict the doc trinal nov el ties of Vat i can II, make it lu mi -

nously clear that no Cath o lic may in good con science ad here to or

pro fess the er rors of Vat i can II,  since the er rors of the Coun cil truly

con sti tute an abom i na tion that has made the Church des o late.199

Pa pal In fal li bil ity

Cath o lics are un der stand ably con fused, since they have al ways

sought af ter se cure moor ings on the firm ground of pa pal doc trine to

pro tect their faith from be ing di luted or washed away by the pol luted

wa ters of her esy. Some even re fuse to ad mit that the Pope (or a coun -

cil) can err, and fol low him into er ror. That is gravely sin ful be cause

the Church teaches that in mat ters of faith and mor als, we are bound

to give as sent to the in fal li ble teach ing of the Church, “es tab lished in

the faith as ye have been taught” (Col. 2:7), rather than to the fal li ble

and er ro ne ous doc trines of an er ring pope (or coun cil). “Prima salus 

est rectæ fidei regulam custodire.” (Our first sal va tion is to guard

the rule of right faith.)200 “But faith”, St. Thomas ex plains, “holds all 

the ar ti cles of faith by means of one me dium ... the First Truth pro -
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posed to us in the scrip tures ac cord ing to the sound un der stand ing of 

the teach ing of the Church, and thus any man who falls short of this

me dium, is to tally want ing in faith.”201

The Pope is in fal li ble when he de fines a doc trine ex cathedra, but

he is oth er wise quite ca pa ble of mak ing even the grav est of er rors

against the doc trine of the Faith. That a pope can per son ally fall into

er ror in mat ters of faith, there can be no doubt. We know from his tory 

that it has al ready hap pened be fore.202 That Pope John Paul II had

fallen into ob jec tive Christological her esy there can also be no

doubt.203

For Pope John Paul II, Christ’s “de scent into hell” re fers not to His

soul but His body. Elab o rating on his un der stand ing of the words, “He

de scended into hell”, the Pope, in his Gen eral Au di ence of Jan u ary 11, 

1989, ex plained: “If the Let ter to the Ephe sians speaks of ‘the lower

parts of the earth’, it is be cause the earth re ceives the hu man body af ter 

death and so it re ceived the hu man body of Christ ... Christ passed

through a real ex pe ri ence of death ... He was placed in the tomb. It is a

con fir ma tion that this was a real, and not merely an ap par ent, death.

His soul sep a rated from the body, was glo ri fied in God, but His body

lay in the tomb as a corpse ... Je sus ex pe ri enced the ‘state of death’,

that is the sep a ra tion of body and soul, as in the case of all peo ple. This 

is the pri mary mean ing of the words ‘He de scended into hell’ ...”204

If that is not clear enough, “This is pre cisely what the words about 

the de scent into hell meant: the heart or the womb of the earth.” In his 

be la boured ex po si tion, the Pope ex plained “the words ‘He de -

scended into hell’; ... are linked to what Je sus Him self had fore told

when ... He had said: ‘For as Jo nah was three days and three nights in

the belly of the whale so will the Son of Man be three days and three

nights in the heart of the earth’ (Mt. 12:40).”

The Pope elab o rated fur ther, “the con cept of the ‘de scent into

hell’ ... It is Christ — laid in the tomb as re gards the body but glo ri -

fied in His soul ad mit ted to the full ness of the be atific vi sion of God

...”. “... there was, on the one hand, the body in the state of a corpse,

and on the other, the heav enly glo ri fi ca tion of His soul from the very

mo ment of His death.”205
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By con trast, the Cath o lic un der stand ing of the Ar ti cle of Faith, “He 

de scended into hell” is as fol lows. The Fourth Lateran Coun cil pro -

fessed: “Firmly we be lieve and we con fess sim ply ... the only be got ten 

Son of God, Je sus Christ ... hav ing suf fered on the wood of the Cross

and died, de scended into hell ... But He de scended in His soul ...”206

The Pro fes sion of Faith teaches that the “de scent into hell” does not

re fer to the body but to the soul.

For John Paul II, the soul did not de scend into hell but “... in

Christ’s case also there was ... the heav enly glo ri fi ca tion of His soul

from the very mo ment of His death.” Now one thing is cer tain, hell is

not the same thing as heaven. The Pro fes sion of Faith says He “de -

scended into hell ... He de scended in His soul”. John Paul II says

there was “the heav enly glo ri fi ca tion of His soul from the very mo -

ment of His death.”

How does the Pope ex plain the words of St. Pe ter: “In spirit

(Christ) went and preached to the spir its in prison” (1 Pt. 3:19)? —

“This seems to in di cate met a phor i cally the ex ten sion of Christ’s sal -

va tion to the just men and women who had died be fore Him ... With

the en trance of Christ’s soul into the be atific vi sion in the bosom of the

Trin ity, the ‘free ing from im pris on ment’ of the just who had de -

scended to the realm of the dead be fore Christ, finds its point of ref er -

ence and ex pla na tion.” 

The Pope ex plained fur ther, “In this is man i fested and put into ef -

fect the salvific power of Christ’s sac ri fi cial death which brought re -

demp tion to all, even to those who died be fore His com ing and His

‘de scent into hell’ but who were con tacted by His jus ti fy ing grace.”

The Pope’s ex pla na tion clearly ex presses the her esy of Pe ter

Abelard, whose con demned prop o si tion reads: “That the soul of Christ

did not de scend to hell by it self but only by power.”207 It is also a most

griev ous and im pi ous er ror to say that Christ’s soul en tered into the

Beatific Vision, as though He were not al ready in full pos ses sion of

the Beatific Vision from the first in stant of His con cep tion in the

womb of His most holy Mother. The Church has for mally cen sured

the er ror that “It is not es tab lished that there was in the soul of Christ

while liv ing among men the knowl edge which the blessed and the
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comprehensors have [cf. Phil. 3:12,13].”208

When the Church pro fesses that “He de scended into hell”, what

is meant is that Christ’s soul went to ‘Limbo’ — “the place of rest and 

nat u ral hap pi ness, where the souls of the just who died be fore the

com ing of Christ were kept in ex pec ta tion of their re demp tion and

tri um phant en try with Our Lord into heaven on the day of His as cen -

sion. This place or state of ex is tence is gen er ally called Limbo ...”209

The same man ual con tin ues:

1. It is cer tain that He went to Limbo, which by His pres ence be -
came a par a dise. It was of this abode that the words ad dressed
to the good thief were spo ken: “This day shalt thou be with Me 
in par a dise” (St. Luke 23:43).

2. It is also con sid ered cer tain that He de scended into Pur ga tory,
to con sole and en lighten the holy souls, and to tell them of
their ex pected re demp tion. This would seem to be im plied by
the words of Ecclesiasticus (24:45): “I will pen e trate to all the
lower parts of the earth, and will be hold all that sleep, and will
en lighten all that hope in the Lord.”210

Pope In no cent III ex plains that a pope can fall into her esy:

The Ro man Pon tiff has no su pe rior but God. Who,
there fore, (should a pope ‘lose his sa vour’) could cast him
out or tram ple him un der foot — since of the pope it is said
‘gather thy flock into thy fold’? Truly, he should not flat ter
him self about his power, nor should he rashly glory in his
hon our and high es tate, be cause the less he is judged by
man, the more he is judged by God.

Still the less can the Ro man Pon tiff glory be cause he
can be judged by men, or rather, can be shown to be al ready 
judged, if for ex am ple he should wither away into her esy;
be cause he who does not be lieve is al ready judged.

In such a case it should be said of him: “If salt should
lose its sa vour, it is good for noth ing but to be cast out and
tram pled un der foot by men.”211

If the Pope and the bish ops fall into her esy or schism, as nearly all 
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of them did dur ing the Arian her esy,212 the Cath o lic may won der

what he must do in or der to re main safe from the poi son ous con ta -

gion of er ror. “What then shall the Cath o lic do”, St. Vin cent of Lérins 

asks, “if some por tion of the Church de taches it self from com mu -

nion of the uni ver sal Faith? What other choice can he make if some

new con ta gion at tempts to poi son, no lon ger a small part of the

Church, but the whole Church at once, then his great con cern will be

to at tach him self to an tiq uity which can no lon ger be led astray by

any ly ing nov elty.”213 “Hold firmly,” says St. Thomas, “that our

faith is iden ti cal with that of the an cients. Deny this and you dis solve

the unity of the Church.”
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CHAP TER VI

Con clu sion to Book I

The Conciliar Church has em barked on a course of its own de -

struc tion. The words of Paul VI to the Lombard Sem i nary bear el o -

quent wit ness to that un de ni able yet des per ately de nied re al ity. The

zeal ots of the Novus Ordo never tire of say ing that the Holy Spirit

guides the Church, like the an cient Is ra el ites who ig nored the warn -

ings of the proph ets, say ing “The Tem ple, The Tem ple” — yet the

Tem ple was de stroyed. Our blessed Sav iour’s prom ise that the gates

of hell will never pre vail against the Church will avail them noth ing,

for it was not of their church that He spoke.

 The churches of north ern Af rica de parted from the or tho dox tra -

di tion of Ca thol i cism and were swept away in the tide of Is lam. A

church that breaks away from tra di tion is a branch that breaks away

from the tree of life, and is there fore des tined to per ish. Such is the

in ev i ta ble des tiny that awaits the Conciliar Church — It de clared its

own death sen tence when it broke with Tra di tion. 

Our Lord’s prom ise, “I am with you al ways, even unto the end of

the world” is di rected only to those who re main faith ful to Tra di tion.

His prom ise re mains with them even though they be few in num bers,

for “Even if Cath o lics faith ful to tra di tion are re duced to a hand ful,

they are the ones who are the true Church of Je sus Christ.” (St.

Athanasius)

Ro man Ca thol i cism seemed to lose its iden tity when its lit urgy

was Protestantised and sys tem at i cally stripped of its un mis tak able

and im me mo rial Ro man char ac ter, thus los ing what was spir i tu ally

pre cious of its own. “The Cath o lic lit urgy has been over thrown un -

der the pre text of mak ing it more ac cept able to the secu lar ised

masses”,214 ex plained the great lit ur gist, Louis Bouyer; and even

more bluntly the same Fr. Bouyer stated else where, “... we must
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speak plainly: there is prac ti cally no lit urgy wor thy of the name to -

day in the Cath o lic Church.”215 “In the end”, says an other great lit ur -

gist, Mons. Klaus Gamber, “we will all have to re cog nise that the

new li tur gi cal forms ... did not pro vide the peo ple with bread but

with stones.”216 The Church’s dis in te grat ing unity will only be re -

stored when the Ro man Lit urgy, “sign and pledge of unity of wor -

ship” (Crit i cal Study), will have been re stored to its right ful place in

the life of the Ro man Church. “In the fi nal anal y sis”, says Mons.

Gamber, “this means that in the fu ture, the tra di tional rite of Mass

must be re tained in the Ro man Cath o lic Church ... as the pri mary li -

tur gi cal form for the cel e bra tion of Mass. It must be come once more

the norm of our faith and the sym bol of Cath o lic unity through out the 

world, a rock of sta bil ity in a pe riod of up heaval and never-ending

change.”217

The in fal li ble teach ing of the Cath o lic Church strictly re quires

that the tra di tional rite of Mass be re tained as the li tur gi cal norm.

Quo Pri mum has been in fal li bly de clared to be irreformable, be -

cause Di vine Law re quires stead fast ad her ence to the tra di tional

rites:

Ma jor Prem ise — The Pro fes sion of Faith [Iniunctum 
Nobis] pre scribes ad her ence to the “re ceived and ap proved 
rites of the Cath o lic Church”.

Mi nor Prem ise — The Tridentine Rite is the re ceived
and ap proved rite of the Ro man Church [Quo Pri mum]
218; Auctorem Fidei [33].

Con clu sion — The Pro fes sion of Faith, and there fore
Di vine Law, re quires ad her ence to the Tridentine Mass,
and there fore, Pope St. Pius V sol emnly de clared that Quo
Pri mum “can not ever be re voked or mod i fied at any
time”.*

Cor ol laries:

1. Who ever, there fore, says that Quo Pri mum can be ab ro gated,
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and that the Tridentine Mass may be ab ro gated, sup pressed or
oth er wise abol ished and re placed by a “new rite of Mass”, de -
parts from the sol emnly de fined teach ing of the Cath o lic
Church and falls into her esy.

2. Like wise, who ever aban dons the Tridentine Mass, in fal li bly
de clared by St. Pius V to be per pet u ally and ir re vo ca bly nor -
ma tive, and ad heres to a “new rite of Mass”, with draws from
proper com mu nion with the Church and falls into schism.

79





AP PEN DIX I

Quo Pri mum
Has Not Been Re voked

“Neve Præsules, Administratores, Canonici, Capellani et alii

quocumque nomine nuncupati Presbyteri sæculares, aut cujusvis

Ordinis regularis, ad Missam aliter, quam a nobis statutum est,

celebrandum teneantur: neque ad Missale hoc immutandum a

quolibet cogi et compelli, præsentesve litteræ ullo umquam tem -

pore revocari, aut moderari possint, sed firmæ sem per et valide in

suo existant robore, similiter [auctoritate apostolica] statuimus et

declaramus.”*

The most des per ate ar gu ments have been ad vanced in or der to cast

doubt on what is the clear and ob vi ous mean ing of this most sol emn

pro nounce ment. It is a time-honoured prin ci ple and rule that a law is to

be un der stood ac cord ing to the proper sig ni fi ca tion of its terms, and this

prin ci ple is also en shrined in the pres ent Code un der Canon 17, which

reads: “Ec cle si as ti cal laws are to be un der stood in ac cord with the

proper mean ing of the words con sid ered in their text and con text.”

“The pre sump tion”, ex plains the Canon Law So ci ety Com men tary,

“is that the leg is la tor said what was meant; hence, the mean ing of the

text should not be changed on the bases of fac tors which are not ex -

pressed in the law it self.” (p. 36)

The clear sig ni fi ca tion of the words in the sol emn dec la ra tion

leaves no room for any pos i tive doubt about what is meant. The

clause, “Neque ... præsentesve litteræ ullo umquam tem pore
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revocari, aut moderari possint, sed firmæ sem per et valide in suo

exsistant robore, similiter statuimus et declaramus”*, ex presses a

precise and univocal mean ing: namely, that the doc u ment can not 

ever be re voked or mod i fied  — it is an irreformable doc u ment. The 

clause can not le git i mately be con strued to mean any thing other

than that which it clearly and un equiv o cally states. It can not be le git -

i mately main tained, for ex am ple, that “præsentesve litteræ ullo

umquam tem pore revocari aut moderari possint”** means that no 

one un der the rank of Pope may re voke or mod ify, but that a

Pope can re voke or mod ify Quo Pri mum, since the state ment does 

not re fer to per sons but to the doc u ment it self. The noun presentesve

litteræ is the sub ject of the verbs revocari and moderari ex pressed in 

the pas sive voice: the doc u ment it self, there fore, is de clared to be in -

ca pa ble of re vo ca tion or mod i fi ca tion. Quo Pri mum is sol emnly de -

clared to be in trin si cally in ca pa ble of re vo ca tion or mod i fi ca tion: the 

irrevocability of Quo Pri mum is a proper at trib ute per tain ing to the

very na ture of the doc u ment it self. By de clar ing de fin i tively that

Quo Pri mum can never be re voked or mod i fied, St. Pius V has in fal -

li bly taught that Quo Pri mum is of it self irreformable.

Fur ther more, since the dec la ra tion was made in a sol emn and de -

fin i tive man ner: if we must de fer to the judge ments of theo lo gians,

canon ists and schol ars, who will ex plain to us that the mean ing of a

sol emn dec la ra tion is dif fer ent from that mean ing which it has
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clearly ex pressed, or will tell us which de fin i tive pro nounce ments

are in fal li ble and which are not, then, with out doubt, the con cept of

pa pal in fal li bil ity will have plainly col lapsed and ut terly failed. If the 

true mean ing of a sol emn pa pal dec la ra tion is to be con strued as

some thing in any man ner dif fer ent from or in com pat i ble with the

proper lit eral sense ex pressed in the de clared for mu la tion, then the

dec la ra tion is, in the proper sense of the word, ob jec tively er ro ne ous. 

It is, there fore, in ad mis si ble to at tempt to in ter pret Quo Pri mum ac -

cord ing to a sense that would give its sol emn pro nounce ment any

sense of mean ing or qual i fi ca tion of mean ing that is lit er ally or log i -

cally in com pat i ble with its prop erly ex pressed lit eral sense.

Quo Pri mum is no “merely ec cle si as ti cal law” (can. 11) that can

be re voked, but has been en acted into ec cle si as ti cal law as a par tic u -

lar ap pli ca tion of di vine law, and there fore has been de fin i tively de -

clared to be irreformable. It has been sol emnly and in fal li bly

de clared to be ir re vo ca ble. Quo Pri mum has been in fal li bly de clared

to be irreformable be cause the rite of Mass cod i fied in the Tridentine

Mis sal is the “re ceived and ap proved rite” [Iniunctum nobis] of the

Ro man Church that has been “handed down by the Holy Ro man

Church” (a sacrosancta Romana Ecclesia ... tradita) [Quo Pri -

mum]. The stat utes of Quo Pri mum, there fore, per tain to Di vine

Law in so far as they con sti tute a par tic u lar ap pli ca tion of the Di vine

Law that has been ex pressed in its gen eral for mu la tion in the

Tridentine Pro fes sion of Faith [Iniunctum nobis], the Coun cil of

Trent [Sess. VII, can. XIII], and the Coun cil of Flor ence [Decretum

pro Graecis]. Hence, Quo Pri mum is far from be ing a mere dis ci -

plin ary mat ter of ec cle si as ti cal law, but is a de fin i tive ap pli ca tion of

the Di vine Law as has been ex pressed by the ex traor di nary

magisterium of the Church, and there fore any at tempt to re voke it, or 

to sup press the Ro man Rite, would be an act that in curs the wrath of

God and the holy apos tles Pe ter and Paul.
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AP PEN DIX II

The Doubt ful Va lid ity of the
Novus Ordo Missae

There is the fur ther prob lem of the doubt ful va lid ity of the

Novus Ordo Missae due to a prob a ble de fect of form in the con se cra -

tion of the wine in most ver nac u lar ver sions of the Novus Ordo ‘Ro -

man’ Mis sal. Al though Pope Paul VI de creed in Missale Romanum

that the words of con se cra tion must be, “Hic est enim calix

sanguinis mei, novi et æterni testamenti, qui pro vobis et pro multis

effundetur in remissionem peccatorum”, nev er the less, nearly all

ver nac u lar ver sions of the New Mass have trans lated the words “pro

multis” (for many) as “for all”.

In or der that there be a valid con se cra tion of the wine,

Tanquerey219 ex plains that the words “This is the chal ice of My

blood” or “This is My blood” are re quired, and that it is dis puted

whether those words suf fice or whether it is nec es sary for va lid ity to

add the words “new and ev er last ing cov e nant, the mys tery of faith,

etc.”

Many Thomists, Tanquerey ex plains, hold that the sub se quent

words are nec es sary for va lid ity since most of them are set forth in

the Gos pel and oth ers have been trans mit ted to us by tra di tion. This

po si tion is based on the opin ion of St. Thomas Aqui nas (Summa

Theol. III, q.78, 3c), who cit ing the opin ion of St. Al bert the Great (In 

Sent. Lib. IV, dist. VIII, qu. 3, a. 2) ex plains that the sub se quent

words are nec es sary for va lid ity be cause they per tain to the sub -

stance of the form.

The con trary opin ion, held by other Thomists such as Cajetan,

John of St. Thomas and Billuart, ac cord ing to Tanquerey, is the more

prob a ble, namely, that the sub se quent words are not nec es sary for
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va lid ity but are only re quired for the in teg rity of the form.

Sim i larly Merkelbach ex plains in the third vol ume of his Summa

Theologiae Moralis, that the words Hic est calix sanguinis mei are

prob a bly the only es sen tial words of the form so that the sub se quent

words in the con se cra tion of the chal ice per tain only to the in teg rity

of the form [no. 225].

Aertnys and Damen220 like wise ac knowl edge that both opin ions

are prob a ble, as does Frassinetti, who ex plains: “It is doubt ful

whether the words Hic est calix sanguinis mei would be enough for

the valid con se cra tion of the wine, or if the re main ing words are also

re quired.”221 

In prac tice, Tanquerey ex plains, the sub se quent words “must al -

ways be pro nounced, and in deed sub gravi,* and if they are omit ted,

the con se cra tion must be re peated con di tion ally”; and then he sets

forth the doc trine of Pope In no cent XI, “for when one is deal ing with

va lid ity, the safer course is to be fol lowed.” Even the post-conciliar

theo lo gian, Nich o las Halligan, O.P., says on this topic, “In prac tice it 

is se ri ously pre scribed to pro nounce the en tire for mula; if any words

from “the blood of the new ...” on are omit ted, the whole for mula is

to be re peated con di tion ally.222 

Aertnys and Damen ex plain, that in prac tice the priest is ob li -

gated sub gravi to fol low the safer opin ion, and there fore, if he has

pro nounced only the first part of the for mula, then he must re peat

con di tion ally the en tire for mula as is pre scribed in the Mis sal, de de -

fect., tit. 10. n. 3 (n. 223).

In De Defectibus in the Ro man Mis sal, in the sec tion De

Defectibus Formae, it is set forth, fol low ing the teach ing of the

Coun cil of Flor ence (DS 1352) that “the words of con se cra tion,

which are the form of this sac ra ment are these: For this is My Body.

And: This is the Chal ice of My Blood, of the new and eter nal tes ta -

ment: the mys tery of faith: which will be shed for you and for many

unto the re mis sion of sins.” The text goes on to ex plain: “If some one

di min ishes or changes some thing in the form of the con se cra tion of

the Body and Blood, and in this chang ing of the words the same thing 
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is not sig ni fied, the sac ra ment is not confected.” Ac cord ing to this

teach ing, which for cen tu ries has been the of fi cial teach ing of the or -

di nary magisterium of the Ro man Church, if some one changes the

words “for many” to “for all”, then the con se cra tion of the chal ice

would be in valid since the word ‘all’ does not have the same sig ni fi -

ca tion as ‘many’. 

Con trary to the de cree of Paul VI in Missale Romanum (and the

de cree of the Coun cil of Flor ence as well [DS 1352]), the Sa cred

Con gre ga tion for Di vine Wor ship un law fully ap proved the trans la -

tion of the words ‘pro multis’ as ‘for all’ in most ver nac u lar ver sions

of the new mis sal thereby, ac cord ing to the tra di tional teach ing of the 

Church of Rome, in val i dat ing all ver nac u lar Masses that use the il -

licit for mula “for all”.

It is im por tant to bear in mind that in the ver nac u lar ver sions of

the Novus Ordo Mass, we are not deal ing with a du bi ous but prob a -

ble va lid ity due to the omis sion of the words sub se quent to the first

part of the for mula of con se cra tion, but rather with a highly prob a ble

in val id ity due to an il licit change of words in the form of the sac ra -

ment which, ac cord ing to the doc trine set forth in the Ro man Mis sal,

ef fects an in val i dat ing change of ver bal sig ni fi ca tion. It has been

falsely ar gued that ren der ing the ex pres sion ‘pro multis’ in the ver -

nac u lar as ‘for all’ does not ef fect a change of sig ni fi ca tion, since (it

is ar gued) Our Lord at the Last Sup per used an Ar a maic word that

means ‘the mul ti tude’, a word which can in clude the whole or the to -

tal ity of the hu man race. This ar gu ment is false be cause the no tion of

‘many’ (a large num ber; a large but in def i nite num ber) or ‘mul ti tude’ 

(a great num ber) can — but does not nec es sar ily — in clude the to tal -

ity or ‘all’, while the no tion of ‘all’ (the whole; ev ery mem ber of) is a

dif fer ent con cept which nec es sar ily de notes the col lec tive whole,

the to tal ity. The Ro man Cat e chism ex plains, giv ing the rea son why

Our Lord, in us ing the words “many” did not mean “all”:

The ad di tional words “for you and for many”, are
taken, some from Mat thew, some from Luke, but were
joined to gether by the Cath o lic Church un der the guid ance
of the Spirit of God. They serve to de clare the fruit and ad -
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van tage of His Pas sion. For if we look to its value, we must
con fess that the Re deemer shed His blood for the sal va tion
of all; but if we look to the fruit which man kind have re -
ceived from it, we shall eas ily find that it per tains not unto
all, but to many of the hu man race. When there fore (Our
Lord) said: For you, He meant ei ther those who were pres -
ent, or those cho sen from among the Jew ish peo ple, such as 
were, with the ex cep tion of Ju das, the dis ci ples with whom
He was speak ing. When He added, “and for many”, He
wished to be un der stood to mean the re main der of the elect
from among the Jews or Gentiles.

Hence, the Apos tles and Evan ge lists un der di vine in spi ra tion

cor rectly ren dered Our Lord’s words in Greek as ‘ßB¥D B@88ä<’

[Mk. 14:24], and ‘B,DÂ B@88ä<’ [Mt. 26:28] (i.e. ‘pro multis’, ‘for

many’) and not for “all” (B"<JT<) which has a dif fer ent sig ni fi ca -

tion.

It needs to be emphasised that a Mass which is prob a bly in valid

or even prob a bly valid, even if there is a rel a tively high prob a bil ity

of va lid ity, is to tally and gravely il licit, since the Church’s moral

doc trine, set forth by Pope In no cent XI (see Footnote 80, p. 97),

clearly for bids prob a bly valid sac ra ments. Thus, it is gravely sin ful

(in the ob jec tive moral or der)  for any one to cel e brate or at tend Mass

when the ver nac u lar ex pres sion “for all” is used in the con se cra tion

of the chal ice, since that for mula of con se cra tion is not cer tainly

valid.
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NOTES TO BOOK I

1. Louis Bouyer, The De com po si tion of Ca thol i cism, Lon don, 1970, p. 99. The
great lit ur gist, Fr. Louis Bouyer has stated that there is for mal op po si tion be -
tween the lit urgy we have and what the Coun cil worked out. The ob ser va tion of 
Mi chael Davies: “The New Mass is not an act of obe di ence to a de ci sion of Vat -
i can II, it is a cal cu lated re jec tion of the Lit urgy Con sti tu tion of that coun cil.”

2. This is what Paul VI called the Novus Ordo Mass on Nov. 19, 1969.
3. Pope Leo XIII in Orientalium Dignitas.
4. The ex pres sions, “ec u men i cal di men sion” and “new foun da tion of eucharistic

the ol ogy” are those used by Consilium mem bers A. Bugnini and C. Braga.
They will be dealt with be low.

5. “Item, (diffinimus) in azymo sive fermentato pane triticeo cor pus Christi
veraciter confici; sacerdotesque in altero ips(or)um Do mini cor pus conficere
debere, unumquemque sci li cet iuxta suæ Ecclesiæ sive occidentalis, sive
orientalis consuetudinem.” — Eugenius IV, Conc. Florentinum, Decretum pro
Græcis, [Ex Bulla “Lætentur cæli”, 6. Iulii 1439.] 

“Like wise (i.e. We de fine), whether in leav ened or un leav ened wheaten
bread the Body of Christ truly to be confected, and priests, in ei ther of them,
must confect the Body of the Lord, each one ac cord ing to the cus tom of his
Church, whether oc ci den tal or ori en tal.”

It is, in the cited text, sol emnly de fined as a dogma of Faith that the priest
must confect the Eucharist ac cord ing to the cus tom of his own rit ual church,
and there fore the cus tom of the same de ter mines which kind of bread must be
used. The ma jor prem ise upon which the dogma is founded and which is ver -
bally con tained within the dog matic for mula is: “Priests must confect the body
of the Lord each ac cord ing to the cus tom of his church”, which in turn is
founded on the ma jor prem ise that “the priest must cel e brate the Eu cha rist ac -
cord ing to the cus tom of his church”, or its more gen eral for mu la tion as a prin -
ci ple: “The law of cus tom gov erns the cel e bra tion of the lit urgy”. Upon these
very same pre mises is also founded the dogma of Trent, ac cord ing to which the
faith ful are bound by the pro fes sion of faith to the “re ceived and ap proved
rites” of the Church. Since the truth of the dog matic prop o si tion is founded on
the prin ci ple which forms its ma jor prem ise, it fol lows nec es sar ily, i.e. with
strict meta phys i cal cer ti tude that the same ma jor prem ise, i.e. that “the law of
cus tom gov erns the cel e bra tion of the lit urgy”, per tains to the De posit of Faith.

The later cited pas sage from Car di nal Torquemada (Re sponse to CBCP Ad -
mo ni tion … pp. 137-138) is founded upon the doc trine for mu lated and de fined
by the Coun cil of Flor ence. Torquemada elab o rates the above-mentioned prin -
ci ple upon which the dogma is founded, namely that it is of di vine law that the
cus tom and rite of the Church must be fol lowed; and ap plies that prin ci ple to
the par tic u lar case of a Pope: “if he did not wish per son ally to fol low the uni ver -
sal cus toms and rites of the Church”, ar riv ing at the con clu sions that 1) “with -
out doubt” the Pope would “fall into schism” and 2) “should he go against the
uni ver sal cus toms of the Church, he need not be fol lowed ...”

That Car di nal Torquemada has given a cor rect and or tho dox elab o ra tion of
Cath o lic doc trine that is spe cif i cally in con for mity with afore men tioned Flor -
en tine dogma is at tested to by the fact that the same Pope, Eugenius IV, who de -
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fined that dogma also be stowed upon Torquemada the ti tle of “De fender of the
Faith”. Torquemada was the of fi cial Pa pal Theo lo gian dur ing the pon tif i cate of 
Eugenius IV, and was ap pointed as the of fi cial Theo lo gian of the Coun cil in
Basel be fore it was trans ferred to Flor ence.

6. “Receptos quoque et approbatos Ecclesiæ catholicæ ritus in supradictorum om -
nium sacrametorum sollemni administratione recipio et admitto.” Professio
fidei Tridentina, [Ex Bulla Pii IV “Iniunctum nobis”, 13 Nov. 1564], Dz. 996.

The “re ceived and ap proved rites of the Cath o lic Church” are the tra di -
tional rites, since they are the cus tom ary rites (Conc. Trid., Ses sion 7, can. 13)
that have been re ceived through the ve hi cle of Tra di tion.

7. “disciplinam et ritum ecclesiæ, sicut inveni et a sanctis predecessoribus meis
traditum reperi, inlibatum custodire, et indiminutas res ecclesiae conservare et 
ut indiminutae custodiantur operam dare; nihil de traditione quæ a
probatissimis predecessoribus meis servatum reperi, diminuere vel mutare aut
aliquam novitatem admittere.” [cf. Liber Diurnus Romanorum Pontificum,
Indiculum Pontificis]

8. “Si quis dixerit, receptos et approbatos Ecclesiæ catholicæ ritus in sollemni
sacramentorum administratione adhiberi consuetos aut contemni, aut sine
peccato a ministris pro libito ommitti, aut in novos alios per quemcumque
ecclesiarum pastorem mutari posse: anath ema sit.” – Conc. Tridentinum, Ses -
sion VII, Canon XIII. The Ital ian trans la tion of this canon in the bi lin gual edi -
tion of Denzinger reads: “Se qualcuno afferma che i riti ricevuti e approvati
nella chiesa cattolica e abitualmente usati nell’amministrazione solenne dei
sacramenti, possono essere disprezzati o tralasciati dai ministri a loro piacere,
senza che commettano peccato, o cambiati in altri nuovi da qualsiasi pastore
ecclesiastico; sia anatema.” – Denzinger, En chi rid ion Symbolorum,
Definitionum et Declarationum de Re bus Fidei et Morum, re vised by Pe ter
Hünermann, Bo lo gna, 1995, p. 673.

9.  cf. Liber Diurnus Romanorum Pontificum, Indiculum Pontificis.
10. “Consuetudo est op tima legum interpres.” (CIC 1983, c. 27.)
11. “...through out the his tory of the de vel op ment of the sac ra men tal lit urgy, the

ten dency has al ways been to wards growth-additions and ac cre tions, the ef fort
to ob tain a fuller, more per fect, more clearly sig nif i cant sym bol ism.” — Canon
George Smith, The Teaching of the Cath o lic Church, ninth print ing, 1955, p.
1056. 

12. St. Pe ter Canisius, Summa Doctrinæ Christianæ – “It behooves us unan i -
mously and in vi o la bly to ob serve the ec cle si as ti cal tra di tions, whether cod i -
fied or sim ply re tained by the cus tom ary prac tice of the Church.”

13. cf. Suarez, De Charitate, Disputatio XII de Schismate; and Torquemada,
Summa de Ecclesia. 

This doc trine elab o rated by Juan de Torquemada O.P., named by Pope
Eugenius IV as a “De fender of the Faith”, and Fran cisco Suarez S.J., named by
Pope Paul V “Doc tor Eximius et Pius”, is firmly rooted in the above-cited def i -
ni tions of Pope Eugenius IV and Pope Pius IV and the sol emn anath ema of the
Coun cil of Trent. (Sess. 7, can. 13) The Popes, in their oath of cor o na tion (see
note 9) pro nounced the ban against them selves should they dare to change or
al low any one to change the ec cle si as ti cal rites which they pro fessed to be of
Di vine Law (divina et celestia mandata): “si præter hæc aliquod agere
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præsumpsero vel ut præsumatur permisero, eris (beate Petre) autem mihi in
illa terribili die divini iudicii depropitius.”

14. Mi chael Davies, Li tur gi cal Ship wreck, TAN Books, 1987, p. 14.
15. The com mit tee ap pointed by St. Pius V ac com plished the res to ra tion of the rite: 

“... ad pristinam Missale ipsum sanctorum Patrum normam ac ritum
restituerunt.” [Quo Pri mum] (they have re stored the Mis sal it self to the orig i -
nal norm and rite of the holy Fa thers.)

16. Mi chael Davies, Cranmer’s Godly Or der, The An ge lus Press, 1980, p. 74.
Davies quotes Fa ther Da vid Knowles, The Tab let, 24 July 1971, p. 724.

17. For tes cue, Adrian; The Mass, Lon don, 1917, p. 173.
18. Ibid. p. 213.
19. Jo seph A. Jungmann, S.J., The Mass of the Ro man Rite: Its Or i gin and De vel -

op ment, New York, Benziger, 1950, vol. 1, p. 194.
20. DS 1745.
21. Jungmann in Handing on the Faith.
22. These words, “Legem credendi lex statuit supplicandi” writ ten by Pope St.

Celestine I to the bish ops of Gaul in the year 422, have been re peated again and
again by the popes, most re cently by: Pius XI in Divini Cultus and Pius XII in
Me di a tor Dei.

23. “Who dreamed on that day (when the coun cil Fa thers voted for the Lit urgy
Con sti tu tion) that within a few years, far less than a de cade, the Latin past of
the Church would be all but ex punged, that it would be re duced to a mem ory
fad ing in the mid dle dis tance? The thought of it would have hor ri fied us, but it
seemed so far be yond the realm of the pos si ble as to be ri dic u lous. So we
laughed it off.” – Arch bishop Rob ert J. Dwyer in Twin Cir cle, Oct. 26, 1973.

24. Owen Chadwick, The Ref or ma tion, Lon don, 1972, p. 119.
25. Mi chael Davies, The Eter nal Sac ri fice, Long Prai rie, 1987, p. 14.
26. The Car di nal Arch bishop and the Bishops of the Prov ince of West min ster, A

Vin di ca tion of the Bull Apostolicæ Curæ, Lon don 1898, pp. 42-43.
27. Fr. An thony Cekada: “Is it stretch ing the plain mean ing of the 1970 In struc tions 

to claim that, even with all its tra di tional-sounding phrases, it still leads us
away from the teach ing of the Coun cil of Trent and to wards Prot es tant ism? For 
an an swer we turn to an ar ti cle writ ten five years later by a mem ber of the
Consilium, the Rev. Emil Jo seph Lengeling: ‘In the [orig i nal] 1969 Gen eral In -
struc tion on the Mis sal, an ec u men i cally-oriented sac ra men tal the ol ogy for the
cel e bra tion of the Mass emerged. ... De spite the new 1970 edi tion forced by re -
ac tion ary at tacks — but which avoided the worst, thanks to the clev er ness of its 
re vi sors — it leads us ... out of the dead end of the post-Tridentine the o ries of
sac ri fice, and cor re sponds to the agree ments sig nalled by many of last year’s
in ter faith doc u ments.’” (Tra di tion und Fortschritt in der Liturgie, in
Liturgisches Jahrbuch, 25, 1975, 218-9; quoted in The Ottaviani In ter ven tion
p. 15.)

28. Davies cites Fa ther Pe ter Coughlin who was a mem ber of the Consilium.
29. Fa ther Cekada re lates: “Car di nal Bacci had writ ten a lau da tory pref ace to a

book which charged that the li tur gi cal re form had be trayed the faith of the
Coun cil of Trent, and that the head of Consilium, Car di nal Lercaro, was ‘Lu -
ther res ur rected’.” (That book was La Tunica Stracciata by Tito Casini, Rome
1967.)

