
        
            
                
            
        

    
		
			Originally published in two volumes as Un Évêque parle: Mgr Marcel Lefebvre, écrits et allocutions–tome I: 1963-1974, and Un Évêque parle: Mgr Marcel Lefebvre, écrits et allocutions–tome II: 1975-1976.

			 

			Copyright 1974, 1976 by Dominique Martin Morin

			 

			English version by V. S. M. Fraser, except for the two letters to the Holy Father from 1975 and all the writings from 1976, which have been taken from Apologia Pro Marcel Lefebvre by Michael Davies (Angelus Press, 1979) or have been translated for this edition. The first English edition was published by Scottish Una Voce, Edinburgh, 1976.

		

		
			Lefebvre, Marcel, 1905-

			 [Eveque parle. English]

			 A bishop speaks : writings and addresses (1963-1976) / Marcel Lefebvre. -- 2nd ed.

			      p. cm.

			 ISBN 978-1-892331-33-5 (alk. paper)

			1.  Catholic Church--Doctrines. 2.  Catholic traditionalist movement.  I. Title.

			 BX1751.2.L42613 2007

			 282’.09’04--dc22

			                                                           2005008418

		

		
			©2007 by Angelus Press

			All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reproduced or transmitted in any form or by any means, electronic or mechanical, including photocopying, recording, or by any information storage and retrieval systems without permission in writing from the publisher, except by a reviewer, who may quote brief passages in a review. 

		


		
			Angelus Press

			2915 Forest Avenue

			Kansas City, Missouri 64109

			Phone (816) 753-3150

			FAX (816) 753-3557

			Order Line 1-800-966-7337

			www.angeluspress.org

		


		
			ISBN 978-1-937843-59-5

			
			SECOND EDITION

			FIRST PRINTING–January 2007

			
			Printed in the United States of America

		

		
			[image: A Bishop Speaks]
		

	
		
			1963

			 

			Paris

			Feast of Our Lady of Lourdes

			February 11, 1963

			Letter to All Members 
Of the Congregation 
Of the Holy Ghost on the Wearing of the Cassock

			 

			My dear Brethren,

			The measures taken by certain bishops in various countries in the matter of ecclesiastical dress are deserving of thought, since they may have consequences which are by no means unimportant to us.

			In itself, the wearing of the cassock or clerical dress has meaning only in so far as this dress marks a distinction from that of the laity. The matter is not primarily one of propriety. At most, the high-buttoned waistcoat of the clergy marks a certain austerity and decorum; this the cassock does even more. 

			It is rather a mark of the cleric or of the religious by means of his dress. It goes without saying that this symbol should be characterized by modesty, decorum, and poverty, not their opposites. Clearly, this distinction in dress must give rise to respect and suggest detachment from the vanities of this world.

			It is well to lay particular stress on the chief quality which distinguishes the cleric, the priest, or the religious as do the forms of the soldier, the police, or transport workers. This idea is manifested in all religions. The religious chief is easily recognizable by his garments, often by their accompaniments. The faithful attach great importance to these distinctive marks. A Moslem leader is immediately identifiable. The distinguishing marks are legion; rich garments, rings, necklaces, and surroundings declare the presence of one particularly honored and revered. The same is true of the Buddhist religion as of the whole Christian East, whether Catholic or no.

			The feeling of the faithful, particularly in its reverence for the sacred and its wish to receive the blessing of heaven on all rightful occasions through the ministers of God, is a legitimate aspiration.

			Until the present day clerical dress seemed designed to distinguish a person consecrated to God, but with the least possible outward sign, especially in those countries where the suit is exactly like that worn by the laity. In some countries such as Portugal and, not long ago, Germany, the jacket was knee-length. Priests accustomed to wearing clerical dress in those countries think of it as an outdoor suit, not worn indoors. Moreover, the wearing of such garments outdoors was made compulsory by anti-Catholic State legislation. That explains the desire to return to the cassock as soon as the  priest was within clerical buildings, presbyteries or churches. The spirit in which clerical dress is worn in these countries is thus vastly different from the attitude taken by some priests to its adoption.

			To estimate the import of the measures taken by the bishops, the considerations to which they refer must be studied. Confronted with the wearing of lay dress bearing no indication of the clerical state and in order that they may the more strongly forbid this practice, the bishops have authorized the wearing of clerical suits, but have not encouraged it and, still less, made it obligatory.

			Now, it is observable that since these episcopal rulings the wearing of lay dress has made enormous progress, even where it had not previously occurred. In many dioceses these measures gave rise in practice to the abandonment of any sign distinguishing the priesthood. The rulings have been wholly overstepped. The question is no longer one of the cassock in the presbytery, or even of the jacket in the parish. It is important to ask ourselves: is it or is it not desirable that the priest should be marked out, recognizable among the faithful and the laity; or, on the contrary, bearing in mind the efficacy of his apostolate, should the priest no longer be distinguishable from the laity?

			To this question we will reply by the conception of the priest in the eyes of our Lord and His Apostles, the considerations brought to us through the Gospel, that we may know whether they still hold good today. In St. John, Chapter XV, particularly verse 19:


			Si de mundo fuissetis, mundus quod suum erat diligeret, quia vero de mundo non estis, sed ego elegi vos de mundo, propterea odit vos mundus–If you were of the world, the world would love his own, but because you are not of the world, but I have chosen you out of the world, the world hates you (v. 19). Nesciunt eum qui misit me–they know not Him that sent me (v. 21); et vos testimonium perhibebitis, quia ab initio mecum estis–and you also shall bear witness, because you have been with me from the beginning (v. 27).


			In St. Paul to the Hebrews, Chapter V, verse 1: 

			Omnis namque pontifex ex hominibus assumptus pro hominibus constituitur in iis quae sunt ad Deum–for every high priest chosen from among men is appointed to act on behalf of men in things pertaining to God. 


			It is clear that the priest is a man chosen and set apart from others. St. Paul (Heb. 7:26) says of our Lord that He is “segregatus a peccatoribus–separated from sinners.” This is what the priest who has been especially chosen by God should be.

			To this first consideration must be added that of the witness to God, our Lord, that the priest must bear to the world. “Et eritis mihi testes–you shall be witnesses unto me” (Acts 1:8). Witness is a word often on our Lord’s lips. As He bears witness to His Father, we must bear witness to Him. This testimony must be seen and heard without difficulty by all. “Men do not light a candle and put it under a bushel, but upon a candlestick, that it may give light to all that are in the house” (Mt. 5:15).

			The priest’s cassock achieves both these ends clearly and unequivocally. The priest is in the world without being of the world. Though living in it, he is one set apart and protected from evil. “I pray not that Thou shouldst take them out of the world, but that Thou shouldst keep them from the evil, for they are not of the world, even as I am not of the world” (Jn. 17:15-16). The witness of the word, which is indeed more essential to the priest than the witness of the habit, is yet greatly aided by the clear manifestation of the priesthood given by the wearing of the cassock.

			The clerical coat, though it goes some way towards this, is more ambiguous. It is not a specific mark of the Catholic priest. As for lay dress, it does away with all distinction, renders the bearing of witness more difficult and the preservation from evil less effective. This disappearance of any outward witness by means of dress clearly indicates a lack of faith in the priesthood, a failure in respect for the religious attitude of one’s neighbor, besides cowardice and a lack of courage in one’s convictions.


			Lack of Faith in the Priesthood

			For almost a hundred years popes have continued to lament the progressive secularization of societies. Modernism and Sillonism1 have diffused their errors on the duties of secular societies to God and to the Church. The separation of Church and State, accepted and sometimes regarded as the best constitutional solution, gradually penetrated every sphere of State activity, particularly that of the schools, with atheism. That harmful influence is still continuing, and we cannot but observe that many Catholics, and even priests, no longer have any clear concept of the place of religion, even of the Catholic religion, in a secular society and all its activities. Secularism has invaded every field, even our schools and our Catholic colleges. Religious practice is clearly on the decline in these institutions. There are fewer and fewer communicants.

			The priest, living in a society such as this, feels increasingly remote from such a world. He begins to feel out of place, a relic from a bygone and outworn past. His presence is tolerated. Such, at heart, is often the feeling of young priests. Thence arises the wish to fall into line with the secularized, dechristianized world, which betrays itself today in giving up the wearing of the cassock.

			These priests have no longer any clear conception of the place of the priest in the world and in regard to the world. They have traveled little, and their judgments in such matters are superficial. Had they lived for some time in less atheistic countries, they would have been heartened by the realization that, by the grace of God, faith in the priesthood is still keenly alive in most countries of the world.


			Underestimating the Religious 
Sense of One’s Neighbor

			Secularism, official atheism let us say, has at one blow killed the discussion of many religious questions in divers environments. Religion has become very personal, and a mistaken deference for the opinion of others has relegated it to the rank of personal concerns and questions of conscience. Hence, every human milieu thus secularized, is pervaded by a false shyness of such a subject of conversation. That is why we gratuitously assume that those about us in our business or chance relationships are areligious. True as it may be, alas, that there are countries where many know nothing of religion, it is a mistake to believe that such people no longer have any religious feeling, and an ever greater one to think that all the countries in the world are alike in this respect.

			There, too, travel has much to teach us, and shows us that by the grace of God, mankind is still deeply preoccupied with the question of religion. It is to know little of the human soul to believe it indifferent to the things of the spirit and the desire for those of heaven. It is far otherwise. These principles are essential in the daily practice of the apostolate.


			It Is Cowardice

			Faced with secularism and atheism, to fall completely into line is to capitulate and remove the last obstacles to their spread. Through his habit, through his faith, the priest is a living sermon. The seeming absence of any priest, especially in a large town, is a serious setback to the teaching of the Gospel. It is the continuance of the baneful influence of the revolution, which despoiled the churches, and of the separative legislation which drove out monks and nuns and secularized the schools. It is a denial of the spirit of the Gospel, which foretold the difficulties to which the world would expose priests and disciples of our Lord.

			These three considerations have grave consequences for the soul of the priest who turns secular, and bring in their train the swift secularization of the souls of the faithful. The priest is the salt of the earth. “If the salt lose its savor, wherewith shall it be salted? It is good for nothing any more but to be cast out, and to be trodden under the foot of men” (Mt. 5:13). Alas! Is that not the result which always awaits those priests who no longer wish to be seen as such. The world will love them none the better, but despise them. The faithful, on the other hand, will be grievously affected by no longer knowing with whom they are dealing. The cassock was a guarantee of the true Catholic priesthood.

			In the present instance and in the context of history, we are not concerned with the circumstances, motives, and intentions of a trifling matter, a question of ecclesiastical fashion of purely secondary importance. It is the very role of the priest in the world and in relation to the world which is at stake. It is this which those priests and religious who wear lay dress despite the episcopal prohibitions claim to judge. It is for this reason that the authorization of the clerical jacket has had no effect where the wearing of lay dress is concerned; on the contrary, it has served as an encouragement to do so. The question is no longer whether the priest will keep the cassock, or whether he will wear a clerical coat outdoors and a cassock in the church and in the presbytery. It is that of knowing whether the priest will keep his ecclesiastical habit or not.

			In these circumstances, our own choice has been to keep the habit, that is the cassock, in those provinces where it has been customary until now and the clerical coat in those provinces where it is habitual, while wearing the cassock in the community and in the church. 

			We say “in these circumstances,” for it goes without saying that in the event of new regulations on ecclesiastical dress which would safeguard the two principles aforementioned–the outward symbol of the priesthood and the Gospel witness, and that in a discreet and seemly, though clearly distinctive, manner, we should not hesitate to adopt them.

			My dear Brethren, may these reflections bind us to our priesthood and to our mission in this world with our whole soul. May we, when our life draws to its end, be able to say, “Father, I have manifested Thy Name unto the men whom Thou gavest me out of the world–I have glorified Thee on earth, I have finished the work Thou gavest me to do.”

			 

			 

			Paris

			Feast of the Annunciation of the Blessed Virgin Mary 

			March 25, 1963

			Letter to All Members of the Congregation of the Holy Ghost on the First Session of 
Vatican Council II


			Foundations of the Liturgy

			The bundle of all the prayers which had their origin in the Church, those formulated, grouped, and harmonized about acts ordained by her, forms that wonderful liturgy which is the expression of the faith, hope, and charity of the Church on earth regarding God through our Lord Jesus Christ. The thought of this liturgy is first and foremost directed to God, who draws the Church into the life of the Trinity. The Father rejoices in His Church, where He everywhere finds His beloved Son, whose one desire was to inflame the Church with His Spirit of Truth and Love, and thus truly assume it into the life of the Trinity.

			But just as all that is born of the Trinity is created to live by and to return to it, so the Church, in the likeness of the Trinity and in its spirit of love, draws all those souls which come to her and hear her call to that new divine life in Jesus through the Holy Ghost. She gives them birth, she gives them food, and transforms them in and through her liturgy. It may be truly said that the liturgy is indeed the bosom of the Church where souls find all for which they hunger, the perfect food for their spiritual life, the teaching of truth, the understanding of true values in their due order, the school of all the virtues. It is of the atmosphere of the liturgy that schools, hospitals, and hospices were born, the clergy trained, and the young apprenticed to cultivation and crafts, sciences, and arts “in novitate spiritus.”

			The history of Christian civilization owes its foundation, its development, and its vitality to the great public prayer of the Church, which infuses into those who live by it the spirit of love and the spirit of justice. All charitable and godly undertakings have their origin in the spirit infused in us by the sacraments and the sacrifice of the altar.


			Liturgical Renewal

			It is for this cause that we should find deep rejoicing on seeing in our contemporaries a great desire to live by the liturgy and a new reverence for this incomparable source of the Spirit of God. It was the duty of the Council to encourage these holy aspirations by guiding and directing them.

			This desire to restore the liturgy to its true place in Christian life is felt today by the whole Church. The early Popes were the first to originate such a renewal, thereby simply expressing a desire deeply felt by many bishops, priests, and laymen. Is it not thus deeply and sweetly that the Holy Spirit acts?


			Liturgy and the Apostolate

			However, the question of what may be called the liturgical renewal poses fundamental problems for the whole Church. What, indeed, is the function of liturgy in the apostolate of the Church? Should any reform of the liturgical entity built up in the course of the centuries relate to liturgical worship or specifically to the liturgy as an instrument of the apostolate? Would it not be to undervalue the liturgy to reduce it to such a function and no longer regard it in the light of public worship and the praise of God? Did this undervaluing of the liturgy arise mainly from the liturgical presentation of acts and teachings which keep an intrinsic living value, or did it, on the contrary, take its origin in the decline of faith and the spirit of religion among believers, and that for reasons remote from the liturgy?

			Human activity has again become so foreign to God, so removed from its Creator and His life-giving spirit, that religious souls long to restore the broken links between prayer and action. It would be all too easy, childish even, to lay to the charge of today’s liturgy in its forms of action and expression, the decline of belief among the faithful and to regard it as the sole, or at least the principal, cause. Pope Pius XII used to say to parish priests and Lenten preachers: 


			When we look at the humanity about us and wonder whether it is able and willing to receive within itself the reality of this supernatural life, it is clear that for many the answer cannot be yes. The supernatural world has become strange to them and means nothing to them any more. It would seem as though the spiritual organs giving knowledge of such lofty and salutary truths had atrophied or died in them. There has been an attempt to explain such a state of soul by defects in the liturgy of the Church. It has been held that were it purified, reformed and held in respect, those who today have gone astray would find their way back to the road of the sacred mysteries. Whoever reasons thus shows a very superficial conception of such spiritual anemia and apathy. Their roots go deeper. (Pope Pius XII, February 17, 1948)


			Let us then admit without hesitation that some liturgical reforms were necessary, and that it is desirable that the Council should continue on that path until it sees fit to draw a halt, for it is unthinkable that missals, breviaries and rituals, etc., should be changed every ten years, just as it is inconceivable that the official texts and translations should continually be amended.

			If, however, this liturgical renewal is to be fully effective, it may be necessary to restore the links between liturgical prayer, the praise of God, the natural and supernatural links, with daily activities. This was, and still is, the work of the missionary Church: “Omnia instaurare in Christo.” “Omnia,” that means “above all” the family, the school, the community, the professions, the city. This work must be done again with the help of Christian families and the co-operation of all organizations for Catholic Action and others dedicated to bringing about the kingdom of our Lord.

			Rightly to establish the sphere of liturgical reform it must be clearly shown that the liturgy, which is primarily the praise of God, is public worship and truly the prayer of society, of the community in all its aspects. The graces of the liturgy descend upon the Christian people and upon the world to sanctify it in all its activities.

			The spirit of the world has thrust the liturgy back upon the Church and confined public prayer and the ministers of the altar to places of worship, invading domains subject to the Christian spirit and digging a trench between prayer and action, between the church and the school, between the altar and the professions, between the Eucharist and the city. It has caused men to lose interest in prayer since its efficacy in life is no longer apparent. Is this not one of the reasons for the sclerosis of the liturgy even within the churches themselves? Deprived of its normal flowering in the world without, the liturgy has become in some ways unintelligible to those simple souls for whom religious celebrations spreading worship outside the church are needful.

			For the time being let us leave aside this particular aspect, which will certainly be one to preoccupy the Council, and let us try to state precisely what we are to understand by a new expression of the liturgy and the principles by which we must be guided in the matter.


			Guiding Principles of a Liturgical Reform 

			The Human Character of the Liturgy

			Let us begin by recognizing that the liturgy has a twofold character which marks and must forever mark it–a profoundly human character: “Sciebat quid esset in homine” (Jn. 2:25). The liturgy bears the stamp of our Lord’s knowledge of man. He knows the deep needs of men and of their poor souls stained by sin, but their souls are also those of children of their heavenly Father, souls sensitive to the Passion of the Son of God, souls trusting in what their Mother the Church means to them, souls more responsive to example than to words, more moved by song than by reading, more touched by the living word than by mere recitation, souls concerned with visible pardon, souls more easily taught by their eyes than by their ears.

			Our Master knows that these things are needful for us and at least useful to our sanctification and the raising of our souls to Him.


			The Divine Character of the Liturgy

			To the human character of the liturgy must be added even more truly its divine character. All that is human in it is to lead us to God, through our Lord, in the spirit of light and of love. We are on the threshold of the mystery of the liturgy. Up to that point it could be likened to all the initiations of pagan rites. Now we are entering the domain of the holy in which God Himself has promised to be our guide.

			Our Lord has said, “Nemo venit ad Patrem, nisi per me” (Jn. 14:6). None can now come to the Father save through Him, by His sacrifice and His prayer. Hence His liturgy alone opens the mysterious horizons of heaven in all their reality and in their union with earthly realities. The perfect minister of the liturgy is the Pontiff, he who forges the link between the realities of this world and that of eternal life.

			Our Lord was alone in His knowledge of His Father: “Neque Patrem quis novit, nisi Filius” (Mt. 11:27). No man knows the Father save the Son. Heaven, that is the Father, remains for us the great mystery, and it is the business of the liturgy to reflect that mystery, in its silences or some of its symbolic ceremonies, in some of its rites and its whole environment, architectural, musical, ornamental, and ritual.

			All about it must be noble, great, and ordered in the image of God Himself present in the sanctuary, for the temple is not primarily the house of God’s people, but first the Domus Dei where the people come to find and meet with God, where they may be in communion with Him. This mystery is even more clearly expressed in some Eastern liturgies where the priest seems to isolate himself with God that he may bring Him the more perfectly to the people.

			It is thus essential that the liturgy should preserve these two fundamental characteristics to be what it is, divine and human, the human turning towards the divine, which is its last end. Man, in his approach to God, can only become the more human and so find once again the true image of God in which he was created. “Induite novum hominem, qui secundum Deum creatus est in justitia et sanctitate veritatis–Put on the new man created in the image of God in righteousness and true holiness” (Eph. 4:24).

			It is by remembering these fundamental principles of the mystery of God and of human psychology, with all that is understood in the theology of sin and justification, of redemption by our Lord, His sacrifice and sacraments, and with all that is understood by sound philosophy about education and the teaching of truth, embracing all the powers of body and mind, that we can give liturgical changes their proper place and real opportunity.

			Let us then endeavor to delimit and define more closely the problem which has so greatly preoccupied the Fathers of the Council.


			The Importance of the Human Element 

			The Understanding of Texts

			If it is to take a real part in these mysteries of the liturgy, the faithful soul has a conscious need for an ever better and deeper understanding of the texts of the liturgy and a closer share in the action taking place before its eyes. It seeks its spiritual food in those wonderful texts brimful of truth and life. Hence it seems essential to give the faithful soul a sound understanding of them, whether the texts be read or chanted.


			Liturgical Language

			Should It Be Universal or Vernacular?

			It is therefore fitting that such understanding should be facilitated. From that it is but a short step to decide that an unintelligible tongue must be forbidden. Other considerations, however, call for thought before proceeding to such radical measures.


			The Advantages of a Universal Language

			We should always remember that we are taking part in an action of the Church, the Catholic Church, and in a prayer which teaches us our faith, our Catholic faith. Hence the liturgy, in so far as it keeps its universal character, fashions us for a catholic and universal communion. To the extent that the liturgy localizes and individualizes itself, it loses that universal and catholic dimension which leaves a profound impression on souls. It may be opportune to instance two facts of experience.

			It cannot be denied that liturgical actions and that supreme act, the Holy Mass, when expressed in the vernacular tongue only, as in certain Eastern rites, circumscribe the Christian community by the setting of limits. For the peoples of a diaspora they necessitate the presence of local priests if they are to take part in the liturgical rite. Communities are cut off and their members suffer from that isolation. Nor is there any evidence that these communities are more devout and fervent than those who use a universal language incomprehensible to many, but available to all in translation.

			A second factor is apparent in those new areas of Christendom which adduce this universality of the Catholic liturgy as proof of the truth of the Catholic Church by contrast with the multiplicity of Protestant rites. This indeed is one of the main bulwarks of the solidarity of Islam, which regards Arabic as the sole language of the Koran, and goes so far as to forbid any translation.

			This primary consideration gives food for thought. We have referred to the expression of the universal Catholic faith in one universal language. It cannot be denied that the faith comes to us in terms of the wording of liturgical prayer–“Lex orandi, lex credendi.” A single language guards the expression of the faith from the linguistic adaptations of the centuries, and thus the faith itself. Living languages are changing and shifting. Little by little, unless liturgical language is adapted to that of the modern world, our speech becomes just as unintelligible, as happened in the case of the language of the Ethiopian Rite, Ge’ez–the ancient vernacular tongue which is no longer spoken or understood today.


			The Ultimate End of the Liturgy: Union with God

			There is another point worthy of consideration. The understanding of texts is not the last end of prayer, nor is it the sole means of absorbing the soul into prayer, that is, union with God–the aim of prayer. The true object of prayer is God. The soul which attains to God and spiritual union with Him is in prayer and quenching its thirst at the spring of life.  It would thus be contrary to the very end of liturgical action to concentrate so closely on the understanding of the texts as to set up an obstacle to union with God.

			On the other hand the simple, untutored but truly Christian soul will attain to union with God, sometimes through the general atmosphere of liturgical action, holiness and quiet of the place, its architectural beauty, the fervor of the Christian community, the nobility and devotion of the celebrant, the symbolic decoration, the fragrance of incense, etc. What matter the steps to the altar so long as the soul can raise itself to God and, through the grace of our Lord, find in Him its heavenly food.

			All these considerations in no way diminish the need to seek a better understanding of the liturgical texts and a more perfect sharing in liturgical action. They do, however, lessen the rash and spontaneous desire to seek only one way of such achievement, simply and solely by the use of the vernacular throughout the Mass and the suppression of the universal language of the Church.


			Conclusion of the Liturgy

			What will the final decisions of the Council be? It is still too early to say. There may perhaps be a change to the vernacular in the first part of the Mass, but the Council will strongly insist on the preparation of the faithful and their education in the liturgy through the admonitions and sermons of priests and catechists, through continued research into the texts of the missals produced to ensure their better understanding of the liturgy and active participation, both spiritually and mystically, in liturgical action. Over and above these reforms of detail, the Church will call to all her children and to those who are not yet of her family to approach the divine mysteries that they may approach the mystery of God, to partake of the Body and Blood of the divine Victim that they may live by the life of the Trinity and so intensify the vitality of the Mystical Body of our Lord, the Holy Church of God.

			Everything should serve as a means to this vital end, the salvation of souls by their restoration to divine sonship.

			These reflections call to mind the problems with which the Council Fathers were concerned in the matter of the liturgy and their desire to restore it to its true place in Christian life.


			Other Subjects Tackled by the Council

			The Council tackled other matters such as the sources of revelation and ecumenism. The dogmatic schemata in general were set out in two groups, the first touching divers topics of dogmatic and moral theology, the second dealing particularly with the Church. It is impossible to describe in detail the discussions on these schemata not only because the deliberations were secret, but because many pages would need to be devoted to them. I believe it may be said, however, that they fall into three main groups.


			1) The Ecumenical Aspect

			Some saw ecumenism as the main objective of the Council, thus tending to omit from the documents laid before it whatever might revive differences rather than tend to unity. This anxiety certainly loomed largely in the discussions on the two sources of revelation. It also lay at the root of the demand for some modification of the schemata on ecumenism.

			We should add that those who were specially preoccupied with this aspect of the Council tend to stress the episcopal collegiality of the Church in an effort to establish that, in union with the pope, the college of bishops normally exercises universal jurisdiction throughout the world. These members seek the setting up of a representative body of bishops on a par with the Roman Curia and the conferment of teaching authority and jurisdiction on national assemblies of bishops.

			All this would tend to further union with dissident Churches.


			2) The Pastoral Aspect

			Another group is particularly anxious to direct the work of the Council to the sphere of the pastoral. It wants to see the Acts of the Council addressed directly to the world and to the faithful on the one hand, and on the other, to a close study of possible adaptations of the liturgy, the sacraments, ecclesiastical discipline, and canon law to the needs of the apostolate today. In consequence, this group tends to avoid dogmatic terminology and scholastic precision where theological definitions are concerned. The Second Vatican Council must begin to speak a new conciliar language. So much the world today expects of the Council. In this they link up with the first group in its opposition to the dogmatic schemata as traditionally presented, but their reasons are different.


			3) The Doctrinal Aspect

			Lastly, a third group believes it inconceivable that a Council should refrain from dogmatic definitions in refutation of those modern errors which tend to distort, or even deny, the true teaching of the Church. This involves the reaffirmation of traditional truths in such a way as formally to rid them of such error. In the eyes of these Fathers this is the Council’s most important aim, but they regard it as a pastoral aim also since to guard the flock from the wolf is the mark of the good shepherd.

			They assert that in our day such errors are many and are disseminated even in ecclesiastical circles, whether they concern Holy Scripture, original sin, morals, the ultimate purpose of dogma, philosophical truths, the proofs of the existence of God, the knowledge of truth, of metaphysics, cosmology, the distinction between nature and grace–all these are called in question. This group holds it essential that the Council should clearly point out the sources of truth and explicitly reaffirm certain dogmas.

			These Fathers are chiefly concerned with the presentation of the faith in all its purity and integrity. They do not believe that omissions encourage ecumenism, but that on the contrary truth carries within itself the grace of bringing about unity. They also fear that a purely pastoral attitude to the Council may involve it in endless discussion, and would prefer to leave the business of adaptations to postconciliar commissions.

			They do not wish to see excessive decentralization, and dread a multiplying of bodies given considerable legal powers and any democratization of the Church, contrary to all its traditions. Such fears do not quench the desire for some reforms in the Roman Curia, episcopal synods, the liturgy, etc., but they should be carried out with great prudence, preferably leaving the matter to the Sovereign Pontiff himself.

			These three groups have voiced their points of view freely and frankly. Why should it not be said that the Holy Father himself clearly seems to desire the achievement of these three aims. The important documents given to the Council Fathers at the opening and closing of the first session show as much. Doctrine, pastoral care, ecumenism–such is the triptych set before the eyes of the Council Fathers.

			It is because the single pursuit of these aims has given rise to serious differences that I have humbly ventured to suggest a twofold solution: on the one hand, doctrinal, requiring scientific, scholastic, exact terminology, so as to eliminate all ambiguity and error; on the other, pastoral and ecumenical, so presented as to be understood by those to whom it is addressed, in the form of exhortation and directory. The Council of Trent gave us an example of this twofold expression in its definitions and dogmatic expositions and its more pastoral catechism. 

			Is it not a fact of experience that this dilemma constantly presents itself to those pastors whose duty it is to teach the catechism, especially to those who compile it? It is very difficult to preserve all the doctrinal richness and precision of the catechism if one seeks to adapt its language to the mentality and psychology of children and catechumens. Hence arises the need for the explanations and teachings given by the catechists.

			The second session will enlighten us on all these passionately interesting problems which send an amazing echo round the whole world.

			The Holy Father is watching over the drawing up of the new schemata by the Council’s commissions. While the members of the commissions work, it should be for us the hour of prayer as, at the Cenacle, the Apostles awaited the coming of the Holy Spirit. The Virgin Mary was there and was certainly all-powerful over the heart of Jesus that He might send down His spirit. Let us not cease to pray that she may intercede with her divine Son that He deign to send the Holy Spirit to illumine the minds and hearts of the successors of the Apostles in a second Pentecost.


			
				
					1	Marc Sangnier, a neo-modernist condemned for seeking to weld the Church to a particular political school of thought, gave the name of Le Sillon (The Furrow) to his organ of publication.
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			Following the second session of Vatican Council II it may not be inopportune to take stock, basing our judgments particularly on those which the Pope himself formulated at its close.

			With the Sovereign Pontiff, we must begin by stating that a single description cannot embrace it all. Many elements of this Council belong to the domain of grace and that inner kingdom of the soul to which it is often difficult to penetrate. Moreover, many of the fruits of our work have not yet grown to ripeness. Rather, they are like seeds sown in the earth and awaiting from the future and fresh intervention of mysterious Divine action their full and bountiful development.

			After some reflections, however, the Holy Father goes to the heart of the matter, listing the aims put before the assembly and giving very precise details which all the Fathers must accept as guiding lines for the coming session. In circumstances such as those of a Council, where Popes have always sought to respect the liberty of the Fathers and yet exercise the function of guide which our Lord laid upon them, must not the slightest suggestions, if clear, be welcomed by the Fathers with filial devotion and direct their efforts.


			Liberty of the Council

			The Holy Father is glad to find that “the work of the Council is developing with entire freedom of speech,” and his sense of satisfaction is in no way lessened by the fact that the judgments expressed in the course of the Council’s discussions were varied, manifold, and diverse. Moreover, this freedom already existed on the occasions of the Council of Trent and the First Vatican Council: “The Popes gave instruction that every individual must be allowed complete freedom of speech, even should he utter heresies, provided that once a decision had been reached, he should submit” (Theiner-Introduction XIX).


			Results Achieved 

			The Liturgy

			Following the order suggested by the Pope himself, we shall begin with the liturgy. The place and function of the liturgy are admirably outlined by the Holy Father in a succinct but vigorous exposition. “In it,” said the Pope, “we find homage to the scale of values and duties: God holds first place, prayer is our first duty.” Then comes the function of the liturgy, “the chief source of divine life...the chief school of the spiritual life, the chief gift we can offer to a Christian people.” In a few lines the Holy Father puts forward an entire program. Finally comes “an invitation to the world to unseal lips once mute–to sing with us the praises of God.” It is an ardent appeal to those who do not yet pray with the Christian people.

			Then, in a second paragraph, the Holy Father studies the relationship of the liturgy to the Church, stressing the capital importance of the liturgy in the life of the Church. “The Church is a religious society, it is a community of prayer.” He warns urgently that if some simplifications are made, they in no way involve “a diminution in the importance of prayer or its subjection to the other concerns of the sacred ministry and pastoral activities, or weaken its power of expression or its artistic beauty.” This must be kept in mind for the right interpretation of all future decrees.

			“To achieve this result,” ends the Holy Father in a third paragraph, “we do not want any attack on the traditional prayer of the Church by the introduction of private reforms or special rites. We do not wish that anyone should take it on himself arbitrarily to anticipate the application of the constitution. The nobility of the Church’s prayer lies in its harmony throughout the world. Let no man trouble it, let no man injure it.”

			Strong, vigorous words, made necessary, alas, by the incredible experiments witnessed by thousands of the faithful, powerless and deeply grieved. Many indeed are the churches where the rules of liturgy are violated with impunity. Even graver, perhaps, than liturgical innovation itself on the part of the priests concerned is the example of open disobedience by those who have promised obedience and should be a model of that virtue to others.

			The official decrees of the Holy See will soon be made public. It is to be hoped that the first result of their publication may be an end to private initiative.

			In connection with the Constitution on the Liturgy it should be remembered that the Pope is always free to amend it as he sees fit, without any consultation with the bishops and even after it has been solemnly approved. Since the Constitution in question is disciplinary, not dogmatic, the successor of Peter is the sole judge of its publications and application.


			Social Communications

			Following the liturgy, our Holy Father the Pope points to “the decree on means of social communication” as the second fruit of the Council. The Pope adds that “the decree shows that the Church is capable of uniting her interior and exterior life, contemplation and action, prayer and apostleship.” In treating this matter (communication), the Church does not go beyond her sphere. Some would have wished to reject this schema as being, in their opinion, insufficiently scientific. The Pope has not seen fit to grant their request, but put the schema forward to the Fathers, who approved it.


			New Faculties Granted to Bishops

			The Pope next alludes to faculties given to bishops for the extension of their powers. The wording of these faculties granted to bishops had not the good fortune of pleasing those members of the Council who had stated that such faculties should not be regarded as granted to bishops, but restored. They maintain indeed that only for reasons affecting the common good of the Church should the Pope limit bishops’ faculties since they are strictly entitled to them by the very fact of their consecration and their canonical mission to a particular diocese or special jurisdiction.

			Now it is perfectly clear that the Pope has not seen fit to allow this claim. There is no allusion to bishops’ rights. The term used is always “concedere–grant,” and the reasons are the great esteem in which the Pope holds the Council Fathers, the emphasis on ecclesiastical dignity and the means of giving greater efficacy to their pastoral office. It may legitimately be concluded that the Pope is thus indirectly confirming the traditional thesis which requires that all episcopal power of jurisdiction be granted by the pope insofar as he judges best. If by his power of Order the bishop has a basic qualification for this jurisdiction and if, when accorded him, he exercises it by divine right, it nonetheless remains true that it is still the pope who grants that power and may increase or lessen that jurisdiction. Canon law mentions these powers granted by the pope, but in this matter the law does not bind the succession of Peter.


			Results Partially Achieved

			“But,” says the Holy Father, “that is not all. The Council has worked hard. It has, as you know, dealt with many problems; the answers to some are already virtually decided. Other questions are still open to further study and discussion. We are not sorry that such grave problems should be considered at leisure.” The Pope then alludes to a still greater reduction of texts, thus giving a glimpse of a new recasting of schemata into “texts profoundly studied, and rigorous terms closely argued and as concise as possible.” In short, we must come back to a concise dogmatic statement such as alone can satisfy the wishes of the Holy Father, very intelligible after the interminable discussions caused by the ambiguity of terms and equivocal statements.

			The examples following seem to relate particularly to the “grave problems...still open to further study and discussion.” The three examples cited by the Pope are very important: Revelation, the Episcopate, and the Virgin Mary.

			Here too, the procedures and directions given by the Pope are extremely valuable, clear, though full of shades of meaning, especially touching the Episcopate.


			Of Revelation

			On the matter of Revelation, the Pope’s thinking is clearly expressed and leans towards great prudence: “The Council will be responsible (this expression is clear) both for the preservation of the sacred deposit and for giving direction to Biblical studies–faithful to the magisterium of the Church and taking into consideration all serious contributions of modern scholarship.” The limits are clearly defined and lay down the general lines to be followed.


			Of the Episcopate

			Second example: “The great and complex question of the episcopate” tackled in this Council, “which, let us not forget, is the natural continuation and complement of the First ecumenical Vatican Council.” The Holy Father develops his thinking unequivocally. “The Council,” says the Pope, “seeks to bring out, in accordance with our Lord’s thought and the authentic tradition of the Church, the divinely instituted nature and function of the Episcopate.” Two sources are indicated, our Lord’s thought and the authentic Tradition of the Church, which can clearly never conflict since authentic tradition is the safest way to discover our Lord’s thought in cases where the Scriptures do not lay down the details of a divine institution. If there is some hesitation in interpreting the words of our Lord which confer on the Apostles this mission and give them their powers, recourse must be had to tradition, above all to historical facts from the time of the Apostles to our day. How did the Apostles provide for successors? What were their powers? What were the relations of the successors of Peter to the bishops, especially once peace was established? What have the first writings following the Gospels to say of bishops? What part did the bishops of Rome take in Councils?

			Clearly all the Apostles acted in the same way, that is, they established bishops over particular churches and over permanent Sees with limited jurisdiction. The evidence becomes ever more clear that the Bishop of Rome alone has universal jurisdiction. Recourse was made to him as the supreme court of appeal. Pope St. Boniface I, in 422, said to Rufus, Bishop of Thessalonica, “It has never been permissible to reopen a question once decided by the Apostolic See.”

			On this subject tradition is crystal clear. To assert that, in communion with the pope, the bishops have, by divine right, customary jurisdiction over the universal Church is to distort the texts and deny the facts. “A statement on the powers of the Episcopate and the way in which they should be exercised” says the Pope, “simply confirms the pontifical prerogatives of the Roman Pontiff, which embrace all the authority necessary for the universal government of the Church.” How can they be confirmed save by affirming in accordance with all tradition that he alone has these prerogatives, and that bishops have authority only over particular churches, a power proper to them and by divine right, but one which may be exercised only by the authority of the pope. Indeed, if the pope has all the authority needful for his office, it is not shared.

			To seek example and argument from the Council in proof of this affirmation is to seek a very bad argument which infers too much and so settles nothing. It would indeed infer the divine right of bishops to exist in almost permanent council, that is the divine right of bishops habitually to govern the universal Church with the pope. This is clearly contrary to all tradition, and amounts to maintaining that for nineteen centuries the Church has been blind to its traditions or that the popes have denied to the bishops a power conferred on them by our Lord Himself. How absurd!

			History shows, on the contrary, that Councils have never had the character of a permanent institution, and that both Trent and Vatican I rejected the request for the calling of ecumenical councils at fixed intervals. Relative to that affirmation was the desire manifested in Vatican Council II claiming the right of the delegates elected by the episcopate to sit permanently with Peter for the exercise of the divine right over the universal Church possessed by bishops united with the pope. If this right really exists, the pope should obviously accept this episcopal advice and could not refuse it.

			Now, what does our Holy Father Pope Paul VI say?


			Naturally it will be a joy to choose from the ranks of the episcopate throughout the world and from the religious orders, as in the case of the preparatory commissions of the Council, distinguished and able Brothers who, with the competent members of the Sacred College, will lend us their aid and counsel in translating into appropriate and detailed rulings the general decisions reached by the Council, as was done in the preparatory commissions. Thus, without any encroachment on the prerogatives of the Roman Pontiff defined by the First Vatican Council, experience and the help of divine Providence will show us how, from now on, to enlist the willing and devoted collaboration of the bishops in the service of the universal Church, and to make it more efficacious.


			There is no allusion to a right of bishops or to an election of delegates by episcopal assemblies. On the contrary, the Pope shows that it will be a joy to him (not a duty) to choose (not to accept) as was done in the preparatory commissions of the Council (that is, by the choice of the Pope alone and not as was done in the Council’s commissions, two-thirds of which were elected). All his words have been carefully weighed and studied.

			What remains of the customary collegiality of the pope and bishops save a communion of faith and charity in the exercise of a universal mission for the pope and a particular mission for the bishops; a concern on the part of all for the universal Church, but diverse responsibility according to the extension and exercise of their powers.

			The Pope does not enter into the question of Episcopal Conferences, but it may yet be said that collegiality on the level of groups of bishops has been severely cut down during the session, and that there finally remains only a sense of brotherly community, of united effort directed at specific action for the good of others, but none in any way affecting the power of each individual pastor in his diocese or lessening his responsibility. This was clearly stated by the German, Dutch, and American bishops who had formerly shown themselves ardent defenders of collegiality with the Successor of Peter in the government of the Church.