30. La Doc u men ta tion Catholique, no. 1493.
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31. cf. Mi chael Davies, Li tur gi cal Ship wreck, TAN Books, 1987, p.13. — “Fa ther
Gelineau was pres ent at the Coun cil as a li tur gi cal ex pert. He per formed the
same func tion af ter the Coun cil for the Consilium, the com mis sion set up to im -
ple ment the Con sti tu tion.” 

32. J. Gelineau, Demain La Liturgie, Paris, 1976, pp. 9-10.
33. The Prov i dence Vis i tor, Sept. 17, 1971.
34. Pope Paul VI –  “We used to be lieve the Mass to be the tra di tional and un touch -

able ex pres sion of our au then tic re li gious wor ship”. Nov. 19, 1969. Pope Pius
VI con demned the pro posal to re form the lit urgy, “‘by re call ing it (the lit urgy)
to greater sim plic ity of rites, by ex press ing it in the ver nac u lar lan guage or by
ut ter ing it in a loud voice’ as if the pres ent or der of the lit urgy re ceived and ap -
proved by the Church, had em a nated in some part from the for get ful ness of the
prin ci ples by which it should be reg u lated” as “rash, of fen sive to pi ous ears,
in sult ing to the Church, fa vour able to the charges of her e tics”. — Auctorem
Fidei [33].

35. “an in fe rior can not an nul a su pe rior’s law” – Wil liam Lyndwood, Dean of the
Arches and chief of fi cial of the court of Can ter bury dur ing the reign of Pope
Mar tin V (1417-1431), quoted this regula iuris in his com ment on Arch bishop
Pekham’s en forc ing a de cree of Car di nal Othobon us ing the words:
Praecipimus inviolabiliter observari (‘we or der that they be in vi o la bly ob -
served’). The Rev. Ben e dict Al len, O.P. re lates that “these words called forth
the fol low ing com ment from Lyndwood: Why is it here com manded that the
con sti tu tion should be ob served, when it is al ready suf fi ciently bind ing? This is 
an ex ec u tive pre cept rather than an au thor i ta tive stat ute. The arch bishop may
add new pen al ties to a de cree is sued by the le gate, but he can not change or do
away with these de crees, be cause in fe rior non potest tollere legem Superioris,
and there is no doubt in Lyndwood’s mind that the arch bishop is in fe rior to the
le gate, just as the le gate is to the Pope.” – The Ap pli ca tion of Ro man Canon
Law in Me di eval Eng land, Ben e dict Al len O.P., in The Pa pacy, C. Lattey S.J.,
Lon don 1923, p. 168.

36. “A legislatore inferiore lex iuri superiori contraria valide ferri nequit.” See also
Summa Theol. I-II, q. 96, a. 5.

37. Davies, The Le gal Sta tus of the Tridentine Mass, Dickinson, 1982, p.35.
38. Car di nal Alfons Stick ler in The Latin Mass, Sum mer 1995, p. 14: “Pope John

Paul asked a com mis sion of nine car di nals in 1986 two ques tions. Firstly, did
Pope Paul VI or any other com pe tent au thor ity le gally for bid the wide spread
cel e bra tion of the Tridentine Mass in the pres ent day? No. He asked Benelli ex -
plic itly, ‘Did Paul VI for bid the old Mass?’ He never an swered — never yes,
never no. Why? He could n’t say, ‘Yes, he for bade it.’ He could n’t for bid a Mass 
which was from the be gin ning valid and was the Mass of thou sands of saints
and faith ful. The dif fi culty for him was that he could n’t for bid it, but at the
same time he wanted the new Mass to be said, to be ac cepted. And so he could
only say, ‘I want that the new Mass should be said.’ This was the an swer all the
princes gave to the ques tion asked. They said: the Holy Fa ther wished that all
fol low the new Mass.

“The an swer given by eight [of the] car di nals in ’86 was that, no, the Mass
of St. Pius V has never been sup pressed. I can say this: I was one of the car di -
nals. Only one was against ...

“There was an other ques tion, very in ter est ing. ‘Can any bishop for bid any
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priest in good stand ing from cel e brat ing a Tridentine Mass again?’ The nine
car di nals unan i mously agreed that no bishop may for bid a Cath o lic priest from
say ing the Tridentine Mass. We have no of fi cial pro hi bi tion and I think the
Pope would never es tab lish an of fi cial pro hi bi tion.”

Sev eral years ago The Fatima Cru sader re ported on the find ings of the
com mis sion of nine car di nals. Ac cord ing to the re port, the nine car di nals of the
com mis sion were Car di nals: Palazzini, Innocenti, Casaroli, Oddi, Ratzinger,
Stick ler, Mayer, Gantin, and Tomko.

39. Cf. DS 1636-37, 1739-41, 1746, 1752, 1753, 1756, 1758, 1759.
40. Let ter of Car di nal Ottaviani to Pope Paul VI, Rome, Sept. 25, 1969. The mag ni -

tude of the break with Tra di tion be comes ev i dent when one con sid ers the find -
ings of Fr. Cekada. A brief quo ta tion will suf fice here to man i fest the enor mity
of what was done to the proper prayers of the Tem po ral Cy cle in the name of
ag gior na men to: “When the re vis ers al tered or abol ished these prayers, they
de stroyed a tra di tion far more an cient than the 400-year-old Tridentine Mis sal.
Each ex am ple cited above ap pears in the old Mis sal’s Tem po ral Cy cle, where
the texts are be tween 1100 and 1600 years old. By ef fac ing neg a tive con cepts
from these ora tions, Paul VI’s Consilium stripped from the Mass a doc trinal in -
her i tance handed down from the pa tris tic era of Saints Au gus tine, Ambrose
and Jerome.” (Rev. An thony Cekada, The Prob lems with the Prayers of the
Mod ern Mass, p.15.).

41. Cena dom i nica sive Missa est sacra synaxis seu congregatio po puli Dei in
unum convenientis, sacerdote praeside, ad memoriale Do mini celebrandum. 

“On 18 No vem ber 1969 Consilium is sued a stiffly worded Dec la ra tion
‘clar i fy ing’ the Gen eral In struc tion. Consilium at tempted to han dle the
(Ottaviani) In ter ven tion’s doc trinal ob jec tions to the Novus Ordo by claim ing
the gen eral In struc tion was not in tended to be a doc trinal state ment, but merely
a pas to ral or rubrical in struc tion ...

“Well be fore the dis pute pro voked by The Ottaviani In ter ven tion, how -
ever, mem bers of the Consilium sub com mit tee di rectly re spon si ble for cre at ing 
the New Or der of Mass were tell ing a dif fer ent story. Fa ther Bugnini and the
Rev. Pe ter Coughlan had al ready stated that the In struc tion would treat of
‘theo log i cal prin ci ples’, con sti tute a ‘full theo log i cal ... ex po si tion’ of the new
rite, de scribe the New Mass ‘from a doc trinal point of view’, or serve as an ‘in -
tro duc tion of a doc trinal char ac ter’.” (Back ground to the Ottaviani In ter ven -
tion, in The Ottaviani In ter ven tion, p. 6.)

42. Si quis dixerit: Missæ sacrificium tantum esse laudis et gratiarum actiones aut
nudam commemorationem sacrificii in cruce peracti, non autem
propitiatorium; vel prodesse soli sumenti, neque pro vivis et defunctis, pro
peccatis, pænis, satisfactionibus et aliis necessitatibus offerri debere, anath -
ema sit.” (DS 1753)

“If any one says that the sac ri fice of the Mass is only one of praise and
thanksgiving, or that it is a mere com mem o ra tion of the sac ri fice con sum mated 
on the Cross, but not one of pro pi ti a tion; or that it is of profit to him alone who
re ceives; or that it ought not to be of fered for the liv ing and the dead, for sins,
pun ish ments, sat is fac tions, and other ne ces si ties: let him be anath ema.”

43. A. Tanquerey, Syn op sis theologiæ dogmaticæ, vol. III, Desclee, 1930: “Omnes
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et soli sacerdotes sunt, proprie loquendo, ministri secundarii sacrificii missæ.
Christus est quidem principalis min is ter. Fideles me di ate, non autem sensu
strictu, per sacerdotes offerunt.” (cf. Conc. Trid. XXII, Can. 2)

The Cat e chism of the Coun cil of Trent teaches:

“The bloody and un bloody Vic tim are not two but one Vic tim only, whose
Sac ri fice is daily re newed in the Eu cha rist...

“The priest is also one and the same, Christ the Lord; for the min is ters who
of fer the sac ri fice, con se crate the holy mys ter ies, not in their own per son, but in 
that of Christ, as the words of Con se cra tion them selves make clear; for the
priest does not say ‘This is the Body of Christ,’ but, ‘This is my Body,’ and thus
act ing in the per son of Christ the Lord, he changes the sub stance of bread and
wine into the sub stance of His Body and Blood.”

The Short Crit i cal Study also pub lished un der the ti tle, The Ottaviani In ter -
ven tion, was com posed by a group of twelve Ro man theo lo gians. “The task of
pre par ing a suit able text,” Fa ther Cekada re lates, “fell to a Do min i can theo lo -
gian and phi los o pher, Fa ther M.L. Guerard des Lauriers, then a pro fes sor at the
Pon tif i cal Lateran Uni ver sity in Rome ... Car di nal Ottaviani, for his part, com -
posed a cover let ter to Paul VI which sup ported the Study’s con clu sions.” – Back -
ground to the Ottaviani In ter ven tion, in The Ottaviani In ter ven tion, p. 3).

44. The re nowned Do min i can lec turer, Manuel Piñon O.P. ob serves: “The Novus
Ordo lit urgy is es sen tially the lit urgy framed and put up by the An gli can Arch -
bishop Thomas Cranmer to im ple ment Lu ther’s in ven tions and to pro vide the
An gli can Prot es tants their own lit urgy.”

45. It was in fact the in ten tion of the Consilium to abol ish the Ro man Canon en -
tirely, but only the in ter ven tion of Paul VI pre vented this. In a foot note, Davies
men tions that “ac cord ing to Douglas Wood ruff, the Consilium wanted this (the
Ro man Canon) abol ished but Pope Paul VI or dered its re ten tion”. So clearly
the Consilium re ally did its worst to en tirely ex punge the no tion of a pro pi tia -
tory sac ri fice from the lit urgy.

46. The use of the plu ral here is a ref er ence to the other or dained min is ters who ac -
com pany the priest in a Sol emn High Mass. It is not a ref er ence to the as sist ing
la ity.

47. The Crit i cal Study makes the fol low ing ob ser va tion:

“In Prex Eucharistica III the fol low ing words are ad dressed to the Lord:
‘populum tibi congregare non desinis ut a solis ortu usque ad occasum oblatio
munda offeratur nomini tuo’ (You do not cease to gather to gether a peo ple to
your self in or der that from the ris ing to the set ting of the sun a pure ob la tion
may be of fered to Your name), the in or der that mak ing it ap pear that the peo ple 
rather than the priest are the in dis pens able el e ment in the cel e bra tion; and since 
not even here is it made clear who the offerer is, the peo ple them selves ap pear
to be in vested with au ton o mous priestly pow ers.”

48. The ob ser va tion of the Crit i cal Study is par tic u larly rel e vant here: “The Novus
Ordo changes the na ture of the of fer ing turn ing it into a sort of ex change of
gifts be tween man and God: man brings the bread, and God turns it into the
‘bread of life’; man brings the wine, and God turns it into a ‘spir i tual drink’.

“There is no need to com ment on the ut ter in de ter mi nate ness of the for mu -
lae ‘panis vi tae’ and ‘potus spiritalis’, which might mean any thing. The same
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cap i tal equiv o ca tion is re peated here, as in the def i ni tion of the Mass:
there, Christ is pres ent only spir i tu ally among His own: here, bread and
wine are only ‘spir i tu ally’ (not sub stan tially) changed.”

49. On the other hand, Craig Heimbichner, in his ar ti cle “The Tal mudic Touch: The 
Real Story of the Of fer tory’s Re place ment” in the March 2003 edi tion of the
Cath o lic Fam ily News, ex plains that these Of fer tory Prayers of the Novus Ordo
Mass ac tu ally ap pear to come not from the Old Tes ta ment, but from the Tal mud 
it self.

50. The Crit i cal Study, also known as The Ottaviani In ter ven tion, was a doc u ment
sent to Pope Paul VI in 1969 ex plain ing why the New Mass should not be al -
lowed. See also the last para graph of Foot note 43.

51. “The punc tu a tion and ty po graph i cal lay-out: the full stop and new para graph
mark ing the pas sage from the nar ra tive mode to the sac ra men tal and af fir ma -
tive one, the sac ra men tal words in larger char ac ters at the cen tre of the page and 
of ten in a dif fer ent col our, clearly de tached from the his tor i cal con text. All
com bined to give the for mula a proper and au ton o mous value.” (Crit i cal
Study)

52. “The anamnesis (Hæc quotiescumque feceritis in mei memoriam facietis)
which in Greek is ‘eis ten emou anamnesin’ (di rected to my mem ory). This re -
ferred to Christ op er at ing and not to the mere mem ory of him, or of the event:
an in vi ta tion to re call what He did (hæc ... in mei memoriam facietis) in the way
He did it, not only His Per son, or the Sup per. The Pau line for mula (Hoc facite
in meam commemorationem) which will now take place of the old – pro -
claimed as it will be daily in ver nac u lar lan guages – will ir re me di a bly cause the 
hear ers to con cen trate on the mem ory of Christ as the end of the Eucharistic ac -
tion, while it is re ally the be gin ning.” (Crit i cal Study)

53. “In re la tion to the Church, the priest is now merely one mem ber among oth ers,
some one taken from the peo ple. In its treat ment of the in vo ca tion to the Holy
Ghost in the Eucharistic Prayer (the epiclesis), the Gen eral In struc tion at trib -
utes the pe ti tions anon y mously to the Church. The priest’s part has van ished.”
(Crit i cal Study)

54. Foot note 15 of the Crit i cal Study: “The words of Con se cra tion as in serted in the 
con text of the Novus Ordo can be valid by vir tue of the min is ter’s in ten tion.
They could also not be valid be cause they are no lon ger so ex vi verborum (by
the force of the words them selves), or, more pre cisely, by vir tue of the mo dus
significandi they had in the Mass up to the pres ent time.” Fa ther Manuel Piñon
O.P. ex plains, “In the Novus Ordo Mass there is no lon ger the Con se cra tion of
the Eucharistic of fer ings of the Bread and Wine. The new li tur gi cal in struc tion
that was given for its cel e bra tion, cau tions that the priest has no
consecrational role to per form, but only a nar ra tive role as he re lates the ep i -
sode of the Lord’s Last Sup per”... hence, “The Cath o lic Mass ceased to be valid 
when It was no lon ger a sac ri fice ... There is no more tran sub stan ti a tion of the
sac ra men tal of fer ings into the Body and Blood of Christ. The bread and wine
re main as be fore bread and wine. There is no more Real Pres ence in the
eucharistic spe cies any more. This is the Novus Ordo Mass ... I do not say that
each and ev ery Novus Ordo Mass is sim ply and au to mat i cally in valid, but that,
from its na ture and the ex pla na tion and in struc tion given for its cel e bra tion,
and from the his tor i cal and sit u a tional cir cum stances at tend ing it, chances are
that the cel e brat ing priest does not rem edy the lim i ta tions I have men tioned and 
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there fore that the Mass is in valid whereas it is not so with the Latin Tridentine
Mass, which has more guar an tees that it is val idly cel e brated.”

55. “Even for the mysterium fidei in the Con se cra tion form, we have ev i dence from
In no cent III, ex plic itly, at the in au gu ra tion of the Arch bishop of Ly ons. I don’t
know if the ma jor ity of lit urgy re form ers know about this fact. St. Thomas
Aqui nas in a spe cial ar ti cle jus ti fies this mysterium fidei. And the Coun cil of
Flor ence ex plic itly con firmed the mysterium fidei in the Con se cra tion form.” –
Car di nal Stick ler in The Latin Mass, Sum mer 1995, p. 17. Car di nal Stick ler
cites Summa Theol. III, q. 78, a. 3, ad 5; and DS 1352.

55a. Summa Theol., III, q. 76, a. 1.
55b. Lect. in Io.6, lect. 6.
56. cf. Rama P. Coomaraswamy, The Prob lems with the Mod ern Mass, TAN

Books, 1990, p. 7. — In fla grant con tempt of the de cree of Paul VI in Missale
Romanum, the ver nac u lar mis sals of the New Rite have trans lated pro multis as
‘for all’.

57. “The use of an al tar is to make sac ri fice upon it; the use of a ta ble is to serve men
to eat upon.” – The Works of Thomas Cranmer, (Lon don: Parker So ci ety), v. 2
p. 254.

58. In the re vised Gen eral In struc tion the Mass is called Mass or Lord’s Sup per in
or der to ap pear less Protestant than the orig i nal name that ap peared in the orig i -
nal Gen eral In struc tion: Cena dom i nica sive Missa (Lord’s Sup per or Mass).

59. Pope Pius XII, Me di a tor Dei (1947) [35-36].
60. Rev. Greg., 1937, p. 79.
61. J.P.M. van der Ploeg O.P.
62. In Vol ume Three of his Li tur gi cal Rev o lu tion, Davies de votes an en tire chap ter

to the com par i son be tween Cranmer’s 1549 Masse or Lord’s Sup per and
Bugnini’s 1969 Mass or Lord’s Sup per. Davies ob serves, “The ex tent to which
the Novus Ordo de parts from the the ol ogy of the Coun cil of Trent can be best
gauged by com par ing the prayers which the Consilium re moved from the lit -
urgy to those re moved by Cranmer. The co in ci dence is not sim ply strik ing, it is
hor ri fy ing.”

63. Hilaire Belloc, Cranmer, Phil a del phia: Lippincott, 1931, p. 246. 
64. T.M. Parker, an An gli can theo lo gian:

“The first Prayer Book of Ed ward VI could not be con victed of overt her -
esy, for it was adroitly framed and con tained no ex press de nial of
pre-Reformation doc trine. It was, as an An gli can scholar put it, ‘an in ge nious
es say in am bi gu ity,’ pur posely worded in such a man ner that the more con ser -
va tive could place their own con struc tion upon it and rec on cile their con -
sciences to us ing it, while the Re formers would in ter pret it in their own sense
and would re cog nise it as an in stru ment for fur ther ing the next stage of the re li -
gious rev o lu tion.” — cf. T.M. Parker, The Eng lish Ref or ma tion to 1558, Ox -
ford, 1950, p. 130. Quoted by Davies in Cranmer’s Godly Or der, The An ge lus
Press, Dickinson, Texas, 1987. 

65. Quoted in: Rama P. Coomaraswamy, The Prob lems with the New Mass, TAN
Books, 1990, p. 18.

66. “a ma jor con quest of the Cath o lic Church” — Who it was that con quered the
Church be comes clear when one con sid ers what the Prot es tants have said about 
the post-conciliar li tur gi cal re form:
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Dr. J.W. Char ley: “Much of what Küng has called ‘the valid de mands of the 
Re formers’ has now been met by the Church in the new Eucharistic Prayers ...”

Le Monde, 10 Sept. 1970, a French Protestant wrote: “If one takes ac count
of the de ci sive evo lu tion in the Eucharistic lit urgy of the Cath o lic Church, ... of
the ex pung ing of the idea that the Mass is a sac ri fice ... then there is no fur ther
jus ti fi ca tion for the Re formed Churches for bid ding their mem bers to as sist at
the Eu cha rist in a Cath o lic church.”

67. Notitiae, no. 92, April 1974, p.126.
68. Carlo Braga, Il ‘Proprium de Sanctis’, Ephemerides Liturgicae 84 (1970), 419.
69. Faith, Jan. 1977, p.15.
70. L’Osservatore Romano (Eng lish edi tion), Dec. 24, 1984.
71. Hom i letic and Pas to ral Re view, June 1978.
72. A Crown of Thorns, Lon don 1974, p. 367.
73. Quoted by Arch bishop Lefebvre, in The An ge lus, June 1995.
74. “Tres Abhinc Annos (TAA) con sti tuted a ver i ta ble on slaught on sa cred signs

and ges tures of rev er ence through out the rite, even in the most cen tral and sa -
cred places ... for bid ding the cel e brant to make the su premely im por tant gen u -
flec tion to Our Lord at the in stant He be comes pres ent upon the al tar. HOC EST 
ENIM COR PUS MEUM — there is no lon ger bread upon the al tar, only the
body of Christ. Dogma and pi ety de mand an im me di ate act of rev er ence — but
TAA for bids this.” – Mi chael Davies in Pope Paul’s New Mass, p. 41.

75. Pope Paul VI, Dis course to the Lombard Sem i nary in Rome, De cem ber 7, 1968.
76. Louis Bouyer, The De com po si tion of Ca thol i cism, p.1.
77. Klaus Gamber, The Re form of the Ro man Lit urgy, p. 102. Car di nal Ratzinger

has re ferred to Mons. Gamber as “the great Ger man lit ur gist” in the pref ace to
the sec ond Ger man edi tion of the cited work.

78. cf. Cornelio Fabro, La problematica della teologia contemporanea.
79. Crit i cal Study.
80. “In con fer ring the sac ra ments, as also in the con se cra tion in the Mass, it is never 

al lowed to adopt a prob a ble course of ac tion as to va lid ity and to aban don the
safer course. The con trary was ex plic itly con demned by Pope In no cent XI
[1670-1676]”. — Fr. Henry Da vis, S.J., Moral and Pas to ral The ol ogy, v.3, p.
27.

81. Crit i cal Study.
82. “The Chris tian faith ful have the right to re ceive as sis tance from the sa cred pas -

tors out of the spir i tual goods of the Church, es pe cially the word of God and the
sac ra ments.” — (can. 213)

83. James A. Coriden, Thomas J. Green, Don ald E. Heintschel; THE CODE OF
CANON LAW, A Text and Com men tary, Com mis sioned by THE CANON
LAW SO CI ETY OF AMER ICA, p. 147.

84. Canon 214. The Cath o lic En cy clo pe dia re lates that the cus tom ary rite of Mi lan
and Liguoria was the Ambrosian Rite: “De Re bus Ecclesiasticis, (xxii), speak -
ing of var i ous forms of the Mass says: ‘Ambrosius quoque Mediolanensis
episcopus tam missae quam ceterorum dispositionem officiorum suae
ecclesiae et aliis Liguribus ordinavit quae et usque hodie in Mediolanensi
tenentur ecclesia’ (Ambrose, Bishop of Mi lan, also ar ranged a cer e mo nial for
the Mass and other of fices for his own church and for other parts of Liguoria,
which is still ob served in the Mil a nese Church). In the Elev enth Cen tury Pope
Nich o las II, who in 1060 had tried to abol ish the Mozarabic Rite, wished also to 
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at tack the Ambrosian and was aided by St. Pe ter Damian, but he was un suc -
cess ful, and Al ex an der II, his suc ces sor, him self a Mil a nese, re versed his pol -
icy in this re spect.” Pope Al ex an der II, Dom Gueranger re lates (Institutiones
Liturgiques), re versed the de cree of Nich o las II and de clared it to be un just.

85. “the Chris tian faith ful ... have the right, if they are sum moned to judge ment by a 
com pe tent au thor ity, that they be judged in ac cord with the pre scrip tions of the
law to be ap plied with eq uity.” – can. 221, § 2.

86. “Presbyteri, quamvis pontificatus apicem non habeant et in exercenda sua
potestate ab Episcopis pendeant, cum eis tamen sacerdotali honore coniuncti
sunt et vi sacramenti Ordinis, ad imaginem Christi, summi atque æterni
Sacerdotis (cf. Hebr. 5, 1-10; 7, 24; 9, 11-28), ad Evangelium prædicandum
fidelesque pascendos et ad divinum cultum celebrandum consecrantur, ut veri
sacerdotes Novi Testamenti” — Lu men Gentium, 28

87. James A. Pro vost, The Hi er ar chi cal Con sti tu tion of the Church, in Coriden et
al., Op. cit., p. 258.

88. “Power in the Church is that of Christ, which means all power in the Church is
truly vi car i ous, even that which the pope and bish ops ex er cise prop erly as or di -
nar ies (i.e. in vir tue of their of fices)”. Ibid., p. 261.

89. Canon 846 — “The min is ters are to cel e brate the sac ra ments ac cord ing to their
own rite.” Cus tom es tab lishes our tra di tional Ro man Rite as our ‘own rite’: it
be longs to us as our sa cred pat ri mony.

90. “Lex tyrannica cum non sit secundum rationem non est simpliciter lex sed
magis est quædam perversitas legis” — St. Thomas, Summa Theol., Ia IIae

, q.
92, a. 1, ad 4.

“A ty ran ni cal law, through not be ing ac cord ing to rea son, is not a law, ab so -
lutely speak ing, but rather a per ver sion of law”.

91. If the pope should ever cease to be in proper com mu nion with the Church, a sit -
u a tion which Pope In no cent III ac knowl edges can take place, then ne ces sity
would cre ate a doubt of law re gard ing the ap pli ca bil ity of canon 1382, thereby
bring ing about the sup plied fac ul ties en vis aged in canon 144. Canon 844, § 2
pro vides sup plied fac ul ties for priests to ab solve “when ever ne ces sity re quires
or gen u ine spir i tual ad van tage sug gests”. There fore the opin ion of Mons.
Piamonte is false, ac cord ing to which “it is only in dan ger of death that
Lefebvre priests can val idly ab solve in the Arch di o cese of Jaro”. Canon 976
does in deed grant the fac ulty to ab solve to all priests when there is dan ger of death,
but it does not ex pressly state that the fac ulty is not sup plied in other cases of ne ces -
sity, hence, the pro vi sion of canon 10 is ap pli ca ble. Piamonte’s con clu sion re -
flects an ex treme form of le gal ism, which is “a sick ness in the sys tem; it places
greater value on the ob ser vance of for mal i ties than on the grant ing of true jus -
tice.” (Coriden et al., p. 42) Mons. Piamonte quotes the first part of canon 966,
which set forth the ne ces sity of fac ul ties for valid ab so lu tion, but he clev erly
omits all men tion of the sec ond part of the canon, which states that “the priest
can be given this fac ulty”, not only by the “com pe tent au thor ity” but also “by
the law it self”, i.e. cann. 844 and 144.

Mons. Piamonte errs fur ther when he says, “There can be no doubt that
they (Mons. Lefebvre and the four priests) have in curred the au to matic ex com -
mu ni ca tion, be cause it is the Su preme Leg is la tor him self who gives the in ter -
pre ta tion of the law.” First of all, the Holy Fa ther was not mak ing a leg is la tive
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or ju di cial pro nounce ment: The ex pres sion “By my Ap os tolic Au thor ity I de -
clare the fol low ing” ap pears af ter the pope’s re marks about ‘ex com mu ni ca -
tion’ and ‘schism’. It is not enough that the Su preme Leg is la tor speaks, but he
must also clearly in di cate that he is act ing in his ca pac ity as leg is la tor. Sec -
ondly, the Pope was not in ter pret ing the law. No one has any doubt about the
mean ing of the law, nor does any one con test the pope’s un der stand ing of it. The 
Holy Fa ther sim ply over looked the pro vi sions of cann. 1323 and 1324. He did
not clar ify the mean ing of the law, but only man i fested his ig no rance of it.

92. Coriden et al., Op. cit., p. 42, 43: “There is a le gal sys tem, but it is not able to
pro tect an im por tant value or to give re dress when in jus tice has been in flicted.
Then the value is up held on eth i cal or re li gious grounds, and the law is sen -
tenced (so to say) to pay re spect to that value and ac com mo date it self to that
value. Au then tic eq uity, there fore, co mes into play when the law is un able to
up hold a value im por tant to the com mu nity.”

Epieikeia – “Its scope is to bring a cor rec tive into the ap pli ca tion of the law
when ever it is so war ranted. In other terms, the very na ture of ev ery law is such
that, in some cases, it may grant im per fect jus tice only, or no jus tice at all. Then
epieikeia must en ter. ‘The rea son is that all law is uni ver sal, but about some
things it is not pos si ble to make a uni ver sal state ment which shall be cor rect’
(Nicomachean Eth ics 1137b 12-14).”

93. J. Carberry, The Ju rid i cal Form of Mar riage, Wash ing ton D.C., Cath o lic Uni -
ver sity of Amer ica, 1934, p. 142, 155.

94. “lex aeterna” St. Thomas ex plains, “est divina sapientia inquantum est
directiva om nium actuum et motionum”. — Summa Theol. Ia IIae

, q. 93, a. 1.

“the eter nal law is noth ing else than the type of Di vine Wis dom, as di rect -
ing all ac tions and move ments.”

95. “The state of ne ces sity and con se quently the right of ne ces sity, is one of the ar -
gu ments put for ward by Our Lord Je sus Christ when He wanted to dem on strate 
the in no cence of His dis ci ples, ac cused by the Phar i sees of hav ing bro ken the
laws of the sab bat i cal rest by gath er ing ears of grain to al lay their hun ger: Je sus
re calls the ep i sode of Da vid who, driven by the ne ces sity of hun ger, ‘en tered in
the House of God, and ate the Loaves of Prop o si tion, which was al lowed to be
eaten by the priests alone and not by him or those with him: (Matt. 12:3-4).” —
Nei ther Schis matic nor Ex com mu ni cated, p. 14.

96. The ca non i cal tra di tion of the Church makes it clear that wher ever pos si ble a
Cath o lic min is ter is al ways to be pre ferred to a non-Catholic one. The BAC
com men tary plainly dem on strates that such has in deed been the con stant ca -
non i cal tra di tion of the Church. Canon 2261 of the 1917 Code es tab lished the
prin ci ple that a non-Catholic min is ter can not lic itly ad min is ter sac ra ments, ex -
cept when cer tain con di tions are pres ent, prin ci pally (maxime) when there is no 
Cath o lic min is ter avail able. The Holy Of fice rul ing of Au gust 20, 1671, es tab -
lishes that schis mat ics may not bap tise un less in case of ne ces sity, and in the
ab sence of an other Cath o lic per son.

97. Tridentine Pro fes sion of Faith: “Apostolicas et ecclesiasticas traditiones
reliquiasque eiusdem Ecclesiæ observationes et constitutiones firmissime
admitto et amplector.”

98. “schisma autem per se opponitur unitati ecclesiasticæ caritatis.” — St. Thomas, 
Summa Theol., II-II, q. 39, a. 1, ad 3.
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“Schism is es sen tially op posed to the unity of ec cle si as ti cal char ity.”

99. The mo tion, there fore, ap proved in the Ple nary As sem bly of CBCP on Jan. 9,
1995, namely: “That the bish ops are not giv ing, and where it has been given,
they are with draw ing the fac ul ties in the min is try from those who do not re cog -
nise the le git i macy of the ‘Novus Ordo Missæ’, and that they are for bid ding the
peo ple from par tic i pat ing in Masses cel e brated by priests who deny the le git i -
macy of the ‘Novus Ordo Missæ’,” is schis matic ex toto genere suo.

100. “Porro subesse Romano Pontifici omni humanæ creaturæ declaramus,
dicimus, definimus et pronuntiamus omnino esse de ne ces si tate salutis.” —
Bulla Unam Sanctam, 18. Nov. 1302.

“Fur ther more, we de clare, say, de fine and pro nounce to ev ery hu man crea -
ture that it is ab so lutely nec es sary for the sal va tion of ev ery hu man crea ture to
be sub ject to the Ro man Pon tiff.”

101. “obedientiæ opponitur 1. per excessum servilitas seu obodientia indiscreta,
quae scil. etiam in illicitis obtemperat ...” – Dominicus Prümmer, Manuale
Theologiæ Moralis, vol. II, p. 457.

102. St. Thomas, Summa Theol. II-II, q. 104, a. 5.
103. In no cent III, De Consuetudine, quoted by Torquemada.
104. Paul VI, La Croix, Sept. 4, 1970.
105. Quoted by Pope Greg ory XVI in Mirari vos.
106. Rev. L.J. Fallon, C.M., S.T.D., in The Con cise Cath o lic Dic tio nary, 1943, p.

334.
107. DS 1501.
108. DS 3006.
109. Athanasius, ad Serapion, 1:28.
110. DS 3020, Dog matic Con sti tu tion Dei Filius Vat i can Coun cil I. The Con sti tu -

tion quotes St. Vin cent of Lérins, Commonitorium pri mum 23, n. 3.
111. Dis course of Dec. 8, 1950.
112. Pius XII, May 13, 1942.
113. DS 3043.
114. Pope Greg ory XVI, Mirari vos, Au gust 15, 1832.
115. L’Osservatore Romano, Au gust 7, 1979.
116. Mirari vos, Aug. 15, 1832.
117. CIC 1983, c. 204, § 2. This canon quotes the Dog matic Con sti tu tion Lu men

Gentium [8] of the Sec ond Vat i can Coun cil.
118. “Corde credimus et ore confitemur unam Ecclesiam non haereticorum, sed

sanctam Romanam, catholicam et apostolicam, ex tra quam neminem salvari
credimus.” Innocentius III [Ex ep. “eius exemplo” ad archiepisc.
Terraconensem, 18. Dec. 1208. DS 792]

119. “Sacrosancta Romana ecclesia, Do mini et Salvatoris nostri voce fundata ...
firmiter credit, profitetur et praedicat, nullos intra catholicam Ecclesiam non
existentes, non solum paganos, sed nec Iudaeos aut haereticos atque schismaticos,
æternæ vitæ fieri posse participes; sed in ignem æternum ituros, ‘qui paratus est
diabolo et angelis eius’ [Mt. 25:41], nisi ante finem vitæ eidem fuerint aggregati:
tantumque valere ecclesiastici corporis unitatem, ut solum in ea manentibus ad
salutem ecclesiastica sacramenta proficiant, et ieiunia, eleemosynae ac cet era
pietatis officia et exercitia militiae christianae praemia aeterna parturiant.
Neminemque, quantascumque eleemosynas fecerit, etsi pro Christi nomine
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sanguinem effuderit, posse salvari, nisi in catholicæ Ecclesiæ gremio et unitate
permanserit.” [Ex Bulla Cantate Dom ino, 4 Febr. 1441.] (DS 1351) 

120. Aux sources du renouveau, p. 259 — Msgr. Wojtyla is quot ing Unitatis
Redintegratio al most ver ba tim: “Proinde ipsæ Ecclesiæ et Communitates
seiunctæ, etsi defectus illas pati credimus, nequaquam in mysterio salutis
significatione et pondere exutæ sunt. Iis enim Spir i tus Christi uti non renuit
tamquam salutis mediis, quo rum virtus derivatur ab ipsa plenitudine gratiæ et 
veritatis quæ Ecclesiæ catholicæ concredita est.” The same he ret i cal prop o si -
tion is found in Pope John Paul II’s En cyc li cal, Ut Unum Sint (no. 10), and in
the New Cat e chism, the Catéchisme de L’Église Catholique, n. 819, which
states: “L’Esprit du Christ se sert de ces Églises et communautés ecclésiales
comme moyens de salut dont la force vient de la plénitude de grâce et de vérité
que le Christ a confiée à l’Église Catholique.” 

121. cf., Fr. Johannes Dörmann, Pope John Paul II’s Theo log i cal Jour ney to the
Prayer Meet ing of Re li gions in Assisi. One of the many quo ta tions re pro duced
and ana lysed by Fa ther Johannes Dörmann in his with er ing cri tique of the he -
ret i cal ecclesiology of Car di nal Wojtyla reads: “the love of Christ ... the love of
the Bride groom, goes out to ev ery hu man be ing ...” The love of the Bride groom 
is the Sav iour’s love for His Church. Karol Wojtyla’s ecclesiology places the
en tire hu man race within the Church. 

122. cf. Rev. Dan iel Le Roux, Pe ter Lovest Thou Me?, p. 43.
123. cf. Denz.-Schön. 1524, 3869; The Cat e chism of Pope St. Pius X, Apos tles

Creed, Q. 29; The Sac ra ments, Q. 17.
124. Cat e chism of the Coun cil of Trent, 1923, p. 179.
125. L’Osservatore Romano, 6 May 1980.
126. L’Osservatore Romano, 8 July 1980; Ut Unum Sint: the “Saints come from all 

the Churches and Ecclesial Com mu nities which gave them en trance into the
com mu nion of sal va tion.” [n. 84]

127. cf. Johannes Dörmann, Der theologische Weg Johannes Pauls II. Zum
Weltgebetstag der Religionen in Assisi.

128. Aux sources du renouveau, p. 12.
129. On Jan. 12, 1966, Pope Paul VI de clared: “In view of the pas to ral char ac ter of

the Coun cil, it has avoided pro nounc ing in an ex traor di nary way dog mas car ry -
ing the note of in fal li bil ity.” In his clos ing dis course to the Sec ond Vat i can
Coun cil, a doc u ment which per tains to the of fi cial acts of the Coun cil, Pope
Paul cat e gor i cally de clared that the Coun cil did not de fine any doc trine —
“Nunc vero animadvertere iuvat, Ecclesiam per suum magisterium, quamvis
nullum doctrinæ ca put sententiis dogmaticis extraordinariis definire voluerit,
nihilominus circa plurimas questiones cum auctoritate doctrinam proposuisse
suam ...” — Sacrosanctum Oecumenicum Concilium Vaticanum II
Constitutiones, Decreta, Declarationes; Documenta, p. 1072.