			Brief Historical Survey of the Primacy of Peter

			In connection with the words of the Sovereign Pontiff on the Episcopate, it is instructive and salutary to go back to the Gospel and the whole history of the Church, particularly the history of Councils. The Pharisees were already scandalized by the honors given our Lord by the crowds and said to Him, “Master, rebuke your disciples,” and our Lord answered them: “I tell you, if these were silent, the very stones would cry out” (Lk. 19:39-40). “The Pharisees then said to one another, ‘You see that you can do nothing; look, the whole world has gone after Him’” (Jn. 12:19). Now, this is true of many councils. It is to the power of the Bishop of Rome, the Vicar of Christ, that many objections are raised, when they do not go the length of heresies. Luther was in the succession of the Pharisees, of Wycliffe (fourteenth century), of the Waldenses (twelfth century), and of Michael Cerularius (eleventh century). All these attacked the power of the Vicar of Christ, but each attack was vain. The result was, on the contrary, a stronger affirmation of the sovereign authority of the pope and his infallibility. The First Vatican Council saw the same process. Despite all the efforts of an active and organized minority, despite the support of some governments which took umbrage at the authority of the pope, the primacy of the pope and his infallibility were proclaimed.

			Today we are witnessing the same phenomenon in various shapes: with the argument for a strengthened collegiality, which is presented as a dogmatic argument, and with criticism of the Roman Curia, especially the Holy Office, there is an attempt to impose on the pope an elected, obligatory episcopal council, with the divine right to share his government.

			Outside the Council, in the Press and the cinema, there has been a campaign of criticism of the Papacy. Pius XII was taken to task in the play The Deputy. On the very Sunday when the Pope was in Nazareth, a religious on television denounced papolatry and the idolization of the papacy. Another well-known religious writes that the constant repetition of “tu es Petrus” at the Council sickened him (I.C.I., December 15, 1963).

			But it is the common folk and the humble who are right. It is the crowds in Jerusalem and those in Rome acclaiming the Vicar of Christ who instinctively grasp the greatness and loving kindness of this Father who is given us in the person of Peter’s successor. Were the Pope tomorrow to go to the United States or to India, thousands of souls would rush to see him who is the true shepherd of all on earth and beg his blessing. One would need the mind of the Pharisees or of Luther to make this manifestation of filial love a reproach.

			The Council must result in an illustration of the power of Peter as Vicar of Christ and Shepherd of the universal Church and of the power of the bishops as Fathers and Pastors of the souls entrusted to them, an illustration of the intimate communion “between the bishops and the Sovereign Pontiff and the bishops one with another,” as members are united to the head in the assembly of a whole body (Conc. Vat. I, Dogmatic Constitution concerning the Catholic Faith, No. 469), “working with Peter and under him for the common good and the supreme end of the Church herself in order that the hierarchical connection may be thereby strengthened, not weakened; internal collaboration tightened, not relaxed; apostolic efficiency increased, not lessened; and brotherly love made warmer, not more lukewarm.” These are the very words of the Sovereign Pontiff, Paul VI.


			Of the Virgin Mary

			The third example of which the Holy Father speaks is that of the Virgin Mary. Here, too, the Sovereign Pontiff does not hesitate to give clear guidance. The applause of the Council Fathers on hearing this passage was significant. “Likewise,” says the Holy Father,


			concerning the schema on the Holy Virgin, we hope [who, from now on can fail to share the hope of Peter’s Successor] for the solution most befitting this Council, the unanimous and fervent recognition of the absolutely privileged position that the Mother of God holds in Holy Church, the principal object of the present Council. In the Church, Mary occupies, after Christ, the highest place, yet that nearest to us, so that we may honor her with the title of Mater Ecclesiae for her glory and our comfort.


			Who will dare, after such words, to relegate the Virgin Mary to the last place in the Schema of the Church or even to an appendix, or perhaps make only a few references to her? It is in these lines that the Holy Father makes his strongest affirmation and most clearly reveals his thoughts and wishes.

			God, who founded His Church on Peter, be praised. We experience moments when the supernatural, or action of the Holy Spirit, is visible and tangible. Question the Council’s observers. They will lack words adequate to congratulate us and will envy us a Bishop to whom has been given supreme power over the Church, a Bishop to whom we may turn when overwhelmed by doubt and darkness, one in whom we are sure of finding the Light. “Simon, Simon, behold Satan hath desired to have you, that he may sift you as wheat, but I have prayed for thee, that thy faith fail not and, when thou art converted, strengthen thy brethren” (Lk. 22:31-2).

			That is what Pope Paul VI, the Successor of Peter, has just done in this memorable closing speech of the second session of Vatican Council II.
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			Will the Second Vatican Council prove of ultimate benefit to the Church? Time will show how it works out. One thing, however, is certain and indisputable before the Council draws to its close–it will have shown on incontrovertible evidence how far the Church, in certain of its more highly-placed members, can be influenced by the “magisterium” of today–public opinion.


			A New Magisterium–Public Opinion

			Never in the past has it been possible, as on this occasion, to measure the terrible power of the means of social communication, particularly the Press and Radio in the service of the makers of public opinion.

			Have we not heard and read in the Council’s documents these words: “The world awaits, the world desires–the world is impatient.” How many speakers have intervened in the discussions, perhaps unconsciously, under this influence. How many Fathers have sought to be the mouthpiece of this “public opinion?” How many others have approved these interventions from fear of failing to conform to this new teaching?

			To go into the aims and methods of these framers of public opinion would be an enthralling and very instructive study. I will content myself with noting the facts, studying the arguments put forward in their support, and, by regrouping them, show indisputably that we are not confronted with occasional outbreaks, but rather with a phase in the battle of the Prince of this world against the Church of our Lord.

			It is indeed impossible not to compare the teachings of our revered masters of the Gregorian University and the French College and those of the popes in the last decades with what we have heard and read during the Council. How can we fail to conclude that we are faced with a magisterium other than that of the Church? The speeches of the popes closing the sessions and their interventions in the discussions wholly corroborate this statement.

			Many are the priests and even more numerous the faithful who have been shattered by what they read and hear, which is, often enough, only the echo of this new magisterium. No, the Church in the person of Peter’s successor has not yet substituted it for its traditional teaching; nor has the Church of Rome, and this is of the greatest importance. Through union with its Bishop, the Church of Rome is indeed “mater et caput omnium ecclesiarum.” Now, the majority of cardinals, particularly the cardinals of the Curia, the majority of the Curia’s archbishops and hence of the Church of Rome, and Roman theologians as a whole have nothing to do with the new magisterium. In that lies the strength of this minority to which public opinion refers pityingly. Thus far they are on the side of Peter and the Roman Church–a good surety.

			Is it possible to discover the main features of this false magisterium? To go back in time would facilitate the analysis. Since, however, it seems certain that many of these principles are inherited from modernist tendencies fully described by recent popes, it is easy to expose them.

			It seems to me that such study may center in two points, the nerve centers of the Council–juridical collegiality and religious liberty.


			Juridical Collegiality Versus the Hierarchy

			It seems undeniable that one of the chief aims put forward by those who constituted themselves the mouthpiece of public opinion was the replacement of the personal power of the pope by a collegiate authority. As so-called modern times no longer admit a personal authority such as that of the pope, exercised through channels entirely under his control, it was necessary to do away with the Curia and give the pope a council of bishops with whom he would govern the Church, the bishops themselves having a real share in the government of the universal church.

			Such an affirmation would, at one and the same time, constitute an attack on the personal power of the pope and the personal power of the bishops. Hence it was essential at all costs to prove that juridical collegiality is based on tradition and therefore on theology. Proof would be made easier by abolishing the distinction between the power of order and the power of jurisdiction. Since, by virtue of his consecration, the bishop has power over the universal Church, the pope cannot govern the universal Church without calling in the bishops. By the same token, the pope cannot take away or too greatly restrict the bishops’ powers of jurisdiction since they derive from their consecration.

			Collegiality thus became the object to be achieved. Once this aim had been realized all else would follow. The traditional structures of the Church would be radically modified. In future, both in Rome and in every country, the Church would be governed by assemblies and no longer by a personal authority wholly contrary to all the principles of modern society as seen by the innovators.

			Collegiality was thus seen as the first “Trojan horse” destined to destroy traditional structures. This explains the fierce energy thrown into the effort to make certain of success. It must be admitted that, humanly speaking, given the number of those who felt it their duty to approve, and given the means employed, the success of the new thesis seemed certain.

			But the Holy Spirit was keeping watch, and the explanatory Note2 must be read carefully to see that this message is truly of Heaven, since, first, it eliminates legal collegiality, thus dismissing any right of the bishops to a part in the government of the universal Church; secondly, it submits the personal jurisdiction of bishops wholly to the ruling of the successor of Peter; thirdly, it reaffirms the position of the pope as sole Shepherd of the universal Church; fourthly, it states clearly that bishops may not act collegially save by the expressed will of the pope. The traditional structure of the Church is thus safeguarded, at least in the documents of the Council, as the Pope himself stated in his closing speech.

			We must confess that after the anguish we endured during the second session and the opening of the third, the divine light shed yet again on the immutable constitution of the Church has seemed to us a dazzling sign of the divinity of the Church.

			Moreover, how can we fail to link these two events–the removal of the errors born of a misunderstood conception of collegiality and the appearance of Mary, Mother of the Church, of the Church of our Lord, of the Roman Catholic Church, of the Church composed of the pope, of bishops united with and submitted to the pope and leaders of their particular dioceses, of priests, especially parish priests co-operating with the bishops and, finally, the faithful, receiving through this priestly hierarchy the manifold graces enabling them to sanctify themselves, to sanctify the family, the parish, the community, the professions, and the city, and so to submit all things to the divine order through the practice of the virtue of justice: “Opus justitiae Pax.”

			The Church is truly eternal, and Mary, who alone has conquered all heresies, continues to watch over her with a mother’s concern.


			Religious Freedom Versus the Magisterium

			From the beginning of the Council, so virulent have been the attacks on the magisterium of the Church and her essential organs that it is amply clear that one of the proposed aims was a profound change in the traditional magisterium. The magisterium of the pope, the Holy Office, one of the main organs of the papal magisterium, the Sacred Congregation of Propaganda and all that constitutes the traditional basis of the Church’s magisterium–the Scriptures, Tradition, the teaching of St. Thomas Aquinas, such educational institutions of the Church as Catholic schools, zeal for conversions, i.e., proselytism–all these were systematically attacked. It seems to me that the “Trojan horse” designed to carry out this attack on the traditional magisterium of the Church is to be found in the incredible schema on “Religious Freedom.”

			Granted this, all the strength and value of the Church’s magisterium is given a mortal blow, since by its nature the magisterium is contrary to religious Freedom. The magisterium imposes Truth, lays on the subject the moral obligation to accept it and thereby deprives him of moral liberty. Freedom of mind doubtless remains, but the possibility of rejecting the Church’s teaching does not give an intrinsic right of rejection. He must believe under pain of condemnation. Is not such compulsion contrary to freedom?

			The magisterium must be imposed on children and minors by those in whose care they are and who themselves believe. Believers in authority must protect the magisterium and safeguard the faith of those for whom they are responsible. These are blows aimed at that “Religious Freedom” which allows every individual conscience the free choice of religion.

			This explains the ensuing developments. The magisterium of the pope will be bitterly attacked, his infallibility will be put forward as an expression of the infallibility of the Church as a whole, not a personal infallibility. The documents of the ordinary magisterium of the popes will be omitted in the drafting of schemata as being unworthy of a conciliar text.

			We know all too well how the Holy Office and its admirable secretary have been treated. This method of disparaging a person in order to cast discredit on an institution is shameful and shows all too dearly the spirit animating those who make use of it.

			The Sacred Congregation of Propaganda has not been spared. It, too, is essentially at the service of the magisterium: can there be any propagation of the faith without a magisterium, without proselytism, without zeal for teaching in all its forms? That will not fit with a conception of religious freedom which is prepared to accept a dialogue of equals, a witness, but not burning preaching on the need for conversion if one is to be saved and on the threat of eternal damnation overhanging those who refuse to believe and remain in their sins.

			The name of the Congregation must be changed. Some even suggested abolishing it altogether since its existence is an offense to religious liberty. Propagation of the faith suggests moral coercion which must be avoided at all costs.

			The magisterium shows itself too rigidly by invoking authority in Catholic seminaries and schools. These institutions must be profoundly altered or even abolished. Seminarians must be joined with university students and Catholic schools done away with where there are State schools.

			Teaching should be done through informed discussion groups rather than by regular courses, by library consultations rather than by commenting on a text. Besides, it would be better to start from a practical apostolate to come to the teaching of theology. Thomist teaching should be put forward as a possible solution, not as the teaching of the Church.

			Catholic schools must always show respect for every religion and admit pupils without discrimination. It is a pity, too, that schools should proclaim themselves Catholic, for that stamp suggests a religious intolerance unbefitting our era.

			The wished-for reforms, however, touch not only the organs and institutions of the Church’s magisterium but the very sources of that magisterium. The Scriptures must permit of interpretations varying greatly according to literary genres and even the theory of forms. Inerrancy will thus vary with the diversity of genres. Thus it becomes possible to admit legitimate doubts on many passages of the Scriptures. As for Tradition–it must needs be considered in the context of the age and of circumstances. It follows that it is clearly useless to cite documents from Tradition as opposed to the affirmations desired by today’s Council. There is no point in saying that Leo XIII’s Encyclical Libertas Praestantissimum is contrary to the conception of religious freedom which the Council, in accordance with public opinion, wishes to proclaim. Leo XIII spoke for his age, not for 1965.

			Many other statements formulated by the “new magisterium” might be quoted, but I think this enumeration is amply sufficient to prove that seemingly scattered statements link up in the most extraordinary way. It is clear that the magisterium of the Church embarrasses the adepts in the magisterium of public opinion. It must therefore be watered down in every way possible. The best means would be “religious freedom.” These magic words, in their ambiguity, are pleasing as the apple pleased Eve. What a tremendous victory over the “triumphalist” Church Militant would be scored if that freedom were acknowledged. What conclusions could be drawn! How far could the Church be led to accept in her heart the arguments which would prove her ruin.

			The magisterium of the Church is the very reason for her existence, and the raison d’être of the magisterium is the certainty of having the Truth. Now Truth, by its nature, is intolerant of error, as health is opposed to sickness. The magisterium cannot admit the right to religious freedom even if it tolerates that freedom. God, indeed, has not given man the right to choose his religion, only the unhappy possibility of doing so, which is a weakness of human liberty.

			The Church has been accused of claiming religious freedom when she is in the minority and refusing it when she is in the majority. The reply is easy. Truth is the source of good, of virtue, of justice, and of peace. Where Truth is, these benefits are visible in society. The Church asks that it should be recognized that she brings these precious gifts to States and that she should therefore be allowed freedom to dispense them. Wise statesmen, concerned for the welfare of their fellow-citizens, willingly admit the value of the cultural and social benefits brought by the Catholic Church and freely grant her a liberty sometimes refused to others.

			The Church has the right to claim this liberty of existence and action because it brings with it the precious gifts which flow from the Truth of which, in its fullness, she is the sole custodian. The whole history of Missions today shows this privileged position of the Catholic Church, which brings family and social virtues to flower in its members. That is why States with non-Christian majorities place at their head, or in important offices, those Catholics who, by their dignity of life, their probity and conscientiousness bear outstanding witness to the truth of the Catholic Church. Was not that what St. Cyprian said to the emperor when asking him to spare the Christians and leave them their liberty?

			When the Church is in the majority, she owes it to the Truth and to the good of the nations to dispense sound doctrine and thus spread among their citizens the benefits which flow from Truth, thus preserving them from error and its accompanying vices. To speak of Truth without reference to the good which is inseparable from it, just as evil and vice are inseparably bound up with error, is to live in an abstraction, in a world of unreality. It is easier to recognize that good alone has rights–evil has none. What is said of the good should be said of Truth also: “Ens verum et bonum convertuntur”; what is affirmed of Being may be said of the Truth and of the Good, and inversely, these three realities being one and the same thing.

			Before outlining some of the remedies for the ills which affect the Church, I believe it necessary to stress the danger threatening the Church by showing how the objectives desired by the innovators exactly serve the propositions maintained by the Protestants and the Communists. Suffice it to say what clergy like M. Richard-Molard says in his articles in Le Figaro. Listen to M. Garaudy at the Louvain meeting. What rejoices these gentlemen, who clearly derive their ideas from a source other than the Roman Church, is the discovery that many Catholics believe that two marks of the Roman Catholic Church–its magisterium and its form of authority–are inadmissible. The magisterium is intolerable because it strongly maintains its claim to hold the Truth in the domains of faith and morals, that is in social life and the moral principles governing politics, economics, and technology. One must have done with this magisterium and replace it by dialogue. Let the Church come down from the pulpit and mingle on terms of equality with the people, with all shades of religious belief. Let her enter into dialogue but never again teach with authority. Let her be the first to grant “Religious Freedom!” Hence the immense interest shown by Communists and Protestants on this question of religious freedom.

			Moreover, as Garaudy said at Louvain, “Let us have done with classes in society.” Therefore, in the Church, let us have done with “Order,” which is simply a sacrament creating classes among people, some being superior, others inferior. Let us have done with the jurisdiction which also creates classes. Let the distinction between priests and laymen, bishops and priests, the pope and the bishops be blurred and all be brothers, equal in all spheres. The external marks of these differences of order and jurisdiction must be done away with. Lo! They have found the magic word of “triumphalism” which serves admirably to destroy all marks of respect for an authority pledged to levelling.

			Those Council Fathers who believed that the Protestants and Communists would come to applaud their utterances to this effect were doubtless very few. Today, the reality is there, staring them in the face. The statements are many, the traditional enemies of the Church are rejoiced to see eminent members of the Church abounding in the ideas which they have always upheld. They are mistaken, however. The Church is not going to adopt their ideas. Neither collegiality, nor ill-understood religious freedom, both contrary to the doctrine of the Church, will be admitted. It is all up with the first thesis, it will soon be all up with the second.


			Liturgy

			Amidst all the antagonisms, exaggerations, and discussions which have characterized this period of liturgical change, may a few reflections be outlined? In view of the speed, rare in the Church, with which these changes have been carried out in all countries, it is difficult to avoid the fear that some measures may bring unforeseen and unhappy consequences. It is thus with devotion to the Blessed Sacrament and devotion to the Virgin Mary and the saints, whose statues have been banished from many churches, regardless of the simplest pastoral teaching and catechetics; the meet and proper ordering of the house of God, which has become a house of men rather than a house of God; the truly divine beauty of the Latin chants, which are now banned and have not been replaced by other such melodies.

			Must we, however, conclude from these considerations that all these things should have been kept unchanged? The Council, with temperance and prudence has answered otherwise. Some reform and renewal was needed.

			The Virgin Mary watches over the magisterium and authority of her Roman and Catholic Church.


			Suggestions for the Future

			Despite today’s confusion of ideas, may we seek the light of the new dawn that the Council will bring to the world? Such perspectives will doubtless be more easily discoverable in a few years. Is it not devoutly to be wished, however, that those who have lived through the Council should strive, in perfect submission to the Successor of Peter, so to bring them about as to arouse true and generous undertakings sprung from the purest tradition of the Church and born of the Spirit of God yet living in His Spouse?

			The first part of the Mass, intended for the instruction of the faithful and as a means of expressing their faith, clearly stood in need of a means of achieving these ends more plainly and, in some way, more intelligibly. In my humble opinion, two of the reforms proposed for this purpose appeared useful: first the rites of this first part and some vernacular translations.

			Let the priest draw near the faithful, communicate with them, pray and sing with them, stand at the lectern to give the readings from the Epistle and Gospel in their tongue, sing the Kyrie, the Gloria, and the Credo with the faithful in the traditional divine melodies. All these are happy reforms restoring to this part of the Mass its true purpose. The arrangement of this teaching part of the rite should set, in the sung Masses of Sunday, the pattern to which other Masses should conform. These aspects of renewal seem excellent. Let us add, above all, guiding lines necessary for true, simple, and moving preaching, strong in faith and resolution. That is one of the most important ends to achieve in the liturgical renewal of this part of the Mass.

			Where the sacraments and sacramentals are concerned, the use of the language of the faithful in admonitions may be useful since these concern them more directly and personally, but this is not the case with exorcisms, prayers, and benedictions.

			The arguments for keeping Latin in those parts of the Mass which take place at the altar are, however, so strong that it is to be hoped that the days may shortly come when a limit will be set to the invasion by the vernacular tongue of this treasury of unity, of universality, a mystery that no human tongue can express or describe.

			How deeply we must long that the souls of the faithful may be united in spirit and in person with our Lord present in the Eucharist and with His divine spirit, so that all that might be prejudicial to this union, whether by an excess of vocal prayers and ceremonies, by lack of reverence for the Eucharist, or by unseemly vulgarization of the divine mysteries, must be wholly prohibited. Any reform in this domain can be good only if it ensures more fully the essential ends of the divine mysteries established by our Lord and brought down to us by Tradition.


			The Constitution of the Church

			This is perhaps a more delicate subject to raise and, since it seems to lead gradually to more precise formulae, it is the problem which occasioned the debate on collegiality. We are living in an age where means of social communication have been multiplied to the last degree. In itself, this multiplication may, and should, have excellent effects. Hence it seems right and proper that the communication of thought and exchange of ideas should be both richer and more frequent. Now, according to St. Thomas’s treatise on prudence, before voicing a judgment or coming to a decision, the authority, the head, should, in his wisdom, seek the advice of persons he regards as fit counselors. Today, thanks to these new opportunities of taking the advice of suitable counselors who, even a few decades ago, could not easily be reached, it seems natural that the head of the universal Church, the pope, should surround himself with advisers not previously available. It is possible, even likely, that this opportunity, of which the head alone is judge, should involve some changes in the Roman Curia, that is to the traditional council of the pope and in those to whom he deputes part of his responsibility. To say to the Council Fathers on this occasion that they had a right of co-government with the pope was, however, utterly meaningless.

			It is inconceivable that there should be a change in the government clearly expressed as our Lord’s will and carried out by inspired Tradition, one which has, moreover, given proof of its divine origin by its stability and, above all, its perfect adaptation to all ages. Nothing can ever change the fact that the pope, and he alone as Vicar of Jesus Christ, has power extending throughout the universal Church. This, however, has never hindered the popes from adapting their services to the needs of the time. That remains the sphere proper to the successor of Peter. Bishops, even as Council Fathers, can do no more than make very respectful and discreet suggestions.

			Nevertheless, this much discussed problem of the government of the Universal Church has serious repercussions in a sphere of close concern to the bishops–their personal power in their own dioceses. There, too, new directives are to be expected, but what need is there to attack what–after the pastoral authority of the pope–is the most beautiful, the most sacred, and the most efficacious thing in the Church, namely, the pastoral and paternal power of the individual bishop by absorbing it into a collective power. The whole strength of the Church’s apostolate lies in these two powers. It is thanks to the hierarchical ordering of these two powers in the sphere of jurisdiction–powers carefully allocated, giving considerable authority to the bishops in their dioceses, that the Church exists as an apostolic organization remarkably live, flexible, and capable of adapting herself to places and peoples with a wisdom and vitality not to be found in any other of this world’s governments. Hence this power is and can only be intangible. Any restriction not deriving directly from the pope would be profoundly harmful to the apostolate and would paralyze the episcopal zeal and initiative that are the virtue of that apostolate.

			Some social conditions of our day may doubtless require that the bishops of a particular region or country, even of several countries, should meet, exchange information on their problems and difficulties, which may be similar, set up joint information and press centers, even centers for apostolic endeavor, but all under specific conditions, particularly in anything touching the apostolate. It seems that we can put it this way: first, that it is dangerous to set up Governing Bodies, but that it is useful to develop Services to which the bishops may have recourse; secondly, that it is desirable to reach some measure of unanimity on such important problems as, for example, teaching, but that every individual bishop should remain free to judge of these matters as touching his own diocese, unless the question should be referred to the Holy See, which would decide what should be done.

			It is unthinkable that a majority should impose its will on a minority by the hazard of a vote alone. That would mean the end of all episcopal authority. It is of primary importance that, within his diocese, the bishop should be regarded as solely responsible for the apostolate under the higher authority of the pope. Any intermediary authority would be intolerable and would ruin the bishop’s whole effort. It would clearly be contrary to the whole history of the Church.

			Who can deny, however, that brotherly meetings of bishops and some united services may be useful and beneficial. Think of Catholic Aid, of Misereor, of the Pontifical Missionary Works, of the Priests’ Friendly Society. How many services these can render. Nevertheless, any organization having some repercussion on the apostolate can never be other than a service, not a governing body. Within his diocese the bishop must remain entirely free, otherwise he becomes nothing but a functionary and, so to speak, a minor. To the extent to which the assemblies hitherto recognized by the Holy See have proved rich and encouraging, any created with intent increasingly to limit the personal power of the bishops would become stifling and intolerable as contrary to the very nature of episcopal power.

			How good it seems here to recall all that the successful practice of the directions of canon law can bring to episcopal government: synods, priestly conferences, diocesan counselors! What fruitful contacts may be those of the bishop with his priest-advisers, directly responsible for the apostolate. What is important is respect for episcopal authority as the final authority. The greater the respect for the bishop, the more frank and fraternal would the suggestions be. Happy the bishop who lives with his priests as a brother, loves them, understands them, pays them personal visits, encourages them, edifies them! All things may be hoped of in a diocese where the priests are true co-operators with their bishop and where every priest carries out the duties laid upon him, ever careful not to destroy the authority of others, particularly that of the parish priest, the pastor directly responsible for the souls entrusted to him. When the powers are carefully ordered, shared by the parish priests, the priests responsible for Catholic Action, and school chaplains under the bishop’s fatherly eye, the results can be admirable. Only the bishop of the diocese can create this order, giving it life and efficacy. Should the organization come from outside the diocese, lacking the personal authority of the local bishop, the way is opened to chaos. This is also true of a parish when its priest knows little of what goes on in it or of what his apostolate requires. “Omnia in ordine fiant.”

			The problems studied by the Council are many, but it is difficult to forecast its conclusions, given that the texts are not yet definitive, particularly those concerning the magisterium, religious freedom, the Missions, the schema on the Church in the World, Revelation, schools, seminaries, etc. There is real hope, however, that the Council will bear abundant fruit as much by the firm maintenance of traditional truths as in the new perspectives glimpsed. Lastly, the attempts to achieve a mistaken aggiornamento (bringing up to date) will have contributed to assigning its proper place to the true, as the Church sees it. Let us then, with Mary and the Apostles, persevere in the prayer that our Lord’s Holy Spirit may descend abundantly into the souls of all pastors and all the faithful.

			
				
					2	A document added to the Constitution Lumen Gentium by order of the Holy Father and published among the Council’s Acts.
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			March 7, 1968

			A Little Light on the 
Present Crisis in the Church

			 

			I am asked to define more exactly and to describe the evil which is creeping into the Church today. How well I understand this desire on the part of many Catholics or non-Catholics who are left stunned, indignant, or dismayed as they see spreading within the Church–through the voice of its ministers–doctrines casting doubt on truths hitherto regarded as immutable foundations of the Catholic Faith. While the intelligence of these unworthy pastors rebels against the authority of the Church’s infallible teaching, their will rebels equally against those who hold authority in the Church.

			If it be true that all authority soever means sharing in the authority of God, how much clearer this becomes when the authority in question is that conferred on Peter and the Apostles! The Lord said: “Ye have not chosen me, but I have chosen you” (Jn. 15:16). It has always been thus within the Church. Even if Peter’s successor is chosen by election, his authority does not therefore derive from his electors. All authority implies, to some extent, three powers: legislative, executive, and judicial. Bishops hold these powers in relation to their office and duties, that is, preaching, sanctifying, and governing.

			The structure of the Church is an admirable institution, truly divine, so well does it answer the need for both centralization and unity and for decentralization, with its great opportunities and freedom of action. Adding to that all the organizations for consultation and brotherly help among bishops and those between the bishops and the pope laid down by canon law, the divine institution of the Church has lived through the centuries, ever remaining herself, yet adapted to all places and all circumstances with remarkable realism and unity.

			It is this unity in multiplicity which enables its magisterium, its teaching, to extend through all space and time with an amazing permanence of doctrine. Whole branches have broken away from the trunk, but have never damaged the structure of doctrinal substance. Serious errors or heresies have seemed to put the Church in danger, but, with the aid of the Holy Spirit, the institution and the word have never varied.

			It is precisely this which arouses the sovereign displeasure not only of the traditional enemies of the Church, inspired by the Prince of this world, but, be it said, of our fallen human nature, ever rediscovering in herself that wretched upsurge of rebellion against authority, that is, against God. The “non serviam” is still within our souls, even after baptism. When the assaults of the enemies of our Lord and His obedience find an echo in the ranks of the faithful and the shepherds of the Church, a new rent in the fabric of the Church is beginning, a new heresy, a new schism.

			A few years ago, speaking to students at the University of Louvain, Garaudy put it well. “We can never truly collaborate until the Church modifies its magisterium and concept of authority.” It could hardly be better expressed.

			When one knows that in the eyes of those who seek to dominate the world, the Communists and technocrats of international finance, the only real obstacle to the enslavement of humanity is the Roman Catholic Church, the united efforts of the Communists and Freemasons to change both the teaching and hierarchical order of the Church are not surprising.

			To gain a victory in the Near or Far East is something, but to paralyze the magisterium of the Church and change its constitution would be an unprecedented victory, for it is not enough to conquer peoples in order to abolish their religion; sometimes, on the contrary, it takes deeper root. But to destroy the faith by corrupting the teaching of the Church, stifling personal authority by making it dependent on the many organizations far easier to infiltrate and influence, would make the end of the Catholic religion seem a possibility. By means of this group-teaching, doubts could be cast on all the problems of faith, and a decentralized magisterium would paralyze the magisterium of Rome.

			It is easy to see that the learned attacks carried on in a world Press, even the Catholic, will further a diffusion throughout the whole world of opinion campaigns aimed at troubling the mind; all the truths of the Credo will be shaken, all God’s commandments, the sacraments–the whole catechism turned into a hotchpotch. We have glaring examples.

			A decentralized magisterium loses immediate control of the faith. The manifold theological commissions of episcopal assemblies are slow to give judgment since their members are divided in their opinions and methods. Ten years ago–and even more, twenty years ago–the magisterium of the pope and the bishops would have reacted immediately even if, among the bishops and theologians, not all were in agreement. Today the magisterium is subject to majorities. It is this paralysis which hinders immediate intervention or makes it so feeble and useless as to please all members of the commissions or assemblies. 

			This spirit of democratization of the Church’s teaching is a mortal danger if not for the Church, which God will protect forever, then for millions of helpless and poisoned souls to whose aid no doctors come. One has only to read the minutes of the assemblies at all stages to realize that what may be described as the “collegiality of the magisterium” amounts to paralysis of the magisterium. Our Lord asked persons, not a collectivity, to feed His flock; the Apostles obeyed the Master’s commands and did so till the twentieth century. Not till our day would one have heard the Church spoken of as a permanent Council of the Church, as in continual collegiality. The results were not long to await. Everything is a hugger-mugger–the faith, morals, discipline. Examples might be multiplied indefinitely.

			Paralysis of the magisterium, watering down of the magisterium–the latter characterized by an absence of clarity of ideas and terminology, a lack of accuracy and necessary distinctions resulting in the meaning of words being no longer intelligible. Consider the expressions human dignity, liberty, social justice, peace, conscience. Within the Church itself these words may henceforward be given with equal conviction a Marxist or a Christian meaning.

			Once the democratization of the magisterium has been achieved, the democratization of government follows naturally. Modern ideas on the subject are such that this result was even easier of attainment. Within the Church they are expressed in the famous slogan of “collegiality.” Government had to be made collegial: that of the pope or that of the bishops with a college of priests: that of the parish priest with a pastoral college of laymen, all flanked by commissions, councils, sessions, etc., before the authorities may dare to issue orders and directives.

			The battle for collegiality, supported by the entire Communist, Protestant, and progressive press, will remain famous in the annals of the Council. Can it be said to have been held in check? To say yes would be an exaggeration. Did it fully succeed in carrying out the wishes of those authors? Here, too, one would not dare to agree, considering the dissatisfaction expressed on the occasion of the famous “explanatory note” added to the dogmatic Constitution on the Church, and, latterly, on the meeting of the episcopal synod, which they wanted to be deliberative, not consultative.

			If, however, the Pope has kept some personal freedom of government, how can one avoid the conclusion that episcopal conferences singularly limit that freedom. Several specific instances might be quoted of the Pope’s going back in recent years on a decision under pressure from an episcopal conference. But his government extends not only to the shepherds but to the faithful. The pope alone has a power of jurisdiction extending to the entire world.

			One far more obvious result of collegiate government is the paralysis of the government of each individual bishop in his diocese. How many and how instructive are the bishops’ own reflections on the matter! Theoretically, the bishop may, in many cases, act against a vote of the assembly, sometimes even against a majority, if the judgment is not referred to the Holy See. In practice, however, that has shown itself to be impossible. Immediately after the assembly, the bishops publish their decisions. They are known by all the priests and faithful. In practice, what bishop could oppose these decisions without showing his disagreement with the assembly and finding himself confronted by some revolutionary spirits appealing to the assembly against him. The bishop is a prisoner of this collegiality which should have confined itself to being a consultative organization, a communal body, but not an organization for the taking of decisions.3

			True, St. Pius X had already approved episcopal conferences, but had not given them a precise definition which wholly justified those assemblies:


			We are convinced that these assemblies of bishops are of the highest importance for establishing and spreading the kingdom of God in every region and every province. When the bishops, the guardians of matters sacred, put their heads together, they not only gain a clearer view of the needs of their peoples and so choose the fittest remedies, but strengthen their links one with another.4 

			
This collegialism applies likewise to the domestic administration of dioceses, parishes, religious congregations, and all the communities of the Church, to such an extent that the exercise of government becomes impossible. Authority is constantly held in check.

			Whoever speaks of elections speaks of parties and consequently of divisions. When regular government is subjected to consultative votes in its normal exercise, it is made ineffective. It is then the collectivity which suffers, for the common weal can no longer be pursued efficiently and energetically.

			The introduction of collegialism in the Church results in a considerable weakening of her effectiveness, all the more so since the Holy Ghost is less easily saddened and wounded in a person than in an assembly. When persons are responsible, they act, they speak, even if some keep silence. In an assembly, it is a number which decides; whereas in a Council, it is the Pope who decides, even against the majority, if he sees fit. Number does not make truth.

			In this way dialectic was introduced into the Church by collegialism or democratization, bringing as a result division, uneasiness, and a lack of unity and charity. The enemies of the Church may rejoice in this weakening of a collegialized magisterium and government. It is a partial victory. They could, indeed, wish it more complete, but effects favorable to them may already be felt. The Church’s power of resistance to Communism, heresy, and immorality has greatly lessened. 

			Such are the facts we have observed as causing a very serious crisis in the Church. The dire effects of this situation are, however, already giving rise to healthy reactions. The Spanish Episcopal Conference has just restored the responsibility for Catholic Action to diocesan bishops, abolishing the ruling powers of the national organization which is restored to its proper function, that is, to constitute a link or meeting place. Realism, good sense, and, above all, the grace of the Holy Ghost will help to restore to the Church those things which have always given her her strength and flexibility–apostles of a personal magisterium and government acting in accordance with the standards of holy prudence and the gift of counsel. It is thus that an Augustine, an Athanasius, a Hilary, and many another such saint have succeeded in saving the Church.

			 

			 

			 

			 

			Rome

			September 18, 1968

			For a True Renovation 
Of the Church5

			 

			Will the Church achieve her true renewal before it is too late? Is it still possible for her? Were the Church a purely human society we should be obliged to reply no, for such is the corruption of ideas, institutions, and discipline that there would seem no possible hope of amendment. Yet, since God watches over humanity lest faith should disappear, there are now countless examples of a situation which, though humanly desperate, suddenly become the occasion of an extraordinary renewal: the most amazing and sublime intervention wrought by God in His infinite wisdom and mercy is the promise of the Messiah through Mary when man, by his sin, had merited damnation.

			From the time of that promise to our own day, the story of God’s mercy upon humanity is the story of the Old and New Testaments, and hence the whole history of the Church. Now the Spirit bloweth whithersoever it listeth, Himself chooses, to come to the aid of the Church in distress, pontiffs and humble faithful, princes and peasant girls. Their names are on all lips, even of those who know but little of the true history of the Church.

			But if the Spirit bloweth whither it listeth, its breath has always the same origin, the same fundamental means and the same end. The Holy Spirit cannot do other than what our Lord said of Him: “He shall not speak of Himself, but what things soever He shall hear, He shall speak....He shall glorify me, because He shall receive of mine and shall shew it to you” (Jn. 16:13-14). That is to say, the Spirit cannot do other than echo our Lord.

			That is why, under divers outward forms, those whom He has chosen have repeated and done the same things and have drunk of the same springs to restore life to the Church. St. Hilary, St. Benedict, St. Augustine, St. Elizabeth, St. Louis, St. Joan of Arc, St. Francis of Assisi, St. Ignatius, the saintly Curé d’Ars, St. Teresa of the Child Jesus, have all taught the same spirituality with its fundamental principles of penitence, prayer, and total devotion to our Lord and the Virgin Mary. Boundless obedience to the Will of God, respect for those who interpret it, this they made their will, whether towards parents, legitimate civil authorities, or religious authorities. All had great reverence for the sacraments, particularly the Eucharist and the holy sacrifice of the Mass. All showed a like detachment from this world’s possessions and zeal for the salvation of sinners. Nothing was dearer to them than the glory of God, of our Lord Jesus Christ and the honor of His one Church. They were familiar with the Scriptures and venerated the Tradition of the Church expressed in the creeds, councils, and catechisms in which the authentic doctrine bequeathed by the Apostles is embodied. It was from these sources that they drew grace and personal communication with the Holy Spirit who made of them surpassing witnesses to the faith and to the holiness of the Gospel.


			Renewals Are Needed, but...

			Study of the action of the Holy Spirit in history leads us to conclude that the Church can always renew herself through the sanctification of her members. God has never forsaken His Church, He will not forsake her today, but trials, seeming triumphs of the Evil Spirit, the Prince of this world, may be a stumbling block that is the abandonment of the faith and the fall of many. Those who allow themselves to be misled by false prophets and preach that their age in no way resembles past eras and that the Gospel of yesterday can no longer be the Gospel of today are wrong. Christ is for all ages: “Jesus Christus heri, hodie, et in saecula–Jesus Christ yesterday, today, and forever” (Heb. 13:8). It is St. Paul who tells us so.

			Alas! it must be admitted. The Second Vatican Council was to have been and should have been by a return to sources, as is the Church’s custom, the Council of renewal. In actuality, as the Church militant marches on, it may happen that its message grows blurred and the enemies of the Church succeed in choking the good seed, that the negligence of shepherds may weaken the faith, morals be corrupted, and Christendom lend a sympathetic ear to the flippant perversity of the world today.

			Renewal, then, is needed, but following the example of our Lord, who is the echo of the Father, and that of the Holy Ghost, who is the echo of the Son. The Apostles have never ceased to say to their disciples: “Remember what you have been told; live by the doctrine which you have been taught; keep the deposit of faith; do not surround yourselves with false prophets, liars and sons of perdition destined with all who follow them, to the everlasting fire.” Read and re-read the Epistles of St. Paul to Timothy and Titus, and the Epistles of St. Peter, St. James, and St. John.

			If we seek in St. John Chrysostom, St. Hilary, and St. Augustine their criteria of judgment on the errors of their time, they always come back to the teachings of those who heard the Apostles speak or to direct witnesses of the Apostles, especially to what was taught by those who succeeded to the Sees of the Apostles, particularly the See of Peter.

			Later, appeal will be made more especially to the Councils and to the Fathers of the Church, witnesses to the teaching of the Ancients. All the teaching in the seminaries will strive to echo faithfully the tradition of Revelation which is a fact of the past, but an enduring source of life through all the ages to the consummation of the centuries.


			The Pride of Our Modern Times

			What is the explanation of the fact that in the last few years, this golden rule of the Church seemed to have been abandoned until the 30th June last, that blessed day which gave us back the faith of Peter, that echo of the immutable, rich, and everlasting tradition? The only possible explanation is the pride of our modern times which sees them as new ages, 


			times when man has at last found his dignity for himself, when he has grown conscious of himself to a degree where one may speak of a social and cultural metamorphosis which has repercussions on the religious life....The very movement of history is becoming so swift that, one and all, we find it difficult to follow....In short, the human race is passing from a somewhat static concept of the nature of things to one more dynamic and evolutional. From that is born a new and immense set of problems, all giving rise to fresh analysis and fresh syntheses.


			Starting from such premises we may expect anything save a return to the spirit of the Gospel, for that–without a shadow of doubt–belonged to the order of the changeless. It therefore stands radically condemned. 

				Many other texts are brought in as confirmation. “An industrial society is gradually spreading, radically transforming the conceptions of life in society.” They are putting forward what they would like to see happen–a new conception of society which has nothing in common with the Christian conception as seen in the social teaching of the Church. 

			For a new age a new Gospel, a new religion. Concerning us Catholics, or rather believers, it has been written:


			Let them live in very close union with the other men of their time and strive for a fundamental understanding of their ways of thinking and feeling as expressed in the culture of today [strange counsel purporting to echo the Gospel which tells us to beware of perverse doctrines]....Let them marry a knowledge of the sciences and of new theories and the most recent scientific discoveries to the ethics and teaching of Christian dogma so that trends in religion and moral rectitude may go hand in hand with scientific knowledge and continuing technical progress. They may thus judge and interpret all such questions with a genuinely Christian sensibility.


			It seems to me that, in the process, believers would do neither more nor less than lose the Christian faith. These are the actual results, constantly confirmed and reaffirmed: “Our times are new times to which the Gospel and Tradition must be married.” The Church’s golden rule is completely reversed by the spiritual pride of the men of our time. No longer do we listen for the ever living and fruitful word of our Lord, but we must “marry “new theories to the morals and teaching of Christian doctrine (Gaudium et Spes, §§ 62-66).

			This aggiornamento stands self-condemned. It is unthinkable that such words should fall from the lips of the Divine Master. The root of today’s chaos is to be found in this modern, or rather modernist, spirit, which refuses to recognize the Creed, the Commandments of God and of the Church, the Sacraments, and Christian ethics as the one foundation and source of renewal for all ages till the world shall end. Finally, it is the rejection of our Lord Jesus Christ, as being incompatible with modern times which, it would seem, are times which our Lord could not foresee and thus to which His message could not be adapted.


			To Come Back to the 
Golden Rule of All Tradition

			We must, therefore, return to the golden rule of all Tradition, as Pope Paul VI did recently on June 20 and July 28, as well for faith as for morals, for which there can be no new marriage in prospect. There must be a return to Tradition. In the authority of the Roman Pontiff the powers symbolized by the tiara must again be seen; there must be a permanent tribunal for the defense of faith and morals; bishops must regain their personal powers and sphere of activity and their common problems be solved in proper regional councils under the authority of the Supreme Shepherd.

			The day must come for freeing the true apostolic work undertaken in a diocese from all the “impedimenta” by which it is paralyzed today, work which, despite the best of intentions, loses sight of its essential message, the glory of God and our Lord, the sanctification of souls by our Lord Jesus Christ, and the truly Christian education and teaching given by the priest and religious orders, the restoration of a Christian social order where the bishop and the priest are given the official status owed to priesthood in every society.

			Seminaries must be restored to their true function, the training of holy priests filled with faith, learning, and zeal for the glory of our Lord and the salvation of souls. Once more there must be a re-establishment of religious societies, nurseries of generous and holy souls manifesting to the world the presence of the Holy Ghost in the Church and in souls by the practice of heroic charity in all spheres and in all countries. Catholic schools and Catholic universities must be restored, regardless of State programs for the laicization of Catholic schools.

			Understanding of the true faith and the meaning of Christendom must be given back to Christian families, putting them on their guard against the temptations of the world. Societies or Third Orders among families bent on being Christians in their attitude to a corrupt society must be organized.

			Patronal organizations and co-operatives seeking to work together as brothers for the rights and duties of all and agreeing not to resort to the social bane of the strike, which is none other than a cold civil war, setting up bodies for consultation and understanding and, as a last resort, egalitarian tribunals for the settlement of disputes, should all be supported.

			Finally, the promulgation of civil legislation in accordance with the laws of the Church and the nomination of Catholic representatives bent on leading society to official recognition of the Kingship of our Lord in society must be promoted.

			Such action would seem to make for the genuine renewal of the Church sought by the true faithful, whereas the renewal expected as a result of the Council was vitiated by the infiltration of the modern spirit and its anti-Christian spirit of pride manifest within the very Council itself and above all since the Council.


			Youth Visibly Inspired by the Holy Ghost

			Now, for the consolation of those who suffer, we would have them know that, if the Holy Ghost has brought them ineffable consolation in the recent acts of the Holy Father, the Holy Spirit is made manifest in the birth of a youthful generation clearly inspired by Him–a vigorous and generous youth, thirsting for truth, for the love of our Lord, of the Virgin Mary, and of the Church. It is a youth of chaste and healthy morals, determined not to be beguiled by the mirages of this world, reacting against subversion and ready to realize great and lofty undertakings. This youth seems to have sprung up by spontaneous generation in all countries and all latitudes. It is everywhere the same, having the same bent, the same longings, the same enthusiasms, an obvious sign that it is the same Holy Spirit which animates them.

			Those who went to Lausanne and rubbed shoulders with eight hundred young people who came to the Congress have very great hopes of them. Hereafter, young university students and young employees will be thinking, learning, and finding new light in their faith. They pray fervently, have a deep devotion to the Virgin Mary, and strive to find once more the principles and grace which made the Christendom of the past in order that they, in their time, may build a Christian society on the same eternal foundations. They then find the true place of our Lord and the Church in domestic, economic, and political society.

			From such groups there clearly emerge many and holy vocations. May our Lord deign to call from among these youths new saints–a Francis of Assisi, a Dominic, an Ignatius, a Vincent de Paul, a John Baptist Vianney, a Don Bosco? It is for us, by our prayers, by our generosity, by our encouragements, to help this youth in every way to build the Christian city, that is to build the Body of Christ so that in peace and justice, they may bring to men the eternal salvation of their souls.

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			October 4, 1968

			Authority in the Family 
And in Secular Society 
As an Aid to Our Salvation

			 

			In a recent address, delivered in this month of October, our Holy Father, Pope Paul VI, warned us against erroneous interpretation of some of the Council’s pronouncements on the dignity of the human person, interpretation which could lead to the rejection of authority and a scorning of obedience.

			Very many of the occurrences we have witnessed in this postconciliar period have illustrated the consequences of this mistaken interpretation and justified the fears of our Holy Father the Pope. Are we not flabbergasted by the open revolt of some groups of Catholic Action against their bishops, of seminary students against their superiors, and of priests, religious, and nuns whose negative attitude to authority makes its exercise impossible?

			Human dignity, the exaltation of individual conscience, which has now become the fundamental rule of morality, and personal charisma–these have now become pretexts for reducing authority to a principle of unity, but a unity bereft of any power. How can we fail to compare this ferment, the prelude to rebellion, with the liberty of thought which was the source of the great calamities of recent ages?

			It seems to us that it is now more than ever opportune to restore the true concept of authority and to that end show the benefits designed by Providence in the two divinely appointed societies which, by their nature, exert a primordial influence on every individual–the family and civil society.

			It should be recalled that authority is the formal cause of society. Hence its purpose is the government and direction of all that leads to the final cause of society, the common good of all its members. Since the members of a society are intelligent beings, authority must necessarily direct their activity towards that end by guiding lines or laws, ensure their observance, and penalize all that is contrary to the common good. The question of authority will be dealt with in many ways, but the power of authority, the capacity for directing other human beings, means a sharing in the power of God. Since there exists a multiplicity of societies, the rules concerning authority may differ greatly, but they can never alter the fact that authority is of divine origin “There is no power but of God” (Rom. 13:1). “Thou couldst have no power at all against me, except it were given thee from above,” says our Lord to Pilate (Jn. 19:11).

			In his Treatise of Philosophy (IV, 384), Jolivet thus describes the first source of authority:


			God alone has an absolute right to command, since such a right, which lies in binding wills, can belong only to Him who gives life and being. We used therefore to say that God is the “living Law” because He is the first principle of all that is. From that it follows that all authority, in what society soever, may be exercised only in the name of a delegation given by God–every ruler invested with legitimate power is God’s representative.


			Since the aim of authority is the common good of its members and the members themselves seek to obtain the good of their choice, there should never be any clash between authority and the members pursuing the same end. There should be no intrinsic conflict between ruler and ruled, between authority and liberty. It is because authority no longer seeks the true common good or because the subject puts his personal advantage before the true common good that there is this clash and misunderstanding. In the absence of evidence to the contrary, a legitimate and wise authority is the judge of the common good and the members should submit a priori to that judgment. The putting of personal authority before that of legitimate authority means the destruction of society. To submit to the rulings of legitimate authority is to practise the virtue of obedience, of which our Lord gave us a supremely moving example by being obedient even unto death: “obediens usque ad mortem, mortem autem crucis.”

			In his letter of August 25, 1910, Our Apostolic Mandate, St. Pius X writes: 


			Does not every society of people free and unequal by nature need an authority to direct their activity for the common good and lay down its law? Can there be a shadow of truth in finding incompatibility between authority and liberty unless the concept of liberty is seriously mistaken? Is it possible to teach that obedience is contrary to human dignity and that, ideally, it should be replaced by “authority by consent”? Was not the Apostle Paul thinking of human society at every possible stage in its progress when he adjured the faithful to submit themselves to every authority? Would the religious state founded on obedience be contrary to the ideal of human nature? Were the saints, the most obedient of men, slaves and degenerates? 


			Authority is the keystone of society.

			
The Value of Authority 
in the Society of the Family

			If there is one period of human life when authority plays an important part, it is the period from birth to the coming-of-age. The family, in whose bosom man has the gift of existence, an existence so limited that he needs a long period of education, given first by his parents, then by those who collaborate in this education, normally according to the parents’ choice, is indeed a marvelous and divine institution.

			The young child owes everything to his father and mother, bodily, intellectually, and spiritually. It is they who give him his moral and social education. The parents invoke the help of teachers, who, in the minds of the young, share the parental authority. Whether through the intermediary of teachers or parents, it is none the less true that almost all knowledge gained during the years of adolescence will be a knowledge learned, absorbed, and accepted, rather than knowledge acquired by intelligence and by the evidence of reasoning and judgments. The young student has faith in his parents, his teachers, and his books; and so his knowledge broadens and multiplies. His knowledge properly so-called, that is as evidence of what he knows, is very limited. When childhood and youth are considered as a whole in the human race and in history, it is clear that the transmission of knowledge is largely due to its passing on by authority rather than by its personal acquisition.

			True, where higher studies are concerned, the young acquire more personal knowledge and seek to master the disciplines of study in the same way as did their teachers themselves. But, considering the abundance of fields of study, is it possible for students to make personal experiments and reach personal conclusions? Moreover, many subjects such as history, geography, archaeology, and the arts must rely on faith in books and teachers.

			This is even more true where religious knowledge, the practice of religion, the morality bound up with that religion, traditions and custom are concerned! As a rule men live by the religion passed on to them by their parents. Conversion to a new religion finds an enormous obstacle in the break with ancestral religion. A human being is always susceptible to the call of a maternal religion.

			Let us say, without further delay, how great a part in human life is played by this education bearing the stamp of the family and by an environment of teachers carrying on the family education. Nothing in an individual is more enduring than family traditions. This is true over the whole surface of the globe.

			The outstanding influence of the family and educational environment is providential. It is willed by God. It is usual for children to keep the religion of their parents, just as it is usual, if the head of the family should be converted, for the whole family to follow suit. Many examples may be found in the Gospel and in the Acts of the Apostles.

			God willed that His bounties should be transmitted first by the family. For that reason He granted the father of a family the great authority which confers on him immense power over the society of the family, his wife and children. The greater the benefits to bequeath, the greater is the authority. A child is born so weak, so imperfect, one might almost say incomplete, that we can infer from it the absolute necessity for permanence in the home and the indissolubility of the family.

			To exalt the personality and the personal conscience of the child to the detriment of family authority is to store up unhappiness for the children and drive them to rebellion and scorn for their parents, whereas long life is promised to those who honor their parents. St. Paul, indeed, adjures fathers: “Fathers, provoke not your children to wrath, but bring them up in the nurture and fear of the Lord” (Eph. 6:4).

			We are straying from the way laid down by God when we claim that truth alone, by its own power and light, should point men to the true religion whereas, in reality, God’s plan was for the transmission of religion by parents and witnesses worthy of the trust of their hearers. Were it necessary to await the understanding of religious truths to believe and be converted, there would be very few Christians today. We believe in religious truths because the witnesses to that truth are worthy of belief by reason of their holiness, their disinterestedness, and their charity. True religion is believed because it fulfills the deepest longings of a sincere human soul by giving it a divine Mother, Mary, a visible Father, the Pope, and heavenly food, the Eucharist. Our Lord did not ask those whom He converted whether they understood, but whether they believed. Thenceforward, as St. Augustine says, a living faith brings understanding.

			It is clear that, in the case of family society, during the first period of all human life the benefits of authority are immense, indispensable, and the surest road to a complete education in preparation for life in a secular society and in the Church. The Church has already played a great part in bringing help to the family and those things essential to the Christian and social life of the faithful.

			There comes a time, however, when the two societies must assume joint responsibility for the family, so clear is it that, even when educated, a human being is incapable of living and pursuing his vocation on this earth without the aid of these two societies.


			The Benefit of Authority in Civil Society

			Can it be said with truth that once a man has reached his majority he has no further need of help to progress in knowledge, live virtuously, and fulfill his role in society? If the essential task of the family society has come to an end, civil society and the Church clearly remain the normal means of giving him respectively the spiritual means and the social environment favorable to a virtuous life and directed to the ultimate end ordained by divine Providence for all things here below.

			This is a suitable point for joining with the traditional teaching of the Church and all the popes of the last century in saying that the State, social society, has a major part to play in helping citizens and encouraging them in faith and virtue. There is no question of constraint in the act of faith; it is not a matter of any constraint on the conscience of the individual in his inward and private behavior. It is the normal part of civil society ordained by God to help men to attain their last end. Pope Leo XIII (Libertas) said: “It cannot be called in question that the gathering of men into society is the working of the will of God, whether it be considered in its members, in its form, which is authority, in its cause, or in the number and importance of the advantages which it brings to man.” Pius XI, in his turn (Divini Redemptoris), says: “God destined man to live in society as nature demands. In the Creator’s plan society is the natural means which man can and should use for the attainment of his end.” 


			Elsewhere Pius XI (Ad Salutem) says: 

			Princes and governments having received the power of God in order that each, within the limits of its authority, may strive to carry into effect the designs of divine Providence with whom they co-operate from then on. Not only should they do nothing which could prejudice the laws of justice and Christian charity, but they are bound to help those concerned to the knowledge and acquisition of the treasures that cannot perish.


			Pius XII (June 11, 1941) says likewise: “On the form given to society, its conformity or absence of conformity to the laws of God, depends the good or evil which flows from it.” 

			Fr. Jolivet (Treatise of Philosophy, IV, 435) concludes his study of the origin of power in civil society very clearly: 

			Whatever the point of view adopted regarding the efficient cause of social reality, the doctrine of the natural origin of society implies the essential principle that a political society, gathering together, for the sake of temporal common good, permanent assemblies of families and individuals, is an institution ordained by God, the author of nature. In other words it is part of divine natural law. From that it follows directly that the power of government is equally part of divine natural law.


			The author ends his study with an exposition of the purpose of civil society or the State:

			To create for oneself a purely materialist idea of temporal happiness is greatly to diminish the general function of the State. Temporal happiness largely depends on the intellectual and moral virtues of the citizens, on public morality, that is to say the happy flowering of all the spiritual and moral activities of man, particularly the religious life of the nation. 


			It follows that it is the duty of the State, without, of course, in any way neglecting its economic function, to seek to create the conditions most favorable to the moral and spiritual prosperity of the nation. This task has both a negative and a positive aspect.

			We must stress this close bond between religion and the temporal function of the State. It is there that the true key to the many problems occupying rulers and the Church herself today may be found–problems of social justice, problems of hunger, problems of peace, problems of birth  control, etc. To treat of these problems apart from a Catholic conception of the city is illusory. One could strive momentarily to palliate particular disorders, one might resolve some local problems, but one would not reach the roots of humanity’s ills. We must repeat time and again what the Church has always proclaimed–the solution of social problems lies in the social reign of our Lord Jesus Christ as it is known and taught by the Catholic Church.

			Were we to enumerate the existing sores of society, it would immediately be seen that they have their origins in the confusion and errors of governments and often of many members of society. To seek to base social justice for employees and employers on any foundation other than the principles of Christian justice is to line up with totalitarian capitalism, financial hegemony, and world technocracy, or with Communist totalitarianism. To make material well-being the one aim of civil society and social action is to slide quickly into decadence resulting from immorality and hedonism.

			In the matter of marriage and questions relative to it, Catholic doctrine alone truly preserves this institution, which is the very basis of civil society and so of the highest concern–divorce, birth control, contraception, homosexuality, abortion, and polygamy are mortal wounds to the State. Only the Church brings true remedies.

			Social relations between officials and the governed, between the State and its citizens, true love of country and international relations are closely and strongly bound up with religion, and only the Catholic religion brings to them the principles of justice, equity, professional conscience, and human dignity in conformity with social life such as God willed and still wills today.

			Education and the means of social communication which today complement and continue education are very closely linked with sound morals, with virtue and vice, and hence with religion and Catholic religion.

			It is a sign of great ignorance or pretended ignorance to be unwilling to admit that all religions, save the true, the Catholic religion, bring in their train festering sores in society which are a blot on the face of humanity, whether one thinks of divorce, of polygamy, of contraception, of free love, or whatever touches the family. Think, too, in the sphere of the very existence of society, of the two tendencies which are ruining it–a revolutionary trend, destructive of authority, and a demagogic trend, the ferment of constant disorders, the fruit of freedom of thought; or a totalitarian and tyrannical trend deriving from the union of religion and the State or of an ideology and the State. The history of recent centuries is a striking illustration of this reality.

			It is thus inconceivable that Catholic governments should wash their hands of religion or admit in principle religious freedom in the public domain. To do so would be to fail to understand both the purpose of society and the extreme importance of religion in the domain of society and the fundamental difference between the true religion and the others in the sphere of morals–a major element for the achievement of the temporal aim of the State.

			Such is the doctrine which the Church has always taught. It gives to society a capital role in the citizens’ practice of virtue and so, indirectly, in the attainment of their eternal salvation. Now, faith is the fundamental virtue which conditions all the rest. It is therefore the duty of Catholic governments to safeguard and uphold the faith, especially by favoring it in the sphere of education.

			It is impossible to overstress the providential part played by the authority of the State in helping and upholding citizens in the obtaining of their eternal salvation. Everything created has been and is ordained for this purpose here below. Societies–family, State, Church, each in its place–have all been created by God to this end. It is undeniable that in fact the test of the history of Catholic nations, the history of the Church, the history of conversion to the Catholic Church, shows the providential part played by the State, so much so that it may fairly be said that its share in humanity’s attainment of eternal salvation is of capital, if not preponderating, importance. Man is weak, the Christian wavering. If the whole machinery and social conditioning of the State are secular, atheistic, irreligious, and, still worse, if it persecutes the Church, who will venture to say that it will be easy for non-Catholics to be converted and for Catholics to remain faithful? 

			More than ever, given modern means of social communications and the proliferation of social relationships, the State exerts an ever-increasing influence on the behavior of citizens and their inner and outward lives–hence on their moral outlook and, ultimately, on their eternal destiny. It would be criminal to encourage Catholic States to secularize themselves, lose all interest in their religion, see with indifference error and immorality spread, and, under the false pretext of human dignity, introduce into society, with an exaggerated religious liberty, a ferment for its dissolution, elevating the individual conscience at the expense of the common weal and the lawfulness of conscientious objection. Pope Pius XII said (Summi Pontificatus): “Civil sovereignty was ordained by the Creator...that it might make it easier for the human person, in the temporal order, to achieve physical, intellectual, and moral perfection, and that it might help him to attain his supernatural end.”

			Thus, whether authority in the family, authority of the State, or that of the Church is in question, it is impossible not to wonder at the design of Providence, of the divine Fatherhood which bestows on us existence, supernatural life, the practice of virtue, and, finally, everlasting perfection and holiness by means of these authorities. Authority is ultimately a sharing in the Divine Love, which, of itself, spreads and is diffused. Authority exists simply to spread this divine love which is Life and Salvation. But, like the love of God, it is of its nature demanding. Indeed, Divine Love can desire nothing but the Good–the Supreme Good which is God. In giving us life, which is a sharing in His love, God directs it inflexibly, guiding our life to the good, which He shows us partly through our nature, but, above all, through those who speak in His name and are His intermediaries in positive laws.

			He lays obligations upon us. By His love He binds us to good and virtue. Through His laws He guides us in His love; He gives us commandments for their enforcement; and He threatens us if we refuse His love, which is our good.

			It is the same with authorities. All just legislation is a channel of Divine Love, every application of the laws is but the expression of the love of God in act and deed, hence a gain in virtue. These laws appeal to our intelligence and will, which, alas! may refuse to be vehicles of the love of God. Sanctions will fall on those who, by so doing, set obstacles in the way of love, life, the good, and, finally, God Himself. Indeed, authority without powers of legislation, government, and justice cannot be conceived. These three manifestations may be summed up and find their synthesis in Divine Love, which carries within itself its manifestation, its practice, and its sanction.

			May we, in coming to an end of this incomplete survey of the great part played by authority in the designs of God, share the feelings of St. Paul and say with him: “I bend my knees to the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, that Father from whom all fatherhood in heaven and on earth takes its title” (Eph. 3:14-15).

			 

			
				
					3	To give a concrete example of this fact, I can quote an episode I witnessed in person. In a diocese where I was visiting our communities, His Excellency the Bishop, very welcoming, came to meet me at the station and, apologizing for his inability to put me up in his residence, took me to the school. There I found several young people, girls and boys, in the corridors and on the staircases. When I asked the Bishop if the young people were pupils, he replied with a deep sigh, “Alas, no! You may be sure that I do not approve of the presence of these young people in my school, but the episcopal Conference has decided that, from now on, we must hold meetings of Catholic Action attended by these young people in our Catholic schools. That is why these aspiring catechists, male and female, have been staying here for a week. What would you have me do? I cannot act differently from the others.”

				

				
					4	To the Peruvian Bishops, September 24, 1905. See also the end of his letter of May 5, 1905, to the Portuguese Bishops.

					 

				

				
					5	An A.F.P. telegram, dated from the Vatican City, September 30, had confirmed Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre’s decision to resign his office of Superior General of the Holy Ghost Fathers “in order that the Chapter might be free to undertake the aggiornamento of the Society in the spirit of the Council.”
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			After the Council:

			The Church and the 
Moral Crisis of Today

			Mr. President,

			Thank you for giving me the opportunity of speaking to this assembly. I shall certainly lack the eloquence of a Professor of Law.6 I am a missionary, unaccustomed to addressing so distinguished an audience as yours! I hope, however, to speak with the same faith and the same courage that, as you well know, are needed today for opposing the ideas inherent in our age. If, at any point, I make statements that could astonish you, I shall take care to point them out to you, so that you may reflect on them and make any necessary distinctions.

			You have asked me to speak of the position of the Church confronted with the moral crisis of today. I believe, and you know it as well as I, that the contemporary moral crisis is deeply rooted in all our history. We must certainly go back to the time when, throughout Christendom, the first moral crisis became public (for, one and all, we experience personal moral crises), that is the one which destroyed the very foundation of morality by substituting personal conscience for the authority of God. It was the time of the birth of Protestantism, which ultimately replaced the authority of God, the authority of the Church, by free will. The second time when this crisis of morality was manifested to the world even more dramatically and tragically was the moment when those who ruled and guided us in civil society in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, in the name of God, were replaced by those who ruled us in the name of the goddess Reason! Thus, for the individual as for civil society, the foundation of law and moral obligation, which is God, was replaced by conscience and by men. It was the end of society!

			That is more or less where we now stand. Certainly there were reactions, but from the moment when we were delivered over to men who no longer submitted themselves to God, we have been the slaves of these men–God knows the results! You know the history of all the wars which have followed, of the dramas through which France has lived for the last two centuries, of all the blood which has flowed because of this forgetting,  this substitution of conscience and reason for God.

			True, in some cases and in some countries Christendom has reacted. But what has been the attitude of the Church faced with this revolt against God and against herself? Popes, many bishops, the majority of the clergy, and most of the faithful have resolutely opposed it. After the Revolution there was a rebirth of the religious orders. There was a return to a certain authority that still wished to derive from God; in some countries a Christian monarchy was restored. It must be admitted, however, that in the course of the nineteenth century, some Catholics (I am not referring to the enemies of the Church, those who were determined to keep their conquests) thought there could be a compromise, an understanding with the principles of the Revolution, the principles of Protestantism. It was the history of Catholic liberalism. They held their views in good faith, no doubt, but the Church has always remained true to her principles and condemned this liberalism. Later successors to these liberals included Sillonism, Modernism, and, today, Neo-Modernism. It is they, alas! who have succeeded to some extent in frustrating the efforts of the popes and a good number of bishops, the efforts of clergy and faithful, to restore our Lord Jesus Christ as the foundation of society and the foundation of our morality.

			Our very Holy Father Pope Pius XII himself stated these truths solemnly and clearly. It may be said that Pope Pius XII has always shed a great light on all the difficulties of our time. He was an exceptional pope. At the Council we need only have consulted what Pope Pius XII had written and put into our schemata the solutions he had given to our modern problems and we should have had a Council infinitely better than the one we have had.

			Admittedly, in the time of Pope Pius XII the Church was in a relatively flourishing position, in some countries at least. Let us remember Holland, where the number of Catholics increased so rapidly that they became a majority. Switzerland, too, was changing as rapidly, in the Canton of Geneva for example. After its revolution, Portugal was returning to its ancient Catholic faith. Spain was returning to the faith of its fathers. There were great numbers of conversions, amounting, in the United States, to 180,000 a year. In England they ranged from 50 to 80,000. Without any doubt, Protestants were finding their way into the Catholic Church.

			What can account for the success of subversive forces in penetrating every sphere, particularly that of our seminaries? Alas! Clandestine documents were already being circulated there. They no longer wished to learn the doctrine of St. Thomas, and professors were beginning, without superior authority, to deliver personal courses of lectures. Most bishops were unable to discover what was being taught in their seminaries. Slowly but surely, this work was already beginning in the time of the revered Pope Pius XII.

			Now we are on the eve of the Council. This Council has not ceased to cause talk! Personally, having been a member of the central preconciliar commission, made up of eighty cardinals, a score of archbishops, ten bishops, and four superiors general of religious orders–I was able to observe that the preparations for the Council were very careful and wholly in conformity with tradition. It would be a good thing if one could now print all the Council’s preparatory schemata to discover the position of the Church’s doctrine immediately before the Council.

			But I am not alone in thinking that herein lies the drama. From its very first day the Council was besieged by the forces of the progressives. We experienced it, felt it, and when I say “We,” I mean the majority of the Council Fathers at that time. We were convinced that something abnormal was happening in the Council. The way in which those bent on diverting the Council from its aim by attacking the Roman Curia, and, through it, Rome and the succession of Peter, was scandalous.

			When Cardinal Ottaviani put forward the names of those who had been members of the preconciliar commissions in view of electing members of the conciliar commissions (and that was quite normal) for we did not know each other (there were 2,400 of us drawn from all parts of the world!)–there was an outcry from “those coming from the banks of the Rhine.” They protested against the “pressure” exercised by Rome to impose the commission members. The assembly was dumbfounded! Next day we were given ready-printed international lists made up of names unknown to us, which were finally passed. 

			The compilers of the lists knew these bishops well. Need I say that they all thought on the same lines. That is how two-thirds of the commissions came to be made up of progressives. It goes without saying that the texts of the schemata distributed to us during the sessions clearly reflected the ideas of the majority of the members of the commissions.

			We were thus in a wholly inextricable position. How could all the schemata of the Council be profoundly and wholly altered? A few phrases or proposals may be changed. It is not possible to change the essential. The consequences are heavy. We are told, however, “This Council is infallible. You have no right to doubt. All that has been approved by the Pope and the bishops must be accepted as it is without discussion.” I think we must make the necessary distinctions, and first of all we must define this Council.

			The Council has, indeed, been described a thousand times as “pastoral,” and, when we wished to give the exact meaning of a term or expression, we were told, “There is no point in it. We are not holding a dogmatic, but a pastoral Council. We are speaking for people who are neither specialists nor theologians.” Let us therefore conclude that it is a text that preaches; it is not a scientific text. Of that alas! we had ample proof. 

			Admit that it is not very honorable for an assembly of 2,400 bishops to prepare a schema on the Church aimed principally at collegiality and to be later obliged to add an explanatory note on the meaning of collegiality! I believe that if the text had been adequately thought out and clear, there would have been no need of an explanatory note.

			Councils have always been dogmatic Councils. True, Vatican II is an ecumenical Council in the number of its bishops, in its summoning by the Holy Father, but it is not a Council like the others. Pope John XXIII states the fact clearly. The object was clearly different from that of the other Councils. To avoid the ambiguity of a pastoral Council we spoke, asking that there should be two texts, one doctrinal and one touching pastoral matters. The idea of a doctrinal text was rejected, leaving only a pastoral draft.

			In my opinion this is nevertheless of capital importance. We can better understand the position in which we find ourselves today. I do not know your views on the matter, but we are forever hearing of the postconciliar spirit as the cause of all our ills, provoking the revolt of the clergy, giving rise to disputes, and leading to the occupation of cathedrals and parishes, and all the extravagance of the liturgy and the new theology. Has this postconciliar spirit really nothing to do with the Council? Is it perhaps wholly foreign to the Council? A tree is judged by its fruits.

			What, then, is to be done? What is the attitude of the Holy Father? The Holy Father has uttered his profession of faith. From the dogmatic point of view that is more important than the whole Council.

			I say rightly, from the dogmatic point of view. This Credo, drawn up as an affirmation of the faith of Peter by the successor of Peter, has taken on an absolutely extraordinary solemnity. For the Pope has manifested his intention of making that affirmation as the sole successor of Peter and as the Vicar of Christ. When he rose to say the Credo the cardinals rose also and the whole crowd wished to follow suit. The Pope told them all to be seated, wishing to make it clear that it was for him alone to recite the Credo as Vicar of Christ and successor of Peter, and he proclaimed it in the most solemn words, in the name of the Holy Trinity, before the holy Angels, and before the whole Church. As a result he performed an action which commits the faith of the Church. Through it, we have the consolation and confidence to feel that the Holy Ghost has not forsaken His Church.

			For this reason, granting that the other Councils were dogmatic Councils and that this profession of faith is a profession of dogmatic faith, it may be truly said that the Ark of the Faith, taking the first Vatican Council as its prop and stay, finds new support in Pope Paul VI’s profession of faith. The Pope has just confirmed his Credo by his recent action on the Dutch catechism.

			The Council’s texts, especially Gaudium et Spes and that on Religious Freedom, have been signed by the Pope and bishops, so we cannot doubt their content. To do so would be to pooh-pooh what we have been repeatedly told about the aim, and hence the nature, of Vatican II. Yet how are we to interpret, for example, the document on Religious Freedom, which carries within itself a certain intrinsic contradiction? It begins by stating that nothing of tradition is altered, whereas, in fact, nothing in the text squares with tradition! What are we to do? To sum up: Let us leave to Providence and the Church the future duty of pronouncing on the value of Vatican II’s texts. But it is on the Catholic and Roman faith reaffirmed by the successor of Peter that Christendom must be rebuilt. It must be rebuilt on the principles which helped to create it. As Pope St. Pius X rightly said: A Christian civilization has existed; we no longer have to invent one. It has existed: we have only to bring it back to life. We must not hesitate to rebuild society on our Lord Jesus Christ. There is no other foundation for our morals, our personal life, our family life, and our public life.

			It is on these same principles that we must rebuild a Christian society in our own time. There is nothing to prevent us from rebuilding Christian society, the Christian family, the Christian school, Christian guilds, Christian professions and trades, and the Christian State. Not to do so would be to doubt our faith. Perhaps only those to come after us will benefit. It matters little. We must work at it, and I believe that the Autonomous Faculty of Economics and Law newly founded in Paris will be a magnificent example. But, as was recently said, we must build in a spirit of faith upheld by prayer. We must not be content with half-measures and ourselves take refuge in compromise. If we do not build on the rock of Catholicity, with our Lord Jesus Christ as the cornerstone, we shall begin to shuffle and find ourselves, with Liberalism and Neo-Modernism, at the gates of Communism.

			Thank God, we may take confidence, because there is a youth seeking the answers to our problems and intolerant of confusion. Not all youth is corrupt, as one would have us believe. Many cherish an ideal, many are seeking someone who can give them solutions. The example of the Catholic City, as of all those who are striving, through the Press and associations, to imbue youth with these ideas, is significant. It is remarkable that, at a Congress like that held in Lausanne last year, there were eight hundred young people between twenty and thirty!

			There is no lack of vocations among young students asking to be trained in seminaries, not those seminaries where training no longer exists and there is no discipline, but houses where they know they will be given a sound training for the priesthood in conformity with the healthy traditions of the Church. We can, then, count on youth. With them, magnificent work may be accomplished.

			I will end by telling you why we must restore our Lord Jesus Christ to His true place; because without Him we shall accomplish nothing. He is the foundation of law, He is the reason for our duties, He is the end of our lives, He is the protector of the weak, He is mercy upon sinners, the just Judge in our courts of law.

			Recently, on Italian television, on the occasion of a trial that was taking place, I noticed, behind the judge, the crucifix, and I thought, For the condemned man who sees the crucifix behind the judge there is an appeal. He can, indeed, say to the judge, “I may have done wrong, but He who is before us, knows that, doubtless, you too are not without fault. Be merciful then!” When there is no more crucifix, we are among men, delivered up to the mercy of our personal judgments.

			He, then, is the just Judge in the court of law. He is the power in the service of right in armies. He is work in common in the professions. He is our Joy, our Hope, our Salvation.

			By banishing Christ, as I told you, the Revolution delivered us up to men. Today, also, there are clergy who would banish Christ from our churches so that we may find ourselves only among men. When we find ourselves solely among men, in churches without the Real Presence of Jesus Christ, without God, we no longer have a place in these churches!

			It is in His Name that all martyrs have died. They are a host, those in our country who fell, like the martyrs of the Vendée, to rebuild a truly Christian France! It is they whom we should follow if we want our lives to be worth living.

			 

			 

			
				
					6	M. Achille Dauphin-Meunier, Dean of the Autonomous Faculty of Economics and Law in Paris, preceded Archbishop Lefebvre as a speaker at that evening’s meeting.
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			To Remain a Good Catholic 
Must One Become 
A Protestant?7


			“Woe is unto me if I preach not the gospel” (I Cor. 9:16)

				Without speaking of the unexpected ways in which the Council Fathers found themselves confronted with various schemata having no roots in the magisterium of the Church, we should like in the following pages to echo the word which the Council Fathers cannot forget: “Caveamus!” Let us beware of allowing ourselves to be influenced by a spirit wholly irreconcilable with that which the Roman Pontiffs and earlier Councils have unwearyingly striven to diffuse among Christians. It is not a spirit of progress; it is a spirit of rupture and suicide. 

			The statements made on the subject by some of the Fathers are instructive. Some maintain that between the declarations of the past and those of the authors of some of the schemata there is no contradiction because circumstances have changed. What the magisterium of the Church affirmed a hundred years ago was valid for its time, but is no longer valid for ours. Others take refuge in the mystery of the Church. Others hold that the purpose of a Council is the modification of the doctrine of earlier Councils. Yet others maintain that since a Council is above the ordinary magisterium, it may disregard that teaching and be self-sufficient. Listen also to the voice of the liberal Press, which affirms that the Church has at last come to admit the evolution of dogma.

			Is it possible to discover the motive, at least the apparent motive, for allowing these revolutionary theses to find an official place at the bar of the Council? We believe it may be laid at the door of an ecumenism that presented itself at first as Catholic but, in the actual course of the sessions, developed into a rationalist ecumenism. This spirit of non-Catholic ecumenism has been the battering-ram used by mysterious hands in an attempt to pervert and shake the doctrine taught in the Church from the days of the Apostles to our own time, the doctrine for which the blood of hosts of martyrs has flowed and still flows today.

			Unimaginable as it may seem, this is a fact. Henceforward the history of the Church will speak of those theses contrary to the doctrine of the Church which, on the pretext of ecumenism, have been put before the Fathers of Vatican Council II. Thus, on specifically Catholic points of doctrine there has been an attempt to attenuate or even do away with whatever might be displeasing to the Orthodox, and, above all, the Protestant Churches.

			We should like to deal with a few of the new theses put forward. To us there seems no point in developing the traditional Catholic teaching on these points. That doctrine is known by all and taught in our catechisms. It nourishes our liturgy and, for a century, has been the subject of the most steadfast and luminous teaching of the Popes.8

			To express the grief of those Fathers strongly attached to the continuity of doctrine as they listened to the exposition of these new theses propounded by the official rapporteurs of the commissions is an impossibility. We thought of the voices of the Popes whose bodies lie buried in the very place at which we were. We thought of the immense scandal soon to be brought about by the manner in which the Press would echo these expositions.


			The Primacy of Peter

			Let us begin with the Primacy of Peter, which it is hoped to hold in check by means of an ill-defined and half-understood collegiality, amounting to a challenge to common sense, whereas it could have been a fine and useful thing to show the part played in the Church by the bishop in relation to his own flock under the watchful eye of Peter, and through this flock, to which he is in duty bound, show how he is bound by the duty of charity to the universal Church–first to his neighboring Churches, then to the mission Churches, then to the Church as a whole, but in immediate dependence on Peter, who alone is bound in justice to all the Churches and to the whole Church.

			Consider then the new thesis, made up of two affirmations: 1) All power, absolutely all power over the Church, is given to Peter alone. 2) All this same power has been given to Peter and the Apostles collectively. If all has truly been given to Peter alone, what the others can share with him they can share only through him. If, with Peter, the bishops have a share in universal government, a share which Peter cannot take from them or which adds an iota to the power which Peter alone possesses, Peter no longer has sole power.

			Let there be no talk of mystery! The contradiction is flagrant. Peter in that case has no more than the greatest share of power–  a proposition condemned by Vatican I: “Should any say that the Roman Pontiff has only ‘potiores partes’ and not the full plenitude of supreme power, let him be anathema.” 

			After the attack on Peter, there is an attack on the Curia, which is treated as the pope’s secretariat, whereas it is the noblest part of the particular Church of Rome, the Church whose faith is indefectible, the Church which is Mother and Mistress of all Churches. It is towards her that the eyes of all the Fathers should be turned; it is in her that they are certain to find the truth. Alas! Why must the Church, Mistress of Truth, keep silent or all but silent? Whence shall light come to us if the Council Fathers of the Church of Rome are silent?