130. Fallon, Op. cit., p. 209.
131. Fran cisco Marin-Sola, O.P., The Ho mo ge neous Evo lu tion of Cath o lic

Dogma, Ma nila, 1988, p. 288.
132. Dog matic Con sti tu tion Dei Filius, Vat i can Coun cil I:

“Porro fide divina et catholica ea om nia credenda sunt, quae in verbo Dei
scripto vel tradito continentur et ab ecclesia sive sollemni iudicio sive ordinario 
et universali magisterio tamquam divinitus revelata credenda proponuntur.” — 
DS 3011.
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133. Mgr. Mar cel Lefebvre, Op. cit., p. 133. That they knew ex actly what they were 
do ing has been well dem on strated and elab o rated by Fa ther John McKee in his
exposé on con tem po rary Mod ern ism, The En emy Within the Gate. The quo ta -
tion at trib uted by Arch bishop Lefebvre (and Fa ther McKee) to Fa ther
Schillebeeckx is not en tirely ac cu rate. Fa ther Wiltgen elab o rates: “As early as
the sec ond ses sion, wrote Fa ther Schillebeeckx, he had told a peritus on the
Theo log i cal Com mis sion that he was sorry to see in the schema what ap peared
to be the mod er ate lib eral view on col le gi al ity; he per son ally was in fa vour of
the ex treme lib eral view. The peritus had re plied, ‘We are stat ing this in a dip lo -
matic man ner, but af ter the Coun cil we shall draw the con clu sions im plicit in
it.’ Fa ther Schillebeeckx had called such tac tics ‘un fair.’ Dur ing the last month
of the third ses sion, he wrote, bish ops and theo lo gians had con tin ued to speak
of col le gi al ity ‘in a sense which was not ex pressed any where in the schema.’
He pointed out that the mi nor ity had un der stood well that the vague phrase ol -
ogy of the schema would be in ter preted af ter the Coun cil in the stron gest sense.
The mi nor ity, he ex plained, had not been against col le gi al ity as lit er ally for mu -
lated in the text, but had been op posed ‘to that ori en ta tion full of hope which the 
ma jor ity of the Theo log i cal Com mis sion wished to con vey through the text ...’
The ma jor ity, he said, had re sorted to a de lib er ately vague and ex ces sively dip -
lo matic par lance, and he re called that even Fa ther Congar had much ear lier ob -
jected to a conciliar text’s be ing ‘de lib er ately am big u ous.’ (cf. Fa ther Ralph
Wiltgen, The Rhine flows into the Ti ber, p. 242.)

134. Pope John Paul II’s charge against Mons. Lefebvre is pure cal umny, since the
Arch bishop’s elab o ra tion of his no tion of tra di tion was sim ply a rec i ta tion of
the Church’s doc trine as set forth by the magisterium. 

In Chap ter XVII of his book, An Open Let ter to Con fused Cath o lics, Mgr.
Lefebvre briefly elab o rates on the topic, “What is Tra di tion?” “Tra di tion,”
says Mgr. Lefebvre, “is de fined as the De posit of Faith trans mit ted by the
Magisterium down through the cen tu ries. This de posit is what has been given
to us by rev e la tion; that is to say, the Word of God en trusted to the Apos tles and
trans mit ted un fail ingly by their suc ces sors.”

The Arch bishop elab o rates fur ther:

But now they want to get ev ery one in quir ing, search ing, as if  we had not been
given the Creed, or as if Our Lord had not come to bring us the Truth once and for
all. What do they claim to dis cover with all this in quiry? Cath o lics upon whom
they would im pose these “questionings,” af ter hav ing made them “aban don their
cer tain ties,” should re mem ber this: the de posit of Rev e la tion con cluded at the
death of the last Apos tle. It is fin ished and can not be touched un til the end of time.
Rev e la tion is irreformable. The First Vat i can Coun cil re-stated this ex plic itly: “for
the doc trine of faith which God has re vealed has not been pro posed, like a philo -
soph i cal in ven tion, to be per fected by hu man in ge nu ity; but has been de liv ered as a 
di vine de posit to the Spouse of Christ (the Church) to be faith fully kept and in fal li -
bly de clared.”

135. Pope St. Pius X, Pascendi Dominici Gregis, n. 13.
136. S. Ioannes Chrysostomus, In epiatulam II ad Thessalonicenses homiliae.
137. Car di nal Pericle Felici was the Gen eral Sec re tary of the Coun cil.
138. Mgr. Mar cel Lefebvre, An Open Let ter to Con fused Cath o lics, p.134.
139. A very re veal ing ob ser va tion of Mgr. Lefebvre is found on p. 126 of his Open
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Let ter to Con fused Cath o lics: “Pere Congar, one of the ar ti sans of the re forms,
spoke like wise: ‘The Church has had peace fully its Oc to ber Rev o lu tion.’ Fully
aware of what he was say ing, he re marked ‘The Dec la ra tion on Re li gious Lib -
erty states the op po site of the Syl la bus.’”

Fr. Franz Schmidberger com ments, “Vat i can II’s Dec la ra tion on Re li gious
Free dom, Dignitatis Humanae, ... con sti tutes a di rect de nial of Cath o lic teach -
ing on the sov er eignty of the Word In car nate over so ci ety. Thus we can not but
de scribe it as blas phe mous, ex tremely det ri men tal to the dig nity of the Church
and harm ful to the sal va tion of souls.” (The Epis co pal Con se cra tions of 30
June 1988, p. 9) Is he cor rect in this as sess ment?

Pope Greg ory XVI teaches in Mirari vos, “From this poi soned source of
Indifferentism is de rived that false and ab surd maxim or rather that de lir ium,
that lib erty of con science must be pro cured and guar an teed for ev ery one.”
Indifferentism of the state is con demned: “For men liv ing to gether in so ci ety
are un der the power of God no less than in di vid u als are, ... since the chief duty
of all men is to cling to re li gion in both its teach ing and prac tice — not such re -
li gion that they may have a pref er ence for, but the re li gion which God en joins
... it is a pub lic crime to act as though there were no God ... it is a sin not to have
care for re li gion ...” (Pope Leo XIII, Immortale Dei) “To sep a rate the state from 
the Church is a prem ise ut terly false, a very per ni cious er ror ... Thus, the Ro -
man Pon tiffs have, in sea son and out, re futed and con demned the doc trine of
sep a ra tion of Church and State ...” (Pope St. Pius X, Vehementer, 11 Feb. 1906)

The Magisterium of the Church cat e gor i cally con demns both the lib erty of
con science for the in di vid ual as well as Indifferentism on the part of the state.
The post-conciliar Church ag gres sively pro motes both these her e sies. This is
well dem on strated by Arch bishop Lefebvre in They have Un crowned Him, An
Open Let ter to Con fused Cath o lics as well as in Pe ter Lovest Thou Me, by Fa -
ther Dan iel Le Roux. The her esy of Dignitatis Humanae de serves an en tire
study of its own, and there fore can not be dealt with here at length.

140. Fr. Pe ter R. Scott, Ut Unum Sint and In fal li bil ity, in The An ge lus, Oc to ber
1995, p. 26. On Jan. 12, 1966, Pope Paul VI de clared: “In view of the pas to ral
char ac ter of the Coun cil, it has avoided pro nounc ing in an ex traor di nary way
dog mas car ry ing the note of in fal li bil ity.” In his clos ing dis course to the Sec -
ond Vat i can Coun cil, a doc u ment which per tains to the of fi cial acts of the
Coun cil, Pope Paul cat e gor i cally de clared that the Coun cil did not de fine any
doc trine — “Nunc vero animadvertere iuvat, Ecclesiam per suum
magisterium, quamvis nullum doctrinæ ca put sententiis dogmaticis
extraordinariis definire voluerit, nihilominus circa plurimas quæstiones cum
auctoritate doctrinam proposuisse suam ...”*  — Sacrosanctum
Oecumenicum Concilium Vaticanum II Constitutiones, Decreta,
Declarationes; Documenta, p. 1072.

141. “Insuper declarat ius ad libertatem religiosam esse revera fundatum in ipsa
dignitate personæ humanæ, qualis et verbo Dei revelato et ipsa ratione
cognoscitur. Hoc ius personæ humanæ ad libertatem religiosam in iuridica
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societatis ordinatione ita est agnoscendum, ut ius civile evadat.” — Dignitatis
Humanae [2]

 142. “Haec Vaticana Synodus declarat personam humanum ius habere ad libertatem
religiosam.” — Dignitatis Humanae [2].*

143. “Huiusmodi libertas in eo consistit, quod omnes homines debent im munes esse a
coërcitione ex parte sive singulorum sive cætuum socialium et cuiusvis potestatis
humanæ, et ita quidem ut in re religiosa neque aliquis cogatur ad agendum con tra
suam conscientiam neque impediatur, quominus iuxta suam conscientiam agat
privatim et publice, vel so lus vel aliis consociatus, intra debitos limites.” —
Dignitatis Humanae [2].**

144. cf. Fa ther Ralph Wiltgen, The Rhine flows into the Ti ber, p. 161.
145. Dignitatis Humanae [2].
146. “Præterea ad libertatem religiosam spectat, quod communitates religiosæ non

prohibeantur libere ostendere singularem suæ doctrinæ virtutem in ordinanda
societate ac tota vivificanda activitate humana.” — Dignitatis Humanae [4]

147. “Communitates religiosæ ius etiam habent, ne impediantur in sua fide ore et
scripto publice docenda atque testanda.” — Dignitatis Humanae [4]

148. “Po tes tas igitur civilis, cuius fi nis proprius est bonum com mune temporale
cu rare, religiosam quidem civium vitam agnoscere eique favere debet, sed
limites suos excedere dicenda est, si actus religiosos dirigere vel impedire
præsumat.” — Dignitatis Humanae [3].

149. “Si attentis populorum circumstantiis peculiaribus uni communitati religiosæ
specialis civilis agnitio in iuridica civitatis ordinatione tribuitur, necesse est ut
simul om ni bus civibus et communitatibus religiosis ius ad libertatem in re
religiosa agnoscatur et observetur.” — Dignitatis Humanae [6]

150. “Indoli ergo fidei plene consonum est ut, in re religiosa, quodvis ge nus
coercitionis ex parte hominum excludatur.” Dignitatis Humanae [10] Et
similiter: “Immo haec doctrina de libertate ra di ces habet in divina Revelatione, 
quapropter eo magis a Christianis sancte servanda est.” — Dignitatis Humanae 
[9]

151. From this he ret i cal prem ise it fol lows: “Hinc se qui tur nefas esse potestati
publicæ, per vim vel metum aut alia me dia civibus imponere professionem aut
reiectionem cuiusvis religionis, vel impedire quominus quisquam
communitatem religiosam aut ingreditur aut relinquat.”*** Against these er -
rors St. Thomas teaches: “Alii vero sunt infideles qui quandoque fidem
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* “This Vat i can Synod de clares that the hu man per son has the right to re li gious lib -
erty.” — Dignitatis Humanae [2], Doc u ments of Vat i can II, Aus tin P. Flannery,
O. P.
** “Free dom of this kind means that all men should be im mune from co er cion on
the part of in di vid u als, so cial groups and ev ery hu man power so that, within due
lim its, no body is forced to act against his con vic tions nor is any one to be re strained
from act ing in ac cor dance with his con vic tions in re li gious mat ters in pri vate or in
pub lic, alone or in as so ci a tions with oth ers.” — Dignitatis Humanae [2], Doc u -
ments of Vat i can II, Aus tin P. Flannery, O. P.
*** “From this it fol lows that it is wrong for a pub lic au thor ity to com pel its cit i -
zens by force or fear or any other means to pro fess or re pu di ate any re li gion or to
pre vent any one from join ing or leav ing a re li gious body.” —Dignitatis Humanae
[6], Doc u ments of Vat i can II, Aus tin P. Flannery, O.P.



susceperunt et eam profitentur: sicut hæretici vel quicumque apostatæ. Et tales
sunt etiam corporaliter compellendi ut impleant quod promiserunt et teneant
quod semel susceperunt.” (IIaIIae, q. 10, a. 8)

“Humanum reg i men derivatur a divino regimine, et ipsum debet imitari.
Deus autem, quamvis sit omnipotens et summæ bo nus, permittit tamen aliqua
mala fieri in universo, quae prohibere pos set, ne, eis sublatis, maiora bona
tollerentur, vel etiam peiora mala sequerentur. Sic igitur et in regimine humano illi
qui præsunt recte aliqua mala tol er ant, ne aliqua bona impediantur, vel etiam ne
aliqua mala peiora incurrantur: sicut Augustinus dicit, in II de Ordine: Aufer
meretrices de re bus humanis, turbaveris om nia libidinibus. Sic igitur, quamvis
infideles in suis ritibus peccent, tolerari possunt vel propter aliquod bonum ex eis
provenit, vel propter aliquod malum quod vitatur.

“Et hoc autem quod Iudei ritus suos ob ser vant, in quibus olim
præfigurabatur veri tas fidei quam tenemus, hoc bonum provenit quod
testimonium fidei nostræ habemus ab hostibus, et quasi in figura nobis
repræsentatur quod credimus. Et ideo in suis ritibus tolerantur. – Aliorum vero
infidelium ritus, qui nihil veritatis aut utilitatis afferunt, non sunt aliqualiter
tolerandi, nisi forte ad aliquod malum vitandum: Sci li cet ad vitandum
scandalum vel dissidium quod ex hoc pos set provenire, vel impedimentum
salutis eorum, qui paulatim, sic tolerati, convertuntur ad fidem. Propter hoc
enim etiam hæreticorum et paganorum ritus aliquando Ecclesia toleravit,
quando erat magna infidelium multitudo.” (II

a
II

ae
, q. 10, a. 11)

“Hu man gov ern ment is de rived from the Di vine gov ern ment, and should
im i tate it. Now al though God is all-powerful and su premely good, nev er the less 
He al lows cer tain evils to take place in the uni verse, which He might pre vent,
lest, with out them, greater goods might be for feited, or greater evils en sue. Ac -
cord ingly in hu man gov ern ment also, those who are in au thor ity, rightly tol er -
ate cer tain evils, lest cer tain goods be lost, or cer tain greater evils be in curred:
thus Au gus tine says (De Ordine ii. 4): Aufer meretrices de re bus humanis,
turbaveris om nia libidinibus. Hence, though un be liev ers sin in their rites, they
may be tol er ated, ei ther on ac count of some good that en sues there from, or be -
cause of some evil avoided. Thus from the fact that the Jews ob serve their rites,
which, of old, fore shad owed the truth of the faith which we hold, there fol lows
this good — that our very en e mies bear wit ness to our faith, and that our faith is
rep re sented in a fig ure, so to speak. For this rea son they are tol er ated in the ob -
ser vance of their rites.

“On the other hand, the rites of other un be liev ers, which are nei ther truth ful 
nor prof it able are by no means to be tol er ated, ex cept per chance in or der to
avoid an evil, e.g. the scan dal or dis tur bance that might en sue, or some hin -
drance to the sal va tion of those who if they were un mo lested might grad u ally
be con verted to the faith. For this rea son the Church, at times, has tol er ated the
rites even of her e tics and pa gans, when un be liev ers were very nu mer ous.”

152. cf. be low: Syl la bus, n. 79.
153. “Presertim libertas religiosa in societate plene est cum libertate actus fidei

christianæ congrua.” — Dignitatis Humanae [9].
154. “Der im Evangelium geforderte Glaube ist und bleibt ein freiwilliger Akt des

Menschen. Der Mensch kann ihn verweigern. Es liegt in der Freiheit des
Menschen, ob er sich bekehrt oder nicht. Die Predigkt Jesu und der Apostel
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zielt auf die freie Willensentscheidung. Es geht also zunächst um das Prob lem
der Willensfreiheit des Menschen. Der Freie Wille des Menschen ist überhaupt 
die Voraussetzung dafür, daß wir von einem sittlichen und religiösen Handeln
des Menschen und von einer sittlichen Ordnung reden können. Insofern hat der 
Mensch auch Christus und Gott gegenüber die freiheit, das Evangelium, Gott
selbst und seine Gebote abzulehnen oder anzunehmen. Diese Freiheit ist auch
für den freien Akt der Bekehrung konstiutiv und bleibt im Evangelium
unangetastet. Aber hat der Mensch Gott gegenüber auch das sittliche Recht der
Verweigerung, wenn er die Phlicht hat, das Gebot Gottes zu befolgen? Zum
Dekalog gehören auch die ersten drei Gebote. Wie der Mensch zwar die
Freiheit, aber kein Recht hat, zu stehlen, zu morden, zu lügen oder die Ehe zu
brechen, so hat er auch die Freiheit, aber nicht das Recht, die ersten Gebote des
Dekalogs zu liquidieren. Hätte er ein Recht dazu, Gäbe es auch kein Gericht.
Ein derartiges Recht ist nicht ‘Bestandteil der Offenbarung’. Es ist demnach
auch nicht aus der Offenbarung zu begründen.” (cf. Johannes Dörmann, Der
theologische Weg Johannes Pauls II. zum Weltgebetstag der Religionen in
Assisi, II/I (12.2), Der Sendungsauftrag der ökumenischen Kirche und das
Recht auf Religionsfreiheit, Senden, Westf. 1992, pp. 160-170.

155. Syl la bus of the Prin ci pal Errors of Our Time, pub lished to gether with the En -
cyc li cal Quan ta Cura, Dec. 8, 1864.

156. Arch bishop Mar cel Lefebvre, They Have Un crowned Him, p. 73-74. Mons.
Lefebvre pro vides ex ten sive ex am ples of pa pal con dem na tions of er rors later
taught by Vat i can II. Lefebvre even quotes Yves Congar, later made Car di nal
by Pope John Paul II, who ad mit ted that Dignitatis Humanae says, “quite the
op po site from the Syl la bus” (Doc u men ta tion Catholique. 1704, 789).

157. St. Alphonsus de Liguori: “Hoc pri mum praeceptum iubet dari Deo debitum
cultum et honorem” – Institutio Catechistica, Pars prima de præceptis
decalogi, Cap. I, de primo præcepto: non habebis Deos alienos co ram me.

“Certum est ho mi nem teneri ex lege naturali ad Deum per Fidem, Spem et
Charitatem se convertere, et ideo elicere earum virtutum actus.” Op era
Moralia, Lib. II, Tract. I, De Præcepto Fidei. cap. II.

“Ad pri mum præceptum primo spectant virtutes theologicas, quae sunt Fi des,
Spes, et Charitas. (...) Fi des definitur: Est virtus theologica a Deo infusa,
inclinans nos ad firmiter assentiendum ob divinam veracitatem om ni bus, quæ
Deus revelavit, et per Ecclesiam nobis credenda proposuit. (...) Itaque
obiectum materiale Fidei (nimirum id quod credere debemus) præcipuum est
Deus, et inde cætera om nia a Deo revelata, ut dicit S. Thomas: Fi des quæ ho mi -
nem divinæ cognitioni coniungit per assensum, ipsum Deum habet sicut
principale obiectum. Alia vero sicut consequenter adiuncta. Obiectum autem
formale (sive motivum quo debemus credere) est Dei veri tas.” – Homo
Apostolicus, Tractatus IV, Cap. I, De virtutibus theologalibus.

Pope St. Pius X: “Con le pa role del primo comandamento: Non avrai altro
Dio avanti di me, Iddio ci ordina di riconoscere, di adorare, di amare e servire
Lui solo, come nos tro sup remo Si gnore. Il primo comandamento si adempie
col’esercizio del culto interno ed esterno. (...) Il primo comandamento ci
proibisce l’idolatria, la superstizione il sacrelegio, L’eresia ed ogni altro
peccato contro la religione.” – Catechismo Maggiore, Roma, Tipografia
Vaticana, 1905, p. 89.
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“With the words of the First Com mand ment: Thou shalt not have strange
gods be fore Me, God or ders us to rec og nize, to adore, to love and to serve Him
only, as our su preme Lord. The First Com mand ment is ful filled with acts of ad -
o ra tion both in ter nal and ex ter nal … The First Com mand ment pro hib its us
from do ing idol a try, su per sti tion and sac ri lege, her esy and ev ery sin against re -
li gion.” – Catechismo Maggiore.

The Cat e chism of the Ec cle si as ti cal Prov inces of Que bec, Mon treal and
Ot tawa (1888): “The First Com mand ment of God is: I am the Lord thy God,
thou shalt not have strange gods be fore Me. The first Com mand ment helps us
to keep the great Com mand ment of the love of God, be cause it com mands us to
adore God alone. We adore God by faith, hope, and char ity; and by the wor ship
we give Him as Cre ator and Sov er eign Mas ter of all things.

“We break the first Com mand ment of God: ... by giv ing false wor ship to
God; ... we sin against the first Com mand ment of God, when we sin against
faith, hope, and char ity.

“We sin against faith: 1. When we will fully doubt any re vealed truth; 2.
When we re fuse to be lieve what God teaches us by His Church; 3. When we are 
ashamed to pass for a Chris tian, or when we for mally deny our faith; 4. When
we ne glect to learn suf fi ciently the Chris tian doc trine.

“Her e tics and in fi dels are they who re fuse to be lieve what God teaches
by His Church.” (pp. 82-83)

158. St. Thomas de Aquino: “Virtuti contrariatur vitium. Sed fi des est virtus cui
contrariatur infidelitas. Ergo infidelitas est peccatum. ... potest intelligi
infidelitas secundum contrarietatem ad fidem: quia sci li cet aliquis repugnat
auditui fidei, vel etiam contemnit ipsam ... et in hoc perficitur ra tio infidelitatis. 
Et secundum hoc infidelitas est peccatum.” – Summa Theol., II

a
 II

ae
, q. 10, a. 1.

Vice is op posed to vir tue. Now faith is a vir tue, and un be lief is op posed to
it. There fore un be lief is a sin.… un be lief may be taken by way of op po si tion to
the faith; in which sense a man re fuses to hear the faith, or de spises it, ac cord ing 
to Isa. liii. 1: Who hath be lieved our re port? It is this that com pletes the no tion
of un be lief, and it is in this sense that un be lief is a sin.”

St. Alphonsus: “Infidelitas generatim est tri plex; Prima dicitur Negativa,
secundum sci li cet, qui nihil unquam de Fide audiverunt. Quæ non tam est
peccatum, quam pœna peccati: quia, si fecissent quod in ipsis erat, Deus Fidem
eis non abscondisset. Secunda dicitur Contraria, eorum sci li cet, qui Fidem sibi
sufficienter propositam vel contemnunt, vel ei contradicunt pertinaciter, ut
Hæretici. Tertia dicitur Privativa, quod privative opponatur Fidei, & est
culpabilis ignorantia, vel er ror circa res Fidei. Thom. Sanch. Vasquez, Laym. c.
10.” – Op era Moralia, Lib. II. Tract. I. De præcepto Fidei., ca put IV, De
Infidelitate et vitiis Fidei oppositis. Dubium I.

159. “Ein derartiges Recht ist nicht ‘Bestandteil der Offenbarung’. Es ist demnach
auch nicht aus der Offenbarung zu begründen.” (Such a right is not “part” of di -
vine rev e la tion. Thus it can not be founded on that rev e la tion.) – Johannes
Dörmann, Op. Cit., p. 163.

160. “Proinde ipsae Ecclesiæ et Communitates seiunctæ, etsi defectus illas pati
credimus, nequaquam in mysterio salutis significatione et pondere exutae sunt. 
Iis enim Spir i tus Christi uti non renuit tamquam salutis mediis, quo rum virtus
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derivatur ab ipsa plenitudine gratiæ et veritatis quæ Ecclesiæ catholicæ
concredita est.” — Unitatis Redintegratio [3]

161. This false tenet of Ecu me nism is en tirely alien to the Chris tian Faith, and is of
Jew ish or i gin. The Eigh teenth Cen tury Jew ish phi los o pher of Berlin, Mo ses
Men dels sohn, ex plains: “Pur su ant to the prin ci ples of my re li gion, I am not to
seek to con vert any one who is not born ac cord ing to our laws. This prone ness
to con ver sion, the or i gin of which some would fain tack on to the Jew ish re li -
gion, is, nev er the less, di a met ri cally op posed to it. Our rab bis unan i mously
teach that the writ ten and oral laws which form con jointly our re vealed re li gion 
are oblig a tory on our na tion only. ‘Mo ses com manded us a law, even the in her i -
tance of the con gre ga tion of Ja cob.’ We be lieve that all other na tions of the
earth have been di rected by God to ad here to the laws of na ture, and to the re li -
gion of the pa tri archs. Those who reg u late their lives ac cord ing to the pre cepts
of this re li gion of na ture and of rea son are called vir tu ous men of other na tions
and are the chil dren of eter nal sal va tion. Our rab bis are so re mote from
Proselytomania, that they en join us to dis suade, by forc ible re mon strances, ev -
ery one who co mes for ward to be con verted. The Tal mud says, ‘... pros e lytes
are an noy ing to Is rael like a scab.’” (Mem oirs of Mo ses Men dels sohn, 1827,
pp. 56, 57.

162. Arch bishop Lefebvre, An Open Let ter to Con fused Cath o lics, p. 94.
163. “Corde credimus et ore confitemur unam Ecclesiam non hæreticorum, sed

sanctam Romanam, catholicam et apostolicam, ex tra quam neminem salvari
credimus.” Innocentius III, Ex ep. “eius exemplo” ad archiepisc.
Terraconensem, 18. Dec. 1208.

164. St. Athanasius, ad Serapion 1:28.
165. Eugenius IV, Coun cil of Flor ence  (DS 1351).           
166 “Quicumque vult salvus esse ante om nia opus est ut teneat Catholicam fidem,

quam nisi quisque integram inviolatamque servaverit, absque dubio in
æternum peribit.”

“Who ever wishes to be saved must be fore all else ad here to the Cath o lic
faith. He must pre serve this faith whole and un tar nished; oth er wise he shall
most cer tainly per ish for ever.”

167. “Fi des quid tibi præstat? Vitam Æternam.” (Rite of Bap tism).

“What does Faith give you? Eter nal life.”

168. Rite of Bap tism, Ro man Rit ual.
169. Catéchisme de L’Église Catholique, n. 819: “L’Esprit du Christ se sert de ces

Églises et communautés ecclésiales comme moyens de salut dont la force vient
de la plénitude de grâce et de vérité  que le Christ a confiée à l’Église
catholique.”

170. “Christus ... Spiritum suum vivificantem in discipulos immisit et per eum Cor -
pus suum quod est Ecclesia ut universale salutis sacramentum constituit”; Lu -
men Gentium 48. 

171. Bonifatius VIII: “In hac eiusque potestate duos esse gladios, spiritualem vi de -
li cet et temporalem, evangelicis dictis instruimur [Provocatur ad Lc 22, 38 et
Mt 26, 52] ... Uterque est in potestate Ecclesiæ, spiritualis sci li cet gladius et
materialis. Sed is quidem pro Ecclesia, ille vero ab Ecclesia exercendus. Ille
sacerdotis, is manu regum et militum, sed ad nutum et patientiam sacerdotis,
oportet autem gladium esse sub gladio, et temporalem auctoritatem spirituali
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subici potestati. ... Spiritualem et dignitate et nobilitate terrenam quamlibet
præcellere potestatem, oportet tanto clarius nos fateri, quanto spiritualia
temporalia antecellunt. ... Nam Veritati testante, spiritualis po tes tas terrenam
potestatem instituere habet, et iudicare (Hugo a S. Vitore, De sacramentis 1b II
c.4, PL 176, 418), ...” [ex Bulla “Unam Sanctam”, 18 Nov. 1302]

“And we are taught by evan gel i cal words that in this power of his are two
swords, namely spir i tual and tem po ral. [Lk 22:38 and Mt. 26:52] … There fore, 
each is in the power of the Church, that is, a spir i tual and a ma te rial sword. But
the lat ter, in deed, must be ex er cised for the Church, the for mer by the Church.
The for mer (by the hand) of the priest, the lat ter by the hand of kings and sol -
diers, but at the will and suf fer ance of the priest. For it is nec es sary that a sword
be un der a sword and that tem po ral au thor ity be sub ject to spir i tual power.… It
is nec es sary that we con fess the more clearly that spir i tual power pre cedes any
earthly power both in dig nity and no bil ity, as spir i tual mat ters them selves ex cel 
the tem po ral.... For, as truth tes ti fies, spir i tual power has to es tab lish earthly
power, and to judge if it was not good….”

Indifferentism of the state is con demned: “For men liv ing to gether in so ci -
ety are un der the power of God no less than in di vid u als are, ... since the chief
duty of all men is to cling to re li gion in both its teach ing and prac tice, not such
re li gion that they may have a pref er ence for, but the re li gion which God en joins 
... it is a pub lic crime to act as though there were no God ... it is a sin not to have
care for re li gion ...” (Pope Leo XIII, Immortale Dei) “To sep a rate the state from 
the Church is a prem ise ut terly false, a very per ni cious er ror ... Thus, the Ro -
man Pon tiffs have, in sea son and out, re futed and con demned the doc trine of
sep a ra tion of Church and State ...” (Pope St. Pius X, Vehementer, 11 Feb. 1906).

172. Quoted by Arch bishop Lefebvre in: Open Let ter to Con fused Cath o lics.
173. Arch bishop Lefebvre, Lib er al ism.
174. En cyc li cal Let ter Ut Unum Sint of the Holy Fa ther John Paul II, n. 65.
175. St. Au gus tine, On the Vis i ble and In vis i ble Church, in Otto Karber,

Augustinus: Das Religiöse Leben, München 1954, p. 249.
176. “Her e tics are those of the bap tised who ob sti nately re fuse to be lieve some

truth re vealed by God and taught as an ar ti cle of faith by the Cath o lic Church;
for ex am ple, the Ari ans, the Nes tori ans and the var i ous sects of Prot es tants.”
— Catechismo Maggiore, Q. 228, p. 59. 

177. Bonifatius VIII: “Unam sanctam Ecclesiam catholicam et ipsam apostolicam
urgente fide credere cogimur et tenere, nosque hanc firmiter credimus et
simpliciter confitemur, ex tra quam nec salus est nec remissio peccatorum ...”
Bulla “Unam Sanctam”, 18 Nov. 1302.

“With Faith urg ing us we are forced to be lieve and to hold the one, holy,
Cath o lic Church and that, ap os tolic, and we firmly be lieve and sim ply con fess
this (Church) out side which there is no sal va tion nor re mis sion of sin …”

178. The Cat e chism of the Coun cil of Trent: “And just as this one Church can not err 
in faith or mor als, since it is guided by the Holy Ghost; so, on the con trary, all
other so ci et ies ar ro gat ing to them selves the name of church, must nec es sar ily,
be cause guided by the spirit of the devil, be sunk in the most per ni cious er rors,
both doc trinal and moral.”

179. S. Augustinus: “non societate unius Ecclesiæ, vel unius fidei, sed societate
solius nominis christiani in hoc mundo permiscentur bonis.” Liber Quæst.
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Evang. in Matth., cap. 11.
180. “Formale autem obiectum fidei est veri tas prima secundum quod manifestatur 

in Scripturis sacris et doctrinae Ecclesiæ. Unde quicumque non inhæret, sicut
infallibili et divinæ regulæ, doctrinæ Ecclesiæ, quæ procedit ex veritate prima
in Scripturis sacris manifestata, ille non habet habitum fidei, sed ea quae sunt
fidei alio modo tenet quam per fidem.” St. Thomas, Summa Theol., IIa IIae

, q.
5, a. 3.

“Now the for mal ob ject of faith is the First Truth, as man i fested in Holy
Writ and the teach ing of the Church, which pro ceeds from the First Truth. Con -
se quently who ever does not ad here, as to an in fal li ble and Di vine rule, to the
teach ing of the Church, which pro ceeds from the First Truth man i fested in
Holy Writ, has not the habit of faith, but holds that which is of faith oth er wise
than by faith.”

181. Merkelbach: “Communicatio cum infidelibus et haereticis distinguitur du -
plex: I) Civilis, ... 2) Religiosa, in re bus sacris ad religionem pertinentibus, uti
sunt ritus, dogmata, sacrificia, orationes, etc., et in re bus mixtis quatenus ad
religionem spectant, v.g. in ritu religioso matrimonii vel funerum. Hæc spectari 
potest sive ex parte infidelium et hæreticorum, sive ex parte fidelium, et ex
utraque parte potest esse activa aut passiva.

“De communicatione infidelium et hæreticorum cum catholicis dicendum : 
Infideles et hæretici possunt pas sive assistere non solum prædicationi verbi
Dei sed et aliis officiis cultus publici, non tamen ac tive iis participare, quia id
rectae existimatur ut signum religiosæ unitatis. (...)

“De communicatione religiosa fidelium cum infidelibus aut acatholicis
dicendum : Communicatio Activa seu participatio in ipsis sacris, scil. Cultus
publici, est illicita, quia est implicita approbatio exercitii cultus et agnitio sectæ;
passiva vero illicita est generatim, sed aliquando licita esse potest ob gravem
rationem. Hinc: a) Si fiat cum hæreticis (vel schismaticis), ex iure naturali et
ecclesiastico per se et regulariter est graviter illicita fidelibus ‘vel ob periculum
perversionis in fide catholica, vel ob periculum participationis in ritu hæretico,
vel ob periculum et occasionem scandali aut seductionis1’, vel ob speciem
adhæsionis falsæ sectæ quam per se significat (Rom. 16:17; Tit. 3, 10). ...

c) Cum infidelibus, a for ti ori est illicita, præsertim quod eorum cultus solet
esse falsus et superstitiosus.

1
 Ita ex regula tradita missionariis a S.C. de P.F., 1729.” – Merkelbach, Op.

Cit., vol. I, pp. 581-584.

St. Alphonsus: “Infidelium, & hæreticorum, sacris non licet ita interesse,
ut ei communicare censearis; alioquin licet, v. Gr. Ut quis spectet tamquam
comœdiam, aut famulatum praestet politicum dom ino suo, exemplo Naaman
Syri, de quo vide Bec. Fil. Sanch. 1. C. Laym. l. 2. t. I. c. II.

“Si Princeps hæreticus mandet sub gravissima pœna om ni bus subditis,
adire conciones hæreticorum, etiamsi verbis dicat, se hac re aliud nihil exigere,
quam obedientiam civilem, nec velle cogere ut a Fide discedant, cum tamen
reipsa contrarium velle videatur (& hæc res ex se apta est Catholicos paulatim
pervertere, & insuper conciliare auctoritatem hæresi, ac vilipensionem veræ
fidei), non licet obedire. Atque ita bis rescripsit Anglis Pius V. Apud Sanch. l.
2. c. 4. n. 27. Fill.; Azor. ll. cc.” – Op era Moralia, Lib. II. Tract. I. De præcepto
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Fidei, Ca put III.

182. “leprosi ergo non absurde intelligi possunt, qui scientiam veræ fidei non
habentes, varias doctrinas profitentur erroris ... Hi tamen vitandi sunt Ecclesiæ, 
ut, si fieri potest, longius remoti, magno clamore Christum interpellant” St.
Augustinus, Liber II quaest. Evang., cap. 40.

183. St. Ignatius of Antioch, Epistula ad Trallianos — “_ ¥<JÎH 2LF4"FJ0DÂ@L
ê< 6"2"DÎHq _ *¥ ¥6JÎH 2LF4"FJ0DÂ@L ê< @Û 6"2"DÎH ,FJ4<q”

184. St. Ignatius of Antioch, Epistula ad Philadelphenses.
185. St. Cyprianus, De catholicae ecclesiae unitate. 
186. St. Athanasius, Adv. Arianos orationes IV.
187. Ecclesia Dei [4].
188. Dog matic Con sti tu tion Dei Filius, (DS 3020). The Con sti tu tion quotes St.

Vin cent of Lérins, Commonitorium pri mum 23, n. 3.
189. Mortalium Animos, n. 14.
190. The Ho mo ge neous Evo lu tion of Cath o lic Dogma, Fran cisco Marin-Sola,

O.P., Ma nila, 1988; pp. 145-146.
191. Arch bishop of Jaro, Iloilo, Phil ip pines.
192. “Hæresis est er ror intellectus, et pertinax con tra Fidem, in eo qui Fidem

sucepit. ... Unde patet, ad Hæresim, ut et Apostasiam, duo requiri, 1. Judicium
erroneum, quod est ejus quasi materiale. 2. Pertinaciam; quae est quasi
formale. Porro pertinaciter errare non est hic acriter, et mordicus suum errorem
tueri; sed est eum retinere, postquam contrarium est sufficienter propositum:
sive quando scit contrarium teneri a reliqua universali Christi in terris Ecclesia, 
cui suum iudicium præferat” – St. Alphonsus M. De Liguori, Lib. II. Tract. I.
De præcepto Fidei. Dubium III.