			Then again to thrust between the Bishop of Rome and his Church the episcopal body of the Church universal as an institution would amount to depriving the Roman Church of its title of Mother and Mistress of all Churches. This does not mean that the Sovereign Pontiff is in any way precluded from consulting the bishops more often or hinder his making changes and modifications in the structure of the Curia if he sees fit. But the plan of those desirous of creating a new legal institution in pursuance of a collegiality unceasingly exercised might easily result in making this new institution the electoral body for the Sovereign Pontiff. Now, it is unthinkable that the pope should not be elected by his clergy, seeing that–to become the Successor of Peter–he must first be Bishop of Rome.


			The Virgin Mary

			It is incredible impudence, that, despite the Holy Father’s expressed wishes, the proposed schema should do away with the title of Mary, Mother of the Church. The ecumenists deplore her being named in it as Mediatrix. It may be hoped, however, that the Fathers’ devotion to Mary will restore the honor owed by the Council to the Virgin Mary by solemnly proclaiming her Mother of the Church and consecrating the world to her Immaculate Heart.


			The Eucharist

			In the matter of the Eucharist, though the subject has not been treated ex professo, two allusions stand out as tending to lessen reverence for the real presence of our Lord. In the schema on the Holy Scriptures, the Scriptures and the Eucharist are put on an equal footing. How can we fail to reflect on all the gospels which will henceforth replace the Eucharist on the high altars of our Churches. Moreover, it is said of the Protestants that they lack “the full reality of the Eucharist!” What Eucharist is in question? Certainly not a Catholic Eucharist where the Real Presence is or is not!


			Revelation

			In all the schemata on Revelation there is an attempt to minimize the value of Tradition in favor of the Scriptures. Laity and priests are alike unduly blamed for too little devotion to the Scriptures. 

			Actually, the Scriptures were intended for the community of the people of God in their leaders, not for its every individual member as the Protestants claim. That is why the Church, as a Mother, gives her children the milk of doctrine by a happy presentation of the Scriptures in the liturgy, in the catechism, and in Sundays sermons. How natural it is that we should have people authorized to teach us and present the Scriptures to us. It was our Lord’s wish. We have nothing to borrow from Protestants, whose history has given sufficient proof that the Scriptures cannot, of themselves, either maintain unity or preserve from error.


			The Truth of the Church

			The Truth of the Church has evident implications which embarrass Protestants and, alas! a number of Catholics imbued with liberalism. From now on the new dogma that will take the place of the Truth of the Church will be the dignity of the human person and the supreme benefit of liberty, two concepts which it has avoided defining clearly.

			According to our innovators it follows that freedom to make public manifestation of the religion of one’s conscience becomes a strict right of every human being, a right with which no-one living may interfere. Whether the religion be true or not, whether it bring virtues or vices in its train matters little to them. The only limitation would be a common good which these innovators are careful not to define.

			This belief would necessitate a revision of the agreements between the Vatican and some nations that rightly grant preferential treatment to the Catholic religion. On the question of religion the State should be neutral. Many State constitutions would need revision, not in Catholic States only. Did it ever occur to these new legislators for human nature that the pope is himself the head of a State. Will he be invited to laicize the Vatican?

			It would follow that Catholics would no longer have the right to labor for the establishment or re-establishment of a Catholic State. It would be their duty to support the religious indifference of the State. Pope Pius IX, following Pope Gregory XVI, called this “delirium” and again “freedom for perdition” (Quanta Cura,  December 8, 1864). Leo XIII issued an admirable encyclical on the subject, Libertas Praestantissimum. But all that was for their day, not for 1964!

			Liberty as sought by those who see it as an absolute good is a chimera. If it be true that it is often restricted in the moral order, how much more is this true in the order of intellectual choice. God has wonderfully provided for what our human nature lacks by the families with which he has surrounded us; the family which gave us birth and should give us our breeding; the country whose directors should further the normal development of families towards material, moral, and spiritual perfection; the Church by her dioceses with the bishops as their Father, whose parishes form religious cells where souls are born into the divine life and nurtured for that life by the sacraments.

			To define liberty as the absence of constraint is to destroy all the authorities placed by God in the bosom of these families to foster the right use of the freedom given us to seek the Good spontaneously and possibly to increase it, as with children and their like. The Truth of the Church is the essential reason for its apostolic zeal, its proselytizing, and hence the deep-rooted motive for missionary vocations, priestly and religious vocations which demand generosity, sacrifice, and perseverance in affliction and crosses.

			This zeal, which would fain set the world on fire, is embarrassing to Protestants. They would like to produce a schema on the Church in the world, carefully avoiding any mention of evangelization. The terrestrial city could be built without any question of priests, of monks or nuns, of the sacraments, of the sacrifice of the Mass, or of Catholic institutions, schools, or the spiritual and corporal works of charity.

			In this spirit a schema on Missions becomes very difficult to frame. Do the innovators imagine that this is the way to fill seminaries and novitiates?

			The Truth of the Church is still the very raison d’être for the existence of Catholic schools. The new dogma insinuates that the best thing to do would be to fuse the Catholic with other schools, provided that these observe the natural law (sic).

			Obviously, there can no longer be any question of Brothers or Sisters engaging in teaching! And Pope Pius XI’s admirable encyclical on the education of youth was for 1929, not for 1964!


			The Social Doctrine of the Church

			The social doctrine of the Church is another embarrassment to ecumenism. That is why we shall be told that “the distribution of property is left to the wisdom of men and the institutions of nations seeing that no part of the earth and no possessions have been bestowed by God on any individual.” Thus the doctrine still preached by Pope John XXIII that private property is a right essential to human nature would have no basis other than a positive right. 

			The struggle of classes and of nations would be necessary to progress and to the continual evolution of social structures. The common weal would be a notion perpetually developing and, “since no man is universal, none would have a complete vision of the common weal,” which has, however, been given a new definition: “the liberty and fullness of human life.”

			What has become of all the papal teachings on the social doctrine of the Church–Rerum Novarum, Quadragesimo Anno, and Pacem in Terris? We are living in 1964. Will someone kindly tell us, then, what will become of the teachings of 1964 in 1974?

			These examples are amply sufficient to prove that the commissions have a majority of members imbued with an ecumenism that, according to their own statement, is not only no longer Catholic, but bears a remarkable resemblance to the modernism condemned by Pope St. Pius X and that, as Pope Paul VI notes in his Encyclical Ecclesiam Suam, is once more coming to life. And then the liberal Press seized on these theses even before they were officially advanced, after they were embodied in the schemata and, above all, since some of these schemata, seemingly identical with the first, were given a large majority in the Council chamber.

			Victory was won. The way is open to all forms of dialogue, that is, for them, to every compromise. To sum up: out with “papolatry” and the monarchical rule of the Church, farewell to the Holy Office, to the Index, consciences are free at last, etc. 

			Faced with such a storm and all that it has unleashed, what are we to do?  

			1) Keep our faith indefectible, our attachment to what the Church has always taught, and never let ourselves be moved or discouraged. Our Lord puts our faith to the test as He did with the Apostles and as He tried Abraham. In order that He may do so we must really have the impression that we are about to perish. Thus the victory of the Truth will be indeed that of God and not our own. 

			2) Be objective. Recognize the positive aspects shown in the wishes of the Council Fathers, desires which, unfortunately and almost unknown to themselves, have been used to produce legal documents on lines never envisaged by the Fathers themselves.

			We may attempt to define these wishes as follows: A deep longing for greater collaboration leading to a more effective apostolate, collaboration among shepherds and collaboration with the Supreme Shepherd. Who can condemn such a desire? The desire to extend to our separated brethren and to the whole world their great charity so that all may come to our Lord and to His Church. The desire to give the Church a greater simplicity in its liturgy, in the usual demeanor of her shepherds, particularly the bishops, in a clerical training which will give future priests a more direct training for the pastoral ministry. This trend is motivated by the fear of no longer being listened to, or understood, by the body of the faithful.

			These proper and timely desires could easily be brought out in admirable texts and trainings suited to our times without an ill-based and ill-understood collegiality; without a false religious freedom; without the inopportune statement on the Jews; without a seeming limitation of the power of the pope by denying the title of Mother of the Church to the Virgin Mary, and without calumniating the Roman Curia.

			It was not the Council Fathers as a whole who wished for these texts in their published form and in conformity with new doctrine, but rather a group of Fathers and periti (experts) who used the rightful desires of the Fathers to get their doctrines through.

			Thank God, the schemata have not yet been issued in their definitive form. The Pope has not yet approved them at a public session. Moreover, the Council has stated that it does not seek to define any new doctrine, but to be a pastoral and ecumenical Council. The Church of Rome, which alone is indefectible among all the individual Churches, remains firm in faith: the majority of Cardinals do not approve the new thesis. The Council Fathers, who have an important part in the Church of Rome, as well as the greater part, if not almost the totality of Roman theologians, do not side with the innovators. This is of capital importance, for it is in this Church of Rome, Mistress of Truth, that the faithful of the whole world should unite. Irenaeus stated the fact in his day.

			3) Publicly profess our faith without flinching–in the Press, in our conversations, in our letters, and be ready to obey the pope, remaining indefectibly attached to him.

			4)	Pray and do penance. Pray to the Virgin Mary, Mother of the Church, for she is at the heart of all these disputes, and she has always defeated heresies. It is in her that the Council Fathers will find themselves of one mind and heart as do children about their Mother. It is she who watches over the Successor of Peter and will always ensure that Peter shall be he who confirms his brethren in the faith, which was that of the Apostles, especially Peter, and all his successors. If we are to deserve the help of our Lord’s grace, we must do penance; penance in carrying out the duties of our state with no flinching, yielding nothing, undiscouraged. This we must do despite the infernal background of licence, immodesty, scorn of authority, failure of respect for oneself and for one’s neighbor. Let us trust. God is all powerful and He has given our Lord all power in heaven and on earth. Is this omnipotence less in 1964 than in 1870 at the time of the last Council, or in the time of all the other Councils? Our Lord will never break the promises of everlastingness that He has made to the Holy Roman Catholic Church.

			“Confidite, ego sum, nolite timere” (Mk. 6:50). O, Mary, Mother of the Church, show that thou art our Mother.

			 

			 

			Rome

			Feast of the Sacred Heart of Jesus

			June 5, 1970

			Supplementary Note

			 

			We have not made any changes in this text and we believe that today we should reflect particularly on the reality expressed by the title. Indeed, it is impossible to deny that, within every sphere of the Church, there has been a dangerous sliding towards Protestantism.

			The most serious is that which concerns the faith through the publication of new catechisms, from the Dutch Catechism to the common ground of the new Italian catechesis, taking in the French, the German, and, above all, the incredible Canadian catechisms. All show the influence of the doctrine submitted to us in the first schema on the Church in the World, which, it must be said, is not Catholic. Faith, the Word of God, the Spirit, and the People of God are described on modernist and Protestant lines, i.e., rationalist. Revelation is replaced by conscience, which, breathed upon by the Holy Spirit, expresses itself in Prophetism. This prophetism, which belongs to all the people of God, expresses itself particularly in the Liturgy of the Word. Baptism and the sacraments are rather expressions of faith than causes of grace and the virtues. But were we to point out all the dangers inherent in these catechisms, all deriving from Vatican II, we should never come to an end. Indeed, within the Council itself, especially in the document Gaudium et Spes, there are equivocal expressions and a spirit originating from the first schema.

			After the magisterium, it is the sacerdotal ministry which is also attributed to all the People of God. It is by virtue of this ministry that the People of God constitute the Eucharistic Assembly and carry out the communal worship of which the priest is the president and will soon be the elected delegate. His sacerdotal character and celibacy have no longer a reason for existence. It cannot be denied that the liturgical reforms foster this trend. All the commentaries on these reforms are written in Protestant terms, minimizing the role of the priest, the reality of the sacrifice, and the real and permanent presence of our Lord in the Eucharist.

			Finally, the government bestowed by our Lord on the priesthood becomes the royal power of the People of God, i.e., the “democratization” of authority in the Church by collegiality as understood by Cardinal Suenens, and by national synods in which all the Church’s institutions are subject to the suffrage of the People of God, prophet, priest, and king.

			Thus, into the three powers committed to the priesthood by our Lord, there has penetrated the Protestant, rationalist, naturalist, and liberal virus. These powers, which were intended to divinize and to humanize persons re-created by our Lord in the image of God, mined by the virus of rationalism, dehumanize and deliver individuals and societies over to all the vices of fallen humanity. 

			We must, then, fight to safeguard the priesthood as our Lord instituted it in the integrity of its magisterium, its ministry, and its government. We must teach our ancient faith, worship the Eucharist, and venerate the holy sacrifice of the Mass as taught by the Scriptures and Tradition; revere the persons of our priests, our bishops, and the Vicar of Jesus Christ because they bear within themselves the priesthood and the mission of our Lord Jesus Christ, and not because they are delegates of the People of God.

			Following the Synods of Holland and Copenhagen, other national synods are in preparation. If their effects are the same, there will soon be so many more Protestant sects. We are warned of these by the opposition between the conclusions of the Synods and the directives of the Holy See. The hour is very grave. The choice confronting the faithful in Holland and Denmark may tomorrow face us. We are already confronted by it in the catechisms and some forms of liturgical worship, by the trends of some bishops or groups of bishops contrary to those of the successor of Peter, as, for example, on the question of family morality and the celibacy of the clergy.

			Let us remember that Peter bears the responsibility for all the Shepherds and all the lambs; and that where there is any contradiction between the faith of our Shepherd and that of Peter, there can be no hesitation, we must keep that of Peter. Peter has warned us against the Dutch Catechism and thus against all the new catechisms which more or less derive from it. Peter has laid down the moral law for the family. Peter has affirmed his Credo. Peter has enjoined the continued celibacy of our priests. Our Shepherds have no right to minimize these teachings of the Shepherd of Shepherds.

			Let us remember also that authorizations granted in the domain of the liturgy are not tantamount to obligations. This is the case in respect of Mass said facing the people, of concelebration, of Communion in two kinds, of Communion standing, and of the reception of the holy Eucharist in the hand.

			This attitude of vigilance is made necessary by reason of all the scandals we have witnessed within the Church itself. We cannot deny the facts, the writings and speeches which have led to the servitude of the Church of Rome and its annihilation as Mother and Mistress of all the Churches, and which tend to make Protestants of us all. To hold out against these scandals is to live one’s faith, keep it free from all contagion, and safeguard  the grace in our souls. To offer no resistance is to allow oneself to be poisoned slowly but surely and, all unconsciously, to become Protestants.

			 

			
				
					7	This text was written at Rome and dated October 11, 1964, when few of the Council’s schemata had been approved. For reasons wholly unrelated to the text itself it has never before been published . We believe that this 1964 cry of warning remains even more relevant today. It proves also that from that moment the consequences of the neo-modernist spirit which ruled the Council, consequences that we are witnessing horror-stricken today, might have been foreseen.

				

				
					8	These teachings have been admirably edited by the monks of Solesmes in the collection Papal Teachings. The collection of the Church’s official teachings on the traditional doctrines of the Church may also be found in Denzinger’s Enchiridion Symbolorum, published by Herder.
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			Barcelona, Spain

			March 1971

			The Priest and the 
Holy Sacrifice of the Mass

			 

			My dear Friends,9

			It is all too clear that the great suffering of the Church today is born of the number of perjured priests, of the many priests who, heedless of their sacred character, laicize themselves, take on the spirit of the world, and forsake the only true wisdom which our Lord has taught us, the wisdom of the cross.

			In the face of these betrayals and these desertions you, by your attitude, by your declarations and by your publications, have reacted healthily, firmly professing your faith. May you be thanked, congratulated, and heartened for the holy example you have given and are still giving to all priests throughout the world. Since you have done me the honor of an invitation to come and speak a few words to you, I should like, with God’s grace and in all humility, to set before you in a few questions a problem vital to the priest, to every Catholic priest. 

			You admit that many priests have lost the true sense of the priesthood, that they are asking what a priest is and what part he should play in society! Well! I venture to ask you this question: What is the essential role of the priest, the reason why our Lord Jesus Christ established that office? If we are to cure these priests of their self-distrust, we must ourselves understand the nature of the priest in order both to help our wavering brothers who are in danger of going astray and to find aid in our own striving for sanctification.

			You have, of course, already answered the question: What is a priest? You answer it in your hearts, I think, in the words spoken at the birth of the priesthood: “Do this in memory of me.” Indeed, the Church has always believed and proclaimed that it is through these words that the Apostles received a share in the priesthood of our Lord, i.e., the sacrament of Order. 

			Yes, the words are brief, but how heavy with meaning: “this” “in memory of me.” This–is the sacrifice of the cross continued, perpetuated in its physical and mystical reality. It is the sacrifice of the cross continued by the Bread and Wine consecrated and become substantially the Body and Blood of Jesus. This–is the sacrifice of bloodless oblation, of the living Christ immolated on the cross once and for all and continuing to plead for us! This–is the Body and Blood of the risen Jesus becoming the food of His Mystical Body, for it is by this sacrifice of the cross that the graces of the resurrection enter into the souls of the faithful at baptism, in penance, in extreme unction, and in all the graces of the sacraments.

			Sharers in the priesthood of Christ Jesus, ministers of the divine mysteries, chosen and marked by our Lord’s election as priests for all eternity, we are this for the sacrifice of the holy Mass and by the sacrifice of the Cross, both being substantially the same and unique sacrifice of our Lord. Thus, at the call of the priest, there rises the cross on which hangs the ideal Priest, the ideal Victim, the raison d’être of the Incarnate Word, the raison d’être of the Redeemer. Tota vita crux et martyrium! 

			The priest has no reason for existence, no meaning, save in the sacrifice of the Mass. Let us then seek for a better understanding of the Mass that we may better understand our priesthood. We will say a few words about the priesthood and sacrifice in general, then about the priesthood of our Lord Jesus Christ and, finally, about that priesthood continued in Holy Mass by the ministry of priests.


			Religion, Sacrifice, Priesthood

			The human race has always felt the need for priests, i.e., for men who, by a mission officially confided to them, may act as mediators between God and humanity; men who, wholly consecrated to this mediation, make it their life’s work; men chosen to offer to God official prayers and sacrifices in the name of society which, as such, shares the duty of rendering to God this public and social worship, recognizing Him as the supreme lord and first principle, stretching out to Him as to their last end, giving Him thanks and seeking His favour.

			Indeed, among all the peoples whose customs are known to us, when not forced by violence to deny the most sacred laws of human nature, priests are to be found, though often in the service of false gods; wherever any religion is professed or altars raised there is a priesthood, encompassed by special marks of honor and veneration.10 


			Leo XIII, in his Encyclical Caritatis Studium of July 25, 1898, said:

			Necessitatem sacrificii vis ipsa et natura religionis continet....Remotisque sacrificiis nulla nec esse nec cogitari religio potest.–Now the very essence of Religion implies Sacrifice. For the perfection of Divine Worship is found in the submissive and reverent acknowledgment that God is the Supreme Lord of all things, by Whose power we and all our belongings exist. This constitutes the very nature of Sacrifice, which, on this account, is emphatically called a “thing Divine.” If Sacrifices are abolished, Religion can neither exist nor be conceived. (§10)


			St. Thomas in IIa-IIae, Question 81, Art. 1, shows us very clearly that religion, which is a virtue supplementing the virtue of justice, binds us to God: 

			Religion...denotes properly a relation to God....Religion has two kinds of acts. Some are its proper and immediate acts, which it elicits, and by which man is directed to God alone, for instance, sacrifice, adoration and the like. But it has other acts, which it produces through the medium of the virtues which it commands, directing them to the honor of God....Accordingly to visit the fatherless and widows in their tribulation is an act of religion as commanding....


			Sacrifice, which means the offering up and the submission of man to God, is the outward act most perfectly befitting the nature of man. In Question 85, Art. 1, St. Thomas tells us: 

			It is a dictate of natural reason that man should use certain sensibles, by offering them to God in sign of the subjection and honor due to Him, like those who make certain offerings to their lord in recognition of his authority. Now this is what we mean by a sacrifice, and consequently the offering of sacrifice is of the natural law.


				Nothing, then, is as deeply engraved in human nature as religion and its essential act–sacrifice. Now, to achieve a holy thing–“sacrum facere”–there must be consecrated persons set apart, capable of drawing near to God and serving Him. This person will be the priest–“sacerdos,” “sacra dans.” We shall see how, in his infinite goodness and mercy, God has so arranged all things that worship worthy of Him may be rendered by the men who have departed from Him.


			The Priesthood of Our Lord Jesus Christ

			If it be indeed true that the natural order demands that religion, sacrifice, and the priesthood should be closely united, so much so that one cannot be dissociated from the other without totally destroying religion, the order of revelation admirably confirms this. We cannot understand the incarnation of the Son of God without applying to Jesus those fundamental ideas which are the raison d’être of the Incarnation: “Ego te glorificavi super terram, opus consummavi quod dedisti mihi ut faciam....Manifestavi nomen tuum hominibus” (Jn. 17:4-6).

			Jesus is God’s ideal religious. He is the perfect oblation, the perfect victim. We can never sufficiently meditate on these sublime and divine realities. St. Paul has described to us in moving terms the greatness of our Lord’s priesthood, the sublimity of His oblation and sacrifice. Jesus is essentially the Priest-Mediator, the Anointed, that is to say  Christ, by His hypostatic union. He will forever be the one and only true priest, the one true victim acceptable to God. “Tu es sacerdos in aeternum secundum ordinem Melchisedech.” Thus the essential acts of our natural and supernatural religion have been forever determined by God’s Son Jesus Christ, His divine Son.

			Let us then marvel at God’s ordering of all that relates thenceforth to the worship owed Him. It goes without saying that what God has ordained He has ordained for all eternity, and that none soever of His creatures may change the essential norms. Fr. Garrigou-Lagrange has admirably expounded these things in his book The Love of God and the Cross of Jesus, for that is what will henceforward dominate all our holy religion, here on earth and in heaven–the cross of Jesus, the altar on which the Priest and Victim sacrificed Himself. What a Priest and what a Victim! “Habemus Pontificem magnum, qui penetravit caelos, Jesum Filium Dei” (Heb. 4:14).

			“If there is a revealed doctrine which allows us to glimpse all the greatness of the sacrifice of the Mass,” says Fr. Garrigou, “it is unquestionably that of the priesthood of our Lord Jesus Christ.” That is tantamount to saying: If there is a revealed doctrine that gives us a glimpse of the priest as he is and as he should be, it is unquestionably that of the priesthood of our Lord Jesus Christ. Let me draw your attention particularly to the following lines:


			Just as the greatness of Mary, all her privileges and all that is the source of her glory today, came to her through her divine Motherhood, the dignity of the priest, his privileges and his duties come to him through his sharing in the priesthood of Christ, which he realizes in essence when he pronounces the words of consecration during the celebration of the holy sacrifice of the Mass. His priestly character, his virginity, his intrinsic power over the sacraments and the mystical Body of our Lord Jesus Christ derive from the power over His Body and Blood given by our Lord Himself.


			As Fr. Garrigou-Lagrange says: “The more the ineffable riches of the priesthood of our Lord, of His Passion, His Cross, and His Resurrection are plumbed, the more deeply the mysterious realities of the Sacrifice of the Mass are penetrated.” Thus we have a clearer understanding of the definitions given by the Council of Trent against the Lutherans: 


			In the divine sacrifice accomplished in the course of the Mass, Christ, who offered Himself upon the altar of the Cross, shedding His blood for us, makes a bloodless sacrifice. It is the same victim, it is also the same priest...idem nunc offerens sacerdotum ministerio. He offered Himself on the Cross, He offers Himself now through His ministers, only the way of oblation differs.11 

			In substance, then, the sacrifice is the same.

			Thus, the better to measure the importance of the sacrifice of the Mass, then the reality of the priestly character that assimilates the priest to our Lord Himself, hypostatically united to the Word, and, finally, the real and substantial presence of our Lord under the species of bread and wine, we must acknowledge in the Gospel how great a place our Lord Himself has given to His priesthood at the Last Supper and on the cross in His life here below–and for the times to come.

			It is on the cross that He will say: “Consummatum est.” His work is finished. It is the hour which haunts Him all His life: “Nondum venit hora mea” (Jn. 2:4); “Sciens Jesus quia venit hora eius” (13:1); “Venit hora ut clarificetur Filius hominis” (12:23).

			The hour that Jesus foresees is the hour of sacrifice; He desires it. He wants it in conformity with the will of His Father. This hour dominates His whole life, it was for this that He came. It is at once the hour of His death and the hour of His triumph over the powers of darkness.

			He who accomplishes this sacrifice and offers Himself as a victim for the redemption of the world is the Word of God made man. It is this same sacrifice which we accomplish on our altars; it is in this same priesthood that we participate.

			St. Paul, in his Epistle to the Hebrews, describes the infinite superiority of the priesthood of our Lord over that of Levi. Jesus is above the angels, above Moses–incomparably above the high priests of the Old Law: “Novissime, diebus istis locutus est nobis in Filio...: tanto melior angelis effectus, quanto differentius prae illis nomen hereditavit” (Heb. 1:2, 4).


			The Sacrifice of the Mass; 
the Priesthood of Priests

			If you would know the why and wherefore of the real presence in the holy Mass, the reality of your priesthood and the necessity for celibacy, since a married priest must always exist on sufferance as an exception destined to disappear, examine the greatness of our Lord’s priesthood and the sublimity of Christ’s sacrifice. You will then realize that your whole priestly being exists to continue the sacrifice of our Lord Jesus Christ and thus to lead souls to this inexhaustible source of graces for their sanctification and glorification. As Fr. Garrigou rightly says: “Just as the priesthood is the supreme sacred function, sacrifice, as its name implies, is the supreme sacred action. There is no priesthood without sacrifice, there is no sacrifice without priesthood” (op. cit., p. 757). Between the two terms there is a certain transcendental and essential relationship.

			Jesus is the most perfect of priests, the holiest of victims, the most closely united to His Mystical Body. Indeed, Jesus as a priest could not be more closely united to God since He himself is God. He could not be more closely united to the Victim since He himself is the victim. He could not be more closely united to men since He is the Head of the Mystical Body and has taken the same nature as they.

			At Mass it is always the same Priest, the same victim, the same Mystical Body united with the Priest who is the Christ. The ministers offer the sacrifice only “in persona Christi.” The more deeply we enter into these considerations the more we must realize how close and how real is the bond between the Cross and Mass–that the bond between the eternal Priest and His ministers is necessary.

			Here we put our finger on the three realities which are essential in the Mass for it to be the continuation of the sacrifice of the cross: the reality of sacrifice, i.e., the oblation of the victim brought about in the consecration; the real and substantial presence of the Victim that must be offered, and thus the necessity of transubstantiation; the need of a priest who is the minister of the principal Priest, who is our Lord, and consecrated by His priesthood.

			The Church, to which our Lord bequeathed His ministerial priesthood to accomplish it till the end of time, has carried out the sacrifice of the Mass with love and devotion; it has ordained its prayers, ceremonies, and rites to signify these realities and to preserve our faith in these realities willed and determined by God Himself. The Council of Trent teaches us that (Session 22, Canon 5): 


			The nature of man being such that he cannot easily or without some external aids rise to meditation on divine things, the Church, as a good Mother, has established certain practices, such as speaking parts of the Mass quietly and others aloud; and in accordance with the discipline and tradition of the Apostles it has introduced such ceremonies as mystical blessings, lights, incense, ornaments and many kindred things so as, in that way, to signify the majesty of so great a sacrifice, and to raise the souls of the faithful by these outward signs of piety and religion to the contemplation of the great things hidden in this sacrifice.


			We owe it to truth to affirm and maintain without fear of mistake that the Mass codified by St. Pius V clearly expressed these great realities of sacrifice, the Real Presence, and the sacerdotal character of priests, besides the essential relation to the sacrifice of the cross, from which all the supernatural virtue of the Mass derives. To weaken and blur the expression of our faith in these realities which constitute the very essence of the sacrifice bequeathed to us by our Lord Jesus Christ Himself could lead to the most disastrous consequences, for the sacrifice of the Mass is the heart, the soul, and the mystical wellspring of the Church.

			The whole history of Protestantism illustrates Luther’s blasphemous saying: “Let us destroy the Mass and we shall have destroyed the Church.” The recently canonized English martyrs sealed that truth with their blood. Do not the ills of the Church, the weakening of faith, the dwindling number of vocations, the destruction of religious communities, all these grievous effects of which we are the bewildered witnesses spring from the doing away with altars and their replacement by the tables of the Eucharistic meal? I leave these thoughts for your consideration.


			Conclusion

			
Here are some quotations which may contribute to our sanctification: 

			Just as the whole life of the Savior was ordained to His own sacrifice, the entire life of the priest, which should inwardly reflect the image of Christ, should with Him, by Him and in Him be a sacrifice pleasing to God.12 

			
So closely bound as he is to the divine mysteries, the priest cannot but hunger and thirst for justice and holiness. As he must offer and sacrifice himself with Christ, he cannot but feel the need to adapt his life to that high dignity and direct all his conduct to sacrifice. Thus he will not content himself with the celebration of Holy Mass; he will have it inwardly. By so doing he will draw the supernatural strength which will utterly transform him and enable him to share in the life of sacrifice of the divine Redeemer. In this way the priest will strive to reproduce in his soul what happens on the altar of sacrifice.  It is the summons of St. Peter Chrysologos: 

			
Be the sacrifice and the priest of God....Priests and my beloved sons, we hold within our hands a great treasure, the pearl of great price, namely, the inexhaustible riches of the Blood of Jesus Christ. Let us draw as fully as possible from this treasure so that, by the entire sacrifice of ourselves to the Father with Jesus Christ, we may be true mediators of holiness in all that touches the worship of God.

			
Pope John XXIII, taking up these words of his predecessor, added: 

			
It is this lofty doctrine that the Church has in mind when she calls her ministers to a life of asceticism and adjures them to celebrate the eucharistic Sacrifice with deep piety. Is it not because of a failure to grasp the close, reciprocal bond which unites the daily offering of one’s self to the offering of the Mass that priests have gradually come to lose the first fervor of their ordination? 

			
That was the experience attained by the Curé d’Ars: “The cause of the priest’s falling off is the neglect of the Mass.”13 Finally, here is the advice of Fr. Garrigou-Lagrange: 

			
To end with a practical conclusion. It is not possible to urge too strongly on interior souls the need for a great devotion to the Consecration, which is the very essence of the sacrifice of the Mass and the most solemn moment in our every day. Jesus, when He instituted the Eucharist, raised His eyes to heaven, His face lit up and He longed to annihilate Himself in some degree under the species of bread and wine to all eternity that He might thus remain really and substantially among us in giving Himself to us as food. Thus, at the moment of Consecration, the priest, Minister of the universal Mediator, must follow His example, lifting up his eyes to heaven in an ardent desire to unite himself with the oblation of the ever living Christ who does not cease to intercede for us and, with Himself, offer to His Father all the living members of His Mystical Body, especially those who follow His example of suffering.14 


			A poet, Jacques Debout, in his poem “The Three Against the Other,” expresses through the mouth of Satan, who is attacking our Lord, the value of a Mass.

			
THE DEMON OF RICHES
What does He set up against us?

			SATAN
The Eternal Sacrifice
Which has crushed my head and, despite my efforts,
Daily wrenches from me both the living and dead.
In the hidden, but true, destiny of nations
Masses are so many Revolutions.
Those which are unseen and in their lonely depths
Can disrupt worlds from within.
The Mass, overflowing both Priest and Missal,
Is an event, forever universal,
And when, powerless, I run my head against some obstacle,
It is because in a church, a barn or hut,
Some man, poor and infirm, has held in his hand
The formidable Host and the dread Wine.



			 

			Rome 

			March 13, 1971

			The Fruits of the New Mass

			 

			Has the use of the Novus Ordo Missae, the central act of the liturgical reform, produced the salutary results expected of it, or has it had the disastrous consequences that might have been foreseen? The reply to this question will oblige us to consider the circumstances of this singular reform, unique in the history of the Church, and will enlighten us on our duty for the future.

			To assess the dogmatic, moral, and spiritual value of this reform, we must briefly recall the immutable principles of the Catholic Faith on the essential constituents of our Holy Mass: 1) “In Missa offertur Deo verum et proprium Sacrificium” (de fide divina catholica definita). Those who would deny this proposition are heretics: “For every Sacrifice there are needed a Priest, a Victim, and a sacerdotal Action by which the Victim is offered.” 2) “In Missa et in Cruce eadem est Hostia et idem Sacerdos principalis” (de fide divina catholica definita). 3) “Hostia seu Victima est ‘ipse Christus’ praesens sub species panis et vini” (de fide divina catholica definita). Those who would deny these last two propositions are equally heretics.

			There are thus three realities needful for the reality of the Mass: 1) The Priest–Sacerdotes, illique soli, sunt ministri (de fide divina catholica), having the sacerdotal character. 2) The real and substantial presence of the Victim, who is Christ. 3) The sacerdotal Action of the sacrificial oblation which is realized essentially in the Consecration.

			Let us not forget that it is precisely these three fundamental truths which are denied by Protestants and Modernists. Let us not forget that it is to manifest their refusal to believe in these dogmas that their Masses have been transformed into services, into a eucharistic meal or gathering, where a much greater place is given to readings from the Bible, to the word, to the detriment of the offering and the liturgy of the sacrifice.

			Apart from a few slight and accidental advantages, or should we rather say the one advantage that may come from the reading of the Epistle and Gospel in the vernacular, we must sorrowfully maintain that, directly or indirectly, the whole reform attacks these three truths essential to the Catholic Faith. It is not, then, a liturgical reform resembling that of St. Pius V which is in question; it is clearly a new conception of the Mass. The Reformers have made no secret of it. Fr. Bugnini’s normative Mass, as he explained in his lectures in Rome, is simply that defined in Article VII of the Introduction to the Novus Ordo Missae.

			Everything laid down in this new order clearly reflects this new conception, which is nearer the Protestant conception than the Catholic. The statements of the Protestants who contributed to the reform illustrate the truth of this naively and sadly: “Protestants can no longer find anything to prevent their celebrating the Novus Ordo.” We may therefore quite legitimately ask ourselves whether, as the Catholic belief in the essential truths of the Mass insensibly disappears, the validity of the Mass is not also disappearing. The intention of the celebrant will have a bearing on the new conception of the Mass which, before long, will be no other than the Protestant. The Mass will no longer be valid.

			Now, we must be fully persuaded that the Mass is not only the supreme religious act but the source of all Catholic doctrine, the source of faith and of personal, family, and social morals. It is from the Cross, continued on the altar, that there come down to us all those graces which enable a Christian society to live and grow. To dry up that source is to do away with its effects.

			These effects, which are the fruits of the Holy Spirit so eloquently described by St. Paul in his Epistle to the Galatians (Gal. 5:22) are on the point of disappearing from society. There is division in all families; religious congregations and parishes are attacked by the virus of disunion. Even bishops, even cardinals have been infected.

			The Catholic Mass had, and forever will have, the effect of raising men to the Cross, to unite them in our Lord Jesus Christ crucified, to weaken in them the turmoil of sin which leads to division. If the Cross of our Lord disappears, if His Body and Blood are no longer present, men will find themselves gathered about a lonely and lifeless table. Nothing to unite them will remain. Of that, no doubt, are born the weariness and lassitude which are everywhere becoming apparent; of that, the disappearance of vocations, felt to be bereft of purpose; of that, the secularization and profanation of the priest, no longer conscious of his reason for existing; of that, the desire for the things of this world. Little by little, by reason of this Protestant conception of Holy Mass, Jesus Christ is leaving the churches, all too often profaned.

			The concept of this reform, the manner of its publication, with successive editions unduly altered, the way in which it was made obligatory, sometimes tyrannically as in Italy, the alteration in the definition of the Mass in Article VII without any effect on the rite itself, are all happenings unprecedented in the Tradition of the Roman Church, which has ever acted “cum consilio et sapientia.” They give us grounds for questioning the validity of this legislation and thus conform to Canon 23: “On a matter of doubt it is not permissible to revoke a law, but the recent law should be considered in the light of the former and the two reconciled as far as possible.”

			One thing remains an absolute duty and right: the safeguarding of the Faith. Of this the Holy Mass is the most living expression and the divine source, hence its primordial importance.
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			The Priest and the Present 
Crisis in the Church15

			 

			To give a clear idea of the nature and extent of the attack on the priesthood during the crisis through which the Church is passing today, it may not be inopportune to give a brief description of that crisis, enumerating some aspects of the tragic situation. First and foremost, we are faced with continual attacks on the integrity of our Catholic Faith. To corrupt the truth which has always been faithfully handed down to us, two powerful means have been brought into play: a new catechism and the so-called theological research allowed into university teaching. Thus the faithful, especially the young, will no longer know the Catholic truth, and there will soon arise a generation of clergy, priests, with a wholly falsified and erroneous knowledge of philosophy and theology.

			Both those statements of fact are undeniable. All the new catechisms have been inspired more or less by the Dutch Catechism. Now, the Commission of Cardinals appointed by the Pope condemned ten fundamental points in this catechism, yet the text has never been amended. And this unsound catechism has been translated, unaltered, into all languages. Sometimes the Commission’s text was printed with the table of contents, sometimes there was no mention of it at all. It is thus perfectly clear that this catechism, steeped in modernist ideas, should, at all costs, be rejected. To let these catechisms fall into the hands of children is nothing less than a crime and an attack on their faith.

			The danger of theological research is equally obvious. These theologians–or would-be theologians–feel free on this pretext to openly teach heresy. It is they who are corrupting the minds of aspirants to the priesthood and they who are drawing up the schemata put forward for the diocesan or national synods. Many of these schemata are in open conflict with what the magisterium of the Church has always taught. Hosts of instances may be found in all Catholic universities.

			Subversion is rampant in the liturgy also. This subversion reaches all practicing adults through the intermediary of the liturgical center. In France, the C.N.P. (Centre National de Pastorale Liturgique) admits in its January issue a check on reform. It merely notes an obvious decline in religious practice and the boredom of the faithful confronted with the new liturgy. But it does not point out the most serious aspect, the loss of faith in many believers and priests. The essential dogmas of our holy religion are no longer expressed with the same vigor. The faith of believers is no longer protected by the form of worship. Protestant errors are spreading rapidly among laity and priests alike. So venerable a tradition cannot with impunity be so radically touched without endangering the dogmas contained in it.

			Finally, another target for the destroyers of the Church is at one and the same time the institution and the constitution of the Church. The necessity for the Catholic Church, the sole ark of salvation outside which no man may be saved, has been called in question, if not openly denied. Concern for an aberrant ecumenism has shaken the true nature of the Church, and this error has disastrous consequences, especially for missionary vocations and the raison d’être of missions themselves.

			The divine constitution of the Church as conceived and willed by our Lord in accordance with His desire, is also an object of subversion. While its whole structure rests on the personal authority of men consecrated by the sacrament of Order and by the mandate of the competent authority, the new theology is bent on introducing the democratic and collegial system wholly contrary to our Lord’s will. The new synods are an example of the way in which Masonic ideas are penetrating the Church. Everything goes by vote and election. Personal authority has been replaced by Councils. Examples are so numerous that it is difficult to keep count of them.

			From the mere consideration of some sensitive points of the crisis, let us recognize how deep it is and how cleverly organized and directed, so much so that one may truly see behind the undertaking the master hand, not of a man, but of Satan himself. Let us point out, in concluding this brief outline, that Satan’s masterstroke is to have succeeded in sowing disobedience to all Tradition through obedience. The most typical example of these established facts is that of the aggiornamento of the religious orders. Through obedience monks and nuns are made to disobey the rules and constitutions laid down by their founders, laws which they swore at their profession to obey. Hence comes the profound disorder which reigns in the bosom of these societies and in the bosom of the Church.

			Obedience in this case should be a categorical refusal. Authority, even a legitimate authority, cannot command a bad and reprehensible act. No-one can force us to transmute our vows into simple promises. None can force us to become Protestants or Modernists.

			The results of such blindness are tragically clear.

			But let us come to the main subject of these few lines–the priesthood–the priest faced with this crisis. We can and should state that he is at the very heart of this crisis and it is he who is its chief victim, for all that touches the Church touches first the priest.

			It is far from easy to trace the evolution of the idea of the priesthood and its consequences with accuracy. One should perhaps go back thirty years and recall the way in which subversive ideas on the function of the priest and his relations with the world were infiltrating the seminaries. We will, however, confine ourselves to the last ten years, those of the Council and the years following it.

			In approaching all the changes which took place during that time stress was laid on world evolution to convince the priest that he too should change his way of life. It was easy to give him complexes of loneliness, frustration, and being a stranger in society. He was told that he should renew his ties with the world and open himself to it. His bad training was blamed and his old-fashioned dress and way of life. The slogan which helped the priest to side with the world was ready to hand: “The priest is a man as other men.” This being so, he should dress like others; like them, take up a profession, enjoy the liberty of his civil and political opinions, and be free to marry. Seminary students had only to adapt themselves to this new “type of priest.” Unfortunately, such language was not on the lips of enemies of the Church alone, but in the mouth of priests and bishops.

			The results were not long delayed: the giving up of every outward sign of the cleric, the search for a profession, the transformation of worship to suit the taste of the world, and, a few years later, the loss of faith culminating in the breaking of their vows by thousands of priests. That is certainly the most grievous mark of this reform–the loss of faith on the part of priests, for the priest is essentially the man of faith. If he no longer knows what he is, he loses faith in himself, in the meaning of his priesthood.

			The definition of priesthood given by St. Paul and by the Council of Trent has been radically altered. The priest is no longer he who goes up to the altar and offers a sacrifice of praise to God for the remission of sins.

			The first end of the priesthood is the offering of the sacrifice. There is a secondary end–evangelization. Evangelization is now taking precedence over the sacrifice and sacraments. It is an end in itself. This grave error has tragic consequences. Indeed, lacking its true end, evangelization will be utterly disorientated and seek causes pleasing to the world such as false social justice and false freedom, which take new names: development, progress, and world-building. We are right in the language which leads to all revolutions. The priest finds a leading part to play in the world Revolution against structures, all structures–political, social, ecclesiastical, family, and parish. Nothing must remain. Communism has never found agents as effective as these priests. Priests have lost their faith–a grievous acknowledgment, if such it be, in him who is the man of faith.

			Everything in this new perspective of the priest follows logically: the giving up of the cassock, the desire for practicing a profession, the possibility of marriage. Once the sacrifice of the altar ceases to be the chief reason for the priesthood all the sacraments are at risk. The priest will call in the laity since he himself will be busy with union or political tasks. Baptism will be administered by laymen or married deacons. It is they, too, who distribute the Eucharist and carry it to the sick. Since confession is altogether too time-consuming, there is a search for every possible means of discrediting it and replacing it by communal penitential ceremonies. In this respect modernist theologians have made Herculean efforts to obtain from episcopal conferences documents casting doubt on auricular confession and granting approval to more and more experiments till the day will come when the faithful give up the practice–and their faith– completely. Since the sacrament of Penance is a judgment, it is impossible to judge without hearing the facts of the case. General absolutions may excite contrition–they are not sacramental. In every country the attempt to force the hand of the authorities is growing.

			Thus, following the destruction of the Mass, there is a gradual progress towards the destruction of the sacraments. It is perfectly fair. The devil is busily scoring points and leading millions of souls to perdition.

			This false definition of the priesthood is comparable to the false definition of marriage. The procedure is the same. Cardinal Suenens had already proposed at the Council that conjugal love and procreation should be put on the same footing. Though, following a vehement intervention by Cardinal Browne, he was obliged next day to retract his thesis, he had succeeded on the evening before in setting ajar a door for many theologians and bishops. We saw this in connection with Humanae Vitae. The danger of faulty definition is obvious. The chief end of marriage is indeed procreation, conjugal love is the secondary end, auxiliary to the first. To change these relationships is to allow all those practices contrary to the holiness and stability of the family.

			The same is true of the definition of the Mass. To change the definition of the Mass in accordance with Article VII of the Introduction to the Novus Ordo is to arrive at the Protestant supper. Though the definition has been changed, or at least modified, the text of the Ordo issued with that definition has remained the same. It is a fresh proof of the importance of precise definition in accordance with the doctrine and faith of the Church.

			The priest having a false conception of his priesthood and seeing himself as “a man like other men” loses his sense of priestly dignity. He should not be surprised that the world no longer respects him. The outcome of this disorientation can only be scorn, both on the part of the enemies of the Church and on the part of those who still hold an exact idea of the priesthood.

			The seminaries that have fallen into line in training their students on this false concept of the priest have literally scuttled themselves. Real students for the priesthood rightly refuse this training, with its dangers to faith and morals. Those who have applauded and demanded these reforms are not slow to realize that they would be far freer militants to strive for the social, political, and religious revolution outside the institutions of the Church. That is why seminaries are emptying more or less rapidly, depending on the country.

			But the possibility of restoring true seminaries still exists, for there are still many true vocations. That should be the main concern of the bishops and priests aware of the Church’s present danger. The Holy Spirit lives in His Church and is forever seeking to spread through souls, especially the souls of priests. May we succeed in rebuilding true houses for priestly vocations such as the Church has always desired. We need have no fear for vocations, for finance, or for teachers. Providence gives abundantly to those who believe and remain faithful to her.

			May the Mother of the Eternal Priest help us to mold priests in the likeness of her divine Son. It is the greatest wish I can leave with you.

			 

			 

			 

			 

			August 1972

			A Bishop Speaks to Us16

			 

			My dear Friends,

			You have asked me to speak to you of the priest. Since we have already discussed the subject at length in the course of today, all the wise counsels, all the sound principles then set before us have clearly been a source of edification and encouragement. All I can do is confirm them.

			I should like to stress, not perhaps all the points raised during the day–I should merely be repetitious–but the matter treated in our discussions and conversations from the beginning, since it seems to me of capital importance for the understanding of the situation today. Indeed, it seems to be impossible to explain the situation in which we find ourselves without tracing it back to the Council.

			I am reverting to it because it seems to be indispensable to read and study carefully all the schemata of the Council in order to disclose the doors which it opened to modernism, as Fr. Simon said so well. I shall stress the fact that the Council steadily refused to give exact definitions of the matters under discussion. It is this rejection of definitions, this refusal to examine philosophically and theologically the questions under discussion, which meant that we could do no more than describe them, not define them. Not only were they not defined, but very often in the course of discussions on the subjects, the traditional definition was falsified. I believe that is why we are now confronted with a whole system that we cannot manage to grasp, and can keep in check only with difficulty because the traditional definitions, the true definitions, are no longer accepted.

			Take, as an example, the question of marriage. Marriage was always traditionally defined by the first end of marriage, which was procreation, and by the secondary end, which was conjugal love. Well, at the Council, there was an expressed desire to change that definition and state that there was no longer a primary end, but that the two ends of procreational and conjugal love were equivalent. It was Cardinal Suenens who launched this attack on the very purpose of marriage, and I still remember how Cardinal Browne, Master General of the Dominicans, rose to cry “Caveatis! Caveatis! Beware! Beware!” He declared vehemently: “If we accept this definition we are running contrary to the whole tradition of the Church, and we are about to pervert the meaning of marriage. We have no right to go against the traditional definitions of the Church.” And he gave many examples.

			So great was the emotion aroused in the assembly that Cardinal Suenens was asked, I believe by the Holy Father, to make some slight alteration in the terms he had used, or even to change them all together. That is only one example, but you can see that now everything said on the question of marriage ties up with the false conception expressed by Cardinal Suenens, that conjugal love, now called quite simply and far more crudely “sexuality,” is henceforth an end of marriage, not procreation only. The result–in the name of sexuality all acts are permissible: contraception, birth control, the use of marriage with all that can hinder birth, and, ultimately, abortion. So it goes on.

			One bad definition, then, and we are plunged into confusion, or lack of definition. We have asked repeatedly for a definition of collegiality; none has yet succeeded in defining it. We have asked repeatedly for a definition of ecumenism; we are told, through the mouths of the commission secretaries and rapporteurs themselves: “But we are not holding a dogmatic Council, we are not making philosophical definitions. This is a pastoral Council aimed at the world as a whole. Consequently, it is pointless to frame here definitions which would not be understood.” But it is surely the height of stupidity to think that we can meet and yet fail to define the very terms we are discussing.

			The definition of the Church has been equally falsified–even of the Church! There was an unwillingness to name the Church as the necessary means of salvation. Thus, insensibly, in the wording of the texts, the Church was no longer a necessary means, but a useful means, useful merely. Christians ought to penetrate the mass of humanity, which is, itself in its entirety, moving towards its salvation, and Christians should bring to it an additional element of union, of charity, etc. And that is all. It is to destroy the whole missionary spirit of the Church at its roots.

			It is thus that the schema on missions has been literally undermined by the idea. Today we see many missionaries who have come back from their missions loath to return to them. In refresher courses, sessions, and reunions they have been fobbed off with twaddle. French delegates told them: “Above all, beware of proselytizing. You should realize that there is considerable worth in all the religions you encounter; missionaries should concern themselves only with the development of these countries and, as a result, with social progress”–no longer with true evangelization and sanctification. Those missionaries had gone overseas to preach the Gospel and save souls, saying to themselves, Some souls will be saved because I went on a mission. We have always been taught that souls in original sin and all the personal sins that follow were in great danger of failing to find salvation, and that we must therefore do everything in our power to go and bring them the Gospel. That is no longer true! If I had the text here, the first text of the schema which treats of the Church in the world, Gaudium et Spes, I would read it to you so that you might gather what there is in the other schemata on the same subject.

			The first schema is inadmissible. It is there explicitly stated that all humanity is on the way to its final end–to its happiness. There is no allusion to original sin, no allusion to baptism, no allusion to the sacraments. Indeed, it is an utterly new conception of the Church. Here too, the Church is nothing but a useful means. The faithful are repeatedly reprimanded since Christians must not think themselves better than others or believe that they alone have the whole truth. Christians should make themselves useful to humanity but should not believe that they, and they alone, are the way of salvation.

			That was the spirit which went to the making of Gaudium et Spes. It begins with a long description of the changes which have taken place in humanity. It is a postulate constantly repeated to justify all the changes now proposed to us: the world evolves, everything evolves, times change, humanity changes. Humanity progresses, it is in a state of continual progress. For the compilers, the consequences follow of themselves. We can no longer think of religion as it was conceived in the past. We can no longer conceive the relations of the Catholic religion with other religions in the same way as in the past. We must therefore develop a wholly different conception of our religion. I assure you that it would be useful to republish these schemata to discover the wrong spirit which inspired its editors.

			There is another subject which should normally have been defined with great precision–episcopal assemblies. What is an episcopal assembly? What does it represent? What are its powers? What, then, is the purpose of an episcopal assembly? Well, no-one has ever succeeded in defining an episcopal assembly. The Pope himself has said that it will emerge, in the process of time, in practice, how the powers of episcopal assemblies can be defined and delimited. There was a rush into action and practice without having a definition, without knowing where one was going. The gravity of such a step was incalculable. It is obvious that the bigger these episcopal assemblies are, and the greater their rights, the more the bishops are reduced to nonentities. Thus, the episcopate, the true framework of our Lord’s Church, disappears with these episcopal assemblies.

			It is happening today. There is still an absence of definitions. In May of last year I went to see a cardinal and explained to him what I was doing. I described the seminary, with its spirituality directed above all towards the deepening of the theology of the sacrifice of the Mass and towards liturgical prayer.

			He said to me: “But, Your Excellency, that is the exact contrary of what our young priests want today. Today the priest is defined in terms of evangelization, not in those of sanctification or the holy sacrifice of the Mass.”

			I replied: “What evangelization? Unless it bears a fundamental and essential relation to the holy sacrifice of the Mass, what is the meaning of that evangelization? Political? Social? Humanitarian? On what will the evangelization dwell?”

			Yes, but that is how things stand today. It is evangelization which predominates, no longer sanctification. So, yet another bad definition of the priest, and so long as the true definition is no longer given, all the consequences must be borne.

			The same is true of all the sacraments. Consider all the sacraments one after the other; they are no longer defined as in the past. Baptism is no longer redemption from original sin, but simply the sacrament that unites you to God, or rather makes you belong to the community. There is no longer mention of the remission of original sin. Marriage has already been discussed. The Mass is now defined as the Lord’s Supper, as an assembly, no longer as the true sacrifice of the Mass. The consequences flowing from that are all too obvious.  Extreme Unction is no longer the sacrament of the infirm, the sacrament of the sick; it is now the sacrament of the old. It is no longer the sacrament which prepares for our last moment, which wipes away sins before death and is a true preparation for our final union with God.

			And the sacrament of Penance? Now, with the new decree, I sincerely believe that the very definition of the sacrament of Penance is affected, because one cannot make the exception into the rule. What was an exception was general absolution given in the case of shipwreck or war–an absolution, moreover, the validity of which is debated by the authors. One comes up against the definition and very essence of the sacrament of Penance, which is a judicial act, a judgment. No judgment is possible where no case has been heard. Every man’s case must be heard if it is to be judged for the remission or retention of sins. As I see it, this practice will end by destroying the very essence of the sacrament of Penance, and it is a practice which will certainly spread rapidly. Confessors will find it far easier to say to the people waiting outside the confessional, “Listen, I haven’t time to hear your confession. You realize that I am now authorized to give you general absolution. I give you general absolution.” In principle, one should confess grave sins if there are any; but psychologically, one need no longer confess mortal sins if such exist, that is absurd; people will not go afterwards to confession and show themselves to the others as having grave sins. Then those who have already been to Holy Communion after receiving absolution will say, “I cannot see why I should go to confession since I have already received Communion.” It is grave indeed. We are on the way to the abolition of the Sacrament of Penance.

			I sincerely believe that it is the Council which is at the back of all this since many of the bishops, above all those chosen to be members of the commissions, were people who had studied an existentialist philosophy but had never studied Thomist philosophy and so do not know what a definition is. For them, there is no such thing as essence; nothing is defined any longer; one expresses or describes something, but never defines it. Moreover, this lack of philosophy was patent throughout the whole Council. I believe this to be the reason why the Council was a mass of ambiguities, vagueness, and sentimentality, things which now clearly admit all interpretations and have left all doors open.

			But we should return to the Mass, which most closely concerns priests. The Mass, as the Council of Trent so well expressed it, is the heart of the Church. An attack on the Mass is an attack on the Church as a whole and, by that very fact, on the priest. The priest is the person who is ultimately most affected by all these reforms, for he is at the heart of the Church with the duty of spreading the faith and the holiness of the Church. He is the true responsible minister by virtue of his sacerdotal character. The Church is essentially sacerdotal. Thus, when anything in the Church is touched, the priest suffers the consequences. That is why the priest is today in the most tragic of situations, the most dramatic imaginable. Seminaries are non-existent, since the definition of the priest and the true concept of the priesthood have been abandoned.

			I admit that I find myself incapable, truly incapable, of founding a seminary with the new Mass. Since the priest is defined precisely by the sacrifice, the priest cannot be defined without reference to sacrifice, nor can one define sacrifice without reference to the priest. They are ideas indissolubly linked by their very essence. It follows that where there is no longer a sacrifice there can no longer be a priest. I do not see how one can make priests if there is no longer sacrifice. And, for example, there is no longer a sacrifice if there is no longer a victim, and there is no longer a victim if there is no longer a Real Presence and no longer transubstantiation.

			Thus, where there is no victim there is no sacrifice. What, then, is there to hold the priest or seminarian? I would say, what is it that makes his fervor, his piety? What gives him his very reason for being in the seminary? It is the Sacrifice of the Mass. I think it was true of all of us during our seminary days that our happiness, our joy, was to look forward to the tonsure, to minor orders, to going to the altar, to becoming a subdeacon, deacon, and, at last, a priest. To be able at last to offer the divine Victim! To be able at last to offer the Sacrifice of the Mass! As seminarians, that was our whole life.

			Now doubt is cast on the Real Presence, doubt is cast on the Sacrifice of the Mass: it is a supper, it is a meal, it is a presence–the Lord is present as when we are together. But that is not the Presence of our Lord in the Eucharist; it is the Presence of the Victim, the same Victim as on the Cross. That explains why there are seminarians, why there are vocations; it is worth while to be a priest to offer the Sacrifice of the Mass, the true Sacrifice of the Mass. It is not worth while being a priest to bring together an assembly where the laity may all but concelebrate, where the laity may do all things. Nothing is left in this new conception of the Mass, a Protestant conception leading us to Protestantism. That is why I cannot see how one can make a seminary with this new Mass. It can neither hold seminarians nor raise up vocations. There, it seems to me, lies the fundamental reason why there are no more vocations–there is no more Sacrifice of the Mass. Without the sacrifice there is no priest; the priest cannot be defined save by the Sacrament. There are no other grounds. Until the true Sacrifice of the Mass is re-established in all its divine reality there will be no more seminaries and no more seminarians.

			You will tell me, “But there are other rites.” Certainly, there are other rites–Coptic, Maronite, Slav, take your choice; but in all these Catholic rites you will find the concepts of sacrifice, of the Real Presence, and of the sacerdotal character. Some rites, of course, might have been changed, but by laying yet more stress on the three or four fundamental notions of the Mass. So be it. Let there be a change for the better, a yet greater and stronger affirmation of these fundamental truths; agreed. But there must be no watering down, no doing away with them. It cannot be done.

			Lately, it was well said, and I wholeheartedly agree, that concelebration goes counter to the very purpose of the Mass.17

			The priest, himself, individually, has been consecrated as a priest to offer the sacrifice of the Mass, his sacrifice, the sacrifice for which he himself, not an assembly, has been given the sacerdotal character. It is he himself who has been consecrated. There was no massive and global consecration of all priests. Each has severally been truly and personally consecrated, and they have received a character not given to the assembly. It is a sacrament received personally, hence the priest is made to offer the holy sacrifice of the Mass individually.

			There is, therefore, no doubt that concelebration has not the worth of the totality of Masses which would be celebrated individually. It is not possible. There is but one transubstantiation, consequently there is but one Sacrifice of the Mass. Why multiply the Sacrifices of the Mass if one transubstantiation alone has the worth of all the Sacrifices of the Mass? In that case, there should never have been more than one Mass in the world after our Lord’s, did it still serve a purpose. The multiplication of Masses is useless if the priests who concelebrate perform an act which is equivalent to ten distinct Masses. It is false, utterly false. Why should we say three Masses at Christmas and on All Saints’ Day? It would be an absurd practice.

			The Church rightly requires that multiplication of the sacrifice of the Mass, both for the application of the sacrifice of the cross and for all the ends of the Mass–adoration, the act of thanksgiving, propitiation, and entreaty. All these new practices show a lack of theology and a lack of the definition of things.

			From this point of view I am grateful to Fr. Deen for having written his little work on the celibacy of the clergy, stating that celibacy was practised from the earliest times, for it is untrue to say that celibacy was required after a certain number of centuries. There, too, I believe there to be a lack of theological reasoning. Celibacy is not demanded of the priest solely to facilitate his apostolate and make him more available to his people; it is a supererogatory reason, but not the true cause.

			I think the priest should be compared with the Blessed Virgin Mary. Why is the Blessed Virgin Mary a virgin? By reason of her divine motherhood, because she is the Mother of our Lord. She has thus been so closely united with the Word of God, with God Himself, that it was meet that she should be a virgin. Well, fundamentally the priest likewise re-enacts what the Virgin Mary was called upon to do. The Virgin Mary brought our Lord down to the earth, in her womb, by her Fiat. The priest, by his own words, brings our Lord in the Holy Eucharist. Hence it is fitting that the priest should be a virgin because of his intimate relation to our Lord, through which he has power over the physical body of our Lord, over His divinity, over the whole Person of our Lord. The priest is so close to Him, has such power over Him, that he ought properly to be a virgin. If any exceptions are made, it is by the tolerance of the Church. In the Near East for instance–if one knows them really well and talks to priests of the Eastern Church, they are always exceptions. Married priests may not be appointed to important posts in the dioceses. Bishops may not be married. It is therefore a question of sufferance, pure sufferance.

			But it is fitting and, I should say, in some ways and to some extent, that the priest should be a virgin, since it is he who speaks the words of Consecration. Therein lies the mystery, the great mystery of the priest, at once his greatness and his humility. Before the Sovereign Priest, the Supreme Pontiff, who is our Lord, Jesus Christ, the priest is nothing. It is Christ who is the Priest, He who is the Victim, He who offers Himself anew. The priest, of course, is only His minister and should therefore humble himself before our Lord, but it is nevertheless that which makes his greatness, the greatness of the priesthood. We should always meditate on this. We shall never succeed in reaching the depths of the great mystery of the Mass.

			It is therein that the Mystery of Faith lies. It is indeed that, not the mystery of Jesus, which comes with the end of the world. It is wrong to contemplate the coming of our Lord at the end of time when the great mystery of our faith has just taken place. How could such an idea arise? The words “Mystery of Faith” have been introduced simply to stress the mystery accomplished in the words of the Consecration.

			You have asked me to suggest subjects for your meditation, I should say for your sanctification. If one there be, it is indeed our resemblance to the Blessed Virgin Mary. The Blessed Virgin Mary is not a priest, but she is the Mother of the priest, as near as possible to the priest. No greater resemblance is possible nor any closer union between the Mother of God and the priest, since both bring our Lord Jesus Christ to earth, both give our Lord Jesus Christ to the world and for that reason are virgin. In that, I think, there is a subject for meditation that can help us in all our difficulties and conflicts. It is strictly necessary that our sacrifice of the Mass be a true sacrifice in order that we may keep our priestly holiness. In the same measure as our sacrifice of the Mass vanishes, in just that measure we lose the source of our sacerdotal holiness.

			The present problem of the Mass is one extremely serious for the Church. I believe that if today our dioceses, our seminaries, and our religious activities are stricken with sterility, it is because our recent deviations have brought down upon us the curse of God. All the endeavors to recapture what is being lost, to reorganize, reconstruct, and rebuild, have been stricken with sterility since we no longer have the true source of holiness, which is the holy sacrifice of the Mass. Now that it has been profaned it no longer gives or channels grace. How many priests do we see today who no longer celebrate the Mass when they cannot concelebrate, or when there are none present to form a congregation. They no longer celebrate Mass alone. This happens very often, even in our religious orders.

			Think, too, of all the sacrileges now committed through this scorn of the Real Presence of our Lord in the Holy Eucharist. Yet it was the Council of Trent that declared that our Lord was present in the smallest particles of the Eucharist. Think, then, of the lack of respect in those who can take particles of the Eucharist into their hands and return to their places without purifying their hands! When there are few Communions and a Communion plate is used, some fragments are always left on the plate. As a result, these fragments remain in the hands of the faithful–that constitutes contempt for the presence of our Lord, which is sacrilege. St. Thomas numbers among his examples of sacrilege the taking of the Eucharist in their hands by the laity.

			No doubt that is now authorized, but the ecclesiastical regulation forbidding it was so important that faith in it has certainly been shaken in many Catholics and even in children. How can children still believe in the Real Presence? How can they still have any respect for the priest when the priest no longer respects himself? How can they have a proper conception of the sacrifice of the Mass when there is no longer even a crucifix on the altars? It has clearly lost its meaning.

			Now I will say nothing more. I do not want to trespass on your patience. Besides, I believe that over and above the desire to keep our Holy Mass intact, we must wish to keep our breviary. Its definition also has been changed. It is said in the preface to the famous Prayers for Today that, from now on, these prayers will be altered to allow the laity, on occasion, to recite the breviary with the priest. That involves falsifying the very definition of the breviary! The breviary is the prayer of the priest. The priest alone, under penalty of mortal sin, was bound to recite these hours–not the laity. The priest is God’s religious, he is a man of prayer, therefore he is given a breviary so that he may pray all day long, make his acts of thanksgiving and give praise to God, thus, in some way, continuing his Mass.

			Now he is suddenly told: “No, no, no! That is no longer the case. The priest’s prayers are prayers so composed that, on occasion, he may recite them with the laity.” It is a complete illusion. Just think! People have no time to come to the parish church to say the breviary with the priest. Only someone with no experience of the priestly ministry could make such a suggestion.

			Certainly, one might sometimes say evening prayers with the faithful, but all these prayers and often all those psalms, which are hard to understand! If one is bent on saying evening prayers with the faithful, it is better to choose very simple prayers the faithful understand; or else the true Latin, the beautiful Latin, sung as at Compline. People are united by the chant, by melody, and that lifts up their souls.

			Nevertheless, we must keep our breviary. I assure you that it is a necessity. The more we give up our breviary, the fewer will be the sources of grace for our sanctification. You realize that we have gone back to the old psalter, with only those changes introduced in the revised version of St. Jerome’s Abbey. That was the wish of Pope John XXIII. He did not like the new psalter. He said so openly to the preconciliar central commission. He said to all of us who were there: “Oh, I’m not in favor of the new psalter.” He liked the old psalter. It now seems that the new breviary has reverted to the old psalter as modified by the study carried out by the monks of St. Jerome’s. That shows that there is sometimes a return to the sound solutions of the past.

			I have heard that the Committee on Liturgy is preparing yet another decree on the Holy Mass. The priest will be free to act as he pleases, save to alter the words of the Consecration, which, however, have already been changed! Then everything will have been changed. The new decree will only give a few directions for framing new Canons. Each may frame the Canon as he please, a Canon that will be said to be adapted to his congregation.

			Do you realize what they want to achieve! We should then be wrong to allow ourselves to be swept along by the current which leads to nothing other than the complete and absolute ruin of the holy sacrifice. I do not know what the bishops will think of it all. Will they be satisfied with this new reform, if it comes? It means the end of any conception of the liturgy. A liturgy without rules is no longer a liturgy.

			It is for that reason that we must stand by our preconciliar position without fear of seeming to disobey the Church by carrying on a Tradition two thousand years old. That is impossible.

			What should be the criterion of the ordinary magisterium if we are to know whether or not it is infallible? It is its faithfulness to all Tradition. To the extent to which he does not cling to Tradition, to that extent we are not bound by the acts of the Holy Father. The same is true of the Council. To the extent to which the Council is in line with Tradition, because it is the ordinary magisterium, we must conform. But to the extent to which that teaching is new or not in conformity with Tradition, there is greater liberty of choice. Hence, we must not refrain from judging things now since we cannot allow ourselves to be swept into the current of Modernism, risking the loss of our faith and unwittingly becoming Protestants.

			It is that which is serious, and it is that which is happening to our poor faithful, unhappy people dragged unawares towards a new Protestantism, a “neo-modernism” as the Holy Father himself called it; serious for many priests, too! Then let us thank the good God who gives us the grace to see with some clarity in the unrest in the Church. Then let us stay united, as we have been united today, united in prayer, united in endeavor, united in our undertakings.

			God is there. That is why we must not lose heart. God is there, keeping watch over His Church. It is for us to ensure that she shall endure through all the grievous trials that beset her.

			 

			Rennes, France

			November 1972

			That the Church May Endure

			 

			Ladies and Gentlemen, 

			I should rather say My dear Brethren, since I rejoice to see several cassocks among the audience.

			I have not the eloquence of a Bossuet, I have not the knowledge of a St. Thomas, so you must forgive me. I am only a missionary, but if my words lack eloquence, I hope the conviction of my faith will be sufficiently apparent to you and that you will understand that I did not come here to make an eloquent address; above all I come here with joy, in answer to the request made of me, so that your and my faith in the Holy Catholic Church may grow, that our faith in our Lord may persevere, and that when we leave this meeting we may be more determined than ever to maintain that faith, the most precious gift that we have in our souls. For it was indeed our priests who, one day, asked our godfathers and godmothers when they carried us to the baptismal font: “What does faith give you?” “Eternal Life.” And if there is one thing we need, one thing for which we hope, one thing we await, it is indeed eternal life. Hence we are not here concerned with words of little importance; this is not a lecture dealing with something transitory. The question is that of life eternal, of the salvation of our souls. It concerns the salvation of the souls of those about us and entrusted to us, the souls of your children. That is why I have answered your call. I should not have come had the question been of small importance. I have come because it concerns serious and important matters, essential to our faith and the life of our souls.

			It is then for these grave and important motives that I am among you. For what is the real danger in the situation in which the Church is engaged today, in the battle which she is fighting and in which she is deeply implicated and wounded? What is it all about? It is our faith. And it seems to me that it is on that plane that all that is happening now must be considered. Simply to consider the liturgy, the difficulties of the priesthood, the attacks on the Christian family, including that of the Catholic school, is not enough. It is a question of considering all these spheres in which the Church today finds herself in some way wounded in the matter of our faith. Moreover, I believe it may be rightly stated that throughout the history of the Church it has always been through lack of faith that heresies and schisms have been born; that whole families have been cut off from the Church by forsaking the faith. Once again it is under this aspect that today’s crisis must be considered if it is to be rightly understood.

			I hope my words will not scandalize you. I hope you will not think my attitude too hard and fast, and the words I shall speak too lacking in the finer shades! One thing I would say, before touching the heart of the matter, is that I have no intention of criticizing individuals. If you prefer, I will adopt the position taken by the Holy Office, the position it has always taken when bound in duty to consider the condemnation of books and to put them on the Index. The Holy Office did not consider persons, only their works. It has been criticized for condemning books supposedly without hearing persons. To be accurate, however, it was not persons whom it condemned. It condemned on the evidence–the works. It said: “This book contains passages which are not in conformity with the traditional teaching of the Church.” One point, that is all! The author is of little importance; the poison is there. The Church detected it; she condemned. It was her duty and that is what the Church has already done. Alas! she does it less today. Hence I shall consider the events through which we are living, the things we are seeing and hearing, the things put into our hands, in that same way, without concerning myself with persons. You will tell me that I must go further back to the people who wrote these things or who gave them to us. I do not know and I do not want to know, because I am incapable of knowing the responsibility, still less the degree of guilt of those who may have written or given us a particular document. One thing is certain, however. If today we are experiencing a tragic and dramatic situation in the Church, there are causes which we must study and look into. We cannot close our eyes to a situation as grave as that through which we are living today.

			If you wish, then, I will give you a brief description of such themes and phenomena as seem of major importance in this crisis, the phenomena which seem to us most serious. We will then seek their causes so that we may be forewarned and know what we must do. We shall then end with practical conclusions–what is to be done in the face of this crisis which constitutes an attack on the Church’s every sphere?

			We might concentrate mainly on the present crisis of the Church regarding her teaching and magisterium. One of the first domains to come under serious attack is university teaching, since if there is one thing important to the Church, it is Catholic universities. The Church has always considered the university chairs of Theology, Canon Law, Liturgy, and Ecclesiastical Law as the organs of its authentic magisterium or at least preaching. It is now an established fact that in all, or nearly all, Catholic universities, at least those not behind the Iron Curtain, the orthodox Catholic Faith is no longer taught in its entirety. So far as I am aware, whether in free Europe, in the United States, or in South America, there is not a single Catholic university that teaches the Catholic Faith in its entirety. There are always some professors who, under the guise of theological research, allow themselves to express opinions contrary to our faith, not merely in a few secondary aspects, but against its very principles.

			Here beneath my eyes, I have the text of a lecture on the Eucharist given by the Dean of the Faculty of Theology at Strasbourg: “Contemporary Thought and the Expression of Eucharistic Faith.” This lecture, from the first line to the last, is heretical. There is no longer any question of the Real Presence of our Lord. The Real Presence, for the one who is Dean of the Faculty of Theology at Strasbourg, is comparable to the presence of a composer of a piece of music, who shows himself in his piece when it is played. It is thus that our Lord would be held present in the Holy Eucharist. Incredible! Unimaginable! And he speaks of what the celebration of the Eucharist will be in a few years. For him, the Novus Ordo is no longer in question; it is already outdated. The world evolves so swiftly that such things are soon relegated to times past and consequently, we must look forward to a Eucharist emanating from the group itself. In what will it consist? The Dean himself is not sure. But by meeting together, groups will create the Eucharist, will create the sense of this communion with Christ, who will, as they say, be present in the midst of them, but in no way present under the species of bread and wine. He smiles at that Eucharist which is called an “efficacious sign,” which is the definition of the Sacrament, of all sacraments. He says: “That is utterly ridiculous; such terms cannot be used today. In our day they are meaningless.” What this Dean says is grave indeed. As a result, the young students who hear these things from their professor, from the very Dean of the Faculty, young seminarians still in residence, are gradually steeped in error, marked by it; they receive a training which is no longer Catholic. 

			It is the same with those who are now at Fribourg and who hear from the famous Dominican, Professor Pfuertner, that premarital relations are both natural and desirable. Such was the scandal created throughout Switzerland that the laity themselves took the matter up. Imagine fathers of families learning that the Faculty professor, the professor of Ethics, was teaching such things! It was flabbergasting. So violent and so vehement was the reaction among Catholic and Christian parents that the bishops were made aware of the existence of a great danger. Now, despite the comments made to him, despite the coming of the Superior General of the Dominicans to Fribourg, despite the bishop’s journey to Rome to consider the measures to be taken in the matter of the professor, this Dominican Father is still attached to the University of Fribourg, where he continues his teaching. He has simply agreed to take three months’ leave, and he proposes to return to his Chair for the second term of the year, saying that those three months will give him the opportunity for discussion with the bishops. These are minor examples, but they show that even in such universities as Fribourg, hitherto regarded as a sound and traditional university, the doctrine of the Church will not be taught from now on.

			It is the same with liturgy. Father Baumgartner, also a Dominican, has taught those of my own seminarians at Fribourg. They themselves have told me the way to compose new Canons. He said to them: “It is not very difficult to make new Canons; here are a few principles you can easily adopt on becoming priests.” Yet, so far as I know, he has never been the object of any comment or criticism. Examples could be multiplied. And when one reflects that even in the universities of Rome, including the Gregorian, there are freely put forward, in the guise of theological research, utterly incredible theories on the relations of Church and State, on divorce, etc.! Assuredly, the very fact of having achieved a transformation of the Holy Office–always considered by the Church as the Tribunal of the Faith–is significant and of great consequence. Anyone soever, layman, priest, and more especially bishop, might submit to the Holy Office a book, a review, an article and ask for the ruling of the Church on its conformity to Catholic doctrine. A month or six weeks later, the Holy Office would answer, “This is right, this is wrong; a distinction should be drawn here; part is true, part false.” In short, it was thoroughly examined and judgment passed. It was the Tribunal of Faith. The Holy Office has now defined itself for the future as the “Office for Theological Research.” The difference is clear to see. 

			I remember asking Cardinal Browne, the former Superior General of the Dominicans: “Eminence, do you regard this change in the Holy Office as radical change or merely as superficial and accidental?” 

			“Oh no!” he replied. “The change is essential.”

			The Holy Office, then, is no longer the Holy Office of the past. That is why we must not be surprised if there are no more condemnations, if the Tribunal for the Faith of the Church no longer acts, or carries out its functions where theologians and all who write on the Faith of the Church are concerned. We must not be surprised if errors grow everywhere widespread and that theologians, theologians in name only, find themselves free to publish errors and profess them publicly without fear of intervention. Thus the poison of heresy ends by spreading through the whole Church. The magisterium of the Church is subjected to a grave crisis.

			It is a teaching which appears in our catechisms also–you certainly know something about that! You could see for yourselves the catechisms put into your children’s hands and found in Catholic schools today. I have here some copies of a particularly “with it” catechism. They are Canadian catechisms. All these catechisms, whether French, Canadian, German, or Italian, what have you, derive more or less from the mother-catechism, if we may call it so, of Holland. Now, you are well aware that the Dutch Catechism has been condemned, if not by the Holy Father directly, at least by the commission named by him and made up of cardinals. Ten points dealing with ten fundamental points of the doctrine of the Church have been condemned or their authors have been asked at least to re-state them and thus change the text of the work in question; they were asked to issue a new edition of the catechism, changing the text–well, the text never has been changed. Some editions, in which these ten points were added at the end of the book, have been published, but the text has never been changed. Finally, the addition of the points disappeared. They are no longer to be found in recent editions. These same catechisms are now the source of all catechisms throughout the world.

			Look at this one, for instance, where you can see “Sexuality and Daily Life.” I regret that I cannot pass it round. You would yourselves see the horrors it contains, including even illustrations aimed at giving children an obsession. I assure you it is an abomination. There is nothing but that in the book and always in large headlines. Sexuality! Open the book at any page, you will find it everywhere–sexuality lived in the faith, sexual promotion. The illustrations themselves are absolutely revolting–sexual promotion, sexual union, there is nothing else. The child who has these pictures to look at and these texts to attract his interest will end by believing that there is nothing else in life and that it is a reality that cannot be ignored. In a thousand forms sexuality invades the inner and outer universe of every man and woman as if nothing else existed. It is to give the child the desire and the obsession of sex!

			It is this publication which is put into the hands of children in Canada. Christian parents, many Christian parents have protested, but, alas! there is nothing to be done. Why? It is enough to look at the last page. It shows that these catechisms have the approval of the Committee on the Catechism. “Nihil obstat, Gerard-Marie Coderre, President of the Episcopal Commission for Religious Education in Quebec.” Here is another, still on the same subject: The Power of Meetings. You may imagine what that can mean–the power of meetings. Here is a third catechism: Direction on the Journey: Reflections on Breaking Away. Yet again you can see immediately what this may mean. The child is invited to break with everything–with his parents, with tradition, with the bonds of society in order to rediscover his personality, in order that he may free himself of the complexes bred in him by society or the family. It is the break-away! And it is claimed that through experience of these breaks, Christ reveals to us what it means to be the Son of God. It is thus our Lord who has experienced such severances and who desires them.

			When this is compared with what I was saying to you recently about the faith, we see, if we go into this domain, that it is the exact contrary of what we should be doing–we should seek bonds, above all with God. We should be the slaves of God, we should be the servants of God; and so, instead of forever speaking of severance, we should speak of ties, of those which make up our life–the love of God. What is the love of God if not a link with God, obedience to God and to His commandments? The bond with parents, love for our parents, these are the bonds of life, not of death. And these are presented to the child as ties which constrain and hem him in, bonds which diminish his personality and of which he must rid himself. There, then, is a catechism approved by Bishop Coderre and the Canadian Episcopate.

			Something, then, is going on in the Church and it is something abnormal. These are facts. I do not judge Bishop Coderre, I do not judge the Canadian Episcopate. But the catechisms are there, they have been put into the hands of children. The lecture was given by the Dean of the Faculty of Theology in Strasbourg. The facts are beyond dispute. I heard of them by chance, but, faced with such happenings, actual events, which provide evidence that something is going wrong, we have no right to shut our eyes and say, That has been given us, that is from above, so let us close our eyes, accept, and obey. No, and yet again no! 

			St. Thomas himself asks, in the questions he poses on fraternal correction, whether fraternal correction can exist with regard to superiors. That may seem a bold question on the part of St. Thomas, but he never avoids a problem–he is not afraid of them. So he asks the question: “May one exercise fraternal correction towards one’s superiors?” After consideration of all necessary and useful distinctions, he replies: “Fraternal correction may be exercised in the case of superiors where the faith is concerned.” He is altogether right. It is not by virtue of being a superior that any may impose on us the loss of our faith, that he may command a diminution of faith. That is the whole problem. We have no right to run the risk of losing the faith; it is the most precious gift we have and, were we stronger in our faith, we should avoid slipping gently into heresy. 

			What will become of those children who have studied these new catechisms for years? For those of us who are no longer young and were brought up in the true faith through the true catechism, the danger is extremely slight. What, however, will the children and young seminarians brought up in such a milieu become? That was the question put to me by the Superior General of the Franciscans, whom I met recently in Rome. He said: “Your Excellency, it is not so much for us that this is a grave crisis, but for the young seminarians now in the universities. What will they know of dogmatic and moral theology? From now on, nothing!” Moreover, since they no longer want to study these sciences, they take up experimental psychology and sociology. They no longer study dogmatic or moral theology, or canon law or the history of the Church. All that no longer interests them. Well? Those will be the priests of tomorrow. Bishops even! What is to become of your children’s faith then, of the faith of those alive at that time? We have no right to wash our hands of the matter.