193. Sacrosanctum Oecumenicum Concilium Vaticanum II Constitutiones,
Decreta, Declarationes; Documenta, p. 1072.

194. Pope John Paul II’s de fec tive un der stand ing of the na ture of the Church’s
magisterium has greatly re in forced the false no tion of the in fal li bil ity of Vat i -
can II’s teach ings. Fa ther Dörmann com ments on John Paul II’s En cyc li cal
Redemptor Hominis: “the coun cil is ac claimed as the voice of the Holy Ghost.
This ac claim raises a self-professed pas to ral Coun cil, twenty years af ter the
fact, to the high est con ceiv able theo log i cal sta tus. It is de clared a ‘super
dogma,’ which it by no means is (cf. Ratzinger).” cf. Dörmann, op. cit. p. 72.

195. Bishop Emer i tus of San Fernando, La Un ion, Phil ip pines.
196. The term Conciliar Church, coined by Car di nal Giovanni Benelli, very aptly

des ig nates the he ret i cal post-conciliar Mod ern ist Church be got ten by the Sec -
ond Vat i can Coun cil. 

197. It is not just I, but even the lib eral ad her ents of the Conciliar Church who re fer
to the post-conciliar church as a “re formed church”. Fa ther Rich ard P.
McBrien, in The Cath o lic Tran script of June 21, 1996, wrote: “Op po si tion to
this re formed lit urgy and to the com mu nal en vi ron ment in which it oc curs is, at
root, op po si tion to the re formed church”.

198. Hubert Jedin, Let ter to the Ger man Bishops, in The Latin Mass,
Nov.-Dec.1994, p. 26.

199. S. Hieronymus: “Abominatio desolationis intelligi potest et omne dogma
perversum: quod cum viderimus stare in loco sancto, hoc est in Ecclesia.”
Liber IV, Com ment. in cap. XXIV Matthei.

200. “For the fa thers of the fourth coun cil of Con stan ti no ple, ad her ing to the ways of
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the for mer ones, pub lished this sol emn pro fes sion: ‘Our first sal va tion is to guard
the rule of right faith’.” (Vat i can Coun cil I, Dog matic Con sti tu tion Pas tor
Æternus, DS 3066.)

201. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., II
a
 II

æ
, q. 5, a. 3, ad 2.

202. Pope John XXII (1316-1334) pro fessed  the false teach ing that the souls of the
blessed do not be hold the Be atific Vi sion un til af ter the Last Judge ment.  

203. It is not my in ten tion to bring the Holy Fa ther into con tempt. St. Thomas ex -
plains that “if the faith were en dan gered, a sub ject must re buke his prel ate even
pub licly ... Hence Paul, who was Pe ter’s sub ject, re buked him in pub lic, on ac -
count of the im mi nent dan ger of scan dal con cern ing the faith, and, as the gloss
of Au gus tine says in Gal. 2:11, Pe ter gave an ex am ple to su pe ri ors, that if at any 
time they should hap pen to stray away from the straight path, they should not
dis dain to be re proved by their sub jects.” This sort of cor rec tion “is within the
com pe tency of ev ery one in re spect of any per son.” – St. Thomas, Summa
Theol., II

a
-II

ae
, q. 33, a. 4.

204. “... it is to be ob served”, says the Ro man Cat e chism, “that by the word hell is
not here meant the sep ul chre, as some have not less im pi ously than ig no rantly
imag ined; for in the pre ced ing Ar ti cle we learnt that Christ the Lord was bur -
ied, and there was no rea son why the Apos tles, in de liv er ing an Ar ti cle of Faith, 
should re peat the same thing in other and more ob scure terms.”

205. The prop o si tion that “there was ... the heav enly glo ri fi ca tion of His soul from
the very mo ment of His death”, is he ret i cal. The Ro man Cat e chism ex plains
that in the Ar ti cle ‘He de scended into hell’, “we pro fess that im me di ately af ter
the death of Christ His soul de scended into hell, and dwelt there as long as His
body re mained in the tomb; and also that the one Per son of Christ was at the
same time in hell and in the sep ul chre.”

206. “... qui etiam pro sa lute humani generis in ligno crucis passus et mortuus,
descendit ad in fer nos, resurexit a mortuis et ascendit in cœlum: sed descendit
in anima, et resurexit in carne ...” – Conc. Lateranense IV 1215, Innocentius III 
[Definitio con tra Albigenses aliosque hæreticos.] (DS 801)

“… who, for the sal va tion of the hu man race, hav ing suf fered on the wood
of the Cross and died, de scended into hell, arose from the dead and as cended
into heaven. But He de scended in soul, and He arose in the flesh …”

207. Quod anima Christi per se non descendit ad inferos, sed per potentiam tantum.
[Conc. Senonense (1140) Errores Petri Abælardi] (DS 738)

208. “Non constat fuisse in anima Christi inter homines degentis scientiam, quam
habent beati seu comprehensores.” Con demned er ror in Decretum S. Officii, 5.
Iunii 1918 (DS 3645).

Ro man Cat e chism: “For God gave not to Him, as to oth ers adorned with
ho li ness and grace, His Spirit by mea sure, as St. John tes ti fies (Jn. 3:34), but
poured into His soul the plen i tude of all graces so abun dantly that of His full -
ness we all have re ceived.”

209. A Man ual of In struc tions in Chris tian Doc trine, Pro vost Wenham, W.J.B.;
Rich ards D.D.; James Carr, Do mes tic Prel ate to His Ho li ness; Lon don, 1908,
pp. 58-59.

210. This is the teach ing of the uni ver sal and or di nary Magisterium. Some fur ther
ex am ples:

“The fifth ar ti cle of the Creed teaches us: that the soul of Je sus Christ, sep a -
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rated as it was from the body, went to the Limbo of the holy Fa thers, and on the
third day it was united again to His body, never to be sep a rated from it again. ...
By hell is here in tended the limbo of the holy Fa thers which is the place where
the souls of the just were kept while they waited for the re demp tion of Je sus
Christ.” — Catechismo Maggiore promulgato da San Pio X, Roma, 1905,
Tipografia Vaticana, pp. 35-36.

“When Je sus died His soul de parted from His body. But His God head re -
mained united both to His soul and to His body.

“The soul of Je sus went down to the souls of the good men who had died,
and were wait ing for their re demp tion. Among these were the souls of Adam
and Eve, of the pa tri archs and proph ets, and of John the Bap tist. They had not
as yet gone to heaven, be cause heaven was not open since Adam’s sin. Now Je -
sus pro claimed that they were saved.

“The place where the souls of the good were is called hell in the Creed. This 
is be cause long ago the word hell meant the king dom of the dead. This is not the 
same as the hell of the damned, so it has also an other name and is called
‘Limbo’.” — Cath o lic Cat e chism, Ma nila, 1961, p. 85.

“Af ter Christ’s death His soul de scended into hell. The hell into which
Christ’s soul de scended was not the hell of the damned, but a place or state of
rest called Limbo, where the souls of the just were wait ing for Him.”— Bal ti -
more Cat e chism, Bal ti more 1885, p. 18.

“Je sus Christ’s soul, sep a rated from His body, de scended into hell, that is to 
say, into Limbo, where the souls of the just since the cre ation of the world, were 
de tained. ... Je sus Christ de scended into Limbo, to dis play His power, and to
im part the fruits of His Pas sion to the souls of the just im pris oned there. ...
While Je sus Christ’s soul was in Limbo, His body was in the Holy Sep ul chre.”
— The Cat e chism of the Ec cle si as ti cal Prov inces of Que bec, Mon treal and Ot -
tawa, 1888, p.19.

211. In no cent III, Sermo 4. – Pope John Paul II has fallen into ob jec tive her esy.
That alone does not make him a for mal her e tic. Sub jec tive or for mal her esy, i.e. 
the sin of her esy which is pres ent when one ob sti nately de nies or doubts what
he knows to be the of fi cial teach ing of the Magisterium, is re quired for one to
be con sid ered a for mal her e tic. Such a one, if he were pope would cease to be
pope: “If ever a pope, as a pri vate per son, should fall into her esy, he would at
once fall from the pon tif i cate.” – St. Alphonsus Liguori, Oevres Com pletes.
9:232.

“A Pope who is a man i fest her e tic au to mat i cally ceases to be pope and head,
just as he ceases au to mat i cally to be a Chris tian and a mem ber of the Church.
Where fore, he can be judged and pun ished by the Church. This is the teach ing of
all the an cient Fa thers who teach that man i fest her e tics im me di ately lose all ju -
ris dic tion.” – St. Rob ert Bellarmine, De Romano Pontifice, II.30.

The Canon Law So ci ety of Amer ica Com men tary: “Com mu nion be -
comes a real is sue when it is threat ened or even lost. This oc curs es pe cially
through her esy, apos tasy and schism. Clas si cal canon ists dis cussed the ques -
tion whether a pope, in his pri vate or per sonal opin ions, could go into her esy,
apos tasy or schism.” The foot note re fers to S. Sipos, En chi rid ion Iuris
Canonici, 7th ed. (Rome: Herder, 1960) “cites Bellarmine and Wernz in sup -
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port of his po si tion; this view, however, is termed ‘an ti quated’ by F. Cappello,
Summa Iuris Canonici (Rome: Pontificia Universitas Gregoriana, 1961), 297.”

The Com men tary con tin ues, “If he were to do so in a no to ri ously and widely
pub li cised man ner, he would break com mu nion and, ac cord ing to an ac cepted
opin ion, lose his of fice ipso facto (c. 194 par. 1, n. 2). Since no one can judge the
pope (c. 1404) no one could de pose a pope for such crimes, and the au thors are
di vided as to how his loss of of fice would be de clared in such a way that a va -
cancy could then be filled by a new elec tion.” – Coriden et al., Op. cit., p. 272.

212. “When the Arian poi son had con tam i nated not only a lim ited area, but the
whole world, al most all the bish ops of the Latin Church fell into her esy. Forced
by vi o lence or de ceived by guile. It was like a fog fallen upon the spir its and
hid ing which road to take. In or der to be safe from this con ta gious plague, the
true dis ci ples of Christ had to pre fer the an cient be liefs rather than all the false
nov el ties.” – St. Vin cent of Lérins.

213. St. Vin cent of Lérins, = ca. 445 a.d.
214. Religieux et Clercs contre Dieu, Paris, 1975, p. 12.
215. The De com po si tion of Ca thol i cism, Lon don, 1970, p. 99.
216. Klaus Gamber, The Re form of the Ro man Lit urgy, New York: Ro man Cath o lic 

Books, 1993, p. 109.
217. Ibid. p. 114.
218. “Ut autem a sacrosancta Romana Ecclesia ceterarum Ecclesiarum matre et

magistra tradita ubique amplectantur omnes et observent, ne ... alias quam
iuxta Missalis a Nobis editi formulam decantetur aut recitetur ...”

“Let all ev ery where adopt and ob serve what has been handed down by the
Holy Ro man Church, the Mother and Teacher of the other churches, and let
Masses not be sung or read ac cord ing to any other for mula than that of this
Mis sal pub lished by Us.” 

219. A. Tanquerey, Syn op sis Theologiae Dogmaticae, de SS. Eucharistia, 880. 2o

De forma super calicem pronuntianda.
220. Aertnys and Damen, Theologia Moralis, vol. II, Lib. VI. Tract. IV. Pars I. Ca -

put II. Articulus II. n
o
. 120.

221. Giuseppe Frassinetti, Compendio della Teologia Mo rale di S. Alfonso M. de’
Liguori, vol. 1, n. 338.

222. Nich o las Halligan O.P., The Sac ra ments and their Cel e bra tion, New York,
1986, p. 67.
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BOOK II

A Cath o lic
An swer to the

Conciliar Church

On the Sta tus

of the

So ci ety of St. Pius X





IN TRO DUC TION

An Ex plan a tory Note

On June 24, 1995, the Cath o lic Bishops Con fer ence of the Phil -

ip pines, alarmed by the grow ing pop u lar ity and in creased at ten -

dance at the Masses of the So ci ety of St. Pius X, re it er ated its ear lier

No vem ber 1992 Ad mo ni tion, warn ing the faith ful to stay away from

the So ci ety’s Masses, falsely al leg ing that the So ci ety of St. Pius X is 

schis matic and un der the ban of ex com mu ni ca tion. The bish ops

were sim ply af firm ing the po si tion of Pope John Paul II’s Motu

Proprio, Ecclesia Dei.

Al though I had de cided ear lier that month to re tire from writ ing

and to de vote my self to prayer and sol i tude, I de cided to al low for

one ex cep tion when I saw the di vi sion, hos til ity and con fu sion that

the Bishops of the Phil ip pines had caused among the faith ful by their 

Ad mo ni tion which, in the name of the Church, pub licly stated false -

hood in the place of truth.

In or der to re fute the er rors of the Ad mo ni tion with a clear ex po si -

tion of Cath o lic teach ing on the topic of “Schism” and the Lefebvre

case, I hast ily com posed an ar ti cle that ap peared as the pam phlet, Re -

sponse to the CBCP Ad vi sory of June 24, 1995. The pam phlet ap -

peared about the third week of July, and was sent to ev ery bishop and

par ish rec tory in the Phil ip pines. In an Au gust 1 re port in the Ma nila

Bul le tin, Bishop Nestor Cariño, sec re tary of the CBCP, an nounced

that my Re sponse had been sent to Rome to be ex am ined by the Sa -

cred Con gre ga tion for the Doc trine of the Faith, and the Pon tif i cal

Com mis sion for the Au then tic In ter pre ta tion of Canon Law. Since

that time the CBCP has main tained to tal si lence on the topic of my

writ ings.

On Sep tem ber 29, Fa ther Jaime Achacoso, a priest of the Opus

Dei, and di rec tor of the Theo log i cal Centrum, pub lished his not en -
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tirely hon est at tempt to dis credit my Re sponse to the CBCP. By that

time I was al ready near ing the end of my work on the doc trine on the

lit urgy of the Mass, A Theo log i cal Vin di ca tion of Ro man Cath o lic

Tra di tion al ism, and there fore I was not able to pub lish my re sponse

to Fa ther Achacoso un til mid-1996. 

In this Book II is pre sented, newly ed ited and re vised, both of my

re sponses. Chap ter I is my re sponse to the CBCP, un der the new ti tle

of Re sponse to CBCP Ad mo ni tion of Nov. 18, 1992; and my re sponse 

to Fr. Achacoso, un der the new ti tle of Re sponse to a Fraud u lent

Attack, is found in Chap ter II. Both re sponses should be read, not so

much as in their lo cal con text, but for the sake of their gen eral theo -

log i cal sig nif i cance on the top ics of Schism and Ex com mu ni ca tion.
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CHAP TER I

Re sponse to CBCP
Ad mo ni tion of Nov. 18, 1992

The Ad mo ni tion is sued by the Cath o lic Bishops Con fer ence of

the Phil ip pines on Nov. 18, 1992, con tains er rors that ap pear to be

con trary to Cath o lic teach ing and Tra di tion, and con trary to the

Canon Law of the Church. As a Cath o lic priest, faith ful to the

Magisterium and Law of the Church, I feel it is nec es sary to com -

ment with the fol low ing ques tions and an swers, which I pres ent, ac -

cord ing to my right and duty, clearly set forth in Canon 748: “All

per sons are bound to seek the truth in mat ters con cern ing God and

God’s Church; by di vine law they also are obliged and have the

right to em brace and ob serve that truth which they have re cog -

nised”.

The bish ops “do not en joy in fal li ble teach ing au thor ity” (can.

753), and there fore, since their teach ings are not in fal li ble, “and can

be er ro ne ous,” as Coriden ex plains, “the prin ci ples of the pur suit of

truth and the pri macy of con science still come into play. In other

words, dis sent is still pos si ble be cause the teach ers men tioned in the

canon can be and de facto have been mis taken. To search for the truth 

is ev ery one’s duty and right” (c. 748).1 I there fore in tend no dis re -

spect to the mag is te rial of fice of the bish ops, but I merely ful fil my

right and duty in con science to pro fess the true faith, to re sist er ror,

and to “obey God rather than men”. (Acts 5:29)

Has the So ci ety of St. Pius X
Been Ex com mu ni cated?

TO THE STATE MENT, “Over the past 14 years, the group (So ci -

ety of St. Pius X) has openly de fied the ad mo ni tion of the Holy See

by or dain ing bish ops with out pon tif i cal man date thereby in cur ring
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an au to matic ex com mu ni ca tion re served to the Holy See ...”, I AN -

SWER:

1) Was Arch bishop Lefebvre, Bishop De Cas tro Mayer and the four
bish ops they or dained ex com mu ni cated?

Ac cord ing to can. 1382, “A bishop who con se crates some one a

bishop and a per son who re ceives such a con se cra tion from a bishop

with out a pon tif i cal man date in cur an au to matic (latæ sententiæ) ex -

com mu ni ca tion re served to the Ap os tolic See”.

This canon alone does not set tle the mat ter. To de ter mine whether

or not the ex com mu ni ca tion has been in curred, one must con sider the

fac tors which, ac cord ing to law, re move or di min ish imputability.

Canon 1324, § 3 states that, “an ac cused is not bound by an au to matic

pen alty (latæ sententiæ) in the pres ence of any of the cir cum stances

enu mer ated in sec tion one”. One of those cir cum stances is the vi o la -

tion of a law or pre cept “by one who er ro ne ously yet cul pa bly thought

one of the cir cum stances in can. 1323 nn. 4 and 5 was ver i fied”. Canon 

1323, 4o re fers to “a per son who acted ... out of ne ces sity or se ri ous in -

con ve nience un less the act is in trin si cally evil or verges on harm to

souls”. It is, there fore, clearly set forth in the Law of the Church that

one who even er ro ne ously yet cul pa bly thought that he was act ing out

of ne ces sity does not in cur any au to matic pen alty.

It is not the scope of this study to de ter mine whether Arch bishop

Lefebvre et al. were cor rect in their judge ment that the epis co pal

con se cra tions were nec es sary or not nec es sary: whether their judge -

ments were er ro ne ous and cul pa ble, er ro ne ous but not cul pa ble, or

nei ther er ro ne ous nor cul pa ble. What is cer tain is that Arch bishop

Lefebvre re ally be lieved that there did ex ist a truly grave ne ces sity to 

con se crate the bish ops even with out pa pal man date. His be lief that

there truly ex isted a case of ne ces sity was set forth, as Mons.

Lefebvre him self ex plained, in “an ad mi ra ble study done by Pro fes -

sor Georg May, Pres i dent of the Sem i nary of Canon Law in the Uni -

ver sity of Mainz in Ger many, who mar vel lously ex plains why we

are in a case of ne ces sity ...” Canon 1323 clearly states that those act -

ing “out of ne ces sity” are “not sub ject to pen al ties”, i.e. not sub ject

to any pen alty, and canon 1324, § 3 states that “one is not bound by

an au to matic (latæ sententiæ) pen alty” ... “who er ro ne ously yet cul -
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pa bly thought” (1324 § 1, 8o) ... that he was act ing “out of ne ces sity

or out of grave in con ve nience ...” (1323 4o) There fore the Law of the

Church makes it in dis put ably clear that right or wrong, Arch bishop

Lefebvre and the four bish ops con se crated by him did not in cur any

au to matic (latæ sententiæ) pen alty.

In spite of the dec la ra tion made by Lefebvre ex plain ing why he

be lieved it nec es sary to per form the epis co pal con se cra tions, the

July 1988 “de cree” of Car di nal Gantin failed to take into ac count the

above-mentioned pro vi sions of cann. 1323 and 1324. If the Holy See 

re ally wanted to ex com mu ni cate Arch bishop Lefebvre, it would

have been nec es sary to pro ceed against him by im pos ing the pen alty

“sententia ferenda” af ter due pro cess. The charge of Schism would

cer tainly never have with stood the thor ough in ves ti ga tion that due

pro cess de mands,2 and mit i gat ing cir cum stances would al most cer -

tainly have re quired the im po si tion of a lesser pen alty at most, or

pos si bly no pen alty at all (can. 1323, 4o) for the vi o la tion of can.

1382 — if due pro cess had been fol lowed. It is ob vi ous that the Sec -

re tary of State did not want to run the risk of due pro cess, and there -

fore the fraud u lent pro ce dure of is su ing the in com pe tent de cree of

Car di nal Gantin was cho sen in stead.

Is the So ci ety of St. Pius X in Schism?

TO THE STATE MENT, “We, the shep herds of the Cath o lic

Church in the Phil ip pines hereby ad mon ish all our faith ful not to

join, sup port or par tic i pate in any of the re li gious rites or ac tiv i ties of

the schis matic re li gious group”, I AN SWER:

2) Was Arch bishop Lefebvre (and his fol low ers) ex com mu ni cated
for the of fence of Schism?

Canon 751 de fines Schism as the “re fusal of sub mis sion to the Ro -

man Pon tiff or of com mu nion with the mem bers of the Church sub ject

to him”. The com men tary on the Code of Canon Law, pub lished with

ec cle si as ti cal ap proval by the Canon Law So ci ety of Amer ica, ex -

plains that Schism is not merely a “sim ple re fusal of sub jec tion to the

pa pal au thor ity or of com mu nion with the mem bers of the Church, the

re vised canon speaks of a re jec tion (detrectatio), an ad a mant re fusal to 

sub mit to the Pope or to re main in com mu nion ...”
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For one to be con sid ered a schis matic, Cappello ex plains, “it is

nec es sary that the one who with draws from obe di ence or falls away

from Cath o lic com mu nion does so in a man ner that is vol un tary and

per ti na cious or for mal, and hence gravely cul pa ble ... (and) there fore 

what ever ex cuses from grave sin such as ig no rance or good faith,

also ex cuses from the crime of schism and as a con se quence, from

cen sure.”3

It is not nec es sary that one give his name to or pub licly ad here to a 

non-Catholic sect in or der to be con sid ered a schis matic. They are

also schis matic who pro fess the Cath o lic faith and the pri macy of the 

Ro man Pon tiff, but “who re ject sub mis sion or com mu nion.”4

The Church does not con sider all re fusal of sub mis sion to be

schis matic: the Canon Law Com men tary of Wernz-Vidal ex plains,

“Finally one can not con sider as schis mat ics those who re fuse to

obey the Ro man Pon tiff be cause they would hold his per son sus pect

or, be cause of wide spread ru mours, doubt fully elected (as hap pened

af ter the elec tion of Ur ban VI) ...”5

Those, how ever, who pro fess their sub mis sion to the Ro man

Pon tiff, but for rea sons of con science re fuse obe di ence in or der to

ad here to the tra di tions to which the Cath o lic con science is bound6

are not con sid ered by the Church to be schis mat ics merely be cause

they re fuse to obey rul ings that they con sider sus pect.  Such a re fusal

to obey is not an ad a mant re jec tion of the pope’s au thor ity nor is it a

re fusal to be sub ject to the pon tiff: it is ma te rial dis obe di ence with -

out for mal con tempt ei ther im per fect or per fect — a re fusal to obey

cer tain laws and pre cepts for rea sons of con science.

What the Church con sid ers to be a schis matic act is not per ti na -

cious dis obe di ence, but per ti na cious re fusal to be sub ject to the Ro -

man Pon tiff. There is a huge dif fer ence be tween the two: a

schis matic act is an act that re jects the au thor ity or im pe rium of the

Pope, whereas dis obe di ence is a re jec tion only of that which has

been com manded, as Cappello ex plains, cit ing the au thor ity of

Suarez7 and Wilmers: “dis obe di ence re gards the mat ter it self of the

pre cept, but not the im pe rium or the au thor ity”.8

It is of crit i cal im por tance to un der stand what is meant by the ex -
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pres sion, “one who with draws from obe di ence” (recessus ab

obedientia) to the Ro man Pon tiff. The Church un der stands this ex -

pres sion to re fer to one who ad a mantly re fuses to obey the Ro man

Pon tiff with “per fect for mal con tempt”, i.e. con tempt of the pon tiff

and his au thor ity, not merely con tempt for the pre cept is sued by the

pon tiff. “For mal con tempt of a pre cept”, as Prümmer ex plains the

doc trine of St. Thomas Aqui nas, “is called im per fect, whereas con -

tempt of the one who is sues the pre cept is called ‘per fect for mal con -

tempt’, and is much more grave than for mal con tempt of the

pre cept”.9 Schis matics are those who “per ti na ciously re fuse obe di -

ence to the Ro man Pon tiff in so far as he is head of the Church”,10

and hence, schis matic dis obe di ence is an ob sti nate re fusal to obey

the Ro man Pon tiff with per fect for mal con tempt of the pon tiff as su -

preme head of the Church. Mere con tempt of a pre cept or law of the

Pope, no mat ter how grave or ob sti nate, is mere dis obe di ence of a

pre cept, and there fore not schis matic in its es sence, and hence, does

not sep a rate one from the Church.11

Arch bishop Lefebvre (and the So ci ety of St. Pius X which he

founded) re peat edly pro fessed his sub mis sion to the Ro man Pon tiff,

and his will ing ness to obey laws and pre cepts that he in con science

con sid ered to be le git i mate and in con for mity with Cath o lic tra di -

tion. What we saw in Lefebvre, and now see in his fol low ers, is not

an ad a mant re fusal to sub mit to au thor ity but an ad a mant re fusal to

ac cept in no va tions and re forms. Lefebvre summed up this at ti tude in 

his own words: “For our sal va tion, cat e gor i cal re fusal of the re form

is the sole at ti tude of loy alty to the Church and to Cath o lic doc trine.”

This is an at ti tude of dis sent — not of con tempt, ei ther im per fect or

per fect — and cer tainly not an at ti tude of schism, but an at ti tude of

dis sent based on ob jec tions of con science.

Was the Epis co pal Con se cra tion
of June 1988 an Act of Schism?

3) Did Lefebvre or his fol low ers fall into schism af ter the epis co pal
con se cra tions of June 1988?

A schis matic act in its very na ture is some thing that sep a rates the

schis matic from the body of the Church, and hence the schis matic is
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au to mat i cally ex com mu ni cated. “The Church,” says the Canon Law 

So ci ety Com men tary, “does not ex pel per sons from its midst. Es sen -

tially the ... schis matic with draws those bonds (of full com mu nion)

by a per sonal act. The Church re cog nises this in de clar ing the bonds

sev ered ...”12 It is not al ways clear what such a for mal act might be:

“what such a for mal act might be is not spec i fied in the law, and in

con tem po rary prac tice it may be dif fi cult to de ter mine.”13 A for mal

dec la ra tion of hav ing left the Church would be a clear and in dis put -

able act of sev er ing the bonds of com mu nion, and is there fore a for -

mal, schis matic act. Like wise, the at tempt to ex er cise epis co pal

ju ris dic tion by one who has not re ceived an ap os tolic mis sion from

the Pope would be guilty of a for mally schis matic act, be cause such a 

usur pa tion of ju ris dic tion would con sti tute a re jec tion of the Pope’s

uni ver sal and or di nary ju ris dic tion over ev ery di o cese and ev ery

faith ful Cath o lic in the world.

Such a re jec tion of the Pope’s au thor ity or im pe rium does not

take place when a bishop per forms an il licit epis co pal con se cra tion,

but only the “res ipsa præcepta” the com manded thing it self is re -

jected, and it is there fore not a schis matic act. Thus, Fr. Pat rick

Valdrini, Dean of the Fac ulty of Canon Law of the In sti tute

Catholique in Paris, ex plained that Arch bishop Lefebvre did not

com mit a schis matic act be cause he did not deny the Pope’s pri macy

with an act of usur pa tion of the uni ver sal and or di nary ju ris dic tion of 

the pon tiff by at tempt ing to con fer an ap os tolic mis sion on the men

he con se crated.14

In a sim i lar vein, Car di nal Castillo Lara, Pres i dent of the Pon tif i -

cal Com mis sion for the Au then tic In ter pre ta tion of Canon Law, ex -

plained that, “The act of con se crat ing a bishop (with out a pon tif i cal

man date) is not in it self a schis matic act ... (be cause it is only) an of -

fence against the ex er cise of a spe cific min is try ...”15 Car di nal Lara

went on to cite the ex am ple of Arch bishop Ngo Dinh Thuc who con -

se crated bish ops in 1976 and 1983 with out pa pal man date: “Al -

though the Arch bishop was ex com mu ni cated, he was not con sid ered 

to have com mit ted a schis matic act be cause there was no in ten tion of 

a breach with the Church”.16
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It is man i festly ev i dent from ca non i cal tra di tion that the Church

does not con sider an act of epis co pal con se cra tion with out pa pal

man date to be a schis matic act. The Church has al ways re garded a

for mally schis matic act as some thing which sev ers the per pe tra tor

from the body of the Church, and there fore the act it self ipso facto ef -

fects the ex com mu ni ca tion of the per pe tra tor of a schis matic act. In

the 1917 Code of Canon Law, the crime of Schism ef fected the pen -

alty of ipso facto ex com mu ni ca tion.17 In the 1917 Code, and in the

pre vi ous leg is la tion be fore the cod i fi ca tion un der taken by Pope St.

Pius X, the Church did not con sider the or di na tion of a bishop with -

out pa pal man date to be a schis matic act. This is re flected in the fact

the de lict was not sanc tioned with a latæ sententiæ ex com mu ni ca -

tion, but was only pun ished with a sus pen sion a divinis re served to

the Ap os tolic See.18 If the Church con sid ered such an act to be es -

sen tially schis matic, then it would cer tainly and nec es sar ily have ef -

fected the au to matic ex com mu ni ca tion of the vi o la tor, al though such 

a pen alty in it self would not nec es sar ily de note a schis matic act.

The 1983 Code of Canon Law does not de part from the ca non i cal

tra di tion ac cord ing to which an epis co pal con se cra tion per formed

with out pa pal man date is not con sid ered to be a schis matic act. This

is man i festly ev i dent in view of the fact that in Part II of Book Six of

the Code, en ti tled “Pen alties for Spe cific Of fences”, the crime of

Schism is dealt with in Ti tle One, “Of fences against Re li gion and the 

Unity of the Church”. Crimes of a spe cif i cally schis matic na ture are

crimes against the unity of the Church, and they are dealt with in this

sec tion. The crime of un author ised epis co pal con se cra tion, how -

ever, is not found in this sec tion of the Code that deals with crimes

against the unity of the Church, but is rather to be found un der a dif -

fer ent head ing.

Canon 1382 which im poses the cen sure of latæ sententiæ ex com -

mu ni ca tion on “a bishop who con se crates some one a bishop and a

per son who re ceives such a con se cra tion from a bishop with out a

pon tif i cal man date”, is not listed as a crime against the unity of the

Church, but is found un der Ti tle Three, “Usur pa tion of Ec cle si as ti -

cal Func tion”. Hence the Church, even in its pres ent leg is la tion en -
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acted into law by our pres ent Holy Fa ther John Paul II, re flects the

con stant ca non i cal tra di tion of the Church and does not re gard the

said of fence to be an es sen tially schis matic act.19

The im por tance of as sess ing the can ons of the 1983 Code in ac -

cord with ca non i cal tra di tion is a mat ter of strict ne ces sity, be cause

the Law of the Church re quires it: “The can ons of this Code in so far

as they re fer to the old law are to be as sessed also in ac cord with ca -

non i cal tra di tion”. (can. 6, § 2) If, then, canon 1382 is to be as sessed

in ac cord with the ca non i cal tra di tion of the Church as the law re -

quires, then clearly the of fence dealt with in this canon may not le git -

i mately be con sid ered a schis matic act in itself.

It may then be asked, “did not the Pope re fer to the un author ised

epis co pal con se cra tion per formed by Mons. Lefebvre et al. as a

schis matic act?” To which ques tion the em phatic re sponse must be

given: “The Pope did not ex press his mind ei ther in the form of a

bind ing mag is te rial pa pal teach ing nor did he ex press his will in a ju -

rid i cal act in his ca pac ity as su preme judge and leg is la tor.” Both in -

ter nal anal y sis and sub se quent events dem on strate the truth of this

state ment be yond le git i mate dis pute.

It must first be emphasised that Cath o lics are not bound to give an 

as sent of faith to ev ery state ment that the Pope makes on mat ters of

faith and mor als. Canon 749 states: “The Su preme Pon tiff, in vir tue

of his of fice, pos sesses in fal li ble teach ing au thor ity when, as su -

preme pas tor and teacher of all the faith ful ... he pro claims with a de -

fin i tive act that a doc trine of faith or mor als is to be held as such”.

The key words here are “in vir tue of his of fice”, and, “he pro claims

with a de fin i tive act that a doc trine of faith or mor als is to be held as

such”. It must be clear then, that the Pope is act ing in his of fi cial ca -

pac ity as su preme teacher and pas tor, and he must use words that

clearly de note “a de fin i tive act” that a doc trine of faith or mor als “is

to be held as such”. If there is any pos i tive doubt about any of the

above-stated con di tions be ing ver i fied, then it is to be pre sumed that

the Pope has not made an in fal li ble ex cathedra pro nounce ment, in

ac cord with the prin ci ple lex dubia non obligat (a doubt ful law does

not bind), as is clearly set forth in the third para graph of the same
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canon (749): “No doc trine is un der stood to be in fal li bly de fined un -

less it is clearly es tab lished as such”.

In his ref er ence to the un author ised epis co pal con se cra tions as a

“schis matic act”, the Holy Fa ther no where em ploys any of the stan -

dard terms which must be used in or der to clearly in di cate that he is

bind ing the con science of the faith ful by an ex er cise of his uni ver sal

magisterium, i.e. his of fice of uni ver sal teacher of the Cath o lic faith -

ful. When ex press ing his opin ion in the mat ter, he did not use the ex -

pres sion, “By Our Ap os tolic Au thor ity we de clare” or any such

sim i lar stan dard for mula that is tra di tion ally used to de note an of fi -

cial pa pal mag is te rial pro nounce ment. Un less the Pope clearly ex -

presses his in ten tion to ex er cise the power of the keys to bind the

con science of the faith ful with an of fi cial mag is te rial teach ing or an

of fi cial pa pal rul ing, it is to be pre sumed that he did not ex er cise the

power of the keys, ac cord ing to the dic tum: lex dubia non obligat.

The Pope did not ex press any in ten tion to bind the con science of the

faith ful by the ex er cise of the power of the keys, and there fore it is

man i fest that he did not ex er cise the power of the keys in the form of

a bind ing mag is te rial teach ing or a pon tif i cal rul ing.

Sim i larly, it can be clearly seen that the Pope did not give any

bind ing ju rid i cal ex pres sion to any ref er ence he made con cern ing

the topic of “schism”  or “schis matic act” in the same

above-mentioned Motu Proprio. The Pope did not em ploy any of the 

stan dard le gal for mu lae which must be used in or der to in di cate a

leg is la tive or ju di cial act. The Pope did not use any such ex pres sion

as “We stat ute”, “We de cree”, “We de clare” or “We have de cided”,

when he made ref er ence to the “schis matic act”, and the “Schism”,

and in par tic u lar when he stated that the six in di vid u als in volved in

the un author ised epis co pal con se cra tions had in curred the pen alty of 

ex com mu ni ca tion. The only ju rid i cal act in Ecclesia Dei, whereby

the Pope ex er cised the power of the keys, i.e. ex er cised his ap os tolic

au thor ity as suc ces sor of St. Pe ter, was the de cree es tab lish ing the

Pon tif i cal Com mis sion, “Ecclesia Dei”. The Pope clearly in di cated

his in ten tion to ex er cise the pa pal pre rog a tive to bind and loose when 

he de clared: “By vir tue of my Ap os tolic Au thor ity I de cree the fol -
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low ing ...”20

It may still be ob jected by some that the Pope, in la bel ling the

epis co pal con se cra tions per formed by Arch bishop Lefebvre as a

“schis matic act”, was ex er cis ing the of fice of his or di nary

magisterium when he said, “such dis obe di ence ... which im plies in

prac tice the re jec tion of the Ro man Pri macy — con sti tutes a schis -

matic act”. An other cau tion ary note is there fore in or der: Canon 750

states, “All that is con tained in the writ ten word of God or in tra di -

tion, that is in the one de posit of faith en trusted to the Church and

also pro posed as di vinely re vealed ei ther by the sol emn magisterium 

of the Church or by its or di nary and uni ver sal magisterium, must be

be lieved with di vine and cath o lic faith ...” It is not enough that the

Pope sim ply make the state ment that he made by him self. In or der

that a doc trine be in fal li bly taught by the uni ver sal and or di nary

magisterium of the Church, it must be pro posed as di vinely re vealed, 

it must be in con for mity with the teach ing of scrip ture and sa cred tra -

di tion and it must be uni ver sally and de fin i tively taught by the bish -

ops through out the world united in a bond of com mu nion among

them selves and with the Ro man Pon tiff.21 The Pope made no claim

in Ecclesia Dei to be ex pound ing any di vinely re vealed truth, and the 

state ment, which does not cite any doc trinal source, clearly ap pears,

as will be shown be low, to be con trary to the tra di tional moral teach -

ing of the Church.

The Pope ad mit ted that the un author ised epis co pal con se cra tions

were not in trin si cally schis matic when he said, “In it self the act was

one of dis obe di ence to the Ro man Pon tiff in a very grave mat ter ...”

How ever, when the Pope went on to say that the act of dis obe di ence

was a “mat ter of su preme im por tance for the unity of the Church ...”,

he seems to be im ply ing that such dis obe di ence is an of fence against

the unity of the Church, whereas in re al ity it is not that at all, but only

“an of fence against the ex er cise of a spe cific min is try”.22 The of fi -

cial ca non i cal po si tion of Pope John Paul II is con trary to what ap -

pears to be his stated opin ion in Ecclesia Dei, since the Holy Fa ther,

when he signed the de cree which con ferred the force of law on the

re vised 1983 Code of Canon Law, placed canon 1382 in the sec tion
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which clas si fies the afore men tioned of fence as a “usur pa tion of ec -

cle si as ti cal func tion”, and not as an of fence “against the unity of the

Church”. 

The crit i cal phrase in Ecclesia Dei is the state ment that the un -

author ised epis co pal con se cra tion, while con sid ered in it self is es -

sen tially an act of dis obe di ence: “such dis obe di ence ... which

im plies in prac tice the re jec tion of the Ro man Pri macy — con sti tutes 

a schis matic act”. This prop o si tion is not to be found in the tra di -

tional ex pres sions of Cath o lic Moral The ol ogy. It can be stated that

such an act usu ally con sti tutes a schis matic act be cause it is usu ally

done by schis mat ics, i.e. those who re ject the pri macy of the pope. It

can not be le git i mately main tained that such dis obe di ence al ways

im plies a re jec tion of the Ro man pri macy, since, as Oratorian can on -

ist T.C.G. Glover ex plains, “A mere act of dis obe di ence to a su pe rior

does not im ply de nial that the su pe rior holds of fice or has au thor -

ity”.23 In or der to be guilty of a schis matic act, Count Neri Capponi24

ex plains, it is not enough that one merely con se crate a bishop with -

out a pa pal man date: 

He must do some thing more. For in stance, had he set up 
a hi er ar chy of his own, it would have been a schis matic act. 
The fact is that Msgr. Lefebvre sim ply said: I’m cre at ing
bish ops in or der that my priestly as so ci a tion can con tinue.
There fore they have no ju ris dic tion. They do not take the
place of other bish ops. I’m not cre at ing a par al lel church.
I’m sim ply giv ing the full sac ra ment of Or ders to a cer tain
num ber of peo ple so that they can or dain oth ers.

There fore, this act was not per se schis matic. Oth er -
wise, it would not have been pro vided for in the code un der
a dif fer ent canon. It would have been all grouped un der
schism.25

The act of un author ised epis co pal con se cra tion does not im ply a

prac ti cal re jec tion of the Ro man pri macy un less there is pres ent a

cir cum stance which al ters the spe cific na ture of the act from dis obe -

di ence to schism. The cir cum stance men tioned by the Pope, namely,

the flout ing of a for mal ca non i cal warn ing, does not al ter the spe cific 
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na ture of the of fence, but only in creases its grav ity, since the es sence

of the dis obe di ent act re mains strictly a re jec tion of the res ipsa

præcepta, i.e. mere dis obe di ence to the pre cept: no mat ter how ob -

sti nate the dis obe di ence and not with stand ing the num ber and so lem -

nity of the warn ings or pre cepts. In the ab sence of cir cum stances that 

al ter the spe cific na ture of the act, such dis obe di ence never  im plies

in prac tice a de nial of the Ro man pri macy be cause such dis obe di -

ence does not con sti tute a for mal act whereby such an of fender

would “per ti na ciously re fuse obe di ence to the Ro man Pon tiff in so

far as he is head of the Church”.26

The onus re mains, there fore, on the Pope to spec ify the cir cum -

stance which changes the na ture of the act from dis obe di ence i.e., a

re jec tion of the res ipsa præcepta, to a schis matic act of “per fect for -

mal con tempt”, i.e. an act that is rooted in the for mal re jec tion of the

im pe rium or au thor ity of the Pope, and there fore a prac ti cal re jec tion 

of the Ro man pri macy. The bur den of proof re mains with the Pope

es pe cially in view of the fact that Arch bishop Lefebvre openly de -

clared that he and the four ordinands had no in ten tion what ever to

sever the bonds of com mu nion with the Church or to break with the

Pope: Lefebvre de clared, “We con firm our ad her ence and sub jec tion 

to the Holy See and the Pope”. Lefebvre and the bish ops he or dained

have re peat edly dis claimed any in ten tion to set up a ri val hi er ar chy.

Ev ery thing that Lefebvre has done in dis obe di ence was done for the

sake of do ing what he thought nec es sary for the sur vival of his

priestly fra ter nity and tra di tional Ca thol i cism. He jus ti fied his dis -

sent on the prin ci ple: Necessitas non habet legem (Ne ces sity knows

no law). Right or wrong, that is not schism.

Finally, there is the rul ing of the Holy Of fice (Sa cred Con gre ga -

tion for the Doc trine of the Faith), emit ted on June 28, 1993, which

over turned the rul ing of Bishop Ferrario, who de clared that six per -

sons in his di o cese had “in curred ipso facto the grave cen sure of ex -

com mu ni ca tion” for per form ing a “schis matic act” by “pro cur ing

the ser vices of Bishop Wil liam son ... (and) by that very as so ci a tion

with the afore men tioned bishop”. Bear in mind that Bishop

Ferrario’s de cree was based on the July 1, 1988, de cree of Car di nal
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Gantin, Pre fect of the Sa cred Con gre ga tion for Bishops, which de -

clared that Arch bishop Lefebvre had per formed a “schismatical act”

by or dain ing the four bish ops, and warned “the priests and faith ful ...

not to sup port the schism of Mon si gnor Lefebvre, oth er wise they

shall in cur the very grave pen alty of ex com mu ni ca tion”. Car di nal

Gantin cited canon 1364 § 1, which states: “... a schis matic in curs au -

to matic (latæ sententiæ) ex com mu ni ca tion ...” On the fol low ing day

the Pope made a sim i lar but non-juridical state ment: “Ev ery one

should be aware that for mal ad her ence to the schism is a grave of -

fence against God and car ries the pen alty of ex com mu ni ca tion de -

creed by the Church’s law (can. 1364)”.

In spite of their for mal ad her ence (per ti na cious communicatio in

sacris) to the “move ment of Arch bishop Lefebvre”, the Holy Of fice

de clared that the six per sons in ques tion did not per form “schis matic

acts in the strict sense, as they do not con sti tute the of fence of

schism; and there fore the Con gre ga tion holds that the De cree of

May 1, 1991, (the dec la ra tion of ex com mu ni ca tion) lacks foun da -

tion and hence va lid ity.”27 It must be emphasised that per ti na cious

communicatio in sacris with a schis matic sect for mally con sti tutes

the crime of schism,28 and there fore it is man i festly ev i dent that the

Church, in the com pe tent rul ing of the Sa cred Con gre ga tion for the

Doc trine of the Faith, does not con sider the So ci ety of St. Pius X to

be a schis matic church.29

If the Pope had in deed is sued a for mal rul ing in the mat ter of

schism in Ecclesia Dei, and if the Pope had author ised the afore men -

tioned de cree of Car di nal Gantin, then it would be ut terly in con ceiv -

able that the Holy Of fice should pre sume to is sue a con trary rul ing,

since, as canon 333 states: “There is nei ther ap peal nor re course

against a de ci sion or de cree of the Ro man Pon tiff”. It is clear, there -

fore, that the Pope did not make an of fi cial rul ing, and the de cree of

Car di nal Gantin lacked the nec es sary pa pal ap proval. 

Canon 31 states that, “Gen eral ex ec u tory de crees de ter mine more 

pre cisely the meth ods to be ob served in ap ply ing the law or them -

selves urge the ob ser vance of laws. Per sons who pos sess ex ec u tive

power are able to is sue such de crees within the lim its of their com -
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pe tency”. The com pe tent dicastery to deal with the ques tion of

schism is the Holy Of fice, and there fore the afore men tioned de cree

of Car di nal Gantin vi o lates can. 31. If the same de cree is to be con -

sid ered a leg is la tive act, a “gen eral de cree” de scribed in canon 29,

then it is in clear vi o la tion of canon 30 which states that “Per sons

who pos sess only ex ec u tive power are not able to is sue the gen eral

de crees men tioned in can. 29, un less in par tic u lar cases such power

has ex pressly been granted to them by a com pe tent leg is la tor in ac -

cord with the norm of law ...” 

If the Pope had author ised the Gantin de cree, it would be con sid -

ered a pa pal act and would there fore be “nei ther ap peal nor re course” 

(can. 333) against it. The clause re fer ring to the “priests and faith ful” 

in cur ring the “very grave pen alty of ex com mu ni ca tion” has been

over turned by the com pe tent dicastery of the Ap os tolic See, namely,

The Sa cred Con gre ga tion for the Doc trine of the Faith. Hence, the

de cree of July 1, 1988 of Car di nal Gantin was lack ing in the nec es -

sary pa pal authorisation and ju ris dic tion which the Law of the

Church (cann. 29, 30, 31) re quires.

From all that is stated above, it is clear that nei ther the Pope nor

the com pe tent dicastery of the Ap os tolic See has de clared the So ci -

ety of St. Pius X, or their sup port ers, fol low ers and ad her ents to be in

schism.

Li tur gi cal Changes De creed by Vat i can II

TO THE STATE MENT, “In the af ter math of the Sec ond Vat i can

Coun cil, there have been Cath o lics who, in their ob ses sion and in sis -

tence to cling to the pre-Vatican II li tur gi cal prac tices, have re sisted

cer tain changes in the lit urgy de creed by Vat i can II ...”, I AN -

SWER:

For the last twenty-five years, the Cath o lic faith ful have been

mis led into be liev ing that the Sec ond Vat i can Coun cil author ised the

changes that have taken place in the Ro man lit urgy, and that Pope

Paul VI for mally en acted the new Mass into law as a man da tory re -

place ment for the old rite. A care ful ex am i na tion of the conciliar, pa -

pal and curial doc u ments that in sti tuted the new lit urgy re veals

how ever that nei ther Pope nor Coun cil have de creed the sup pres sion 
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of the tra di tional Ro man lit urgy and its re place ment by the new rite.

The Sec ond Vat i can Coun cil did not is sue any leg is la tive de crees

or can ons on the lit urgy, but merely laid down the gen eral guide lines

and prin ci ples for the re vi sion of the lit urgy. The con sti tu tion on the

lit urgy, Sacrosanctum Concilium, set forth that, “the rite of the Mass

is to be re vised ... (and) re stored ac cord ing to the pris tine norms of

the holy Fa thers ... (and) in or der that sound tra di tion be re tained ...

there must be no in no va tions un less the good of the Church gen u -

inely and cer tainly re quires them, and care must be taken that any

new forms adopted should in some way grow or gan i cally from

forms al ready ex ist ing.”

The same con sti tu tion made it clear be yond le git i mate dis pute

that no rad i cal changes were to be made in the Mass when it stated:

l 1. “Finally, in faithful obedience to tradition, the sacred

Council declares that Holy Mother Church holds all

lawfully recognised rites to be of equal right and dignity;

that she wishes to preserve them in the future and to foster

them in every way.”   

l 2.“The Council also declares that, where necessary, the

rites be revised carefully in the light of sound tradition ...”

From the above conciliar texts it is abun dantly clear that the

Coun cil, al though it is sued no leg is la tive can ons or de crees on the

lit urgy, un equiv o cally stated its in ten tion to pre serve the tra di tional

Ro man Rite of the Mass. The Coun cil had no in ten tion to sup press

the tra di tional Ro man Rite of Mass and re place it with a “new rite of

Mass”30 which is sub stan tially iden ti cal to the Missa Normativa that

was re jected in 1967 by a Ro man synod of bish ops made up al most

en tirely of Vat i can II coun cil fa thers.31

The In sti tu tion of the New Mass

A care ful ex am i na tion of the leg is la tion that in sti tuted the new

rite of Mass will con clu sively dem on strate that Pope Paul VI did not

obrogate, ab ro gate, abol ish or sup press the tra di tional Ro man Rite

of Mass, but he merely der o gated some of the pro vi sions of Quo Pri -

mum Tem pore in or der to al low for the use of the New Mass.
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The fun da men tal doc u ment in sti tut ing the New Mass was

Missale Romanum, pub lished by Paul VI on April 3, 1969. It was

pub lished the fol low ing June in the Acta Apostolicæ Sedis with an

ad di tional clause added. The added clause con tains the le gal jar gon

that gives the con sti tu tion force of law for all that it de crees. It reads

as fol lows: “Quæ constitutione hac Nos tra præscripsimus vigere in -

cip i ent a XXX proximi mensis Novembris hoc anno, id est a Dom i -

nica I Adventus”. In Eng lish, “What we have or dered by this our

con sti tu tion will be gin to take ef fect as from 30th No vem ber of this

year (1969), that is the first Sunday of Ad vent”.

The key words in the pre ced ing clause are, “what we have or -

dered” (quæ ... præscripsimus), be cause that is what de ter mines ex -

actly what it is that Paul VI de creed into law. The con sti tu tion

con tains only two de crees:

l 1.“We have decided to add three new canons to the

eucharistic prayer”, and,

l 2.“We have directed that the words of the Lord be identical

in each form of the canon”.

These two de crees are the only leg is la tion that can be found in the

doc u ment. Hence, the clause de style that con cludes the para graph,

“We de cree that these laws and pre scrip tions be firm and ef fec tive

now and in the fu ture, not with stand ing, to the ex tent nec es sary, the

ap os tolic con sti tu tions and or di nances is sued by our pre de ces sors

and other pre scrip tions, even those de serv ing par tic u lar men tion and 

der o ga tion”, for mally en acts into law only those two items.

The key word in the last clause is “der o ga tion”. The new Mis sal

of Paul VI is only a der o ga tion, an ex cep tion, a der o ga tion to the pre -

vi ous laws which are still in force. Not with stand ing the Pope’s per -

sonal wishes and opin ions ex pressed in an un of fi cial non-legal

man ner, the le gally ex pressed will of the Ro man Pon tiff did not im -

pose the new rite of Mass on the Latin Pa tri arch ate of the Church.

Missale Romanum of Paul VI is only a der o ga tion of some of the pro -

vi sions of Quo Pri mum which re mains in force.

It is, there fore, a mis con cep tion that the leg is la tion in sti tut ing the
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New Mass im poses the new rite on the Ro man Church in an oblig a -

tory man ner. Car di nal Silvio Oddi’s in ter view in the Au gust 1988 is -

sue of Valeurs Actuelles made this clear when he said, “It needs to be

said that the Mass of St. Pius V has in fact never been of fi cially ab ro -

gated”. 

It is also a false opin ion that main tains that Missale Romanum

obrogates Quo Pri mum and there fore ef fec tively sup presses the tra -

di tional rite of Mass. This opin ion is false for two rea sons:

l 1. The mere publication of a new Missal does not effect the

obrogation of previous legislation — there is no such thing

as implied legislation. It must not be forgotten that it

pertains to the very essence of law that 1) it must be

preceptive in its wording if it is going to make something

obligatory, 2) it must specify who are the subjects of the

law, and it must specify where and when the law will be in

force, 3) the law must be publicly promulgated in the

manner specified by law, by the competent authority. 

The leg is la tion in Missale Romanum re fers only to prayers and

for mu lae to be printed in the new Mis sal. There is ab so lutely noth ing 

of a dis ci plin ary na ture man dated in the doc u ment: the use of the

new Mis sal is not pre scribed for any one at any time or any place.

Hence the sol emn de cree of Quo Pri mum re mains in force, ac cord -

ing to which pro vi sions “give and grant in per pe tu ity that for the

sing ing or read ing of Mass in any church what so ever this Mis sal (the 

Tridentine Mis sal) may be fol lowed ab so lutely, with out any scru ple

of con science, or fear of in cur ring any pen alty, judge ment or cen -

sure, and may be freely and law fully used. Nor shall bish ops, ad min -

is tra tors, can ons, chap lains and other sec u lar priests, or re li gious of

what so ever or der or by what so ever ti tle des ig nated, be obliged to

cel e brate Mass oth er wise than en joined by us”.

l 2. It is clearly stated in Canon Law that an immemorial

custom cannot be abrogated except by explicit mention in

the new legislation.32 No post-conciliar papal legislation

has dared to presume to attempt the suppression of the
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venerable Roman Rite of Mass, which is more than just an

immemorial custom but is the universal and perpetual

custom of the Latin Patriarchate, the suppression of which,

as shall be demonstrated below, would be contrary to the

doctrine of the Faith.

The Sa cred Con gre ga tion for Di vine Wor ship has man i fested its

ut ter con tempt of Ec cle si as ti cal Law and the Cath o lic Faith by is su -

ing and en forc ing up to the pres ent day its abu sive and schis matic

rul ing of Oc to ber 28, 1974, which de nied that the Tra di tional Rite of

Mass could be cel e brated un der “any pre text of cus tom, even im me -

mo rial cus tom”.

It should come as no sur prise that Paul VI did not obrogate or ab ro -

gate Quo Pri mum in or der to sup press the tra di tional Ro man Rite of

Mass, since the Coun cil ex plic itly de creed that all of the law fully ac -

knowl edged rites, of which the most uni ver sal, most an cient and most

ven er a ble is the tra di tional Ro man Rite, must be pre served in the fu -

ture and fos tered in ev ery way. In deed, it can scarcely be imag ined that 

the Coun cil could have de creed dif fer ently, since by de cree ing the

pres er va tion of tra di tional li tur gi cal rites the Coun cil was only up -

hold ing the in fal li ble doc trine of the Cath o lic Faith.

The New Mass in Light of Tra di tion

Since the ear li est times, Sa cred Tra di tion, whether Ap os tolic or

Ec cle si as ti cal, has been re garded as some thing to be pre served in vi -

o late. For the Ap os tolic Fa thers, Tra di tion was sim ply the “Rule of

Faith” which no earthly au thor ity could over rule. St. Polycarp flatly

re fused to obey the Pope’s com mand to aban don his tra di tional li tur -

gi cal cus tom and fol low the Ro man cus tom of Easter ob ser vance. St. 

John Chrysostom sim ply de clared: “Is it Tra di tion? Ask no more.”

The tra di tional Ro man Rite of Mass is the uni ver sal and per pet ual 

cus tom of the Latin Pa tri arch ate, rooted in Ap os tolic Tra di tion, and

there fore the Cath o lic Faith for bids that it ever be sup pressed or

aban doned. The prop o si tion that the cus tom ary rites of the Ro man

Church can be sup pressed and re placed with other new rites by any

Church Pas tor who so ever is a sol emnly anath ema tised her esy33 and

is con trary to the Tridentine Pro fes sion of Faith sol emnly is sued by
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Pope Pius IV in 1564, which states:

 “I most stead fastly ad mit and em brace Ap os tolic
and Ec cle si as ti cal Tra di tions and all other ob ser vances
and con sti tu tions of the said Church ...

“I also re ceive and ad mit the re ceived and ap proved
rites of the Cath o lic Church used in the sol emn ad min -
is tra tion of the ... sac ra ments”.

St. Pe ter Canisius, a Doc tor of the Church, wrote in his Summa

Doctrinæ Christianæ, “It be hooves us unan i mously and in vi o la bly

to ob serve the ec cle si as ti cal tra di tions, whether cod i fied or sim ply

re tained by the cus tom ary prac tice of the Church”. Sim i larly, St. Pe -

ter Damian, also a Doc tor of the Church, teaches, “It is un law ful to

al ter the es tab lished cus toms of the Church ... Re move not the an -

cient land marks which thy fa thers have set”.

The Sec ond Coun cil of Nicea con demned “those who dare, af ter

the im pi ous fash ion of her e tics, to de ride the ec cle si as ti cal tra di tions

and to in vent nov el ties of some kind or to endeavour by mal ice or

craft to over throw any one of the le git i mate tra di tions of the Cath o lic 

Church”. In the Twen ti eth Century, Pope Ben e dict XV re peated al -

most ver ba tim the words of Pope St. Ste phen I, when he de clared,

“Do not in no vate any thing. Rest con tent with Tra di tion”.34

In deed it was the charism of the Petrine of fice that pre vented

Pope Paul VI from vi o lat ing the teach ing and tra di tion of the Church

by man dat ing the use of the “new rite of Mass”. A de cree man dat ing

the use of the new rite and the sup pres sion of the tra di tional rite

would con sti tute a schis matic act. Citing the doc trine of Pope In no -

cent III, Car di nal Juan de Torquemada (1388-1468), Pa pal Theo lo -

gian of Pope Eugenius IV who was named De fender of the Faith by

that same Pon tiff, ex plained in his Summa de Ecclesia:

By dis obe di ence the Pope can sep a rate him self from
Christ de spite the fact that he is head of the Church, for
above all, the unity of the Church is de pend ent on its re la -
tion ship with Christ. The Pope can sep a rate him self from
Christ by ei ther dis obey ing the laws of Christ, or by com -
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mand ing some thing that is against the di vine or nat u ral
law. By do ing so, the Pope sep a rates him self from the body 
of the Church be cause this body is it self linked to Christ by
obe di ence. In this way the Pope could, with out doubt, fall
into schism ... Es pe cially is this true with re gard to the di -
vine lit urgy, as for ex am ple, if he did not wish per son ally
to fol low the uni ver sal cus toms and rites of the Church ...
Thus it is that In no cent states (De Consuetudine) that, it is 
nec es sary to obey a Pope in all things as long as he does
not him self go against the uni ver sal cus toms of the
Church, but should he go against the uni ver sal cus toms
of the Church, he need not be fol lowed.

Fran cisco Suarez S.J. (1548-1617), whose vast er u di tion and

great or tho doxy earned him the hon our of be ing named by Pope Paul 

V Doc tor Eximius et Pius, in De Charitate, Disputatio XII de

Schismate, ex plains that a Pope “falls into Schism if he de parts him -

self from the body of the Church by re fus ing to be in com mu nion

with her ... The Pope can be come a schis matic in this man ner if he

does not wish to be in proper com mu nion with the body of the

Church, a sit u a tion which would arise if he tried to ex com mu ni cate

the en tire Church, or, as both Cajetan and Torquemada ob serve, if he

wished to change all the ec cle si as ti cal cer e mo nies, founded as they

are on ap os tolic tra di tion”.

As I ex plained above, Pope Paul VI did not him self com mit the

schis matic act of at tempt ing to man date the use of the “new rite of

Mass” — that du bi ous dis tinc tion falls on his sub or di nates in the Sa -

cred Con gre ga tion for Di vine Wor ship and all the bish ops who pre -

sume to for bid or place re stric tions on the pub lic cel e bra tion of the

tra di tional rite of Mass.

Af ter the pub li ca tion of the New Mis sal, the Sa cred Con gre ga -

tion for Di vine Wor ship, by or der of Paul VI, pro mul gated the new

rite on March 26, 1970. Strangely the word “pro mul ga tion” had al -

ready ap peared in the ti tle of the Ap os tolic Con sti tu tion Missale

Romanum, but that con sti tu tion did not ac tu ally pro mul gate the rite,

but only an nounced the pub li ca tion of the new Mis sal. Thus, the

March 1970 pro mul ga tion seems to ac knowl edge that Missale
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Romanum was not re ally a pro mul ga tion but only the pub li ca tion of

the new Mis sal when it uses the words “approbatis textibus ad

Missale Romanum pertinentibus per Constitutionem Apostolicam

Missale Romanum”.* Thus, clearly there was the need for a sec ond

pro mul ga tion in or der to val idly ef fect the pro mul ga tion of the new

Mis sal.

The March 1970 pro mul ga tion by the Sa cred Con gre ga tion for

Di vine Wor ship al lows for the im me di ate use of the Latin edi tion of

Pope Paul’s Mis sal upon pub li ca tion, and con ceded to the epis co pal

con fer ences the au thor ity to es tab lish when the ver nac u lar edi tions

may be used. This de cree did not man date the use of the new rite nor

did it at tempt to for bid the use of the old rite: it merely author ised the

use of the new Mis sal. Up to this point, at least, the Sa cred Con gre ga -

tion had not yet made its schis matic rul ing.

Whence then co mes the al leged ob li ga tion to use the new Mis sal

of Paul VI? Mi chael Davies ex plains that “... Pope Paul VI him self

stated in his Con sis tory Allocution of 24 May 1976 that ‘the adop -

tion of the (new) Ordo Missæ is cer tainly not left up to the free

choice of priests or faith ful.’ This in di cates that he him self be lieved

the new Mass to be man da tory — but, as ton ish ingly, as his au thor ity

for this opin ion, he cited the 1971 In struc tion and not his own Ap os -

tolic Con sti tu tion”. That doc u ment was, in fact, not even an In struc -

tion but merely a No ti fi ca tion! 

Truth is in deed stranger than fic tion. The Cath o lic faith ful have

been de ceived by their own pas tors who have been say ing for

twenty-five years that Vat i can II and the Pope author ised the new rite 

of Mass to re place and sup press the old rite. Pope Paul VI in deed

stated in his gen eral au di ence of No vem ber 19, 1969, that a change

was “about to take place in the Latin Cath o lic Church” — “the in tro -

duc tion of a new rite of Mass into the lit urgy”. It was, how ever, nei -

ther the Pope nor the Coun cil who de creed the sup pres sion of the old

rite and its man da tory re place ment by the new rite — that was

brought about by a 1971 No ti fi ca tion which at tempts to over rule the
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sol emn de crees of Popes and the dec la ra tions of Coun cils. The Cath -

o lic faith ful have been fed with lies by their pas tors.  The sup pres -

sion of the Tra di tional Latin Mass is en tirely il le gal, schis matic and

con trary to the Cath o lic Faith.
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CHAP TER II

Re sponse to an At tack

A Debunking of Father Achacoso’s
 Fraudulent Response to a Response

On Sep tem ber 29, 1995, Fa ther Jaime B. Achacoso pub lished

an ar ti cle en ti tled  A Re sponse to a Re sponse, Dis man tling Fa ther

Paul L. Kramer’s De fence of the So ci ety of St. Pius X.  The ar ti cle

dis plays a sys tem atic and sub tle dis tor tion of facts I pre sented as

well as an equally sys tem atic fal si fi ca tion of the ar gu ments I pre -

sented in my Re sponse to the Cath o lic Bishops Con fer ence of the

Phil ip pines (CBCP).

A Case of De cep tion and Fal si fi ca tion

The de cep tion be gins on page one where Fr. Achacoso says, “the

afore men tioned ‘ad vi sory to the clergy’ ... is non-existent.” When I

re ferred to the “Ad vi sory to clergy and la ity” in my Re sponse to

CBCP, I was re fer ring spe cif i cally to the re-issuing of the CBCP

“Ad mo ni tion” of 1992, as re ported in the Ma nila Bul le tin on Sunday, 

June 25, 1995. The re port quoted the CBCP sec re tary gen eral,

Bishop Nestor Cariño, who stated that the ad mo ni tion was re it er ated

“for the proper guid ance of the faith ful.”

Since I am not bound by the re quire ments of pro ce dural law in a

doc u ment that is not in tended to be used in the court room, I did not

see any need to re fer to the orig i nal date of is sue (18 Nov. 1992), nor

did I re fer to its proper ti tle (Ad mo ni tion), but I used the name by

which the Ma nila Bul le tin re ferred to it. While such may not be an

ac cept able prac tice in court, it is cer tainly ac cept able in or di nary

par lance and by no means be yond the pale of re spon si ble jour nal ism. 
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Fr. Achacoso seems to think it ir re spon si ble that I do not ad here to

the strict re quire ments of court room pro ce dure even out side the

court, and he there fore dis misses my ar ti cle as ir re spon si ble.

There ap pears, how ever, to be a ma li cious ul te rior mo tive be hind

Fr. Achacoso’s bra zenly stated false hood that the June 24, 1995

state ment is “non-existent”. He goes on to say that, “this faux pas, in

a re but tal which pur ports to ques tion the acts of the CBCP, should be

enough to sim ply dis re gard the whole pa per as ir re spon si ble.”

Clearly, Fr. Achacoso does not want the reader to ex am ine my ar ti cle 

care fully but to sim ply dis miss it as ir re spon si ble, be cause a care ful

ex am i na tion of both pa pers will re veal that Fr. Achacoso has sys tem -

at i cally fal si fied and mis rep re sented all of my ar gu ments.

When ever Fr. Achacoso sum ma rises my ar gu ments, he clev erly 

con ceals or changes al to gether the ba sic prin ci ple upon which each 

of my ar gu ments is founded. In this man ner he fab ri cates a dis -

torted car i ca ture of each ar gu ment, and then he pro ceeds to at tack

the car i ca ture — he re futes the coun ter feit ar gu ment of his own

mak ing which he fraud u lently at trib utes to me. Thus, when Fr.

Achacoso says, “His (Fr. Kramer’s) ar gu ment on this point (the al -

leged ex com mu ni ca tion of Arch bishop Lefebvre), can be out lined

as fol lows”, he then pres ents his own coun ter feit sum mary of my

ar gu ment:

a) Canon Law states that a per son who vi o lates a law or
pre cept, act ing “out of ne ces sity or out of se ri ous in con ve -
nience, un less the act is in trin si cally evil or verges on harm
to souls” is “not sub ject to pen al ties” (cf. c. 1323, 4o).

b) Even “if the of fence was in trin si cally evil or verged
on harm to souls”, a per son who vi o lates a law or pre cept
“forced through ne ces sity or se ri ous in con ve nience ... is
not ex empt from a pen alty but the pen alty set by law or pre -
cept must be tem pered or a pen ance sub sti tuted in its
place” (cf. c. 1324, §1, 5o).

c) “What is cer tain is that Arch bishop Lefebvre re ally
be lieved that there did ex ist a true grave ne ces sity to con se -
crate the bish ops even with out pa pal man date”.
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d) There fore, “if the Holy See re ally wanted to ex com -
mu ni cate Arch bishop Lefebvre, it would have been nec es -
sary to pro ceed sententia ferenda af ter due pro cess.”

The ar gu ment that I re ally pre sented in my ar ti cle is as fol lows:

Canon 1324 §3 states that, “an ac cused is not bound by
an au to matic pen alty (latæ sententiæ) in the pres ence of
any of the cir cum stances enu mer ated in §1”. One of those
cir cum stances is the vi o la tion of a law or pre cept “by one
who er ro ne ously yet cul pa bly thought one of the cir cum -
stances in can. 1323  4o and 5o was ver i fied”. Canon 1323
4o re fers to “a per son who acted ... out of ne ces sity or se ri -
ous in con ve nience un less the act is in trin si cally evil or
verges on harm to souls”. It is, there fore, clearly set forth
in the Law of the Church that one who even er ro ne -
ously yet cul pa bly thought that he was act ing out of ne -
ces sity does not in cur any au to matic pen alty.

It is not the scope of this study to de ter mine whether
Arch bishop Lefebvre et al. were cor rect in their judge ment
that the epis co pal con se cra tions were nec es sary or not nec -
es sary: whether their judge ments were er ro ne ous and cul -
pa ble, er ro ne ous but not cul pa ble, or nei ther er ro ne ous nor
cul pa ble. What is cer tain is that Arch bishop Lefebvre re -
ally be lieved that there did ex ist a truly grave ne ces sity
to con se crate the bish ops even with out pa pal man date.
His be lief that there truly ex isted a case of ne ces sity was set
forth, as Mons. Lefebvre him self ex plained, in “an ad mi ra -
ble study done by Pro fes sor Georg May, Pres i dent of the
Sem i nary of Canon Law in the Uni ver sity of Mainz in Ger -
many, who mar vel lously ex plains why we are in a case of
ne ces sity ...” Canon 1323 clearly states that those act ing
“out of ne ces sity” are “not sub ject to pen al ties”, i.e. not
sub ject to any pen alty, and canon 1324, §3 states that “one
is not bound by an au to matic (latæ sententiæ) pen alty” ...
“who er ro ne ously yet cul pa bly thought” (1324 §1, 8o) ...
that he was act ing “out of ne ces sity or out of grave in con -
ve nience ...” (1323 4o) There fore the Law of the Church
makes it in dis put ably clear that right or wrong, Arch bishop
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Lefebvre and the four bish ops con se crated by him did not
in cur any au to matic (latæ sententiæ)  pen alty.

Fa ther Achacoso be gins his fraud u lent out line of my ar gu ment

with a ci ta tion of Canon 1323, 4o: “... a per son who vi o lates a law or

pre cept act ing ‘out of ne ces sity or se ri ous in con ve nience ...’ is ‘not

sub ject to pen al ties’.” An ar gu ment founded on this clause of Canon

1323 is clearly an ar gu ment that jus ti fies one who was act ing out of

ne ces sity. Hence, Fr. Achacoso re sponds by stat ing his po si tion that

“There was no ob jec tively grave ne ces sity for Arch bishop

Lefebvre to con se crate bish ops with out pa pal man date.”

It is im por tant to bear in mind that no where in my ar gu ment did

I claim that an ob jec tive state of ne ces sity re ally ex isted, but I did

in fact state that “Arch bishop Lefebvre re ally be lieved that there

did ex ist a truly grave ne ces sity to con se crate the bish ops even

with out pa pal man date.” My ar gu ment that Mons. Lefebvre did not

in cur any latæ sententiæ pen alty is founded on Canons 1324 §3;

1324 §1, 8o; 1323 4o. These can ons clearly state that one who even

er ro ne ously and cul pa bly thought that he was act ing out of ne ces sity 

is not bound by any au to matic pen alty.

Arch bishop Lefebvre re ally be lieved that he was act ing out of ne -

ces sity. If  he was in deed cor rect in his be lief that it was re ally nec es -

sary to con se crate the bish ops, then he would not be sub ject to any

pen alty what ever (cf. can. 1323, 4o). If he was in er ror and even if he

was cul pa bly in er ror in be liev ing that it was nec es sary to con se crate

bish ops with out a man date from the Pope, then he still would not in -

cur any au to matic (latæ sententiæ) pen alty (cf. can. 1324 § 3).

Arch bishop Lefebvre ex pressed his be lief that there was truly a

case of ne ces sity in his ser mon of June 30, 1988, in which he cited

“an ad mi ra ble study done by Pro fes sor Georg May ... who mar vel -

lously ex plains why we are in a state of ne ces sity.” Fr. Achacoso

claims that “Kramer cites ‘an ad mi ra ble study done by Pro fes sor

Georg May’ ... but fails to quote him or give the ex act source”, but in

re al ity it was not I but Arch bishop Lefebvre who not only cited Pro -

fes sor May’s study, but dis trib uted the full text of that study among

the faith ful who at tended the Mass on that day.
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Ne go ti a tions With Rome
and the Ques tion of ‘grave ne ces sity’

In his ex tremely one-sided and se lec tive pre sen ta tion of the facts

of the case, Fr. Achacoso at tempts to con vince his read ers that “the

Pro to col of 5 May 1988 showed how sin cere the Holy See was in ac -

com mo dat ing all the le git i mate de sires of the So ci ety. Thus,” he con -

cludes, “the so-called ‘grave ne ces sity’ could only have been due to

the re fusal of Lefebvre and the so ci ety to sub mit to the pa pal man -

date.”

It was, in fact, the in sin cer ity of the Holy See which pro voked

Mons. Lefebvre to break off with the ne go ti a tions. In the

above-mentioned ser mon of June 30, 1988, Mons. Lefebvre asks,

“And why, Arch bishop, have you stopped these dis cus sions which

seemed to have had a cer tain de gree of suc cess?” His re ply: “Well,

pre cisely be cause, at the same time that I gave my sig na ture to the

Pro to col, the en voy of Car di nal Ratzinger gave me a note in which I

was asked to beg par don for my er rors.” 

Just when the ne go ti a tions were at the point of be ing suc cess fully

con cluded, an agree ment hav ing been reached and the pro to col al -

ready signed, then sud denly new con di tions are added: Mons.

Lefebvre must ask par don for the er ror of ad her ing to tra di tion. But

the Cath o lic faith re quires that we hold fast to tra di tion. Pope Ben e -

dict XV taught in Ad Beatissimi Apostolorum: “Let there be no in no -

va tion;  keep to what has been handed down.” Pope St. Ste phen I

(254-257) taught: “Let them in no vate in noth ing but keep the tra di -

tions.” Pope St. Pius X in Pascendi, cit ing the au thor ity of an ec u -

men i cal coun cil, taught: “For Cath o lics noth ing will re move the

au thor ity of the Sec ond Coun cil of Nicea, where it con demns those

‘who dare af ter the im pi ous fash ion of her e tics, to de ride ec cle si as ti -

cal tra di tions, to in vent nov el ties of some kind, or to endeavour by

mal ice or craft to over throw any one of the le git i mate tra di tions of

the Cath o lic Church’.”