			Just as this crisis of faith is manifesting itself in teaching and the magisterium, it is becoming equally apparent in the priesthood and the liturgy. The conception of the priesthood and of the priest which the faith gives us has gone. Definitions are being gradually changed. Within holy Church the priest has always been looked upon as one having a “character” given by the sacrament of Order in preparation for the holy sacrifice of the Mass–the holy sacrifice, not the Supper, not any kind of communion, not the breaking of the bread of charity or the bread of the community. He was ordained for the holy sacrifice of the Mass and the continuation of the sacrifice of the cross on the altar, for the shedding on the altar of the Blood of our Lord Jesus Christ, for bringing to the altar by words of Consecration Him who is the King and Prince of the universe, the Creator of all things, the Savior, the Redeemer. It is for this that the priest has the sacerdotal “character” and that he is a priest. That is what a priest is; that is what we were always taught. Hence, during our years in the seminary, we had but one desire, to mount the steps of the altar. Oh! for the day when I should celebrate my first Mass! My tonsure was the first step on the way, then minor orders, then the subdiaconate, my promise of chastity, and then the diaconate; and, at last, the ascent to the altar to speak the words of Consecration, the sacrificial act, which is not a mere recital as it is today. It is not the story of the Passion! It is a true act and a true sacrifice which takes place at that moment, and it is of faith that “Soli sacerdotes sunt ministri sacrificii.” 

			Today we are told, “It is the whole assembly which makes the sacrifice.” The assembly indeed participates in the sacrifice, but does not offer the sacrifice, and it is not the minister of the sacrifice. The priest alone is the minister of the sacrifice. It is in this that the priest’s dignity lies. It is because of this that the priest cannot become an ordinary being. He cannot put himself on the same footing as the unconsecrated, as those who have not this sacerdotal “character.” Any such attempt would be vain. Before the angels, before God, for all eternity, the priest is a priest. In vain might he consign his cassock to the dust bin. In vain would he put on a red or multicolored pullover, he is still a priest. And if he seeks to hide his sacerdotal character he betrays his mission. Yes, he is a traitor to his mission.

			The world needs the priest; the world cannot do without priests, and the priest must show himself. He has no right to conceal his “character.” He is a priest from morning to night; twenty-four hours of his day he is a priest! At all times he may be called for confession, for extreme unction, to give counsel to lost souls. The priest must be present. Thus, to make himself profane, to lack faith in his sacerdotal character signifies the end of the priest, the end of the priesthood; and we are reaching that point. No wonder seminaries are empty. 

			Why does the priest preserve his celibacy? There again we must appeal to faith. If we lose faith in the priesthood, if we lose the idea that the priest is made for sacrifice, that unique sacrifice which is the sacrifice of the altar, which is the continuation of the sacrifice of our Lord, we lose altogether the meaning of celibacy. There is no longer any reason for the priest’s celibacy. We shall certainly be told that the priest is so busy and so absorbed by his functions that he cannot assume the care of a family. There is no sense in this argument. The doctor, if he has a true vocation for medicine, is as busy as a priest. If he be a true doctor and is called in day and night, he must be present to treat those who beg him to come to their aid. Hence, he too should remain unmarried since he cannot have time to spend on his wife and children. It is absurd to say that a priest is so busy that he could not take on the burden of a household. The deep reason for priestly celibacy does not lie in that. 

			The real reason for the consecrated celibacy of the priest is that same reason for which the Most Blessed Virgin has remained a virgin, because she bore our Lord in her womb. It was therefore both right and just that she should remain forever virgin. In the same way the priest, by the words he speaks at the Consecration, brings God to earth. Such is his nearness to God, a spiritual being, the Supreme Spirit, that it is good and right and eminently fitting that the priest should be a virgin and remain celibate. That is the fundamental reason: it is because the priest has received the “character” which allows of his speaking the words of Consecration and bringing our Lord to earth that he may give Him to others. Therein lies the reason for his virginity.

			But, you will say to me, why are there married priests in the East? It is a matter of tolerance. Make no mistake, it is simply tolerated. Ask the Eastern priests. A bishop may not be married. None of those Eastern clergy exercising functions of any importance may be married. Marriage is merely tolerated, and the conception is not one held by the Eastern clergy themselves. For they also reverence the celibacy of the priest. In any case it is absolutely certain that from the season of Pentecost, even if they lived with their wives, the Apostles no longer “knew” them. After all, to whom was our Lord speaking when He said: “If you would be my disciples leave all things, leave your wives.” Having received the Holy Spirit, how could the Apostles, the first to be filled with the light and power of the Holy Spirit, fail to obey the behest of our Lord Himself? 

			But, you will tell me, St. Paul did indeed say that he had no wife. True, St. Paul had no wife who went about with him. The Apostles’ wives doubtless continued to follow their husbands. However, profiting by the grace of the Holy Spirit which had descended upon their husbands, the Apostles, they understood what must be their future part. They were content to follow their husbands, but without “knowing” them. That is certainly the tradition of holy Church, and that is the reason for the celibacy of the priest. 

			Once the definition of the priestly state is lost there can be no sound conception of what it is. Hence we are now asking, What is a priest? What is priesthood? So then, after two thousand years of priests in the Church do we not yet know what a priest is? But that is lunacy. Now, it seems, the priest is said to exist for evangelization. A cardinal said that very thing to me when I told him that my seminary was wholly centered on the altar. From the sacrifice one passes to the apostolate, to evangelization, since it is from our Lord’s heart that there should spring that flame which fires the priest, who then preaches our Lord to bring souls to the Eucharist and thus to our Lord Himself. That is the two-way action which the priest should take. He speaks of our Lord. But if he is created for evangelization only, I wonder evangelization of what, if it is not of Jesus Christ. It is the preaching of a so-called social justice that is neither more nor less than a real revolution.

			Do not be surprised, then, if priests become Marxists. It is natural, all quite natural and logical. The people must be freed; that is the new aim of the priesthood, the liberation of humanity, ruptures. That is what the priest should preach! They are turned into militant trade unionists. Then they are understood; it is a new mystique of which the priest has need, of which the young have need. That is how they find it. But they have lost the mystique of the altar, of sacrifice. Do not be surprised that the priest, utterly bewildered, marries, that he gives up his priesthood. And there is now talk you have heard (I will name no names, but you will realize at once what I am talking about) of priests for a limited time. All this is extremely serious.

			It is the same with the Mass: if the priest is not defined by the sacrifice, and if the sacrifice is not defined by the oblation of the Victim who is our Lord Jesus Christ present on the altar, but if the sacrifice is defined as an assembly coming together for a meal, the essential and most important element–the Victim–has been left out. Indeed, there is no further need of a victim since there is no sacrifice. It is a meal. If, then, it is simply a meal, there is no further need for the victim to be present, and therefore no more need of the Real Presence of our Lord. Obviously, I could continue with the other sacraments, but I do not want to go on too long.

			Another domain in which we must revive our faith, the better to realize the gravity of the situation, is the domain of the Church herself, for there is no longer faith in the holy Church; it is being lost day by day. There is a desire to submit the Church to common law, to put her on the same footing and the same level as all other religions. Even among priests, seminarians, and professors in seminaries there is a reluctance to speak of the Catholic Church as the only Church, and to state that she has the truth, that she alone brings salvation to men through Jesus Christ. When you are virtuous, you have done with vice; in so far as you are in the truth, you forsake error; in so far as you are going to heaven, you avoid hell. Do not let us come to say, then, that the Church is on the same footing as the religions which are in error: that is not possible. Well, now it is said openly: The Church is now no more than a spiritual ferment in society, but equal with other religions, perhaps a little better than the others. The Church, then is merely useful. She is no longer necessary, and that is radically contrary to the very dogma of the Catholic Church.

			The Church is necessary; the Church is the one ark of salvation; we must state it. That has always been the adage of theology: “Outside the Church there is no salvation.” Is that intolerance? No, it is the teaching of theology; it is the truth. This does not mean that none among other religions may be saved. But none is saved by his erroneous and false religion. If men are saved in Protestantism, Buddhism, or Islam, they are saved by the Catholic Church, by the grace of our Lord, by the prayers of those in the Church, by the Blood of our Lord as individuals, perhaps through the practice of their religion, perhaps because of what they understand in their religion, but not by their religion, since none can be saved by error. It is not possible. Error is contrary to truth; it is a break with the Holy Spirit. One cannot be saved by something which no longer possesses the Holy Spirit. One cannot be saved by a false religion. That has always been the Church’s teaching. How many, then, have been saved? That is the great mystery of predestination, the great mystery of the good God and His mercy; we do not know. 

			One thing, however, is certain: God has asked us to go and preach the Gospel. “He that believeth shall be saved; he that believeth not shall be damned.” What intolerance! Yet our Lord did indeed say: “He that believeth not shall be damned.” People must then be shown the light. If they are not told that they will be condemned if they will not believe, how can they wish to believe? Why, before the Council, were 170,000 Protestants in the United States and 80,000 in England yearly converted to Catholicism? Today there are very few. Why? Because the definition of the Church has been changed and the missionary spirit quenched. It cannot be said that all religions are of equal value. For if all religions were of equal value, why should there be any evangelization? Why set off and cross the seas? Why go to Africa or India? There is no longer any need if people can be saved within their own religion. The missionary spirit is utterly extinguished by this bad definition of the Church. 

			Only in so far as one says: “Salvation comes only through the Church” (and this the Church has always proclaimed) is it worthwhile to cross the seas to save some souls, to ask them to believe in our Lord and so be saved. These souls are nevertheless subject to original sin, and original sin has grave consequences. It seriously wounds our human nature, our soul. They are the four famous wounds of which St. Thomas speaks, the wounds of ignorance, malice, weakness, and concupiscence which remain even in us here present, though we have been baptized. Those wounds are still within us, and they need to be bound up and lessened that we may better live the life of Christ Jesus. 

			I myself spent thirty years in Africa. I have lived among these peoples, and I can tell you that there exists among them, for example, one very grave thing–hatred. There are few of those people who do not hate someone. One village hates the neighboring village. Within the village one hates a particular family. Why? Because the villagers believe that in times past that family cast a spell on their own family, and by reason of that spell one of their own family has died, and that creates ill feeling. “Such and such a family cast a spell on yours,” parents tell their children, “and because they cast that spell, your grandfather died. Remember.” Hence springs hatred, a profound hatred which may go as far as murder or poisoning. Old family bitterness, old family rancor–it is a mortal sin to nourish in one’s heart the desire for murder.

			God is indeed merciful. He understands that they live in an intricate and dramatic complex of life and society; all the same, they may render themselves guilty of mortal sin, so we must go and carry the gospel to these peoples. God asks it of us: “Go ye into all the world and preach the Gospel to every creature” (Mk. 15:16). Hence comes the gravity of this change in the definition of the Church.

			I should like to speak also of the constitution of the Church, which has always been a constitution in which authority is personal. The pope has his personal authority because he is Bishop of Rome, because as Bishop of Rome he is the successor of Peter on the Chair of Peter in Rome; he is thus the universal Pontiff because he is Bishop of Rome. He must first be named Bishop of Rome, and when he takes his seat on the chair of Rome, he becomes Peter’s successor; and being the successor of Peter, he becomes the universal Pontiff. This is the tradition and truth taught by the Church; and that is why all the cardinals who elect the Holy Father are parish priests of Rome, for it belongs to the Roman clergy to elect their bishop. All the cardinals have Roman titles–they are parish priests of Rome, and on the Roman churches you may see the coats of arms of one or another cardinal. They are truly parish priests, under obligation to pay a pastoral visit to their churches when they visit Rome. And the cardinals elect the Bishop of Rome who, because he becomes Bishop of Rome, becomes the pope of the universal Church. It is thus personally that the pope is elected! The bishops then receive their consecration personally; through that consecration they receive a personal grace; priests too are personally consecrated. In the Church authority has always been given personally. Now there seems to be a growing desire to replace and submerge this authority in the authority of a college. This means that authority finds its hands tied.

			The pope feels that his hands are more or less tied by the synod; the bishop feels his hands tied by his council of priests; the parish priest feels his hands tied because he must now consult his parishioners. It seems that if he gives directions personally he is guilty of an abuse of authority. It all ends by submerging personal in collective authority, and this is entirely contrary to the whole constitution of the Church established by our Lord Jesus Christ.

			Since I do not want to trespass on your patience I will now come to the crux, I should say the heart of my lecture. I hope not to upset you, but I myself have so strong a conviction, so deep a persuasion that I cannot keep silence. Oh! I realize that I shall be told that I am against the Council. I am not against the Council, that is not true, but I could have wished that the Council bore more resemblance to its preparation.

			I took part in the preparations for the Council as a member of the Central Preparatory Commission. Thus, for two years I was present at all its meetings. It was the business of the Central Commission to check and examine all the preparatory schemata issued by all the committees. Consequently, I was well placed for knowing what had been done, what remained to be examined, and what was to be put forward during the Council.

			This work was carried out very conscientiously and with a concern for perfection. I possess the seventy-two preparatory schemata and can state, speaking generally, that in these seventy-two schemata the doctrine of the Church was absolutely orthodox and that there was hardly any need for retouching. There was, therefore, a fine piece of work for presentation to the Council–schemata in conformity with the Church’s teaching, adapted to some extent to our era, but with prudence and wisdom.

			Now you know what happened at the Council. A fortnight after its opening not one of the prepared schemata remained, not one! All had been turned down, all had been condemned to the wastepaper basket. Nothing remained, not a single sentence. All had been thrown out. It was laid down in the Council’s rules that a two-thirds majority was needed for the rejection of a preparatory schema. Now, in the sixth or seventh meeting of the Council a vote was taken on the preparatory schemata to decide on their study or rejection. Two-thirds of the votes were therefore needed for their rejection. As it happened, there were sixty percent against and forty percent in favor. The two-thirds majority was lacking so, under the rules of the Council, there should naturally have been a study of the schemata.

			It should be said that there already existed at that time an extremely powerful body, well organized by the cardinals from the Rhineland and their perfectly equipped secretariat. They brought pressure on Pope John, saying to him, “It is inadmissible to ask us to study schemata which did not carry a majority. They must be rejected outright.” Pope John XXIII sent us word that given the fact that less than half the members of the meeting had voted for the schemata, all were rejected. After a fortnight we were left without any preparation. It was really inconceivable. Which of you gentlemen, if chairman of an administrative council, or taking part in your company’s annual meeting, would consent to meet without any preparation or any agenda? That is how the Council began.

			Then there was the matter of the commissions, which were to become conciliar commissions. To begin with, there were the preconciliar commissions which had made the preparations for the Council, then the conciliar commissions had to be elected. Thereupon, a second drama ensued! You can read about that in Fr. Wiltgen’s book The Rhine Flows into the Tiber. It is a book written in English and translated, which is found among the publications of Le Cèdre. Fr. Wiltgen was the director of the Council’s best press agency. His papers appeared in between eighty and eighty-five languages, from which you will see that he was extremely well organized. He was clearly very well informed and wrote this book in which he speaks of “victories.” He is a wholly impartial witness since one cannot tell whether he is liberal or conservative; he is first and foremost a technician, the press technician. For him the interchange of ideas is not important. All that mattered to him was organization and diffusion. Hence he wanted plenty of personalities to interview. Everything was written up and sent out in all these languages–he is therefore an impartial witness. Later he wrote this extraordinary book that shows how a single organization took over the Council. What would you have me do? It is a fact of history and undeniable. As a result, the commissions that were to be set up got us into difficulties.

			Picture the bishops arriving from their countries. They know one or two of their colleagues well. But how can bishops coming from all over the world and meeting in Rome know which of their colleagues assembled there are most fitted to be on the commission for Priesthood, on the one for Liturgy or for Canon Law. They are unknown to each other. Hence Cardinal Ottaviani quite properly circulated to all of them the list of members who had been on the preconciliar commissions; people, that is, who had been chosen by the Holy See and who had already worked on the commissions. It seems natural enough that some of them should be on the conciliar commissions. There was an immediate uproar. I need not name the person who sounded the alarm and said: “To submit names is to exert intolerable pressure on the Council. The Council Fathers must be left free. Once again the Roman Curia is exerting pressure to get its members elected to the Committees.” Somewhat taken aback by this revolt, the meeting was adjourned, and in the afternoon the Secretary, Bishop Felici, informed us: “Well, the Holy Father agrees that it may perhaps be preferable that the episcopal conferences should meet and furnish the lists.” Now, episcopal conferences were still in an embryonic state. They met to nominate members whom they considered particularly qualified to be on the commissions. But the people behind this coup d’état were prepared. They already had all their lists, all the commissions prepared, and all the names chosen from the various countries, for they knew their men; and they submitted their names to us there and then. It so happened that the episcopal conferences had not had time to meet, as it had to be done within twenty-four hours, and so they could not present names soon enough.

			Obviously the lists were accepted by a big majority. Hence, from the very beginning of the Council, we were confronted with committees, two-thirds of whose members showed a very marked trend, the remaining third being nominated by the Holy Father. This became clearly apparent in the schemata reaching us, schemata wholly different in tendency from those of the preparatory commissions. Had I but time and opportunity, I should like to publish both texts–the preparatory and those given us later. It is clear that their orientations differ greatly. Certain things dominated the Council and directed its course.

			It must be admitted that the same thing happened where the four moderators, elected after the presidents, were concerned. Pope John XXIII had appointed ten Council presidents. After Pope John XXIII’s death Pope Paul VI appointed only four moderators after the second session of the Council. These four moderators were Cardinal Dopfner, Cardinal Suenens, Cardinal Lercaro, and Cardinal Agagianian. The trend was obvious, it carried enormous weight for the mass of Council Fathers.

			We might have had a splendid council by following up its preparations and taking Pope Pius XII as master and doctor of the Council. Pius XII had something to say on all problems. Reference to him was all that was necessary. I do not believe that there exists a single problem of the modern world and our day that he has not settled with all his learning, all his theology, all his holiness. To all, Pope Pius XII offered a solution; I do not say an ultimate, but almost final solution. That is because he really saw things from the point of view of faith. But no, there was no desire for a dogmatic council. Be sure to remember that. Pope John XXIII said it and Pope Paul VI repeated it. During the meetings of the Council we have often sought to get definitions of ideas. Define religious freedom, collegiality, etc. There came the reply: “But we are not being dogmatic, we are not stating a philosophy. We are concerned with pastoral theology.”

			Define what a man is, define what is human dignity. It is all very fine to speak of human dignity, but what does it mean? What is liberty? Define those terms. No, no. We are concerned with matters pastoral. So be it–you are dealing with pastoral questions, but in that case your council is not like the other councils. The other councils were dogmatic. All the councils have combatted errors. God knows there were errors enough to combat in our time. There were ample for the calling of a dogmatic council, and I well remember Cardinal Wyszinsky’s saying to us: “Draw up a schema on Communism; if there is one grave error threatening the entire world today, that is it. If Pope Pius XI felt it his duty to issue an encyclical on Communism, it would remain very useful for us, gathered here in full assembly, to draw up a schema on Communism.”

			We obtained the signatures of six hundred bishops in favor of a declaration against Communism. But do you know how the story ended? The six hundred signatures were left forgotten in a drawer. And when the Chairman for Gaudium et Spes put the problem before us he said: “There have been two petitions for the condemnation of Communism.” 

			“Two petitions!” we answered, “there are over six hundred.” 

			“Then,” said he, “I know nothing about them.” A search was made. The six hundred signatures were left once more lying in the drawer.

			I know these things through personal experience. If I tell you of them it is not to condemn the Council. It could have been a magnificent thing, but as matters fell out, it must be admitted that nothing can justify some occurrences. Yet, you will say, the Council is inspired by the Holy Spirit. Not necessarily. A pastoral, non-dogmatic council is a sermon which does not of itself invoke infallibility.

			When at the close of the sessions we asked the Secretary of the Council, “Could you not give us what theologians call the keynote of the Council,” he replied, “Distinctions must be drawn among the various schemata and chapters, between those which had been the subject of dogmatic definition in the past and statements with the stamp of novelty; the latter call for certain reservations.”

			This Council, then, is not a council like the others, and for that reason we have a right to judge it prudently and with some reservation. We have no right to say that the crisis through which we are going is wholly unrelated to the Council, that it is simply a misrepresentation of the Council.

			There were time bombs in the Council. I believe there were three: collegiality, religious freedom, and ecumenism. Collegiality, which corresponds to the term Egalité of the French Revolution, has the same ideology. Collegiality means the destruction of personal authority; democracy is the destruction of the authority of God, of the authority of the pope, of the authority of the bishops. Collegiality corresponds to the equality of the Revolution of 1789.

			Religious freedom is the second time bomb. Religious freedom corresponds to the term Liberté of the French Revolution. It is an ambiguous term which the devil loves to use. That term was never understood in the meaning accepted by the Council. All earlier documents of the Church which speak of religious freedom mean the liberty of religion, never the liberty of religions. When speaking of that freedom, the Church was invariably referring to liberty for religion and tolerance for other religions. Error is tolerated. To give it freedom is to give it a right; but it has none. Truth alone has rights. To acknowledge freedom of religions is to give equal rights to truth and error. That is impossible. The Church can never say anything of the kind. To speak thus is, in my opinion, to blaspheme. It is opposed to the glory of God–God is Truth, Jesus Christ is Truth. To put Jesus Christ on the same footing as a Mahomet or as a Luther, what is it but blasphemy? If we have faith we have no right to admit this. It is the error of common law condemned by Pope Pius IX and all the popes. With religious liberty, it is liberty as understood by the French Revolution that penetrated the Council.

			So, to the last time bomb: ecumenism. If you think for a moment you will realize that it corresponds to Fraternité. Heretics were referred to as brethren, Protestants as separated brethren. There you have fraternity. With ecumenism we have really achieved it; it is brotherhood with Communists. Time and again the popes have pointed it out. In his Encyclical Immortale Dei, Leo XIII wrote on the new law and the old law. The new law is revolutionary ideology as a whole. Read all those passages again, and you will realize that we are now living what happened in civil society and is now happening in the Church. Every pope from the time of the French Revolution had set up an insurmountable barrier against the errors of the Revolution; the ideas of the Revolution never penetrated the Church. By these three terms–collegiality, religious liberty, and ecumenism–the modernists have got what they wanted.

			These, then, are the aims against which we have striven. The Church has indeed the words of eternal life, she will not perish, but who can say how small a remnant of her little flock will survive once these errors and ideologies have penetrated everywhere.

			What is to be said of the liturgy and of the sacraments? If the Eucharist is to be valid, and so for all the other sacraments, there must be present the matter, form, and intention necessary for their validity. The pope himself cannot alter that. The matter is of divine institution; the pope cannot say: “Tomorrow, alcohol shall be used for the baptizing of infants.” It is not within his power. There are things in the sacraments the pope cannot change. Neither can he essentially change the form; certain words are essential. One may not say, for example, “I baptize you in the name of God.” Our Lord Himself gave us the form: “You shall baptize in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost.” Neither can the pope alter the fact that the priest’s intention is necessary. How can that be known? Remember the historical fact of Pope Leo XIII’s proclamation that all Anglican orders were invalid for lack of intention; lack of intention because it is necessary to will what the Church wills. True, the faith of the priest is not a necessary element: one priest may no longer have the faith, another’s may have dwindled, a third may not believe fully; that has no direct, only an indirect, influence on the validity of the sacraments. Now, Anglicans by the very fact that they have lost the faith, have refused to do what the Church does.

			Would not the same situation arise in the case of priests who have lost the faith? We shall find priests who will no longer carry out the sacrament of the Eucharist in accordance with the definition of the Council of Trent. If they are asked: “Is the Eucharist that you are celebrating that of the Council of Trent?” The reply will be: “No. Much has happened since the days of the Council of Trent. We have Vatican II now. Now it is transignification and transfinalisation. Transubstantiation–the Real Presence of our Lord, of the Body of our Savior, the physical presence of our Lord under the species of bread and wine? No, not in these days.” Should priests say that to you, the Consecration is invalid, for they no longer carry out what the Church defined at the Council of Trent. That is irreformable. What the Council of Trent laid down on the Holy Mass and the Eucharist Christians are bound to believe till the end of time. Terms may be made more explicit, but they cannot be changed; that is an impossibility. Whoever says that he does not accept transubstantiation, says the Council of Trent, is anathema, and therefore separated from the Church. One day you may be obliged to ask your priests: “Do you believe in the definitions of the Council of Trent, yes or no? If you no longer believe, your Eucharist is invalid. The Lord is not present.” Because they are desirous of doing what the so-called new theology, the new religion, seeks to do, it is no longer what the Church wills. That is why we must be very circumspect. One may not do what one likes with the sacraments. The sacraments were instituted by our Lord Jesus Christ and explicitly defined by the whole tradition of the Church.

			What, then, must we do? I will not trespass on your patience by a longer discourse. Confronted with this unleashing of the devil against the Church–for it is indeed that–what are we to do? We must look at things in terms of the supernatural. The devil is at large today–this is perhaps one of his last battles, an out-and-out conflict. He is seeking to attack on all fronts. If Our Lady of Fatima said that one day the devil would mount to the highest spheres of the Church, it is not, perhaps, incorrect. For myself, I affirm nothing, I condemn no-one, but if it be true that she said it, it could happen. When will it happen? I do not know, but there are now signs and symptoms which might lead us to suspect that among the highest circles in Rome there are now people who have lost the faith. I am ready to say, do, and grant whatever the powers in Rome, from the pope himself to the lowest secretaries of Congregations desire, provided that they do not rob us of our faith. Do not make me change what the Council of Trent said. Do not make me change my Credo. Do not make me change the essence of the sacraments. If an angel from heaven tells you what is contrary to the truth, says St. Paul, do not listen to him.

			We must pray. We must do penance. The Blessed Virgin has told us so. But we must put it into practice. We must say the rosary as a family. We must pray before the Blessed Sacrament. Pray to our Lord, to our Lady, to our guardian angels. We must pray to St. Michael the Archangel, we must live among those in heaven that they may intercede for us and help us in our tragic plight. Today, it is when bombs are beginning to fall or there are other grave dangers that people have recourse to prayer; it is then that they begin to tremble and think of God.

			But we are living at a time when bombs are raining on us, and we are in danger of losing the faith. It is infinitely worse to lose the life of the soul than the life of the body. Let us, therefore, pray and do penance. We should know how to do without television and break with the desires of the flesh, the lusts of the eyes, the pride of life and honors. We must know how to do penance, abstaining from all that is too much of this world, all that panders to the flesh and indecent dress. All such things should be wholly forbidden to true Christians or we shall be bereft of God’s grace, the grace needful now to our salvation. We should go from one disaster to another.

			Finally, you must organize your apostolate, and give help and succor to your priests. I fully realize their present problems of resistance, especially for those in the ministry, those who hold office. I fully understand that it is difficult, because a moral pressure is exerted on them and it puts them under a kind of obligation to act as they do and to modify to some extent all the rites of the Mass. The adoration of the Blessed Sacrament that used to take place, all the Benedictions of the Blessed Sacrament that used to be celebrated, all that is disappearing; the rosary must no longer be said, and so forth. Your priests need support. If they feel themselves in the midst of encouraging Christians, priests will again take courage and revert to the adoration of the Blessed Sacrament, the recitation of the rosary; they will no longer give Communion in the hand; they will not invite just anybody to preach or choose just any reading. Little by little there will be a return to good and healthy traditions, even–so far as possible–to the traditional Canon at least. It is a prayer dating back to the Apostles. 

			When we are told: “You have no right to do this; Pope St. Pius V made one Mass, Pope Paul VI has made another. You should adopt the Mass of Pope Paul VI and abandon that of Pope St. Pius V,” it is not at all the same thing. The Mass given us is an altered Mass. The best proof of this is to be found in the definition of the Mass in Article VII, which is not the same definition as that of the Council of Trent. Pope St. Pius V changed nothing. On the contrary, he simply codified what was from the time of the Apostles. St. Thomas himself says so: explaining the whole Mass, he says frequently that these prayers belong to the apostolic tradition. The prayers of the Canon and many others are thus those of the apostolic tradition. Pope St. Pius V changed nothing. It is now that, for the sake of ecumenism, for the sake of praying jointly with Protestants, we are made to change. In his–dare I say–naiveté, Fr. Schutz of Taizé said it in plain terms when, coming back from Rome where he had been attached to the Commission for the Liturgy and for the Reform of the Mass, he commented: “Now we can say the Mass with Catholic priests.” Why now? Why not before? Clearly something has changed.

			Then comes the question of the catechism: Catechisms must be organized in such a way that there will be groups formed everywhere to expound true doctrine and ensure that children shall be well taught. God will bless you. Of that you may be sure. But what will our priests say? What will the parish priests say? We shall be refused First Communion, Confirmation. Leave that to God in His goodness. Teach your children the Faith and all will be well. God will one day set wide the doors. Already, bishops are becoming seriously worried. No-one left in the seminaries! There will be no more priests... As for you, keep the faith, give the faith to the children, and you will find that all will go well.

			In any case, I can assure you of one thing–my seminarians hold fast to the faith, and I am edified by these young people. They are pious, they are lighthearted. Many of them have taken their degrees: I have two engineers, a doctor, four or five B.A.’s in mathematics and an M.A. in biology. They are no longer children, but young men who know what they are doing, who know what they want. Hence I have great confidence in these young people and am convinced of their outstanding qualities. For me, it is a miracle, a real miracle. For all these young people have lived like all the other young people, they have been in the universities and so been in contact with the world. When it is said that these young people will not be fitted for the world–come, are they not drawn from the universities? One of them read biology for seven years, and he would not be adapted to the world? Be serious! These young people are well aware of what they are doing. They love the holy sacrifice of the Mass because they see that it is the heart of the Church. It is all deeply consoling and encouraging. I assure you that you must in no way despair of our time–on the contrary. There are still very fine vocations; do but give these vocations the opportunity to flower naturally, and our seminaries will be full once more.

			I am convinced that could I open seminaries today in the United States, in England, in Italy, and even in German Switzerland, I could fill them with true vocations. It is an absolute certainty. If I tell you this, it is to encourage you so that you may not lose heart, and I keenly hope that you too may be able to say with St. Paul in the evening of his days, when he was awaiting our Lord’s reward: “I have kept the faith.” Why did he say that? Because he realized that to keep the faith to the end of one’s days, even until death, is a very great grace from God, it is the greatest grace of all–that of final perseverance. I pray God that you too, till the ending of your days, may keep the faith so that the Church may live on.
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			Mr. Secretary General,

			Thank you for what you have just said. I should also like to thank the distinguished audience which I see about me this evening.

			We are all working for a return to truth. Indeed, it is the truth which must save us, the truth  which must be our light. It is the truth that will restore to all our institutions and all the activities we may undertake their value as human formation, spiritual formation, and Christian formation. That is why I am grateful to you, Mr. Secretary General, for your kindness in inviting such notable people to surround me this evening. It gives me a feeling of encouragement, of having their support in the work which Providence has entrusted to me today.

			I am no orator. I am a missionary striving to continue his work as a missionary, i.e., to be the bearer of that truth which is the salvation of souls. I have always loved seminaries. I have always loved seminarians, the future priests, the priests. That is why I rejoice, if God so will, to spend the last years of my life in the training of good and holy priests. It is of that I should like to talk to you this evening.

			In recent years there has been a good deal of talk of “wildcat” seminaries. Many articles have been written on priests, on the Church, on the Church in the year 2000. “What will be the Church of the year 2000?” “Where is the Mass going?” “Priests, why?” All these are problems which today arouse passionate concern, not only among Catholics, not only among priests, but in the world as a whole, for it is the fundamental problems of the Catholic Church that are again being called in question.

			The Catholic Church has always been a source of hope, a source of great spiritual and moral values which have to some extent sustained the whole world in a hope and in a pattern of virtue, thus helping it to remain more human because more Christian, because more Catholic. That is why these questions are grave, and if I have come to be with you today, it is not to speak of a problem lacking importance, it is not to speak of a few trifling details concerning my seminary. No, it is to speak to you of the fundamental and final object of the institution that the seminary is within the Church, namely, the continuation of our Catholic Faith and of all the results that the application and living of this Catholic Faith can bring about in this world. It is a serious matter. As soon as one touches the Church one touches the priesthood. As soon as one touches the priesthood one touches Christian civilization. This has been evident for the past ten years. We see it everywhere. The efforts of the devil and all his instruments are aimed at the priesthood. They fully realize that the priesthood is the pillar which supports the civilizing virtues, and that if, tomorrow, it were possible to destroy the priesthood, it would mean the destruction of Christian civilization–that is why the training of priests seems to me of capital importance not for the Catholic Church alone, but for all civilization. That is why, today, I should like to try to tell you what Providence has allowed me to do and why I do it.

			Let me say at once that my colleagues and I are not working against anyone, against persons, against institutions. We are working to build, to continue what the Church has always done, and for nothing else. We are not linked with any particular movement, party, or organization. We are bound to the Church, the Roman Catholic Church, and we want to continue the priesthood of the Roman Catholic Church, nothing else! There is no criticism of those of our friends who are fighting the good fight, far from it! We love them, we encourage them, we welcome them. But once again, we are not linked with them. We want to do a work of the Church.

			When I was called to be a missionary in Gabon for fifteen years, my bishop immediately appointed me to a professorship in the seminary at Libreville, where I spent six years in training seminarians, some of whom, today, have received the grace of the episcopate. Later, when I was sent to Dakar, it seemed to me that a bishop’s chief responsibility was the development of the seminary, the search for vocations and their fostering, to bring these young people to the priesthood. There, too, I am glad to tell you that I was able to give the grace of the priesthood to him who today is my successor at Dakar, His Excellency Bishop Thiandoum. I am very proud of having been able to confer on him this grace of priesthood and of having him in the seminary at Dakar. Another was Bishop Dionne, now Archbishop of Thies in Senegal. They are two notable priests and are certainly numbered among those who are the glory of the African episcopate. God be thanked. 

			To me the work seems of the uttermost importance, essential. That is why, as Superior General of the Fathers of the Holy Ghost, I made a point of giving a sound formation to all our young men in the scholasticate. I had an opportunity of gathering together all the superiors of scholasticates for the first time in an attempt to maintain values essential to a training for the priesthood. It must be admitted that even then pressures were so heavy and difficulties so great that I never really achieved a working solution, the solution I desired. It was a grief to me to find that I could not keep the French Seminary running on the sound lines of the period when I was there myself, that is between 1920-30. That was why, being Superior General and having already received many letters from parents, friends, and priest-friends of the seminarians, asking me where to apply and where to send the young men who had a vocation for the priesthood and wanted to become priests, I admit to considerable hesitation. Some, however, I directed to the French Seminary since that seminary was under the control of the Congregation of the Holy Ghost. Then, having sent in my resignation as Superior General in 1968, I thought that I myself could perhaps help to give these young people a better training. That is why I went to the University of Fribourg in Switzerland. It was a university rightly reputed to have remained orientated and directed to Thomist doctrine. I therefore went to Fribourg and called on His Excellency Bishop Charrière, then Bishop of Fribourg, with whom I became intimate during the fortnight he spent in Dakar when visiting his Swiss compatriots in Senegal.

			Bishop Charrière received me with open arms and said: “But why do you not do something yourself, something in Fribourg?” In view of this welcome I rented a house and some rooms from the Salesians in the Foyer Dom Bosco. There we entered on the life of a seminary with nine students, some of them Swiss by birth. It must be admitted that the first year was somewhat painful since I myself was attacked by an illness that brought me near the grave, and our surroundings were anything but favorable to the training of young seminarians.

			However, these young men were ardent spirits eager to become good priests, and we thought the matter out. They themselves suggested that I should band them together in an association, a brotherhood, for, said they: “On leaving the seminary, where we have been well trained, and returning to our dioceses, are we not in danger of losing the result of our training? We should like to go on working together as a team, just as we do today.” We thought it over and I went to see Bishop Charrière with the request that, given the occasion, he sign a decree of foundation for a “Brotherhood” uniting these seminarians and future priests. Bishop Charrière encouraged me, so I drew up the statutes for the Brotherhood and took them to him in June, 1970. After studying them, Bishop Charrière, on the first of November, 1970, signed the decree for the establishment of the “Priestly Society of Saint Pius X,” approving its statutes. 

			We were thus set up as a canonically established society (we say: “pia unio”) in the diocese of Fribourg. We thus became a diocesan institution. I stress this point since I have repeatedly been asked: “But, Your Excellency, have you been approved by Rome?” I shall say, canonically, no, because I have been approved by the diocese, and because when one has been approved by a diocese as a diocesan congregation, there is no need for the approval of Rome. Rome approves diocesan foundations indirectly. The bishop has the canonical right to set up associations in his diocese. By this very fact Rome recognizes them indirectly, recognizing this episcopal right. So well is this understood that if, for example, a successor of this bishop should wish to abolish the Brotherhood or association set up by his predecessor in the diocese, he must have recourse to Rome. Without reference to Rome he cannot suppress it since Rome protects the action of a bishop and does not allow associations to be put in a precarious position harmful to their development.

			Imagine a situation today in which a bishop signs the decree for the setting-up of an association; the bishop who succeeds him suppresses it; the next bishop sets it up again. It would be an utter impossibility for such an association to endure. For that reason, Rome recognizes a bishop’s signature to a decree, but protects it by ordaining that in the event of the bishop’s or his successors’ ever seeking to abolish the association, they must have recourse to Rome.

			It follows that we are indirectly recognized by Rome. But it is certain that, after a few years of existence and development, these associations are usually anxious to be recognized directly by Rome, that is by pontifical instead of diocesan right. But, as Cardinal Agagianian said when I raised the question with him (he was then Prefect of the Congregation for the Evangelization of the Nations): “Your Excellency, here we do not baptize, we confirm!” By that he meant, “Begin by living in a diocese, develop. In a few years when your association is big enough, when it has at least fifty and perhaps rather more members, then we will see about granting you recognition by Rome.”

			Moreover, from now onwards it is obligatory. A would-be association can no longer be founded without going through the diocese. Recognition by Rome will come later. Hence our existence is legally sound. It is not because we enjoy diocesan recognition that Rome does not recognize us. Quite the contrary.

			And now, are you morally recognized by Rome? Here I must draw certain distinctions. Some encourage me, some welcome me courteously, but in the depths of their hearts they are clearly not as well disposed towards me as others. Quite certainly not all the cardinals, prefects of Congregations, took up the same attitude on my foundation. That is of minor importance, however, since the association has been legally recognized. I need not, therefore, approach the prefects of the Congregations for immediate recognition. I may live in the diocese for scores of years if I do not see advantage in asking for pontifical status. The Fathers of Chabeuil, for instance, are still a diocesan institution; they have no pontifical standing. There are hundreds of religious orders that are still diocesan yet have houses all over the world. That is because pontifical approval is not necessary; it is useful when one grows and is in many dioceses.

			Hence, our association, our brotherhood, is a legal foundation, the “Priestly Society of Saint Pius X.” Its statutes have been approved, and we are therefore entitled to have a house for the training of our subjects. It would be absurd to grant us existence while withholding the means of development. It would be ridiculous to say: we accept your association, we recognize it, we erect it, but we forbid you to have any members. By the very fact that a foundation, a diocesan association is accepted, it is understood that it will form its members. If it is a religious order, by that very fact it is accepted that there will be a novitiate and a house of formation.

			As for my priestly society, I have two houses of formation–a small one at Fribourg, where there are five seminarians attending university courses; and another, larger, at Ecône in the diocese of Sion, where, at present, there are sixty adult seminarians and their professors, who give them a formation: it is the seminary of the Priestly Society of Saint Pius X.

			These details are very important since, as you see, the attacks made on us have no foundation, absolutely none. It is utterly false to describe us as a “wildcat seminary” as if we had sprung up outside the ordinary laws of the Church! There is not the slightest semblance of truth in these attacks. Why are we regarded as “wildcat”?–simply because we are not “with it!” That is why!