The Tridentine Pro fes sion of Faith spe cif i cally binds us to the

“re ceived and ap proved rites of the Cath o lic Church”, and Quo Pri -

mum spec i fies that the Tridentine Mass is the re ceived and ap proved
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rite of the Ro man Church and ir re vo ca bly de crees per pet ual ad her -

ence to that rite.35 The prop o si tion that “the re ceived and ap proved

rites of the Cath o lic Church cus tom arily used in the sol emn ad min is -

tra tion of the sac ra ments may be de spised, or may be freely omit ted

by the min is ters with out sin, or may be changed into other new rites

by any church pas tor who so ever” has been sol emnly and in fal li bly

anath ema tised by the Coun cil of Trent.36 It fol lows there fore that if

Arch bishop Lefebvre had asked par don for the er ror of  re ject ing the

“New Rite of Mass”37 and ad her ing to the tra di tional and cus tom ary

rite, that act would have been tan ta mount to a de nial of the Cath o -

lic Faith. There fore Arch bishop Lefebvre wrote to the Pope in his

let ter of 2 June 1988: 

It is to keep the Faith of our Bap tism  in tact that we have
had to re sist the spirit of Vat i can II and the re forms in spired 
by it. 

The false ecu me nism which is at the or i gin of all the
Coun cil’s in no va tions in the lit urgy, in the new re la tion -
ship be tween the Church and the world, in the con cep tion
of the Church it self, is lead ing the Church to its ruin and
Cath o lics to apos tasy.

Be ing rad i cally op posed to this de struc tion of our Faith 
and de ter mined to re main within the tra di tional doc trine
and dis ci pline of the Church, es pe cially as far as the for -
ma tion of priests and the re li gious life is con cerned, we
find our selves in the ab so lute ne ces sity of hav ing ec cle si -
as ti cal au thor i ties who em brace our con cerns and will help
us to pro tect our selves against the spirit of Vat i can II and
the spirit of Assisi.

That is why we are ask ing for sev eral bish ops cho sen
from within Cath o lic Tra di tion, and for a ma jor ity of the
mem bers on the pro jected Ro man Com mis sion for Tra -
di tion, in or der to pro tect our selves from all com pro -
mise.

Given the re fusal to con sider our re quests, and it be ing
ev i dent that the pur pose of this rec on cil i a tion is not at all
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the same in the eyes of the Holy See as it is in our eyes, we
be lieve it pref er a ble to wait for times more pro pi tious for
the re turn of Rome to Tra di tion. That is why we shall give
our selves the means to carry out the work which Prov i -
dence has en trusted to us ...

It is ab so lutely clear from what is stated in the let ter that Mons.

Lefebvre con sid ered any com pro mise with the post-conciliar re -

forms to be mor ally wrong be cause those re forms com pro mise the

Faith. The Holy See made it clear by its ac tions that no nom i na tion or 

pa pal man date would be forth com ing so long as Lefebvre main -

tained that po si tion. Mons. Lefebvre re fused to com pro mise with the 

re form, and there fore he de clared, in his state ment of March 29,

1988, “Now our dis obe di ence is mo ti vated by the need to keep the

Cath o lic Faith.” Thus it is lu mi nously clear that Arch bishop

Lefebvre’s dis sent and dis obe di ence was mo ti vated by the dic tates

of his con science and the sin cere be lief that there truly ex isted a case

of ne ces sity in the Church. Lefebvre’s dis obe di ence was not mo ti -

vated by a schis matic in ten tion to break with the Church, but rather

out of a de ter mi na tion “to re main within the tra di tional doc trine

and dis ci pline of the Church,” and to rem edy a grave state of ne ces -

sity in the Church. It is there fore quite ob vi ous that Mons. Lefebvre

did not act out of a schis matic con tempt for pa pal au thor ity, and it is

equally clear that Lefebvre’s be lief that his vi o la tion of can. 1382

was jus ti fied by a state of ne ces sity ex empted him from any au to -

matic (latæ sententiæ) pen alty (cf. can. 1324 §3; 1324 §1, 8o).

Fa ther Achacoso chooses to ig nore these facts with a deaf en ing

si lence, and lim its him self to the hyp o crit i cal and de fam a tory re -

mark that “Lefebvre wanted to con se crate to the epis co pate the

per sons of his choice at the time of his choice, re gard less of what

the Holy See dis posed,” and ex presses his agree ment with the po si -

tion that “the so-called case of ne ces sity has been in ten tion ally fab -

ri cated by Mons. Lefebvre in or der to main tain an at ti tude of

di vi sion within the Cath o lic Church”. Thus, Fr. Achacoso dis plays

con tempt and in tol er ance to ward those who for rea sons of con -

science re fuse to ac cept the post-conciliar re forms.
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Fr. Gerald Murray’s The sis
on the Lefebvre Case

Fr. Achacoso’s claim, that “the pres ence of grave ne ces sity, as a

ground of di min ished imputability, is a mat ter for the com pe tent au -

thor ity to eval u ate”, while true in it self is scur ri lously ap plied to the

pres ent case. I did not base my ar gu ment on the con ten tion that an

ob jec tively grave ne ces sity ver i fied it self as a ground for di min ished 

imputability (can. 1324 §1, 5o) as Fr. Achacoso fraud u lently main -

tains. No where in my en tire ar ti cle did I make any di rect quo ta tion or 

ci ta tion of can. 1324 §1, 5o, yet Fr. Achacoso, ap par ently not with out 

mal ice, has fraud u lently in serted this clause into the ar gu ment that

he falsely at trib utes to me. My claim that “the Law of the Church

makes it in dis put ably clear that right or wrong, Arch bishop

Lefebvre and the four bish ops con se crated by him did not in cur any

au to matic (latæ sententiæ) pen alty” is founded on can ons 1323, 4o,

and 1324 §3. 

Con cern ing these can ons and their ap pli ca bil ity to the Lefebvre

case, Fr. Ger ald Murray ob serves:

This canon [1324] of fers to Arch bishop Lefebvre and to 
the bish ops con se crated by him per haps the stron gest ar gu -
ment that they are not ex com mu ni cated. Num ber 8 of
para graph 1, like num ber 7 of Canon 1323, re fers to the
thoughts of the per son who com mit ted the of fence. The le -
gal value given to an in di vid ual’s sub jec tive es ti ma tion of
the ex is tence of a state of ne ces sity by the CIC seem ingly
ren ders the in cur ring of a latæ sententiæ im pos si ble in the
case of a per son who vi o lated a law or pre cept, ei ther cul -
pa bly or not, and with out mal ice, while think ing that the
state of ne ces sity re quired or sim ply per mit ted him to vi o -
late the law or pre cept.

As to whether Arch bishop Lefebvre acted from ju rid i -
cal mal ice, we can ask: Does the de lib er ate vi o la tion of
some law, based on the pre vi ously al leged ap pli ca bil ity of
a pro vi sion of an other law ex empt ing one from a pen alty
for such vi o la tion, change the na ture of the vi o la tion into a
merely ap par ent vi o la tion? ...
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In other words, if Law A al lows one to vi o late Law B in
cer tain cir cum stances with im pu nity, is a vi o la tion of Law
B in those cir cum stances re ally a vi o la tion? It would seem
not, since an act can not be author ised and not pun ish able,
and yet be pro hib ited at the same time. If there is no pro hi -
bi tion, then there can be no vi o la tion. Law B falls, Law A
pre vails, the act reg u lated by Law B is not sub ject to a pro -
hi bi tion or a pen alty; hence its com ple tion in volves no de -
lib er ate vi o la tion and there fore mal ice is not in volved.

Fur ther more, if the judge ment of the ap pli ca bil ity of
Law A is not le gally re served to a su pe rior, but is rather left
up to the in di vid ual judge ment of the per son who vi o lates
Law B, then his ap peal to Law A is not il le git i mate and can -
not sim ply be gain said by the su pe rior. The Code has given
the per son in ques tion the ca pac ity, if not the right, to judge
the cir cum stances, and then mit i gates or ex empts him from 
the pen alty at tached to a vi o la tion of Law B based on the
le gal qual i fi ca tion of his sub jec tive ap peal to, for in stance,
ne ces sity.

If this sup po si tion is cor rect, then Arch bishop Lefebvre
can not be al leged to have acted with mal ice. It can be plau -
si bly main tained that his in tent was not to vi o late a law, but
rather to act, with le gal sanc tion, in a way that would, ac -
cord ing to his judge ment, se cure the good of the Church,
by means of a nec es sary trans gres sion of Canon 1382, in
the ex traor di nary cir cum stances he al leged to ex ist in the
life of the Church. This in tent to ob tain the good of the
Church by means of dis obey ing in this par tic u lar in stance,
but not re ject ing, the au thor ity of the Su preme Pon tiff and
the sub mis sion due to him would also ex clude any di rect
in tent to com mit a schis matic act.

If Arch bishop Lefebvre thought even cul pa bly, that he
needed to act be cause of the ne ces sity of the Church, he is
fur ther more not sub ject to a latæ sententiæ ex com mu ni ca -
tion ac cord ing to Canon 1324, §3. And as we saw, the CIC
does not pre sume mal ice, but rather imputability (can.
1321, §3). This pre sump tion of imputability falls “if it ap -
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pears oth er wise.”  Such an “ap pear ance,” in di cat ing at
least a pos si ble lack of imputability, can rea son ably be as -
serted to ex ist in this case.

Hence it would seem in cum bent upon the com pe tent
au thor ity first to es tab lish Arch bishop Lefebvre’s
imputability, and then his mal ice in per form ing the epis co -
pal con se cra tions be fore de clar ing that the law has been vi -
o lated in such a way as to in cur a latæ sententiæ pen alty.
Whereas these two facts have not been es tab lished with ju -
rid i cal cer tainty, then there ex ists a well founded ar gu ment
to rea son ably con test the va lid ity of the dec la ra tion of the
latæ sententiæ ex com mu ni ca tions against Arch bishop
Lefebvre and the other bish ops in volved.

The ex am i na tion of the cir cum stances in which Arch -
bishop Lefebvre per formed the epis co pal con se cra tions in
the light of Canons 1321, 1323 and 1324 raises at the very
least a sig nif i cant doubt, if not a rea son ably held cer tainty,
against the va lid ity of the dec la ra tion of ex com mu ni ca tion
pro nounced by the Con gre ga tion for Bishops. The ad min -
is tra tive dec la ra tion of the Holy See ap pears to have failed
to take into proper ac count the re vised pe nal law of the
CIC, es pe cially as re gards the mit i ga tion and ex emp tion
from latæ sententiæ pen al ties. Ju rid i cal mal ice has been
pre sumed on the part of Arch bishop Lefebvre and the bish -
ops con se crated by him. Sub jec tive con vic tions on their
part as to an al leged state of ne ces sity are sim ply dis missed
in an un signed com mu ni qué (see L’Osservatore Romano
154, No. 38.874 [30 Giugno - 1 Luglio 1988], p.4.),
whereas the CIC stip u lates that hold ing and act ing upon
such a con vic tion, even er ro ne ously, in ef fect pre vents one
from in cur ring a latæ sententiæ pen alty. 

The work that I have quoted at length is a Canon Law the sis38 that 

earned Fr. Ger ald Murray a J.C.L. from the Gre go rian Uni ver sity

Summa Cum Laude. Like Fr. Murray, I have quoted the same pro vi -

sions of cann. 1323 and 1324 against the latæ sententiæ ex com mu ni -

ca tion which the Con gre ga tion for Bishops de clared against
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Arch bishop Lefebvre. The Canon Law fac ulty of the Gre go rian Uni -

ver sity thought that the ar gu ment based on cann. 1323 and 1324 to be 

suf fi ciently well founded to award Fr. Murray a li cen ti ate in Canon

Law with high est hon ours, but when I cite the very same pro vi sions

of these can ons  in a sim pler but sub stan tially sim i lar ar gu ment, Fr.

Achacoso dis misses the ar gu ment as “with out ju rid i cal foun da tion”. 

Count Capponi, re cently re tired Pro fes sor of Canon Law at the

Uni ver sity of Flor ence, has also made a sim i lar ob ser va tion:

But I would also ar gue that the ex com mu ni ca tion may
not in fact be valid, be cause the al low ances for ex ten u at ing 
cir cum stances in the new code are such that Arch bishop
Lefebvre would have got eas ily away with out be ing ex -
com mu ni cated. He could have ar gued state of ne ces sity, he 
could have ar gued a host of ex ten u at ing cir cum stances.

You can’t have your cake and eat it. Rome wanted a le -
nient code, they filled the code with ex ten u at ing cir cum -
stances so that prac ti cally no pen alty ap plies, but they have 
to pay the con se quences. They can’t go back to the 1917
code to pun ish Lefebvre when he com mit ted his crime af -
ter 1983.39

The Dec la ra tion of Ex com mu ni ca tion

Fr. Achacoso’s ob ser va tion that there is “no foun da tion” for my

con ten tion that “the charge of schism would cer tainly never have

with stood the thor ough in ves ti ga tion that due pro cess de mands” is

ab so lute non sense. He falsely at trib utes to me an “er ro ne ous no tion

re gard ing the im po si tion of pen al ties in the Church”. This er ro ne ous

at tri bu tion fol lows from the to tally un founded and gra tu itous as -

sump tion that my po si tion is founded on a no tion of “sep a ra tion of

pow ers in the Church.” Nev er the less, it needs to be pointed out here

that while there is in deed no sep a ra tion of pow ers in the Church,

there does ex ist in the Ro man Cu ria a well-defined di vi sion of del e -

gated pa pal au thor ity in its var i ous in sti tu tions and dicasteries.

Canon 360 states: “The Su preme Pon tiff usu ally con ducts the busi -

ness of the Uni ver sal Church by means of the Ro man Cu ria, which

ful fils its duty in his name and by his au thor ity ... it con sists of the
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Sec re tar iat of State or the Pa pal Sec re tar iat, the Coun cil for the Pub -

lic Af fairs of the Church, con gre ga tions, tri bu nals and other in sti tu -

tions, whose struc ture and com pe tency are de fined by spe cial law.”

Tra di tionally the or di nary power to in flict pe nal sanc tions on

bish ops has re sided within the com pe tency of the Holy Of fice (re -

named as the Sa cred Con gre ga tion for the Doc trine of the Faith), not

the Con sis to rial Coun cil (re named the Sa cred Con gre ga tion for

Bishops). There fore, it is not re ally so ob vi ous, as Fr. Achacoso

main tains, that “the com pe tent Church au thor ity — in this case (is)

the Sa cred Con gre ga tion for Bishops”. The lack of com pe tency be -

comes par tic u larly ev i dent  in the text of the dec la ra tion of ex com -

mu ni ca tion of July 1, 1988, which states: “Mon si gnor Mar cel

Lefebvre ... has per formed a schis matic act by the epis co pal con se -

cra tion of four priests with out pon tif i cal man date and con trary to the

will of the Su preme Pon tiff, and has thereby in curred the pen alty en -

vis aged by can. 1364 par. 1 ...” Canon 1364 §1 states that “an apos -

tate from the faith, a her e tic or a schis matic in curs au to matic (latæ

sententiæ) ex com mu ni ca tion ...”. Clearly the com pe tency for a dec -

la ra tion of this na ture re sides within the ju ris dic tion of the Sa cred

Con gre ga tion for the Doc trine of the Faith. This is the rea son why I

stated in my Re sponse: 

The com pe tent dicastery to deal with the ques tion of
schism is the Holy Of fice, and there fore the afore men -
tioned de cree of Car di nal Gantin vi o lates can. 31. If the
same de cree is to be con sid ered a leg is la tive act, a “gen eral
de cree” de scribed in canon 29, then it is in clear vi o la tion
of canon 30 which states that “Per sons who pos sess only
ex ec u tive power are not able to is sue the gen eral de crees
men tioned in can. 29, un less in par tic u lar cases such power 
has ex pressly been granted to them by a com pe tent leg is la -
tor in ac cord with the norm of law ...”

Fr. Achacoso claims that the Con gre ga tion for Bishops was “act -

ing with the au thor ity of the Holy Fa ther”, but that would only be

true if the de cree in ques tion had been is sued within the or di nary

com pe tency of the said Con gre ga tion as de fined in spe cial law, or if
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in this par tic u lar case Pope John Paul II had ex pressly del e gated

such power to the Con gre ga tion for Bishops to be ex er cised ac cord -

ing to the con di tions stated in the act of the grant. There is, how ever,

no phrase to be found in the de cree in ques tion which men tions pre -

vi ous con sul ta tion with, ex plicit ap proval of, or man date from the

Su preme Pon tiff as one would usu ally find in a doc u ment of this na -

ture. I stated in my Re sponse the rea son why it ap pears that the Holy

Fa ther did not grant the nec es sary ju ris dic tion to Car di nal Gantin’s

con gre ga tion:

If the Pope had author ised the Gantin de cree, it would be
con sid ered a pa pal act and there would there fore be “nei ther
ap peal nor re course” (can. 333) against it. The clause re fer -
ring to the “priests and faith ful” in cur ring the “very grave
pen alty of ex com mu ni ca tion” has been over turned by the
com pe tent dicastery of the Ap os tolic See, namely, The Sa -
cred Con gre ga tion for the Doc trine of the Faith. Hence, the
de cree was lack ing in the nec es sary pa pal authorisation and
ju ris dic tion which the Law of the Church (cann. 29, 30, 31)
re quires.

A False No tion of Schism

The ul ti mate rea son why the charge of schism would never have

with stood the thor ough in ves ti ga tion that due pro cess de mands has

noth ing what ever to do with the way that pen al ties are im posed in the 

Church. A thor ough in ves ti ga tion would have shown that the charge

is not only un founded, but is rooted in a false no tion of schism.

Schism is de fined in Canon 751 as the “re fusal of sub mis sion to

the Ro man Pon tiff or of com mu nion with the mem bers of the Church 

sub ject to him”. The com men tary on the Code of Canon Law, pub -

lished by the Canon Law So ci ety of Amer ica, ex plains that Schism is 

not merely a “sim ple re fusal of sub jec tion to the pa pal au thor ity or of 

com mu nion with the mem bers of the Church, the re vised canon

speaks of a re jec tion (detrectatio) an ad a mant re fusal to sub mit to the 

Pope or to re main in com mu nion ...”

For one to be con sid ered a schis matic, Cappello ex plains, “it is

nec es sary that the one who with draws from obe di ence or falls away
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from Cath o lic com mu nion does so in a man ner that is vol un tary and

per ti na cious or for mal, and hence gravely cul pa ble ... (and) there -

fore what ever ex cuses from grave sin such as ig no rance or good

faith, also ex cuses from the crime of schism and as a con se quence,

from cen sure.”40

The Church does not con sider all re fusal of sub mis sion to be

schis matic: the Canon Law Com men tary of Wernz-Vidal ex plains,

“Finally one can not con sider as schis mat ics those who re fuse to

obey the Ro man Pon tiff be cause they would hold his per son sus -

pect ...”41 From these pre mises it fol lows that those who pro fess

their sub mis sion to the Ro man Pon tiff but, for rea sons of con -

science, re fuse obe di ence in or der to ad here to the tra di tions to

which the Cath o lic con science is bound are not con sid ered by the

Church to be schis mat ics merely be cause they re fuse to obey rul -

ings that they con sider sus pect. Such a re fusal to obey is not an ad -

a mant re jec tion of the pope’s au thor ity nor is it a re fusal to be

sub ject to the pon tiff: it is ma te rial dis obe di ence with out for mal

con tempt ei ther im per fect or per fect — a re fusal to obey cer tain

laws and pre cepts for rea sons of con science.

Arch bishop Lefebvre (and the So ci ety of St. Pius X which he

founded) re peat edly pro fessed his sub mis sion to the Ro man Pon tiff,

and his will ing ness to obey laws and pre cepts that he in con science

con sid ered to be le git i mate and in con for mity with Cath o lic tra di -

tion. In his ser mon at the Mass of epis co pal con se cra tion (June 30,

1988), Mons. Lefebvre de clared: “There is no ques tion of us sep a rat -

ing our selves from Rome ... nor of es tab lish ing a sort of par al lel

church. ... It is out of the ques tion for us to do such things. Far from

us be this mis er a ble thought to sep a rate our selves from Rome.”  

What we saw in Lefebvre, and now see in his fol low ers is not an

ad a mant re fusal to sub mit to au thor ity or a re jec tion of pa pal au thor -

ity, but a  re fusal to ac cept those in no va tions and re forms that vi o late

their con science. Lefebvre summed up this at ti tude in his own

words: “For our sal va tion, cat e gor i cal re fusal of the re form is the

sole at ti tude of loy alty to the Church and to Cath o lic doc trine.” It is

not the Pope’s au thor ity that Lefebvre re jected, but only the conciliar 
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doc trines and post-conciliar re forms that of fended his con science.

The mo tive for Lefebvre’s dis obe di ence was not to deny the Pope’s

au thor ity or to break with Rome, but rather, Lefebvre ex plained, “It

is in or der to man i fest our at tach ment to the Eter nal Rome, to the

Pope, and to all those who have pre ceded these last popes who, un -

for tu nately since the Sec ond Vat i can Coun cil, have thought it their

duty to ad here to griev ous er rors which are de mol ish ing the Church

and the Cath o lic Priest hood.”

 Lefebvre re fused sub mis sion to the non-infallible conciliar

teach ings and post-conciliar dis ci plin ary rul ings which he in con -

science judged to be “griev ous er rors”. He did not deny or ques tion

that the Pope pos sesses au thor ity and he did not dis obey out of con -

tempt for that au thor ity, he did not re fuse sub mis sion to the Pope’s

au thor ity, but he re fused sub mis sion to what he judged in con -

science to be an il le git i mate abuse of pa pal au thor ity.

I pointed out in my Re sponse that what the Church con sid ers to be 

a schis matic act is not per ti na cious dis obe di ence, but per ti na cious

re fusal to be sub ject to the Ro man Pon tiff.42 Bouscaren and Ellis ex -

plain that “The re fusal, even the per ti na cious re fusal to obey the

Pope in a par tic u lar in stance does not con sti tute schism.”43  Even

Yves Congar, in the Dictionaire de Theologie Catholique, says that

“Schism and dis obe di ence are of ten con fused, ev ery schism in -

volves dis obe di ence but not ev ery act of dis obe di ence is schis -

matic.” A schis matic act is an act that re jects the au thor ity or

im pe rium of the Pope, whereas dis obe di ence is a  re jec tion only of

that which has been com manded, as Cappello ex plains, cit ing the au -

thor ity of Suarez and Wilmers: “dis obe di ence re gards the mat ter it -

self of the pre cept, but not the im pe rium or au thor ity” of the Pope.44

Fa ther Matthæus Conte a Coronata ex plains that “sim ple dis obe di -

ence to a pre cept from the Ro man Pon tiff is not suf fi cient for schism,

but a re fusal of sub jec tion to the Ro man Pon tiff is re quired ... It is re -

quired for schism that obe di ence to the Ro man Pon tiff be de nied to him

as head of the Uni ver sal Church.”45 Merkelbach sim i larly ex plains that, 

“Schism is per fectly and com pletely un der stood to be that by which one 

re fuses obe di ence to the Su preme Pon tiff, but not sim ple dis obe di -
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ence nor con tempt of a par tic u lar law.”46 Schis matics, there fore,

ac cord ing to Prümmer, are those who “per ti na ciously re fuse obe di -

ence to the Ro man Pon tiff in so far as he is head of the Church”, and

hence, schis matic dis obe di ence is an ob sti nate re fusal to obey the

Ro man Pon tiff with per fect for mal con tempt of his au thor ity as su -

preme head of the Church. 

Congar, in the above-cited work, ex plains that “Schism would be

as cer tained if the re fusal to obey at tacked, in the or der re ceived or

the de ci sion pro mul gated, the au thor ity it self ... when some one re -

jects a pre cept or judge ment of the Pope given in the func tion of his

of fice, not re cog nis ing him as su pe rior, al though he be lieves this.”

Elab o rating this point sim i larly, Conte a Coronata ex plains, “In or -

der for dis obe di ence to the Ro man Pon tiff to amount to the de lict of

schism ... such dis obe di ence is re quired which is equivalent to a ne -

ga tion of the au thor ity it self of the Ro man Pon tiff.”

Bouscaren and Ellis ex plain that “The act of Schism is found

pri mar ily in the in ten tion of the ac cused per son. The guilt of

Schism prop erly so-called is in curred only when a bap tised Cath o -

lic in tends wil fully and in ten tion ally to sever him self from the

unity of the Church.”47 This teach ing is founded on the doc trine of

St. Thomas Aqui nas, who wrote: “Schis matics prop erly so called are 

those who wil fully and in ten tion ally sep a rate them selves from the

unity of the Church.”48  Merkelbach elab o rates on this teach ing ex -

plain ing that schism, “is the vol un tary sep a ra tion of one who has re -

tained the pro fes sion of faith from the unity of the Church, or the

vol un tary sep a ra tion of a bap tised per son from the Cath o lic

Church.”49 Hence, Alphonse Borras ex plains that the de lict “must

be de lib er ate and vol un tary, and aims di rectly at the break.”50 Thus

Car di nal Castillo Lara com mented on the case of Arch bishop Ngo

Dinh Thuc who con se crated bish ops in 1976 and 1983 with out pa -

pal man date: “Al though the Arch bishop was ex com mu ni cated, he

was not con sid ered to have com mit ted a schis matic act be cause

there was no in ten tion of a breach with the Church”.

The same can cer tainly be said of Arch bishop Lefebvre and the

bish ops he con se crated: They can not be judged to have com mit ted a 
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schis matic act be cause there was no in ten tion to break with the

Church or to ad a mantly re fuse sub mis sion to the Ro man Pon tiff.

The act of Schism is found pri mar ily in the in ten tion of the per pe tra -

tor to wil fully sep a rate him self from the Church by re ject ing the au -

thor ity of the Pope. Bear ing this in mind, one must con sider again the 

ob ser va tion of Fr. Murray:

It can be plau si bly main tained that his in tent was not to
vi o late a law, but rather to act, with le gal sanc tion, in a way
that would, ac cord ing to his judge ment, se cure the good of
the Church, by means of a nec es sary trans gres sion of
Canon 1382, in the ex traor di nary cir cum stances he al leged 
to ex ist in the life of the Church. This in tent to ob tain the
good of the Church by means of dis obey ing in this par tic u -
lar in stance, but not re ject ing, the au thor ity of the Su preme
Pon tiff and the sub mis sion due to him would also ex clude
any di rect in tent to com mit a schis matic act.

It was Arch bishop Lefebvre’s stated in ten tion to se cure the good

of the Church by his act of dis obe di ence, which he in con science

con sid ered to be nec es sary in view of the grave doc trinal and dis ci -

plin ary cri sis in the Church. Dis obe di ence com mit ted in this con text

can not be le git i mately judged to be schis matic be cause nei ther is the

act in trin si cally schis matic nor is the mo tive schis matic, and there -

fore a cir cum stance that would al ter the spe cific na ture of the act

from sim ple dis obe di ence to schism is en tirely lack ing. This is why I

wrote in my Re sponse to the CBCP:

The crit i cal phrase in Ecclesia Dei is the state ment that
the un author ised epis co pal con se cra tion, while con sid ered 
in it self is es sen tially an act of dis obe di ence: “such dis obe -
di ence ... which im plies in prac tice the re jec tion of the Ro -
man Pri macy — con sti tutes a schis matic act”. This
prop o si tion is not to be found in the tra di tional ex pres sions
of Cath o lic Moral The ol ogy. It can be stated that such an
act usu ally con sti tutes a schis matic act be cause it is usu ally
done by schis mat ics, i.e. those who re ject the pri macy of
the pope. It can not be le git i mately main tained that such
dis obe di ence al ways im plies a re jec tion of the Ro man pri -
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macy, since, as Oratorian can on ist T.C.G. Glover ex plains,
“A mere act of dis obe di ence to a su pe rior does not im ply
de nial that the su pe rior holds of fice or has au thor ity.”...
The act of un author ised epis co pal con se cra tion does not
im ply a prac ti cal re jec tion of the Ro man pri macy un less
there is pres ent a cir cum stance which al ters the spe cific na -
ture of the act from dis obe di ence to schism. The cir cum -
stance men tioned by the Pope, namely, the flout ing of a
for mal ca non i cal warn ing, does not al ter the spe cific na -
ture of the of fence, but only in creases its grav ity, since the
es sence of the dis obe di ent act re mains strictly a re jec tion
of the res ipsa præcepta, i.e. mere dis obe di ence to the pre -
cept: no mat ter how ob sti nate the dis obe di ence and not -
with stand ing the num ber and so lem nity of the warn ings or
pre cepts. In the ab sence of cir cum stances that al ter the spe -
cific na ture of the act, such dis obe di ence never  im plies in
prac tice a de nial of the Ro man pri macy be cause such dis -
obe di ence does not con sti tute a for mal act whereby such
an of fender would “per ti na ciously re fuse obe di ence to the
Ro man Pon tiff in so far as he is head of the Church.”

The Conciliar Church seems to have de parted from the clear no -

tion of what con sti tutes a schis matic act. Tra di tional Cath o lic Moral

The ol ogy holds that an act that is not schis matic per se does not be -

come schis matic un less there is a cir cum stance that al ters the spe cies 

of the act. Rather than spec ify such a cir cum stance, which is dif fi cult 

to es tab lish ju rid i cally, Pope John Paul II sim ply avoided this dif fi -

culty in Ecclesia Dei by set ting forth a doc trinal prin ci ple in a state -

ment,  which, as I have al ready pointed out in my Re sponse, “does

not cite any doc trinal source,” and is “con trary to the tra di tional

moral teach ing of the Church.” The doc trine that “such dis obe di -

ence (the con se cra tion of bish ops with out pa pal man date) ... which

im plies in prac tice the re jec tion of the Ro man Pri macy — con sti tutes 

a schis matic act”51 is false — it is an er ro ne ous prop o si tion. Such

dis obe di ence does not al ways and ev ery where im ply a re jec tion of

the Ro man Pri macy and there fore it can not be spe cif i cally main -

tained that such dis obe di ence in prac tice con sti tutes a schis matic act. 
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That is some thing that can only be af firmed in par tic u lar cases when

such dis obe di ence takes place in which cir cum stances are ver i fied

which ac cord ingly man i fest the schis matic in tent to break with the

Church or di rectly at tack the au thor ity of the Pope. 

Pope John Paul II, un for tu nately, did not limit him self to a mere

state ment of ap par ent fact by stat ing that “this act was schis matic be -

cause par tic u lar cir cum stances man i fest that it con sti tuted an im -

plicit de nial of the Ro man Pri macy”, but he pre mised the judge ment

on the er ro ne ous prin ci ple that “such dis obe di ence ... im plies in

prac tice the re jec tion of the Ro man Pri macy (and there fore) con sti -

tutes a schis matic act”, and hence, the Pope reasoned, this act was,

there fore, a schis matic act. The prop o si tion in ques tion, there fore, is

a much more se ri ous mat ter than a pos si ble er ror of fact con cern ing

the Lefebvre case — it is a doc trinal er ror set forth in the form of a

gen eral prin ci ple ex pressed in a non-infallible man ner in an of fi cial

pa pal doc u ment.

Mag is te rial In fal li bil ity

The magisterium of the Pope is not in fal li ble un less there is ver i -

fied: 1) that the Pope, in vir tue of his of fice as su preme pas tor and

teacher of all the faith ful, 2) pro claims with a de fin i tive act, 3) that a

doc trine of faith or mor als, 4) is to be held as such (cf. can. 749 §1).

Sim i larly, the magisterium of a coun cil is not in fal li ble un less the

bish ops: 1) gath ered in an ec u men i cal coun cil to gether with the

Pope, 2) ex er cise their teach ing of fice as teach ers and judges of faith

and mor als, 3) de clare that for the uni ver sal Church, 4) a doc trine of

faith or mor als must be de fin i tively held (cf. can. 749 §2). It is pos si -

ble for pa pal and conciliar teach ings which do not meet the

above-enumerated re quire ments to be er ro ne ous, and there fore Fr.

Diekamp ex plains in his Theologiæ Dogmaticæ Manuale that,

“Non-infallible acts of the Magisterium of the Ro man Pon tiff do not

de mand an ab so lute and de fin i tive sub jec tion ... the ob li ga tion to ad -

here to them could be gin to cease in the case (to be rarely found)

when a man ca pa ble of judg ing the ques tion, af ter a very dil i gent and

pains tak ing anal y sis of all the rea sons, ar rived at the con vic tion that

er ror was in tro duced into the de ci sion.”52 

159



What ever doc trines the Church or the Pope teach in fal li bly “must

be be lieved with di vine and Cath o lic faith” (cf. can. 749), and there -

fore Cath o lics are bound to ad here to such teach ings with an as sent of

faith. The Pope, how ever, does not ex er cise the charism of in fal li bil ity 

when mak ing or di nary pro nounce ments of his au then tic magisterium. 

There is the pre sump tion that the Pope is teach ing the truth, and there -

fore “A re li gious re spect of in tel lect and will, even if not the as sent of

faith, is to be paid to the teach ing which the Su preme Pon tiff or the

col lege of bish ops enun ci ate on faith or mor als when they ex er cise the

au then tic magisterium even if they do not in tend to pro claim it with a

de fin i tive act ...” (cf. can. 752). If, there fore, the Pope or even a coun -

cil should ex er cise the au then tic magisterium with out mak ing a de fin -

i tive act, an as sent of faith is not re quired, but only a “re li gious re spect

of in tel lect and will”. This “re li gious re spect” is re ferred to in Lu men

Gentium as a “loyal sub mis sion of the will and the in tel lect” that

“must be given in a spe cial way, to the au then tic teach ing au thor ity of

the Ro man Pon tiff ... in such a wise, in deed, that his su preme teach ing

au thor ity be ac knowl edged with re spect ...”.

The “re li gious re spect” re ferred to in canon 752 is not an ab so lute 

moral ob li ga tion, as  Pesch ex plains: “Since the re ferred to re li gious

as sent is not based upon a meta phys i cal cer tainty, but only upon a

moral and am ple one, it does not ex clude all fear of er ror. That is

why, as soon as suf fi cient mo tives of doubt arise, the as sent is pru -

dently sus pended.”53 Thus the moral ob li ga tion to main tain the

‘loyal sub mis sion of the will and the in tel lect’ can cease, as

Merkelbach  ex plains: “Where the Church does not teach with in fal -

li ble au thor ity, the pro posed doc trine is not of it self irreformable,

that is why, if per accidens in an hy poth e sis (al beit very rarely); af ter

the most care ful ex am i na tion, there seems to be very grave rea sons

against the pro posed teach ing, it would be licit with out te mer ity to

sus pend in ter nal as sent ...”54

Fr. Achacoso points out that the “Holy Fa ther cat e gor i cally clas si -

fies it (the epis co pal con se cra tions of June 30, 1988) as a schis matic

act”, and he quotes the pope’s ques tion able prop o si tion: “‘Such dis -

obe di ence — which im plies in prac tice the re jec tion of the Ro man Pri -
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macy — con sti tutes a schis matic act’.” Fr. Achacoso errs, how ever,

when he main tains that, “Even if ... the Pope did not use a sol emn for -

mula, the fact is such a for mula is not nec es sary.” If what the Pope

teaches is in con for mity with the tra di tional teach ing of the

magisterium, then cer tainly no such sol emn for mula would be nec es -

sary to ob li gate the Cath o lic faith ful to ad here to the pa pal teach ing

with a re li gious as sent, or with an as sent of faith if the doc trine can be

shown to be an ex pres sion of the “or di nary and uni ver sal

magisterium” (can. 750) of the Church. If, how ever, it can be shown

that the Pope, in ex er cis ing his au then tic magisterium, has given ex -

pres sion to a novel teach ing that not only ap pears to be con trary to tra -

di tional Cath o lic moral doc trine but also does not have its or i gin in

any au then tic doc trinal source, then one can safely judge that the ob li -

ga tion to as sent with a ‘loyal sub mis sion of the will and the in tel lect’

al ready has ceased. I pointed out in my Re sponse, that in set ting forth

the prop o si tion in ques tion, the Pope “does not cite any doc trinal

source,” and the prop o si tion “ap pears ... to be con trary to the tra di -

tional moral teach ing of the Church.”

When an Epis co pal Con se cra tion
is an Act of Schism

Fa ther Achacoso tries to make it ap pear that it is only “Fa ther

Kramer who makes a dis tinc tion be tween sim ple epis co pal or di na -

tion (which ac cord ing to him does not at tempt against the unity of

the Church) and the as sign ing of ju ris dic tion (which is what re ally

at tempts against ecclesial unity)”. In my Re sponse to the CBCP, I

cited sev eral au thor i ties:

l 1) Cardinal Castillo Lara, President of the Pontifical

Commission for the Authentic Interpretation of Canon

Law, who stated that “schism is a crime against the unity of

the Church” whereas consecration of a bishop without

pontifical mandate is “an offence against the exercise of a

specific ministry” which is dealt with “in another section of 

the Code.” 

l 2) Professor of Canon Law at the University of Florence,
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Count Neri Capponi, who explains that in order to be guilty

of a schismatic act, it is not enough that one merely

consecrate a bishop without a papal mandate: 

“He must do some thing more. For in stance, had he set
up a hierarchy of his own, it would have been a schis matic
act. The fact is that Msgr. Lefebvre sim ply said: I’m cre at ing
bish ops in or der that my priestly as so ci a tion can con tinue.
There fore they have no ju ris dic tion. They do not take the
place of other bish ops. I’m not cre at ing a par al lel church.
I’m sim ply giv ing the full sac ra ment of Or ders to a cer tain
num ber of peo ple so that they can or dain oth ers.”

l 3) Oratorian canonist, Father T.C.G. Glover, who explains

“A mere act of disobedience to a superior does not imply

denial that the superior holds office or has authority”, and

therefore, the charge of schism “involves a large and

unjustified mental leap.”

l 4) Father Patrick Valdrini, Dean of the Faculty of Canon

Law of the Institute Catholique in Paris, who explains that:

“It is not the con se cra tion of a bishop which cre ates the
schism ... even if it is a grave faux pas against the dis ci pline
of the Church; what makes the schism a fact, is to give the
bishop an ap os tolic mis sion ... For this usur pa tion of the
pow ers of the Sov er eign Pon tiff proves that one has cre -
ated a par al lel Church.”

Fr. Achacoso states that, “The mat ter of the pre cept and the au -

thor ity or im pe rium be hind it can be iden ti fied with each other in

cer tain cases.” The au thor i ties that I have cited are all in agree ment

that such a case would in deed be ver i fied if Lefebvre had at tempted 

to as sign ju ris dic tion or give an ap os tolic mis sion to the bish ops he

con se crated.  That Lefebvre did not do be cause it was his stated in -

ten tion not to cre ate a par al lel hi er ar chy. Lefebvre de clared on June 

30, 1988, “There is no ques tion of us sep a rat ing our selves from

Rome ... nor of es tab lish ing a sort of par al lel church ...”, yet Fr.

Achacoso pre sumes to state the bra zen and ut terly un founded

162



false hood that “the rea son for the con se cra tions was pre cisely to

es tab lish a hi er ar chy”. In his Let ter to the Fu ture Bishops (29 Au -

gust 1987), Mons. Lefebvre set forth his pur pose for or dain ing

bish ops: 

The main pur pose of my pass ing on the epis co pacy is
that the grace of priestly or ders be con tin ued, for the true
Sac ri fice of the Mass to be con tin ued, and that the grace of 
the Sac ra ment of Con fir ma tion be be stowed upon chil dren
and upon the faith ful who will ask you for it. I be seech you
to re main at tached to the See of Pe ter, to the Ro man
Church, Mother and Mis tress of all Churches, in the in -
te gral Cath o lic Faith, ex pressed in the var i ous creeds of
our Cath o lic Faith, in the Cat e chism of the Coun cil of
Trent, in con for mity with what you were taught in your
sem i nary. Re main faith ful in the hand ing down of this
Faith so that the King dom of Our Lord may come.

Did Arch bishop Lefebvre Re ject
Pa pal Au thor ity in June 1988?

Fa ther Achacoso, dis play ing the ir ra tio nal rav ings of a fa natic,

wildly charges that “Lefebvre ex plic itly stated his re jec tion of pa pal

au thor ity in his let ter to Pope John Paul II, dated 2 June, 1988.” It

was that very let ter which sets forth Lefebvre’s mo tive for his dis -

obe di ence: “to keep the faith of our bap tism” and “to re main within

the tra di tional doc trine and dis ci pline of the Church”. The four

quo ta tions that Fr. Achacoso cites as ev i dence of  “ex plic itly stated

... re jec tion of pa pal au thor ity” con tain no ex plicit re jec tion of pa -

pal au thor ity.55 Rome has for a long time al ready dis played the

same kind of dis hon esty to wards Lefebvre and the So ci ety he

founded as that man i fested in the ar ti cle of Fr. Achacoso. Mons.

Lefebvre wrote of his “state ment of 21 No vem ber 1974, which ...

ended with these words: ‘In do ing so ... We are con vinced of re main -

ing loyal to the Cath o lic and Ro man Church and to all the suc ces sors

of Pe ter, and of be ing faith ful dis pens ers of the Mys teries of Our

Lord Je sus Christ.’ When pub lish ing the text, the L’Osservatore

Romano omit ted this para graph. For ten years and more our op po -
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nents have been set on cast ing us out of the Church’s com mu nion by

pre sent ing us as not ac cept ing the Pope’s au thor ity ... I have not

ceased re peat ing that if any one sep a rates him self from the Pope it

will not be me.”56  

Lefebvre re jected only the “spirit of Vat i can II”, i.e. the “false

ecu me nism which is at the or i gin of all the Coun cil’s in no va tions in

the lit urgy, in the new re la tion ship be tween the Church and the

world, in the con cep tion of the Church it self, (which) is lead ing the

Church to its ruin and Cath o lics to apos tasy.” In his state ment of

March 29, 1988, en ti tled Can Obe di ence Oblige Us to Dis obey,

Mons. Lefebvre ex plained what mo ti vated his dis obe di ence:

Hu man au thor i ties, even those in sti tuted by God, have
no au thor ity other than to at tain the end ap por tioned them
by God and not to turn away from it. When an au thor ity
uses power in op po si tion to the law for which this power
was given it, such an au thor ity has no right to be obeyed
and one must dis obey it.

This need to dis obey is ac cepted with re gard to a fam ily
fa ther who would en cour age his daugh ter to pros ti tute her -
self, with re gard to the civil au thor ity which would oblige
doc tors to per form abor tions and kill in no cent souls, yet
peo ple ac cept in ev ery case the au thor ity of the Pope, who
is sup pos edly in fal li ble in his gov ern ment and in all words. 
Such an at ti tude be trays a sad ig no rance of his tory and of
the true na ture of pa pal in fal li bil ity. ...

And here is what Pope Leo XIII said in his En cyc li cal
Libertas Præstantissimum, June 20, 1888: “If, then, by
any one in au thor ity, some thing be sanc tioned out of con -
for mity with the prin ci ples of right rea son, and con se -
quently hurt ful to the com mon wealth, such an en act ment
can have no bind ing force of law.” And a lit tle fur ther on,
he says: “But where the power to com mand is want ing, or
when a law is en acted con trary to rea son, or to the eter nal
law, or to some or di nance of God, obe di ence is un law ful,
lest while obey ing man, we be come dis obe di ent to God.”

164



Now our dis obe di ence is mo ti vated by the need to keep
the Cath o lic Faith. The or ders be ing given us clearly ex -
press that they are be ing given us in or der to oblige us to
sub mit with out re serve to the Sec ond Vat i can Coun cil, to
the post-conciliar re forms, and to the pre scrip tions of the
Holy See, that is to say, to the ori en ta tions and acts which
are un der min ing our Faith and de stroy ing the Church. It is
im pos si ble for us to do this. To col lab o rate in the de struc -
tion of the Church, is to be tray the Church and to be tray
Our Lord Je sus Christ.

Now all the theo lo gians wor thy of this name teach that
if the pope, by his acts, de stroys the Church, we can not
obey him (Vitoria: Obras, pp. 486-487; Suarez: De Fide,
disp. X, sec. VI, no. 16; St. Rob ert Bellarmine: de Rom.
Pont., Book 2, Ch. 29; Cornelius a Lapide: ad Gal. 2, 11,
etc.) and he must be re spect fully re buked.

 It is lu mi nously clear from what is stated above, that Mons.

Lefebvre had no in ten tion to re ject the Pope’s au thor ity or break

away from the Cath o lic Church. Hence, Count Capponi states in the

above-cited in ter view, “No, he would still not be con sid ered a schis -

matic. ... Lefebvre was not in schism.”

The Cur rent Sta tus of the
So ci ety of St. Pius X

Rome has mod i fied its un ten a ble July 1988 po si tion that the So ci -

ety of St. Pius X is a schis matic church. In 1988, Pope John Paul II

warned in Ecclesia Dei: “Ev ery one should be aware that for mal ad -

her ence to the schism is a grave of fence against God and car ries the

pen alty of ex com mu ni ca tion de creed by the Church’s law.”  (Al -

though the doc u ment did not even name the So ci ety of St. Pius X as

the schis matic group!) The de cree of Car di nal Gantin (July 1, 1988),

which like wise did not men tion the So ci ety of St. Pius X by name,

cau tioned: “The priests and faith ful are warned not to sup port the

schism of Mon si gnor Lefebvre, oth er wise they shall in cur ipso facto

the very grave pen alty of ex com mu ni ca tion.” On June 28, 1993, the

rul ing of the Sa cred Con gre ga tion for the Doc trine of the Faith, com -
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mu ni cated that the six in di vid u als in ques tion, ad her ents and sup -

port ers of  the So ci ety of St. Pius X,  did not per form “schis matic acts

in the strict sense as they do not con sti tute the of fence of schism; and

there fore the Con gre ga tion holds that the De cree of May 1, 1991,

(the de cree of ex com mu ni ca tion) lacks foun da tion and hence va lid -

ity.” Even more re cently, Ed ward Car di nal Cassidy, Pres i dent of the

Pon tif i cal Coun cil for the Pro mo tion of Chris tian Unity, in an of fi -

cial let ter (Prot. N. 2336/94) dated May 3, 1994,  de clared: “I would

point out at once that the Di rec tory on Ecu me nism is not con cerned

with the So ci ety of St. Pius X. The sit u a tion of the mem bers of this

So ci ety is an in ter nal mat ter of the Cath o lic Church. The So ci ety is 

not an other Church or Ecclesial Com mu nity in the mean ing used

in the Di rec tory.”

Lo cal Church lead ers seem to be un will ing to ac cept the fact, al -

ready of fi cially re cog nised by Rome, that the So ci ety of St. Pius X

is not schis matic. In his cir cu lar of Nov. 15, 1995, Car di nal Sin

stub bornly in sists that groups such as the So ci ety of St. Pius X, “are 

not in com mu nion with the Church of Rome” and “their min is ters

are not Cath o lic priests.” Car di nal Sin even goes so far as to make

the same reck less and li bel lous as ser tion about the “Or der of Christ 

the King”, which was canonically es tab lished un der Pope John

Paul II and con tin ues to en joy the ca non i cal rec og ni tion of the pres -

ently reign ing pon tiff in Rome. Arch bishop Alberto J. Piamonte

sim i larly has not mod i fied his po si tion that “Arch bishop Lefebvre

and his group, the St. Pius X Fra ter nity, is a schis matic group and

have been for mally ex com mu ni cated.”57 There is not a sin gle of fi -

cial doc u ment em a nat ing from the Ro man Cu ria that de clares spe -

cif i cally and by name that the So ci ety of St. Pius X has fallen into

schism or that its mem bers have in curred the pen alty of ex com mu -

ni ca tion: Ecclesia Dei and the De cree of Car di nal Gantin spec ify

by name only the six in di vid u als in volved in the epis co pal con se -

cra tion as hav ing in curred the pen alty of ex com mu ni ca tion, yet

Arch bishop Piamonte stub bornly per sists in de clar ing this false -

hood that the So ci ety has been ex com mu ni cated for the of fence of

schism.
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When Obe di ence Be comes a Sin

There is a time when obe di ence be comes a sin58 —  Pope Leo XIII

(cited above) teaches, “when a law is en acted con trary to rea son, or

to the eter nal law, or to some or di nance of God, obe di ence is un law -

ful, lest while obey ing man, we be come dis obe di ent to God.” This

means that some times we must even dis obey the Pope, as St. Rob ert

Bellarmine teaches: “Thus, as it is law ful to re sist a Pon tiff who at -

tacks the body, so it is law ful to re sist a Pon tiff who at tacks the soul ... 

es pe cially if one who would strive to de stroy the Church. I say that it

is law ful to re sist him in not do ing what he or ders, and putt ing ob sta -

cles to the ex e cu tion of his will.”59 

“There is a time,” says St. Catherine of Siena, “when those who

obey, obey to their own con dem na tion.” That time has come. In deed, 

that time al ready came just as soon as the Conciliar Church de parted

from the ap os tolic teach ing and tra di tion of the Eter nal Rome of SS.

Pe ter and Paul — but only a few un der stood this at the time. One who 

un der stood was the late Fa ther Vic tor Mrosz of Krakow, Po land — a

dis ci ple of St. Maximilian Kolbe. Fr. Mrosz re lated to me that St.

Maximilian had ad mon ished him to re main al ways faith ful to Tra di -

tion. “The devil,” St. Maximilian said, “has the Bi ble but he is in

Hell. It is Tra di tion that will bring you to Heaven.” St. Maximilian

re vealed to Fr. Mrosz in 1939 the num ber of days re main ing in his

(Fr. Mrosz’s) life, and thus he knew since then on ex actly which day

in April 1992 he would be called to his eter nal re ward. St. Kolbe

fore told that Fr. Mrosz would be an out cast in his later years, and the

proph ecy was ful filled when Fr. Mrosz was ex pelled from the Fran -

cis can or der and even tu ally “ex com mu ni cated” for re fus ing to aban -

don the Tridentine Mass and adopt the Novus Ordo. Fr. Vic tor,

how ever, re called well the ad mo ni tion that he had re ceived from the

Saint, never to aban don Tra di tion, and there fore he, in full tran quil -

lity of con science, con tin ued to pub licly ex er cise his priestly min is -

try un til the day he died, as chap lain to the So ci ety of St. Pius X Holy

Ro sary Cha pel in Buf falo, New York.

An other who un der stood was Mons. Lefebvre. He un der stood

that the Conciliar Church is not Cath o lic — not Cath o lic be cause its
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new doc trines and new lit urgy are not Cath o lic. This is why Mons.

Lefebvre dis obeyed:

 This is why we are con vinced that, by the act of these
con se cra tions to day, we are obey ing the call of these
(pre-conciliar) Popes and as a con se quence, the call of God 
...

Thus we find our selves in a case of ne ces sity. We have
done all we could, try ing to help Rome to un der stand that they 
had to come back to the at ti tudes of the holy Pius XII and all
his pre de ces sors ... We have tried by all these talks, by all
these means, to suc ceed in mak ing Rome un der stand that,
since the Coun cil and since ag gior na men to, this change
which has oc curred in the Church is not Cath o lic, it is not in 
con for mity with the doc trine of all times. This ecu me nism
and all these er rors, this col le gi al ity — all this is con trary
to the Faith of the Church, and it is in the pro cess of de -
stroy ing the Church ...

This is why we do this cer e mony. Far be it from me to
set my self up as pope! I am sim ply a bishop of the Cath o lic
Church who is con tin u ing to trans mit Cath o lic doc trine ...
it is in or der to man i fest our at tach ment to Rome that we are 
per form ing this cer e mony ... It is in or der to man i fest our
at tach ment to Eter nal Rome, to the Pope, and to all those
who have pre ceded these last Popes who, un for tu nately,
since the Sec ond Vat i can Coun cil, have thought it their
duty to ad here to griev ous er rors which are de mol ish ing
the Church and the Cath o lic Priest hood.
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CHAP TER III

Con clu sion to Book II

The ad her ents of the nom i nally Cath o lic but ma te ri ally he ret i cal 

Conciliar Church do not wish to see any cri sis, any state of ne ces sity

in the Church, be cause that would im pose on their dead ened con -

sciences the un pleas ant task of re nounc ing their sin ful ad her ence to

the Novus Ordo and their he ret i cal at tach ment to the doc trinal nov el -

ties of Vat i can II.60 With the blind ers stu di ously kept in place, Fr.

Achacoso ex presses his agree ment with the po si tion that “the

so-called case of ne ces sity has been in ten tion ally fab ri cated by

Mons. Lefebvre in or der to main tain an at ti tude of di vi sion within

the Cath o lic Church”. Fr. Achacoso ma li ciously imag ines that Arch -

bishop Lefebvre’s state ment, “We have deemed it our duty to op pose 

the spirit of Vat i can II and the re forms in spired by it ...,” is an ex plic -

itly stated re jec tion of pa pal au thor ity, thus dis play ing the hard ness

of heart so typ i cal of the hard-core Conciliar her e tic.

It is the po si tion of the Tra di tion al ists to whole heart edly ad here to

the tra di tional teach ing and lit urgy of the Cath o lic Church as the Cath -

o lic Faith de mands — to up hold the unity of the Church by pre serv ing

the bonds of the unity of faith, the unity of sac ra ments and the unity of

ec cle si as ti cal gov er nance that have been un der mined by the Coun cil

and its re forms. This can only be ac com plished by dis obe di ence to the

un law ful Conciliar and post-conciliar doc trinal and li tur gi cal re forms. 

Such dis obe di ence can not be con sid ered sin ful since, as Car di nal

Newman ex plains, “If a man is sin cerely con vinced that what his su -

pe rior com mands is dis pleas ing to God, he is not bound to obey.”61

“The his tory of the Church,” ex plains Fa ther Fernando Areas Rifan,

“gives sev eral ex am ples of saints who, in or der to re main faith ful,

have re sisted Church au thor i ties who were wrong. Thus St.

Godefroy of Amiens, St. Hughes of Grenoble and Guy of Vienne
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(who later be came Pope Calixtus II), wrote to Pope Pascal II who

was wa ver ing con cern ing the ‘in ves ti tures’: ‘If what we ab so lutely

do not be lieve, you would choose an other way and would — God

for bid — re fuse to con firm the de ci sions of our pa ter nity, you would

force us away from obey ing you’ (Bouix, Tract. de Papa, t. II, p.

650).”62

 The whited sepulchres that con sti tute the ma jor ity of the

Conciliar hi er ar chy sim ply do not wish to aban don their new re li -

gion, or even ad mit that it is a new re li gion.63 This is why they do not

see any state of ne ces sity in the Church. Like the Lu ther ans and An -

gli cans, the hier archs of the Conciliar Church see no need to re turn

to Cath o lic Tra di tion. They be lieve in re li gious lib erty, they be lieve

in Ecu me nism, they be lieve that one can be saved by an other re li gion 

— they do not be lieve in the Old Re li gion into which most of them

were bap tised be fore the Coun cil. They have lost the Faith.

Let them con sider the so ber warn ing of St. John Chrysostom:

I do not speak rashly, but as I feel and think. I do not
think that many bish ops are saved, but that those who
per ish are far more nu mer ous. The rea son is that the
of fice re quires a great soul. For there are many things
to make a priest swerve from rec ti tude, and he re quires
great vig i lance on ev ery side.
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Thomas, Summa Theol., II-II, q. 12, a. 1 ad 3.
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13.  Ibid., p. 129.
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fact, is to give the bishop an ap os tolic mis sion.

“For this usur pa tion of the pow ers of the Sov er eign Pon tiff proves that one
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18. “Episcopus aliquem consecrans in Episcopum, episcopi vel, loco
Episcoporum, presbyteri assistentes, et qui consecrationem recepit sine
apostolico mandato con tra presciptum can. 953, ipso iure suspensi sunt, donec
Sedes Apostolica eos dispensaverit”. (can. 2370)

19. In the above-cited in ter view given by Car di nal Castillo Lara, His Em i nence
pointed out that schism is a crime against the unity of the Church, whereas an -
other sec tion of the Code deals with the of fence of un author ised epis co pal con -
se cra tion.
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21. cf. Vat i can Coun cil I, Dog matic Con sti tu tion Dei Filius, 3 (DB 1792); Vat i can
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1969. It is a clear ad mis sion that the Novus Ordo lit urgy is some thing more than 
a mere re vi sion of the Ro man Rite of Mass. 

31. “Since the ‘Nor ma tive mass’, now re in tro duced and im posed as the Novus
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ecclesiarum pastorem mutari posse: anath ema sit. – Ses sion VII Canon XIII.

“If any one shall say that the re ceived and ap proved rites of the Cath o lic
Church ac cus tomed to be used in the sol emn ad min is tra tion of the sac ra ments
may be dis dained or omit ted by the min is ter with out sin and at plea sure, or may
be changed to other new ones by any pas tor of the churches whom so ever: let
him be anath ema.”

37. Pope Paul VI, Nov. 19, 1969.
38. The Ca non i cal Sta tus of the Lay Faith ful As so ci ated with the Late Arch bishop

Mar cel Lefebvre and the So ci ety of St. Pius X: Are They Ex com mu ni cated as
Schis matics? The por tion of this work which I have quoted was pub lished in
the Fall 1995 is sue of The Latin Mass.

39. The Latin Mass, May-June 1993, “Church Law, Jar gon-Free”.
40. Fe lix Cappello, Summa Iuris Canonici, Vol. II, Pars II, Ca put II, Articulus II de

excommunicationibus speciali modo reservatis Ap. Sedi. p. 193.
41. Wernz-Vidal, Ius Canonicum, Rome, Gre go rian Univ. 1937, Vol. II, p. 398.
42. cf. H. Noldin, De Censuris, 1940, pp. 55-56: “Qui non renuens quidem subesse

capiti Ecclesiæ Romano Pontifici aliquid legitime praecipienti vel prohibenti,
pertinaciter non obtemperet, schismaticus non est neque huic pœnae
obnoxius.”

43. Bouscaren and Ellis, quoted by M. Davies in his de bate with E.M. Jones.
44. Cappello, op. cit., p. 193 — “inobedientia rem ipsam præceptam, non autem
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im pe rium sive auctoritatem respiceret”.
45. P. Matthæus Conte a Coronata O.F.M., Institutiones Iuris Canonici ad usum

utriusque cleri et scholarum, vol. 4 De Delictis et Poenis, Tu rin and Rome,
1955, p. 301. (quoted by G. Murray)

46. “Schisma intelligitur perfectum et completum, quo quis renuit obedientiam S.
Pontifici, non autem sim plex inobedientia nec contemptus legis particularis,
nec rebellio adversus episcopum.” – Benedictus Henricus Merkelbach O.P.,
Summa Theologiae Moralis, Vol. I, p. 598.

47. Quoted by M. Davies.
48. St. Thomas, Summa Theol., II-II, q. 39, a. 1: “... peccatum schismatis proprie est 

speciale peccatum ex eo quod intendit se ab unitate separare quam caritas facit
... Et ideo proprie schismatici dicuntur qui propria sponte et intentione se ab
unitate Ecclesiae separant ...”

49. Benedictus Henricus Merkelbach O.P., Ibid., p. 598.
50. Alphonse Borras, Les Sanc tions dans L’Eglise, Paris 1990. p. 163. (quoted by G.

Murray)

51. “talis inobedientia — secum quæ infert veram repudiationem Primatus Romani 
– actum schismaticum efficit” – Ecclesia Dei [3].

52. Diekamp, Theologiae Dogmaticae Manuale, Vol. I, p. 72.
53. Pesch, Praelectiones Dogmaticae, Vol. I, p. 315.
54. Merkelbach, Op. cit., Vol. I, p. 601.
55. 1) “We have deemed it our duty to op pose the spirit of Vat i can II and the re -

forms in spired by it ...”

2) “We feel that it is ab so lutely nec es sary to have ec cle si as ti cal au thor i ties
who share our con cerns and help to pro tect us against the spirit of Vat i can II ...”

3) “Since our re quests have been re fused con sid er ation ... we be lieve it
pref er a ble to await a more pro pi tious time for Rome’s re turn to Tra di tion ...
This is why we our selves will pro vide the means to con tinue the work which
Prov i dence has en trusted to us ...”

4) “We shall con tinue to pray that the Rome of to day, in fested by mod ern -
ism, will again be come Cath o lic Rome ...”

56. Arch bishop Mar cel Lefebvre, An Open Let ter to Con fused Cath o lics, p. 186.
57. Cir cu lar Let ter No. 8/93, Prot. No. 741/93, Dec. 8, 1993.
58. “obedientiæ opponitur 1. per excessum servilitas seu  obœdientia indiscreta,

quae scil. etiam in illicitis  obtemperat ...” [Dominicus Prümmer, Manuale
Theologiae Moralis, vol. II, p. 457.]

59. De Romano Pontifici, II, 29.
60. It is pre cisely be cause the tra di tional rite of Mass ex plic itly pro fesses a faith

that is rad i cally op posed to the doc trinal nov el ties of Vat i can II, that Mod ern ist
Rome re mains so ob sti nate in its schismatical sup pres sion of the Tridentine
Mass and in its he ret i cal at tach ment to the Novus Ordo. The Conciliar Church
is an Ec u men i cal Church. Fa ther Dörmann ob serves:

The “new ec u men i cal ori en ta tion” is an ab so lute nov elty in the his tory of
the Cath o lic Church and rep re sents an un de ni able break with pre-conciliar
doc trine and prac tice. (p. 96)

The con cept of an “ec u men i cal Church,” which is gath ered around Christ
in a fuzzy plu ral ism of  “Churches and Church com mu ni ties” who find in Christ 
their fun da men tal, though im per fect unity, sol emnly pleads ig no rance of the
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dogma of the vis i bil ity of Christ’s Church, which is a his tor i cal re al ity in vir tue
of the Cath o lic faith (unitas fidei) and in the unity of the com mu nion of the
Cath o lic Church (unitas communitatis, i.e. hi er ar chi cal and li tur gi cal unity).

The new def i ni tion of the Church’s na ture by the Sec ond Vat i can Coun cil is
a new dogma of the new Church, the “Conciliar Church.” (Karol Wojtyla,
[Sign of Con tra dic tion], p. 28.)  ... the Church is the “sac ra ment of unity of all
man kind”. (Lu men Gentium 1,1) (p. 79)

The dec la ra tion Nos tra Ætate lays the theo log i cal foun da tion for the path
of in ter re li gious di a logue, which is the aim in view. The main idea is: that
which is com mon to all men leads to unity among all men. In the area of re li -
gion, the motto runs: what is com mon to all re li gions leads to unity among all
re li gions. Trans lated that means a one-world re li gion. (p. 145) 

Thus it is only log i cal if the ec u men i cal ef forts are di rected to wards the for -
mu la tion of Eucharistic lit ur gies which all Chris tians can pray to gether. “Then
the re jec tion of the Mass of St. Pius V is fully un der stand able, since the rite
was so de cid edly Cath o lic!” (p. 231) cf. Fr. Johannes Dörmann, Pope John
Paul II’s Theo log i cal Jour ney to the Prayer Meet ing of Re li gions in Assisi, II/I.

61. cf. Mi chael Davies, Ap o lo gia Pro Mar cel Lefebvre, vol. I, p. 415.
62. Re flec tions Con cern ing the Con se cra tions, in The An ge lus, July, 1988, p. 43.
63. “This new re li gion is what count less bish ops and priests all over the world, and

nearly all of the most in flu en tial theo lo gians, are pre tend ing is the Cath o lic
Faith as re newed by the Sec ond Vat i can Coun cil.” — Philip Trower, The
Church Learned and the Re volt of the Scholars, p. 53.

“... the ‘his tor i cal turn ing point,’ of fi cially in tro duced into the Church since
the Coun cil: There is pub lic talk of a ‘new re li gion,’ (Eugen Biser,
Glaubenswende [Freiburg i. Br. 1987]) and not only of man i fest in no va tions in
the ol ogy and lit urgy. This ‘his tor i cal turn ing point’ was in the mak ing among
theo lo gians long be fore Vat i can II, and was no where given more of fi cial sta tus, 
as the ‘new re li gion’ of the Conciliar Church, than in Assisi un der the Pope’s
lead er ship ...”

Fr. Johannes Dörmann, Pope John Paul II’s Theo log i cal Jour ney to the
Prayer Meet ing of Re li gions in Assisi, II/I, An ge lus Press, 1996, p. 6-7.
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AFTERWORD

The Ec u men i cal Church
of the Third Mil len nium

by John Vennari

“We are still only in the early stages of Vatican II’s
ecumenical revolution. There are many more radical
changes to come.”

Note: This is an ed ited tran script of a por tion of the speech de liv ered at
the 3rd An nual Cath o lic Fam ily News Con fer ence (Oc to ber 1997).

Our Lord Je sus Christ es tab lished the one true Church, out side

of which there is no sal va tion. This has been taught from the very be -

gin ning. Our Lord Him self de creed “He who be lieves and is bap -

tised shall be saved, but he who does not be lieve will be

con demned.” (Mark 16:16) Our Lord equates sal va tion with be lief,

that is, with ac cept ing the truths that He has re vealed to us. We must

be part of the Church that Christ es tab lished in or der to save our soul.

There are count less Saints who have taught this doc trine with out

am bi gu ity and with out apol ogy. If we wish to stand with the Saints,

we must stand with this doc trine.

Just a few ex am ples:

St. Au gus tine (d. 430) said “No man can find sal va tion ex cept in

the Cath o lic Church. Out side the Cath o lic Church one can have ev -

ery thing ex cept sal va tion. One can have hon our, one can have the

sac ra ments, one can sing Alleluia, one can an swer Amen, one can

have faith in the name of the Fa ther and of the Son and of the Holy

Ghost, and preach it too, but never can one find sal va tion ex cept in

the Cath o lic Church.”1

St. Louis de Montfort (d. 1716) said that “There is no sal va tion

out side the Cath o lic Church. Any one who re sists this Truth per -
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ishes.”2

St. Alphonsus Liguori (d. 1787) taught that “The Holy, Ro man,

Cath o lic, and Ap os tolic Church is the only true Church, out side the

pale of which no one can be saved.”3

St. Fran cis of Assisi taught this as well. Even though Saint Fran -

cis is the saint whom ev ery one loves, nev er the less this hum ble saint

was no ec u men i cal push over, and was no lib eral Cath o lic. He sol -

emnly stated: 

All who have not be lieved that Je sus Christ was re ally
the Son of God are doomed.

Also all who see the Sac ra ment of the Body of Christ
and do not be lieve it is re ally the most holy Body and
Blood of the Lord ... these also are doomed!4 

There are three ex cathedra pa pal pro nounce ments that out side

the Church there is no sal va tion. The most ex plicit and force ful of the 

three is from Pope Eu gene IV (1431-1447) who in fal li bly taught at

the Coun cil of Flor ence:

The Most Holy Ro man Church firmly be lieves, pro -
fesses and preaches that none of those ex ist ing out side the
Cath o lic Church, not only pa gans, but also Jews, her e tics,
and schis mat ics can ever be par tak ers of eter nal life, but
that they are to go into the eter nal fire “which was pre pared
for the devil and his an gels,” (Mt. 25:41) un less be fore
death they are joined with her; and that so im por tant is the
unity of this Ec cle si as ti cal Body, that only those re main ing 
within this unity can profit from the sac ra ments of the
Church unto sal va tion, and that they alone can re ceive an
eter nal rec om pense for their fasts, alms deeds, and other
works of Chris tian pi ety and du ties of a Chris tian sol dier.
No one, let his almsgiving be as great as it may, no one,
even if he pour out his blood for the Name of Christ, can be
saved un less they abide within the bosom and unity of the
Cath o lic Church.

This has been the con sis tent teach ing of the Popes through out the

cen tu ries.5
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Why is this teach ing so ex plicit? Be cause of the oft for got ten fact

that those who re ject a por tion of God’s re vealed truth are in a state of 

her esy. And in the ob jec tive or der, her esy is a sin. It is a sin against

Faith.

In fact, not only is her esy a sin, but tra di tion tells us that her esy is

the great est of all sins.

The 1910 Cath o lic En cy clo pe dia con tains a fas ci nat ing and

lengthy en try about her esy. It quotes St. Thomas Aqui nas’ def i ni tion

of her esy as:

... a spe cies of in fi del ity in men who, hav ing pro fessed
the faith of Christ, cor rupt its dog mas.6 

Re gard ing the grav ity of the sin of her esy, the En cy clo pe dia

teaches:

Her esy is a sin be cause of its na ture, it is de struc tive of
the vir tue of Chris tian faith. Its mal ice is to be mea sured
there fore by the ex cel lence of the good gift of which it de -
prives the soul. Now faith is the most pre cious pos ses sion
of man, the root of his su per nat u ral life, the pledge of eter -
nal sal va tion. Pri va tion of faith is there fore the great est evil 
and de lib er ate re jec tion of faith is the great est sin.7

“The Worst En emies
of the Church”

In the 19th Cen tury, there arose what came to be called “lib -

eral-Catholicism.” It is the be lief among Cath o lics that it is pos si ble

to find sal va tion in any re li gion sim ply be cause one is sin cere. Ven -

er a ble Pope Pius IX called lib eral Cath o lics “the worst en e mies of

the Church”.8 Nev er the less, this sen ti men tal re li gion spread like

wild fire.

The Popes of the19th and first half of the 20th Cen tury com bated

this lib er al ism with great vigor, but too few Cath o lics paid heed. In

the 20th Cen tury, the prob lem only grew worse. To make a very long

story short, at the Sec ond Vat i can Coun cil, we wit nessed the tri umph 

of lib eral Ca thol i cism within the Church. The ten ets of lib eral Ca -

thol i cism be came the guid ing prin ci ples of the Vat i can II rev o lu tion.
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One pro gres sive theo lo gian, who has the rep u ta tion of be ing con -

ser va tive, stated ap prov ingly that at Vat i can II, the Church

re-defined its na ture.9 This re-definition of the Church was ac com -

plished through the cal cu lated use of am big u ous lan guage.10 One of

the most strik ing ex am ples is con tained in the Coun cil doc u ment, Lu -

men Gentium.

Pope Pius XII, along with the con sis tent teach ing of the Popes,

taught that the Church of Christ IS the Cath o lic Church.11 But at Vat -

i can II, the doc u ment Lu men Gentium teaches that the Church of

Christ SUB SISTS in the Cath o lic Church.12 The new, “ac cepted”

un der stand ing that has emerged from us ing the word “SUB SIST,” is

that the Church of Christ is not ex clu sively the Cath o lic Church, but

the Church of Christ is ac tu ally big ger than the Cath o lic Church and

in cludes the Cath o lic Church and other “Chris tian” de nom i na tions as

well.13

Those who prop a gate this new def i ni tion at tempt to jus tify the

false idea that the Church of Christ com prises all de nom i na tions, in -

clud ing Cath o lics and non-Catholics, by say ing that we now have a

deeper un der stand ing of what the Cath o lic Church is.

In mak ing this claim, they run con trary to the teach ings of the

First Vat i can Coun cil, which was dog matic, in fal li ble, and of a much 

higher au thor ity than the non-infallible pas to ral Sec ond Vat i can

Coun cil.

Vat i can I clearly taught that we may not dis re gard de fined dogma

in the name of a deeper un der stand ing:

The mean ing of Sa cred Dogmas, which must al ways be
pre served is that which our Holy Mother the Church has
de ter mined. Never is it per mis si ble to de part from this in
the name of a deeper un der stand ing.14

Yet this is pre cisely what has been done in the so-called

re-definition of the Church that took place at Vat i can II. They have

de parted from de fined dogma by ap peal ing to a ‘deeper un der stand -

ing’ of what con sti tutes the Church of Christ.

Once they un law fully re de fine the Church and claim that all de -

nom i na tions are in some way part of the Church of Christ, then all
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these de nom i na tions should not be at war with each other but must

learn to ec u men i cally co op er ate with each other. Ecu me nism is a nec -

es sary con se quence of this new (and false) def i ni tion of the Church.

We all know what havoc has been wrought in the Cath o lic

Church in the name of ecu me nism.

The New Mass was formed in the spirit of ecu me nism. It was

writ ten with the help of six Protestant min is ters.

The New Code of Canon Law is sprin kled with ec u men i cal fla -

vour ing.

The New Cat e chism of the Cath o lic Church is drenched in ecu -

me nism.15

Yet de spite all the de struc tion that ecu me nism has caused over

the past 30 years — we are still only in the early stages of Vat i can

II’s ec u men i cal rev o lu tion.

“A Long Way to Go”

In April of 1997, there was a scan dal ous ec u men i cal fi asco that

took place at St. Mary’s Ca the dral in Wich ita, Kan sas. The Cath o lic

Ca the dral was al lowed to be used by the Epis co pal and Lu theran

Churches to cel e brate their inter-communion in a re li gious ser vice.

Cath o lic writer, Mary Jo Heiland com plained to the Canon Law So -

ci ety of Amer ica about it. A priest from the Canon Law So ci ety, Fa -

ther Pat rick Cogan, re sponded to her let ter and said that he

com pletely dis agreed with Mary Jo Heiland’s out rage at the ec u -

men i cal event. Af ter boast ing that he was firmly com mit ted to ecu -

me nism, Cogan la mented:

I re gret that so many of the teach ings of Vat i can II have
yet to be re ceived or “fil tered down” to the Chris tian faith -
ful.16

At the 1985 Ex traor di nary Synod in Rome, Car di nal Ba sil Hume

of Eng land had this to say:

There is still a long way to go be fore the teach ing of the
Coun cil en ters fully into our Cath o lic blood stream.17

Hence, we are only in the early stages of the Vat i can II rev o lu tion. 
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There are many more rad i cal changes to come.

In the name of ecu me nism, the high est au thor i ties in our Church

want to re struc ture the Pa pacy along ec u men i cal lines.18 In the name 

of ecu me nism, there is talk of a “com mon martyrology” that in -

cludes “saints” from Cath o lic, Or tho dox and Protestant de nom i na -

tions.19 In the name of ecu me nism, we have “The Balamand

Dec la ra tion,” which is a joint state ment be tween the Cath o lic

Church and the schismatic Or tho dox that claims that the Cath o lic

and the schismatic Or tho dox are now “Sis ter Churches” that should

not pros ely tise each other.20

But the fo cus of this pre sen ta tion is a Vat i can doc u ment that was

re leased in the early 1990’s. 