			Were we to give seminarians the keys of the house so that they could go out every evening if they so desired, if we allowed television viewing from eight till eleven o’clock at night, if our seminarians wore roll-top sweaters, if they could miss morning Mass and stay in bed till the time of their first lecture, no-one would attack us, would he! No-one would have it in for us. But since we are bent on upholding the Church’s good traditions from the time of the Council of Trent onwards, we are a target for all attacks! Yet these traditions should be preserved today.

			Happening to meet Cardinal Garrone, I told him what we were doing. The Cardinal said: “That’s very good. You came to see me, but you know that you are under the jurisdiction of the local bishops, the Bishop of Sion and the Bishop of Fribourg. You are not directly under my authority.” 

			I answered: “I realize that, but I was anxious to let you know of the founding of the Society and of my seminary.”

			“For my part,” replied the Cardinal, “I have only one thing to say to you. Follow the ratio fundamentalis. This is the general ruling I have given on the establishment of seminaries, a ruling by which all seminaries must abide.” 

			I ventured to say: “Your Eminence, I believe that we are about the only ones to follow it.”

			This “ratio fundamentalis” provides for a spiritual year. The “ratio fundamentalis” prescribes the continued study of Latin in the seminary. We study it. This “ratio fundamentalis” lays down the study of the doctrines of St. Thomas. That is what we are doing, and so on. I fail to see, therefore, why the Congregation for University Studies should take a poor view of us or show hostility. That does not mean that we are not, perhaps, open to some criticism.

			Thus, our Society was born. The next thing was to decide whether we should set up our own house of studies or send our seminarians to be trained at the University of Fribourg. In that context there was a little episode of which I will tell you because it was mentioned in the Press, a fact that I confess I regret. You may have seen that H. E. Cardinal Journet wrote a brief letter concerning me to the papers. It hurt me deeply since I have a great esteem for Cardinal Journet, who is certainly an outstanding theologian and a very holy person. But, owing doubtless to a lapse of memory, he had no accurate recollection of the visit I paid him or of our conversation. Moreover, in the letter I sent to all the newspapers after the Assembly’s November attack, I never said that Cardinal Journet had approved the foundation of my seminary, since he did not know me and I did not know the Cardinal. The seminary had been in existence for a year and a half before we met. But it was at the time when a decision had to be taken on setting up an independent seminary or sending the students to the University of Fribourg that I went to consult Cardinal Journet because of his great experience and authority.

			I asked him: “Eminence, what would you do in my place? Would you set up a house of studies independent of the university or would you send your seminarians to the university?” 

			Without an instant’s hesitation His Eminence replied: “No, do not send all your students to the university. Set up a house for their training. Eighty percent of your seminarians are not made for university studies. Later, you can send the best of them to take diplomas. That is my advice to you.” And when, two months ago, I went to see him once more just to tell him my sorrows and troubles, explaining what I have just explained to you, he said: “But, Your Excellency, if you were to ask me the same thing again, I should give you the same answer!” 

			I am just trying to tell you that he was misled by the way the matter was put to him, and Cardinal Journet could say with perfect truth: “I have not given my approval to the founding of Msgr. Lefebvre’s seminary.” It is perfectly true. Nor have I ever said any such thing. I said that Cardinal Journet had given me very wise and cogent advice. The best proof is that I followed it. Immediately afterwards, I went to see Bishop Mamie to ask his views. He was not wholly of the same opinion as Cardinal Journet, but finally said: “Do what you believe you ought. You realize that we are forced to send our Fribourg seminarians to the university. We could not long maintain a whole professorial body for so few seminarians. But there would obviously be drawbacks.”

			From there I went to see Bishop Adam to ask him to found the seminary in his diocese. Bishop Adam gave me a friendly welcome and said: “I agree. You may set up the seminary in my diocese.” I therefore rented the house at Ecône, which for–(I dare not say the number, since it was that of the Apocalypse)–666 years had belonged to the Canons of the Great St. Bernard. These finally sold it to layfolk, a group of Catholics from the Valais who were anxious that the house should not become anything but a religious house and were therefore seeking a religious organization or association that would take the house and live there. I had the good fortune to hear of this and came to an agreement with them. We were thus enabled to start on our foundation at Ecône, where we have now been for three years. It is therefore at Ecône that the seminary is now growing, and we hope to be able to give the seminarians the full training for the priesthood.

			We now have eight resident professors, sixty seminarians, and nuns who look after the linen. We have all the services necessary to the life of a seminary. I have already had to build two extensions, one with rooms for sixty-four seminarians and nine for professors, the other for classrooms, the refectory, the kitchen, the linen rooms, and so on–all the communal quarters. I hope that this year I may be able to build a further extension of sixty-seven rooms since I have sixty seminarians already in residence and over thirty applications for next year. I shall then build a chapel (or little church) to complete the seminary and so have, I hope, 120 students who can train at Ecône.

			What is the aim of the Society? What is the future of these priests? That is a question I am often asked. Well, they will be comparable to the priests of the Missions Etrangères (Foreign Missions). Before founding my Society I consulted the Missions Etrangères with intent to model it to some extent on them, but we have not called our Society “the Society of Foreign Missions” since the term seems to me already outdated, and we ought to be missionaries to the world as a whole. It matters little where we are called. If Europe calls for us, we shall go to Europe. If South America asks for our services, we shall go to South America, Africa, India, to Russia if it be God’s will that Russia is opened to us. Our seminarians, our future priests, will be at the service of the priestly apostolate throughout the whole world, preferably to their own people. We already have North Americans, Englishmen, Germans, Swiss, Italians, and by next October we shall probably have Australians and Belgians.

			We therefore hope to form groups who will return to their countries, embark on apostolic work by agreement with the local bishops, and perhaps found houses of the Society in their different countries and thus restore a sound training to the young people anxious for it. They are to be found everywhere; it is wonderful! I assure you that you will be welcome at Ecône if ever you come to Switzerland. Among those in our gathering here this evening there are several people who have been there already and who could bear witness to the right spirit in these young men, whatever their nationality. They are all admirably disposed to be good and true priests, to be apostles in their countries, not trouble-makers, not embittered, not commandos breathing strife. There is no question of setting up a seminary for commandos. It is a question of making priests who love their priesthood. And if you ask me the specific question: What is the general trend of the training you give them? I should like to answer you briefly, for I believe it very important to know what things a priest should know and what he should be to avoid falling into those errors which are all about us today, and which invade us from all sides.

			We ask of our seminarians that they help the Church, that they love their Mother the Church. A priest exists for the Church, he is the Church’s son, her beloved son. He must therefore love his mother. But to love her he must know her. She must not be disfigured and distorted. Today the Catholic Church is being distorted! How is she being distorted? I will be brief (it is not my intention here to give you a long course of theology), but I think you have enough faith and enough knowledge of your faith to understand what I am about to say.

			The Church is the only society founded by our Lord for our salvation. The Church is not a society merely useful for our salvation, but indispensable and necessary for our salvation. Without the Church we cannot be saved; we cannot reach heaven or attain eternal life save through the Church. You will say: “Then, Your Excellency, will no Protestant, no Moslem, no Buddhist, no Animist be saved?” I did not say that, but, do say, I affirm and reaffirm, since it is not I who speak, but the Church, which has always proclaimed and always believed it, that none, not even among the Moslems, not even among the Protestants, not even among the Animists, can be saved save through the grace of the Catholic Church, save through the grace of the cross of our Lord Jesus Christ. There is but one cross through which one may be saved, and this cross is given to the Catholic Church. It is not given to the others. This cross and this sacrifice of the cross are continued on our altars, and it is precisely this which is the heart of the Church, which is the reason for the Church’s very existence. All graces come to us through the cross of our Lord Jesus Christ, and our Lord has but one mystic Bride, that is the holy Catholic Church. Without doubt souls are saved outside the Church visible, but you are well aware that there are three baptisms, the baptism of water, the baptism of blood and the baptism of desire.

			The baptism of desire may be explicit–that is the case with our catechumens in Africa who are preparing for baptism and have expressed the explicit desire for baptism. God knows how often, when we were in Africa, we heard catechumens say to us: “But, Father, you must baptize us. If we should die, we should go to hell!” We used to answer: “No, if you have no mortal sin on your conscience, because you have the desire  for baptism, you already have the grace of baptism within you. Baptism will clearly give you graces more abundantly, but by the very fact that you have had a sincere desire for baptism and if your heart is free from sin, you have the grace of baptism because you have the baptism of desire.”

			And one may have the baptism of implicit desire, in great good will. At that moment God alone is judge. We do not know what takes place in souls. God knows all souls, and for that reason knows that in Protestant communions, in Moslem communions, in Buddhist communions, in all humanity, there are souls of good will. God knows the souls disposed to serve Him, disposed to do His holy will. By the very fact that they seek to do His holy will, they have the implicit baptism of desire–baptism, which is the means of joining the Church. These souls do not realize it, but they receive the grace of baptism through the Catholic Church; they cannot receive a grace outside the Catholic Church. One cannot be saved by Islam, by Buddhism or by Protestantism–one is not saved by error. There is no Buddhist Church in heaven, there is no Protestant Church in heaven, there is no Moslem Church in heaven; there is only one Church in heaven, the Catholic Church. God Himself founded it. These may seem hard sayings but they are the truth. It was not I who founded the Church, it was our Lord, it was the Son of God, it was He who created it. And we are obliged, we priests, to tell the truth. One may be saved within Protestantism, within Buddhism, within any religion whatsoever, but one cannot be saved by that religion! The difference is enormous.

			One may be saved within these religions, not by these religions. One is not saved by error. Error is a screen, it hides the Holy Ghost. That is of capital importance for priests. Picture a priest persuaded that salvation can come through all religions. Why then, I ask you, should they become missionaries? Why cross the seas, voluntarily risk illness or an early death, if this missionary spirit is not created in them that they may carry the grace of God. Since souls are saved in their religion, why come to bring them the Catholic religion? It is of no use! It will give them complexes! It may increase the difficulty of their conversion. Leave them to their religion. Unfortunately, there is a bishop alive today who had the nerve to say to a priest anxious to convert little Moslems: “No, no; make them good Moslems, it will be much better than to make Catholics of them.” What is there to say? That is the present state of affairs. Then again, I have been assured (and can say it with certainty) that, before the Council, the Taizé Fathers had asked to abjure their errors and become Catholics. At that time the authorities advised them: “No, wait! After the Council you will form the bridge between Catholics and Protestants.” All that is very serious because the grace of God comes in its own time; it may not always come. And we may now note that our dear Taizé Fathers (whose intentions are doubtless good–I have no criticism to make of them) are not Catholics, and they harm us Catholics and our children because they create confusion in the minds of children and of those who go to see them, even if their intentions are very good.

			Can you then see how important it is that seminarians should have a clear idea of what the Catholic Church is? The Catholic Church is the only ladder that reaches heaven. It is the only way. No name other than that of our Lord Jesus Christ can save us. It was St. Peter who said it–and all Tradition has repeated it in saying it of the Church, which is the mystical Bride of Christ.

			Another very important truth, capital for priests, is precisely what the sacrifice of the Mass is. Nothing is more important! One may not distort the sacrifice of the Mass without profoundly affecting the priesthood itself.

			It is obviously clear that the liturgical reforms of our day tend–I say tend advisedly–to replace the idea and the reality of the sacrifice by the reality of a meal. Thus, one speaks of the celebration of the Eucharist, of the Eucharistic meal, of the Supper, but the term “sacrifice” is far less often used and is even disappearing from the wording of our catechisms, disappearing from the habitual language of preachers when mention is made of the sacrifice of the Mass. Now, this is a fundamental, capital, error. This is the Protestant error exactly. That is what the Protestants have done, and it is that which distinguishes them from Catholics. It was that which, in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries made Catholics pass from Catholicism to Protestantism. They distorted the sacrifice of the Mass and made of it a meal, nothing but a meal. They immediately replaced the altar by a table, and made the president of the assembly turn to face the faithful. They did away with the crucifix–exactly what we, alas, are doing today, and it is serious, very serious, for the Mass is a sacrifice! If Protestants say it is blasphemy so to describe it, how do they explain it? Protestants say there is only one sacrifice, that of the cross, and it is through belief in the sacrifice of the cross that we draw into ourselves the merits of the cross, and that we cover our sins. Our sins are covered–for they do not believe in an inward renewal. No, they believe that the merits of our Lord “cover” our sins. The Catholic Church says no, no.

			True, the sacrifice of the Cross is the source of all graces, but this sacrifice of the cross continues on our altars, in reality, with the same priest and the same victim. It is the same sacrifice mystically realized through the separation of Body and Blood in the species of bread and wine, no longer in a bloody manner; but it is the same reality, exactly the same sacrifice carried out on the altar and performed specifically to apply the merits of the cross to the souls there present and to preserve this lasting and infinite source of grace, maintain it always and bring it down upon souls living in time and space! That is why the Church has always sought to increase the number of priests so that these sacrifices may multiply the graces of conversion while multiplying the graces of our own conversion. This is utterly different from the Protestant conception.

			Sad to say, it cannot be denied that today the idea of this true sacrifice on the altar is gradually tending to disappear. That is why the idea of the Real Presence is likewise tending to disappear. Doubt is cast on the Real Presence of the Body and Blood of our Lord. Why? Because if there is no longer a sacrifice, there is no longer need for a victim! The victim is present for the sacrifice; otherwise there is no longer need for a victim if it is a meal: it is thus a memorial meal, a memorial of what happened on the day of the Last Supper, a memorial of Christ. It is no longer a sacrifice, therefore there is no need of a victim. If there is no need of a victim, there is no longer need of the Real Presence–and the meal becomes a remembrance only. On the other hand, if there is a sacrifice there must be a victim. What victim? The Victim, ever the same Victim, is our Lord Jesus Christ! Such is the great mystery of the Christian religion; all else is linked to that since there can be no true priesthood if there is no sacrifice.

			Why does the priest receive a character distinguishing him from all others? It is because he has the power to bring down God Himself, the Son of God, the Incarnate Word, in the Holy Eucharist. Why must the priest remain celibate? Because he has power over God Himself. What other creature has power such as that? The priest himself can never conceive the sublimity, the greatness of his power. When one reflects that by the simple words of the Consecration he is able to make God obey his words! God obeys his words, He has promised that He will obey the priest’s words! It is then meet, right, and just that the priest should be celibate, that the priest should be virgin as was the Virgin Mary also. It was needful that the Virgin Mary should be a virgin since she too had power over God; when she uttered her Fiat, God came down into her womb. Beings who have such a power over God should remain virgin.

			Such is the greatness of the priesthood. It is therein that all the beauty of the priesthood lies. All else is secondary, should I say, and follows by reason of this sacrifice of the Mass. This is likewise true of monks and nuns. It is not surprising that there are no more vocations of men and women to religious life. What is a religious man or woman? A person who offers his or her life as a victim with the Victim who offers Himself on the altar. That is what a religious is, nothing else. It is that which is the foundation of all religious life. If there is no longer a victim on the altar, if there is no longer a sacrifice on the altar, there is no longer a reason for the existence of religious. And it is not astonishing that there are no more of them. It is very serious.

			It is the same with you, my dear Christians, here tonight. Your reason for being Christians is that you may offer yourselves as victims with the Victim present on the altar. You offer your trials, all your sufferings, all that you are. You are signed with the cross. You were signed with the cross on the day of your baptism and on the day of your Confirmation. You have been born again through the Blood of Jesus Christ. These things you do and say again every day at the altar, when you go to the altar of sacrifice. It is the sole reason for your being on this earth, your sole reason for being united with our Lord Jesus Christ and for offering your lives as victims with our Lord Jesus Christ. Thus you will understand the meaning of suffering when you are on a hospital bed, when you are at the point of death and must not be told fables. But if a priest comes to you and says, “My dear friend, think of our Lord Jesus Christ, look at the cross of our Lord Jesus Christ; remember that by the offering of your sufferings you are saving souls, souls you will see in heaven,” then suffering is worth while, it is worth while to endure trials, it is worth while to go through years of imprisonment to suffer with our Lord. Were it otherwise it would all be labor lost. There would be no sense in living.

			You must understand that everything rests on this sacrifice of the Mass, which is the treasure bequeathed by our Lord dying on the Cross. He gave His treasure–His Body, His Soul, His Divinity. He gave it to the Catholic Church on the altar of sacrifice.

			Why, then, have our altars been carried away? Why have they been replaced by a table? Why has the Mass been replaced just by a supper? If it is only a supper, Communion in the hand is natural. If there is now no Real Presence, if there is no sacrifice, it is natural to communicate standing, because in that case it is a remembrance merely. They break the bread of friendship, of the meal, of the common faith; faith, perhaps, in the spiritual presence of our Lord, as a remembrance of our Lord–all that is understandable! Only, one is no longer sure whether the Real Presence of our Lord is in question, the presence of our God Himself, of our Creator and our Redeemer, of Him who is our All, who is the very reason for our life on this earth. Then it is not natural that we should communicate standing as though we were His equal.

			If it be true that in heaven, earth, and hell every knee shall bow before God, how can we humans on earth do other than wish to bend the knee in the presence of God. It is inconceivable, inconceivable! Now you can see with your own eyes what happens in fact. Many priests nowadays no longer genuflect before the Holy Eucharist. I am neither inventing nor exaggerating. We can see such excesses everywhere about us. Each of you has a story to tell and we could spend days here exchanging accounts of all we have seen and noted.

			When we are answered: “Ah! but you are talking of abuses. Those are the people who do not keep the rule.” To my regret, I must answer, Unhappily no. They are not abuses. Look at the little leaflet “Masses for Small Groups and for Particular Groups.” It contains rules laid down by the Episcopate, which, consequently, leave the door open to all abuses. That must be so since, for these group masses, there needs be only a reading from the Gospel and the recitation of one of the four Canons–and three more are added ad experimentum–for children! Not to mention that before long, one may legitimately make one’s own Canon. As yet, however, we need still say one of the four Canons and one Gospel. All else is open to the choice of the priest who “presides over the assembly.” He may begin the Mass as he pleases, say the Offertory as he pleases, and “make up prayers” (that is the wording used). “Where prayers are concerned, it is permissible to choose from the missal those best suited to the group. If it seems necessary, the text of these prayers may be adapted to the purpose of the assembly and the chosen theme. In certain cases [and there will clearly always be “certain cases”] it may be appropriate to make up new prayers.” On such an occasion I shall ask the Episcopal Conference to let me make my own texts, that is, to take them from Tradition!

			Since it is a matter of legal experiments authorized by the episcopal decrees, I ask to make the experiment of Tradition. I cannot see any reason for refusal! That is why at the seminary we always say the Mass of St. Pius V. No doubt that is one of the reproaches made against us. We are told: “You should adopt the new Ordo, you are failing in obedience.” I am obedient to the bishops’ directives, I am in perfect obedience. Here, for instance, is another recommendation touching small groups: “One may envisage special groups with a pastoral intention or a specific pastoral–students, apprentices.” We are students, we have students, we are therefore fully in order. We must not be led to absurd lengths! We are perfectly prepared to acknowledge all that must be acknowledged, but let no man say to us: “You have a right to devise any prayers save those of Tradition.” That we will not accept.

			It is for these reasons that we are fully convinced that we are in no way disobedient to the hierarchy in not adopting the new Mass. I will go further. I shall never say that the new Ordo Missae is heretical; I shall never say that it cannot be a sacrifice. I believe that many priests–above all those priests who have known the old Ordo–certainly have very good intentions in saying their Mass. Far be it from me to say that everything is wrong with the new Ordo. I do say, however, that this new Ordo opens the door to very many choices and divisions. It follows that if, today, I were to offer these choices to my seminarians, ten might opt for the first Canon, two others the second, another the third; the professors would want to order the liturgy in one way or another. It would be the beginning of the end. We should all be divided, and it would only remain to me to lock the doors of the seminary. The seminary would go the way of all the others, for we cannot live divided; and, by its very nature, the new Ordo divides because it allows too great freedom of choice and makes too many things legal. It is only natural! Some people will want a table, some will want to face the congregation when saying Mass. Some will want to follow today’s practice and say Mass with only one deacon, others with a deacon and subdeacon. There will be no end to it. Some will want concelebration, others will not. There would be no way out, and once division has been sown in all that is most great, most important, and most beautiful in the Church, all is lost. We, for our part, have chosen to keep what has been the bond of unity through all the ages and, we believe, can still preserve it for the future.

			Finally, I come to the third important truth that we teach our seminarians; we want to put the true catechism into their hands. We want to give them the true faith. We do not want these seminarians to be a prey to any doubts on the Truth which should be taught them. We do not want them to be forever engaged in research. Today, there is nothing but that. We are all engaged in search as though we had never been given the Credo, as if our Savior had not come to bring us the Truth. We should always remember this, for it is a truth taught by our Holy Church–the deposit of Revelation came to a close on the day when the last Apostle died. The deposit therefore existed. When our Holy Father Pope Pius XII defined the dogma of the Assumption of the Blessed Virgin, he said precisely that it was in the deposit of Revelation, that it already existed in all the texts revealed to us before the death of the last Apostle. A truth cannot be defined, neither the Immaculate Conception nor the Assumption of the Blessed Virgin nor, perhaps one day, her Mediation, without stating that it is to be found in the deposit of Revelation, hence before the death of the last of the Apostles. That is very important.

			As a result, these truths cannot be changed. After the death of the last of the Apostles it was the part of the Church to transmit Tradition, to transmit the deposit of faith, by searching out all the truths contained within it and by explaining them ever more clearly, more beautifully, more greatly, but never by adding a single dogma. After the death of the last Apostle all had been said. We have no right to speak today of the evolution of dogma, to say the dogma is constantly evolving. Not so. Dogma remains what it was after the death of the last of the Apostles, and it is the function of the pope, of bishops, and priests to transmit this deposit to all generations. That is it. Holy Church is herself Tradition.

			When there is an attempt to substitute holy Scriptures for Tradition the tendency is Protestant, for Protestants do not recognize Tradition. Protestants want to put the Bible into our hands, affirming that it is the only book that matters. The Gospels are indeed divinely inspired books, but before the Gospels were ever written what did the faithful believe? for the Church existed before the Gospels were written. Pentecost happened before the Gospels were written. What did they then believe? How was Revelation transmitted? There was Tradition, oral Tradition, through Titus, through Timothy, through all the bishops appointed by the Apostles. To them they handed on the Revelation that was later written in the Gospels. Truly, the Gospels were inspired. The same people tell us today: “You know that Tradition and the magisterium of the Church are too complicated. We must keep to the Gospels.” It is these same people who ask: “What inspiration is there in the Gospel? Only those truths necessary for our salvation!” That is what they say.

			 At the Council there was a battle over the phrase “only the truths which are necessary for our salvation.” It follows that all the miracles, all the stories of the childhood, all the accounts not “necessary for our salvation” are not inspired. Only the truths necessary for our salvation are inspired. That is entirely false. The whole of the Gospel is inspired, the whole Gospel was inspired by our Lord. The question is not simply one of infallibility. As you know, infallibility is simply a protection against error. The pope cannot, ex cathedra, proclaim an error, but this is no more than a protection against error. That is not what is meant by the inspiration of the Gospel. The mind and spirit of the writers of the Gospel were really under the influence of the Holy Spirit. Hence, everything written in the Gospel is the Word of God, “Verbum Dei–the Word of God.”

			That is a certainty. Today we have no right to choose and say: “Well, we will accept this part, we will not accept this other.” But, I reiterate, even though the Gospel is inspired by God, it is Tradition that transmits the Gospel. It is by Tradition, by the magisterium of the Church, that the Gospel came to us and has been transmitted to us throughout the centuries. And it is for Tradition and for the magisterium of the Church, which, if I may so express it, embody the Gospel, to explain to us the content of the Gospel and its meaning. If there is none to interpret the Gospel, many of us may attach wholly contrary meanings to the same words, and  then we would fall into private judgment, freedom of inspiration, and all the Pentecostalism of today, which propels us into the realm of the arbitrary! All this, too, is very serious. Our seminarians must be brought to realize this fully and to learn the nature of the Church’s magisterium and what it has always taught. All councils save this last have been dogmatic councils. Those dogmatic councils gave us the exact expression of Tradition, the exact terms of what the Apostles taught. That is unalterable. The decrees of the Council of Trent are unalterable because they are infallible. They were written and proclaimed as embodying the faith coming down to us by Tradition and this by an official act of the Church. Thus they are wholly free from error. We must believe them. But the last council, which was a pastoral council (as the popes themselves have repeatedly said), was averse from being dogmatic, and its various propositions may therefore be discussed. These propositions are not infallible because the popes would not invoke their infallibility. That is exceedingly important.

			This is briefly what we wish to inculcate into our students: a love and understanding of their Church and a knowledge of what she means for them. They should learn to love also their sacrifice of the Mass, the sacraments, and that evangelization which proceeds from the faith–the faith which they must communicate to others, a sure faith based on the Tradition and the magisterium of the Church. That is the training we seek to give our seminarians and the true sacerdotal upbringing we hope to give them.

			First, we give them a year of spirituality in order that they may deepen their spiritual lives. I should admit that, in our student days, we regretted not having a year’s spirituality. The courses in spirituality given at the Gregorian between 1920-30 were optional–one might take or leave them. You know how difficult it is, when one already has a heavy timetable, to fit in optional courses regularly. We used to regret it because we felt that spirituality might be regarded as the putting into practice of the doctrine we were receiving. We must not turn into mere intellectuals. We must be souls living by their faith. “Justus in fide vivit–The saint lives by his faith.” We must live by this faith; we must learn to live by this faith, learn to pray, learn to unite ourselves with God, learn to acquire virtues. That is something they fully appreciate, something which strengthens them in their vocations and in their spirituality.

			That is what I wished to say to you, and I hope I have answered your expectations to some extent, assuring you that tomorrow there will still be priests if we will but strive to train them in accordance with the wishes of the Church. I would say, as the Holy Roman and Catholic Church would have her priests trained. Well, if we abide firmly by such a training, we are fully convinced that today, as in the past, we shall have good and holy priests.
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			Ladies and Gentlemen,

			I must thank my brother Michael for introducing me, and I also thank all those who, like him, have generously given their time to getting the lecture room ready and sending out the invitations to which you have responded in such numbers. Thank you.

			I should like also to thank his Worship the Mayor of Tourcoing, who has graciously come to this lecture, and to express all the joy it gives me to be once more among my fellow-citizens, or, shall I say, fellow members of the department since some come from beyond the boundaries of the township, and I have given many lectures both in France and abroad on the subject of which I shall treat this evening.

			First of all, however, I should like to speak of my relations with the various traditionalist movements. It is a question which I believe I should clarify straight away, since I have not come here at the request of any group. The fact that it was my brother who introduced me is sufficient proof of that. I can but encourage those who are working in defense of the Faith, for the preservation of the Catholic Faith. That is why, in fact, I encourage such movements. Nevertheless, I do not want to be linked with any particular group. I am anxious to remain wholly independent.

			There has, for example, been an attempt to persuade me to say that it was I who took the initiative in the purchase of the minor seminary at Flavigny. That is not true. I had no responsibility for the purchase of the minor seminary at Flavigny. It was Fr. Coache who took the initiative. He asked me whether he had my backing. I told him that there was indeed a lack of junior seminaries in France today and that I could not but rejoice if there were a good one.

			Before coming to the heart of the matter I should also like to make it clear to you that the judgments I shall pass on the documents before me and other documents do not imply that I am passing judgment on their authors. The judgment of persons I would rather leave to God. It seems to me, however, that faced with the documents given us, even those coming from Rome, important documents touching our faith, we cannot remain indifferent. We are bound to judge in accordance with tradition, in accordance with the faith of the Church, in accordance with the magisterium of the Church, whether a particular document is in true conformity with the orthodoxy always taught us by the Church. But it is not my wish to pass judgment on persons.

			The Holy Office, when judging a document, does so on the basis of the meaning of the words and expressions used in the document. Cardinal Ottaviani, while still Prefect or at least Secretary of the Holy Office, was reproached with failing to summon to Rome the writers whose books were being judged. He replied: “There is no need to know the author of a work to say whether the views held in the work are good or bad.” A pharmacist need not know the source of a poison to decide whether a particular ingredient is harmful. I should like to adopt the point of view of the Holy Office in judging the documents on their content.

			Lastly, I want to say that I have not come to take up a collection for the seminary. Obviously, I should gladly accept whatever you choose to give me, but Providence supplies all my financial needs to a truly amazing extent. I give special thanks to St. Joseph, who is our provider. I have not even come seeking recruits for the seminary, vocations as seminarians, vocations as lay Brothers, for we have Brothers also in our Society. We now have nuns as well, and postulants are beginning to come forward. If God sends them, Deo gratias. But it is not for that that I have come.

			I can say in all sincerity that if I agree to give lectures, it is to defend, guard, and rekindle our faith. I believe that we are living at a time when our faith is everywhere attacked and is in real danger. Our faith, we must admit, is in danger from within the Church. Nowadays we are sent publications and instructions no longer in conformity with orthodoxy, which do not correspond to the Catholic Faith. We have always been taught the Faith taught by all the councils. We cannot remain indifferent to this tragic situation. I should like to take a specific example of the situation, the one which seems to me most dramatic, the one which touches the depths of our heart and of our Christian and Catholic Faith, that of the priesthood. If the Church is affected, if the Church is in danger, the priesthood is the first to suffer the consequences. Nothing can touch the Church without immediately reaching him who is at the heart of the Church–the priest. It is for that reason that I should like to begin by speaking of this crisis in the Church and its nature.

			St. Paul said to Timothy in his first Epistle: “Depositum custodi–keep that which is committed to thy trust” (6:20-21). Even at that time what was that trust if not the truths which St. Paul had been able to impart to Timothy. Guard these truths, treasure them. “Devita profanas vocum novitates–Take heed of new words,” or simply “Vocum novitates.” Take heed not only of new ideas, but even of new words. Beware of whatever savors of false knowledge; beware of false doctrine, for those who speak thus lose the faith. “Circa fidem exciderunt.” They err in matters of faith. Hence we too must be wary in all that we receive, in all that is put into our hands today.

			Let us then speak of this crisis in the priesthood–the fact of crisis. I think you know as much about it as I; I do not need to go into details. We could give statistics, we could cite facts, but these facts, unfortunately be it said, have been shown on television. For the past ten years the priest has been much talked about, and in many ways. Unquestionably, there are ill-informed ways of speaking of the priest. But unfortunately, we must admit the grievous fact that there are priests who are leaving the priesthood and giving up their sacerdotal duties. Some are doing so with the permission of the authorities, some without; for some the circumstances have been truly painful; others appear to have lost the faith in what they can profess. Some, the majority as I believe, are priests who are suffering from the crisis in the Church, since the priest, specifically the man of God, the man of the Church, cannot but suffer when he sees his Mother attacked as she is and going through a crisis that has rarely been as grave as that which we are experiencing today.

			We should do well then to define more clearly and distinctly the essence of this crisis in the priesthood. It seems to me that the priest is being deprived of his Mother–the Church. There is, at least, a tendency to distort the nature of his Mother the Church, to take away or distort what he holds most dear, the sacrifice of the Mass and its liturgy. Lastly, his catechism is taken away. Tell me what is left to the priest if his Mother the Church is taken away, if his sacrifice of the Mass is taken away, if his catechism is taken away. What is left for the priest?

			What was the priest’s ideal, what was the seminarian contemplating on entering the seminary, at least in our day? To serve the Church, to serve his Mother Church. Why? Because he believed the Church to be the sole way of salvation, the only way by which souls might be saved. Then it was worth while to consecrate his life to the Church for the sake of saving souls. But if one no longer has faith in that Church, if one believes that all religions save souls, in that case what is the good of serving the Church? Leave souls to their religion, leave to each his conscience. The sacrifice of one’s self is not worth while if all religions alike ensure the salvation of souls.

			The nature of the Church is being distorted. The Church is no longer presented as a society necessary for salvation, as the way necessary for salvation. She is presented as a useful means of salvation–a very different thing. It involves changing the very definition of the Church, and that is an extremely serious matter, for it cuts at the root of the whole missionary spirit of the Church.

			Why have missionaries crossed oceans, why have they exposed themselves to the fatal maladies of the tropics, if not to save souls, if their presence is not needful for the salvation of souls, but merely useful to social progress and development, to social justice and material progress? It was not for that that the priest became a priest, not for that that the missionary crosses oceans. It was to convert souls, for he was convinced that many souls are lost if they do not know our Lord Jesus Christ.

			Moreover, it is not true that one can be saved through other religions. I say advisedly through other religions, not within other religions. It is untrue that one can save one’s soul through other religions; one can save one’s soul only through the Catholic Church, through our Lord Jesus Christ. No other name under heaven has been given us for our salvation. That is what St. Peter told us: “There is no other name under heaven than that of our Lord Jesus Christ.” It follows that there is no means other than His Church, which is His mystic Bride to whom our Lord has given all His graces. No grace in this world, no grace in the history of humanity, will be bestowed unless it be through the Church and through the Blessed Virgin Mary. Then souls cannot be saved within other religions? Yes, they may be saved. How are they saved? They are saved by the baptism of desire though unexpressed.

			As you know, there are three kinds of baptism: baptism of water, baptism of fire, baptism of desire. Baptism of desire may be explicit as in the case of the catechumens whom we had in Africa and of others still there–people, adults who ask to be baptized and so have the explicit desire for baptism, and who may be saved even before receiving the baptism of water. 

			Sometimes in Africa we had fine catechumens who would say to us: “But Father, I have never been baptized. If I die now, I shall go to hell.” We used to reply: “No, if you are well disposed in your heart, good; if you love God and seek to do His will, if you desire baptism, you already have the grace.” Clearly, that grace will be fuller and more abundant on the day they receive baptism unless there is some obstacle such as a mortal sin to which they continue to cling.

			Thus there exists the baptism of explicit desire for the catechumens, and the baptism of implicit desire, which lies in the act of doing God’s will. Those souls, whether Protestant, Buddhist, or Moslem, who have implicitly this sincere desire to do the will of God may have the desire for baptism and so receive supernatural grace, the grace of eternal life, but this comes through the Church. Hence, through this implicit desire, baptism unites them with the soul of the Church, and it is through the Church, never through their religion, that they can save their souls.

			False religions are contrary to the Holy Ghost, they cannot be the channel of the Holy Ghost. Read what the Church states in her official documents: here is a document taken from the little book probably well known to many of you–Father Dumeige’s La Foi Catholique. This is what this document prepared for Vatican Council I has to say: 


			The Church is a society wholly necessary for obtaining salvation. By that all may understand that Christ’s Church is the necessary society for obtaining salvation. Its necessity is as vital as that of sharing, and being united with Christ and His Mystical Body. It is wholly necessary, not only by virtue of our Lord’s precept, but as a necessary means, since, in the order of salvation designed by Providence, the communication of the Holy Spirit, the participation in truth and in life cannot be attained save in the Church and through the Church, whose head is Christ. That is the doctrine of the Church.


			“Moreover it is a dogma of faith that none may be saved outside the Church.” One either has the faith or one has not. It was not I who invented the fact; these are not my personal ideas, this is the teaching of the Church. Now, however, in all the documents given us we gather the impression that one may save one’s soul in all religions, that all religions lead to the salvation of humanity, that we are all traveling together on the road to salvation. These notions are wholly untrue, and they are destroying yet again the missionary spirit of the Church. It is hardly surprising that there are no more missionary vocations.

			In the same way as the Church is being distorted and that the priest no longer knows just why he has been ordained, so the definition of his faith has been distorted. This is a matter which may be difficult to understand, but is yet of capital importance in holy Church. A definition of  faith exists, it is unalterable. Now there is an attempt at changing even the definition of faith.

			Faith is the acceptance by the intelligence of the truth revealed by the Word of God, by reason of the authority of God who reveals it. We believe a truth coming to us from outside, from the Word of God, a truth which must be believed because of the authority of God who reveals. That is the definition of faith. What is being done to faith now? It has become an inner feeling. That is the modernist definition of faith condemned by Pope St. Pius X. Faith is not a personal feeling, it is not something purely subjective, adhesion of the soul to God each on his own account, each following his individual conscience–that is not faith. It is precisely this conception which altogether destroys all the authority of God, all the authority of the Church. Since, however, faith comes to us from without, we must submit to it; all are bound to submit to it. “He who believes shall be saved, but he who does not believe shall be condemned” (Mk. 16:16). It was our Lord who said that. The Faith is altogether imposed, it is imposed on us from without, it is not a purely personal feeling, an affection for God, a sentiment for the deity.

			Now, that is just what the modernists thought, and what unhappily many are thinking today, who are beginning to transform the concept of faith. It provided some explanation of the idea that all religions save, because each has a faith according to his individual conscience, and all faiths save. Consciences vary, one believes after this manner, another after another. It matters little, provided the conscience is directed towards God and is united with God. It is utterly untrue. Look, that is exactly what the anti-modernist oath, which was taken by all the older priests here this evening, tells us. Moreover, we read it during the Council: 


			I hold with certainty and sincerely confess that faith is not a blind sentiment of religion welling up from the depths of the subconscious under the impulse of the heart and the motion of a will trained to morality; but faith is a genuine assent of the intellect to truth received by hearing from an external source. By this assent, because of the authority of the supremely truthful God, we believe to be true that which has been revealed and attested to by a personal God, our Creator and Lord.


			That is the meaning of faith, and it is wholly different. It would be well to reiterate these things. We are forgetting them.

			Unfortunately, I must present you with a document published in recent weeks by the official Catechetics Commission of the French episcopacy from its headquarters in the office of the Archbishopric of Paris. This is what those persons have to say on the subject of faith. Believe me, I am not making it up, merely reading it aloud. 

			First, on the subject of truth: “Truth is not something received ready-made, but something in the making.” Truth, then, is something in the making like something in the process of creation. Man does not receive the truth, he builds it up. Look at the complete difference in outlook. To receive the truth of God, of the Word of God, of the Church, of the magisterium of the Church is one thing–something which has always been stated. We received our catechism and studied it as something coming to us from God. We believe in it because it is the authority of God which reveals it. But truth is not self-creating, it does not create itself from the subconscious, from ourselves; it is not we who create truth. This is terrible, is it not? Such questions are serious, very serious.

			From all this there follow consequences very important to our faith, for example: “For we shall then perceive that it is something very different from an intellectual adhesion or belief in the things believed, but rather an actual and active life of relations between God and Man.” It is no longer faith; it is Modernist faith. I infinitely regret that these should be documents issuing from official commissions of the episcopate. I deplore it. You have heard what I have just read you about the Faith which has always been taught us, and this is what is said in these documents! It is deeply regrettable! Either we believe or we do not believe. We either believe in the authority of God, or we do not.

			It is the same for the dogma of our salvation. This is the entry on salvation: “Salvation–two catechetical schemata.” Salvation-Redemption, that is the traditional salvation, and here is the traditional entry: “We have lost the grace of God, but Christ has redeemed us by His cross and has entrusted to His Church the means of salvation.” Good–that is indeed what we have always been taught, that it is the Church which saves us.

			“Let us hope that other men may be saved likewise.” Let us hope and pray, and one might have added “and let us pray that, in order that other men too may find salvation, there may be vocations to set out to save them,” whence comes the missionary spirit of the Church.

			There follows a new schema contrary to the former which speaks of Salvation-Covenant. “The future of humanity.” Of humanity? We are already somewhat bewildered. What exactly does that mean? “The future of humanity is union with God, sealed by Jesus on Easter day; while we still knew not God, the community of believers answers for it in History.” This is what the author of the schema has to say: 


			These two schemata seek to embrace the general outlines of two concepts of salvation. They are deliberately summary so that they may not be regarded as creeds embodying all the essentials. Let us say once again–only schemata are in question, and the catechist may be assured of the suitability for our times of a presentation of salvation akin to that of the second schema; all the same he should beware of despising those who recognize themselves in the first schema.


			It is a very serious matter. We are given a schema on salvation which is no longer that taught by the Church for two thousand years.