A New Ec u men i cal Di rec tory

In 1993, a doc u ment was is sued from the Pon tif i cal Coun cil for

Pro moting Chris tian Unity in Rome. It is called The Di rec tory for the 

Ap pli ca tions of the Prin ci ples and Norms of Ecu me nism. It claims to

have the force of law, bind ing Cath o lics. But as we know, Cath o lics

are only bound to obey laws that serve the Faith. We are never bound

to obey laws that work against the Faith, be cause any law that works

against the Faith is not a true law.

As will be dem on strated, this doc u ment is not go ing to pro mote

or de fend Ca thol i cism. It is a doc u ment for the prop a ga tion of ecu -

me nism at the ex pense of Ca thol i cism. It will in au gu rate an other

tidal wave of ec u men i cal de struc tion. It is a blue print for the fur ther

dis man tling of the Cath o lic Church.

This doc u ment calls for the ap pli ca tion of ecu me nism to be im -

posed ev ery where. By this doc u ment, there will be no place in the

Church for any one, or any or ga ni za tion, or any re li gious in sti tutes,

or any di oc e san of fice, or any sem i nary, or any lay or ga ni za tion that

is not firmly com mit ted to be liev ing and prac tic ing in ter faith ecu me -

nism. Not even grade-school chil dren are ex empt.

It is this doc u ment that is the frame work for the ec u men i cal

Church of the Third Mil len nium.
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A New Doc trine

 Ecu me nism, as prac ticed to day, flies in the face of tra di tional

Cath o lic doc trine and prac tice. It places the one true re li gion es tab -

lished by Our Lord on the same base level with false, man-made re li -

gions — some thing that the Popes through out the cen tu ries

ab so lutely for bade Cath o lics to do. (For ex am ple, Pope Pius XI’s

Mortalium Animos which con demned Ecu me nism.)

Ecu me nism is a new doc trine. It runs con trary to Sa cred Scrip -

ture, con trary to 2,000 years of Sa cred Tra di tion, con trary to de fined

dogma, con trary to the con sis tent teach ing of all the Popes up un til

the time of the Sec ond Vat i can Coun cil.

One of the great est proofs that ecu me nism is a new doc trine is

found right in the ec u men i cal Di rec tory we will be quot ing from. In

the Di rec tory for the Ap pli ca tion of the Prin ci ples and Norms of

Ecu me nism there are 198 foot notes. Only nine of these are dated be -

fore the Sec ond Vat i can Coun cil. This is be cause there is noth ing in

pre-Vatican II teach ing that sup ports ecu me nism. Of the nine foot -

notes that date be fore Vat i can II, one of them is a quote from St.

Ambrose that has noth ing to do with ecu me nism. The re main ing

eight foot notes are Bib li cal quo ta tions, usu ally us ing Scrip ture in a

way that the Cath o lic Church has never used it be fore.21

It is the dog matic teach ing of the Cath o lic Church that the duty of

the Pope is not to pro mote a new doc trine (like ecu me nism) but to

faith fully pre serve the tra di tional teach ing. This is de fide. When

Vat i can I de fined Pa pal In fal li bil ity, it taught:

The Holy Spirit was not prom ised to the suc ces sors of
Pe ter that by the rev e la tion of the Holy Spirit they might dis -
close new doc trine, but that by His help they might guard sa -
credly the rev e la tion trans mit ted through the Apos tles and
the de posit of faith, and might faith fully set it forth.22

To day, how ever, we have new doc trines be ing taught that we

must be on guard against.

A theo lo gian named Fa ther Jo seph de Sainte-Marie, who died in

1985, was a loyal son of the reign ing Pope. He col lab o rated with

John Paul II on a num ber of oc ca sions. But even he warned about the
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pres ent state of con fu sion within the high est of fices in the Church.

He said:

In our day, and it is one of the most ob vi ous signs of the
ex traor di narily ab nor mal char ac ter of the cur rent state of
the Church, it is very of ten the case that the acts of the Holy
See de mand of us pru dence and dis cern ment.23

What Fa ther de Sainte-Marie has told us, in a gen tle, dig ni fied

and el e vated man ner is that we have to be ex tremely care ful these

days even with doc u ments em a nat ing from Rome.

And if there is one doc u ment that de mands of our pru dence and

dis cern ment — and even our firm re sis tance — it is this Ec u men i cal

Di rec tory which com mands Cath o lics to think and act in a man ner

that the Church has for bid den for two thou sand years.

An en tire book could be writ ten out lin ing all the prob lems in this

1993 Ec u men i cal Di rec tory. For our pur pose, we will only spot light

some of the most trou bling and alarm ing points.

The “Man date”

Early in this doc u ment, we are given what could be called the

“man date” for ecu me nism. Para graph 22 states:

Those who are bap tised in the name of Christ are, by
that very fact, called to com mit them selves to the search for 
unity.

One point must be made clear from the very be gin ning: Cath o lics 

do not search for the truth — and Cath o lics do not search for unity.

As Cath o lics, we pos sess the truth — the di vine truth com mu ni cated

by Christ through His Church. We can grow in knowl edge and un -

der stand ing of that truth, but we don’t search for it. The same thing

ap plies to unity. Christ es tab lished His Church as ONE. Since we

have unity al ready, there is no need for Cath o lics to join with oth ers

in a search for unity. There is a need for Cath o lics to work and pray

for the con ver sion of non-Catholics into the one true Church. But

that is not search ing for unity — we are in vit ing oth ers into that unity 

di vinely es tab lished by Christ. 
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In 1919, when the ec u men i cal move ment was get ting started,

among non-Catholics, the Protestant ecumenists wanted Pope Ben e -

dict XV to get the Cath o lic Church in volved. Ben e dict XV po litely

de clined. This clear-thinking Pope ex plained that al though it was his 

ear nest de sire for one fold and one shep herd, it would be im pos si ble

for the Cath o lic Church to join with oth ers in search of unity. As for

the Church of Christ, he ex plained, it is al ready one, and could not

give the ap pear ance of search ing for it self or for its own unity.24

So, Cath o lics do not search for unity — we al ready have it. Yet

over and over again in this doc u ment we read that we have to search

for unity.

The Di rec tory says:

Where ec u men i cal work is not be ing done ef fec tively,
Cath o lics will seek to pro mote it. [#23]

Again, this is in cor rect. Cath o lics are not bound to work for ec u -

men i cal unity. A Cath o lic’s duty is to grow in ho li ness, ful fill his du -

ties of state, de fend the truth and com bat er ror, es pe cially the er ror

that is con tained in false re li gions, and to work and pray for the con -

ver sion of non-believers into the one true Church.

The doc u ment then calls for a

... change of heart and ho li ness of life, along with pub lic 
and pri vate prayer for the unity of Chris tians ... this is what
Vat i can II re gards as “the soul of the ec u men i cal move -
ment.” [#25]

We see this scat tered through out the en tire doc u ment — a call for

a “change of heart”, or “re newal of at ti tudes.” In other words, we are

ex pected to cast aside the de fined truths of the faith re gard ing the one 

true Church of Christ in the name of ecu me nism. That is re ally what

is be ing said. A call for a “change of heart” and “re newal of at ti -

tudes” amounts to a call for a new mind-set.

It should also be noted that through out this en tire doc u ment, the

draft ers have in serted a num ber of what ap pears to be “safe guards”.

There are lit tle guard rails here and there that give the im pres sion

that ecu me nism does not threaten the in teg rity of the faith. The doc u -
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ment con tains warn ings against “indifferentism” and cau tions

against play ing down or di min ish ing Cath o lic truth. These are ac tu -

ally use less warn ings cal cu lated to neu tral ise the un think ing from

ob ject ing to this doc u ment. The en tire ec u men i cal move ment pro -

motes indifferentism and plays down and di min ishes Cath o lic truth.

So these ap par ent “safe guards” re ally mean noth ing.

We es pe cially know this be cause the doc u ments of the Sec ond

Vat i can Coun cil contained these lit tle safe guards too. But when the

rev o lu tion gets roll ing, all those guard rails are ploughed un der. For

ex am ple, Vat i can II’s Con sti tu tion on Lit urgy clearly states that Gre -

go rian Chant is to be given “pride of place”,25 “the use of the Latin

lan guage is to be pre served in Latin rites,”26 etc. All that is cast aside

when the cruel tyr anny of ag gior na men to takes over.

Like wise, the “safe guards” in this doc u ment will mean very lit tle

once the prin ci ples of this Di rec tory be come more and more im ple -

mented. 

Ecu me nism in Ev ery
Di oc e san Struc ture

There is a sec tion en ti tled “The Or ga ni za tion in the Cath o lic

Church of the Ser vice of Chris tian Unity”. It is ded i cated to work ing

ecu me nism into the struc ture of the Church.

On the di oc e san level, the Di rec tory states that each di o cese is to

have a di oc e san ec u men i cal of fi cer that will pre side over a di oc e san

ec u men i cal com mis sion. It is also noted that a num ber of di o ceses

may pool to gether and have one ec u men i cal com mis sion that en -

com passes a group of di o ceses. [#’s 44-49]

The pur pose of the ec u men i cal of fi cer and com mis sion is to over -

see and pro mote ecu me nism and ec u men i cal di a logue within ev ery

di o cese. This is a means of firmly em bed ding ecu me nism into ev ery

di oc e san struc ture.

The Doc u ment then calls for ecu me nism to be firmly im bed ded

into re li gious life: con vents, mon as ter ies, re li gious houses. Now, re -

li gious are men and women who have left the world to con se crate

their lives to Christ through the evan gel i cal coun sels of pov erty,

chas tity and obe di ence. These poor con se crated souls will have their
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Cath o lic peace shat tered by be ing forced to en gage in ecu me nism.

The Di rec tory com mands that re li gious (monks, nuns, broth ers,

sis ters) should get in volved in the ec u men i cal move ment by or ga niz -

ing meet ings among “Chris tians” of var i ous churches for li tur gi cal

prayer (pray ing in com mon), spir i tual ex er cises [#50c]. They are en -

cour aged to main tain re la tions with mon as ter ies or re li gious com -

mu ni ties of schis matic and Protestant de nom i na tions [#50d].

 They are also told to “con duct their var ied ed u ca tional in sti tu -

tions with a view to ec u men i cal ac tiv ity” [#50e]. This means that

teach ing-orders will be spout ing ecu me nism to their stu dents. Im -

plicit in all this is that it may be nearly im pos si ble for a faith ful re li -

gious to teach stu dents that there is only one true Church out side of

which there is no sal va tion.

The re li gious are called upon to col lab o rate with other de nom i na -

tions in ar eas of com mon work for so cial jus tice, eco nomic de vel op -

ment, prog ress in health and ed u ca tion, the safe guard ing of cre ation

(in other words, en vi ron men tal ism) and peace and rec on cil i a tion

among na tions and com mu ni ties [#50f]. Of ten times, this doc u ment

sounds like some thing that came right out of the United Na tions.

Re li gious houses must also now pro vide an “ec u men i cal for ma -

tion” for their mem bers.[#51] Young peo ple go ing into re li gious life

will have to be taught a new con cept of the Church and will be

formed in ecu me nism.

Our Lord taught that “nar row is the way” that leads to sal va tion.

Ecu me nism, however, teaches that WIDE are the WAYS that lead to

sal va tion. Yet this is how the re li gious of the Third Mil len nium shall

be formed. They will be formed in the prin ci ples of lib er al ism.

A New Clergy

There is a sec tion on the for ma tion of priests. This is cause for

concern be cause, as Scrip ture says, if the salt loses its fla vour, it is

good for noth ing. Like wise, if the Cath o lic priest hood be comes ec u -

men i cal, then in most places in the world, Ca thol i cism will evap o -

rate — be cause the Faith is taught to us through the priests. But if the

priests are trained in lib eral doc trines, they will not know true doc -

trine, they will have no de fence against the poi son of er ror, and by
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their false teach ing and bad ex am ple, they will lead the faith ful out of 

Ca thol i cism and into a new ec u men i cal “com mon-Christianity”.

Be fore Vat i can II, all the Popes were of one ac cord in com mand -

ing that bish ops must en sure that their sem i nar i ans, their fu ture

priests, were thor oughly trained to ad here to the pu rity of Cath o lic

doc trine.27 Pu rity of doc trine was al ways par a mount. And pu rity of

doc trine ne ces si tates not only ad her ing to truth, but also un com pro -

mis ing ref u ta tion of er ror. That’s all gone. This Di rec tory com mands 

that priests be come thor oughly ec u men i cal.

It says that priests are to be formed in the ec u men i cal spirit. They

are to be formed with “a ca pac ity for di a logue so as to ac quire an au -

then ti cally ec u men i cal dis po si tion” [#70]. Once again, we see the

re moval of the Cath o lic mind-set and the adop tion of the ec u men i cal

mind-set.

The Di rec tory says that Epis co pal con fer ences (bish ops) must

en sure that plans of study for sem i nar i ans give an ec u men i cal di -

men sion to each sub ject, and pro vide es pe cially for the study of ecu -

me nism [#72]. 

Para graph 76 states that “ec u men i cal open ness is a con sti tu tive

di men sion of the for ma tion of fu ture priests and dea cons.” In other

words, ecu me nism is a nec es sary in gre di ent in the make-up of the

fu ture priest. If you’re not ec u men i cal, you’re not go ing to get or -

dained.

The Di rec tory calls for “Spe cific courses in ecu me nism” — and

says that these courses “should be com pul sory” [#79].

We then move from ec u men i cal study to ec u men i cal prac tice in
the sem i nar ies.

The Di rec tory en cour ages sem i nar ies to in vite non-Catholics

to lec ture at the sem i nary [#81] and also en cour ages meet ings

with sem i nar i ans and the ol ogy stu dents of false re li gions [#83].

It is not hard to imag ine how warped these men will turn out af -

ter spend ing six years in this type of en vi ron ment. This is also a

means of weed ing out sem i nar i ans who are op posed to ecu me nism

— they will leave the sem i nary rather than com pro mise them -

selves. Hence, only the ec u men i cal will be or dained.

Now, what about af ter their or di na tion?
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Para graph #91 calls for “Con tin u ous Ag gior na men to of or -

dained min is ters and pas to ral work ers in view of the con tin ual

evo lu tion within the ec u men i cal move ment.” The key words

here are “con tin ual evo lu tion.” The whole move ment will keep

evolv ing — not to wards Ca thol i cism. It will be come more rad i cal

with Ca thol i cism be com ing in creas ingly marginalized. This Di -

rec tory un law fully com mands that priests must be in volved with

this con tin ual up dat ing.

The Di rec tory tells priests that it is good to in vite min is ters of

other re li gions to dis cuss pas to ral prob lems that are com mon to all

[#91a]. It also en cour ages interconfessional meet ings aimed at im -

prov ing re la tions and try ing to re solve pas to ral prob lems to gether

[#91b]. The Di rec tory fur ther states that there should also be

interconfessional shar ing of el e ments of spir i tu al ity held in com -

mon [#91e]. This is plac ing the one true re li gion of Je sus Christ on

the same level as false, man-made re li gions.

Ec u men i cal For ma tion for ALL
the Faith ful, In clud ing Children

The Di rec tory calls for “Ec u men i cal For ma tion of All the Faith -

ful” in the Cath o lic Church. It says:

All the faith ful are called upon to make a per sonal com -
mit ment to ward pro mot ing and in creas ing com mu nion
with other Chris tians [#55].

We have al ready cov ered why this no tion is wrong. The Cath o lic is

called upon to sanc tify his soul and to work for the con ver sion of

non-Catholics. But con ver sion is not the goal here. Again and again,

this doc u ment dis cour ages Cath o lics from any sort of pros ely tis ing.28

As for the la ity, the Di rec tory says “The ob jec tive of ec u men i cal

for ma tion is that all Chris tians be an i mated by the ec u men i cal spirit” 

[#58]. The goal of this doc u ment is for ev ery body to be ec u men i cal,

in clud ing chil dren.

Para graph #61 states that cate che sis should have an ec u men i cal

di men sion — that chil dren and young peo ple must re ceive an ec u -

men i cal for ma tion in cate che sis.
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 It teaches that “schools of ev ery kind and grade should give an

ec u men i cal di men sion to their re li gious teach ing” [#68], and that

schools should con tain “ed u ca tion for di a logue, peace and per sonal

re la tion ships” [#68]. Again it sounds more like train ing for the

United Na tions.

Fur ther on, the doc u ment teaches that “groups, as so ci a tions and

ecclesial move ments should be im bued with a solid ec u men i cal

spirit” [#69]. This will have di rect im pli ca tions on such groups as the 

Third Or der of St. Fran cis, Le gion of Mary, Knights of Co lum bus,

etc. 

Ecu me nism and the Par ish Church

The Par ish Church has also re ceived a new man date.

The doc u ment states that “the great task of the par ish is to ed u cate 

its mem bers in the ec u men i cal spirit” [#67]. It urges the par ish to

plan ec u men i cal ac tiv ity and to col lab o rate with non-Catholics in

var i ous ar eas. All sorts of pre vi ously con demned ac tiv i ties will now

be en cour aged and per mit ted to take place in the par ish. 

The Di rec tory rec om mends “SHARING SPIR I TUAL AC TIV -

ITIES AND RE SOURCES” [#102-103] in which Cath o lics are en -

cour aged to join in prayer with non-Catholics [#108]. They are

en cour aged to have com mon prayer ser vices and shared li tur gi cal

wor ship in each other’s churches [#112]. In these joint ac tiv i ties,

min is ters of var i ous re li gions are en cour aged to wear their own re li -

gious garb [#113]. This is an in-your-face ex pres sion of “unity in di -

ver sity.”

Spir i tual shar ing is rec om mended, that is, com mon days of rec ol -

lec tion and “com mon spir i tual ex er cises” with false re li gions

[#114].

Also, the bishop may now per mit a mem ber of an other re li gion to

take on the task of read ing in Cath o lic churches.[#133] Any one who 

at tends the par ish church may now see a Bap tist, etc. in the sanc tu ary 

read ing the epis tle. Not only is this a fur ther de vel op ment of ecu me -

nism, but also of “lay min is tries”. The lay min is tries of lay Cath o lics

within the Church is now ex pand ing to lay min is tries for

non-Catholics within the Cath o lic Church. Like wise, the doc u ment
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gives a green light for Cath o lics to serve as read ers in non-Catholic

ser vices [#118].

Para graph #137 per mits Cath o lics, with the ap proval of the

bishop, to lend out their par ish churches to non-Catholics. So

don’t be sur prised if you find out that your bishop has al lowed your

par ish church to be used by a group of Meth od ists, Bap tists, etc. for

their prayer ser vices.

But this is not the worst of it.

In Para graph #138, a rev o lu tion ary pre ce dent is set. It reads:

the shared own er ship or use of a church pre mises over
an ex tended pe riod of time may be a mat ter of prac ti cal in -
ter est.

There you have it. This doc u ment calls for a sin gle church to be 

owned and used by both Cath o lics and non-Catholics.

And what about the Blessed Sac ra ment in these churches? The

Di rec tory coun sels that in these shared churches, in def er ence to the

sen si bil i ties of non-Catholics, the Blessed Sac ra ment should be

placed in a sep a rate cha pel or sep a rate room [#139]. In other words,

Cath o lic lead ers are call ing upon Cath o lics to get the Blessed Sac ra -

ment out of this com mon church be cause it ir ri tates non-believers.

This is ca ter ing to dis be lief. It is the cud dling and pam per ing of sins

against the one true Faith. It is the pro mo tion of a brand new re li gion.

A Quick Look at the Sacraments
The sec tion on the sac ra ments will be cov ered quickly.

The Di rec tory al lows Prot es tants who have not con verted to re -

ceive the Eu cha rist in cer tain lim ited cir cum stances [#131] and to go

to con fes sion in cer tain lim ited cir cum stances [#129].

There is also a sec tion on mixed mar riages that is sim ply atro -

cious. In this Di rec tory, as well as the new Code of Canon Law, the

non-Catholic spouse no lon ger has to prom ise to raise the chil dren

Cath o lic. The doc u ment states its pref er ence that the chil dren be

raised Cath o lic, but the non-Catholic no lon ger has to prom ise to do

so [#150].

It must be re mem bered that the pri mary pur pose of mar riage is
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the be get ting and ed u ca tion of chil dren. Ac cord ing to the con sis tent

teach ing of the Popes through out the ages, these chil dren must be ed -

u cated as mem bers of Christ — that is as Cath o lics.29 Also in a

mixed mar riage, the Cath o lic spouse is bound to work and pray for

the con ver sion of the non-Catholic into the one true Cath o lic

Church.30 Thus, the Ec u men i cal Di rec tory is un faith ful to the tra di -

tional Cath o lic teach ing re gard ing mixed-marriages.

The Di rec tory states that, if there is a mixed mar riage, a Cath o lic

priest or dea con may take part in the mar riage cer e mony that is cel e -

brated in a non-Catholic Church [#157]. Like wise, at a mixed mar riage,

the priest may in vite the non-Catholic min is ter to be pres ent at the Cath -

o lic wed ding. The non-Catholic clergy per son (I say this be cause these

days, it may be a woman — it may be a Meth od ist ministerette) may

con duct a read ing, may de liver a brief ex hor ta tion, and give a “bless -

ing” to the bride and groom [#158].

In the sec tion on Bap tism, the doc u ment states that a

non-Catholic min is ter may not par tic i pate in the ac tual bap tis ing, but 

he may join in the cer e mony by con duct ing a read ing or of fer ing a

prayer [#97]. A non-Catholic can not be a god par ent for a Cath o lic

yet, but can be a wit ness and vice versa [#98a].

The Di rec tory con cludes by en cour ag ing:

• Cath o lics to be come in volved with Coun cils of Churches and

Chris tian Coun cils;

• Ec u men i cal Di a logue;

• Com mon Bi ble Work — wherein Cath o lics and non-Catholics

should pro duce joint pub li ca tions of the Bi ble [#185]. It also

en cour ages Cath o lics to take part in Bi ble Study with

non-Catholics [#186]. In other words, it is en cour ag ing Cath o -

lics to reck lessly en dan ger their faith.

St. John Dam a scene al ways used to pray be fore he stud ied the

writ ings of the her e tics be cause he knew that he too could fall into

he ret i cal ideas and im peril his soul. Con trary to the ex am ple of the

saints, this Di rec tory pro motes Cath o lics and non-Catholics to study 

Scrip ture to gether, with out giv ing Cath o lics any warn ing to the dan -

gers of be ing in fected with her esy.

192



The Di rec tory fur ther calls for: 

• Ec u men i cal Co op er a tion in Cate che sis;

• Pas to ral co op er a tion in cer tain ar eas;

• Co op er a tion in Mis sion Ac tiv ity;

• Ec u men i cal Co op er a tion in So cial and Cul tural Life.

Un der the head ing “Co op er a tion in Mis sion Ac tiv ity,” there is a

state ment about the sup posed non-necessity of the con ver sion of the

non-Catholic:

Cath o lics would want all who are called to Chris tian
faith to join with them in that full ness of com mu nion they
be lieve to ex ist in the Cath o lic Church, yet they re cog nise
that in the Prov i dence of God some will live out their
Chris tian lives in churches and ecclesial Com mu nities that
do not pro vide such full com mu nion. They should be care -
ful to re spect the lively faith of other churches and ecclesial 
Com mu nities which preach the Gos pel, and re joice in the
grace of God that is at work in them [#206].

Re joice in the grace of God that is at work in them?

In his 1864 Syl la bus of Er rors, Ven er a ble Pope Pius IX taught

that it is an er ror to en ter tain good hope for the sal va tion of those

who live and die out side the Cath o lic Church [Prop o si tion #18]. It is

con sis tent pa pal teach ing that in the ob jec tive or der, we can’t even

en ter tain good hope for the sal va tion of those who live and die out -

side the Church.

Fur ther, when Pope Pius X con demned the Sillon in 1910, he

taught:

Cath o lic doc trine tells us that the pri mary duty of char -
ity does not lie in the tol er a tion of false ideas, how ever sin -
cere they may be, nor in the o ret i cal or prac ti cal
in dif fer ence to wards er rors and vices in which we see our
breth ren plunged, but in zeal for the in tel lec tual and moral
im prove ment as well as for their ma te rial well-being.31

Yet this Di rec tory tells us that if non-Catholics re fuse to con vert,

we should re joice any way. It is im plic itly teach ing the false doc trine

that it re ally does n’t mat ter whether they con vert or not.
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Such then is a brief over view of this 1993 Ec u men i cal Di rec tory.

“We Don’t Know
Where We’re Going”

One of the most dis turb ing fac tors about to day’s ec u men i cal

move ment is that even our Church lead ers seem to be in a fog as to

where they’re headed.

Car di nal Ratzinger him self ad mit ted this when he re marked:

... the end of all ec u men i cal ef fort is to at tain the true
unity of the Church ... For the mo ment, I would n’t dare
ven ture to sug gest any con crete reali sa tion, pos si ble or
imag in able, of this fu ture Church ... We are at an in ter me -
di ate stage of unity in di ver sity.32

This is a hor ri fy ing state ment. In es sence, he is say ing, “We don’t

know where we’re go ing.”

No tice too, when ever we read any of these ec u men i cal doc u -

ments, in clud ing this 1993 Di rec tory, we are never clearly told the fi -

nal con struct that they are work ing to wards. We are told that we have 

to be in volved with ecu me nism, but we are never told what this fu -

ture ec u men i cal Church is go ing to look like. We’re kept com pletely

in the dark.

Back in 1910, how ever, Pope St. Pius X was cer tainly not in the

dark. He knew ex actly what was be ing planned. When Pius X con -

demned the Sillon, which was a Cath o lic move ment in France that

held many of the er rors sim i lar to to day — par tic u larly in re gard to

the inter-denominational unity — Pius X warned that this whole op -

er a tion is part of 

... a great move ment of apos tasy be ing or gan ised in ev -
ery coun try for the es tab lish ment of a One-World church
which shall have nei ther dog mas, nor hi er ar chy, nor dis ci -
pline for the mind, nor curb for the pas sions, and which,
un der the pre text of free dom and hu man dig nity, would
bring back to the world the reign of legal ised cun ning and
force, the op pres sion of the weak, and of those who toil and 
suf fer.33
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Saint Pius X, a truly pro phetic Pope, fore saw this in 1910.

And what do we have now? We have forces openly work ing for

the es tab lish ment of this One World Church of apos tasy. And one of

the great apos tles of this One World Church (that min gles all re li -

gions) is the so-called “Cath o lic theo lo gian” Hans Küng who was

one of the prin ci pal ar chi tects of the great ec u men i cal up dat ing that

took place at Vat i can II.34 The One World Church of apos tasy is the

log i cal con clu sion of in ter faith ecu me nism.

Re main Faith ful to Tra di tion

In clos ing, we must re mem ber that ecu me nism is a new doc trine

con trary to 2,000 years of Cath o lic teach ing that is work ing con tin -

ual de struc tion on the Cath o lic Church. In the face of this, Cath o lics

have a duty to firmly re sist ecu me nism in all its var ied and evolv ing

forms. No au thor ity in the Church, no mat ter how well-meaning, no

mat ter how highly-placed, may law fully com mand a Cath o lic to take 

part in any move ment that wars against de fined dogma and the pu rity 

of the Faith.

Our duty is to re main faith ful to the un chang ing teach ing and tra -

di tion of the Holy Cath o lic Church. On this point, St. Vin cent of

Lérins has given us firm di rec tion:

What shall a Cath o lic do if some por tion of the Church
de taches it self from com mu nion of the uni ver sal Faith?
What other choice can he make if some new con ta gion at -
tempts to poi son, no lon ger a small part of the Church, but
the whole Church at once, then his great con cern will be to
at tach him self to an tiq uity which can no lon ger be led
astray by any ly ing nov elty.”35

(This ar ti cle was taken from the Jan u ary 1998 is sue of Cath o lic Fam ily News.)36
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About This Book

In 1969, Pope Paul VI in tro duced a new rite of Mass for the Latin

Rite Church that was ap par ently bind ing on all Cath o lics – priests,

bish ops, re li gious and laypeople. It was then – and is now still to a

great ex tent – widely be lieved that it has been for bid den for a priest to 

say the old rite of the Latin Mass – com monly re ferred to as the

Tridentine Mass –  un less he had spe cial per mis sion to do so, with a

doc u ment called an “Indult.”

This in tro duc tion of a new rite has caused wide spread con fu sion,

dis cour age ment, di vi sion, dis il lu sion ment and de struc tion – even the 

sui cide of large por tions of the Cath o lic Church. Hun dreds of

churches across North Amer ica have been closed – even sold off –

and more than half of the Cath o lics in North Amer ica have stopped

go ing to Mass al to gether since the new rite of Mass was im posed de

facto.

 The false im pres sion was cre ated through out al most all the world

by very high Vat i can of fi cials (at times even in clud ing Pope Paul VI

and Pope John Paul II) that by vir tue of holy obe di ence all priests af -

ter 1969 had to of fer the Holy Sac ri fice of the Mass ac cord ing to the

Novus Ordo Missae – the new rite of the Mass.

More re cently, it has been ac knowl edged by the high est au thor i -

ties in the Church that: 1) the old Mass was never for bid den to be said

by a Cath o lic priest in good stand ing; and fur ther more, 2) no one –

not even a re li gious su pe rior, bishop or Car di nal – could for bid a

priest from say ing the old Mass.

This ac knowl edge ment of the law that the old Mass could be said

was stated in 1986 by the Com mis sion of the nine Car di nals (namely,

Car di nals Ratzinger, Mayer, Oddi, Stick ler, Casaroli, Gantin,

Innocenti, Palazzini and Tomko) ap pointed by Pope John Paul II to

ad dress is sues con cern ing the old rite. This Com mis sion’s find ings

were known to a small cir cle but not very widely pub lished at the

time as it should have been.

Con tinued on next page



The very ex is tence of the Com mis sion as well as its find ings was

pub licly ac knowl edged and ex pounded upon by Car di nal Alphons

Stick ler on May 20, 1995 in a pub licly re ported (and tape re corded)

Ques tion and An swer ses sion in Fort Lee, New Jer sey, USA.

In fact, Car di nal Stick ler stated for the re cord that all nine Curial

Car di nals on that Com mis sion (all 9 had Doc tor ates in Canon Law)

agreed and de clared that NO bishop, Car di nal or re li gious su pe rior

had the le gal au thor ity to ever for bid a Cath o lic priest (in good stand -

ing of the Ro man Rite) from of fer ing the Tridentine Mass in pub lic

or pri vate.

More re cently, Car di nal Dario Castrillón Hoyos (Pre fect of the

Con gre ga tion for the Clergy) in 2006 has stated that the old Mass has 

not been for bid den; and the new Arch bishop Sec re tary of the Con -

gre ga tion for Di vine Wor ship, Arch bishop Malcolm Ranjith, as re -

cently as June 2006 pub licly ac knowl edged that the Tridentine Mass

has never been for bid den.

In this book, first pub lished in 1996 and aug mented in 1999, Fa -

ther Paul Kramer makes the case for the Tridentine Mass as not only

not be ing for bid den, but in fact be ing the only Mass that is the “re -

ceived and ap proved” rite of the Latin Rite – it is not just ap proved

by Church au thor ity (i.e. Popes and Ec u men i cal Coun cils), but it

was also re ceived. That means, that it has been handed on (traditio)

from the pre vi ous gen er a tions of the Church, go ing back not just as

far as the Coun cil of Trent, but going back to Pope Greg ory the Great

(590-604 AD), back to the Apos tles. It is part of Cath o lic Tra di tion

with a cap i tal “T”. Cath o lic Tra di tion is also part of the De posit of

Faith.

So when Pope St. Pius V, in his bull Quo Pri mum, com mands that

this Mass is to be said and that no one – not even a Pope, much less a

Car di nal, bishop or re li gious su pe rior – can im pose or com mand an -

other rite of Mass to be said by any priest of the Latin Rite, he was not 

sim ply mak ing a ca non i cal law – that is, a law of the Church – which

could be changed by a sub se quent law giver – that is, an other Pope.

No, this de cree of Quo Pri mum is mak ing a dog matic state ment of
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the Cath o lic Faith – an in fal li ble def i ni tion that can not be changed

by any sub se quent Pope or any sub se quent Pope to gether with a

Coun cil. That is why Canon XIII of Ses sion VII of the Coun cil of

Trent sol emnly de fines, “If any one shall say that the re ceived and

ap proved rites of the Cath o lic Church ac cus tomed to be used in the

sol emn ad min is tra tion of the sac ra ments may be … changed to other

new ones by any pas tor of the churches whom so ever: let him be

anath ema.”*

What Pope St. Pius V was say ing was that this rite (now known as

the Tridentine Rite) – that is, the book that is at tached to the bull Quo

Pri mum – is the re ceived and ap proved rite. This rite can not be

changed into an other and dif fer ent one, as the Coun cil of Trent has

al ready dog mat i cally de fined. And that is also why Quo Pri mum is

bind ing on the Church for all time.

What all this means in a few words is that the true, faith ful, obe di -

ent Ro man Cath o lic priest must of fer the Tridentine Mass and it only

– un less he is bi-ritual and can lic itly (le gally) of fer the Byzantine lit -

urgy as well. It also says that the true Cath o lic faith ful of the Latin

Rite must at tend the Tridentine Mass and at tend it only – un less they

are vis it ing a Byzantine Rite Mass. And, it fur ther means that those

Cath o lics who have prided them selves as be ing faith ful and obe di ent 

to le git i mate au thor ity by go ing to the New Mass have, in fact, been

mis led. With the knowl edge that this book brings, all Novus Ordo

Cath o lics must re form them selves by go ing only to the Tridentine

Mass from now on.

This book ex plains these points at length and proves the truth of

the above state ments. Fa ther Kramer ably ap peals to rea son, Sa cred

Scrip ture, Holy Tra di tion as well as the sol emn def i ni tions of the Ro -

man Cath o lic Church over many cen tu ries to prove his case. Any

Cath o lic who has an el e men tary train ing in Sa cred The ol ogy, af ter

at ten tively (and with out prej u dice) read ing this book, must agree

that Fa ther Kramer has proven his case. It is hoped that all will agree
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with him about this is sue which has so di vided Cath o lics for more

than 35 years. 

This book is meant for all Cath o lics of good will who love the

truth and will em brace the con se quences of dis cov er ing the truth no

mat ter how pain ful it may feel for them ini tially. Once they have

over come the ini tial shock, they will re joice to find that they have

come home to the only true Latin Rite lit urgy of the Cath o lic Church

of all time.

As the above truths about the changes in the Mass – which ap pear

to have been pre dicted and warned against in the Third part of the Se -

cret of Fatima – be comes wider known, more Cath o lics – laypeople,

priests, bish ops and re li gious – will re turn to the li tur gi cal tra di tion

that they are bound to em brace by their pro fes sion of faith. From this

re turn will come many graces of con ver sion, ad vance ment in the

spir i tual life and, above all, many more souls be ing saved. 

The whole world will re ceive spir i tual ben e fits as well as tem po -

ral ben e fits from what is hoped will soon be a wide spread re turn to

the Latin Tridentine Mass of all times.

204



“This is a su perb book. Using clear def i ni tions and sound rea son,

Sa cred Scrip ture and the tra di tional teach ings of the Popes and the

Church Fa thers (as well as com mon sense), Fa ther Kramer brings

clar ity and truth to the mud dled con fu sion of the post-conciliar

Church. This book is a bril liant beam of light that cuts through the

fog and murk that shroud mod ern Rome to re veal the eter nal glory of 

our Cath o lic Faith.”

                                           Da vid Al len White, Ph.D.
                                          Pro fes sor of Eng lish

                                          United States Na val Acad emy

“Father Kramer’s book should be read, re-read, and thor oughly

un der stood by any one pro fess ing to be a Ro man Cath o lic. No one

can af ford to be ig no rant of the is sues pre sented with such clar ity and 

schol ar ship in this long-awaited work. Is the Tra di tion of the

Church, in clud ing her im me mo rial lit urgy, just one of many op tions

which a Cath o lic in our day and age is free to choose from? Some

will find this book an in for ma tive con fir ma tion of what they al ready

be lieve and prac tice. Oth ers will find it a means to dis cover and ac -

cept the in es cap able Truth that its flaw less logic will lead them to.

Still oth ers will brush off the com pel ling mes sage of this work and

con tinue to fid dle while Rome burns. Pray. Read. Learn.”

Fa ther Pat rick J. Perez

“Fa ther Kramer’s work is ex cel lent! He gives a com plete and

con vinc ing ar gu ment ex plain ing a ma jor cause of the cur rent crisis

in the Church to day as only a theo lo gian of his high cal i ber

could. His in sights into the mind of the Church re gard ing her Law

and her Lit urgy are clear and ab so lutely pen e trat ing. His can did ness

in ex plain ing why the hi er ar chy still fails to do any thing about the

cur rent sit u a tion leads me to the log i cal and in ev i ta ble con clu sion

that they con demn them selves!”

Fa ther Paul S. Petko
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