			Vague terms: “the future of humanity,” “union with God”–what do these mean? We have been told of truth which is self-creating, which grows within us. Once again we find all the modernist errors condemned by Pope St. Pius X. I am sorry to be obliged to record the fact, but record it we must. We must not be afraid to affirm it, because little by little we shall become Protestants and modernists. Without a shadow of doubt we shall be slowly but surely poisoned. Ultimately, we shall come to find ourselves, as the majority of the faithful and the bishops found themselves to be Arians in the time of Arianism–without being aware of it, we shall find ourselves Protestants and modernists.

			The priest’s greatest sorrow is the distortion of his Church. The second wound he suffers is that fundamentally he is deprived of his very raison d’être. What, in all religions, is the real raison d’être of the priest? Priest and sacrifice–the two ideas are absolutely essential and inseparably linked. There is no sacrifice without a priest, there is no priest without a sacrifice. The idea of the priest is meaningless apart from sacrifice–the idea of sacrifice cannot be understood apart from the priest. This is true of all religions, but most especially of our holy religion.

			It was God himself who was concerned to give us this sacrifice, to put it into our hands and institute a special sacrament which confers a character on the priest, a character which associates him with and gives him a share in the priesthood of our Lord to offer the sacrifice. The unique sacrifice of the cross is still made on our altars. It is the same Priest and the same Victim who offers Himself on our altars. Our Lord is the true Priest; we ourselves are but priest-instruments who have received this character. We are but instruments of the one Priest who is our Lord to offer the one Victim who is also our Lord, present on the altar.

			You can see the importance of preserving these fundamental ideas. What does the seminarian regard as the most beautiful of all things: the call to mount the steps to the altar. Throughout our time in the seminary we lived for that–to go from minor orders to become subdeacons, then deacons. Soon I shall ascend the steps of the altar, I shall offer the Body and Blood of our Lord. By pronouncing the words of consecration I can bring God down upon the altar as, by her Fiat, the Virgin Mary brought down her Son into her womb. I shall have the same power as the most holy Virgin Mary when she uttered her Fiat.

			When we ourselves speak the words of consecration, Jesus comes down from heaven under the species of bread and wine. It is a miraculous, unbelievable honor for such poor creatures as we. Then it is worth while to be a priest to go up to the altar, to offer the Divine Sacrifice, to continue the sacrifice of the cross. That is the liturgy. That is the Mass. To give Holy Communion–what can a priest do better than give Holy Communion? There is nothing better he can do than give our Lord Jesus Christ, present in the Eucharist. Therein lies the very reason for his celibacy. We need seek no further.

			It is often said that a priest’s celibacy is for the furtherance of his ministry. The priest is overburdened by the cares of his ministry. Night and day he must hold himself at the disposal of the faithful. Therefore he should be a celibate and a virgin. But it is not only that. If that were all, the doctors here could say the same. They too are called out night and day. They too work all day long if they would fain devote themselves to their patients. Probably they have even less time than the priest. The same is doubtless true of many other people here who come from different walks of life. There is something else: it is the greatness of his priesthood. It is his intimate nearness to God. It comes essentially through the power conferred on him to speak the words of consecration and bring our Lord down upon the altar. That is the inmost reason for the priest’s virginity. Just as it is meet and right that the Virgin should have been a virgin because she was so closely linked with the mystery of the Trinity and the mystery of the Incarnation, it was fitting that she should be a virgin. Well! The same is true of the priest who is so closely bound to God, so near to God, so near to our Lord Jesus Christ that it is fitting that he too should give his whole life and all his activity for God.

			If the priesthood is thus defined, the true value of the priestly vocation is understandable. On the other hand, if the sacrifice of the Mass is being slowly but surely distorted to make it no more than a meal, just a meal in memory of the Last Supper, it is no longer worthwhile to be a priest. It is not worthwhile because the president of an assembly can preside at a memorial meal. Indeed, we need do no more than delegate one of us to be responsible for this memorial. There is no more need of the sacerdotal character since there is no more sacrifice. In that case the Real Presence is no longer necessary either. Why is the Real Presence of our Lord necessary? Precisely because the victim must be offered. If there is to be a sacrifice, the victim must necessarily be present. But if there is no longer a sacrifice, there is no more need of a victim. If there is no longer a victim, there is no longer need of the Real Presence of our Lord; a spiritual presence is amply sufficient. If the sacrifice is changed into a meal, we have adopted Protestant thinking in its entirety.

			So much must be admitted–the facts are there yet again. I am not inventing anything; I will give you a few examples. Here, for example, is the little booklet on Masses for small or special groups issued by the Conference of Swiss Bishops and the Swiss Commission on the Liturgy. This is how it speaks of the Mass:


			The Lord’s Supper brings about, above all, communion with Christ. It is the same communion as that effected by Jesus during His earthly life when He sat down to table with sinners, a communion continued since the day of the Resurrection in the eucharistic meal. The Lord invites His friends to gather together and He will be among them.


			No! That is not the Mass. That meal to which our Lord invites us, promising to be in our midst as in that far-off meal in Palestine, is not the Mass. No, we are sharing in His Body and His Blood present on the holy altar and we are offering them. Our Lord offers Himself to God as a Victim for the salvation of souls and it is thus that the Redemption continues, that the expiation for our sins continues. For, if there is no longer a sacrifice, if blood is no longer shed, there is no more remission of sins. A simple memorial does not suffice for the remission of sins.

			Here are other examples in plenty. Take, for example, the Strasbourg Evening School of Theology: “We must realize today that we are faced with a real cultural mutation. A particular manner of celebrating the memorial of the Lord was bound up with a religious universe which is no longer ours.” In the light of this, it is obvious that the definition of the Mass has entirely changed. This idea of change, that today we are utterly different, that we no longer have a single idea resembling those of our forebears, is surely an absurdity. Are we really men wholly different from those born a century ago? We are surfeited with having the idea dinned into us with intent to change our faith. If all things change, if the world changes, if humanity changes, if conditions change as claimed here: “The memorial to our Lord has been bound up with a religious universe which is no longer ours”–it is quickly said, and everything disappears: “a religious universe which is no longer ours.” So we must begin from zero.

			Begin, and we come to what the Dean of the Faculty of Theology at Strasbourg says concerning our Lord’s Real Presence:


			In the same way we speak of the presence of an orator or of an actor, thereby implying a quality other than a simple topographical “being there.” To sum up, someone may be present by virtue of a symbolic action which he does not perform physically, but which others accomplish by faithful interpretation of his most deep-seated intention. For example, the Bayreuth Festival doubtless realizes a presence of Richard Wagner superior in intensity to what is shown in works or occasional concerts dedicated to the musician. It is in such a perspective, I believe, that we should regard the eucharistic presence of Christ.


			An author’s play is staged and the writer’s presence likened to the presence of our Lord in the Eucharist. Well! A dean of the Faculty of Theology in the University of Strasbourg! How can you expect seminarians listening to that sort of stuff to keep the faith–I did not invent this; I am inventing nothing.

			Here is another document from the Centre Jean-Bart, official center of the Archbishopric of Paris; there are incredible statements, for instance Christ’s Eucharist Today (no out-of-date publication, it is dated March 17, 1973): “Is not the Mass our Lord’s Supper, an invitation to communion?” There is no more mention of sacrifice. Then: “At the heart of the Mass lies a story”–There is a story. The same thing is stated in the Swiss Bishops’ little booklet. “There lies a story.” No, it is not a story. The Canon is not a story. Look at old missals. Above the “Communicantes” you will see “Infra actionem.” Out of curiosity, look at your missals. “Infra actionem–during the action.” What does that mean? It means that the priest performs an act, a sacrificial act. Transubstantiation is an act, the sacrifice is an act, not merely a narration. That is why the priest bends forward and prepares himself for that wonderful action which finds its consummation at the moment when our Lord will be present on the holy altar. It is at that moment that our Lord offers Himself anew to His Father and expiates our sins. It is an act, not a narration.

			Now, “at the heart of the Mass there is a story.” No, it is not a story.


			What we are celebrating then is a memorial of our redemption. Memorial, a word which it is essential to understand. It is not a question of commemorating a past event, as though meeting simply in remembrance. Neither is it a question of the renewal of that event. Christ died and rose again once and forever–that can never happen again.


			“Can never happen again”? Is not our Lord able to perform a miracle and repeat for us His sacrifice on Calvary? They would seem to say that it is impossible. The sacrifice on Calvary took place once and forever. That is utterly false, the sacrifice of Calvary is really there, bloodlessly renewed on the altar. That is the only way in which it differs from the sacrifice on Calvary. In the one, our Lord offered Himself in a bloody manner, in the other He offers Himself in an unbloody manner on our altars. But His Blood is present, His Body is present. If one no longer believes that, one no longer believes in anything in Holy Church. For it is all there, all Christian spirituality is contained in the sacrifice of the Mass. We must never forget that. Perhaps there has been too much talk of the Eucharist, Communion, and not enough of the sacrifice of the Mass. I believe we should go back to the fundamental ideas, to that fundamental idea which has been that of the whole tradition of the Church, the sacrifice of the Mass, which is the heart of the Church. Communion is but the fruit, the fruit of the sacrifice; the communion of the faithful, communion with the Victim who offers Himself and is offered. We must go back to these essential principles.

			Firstly, if we abandon those essential principles there is no longer any reason for the priesthood. For the priest, if he no longer has his sacrifice to offer, has no more reason for existence. There is no reason for being a religious. Why? What is a religious? A religious is a person who offers his whole life and all he does in union with the Victim who offers Himself on the altar. The best proof is that whenever one makes his solemn profession, whenever there is a profession, or a renewal of profession, it is always at the altar. It is always in union with the holy Victim, and it is that which is the joy and consolation of both monks and nuns, the knowledge that publicly and officially, within the Church and received by the Church, they have offered themselves completely and for all their lives with the Victim who offers Himself on the altar. If there is no longer a Victim offering Himself on the altar, there is no longer any reason for being a monk or a nun.

			For you, too, faithful Christians, it is the meaning of your Christian life. What is the meaning of your life? What is the meaning of your baptism? It is the offering of your selves, the offering of your whole lives, wholly, with our Lord Jesus Christ as the Victim on the altar. That is the consolation of your lives. It is that which has power to sustain you in your trials. Go into the hospitals and talk with the dying, with those preparing to meet death. Unless you speak to them of the sacrifice of our Lord, unless you unite their sacrifice with that of our Lord, you may talk of what you please, they will not understand. But speak to them rather of our Lord offering Himself on the cross, on the altars. Say to them: “Unite your suffering and your pain with those of our Lord Jesus Christ, and at the same time you will save your soul and those of others.” Then the sick will understand that suffering is worthwhile.

			Among those who have been in prison and in concentration camps, how many have returned to the faith when they thought they were suffering and were offering themselves with the Victim who offers Himself on the altar. You see, if that is not so, if there is no cross in our lives, if there is no longer the sacrifice of the cross and the sacrifice of the altar, there is nothing left in our Christian lives, it is finished. That is of the utmost importance: in some way all Christian spirituality hangs upon the sacrifice of the altar. We have no right, then, to say that Holy Mass is only a meal.

			Well, we must look things in the face. Our altar of sacrifice, a stone altar, a massive altar on which to offer the sacrifice, has been transformed into a table, a mere dining table. In many cases, the relics of martyrs preserved within the altar stones have been removed. At least there was an altar stone which actually represented the stone of sacrifice since the sacrifice is offered on an altar of stone. And why the relics of martyrs? Because they offered their blood for our Lord Jesus Christ. Is not this communion of the Blood of our Lord with the blood of the martyrs an admirable evocation encouraging us to offer our lives with our Lord’s as did the martyrs? But now the relics of the martyrs are removed.

			If the Mass is a meal, it is easy to understand the priest’s turning towards the faithful. One does not turn one’s back on one’s guests at a meal. If, however, it is a sacrifice, the sacrifice is offered to God, not to the faithful. Hence it is understandable that the priest should be at the head of the faithful and turn towards God, towards the crucifix; he is offering the sacrifice to God. When, for their instruction, he must speak to the people, it is natural that he should turn to the faithful. So soon, however, as he speaks to God, it is he who acts, from the moment of the Offertory it is he who, with his priestly character, goes into action–it is not the faithful.

			There too there is a confused notion. The priesthood of the faithful is being confused with that of the priest. The priesthood of the priest is essentially different from that of the faithful. That was stated by the cardinals in their commentaries on the Dutch Catechism. They required the Dutch Catechism to go back to that notion: the ministerial priesthood. There are ten points on which they asked the makers of the Dutch Catechism to alter the text. Nothing at all has been changed. The Committee of Cardinals’ statement on the new catechism was printed at the back of the edition, but it very soon disappeared. Now the Dutch Catechisms have been translated into all languages and there is no sign of the emendations made and required by the cardinals, emendations on capital points, points fundamental to our faith.

			“Beware of diminishing the greatness of the ministerial priesthood which, by its sharing in the priesthood of Christ, differs from the general priesthood of the faithful not only in degree but in essentials.” That is what the cardinals say. Now, it must not be forgotten that most catechisms have been compiled under the influence of the Dutch Catechism, the new catechism.

			There are many more serious matters that we have no right to minimize. If there is a tendency to regard the sacrifice of the Mass as a meal, it is natural to take Communion in the hand. If it is a meal, it is a morsel of bread which is distributed, a memento, a memorial. But when we know that our Lord is present! When we know who our Lord is! We cannot indeed know, we have no means of telling! Reflect that all the angels of heaven bow before our Lord, that at the very name of Jesus every knee is bent whether in heaven, on earth, or in hell. Yet we, we are afraid to kneel in the presence of Him whose name, if it be but spoken on the Day of Judgment, will bring to their knees all humanity, all the souls in heaven, all the angels, and all those in hell. We should think of these things.

			Lastly, a final wound is inflicted on the priest. His catechism is taken from him. As I have just spoken of this I will not stress the matter. But the catechism has been transformed, and it has been done under the inspiration of the Dutch Catechism. 

			Not long ago I read in an investigation carried out by the Pèlerin (Pilgrim) a questionnaire addressed to mothers of families. They were asked what they thought of the new catechism, of the new methods, and of the new teaching given to their children. Well, I believe I am not mistaken in saying that for every nine or ten replies sent in, only two were at all favorable to the new method and the new catechism. All the other replies from mothers were unfavorable. “We find,” they said, “that our children no longer know anything. They no longer know even their prayers, they do not know how to make their confession, they remember nothing.” That is the considered opinion given to the Pèlerin by mothers of families. It is a serious matter.

			Now such complaints are reaching us daily. It was once my intention to give my seminarians a year of spiritual training before entering the seminary, a full year of spiritual preparation as it might have been conceived in the past, that is asceticism and mysticism. We would speak to them of the virtues, of the gifts of the spirit, of the beatitudes, and kindred subjects such as the presence in them of the Holy Spirit and supernatural grace. We discovered, however, that they no longer have any knowledge of fundamental concepts. We finally decided that it would be essential to give these young men, who have come here with intent to become priests and the longing to become true priests, a straightforward course on the catechism during their year of spiritual preparation. We had to do a revision of everything. All our ideas have had to be reconsidered. It is unthinkably, inconceivably serious. Do we realize or not that our faith is eternal life?

			During the rite of baptism, when the priest baptizes, he asks the godfather: “What does faith bring you? Faith brings you eternal life.” Has eternal life meaning for us? Or does it mean nothing? If faith truly brings us eternal life we have no right to lessen the meaning of our faith with a “Well, well” or “We are told we should do that. We have been told that we must think on these lines. What would you have me do–I do not understand the matter.” You have no right to speak in that way. You were brought up in the faith. One has no right to change the faith. St. Paul himself said, that if an angel from heaven preach any other gospel unto you than that which we have preached do not hearken. That is what St. Paul said to the faithful. Let me say yet again that I am not defending my personal ideas but the whole tradition of the Church. We have no right to minimize our catechism. We must return to our age-old catechisms; we must, otherwise our children will know nothing, and they will lose the faith. We have no right to let our children abandon the Catholic Faith. We must teach them the true catechism.

			That is the position regarding the priesthood today. But how is it possible that things should have come to this pass? It is incredible! How can one think of putting into the hands of children catechisms which no longer give a true reflection of the traditional faith?

			I am sorry that I have not brought you the Canadian catechisms to show you what those catechisms are like. It is an aberration, an abomination. Obviously, most catechisms and pamphlets on the catechisms go into lengthy details on sexual life. One might really imagine that children need to be taught nothing else. And the way! The way is calculated to give them a kind of obsession. On every page of these catechisms and the two or three pamphlets which deal with these matters one sees in capital letters: Sex, Sex, Sex everywhere. It is on every page throughout the book–and is enough to breed an absolute obsession in the child. When one reflects that at the end of these books there is an Imprimatur: “Bishop Couderce, Bishop of Saint-Hyacinth, President of the Episcopal Commission for Catechetics,” I must confess that for me it is a mystery past understanding.

			How have we reached such a point? Well, I believe we must go back to the beginning. We could obviously go back to original sin. We could also go back to the devil. He clearly has a hand in it, of that there can be no shadow of doubt. To achieve such action in the Church, to accomplish the self-destruction of which the Holy Father has spoken, the devil must be in it. It could not happen otherwise. He’s there. You can be sure of that.

			I believe, however, that we must go back to all those errors which popes have condemned over the last two centuries. Above all we have experienced liberalism, Communism, Marxism, socialism, Sillonism, modernism, and all the other “-isms” repeatedly condemned by the popes. During these two centuries we have had acts of condemnation by the Holy Fathers. Take, for example, Pope Leo XIII’s Encyclical Immortale Dei. Pope Leo XIII condemns the new law. What he means by the new law is a wholly new conception–a conception of life, a conception of the world, a conception of the Church utterly different from the true conception of the Church. It is based on the principles of Freemasonry as summarized in those three famous words: “Liberty, Equality, Fraternity,” which may be very good but which can also stand for very bad things. If the liberty is a total liberty, i.e., if everything is left to conscience, there are no more laws, there is an end to all authority. That is what is chiefly attacked in the words “Liberty, Equality, Fraternity.” Authority is destroyed. That implies the freedom of my conscience. I do as I please regardless of law and of personal authority. Equality–we are all equal. We want nothing to do with authority.

			Fraternity–but Fatherless. There is no Father. There is a crowd fraternity. All the individuals embrace one another but there is no Father. How is it possible to conceive a fraternity lacking paternity–with no Father? It is unimaginable, but so it is. That is what we were to be taught: the ruin of authority, and through that very event an attack on the authority of God. It is a direct attack on God, since all authority comes from God and through sharing in the authority of God. That was stated by St. Paul. God is thus attacked directly. The best proof is that the Freemasons have offered sacrifices to the goddess Reason, to Man, Man become God. Moreover, the Freemasons are saying just the same things today. Never let it be forgotten. We must not believe that it is all a thing of the past.

			“If to raise Man to the altar rather than set God there is the sin of Lucifer,” writes the former Grand Master of the Grand Orient, Mr. Mitterand, “every humanist since the time of the Renaissance has been guilty of this sin.” It was one of the complaints brought against the Freemasons when, for the first time, they were excommunicated by Pope Clement XII in 1738. Unhappily, this Freemason tells us: 


			Between the policy of Pius XII and that of his successors there is a major difference. For Pius XII the common good has a reactionary character, almost fascist and distinctly anti-Communist. For John XXIII and afterwards for Paul VI, the common good has a markedly progressive character. The relationship of the powers has changed in the world, and the Church realizes the fact.


			Obviously, all that is seen through the eyes of a Freemason. I am not saying that I concur with what that man says. But it is those people who are behind all these changes. You may be sure that they have not been idle in the Council and, you may be very sure, round about it.

			“Something has changed in the Church,” says Mitterand, the Grand Master of the Grand Orient.


			The replies set down by the Pope to such burning questions as the celibacy of the clergy and birth control are fiercely contested within the very bosom of the Church. Some bishops, some priests and members of the laity have questioned the words of the Sovereign Pontiff himself. In the eyes of a Freemason a man who disputes dogma is already a Freemason without his apron. 


			That is what those people are saying, and they know what they are talking about.

			Here is another book written by a Freemason, Ecumenism Seen by a Freemason, by Mr. Marsaudon of the Scottish Rite. This Marsaudon deals with ecumenism and the ecumenism which was obtained during the Council. “Catholics, especially conservatives, should not forget that all roads lead to God. They should abide by this brave idea of freedom of conscience which, and here one may truly speak of revolution, starting from our Masonic lodges, has spread magnificently above the doctrine of St. Peter.”

			Well! what is there to be said? It is all too true, alas, that the Council showed an unwillingness to define its terms. Hence the ambiguous and equivocal terminology used. And from these ambiguous and equivocal terms the postconciliar results have been derived. Fr. Schillebeeckx himself expressly admitted it and even printed it in a review: “We have used equivocal terms during the Council, and we know what we will afterwards draw from them.”

			Those people knew what they were doing since on the subcommittees there were all those modern theologians–Schillebeeckx, Hans Küng, Rahner, Congar, Leclerc, and Murphy. They were all on the subcommissions. This was because commissions could name subcommittees and so nominate those theologians who knew perfectly well where they were going. It is they who are guilty of the situation in which we find ourselves. Steeped as they are in modernist ideas, they are determined by all the means in their power to force the Church to become modernist. We must not let ourselves be hoodwinked by these tactics, must we? We must keep our eyes open.

			What is the present method of forcing us to become modernists or to espouse liberal ideas? It is done by recycling, as I myself can witness within my own Congregation. In these formation sessions the first statement made is a statement repeated in the pamphlet The Faith, Word for Word, to which I referred a short time ago, published by the office of the Archbishopric of Paris. The first words are: “Admit the change.”


			Admit the change: yet once more, as I have just said, we must make our seminarians, our priests, all those who come to these formation sessions realize that changes have been carried out and that we must change.

			The second, more delicate, operation, consists in finding out the differing ways in which Christians have appreciated, in these diverse changes, the very fact of change. This observation is very important because opposition at present is a matter rather of spontaneous and unconscious attitudes to change than of a precise assessment of what is at stake in particular changes.

			Two attitudes seem to emerge as typical though all possible transitional stages must be borne in mind. According to the first, some novelties are conceded after working out the way in which each follows the other. This is the attitude of many Christians, many Catholics who are yielding step by step. The second are prepared to accept a general updating of the rites of the Christian Faith on the threshold of a new culture. 


			I repeat: 

			The second are prepared to accept a general updating of the rites of the Christian Faith on the threshold of a new culture. It is enough for them to reassure themselves regularly of its fidelity to the Faith of the Apostles.


			It is very late, and there will be time enough to deal with the Faith of the Apostles once the faith has been utterly destroyed. It goes without saying that this operation, this new pattern of problems, is what must be inculcated into Catholics today.

			If the second diagnosis is accepted, a third operation becomes necessary. “The Christian cannot fail to see a formidable danger to the faith in this.” That is what they themselves are admitting explicitly. It is terrible, incredible. 


			Will it not purely and simply disappear together with the dubious theories which brought it to that pass? He rightly demands a fundamental assurance which will carry him beyond those first sterile attitudes. That preliminary assurance should include the following elements at least.


			You will see what is left to us of our Faith: “The Holy Ghost is just He who comes to the aid of believers in the workings of history.” We therefore have recourse to the Holy Ghost only. There is no longer a hierarchy, there is no longer a magisterium. Nothing is left. Christians are directly inspired by the Holy Ghost.

			Today, all this is being put into practice by Pentecostalism. They hold meetings as we do. We might invoke the Holy Ghost and suddenly one of you would begin speaking in an unknown tongue–one might speak Arabic, another Armenian, another Hebrew. All this is of the devil; it cannot be otherwise. Hence the Holy Ghost comes first. Then the one constant in our faith is the person of Jesus Himself. Jesus, but what do they mean by Jesus?

			Finally, this is the assurance they give to the faithful who are afraid of losing the faith by reason of this new presentation of questions: “Vatican II assuredly offers many indications of a change in the approach to problems.” We are indeed dealing with a campaign of subversion.  There is no other word for it–a campaign of subversion. 

			We must come to a close. What are we to do?

			We have looked quickly at an example of this subversion in the priest. Now, whatever touches the priest naturally affects the Church and the faithful. Well! We have no right to let ourselves engage in this adventure. It will pass as all heresies have passed, as all errors have passed, as all that has befallen and shaken the Church has passed. The Church has experienced storms. This one is terrible, for it attacks the very roots of the people’s faith, alas, through those whose duty it is to protect the faith of believers.

			I have been asked to put together in book form the few lectures and articles I have published since the Council. As its epigraph [he is speaking of the present volume] I wrote: “We are being made to disobey all tradition through obedience.” You will reply: “But it is our priests who ask it of us. It is a bishop who asks it of us. Look, it is a document issued by the Catechetical Commission or some other official commission. What would you have me do?” Lose the faith, then! No, no. No-one, not even the pope, not even an angel, has the right to make you lose the faith. No-one has the right to make one lose the faith. Faith in Jesus Christ is our means of salvation, it is the way of salvation. We have no right to lose the Catholic Faith; rather we must do all we can to keep it alive within us.

			You, Christian parents, protect the faith of your children in your families and in your homes. Read and re-read the Tridentine Catechism, the finest, the most perfect, and the most complete expression of our faith. Keep the faith in our schools also. Go into schools; if the children are being led to lose the faith, complain. Do not let your children’s teachers bring them to lose the faith. Go and find your priests. There are still good priests, and God knows what a joy it is for me to see so many of them here. Give them your support, encourage them; they are suffering from the situation. They feel that you are there and that you are making this appeal to them: “Fathers, protect our children’s faith. We beg you give us the truth that saves our souls.” They will do so and be happy to give you the truths of the faith. Ask that of all who should protect your faith.

			Next, form prayer groups. We must pray, pray, pray. Form prayer groups, say the rosary both at home and in groups in the parish. Ask your priests to expound the rosary. Ask them to give you Benediction of the Blessed Sacrament. Arrange services for the adoration of the Blessed Sacrament and night vigils.

			In recent years I have traveled a great deal and can assure you that there is a Catholic revival. Many Catholics feel that all is not well with the Church, that such a state of affairs must not be allowed to continue, that there is a danger of their losing the faith. Now these Catholics are getting together to say the rosary. They are asking the priest’s permission to keep night vigils of adoration in the churches. All that is splendid. God, in His goodness, will not be deaf to such a prayer and supplication. That is what we should do today.

			I do not know whether all the apparitions of which we hear are authentic. I dare not assert it. But it is not surprising that the Blessed Virgin should come and help us to preserve the faith.

			The more one may be encouraged to visit places where the Blessed Virgin has certainly appeared, the more circumspect we should be where there is no real confirmation of her coming. In any case, an almost certain sign of the truth of an apparition is the conversion of souls–not a dubious conversion, not a flash in the pan, but a true conversion.

			There may often be about these pilgrimages occurrences not altogether normal, hysterics, unbalanced people, or people who seek nothing else; people who, once convinced of the reality of an apparition, have nothing else in their heads and feel that it is this which will save them. For them everything else in the Church ceases to count–the sacraments, the hierarchy, nothing matters any longer. The danger is great. We must not allow ourselves to be drawn along that road.

			As for me, Providence gave me the opportunity of establishing a seminary, through a society of priests. Bishop Charrière signed the permit for its foundation. This society resembles the Missions Etrangères. Yet, in my mind, no field of activity for these future priests is excluded. They will go wheresoever the bishops call them. If one day China opens its gates and Russia its doors, if they are called to South America, Africa, or Europe, wherever there is a demand and these priests are welcomed, they will go as a group. They will obviously go under contract to the bishop since they form a society. They are not priests coming from dioceses and returning to their dioceses to be incardinated there. No, they are priests, members of a brotherhood, members of a society, who will go where the Superior General sends them and where they are called by the bishops who wish to receive them but, of course, under certain conditions. I assure you that I am very happy in what God has given me to do at present when I see the generosity of these seminarians. I assure you, it is not wasted. Do not be discouraged or pessimistic. A really sound youth still exists. Our eighty seminarians are very good, very generous.

			They are not children. Most of them have university degrees. There are two qualified doctors, three or four engineers, one of them a graduate of the Centrale, another who, after seven years’ study, is a Master of Biology, besides several graduates in Mathematics, Law, and Arts. They are not juveniles who have come to take shelter with me seeking I know not what, but young men who have thought the matter over seriously and come with intent to be true priests. Two-thirds are French; the next group numerically is that from the United States. Then one Canadian, three Englishmen, two Germans, four Swiss, an Italian, a Spaniard, and two Australians. You see, the seminary is well and truly international. They get on with one another perfectly.

			From now on I shall have a little group of American priests in the United States who will gather together young seminarians and prepare them for the seminary at Ecône. Later, when God so wills, we shall have another seminary in the United States. I have also an establishment in London, one in Paris and two houses in Switzerland–the house in Fribourg and the house at Ecône, which is the senior seminary staffed by twelve professors coming from all over the world. Two of them are Dominican professors from the University of Fribourg. As a professional body I believe it to be as good as I could ever wish. I now have a house for my young priests at Albano, near Rome.

			As soon as I have young priests they will be sent to Rome to become attached to it. I want them to be Romans, Roman Catholics, attached to the Sovereign Pontiff, attached to the magisterium of the Church and attached to the Catholic Church so that they may understand and may live on all the memories of Rome. That is briefly what I am doing and, I must say, doing with great satisfaction.

			 

		

	
		
			1975

			 

			Ecône, Switzerland

			Declaration19

			 

			We cleave, with all our heart and with all our soul, to Catholic Rome, the guardian of the Catholic Faith and of the traditions necessary for the maintenance of that faith, and to eternal Rome, mistress of wisdom and truth.

			On the other hand we refuse and have always refused to follow the Rome of the neo-Protestant trend clearly manifested throughout Vatican Council II and, later, in all the reforms born of it.

			All these reforms have contributed and are still contributing to the destruction of the Church, the ruin of the priesthood, the abolishing of the sacrifice of the Mass and of the Sacraments, the disappearance of the religious life, to naturalist and Teilhardian teaching in the universities, seminaries and catechetics, a teaching born of liberalism and Protestantism, and often condemned by the solemn magisterium of the Church.

			No authority, not even the highest in the hierarchy, can force us to abandon or diminish our Catholic Faith, clearly laid down and professed by the magisterium of the Church for nineteen hundred years. “But,” said St. Paul, “though we or an angel from heaven preach any other gospel unto you than that which we have preached unto you, let him be accursed” (Gal. 1:8).

			Is not that what the Holy Father is telling us again today? And if there appears to be a certain contradiction between his words and his deeds as well as in the acts of the dicasteries, then we cleave to what has always been taught, and we turn a deaf ear to the novelties which destroy the Church.

			It is impossible to profoundly modify the lex orandi without modifying the lex credendi. To the new Mass there corresponds the new catechism, the new priesthood, the new seminaries, the new universities, the “Charismatic” Church, and Pentecostalism–all of them opposed to orthodoxy and to the age-old magisterium of the Church.

			This Reform, deriving as it does from liberalism and modernism, is poisoned through and through. It derives from heresy and results in heresy, even if not all its acts are formally heretical. It is therefore impossible for any informed and loyal Catholic to embrace this Reform or submit to it in any way whatsoever.

			The only attitude of fidelity to the Church and to Catholic doctrine appropriate for our salvation is a categorical refusal to accept this reformation.

			That is why, without any rebellion, bitterness, or resentment, we pursue our work of training priests under the guidance of the never-changing magisterium, convinced that we can render no greater service to the Holy Catholic Church, the Sovereign Pontiff, and future generations.

			That is why we hold firmly to everything that has been consistently taught and practised by the Church (and codified in books published before the modernist influence of the Council) concerning faith, morals, divine worship, catechetics, priestly formation, and the institution of the Church, until such time as the true light of tradition dissipates the gloom which obscures the sky of the eternal Rome.

			Doing this with the grace of God, the help of the Virgin Mary, St. Joseph, and St. Pius X, we are certain that we are being faithful to the  Catholic and Roman Church, to all the successors of Peter, and of being the “fideles dispensatores mysteriorum Domini Nostri Jesu Christi in Spiritu Sancto.” Amen.

			 

			 

			Feast of St. Joseph

			March 19, 1975 

			Letter from 
Archbishop  Lefebvre 
To Fr. de Nantes

			 

			Dear Father,

			You will admit, I think, that it was no wish of mine that we should exchange letters which are now being made public. I have already written that to you. Debates of that kind can only serve to weaken the spiritual forces we need for the battle against error and heresy.

			The indelicacy of your conduct is such that I should have kept silence had you not, in your last two publications, written extremely insidious articles which could be highly prejudicial to me.

			The first dealt with a bishop’s breaking away from Rome, which seemed to you desirable. Admittedly, you made no explicit allusion. However, in the following lines you mentioned my name in connection with the Credo pilgrimage. Uninformed readers were quick to relate the person named with the preceding lines. The whole procedure is odious. Be assured that if any bishop breaks with Rome, it will not be I. My “Declaration” states as much, explicitly and strongly.

			In that connection I must tell you that I utterly disagree with the further comment in your last number, in which you put forward what you wish and would rejoice to see, but not what is.

			We believe that when St. Paul reproached Peter he kept and even showed towards the head of the Church the affection and respect which are his due. At one and the same time St. Paul was “with” Peter, head of the Church, who at the Council of Jerusalem had laid down clear prescriptions and “against” Peter who, in practice, acted against his own instructions. Are we not tempted to experience these feelings today? That is no excuse for scorning Peter’s successor; it should rather spur us to pray for him with ever greater fervor.

			Together with Pope Paul VI we denounce neo-modernism, the self-destruction of the Church and the smoke of Satan within the Church, and in consequence we refuse to co-operate in the destruction of the Church by the spreading of modernism and Protestantism by accepting the reforms they have inspired, even should they come to us from Rome.

			As I had occasion to say recently when speaking in Rome about Vatican Council II: “For the past century and a half Liberalism has been condemned by the Church....It found its way into the Church under the aegis of the Council. The Church is dying of the practical consequences of that liberalism. We must therefore do all in our power to help the Church and those who rule her to free themselves from this Satanic project.”

			That is the meaning of my “Declaration.”

			I will say nothing of your illogicality and the fact that you did not meet me at Ecône. These are trifles by comparison with the major problem I have just raised.

			 

			With cordial regards,

			Yours devotedly in Christ and Mary,

			+ Marcel Lefebvre

			 

			 

			 

			 

			Florence, Italy

			February 15, 1975

			From Luther’s Evangelical Mass to the New Ordo Missae

			 

			Ladies and Gentlemen,

			This evening I shall speak of Luther’s evangelical Mass and the amazing resemblances between the new Ordo Missae and Luther’s ritual innovations. Why these considerations? Because the idea of ecumenism which, according to the Chairman of the Commission himself, governed liturgical reform, invites me to make them, because if it were ever proved that this relationship with the new rite really exists, the theological problem, that is to say the problem of the faith, cannot but be set on the lines of the well known maxim “lex orandi, lex credendi.”

			Now, the historical documents concerning Luther’s liturgical reform are very instructive in the light they throw on the reform of today. To fully understand Luther’s aims in his liturgical reforms we must briefly recall the Church’s teaching on the priesthood and the holy sacrifice of the Mass. In its twenty-second session, the Council of Trent teaches us that our Lord Jesus Christ, being unwilling to put an end to His priesthood at His death, instituted at the Last Supper a visible sacrifice designed to apply the salutary power of His Redemption to bear on the sins we daily commit. To this end He established His Apostles, them and their successors, priests of the New Testament, instituting the sacrament of Order, which marks with a sacred and indelible character these priests of the new Alliance.

			This visible sacrifice is carried out on our altars through a sacrificial act by which our Lord, really present under the species of bread and wine, offers Himself as a Victim to His Father. It is by eating this Victim that we have communion of the Body and Blood of our Lord, thus offering ourselves in union with Him. 

			Thus, then, the Church teaches us that the priesthood of ordained priests is essentially different from that of the faithful who have not priesthood, but form part of a Church for which priesthood is an absolute requisite. It is most fitting to their priesthood that it be celibate and that it be distinguished outwardly from the faithful, as by sacerdotal dress. The essential act of worship performed by this priesthood is the holy sacrifice of the Mass, differing from the sacrifice on the cross only by the fact that in the one there was the shedding of blood while in the other blood is not shed. It is accomplished by a sacrificial act carried out by means of the words of the Consecration, and not by a recital only, a memorial of the Passion or the Last Supper. It is through this sublime and mysterious act that the benefits of the Redemption are applied to each of our souls and to the souls in Purgatory. That is wonderfully expressed in the Offertory.

			The Real Presence of the Victim is therefore essential, and it is brought about by the changing of the substance of bread and wine into the substance of the Body and Blood of our Lord. We should therefore adore the Eucharist and feel for it an immense reverence: thence comes the tradition of reserving to priests the care of the Eucharist.

			The Mass which a priest says alone, and at which he alone communicates, is thus a public act, a sacrifice of equal value with every sacrifice of the Mass and of sovereign use to the priest and to all souls. The private Mass is thus encouraged and approved by the Church.

			It is from these principles that have sprung the prayers, the chants, and the rites which have made the Latin Mass a true jewel of which the most precious stone is the Canon. It is impossible to read without emotion what the Council of Trent (Session XXII, Chapter 4) has to say of it:


			As it is meet that holy things should be given holy treatment and as this sacrifice is the most holy of all, the Catholic Church, so that it may be offered and received with due dignity and reverence, instituted centuries ago, the holy Canon, so free from all error that it holds nothing save what breathes holiness and outward devotion and whatsoever lifts to God the minds of those who offer it. It is, indeed, made up of our Lord’s own words, the traditions of the Apostles and the pious teachings of Sovereign Pontiffs. 


			Let us now look at the way in which Luther carried out his reform, that is to say his evangelical Mass, as he himself called it, and in what spirit. To do so, we shall refer to a work by Leon Cristiani dated 1910, and therefore not under suspicion of being influenced by present reforms. The work is entitled From Lutheranism to Protestantism. It is to our purpose, because of the quotations it brings us from Luther or from his disciples on the subject of the liturgical reform. This study is most instructive, for Luther does not hesitate to show the liberal spirit which animates him.  He writes:


			Above all, I amicably beg all those who want to examine or follow the present rules for divine service not to see in them a compulsory law or by them to constrain any conscience. Each one should adopt them when, where and as he pleases. That is required by Christian liberty. (p. 314) Worship used to be addressed to God in homage; in future it will be addressed to man to console and enlighten him. Sacrifice used to occupy the first place; the sermon now supplants it. (p. 312)


			What does Luther think of the priesthood? In his work on private Masses, he tries to show that the Catholic priesthood is an invention of the devil. To do that he invokes this principle, which henceforward is fundamental:


			What is not in Scripture is an addition by Satan. Well, Scripture knows nothing of a visible priesthood. It knows only one priest, one Pontiff, one alone, Christ. With Christ we are all priests. Priesthood is at one and the same time unique and universal. What madness to want to corner it for a few....All hierarchical distinctions among Christians are worthy of Antichrist....A curse, then, on pretended priests. (p. 269) 


				In 1520, he wrote his Manifesto to the Christian Nobility of Germany, in which he attacks “Romanists” and demands a free Council.


			The first barrier erected by the Romanists [is the distinction drawn between clergy and laity]. They have made the discovery [says he] that the Pope, bishops, priests, and monks make up the ecclesiastical estate while princes, lords, artisans, and peasants compose the secular estate. It is a pure invention and a lie. In reality all Christians form part of the ecclesiastical estate and the only difference among them is that of function. When the pope or a bishop anoints, gives the tonsure, ordains, consecrates, or dresses differently from the laity, he may create deceivers or anointed idols, but he can make neither a Christian nor a cleric...all that has been baptized may boast of being consecrated priest, bishop, and pope, even though it may not be fitting for all to exercise that function. (pp. 148-49)


			From this doctrine Luther draws conclusions opposed to clerical dress and celibacy. He and his disciples set the example by abandoning celibacy and marrying.

			How many of the effects flowing from the reforms of Vatican II resemble Luther’s confusions–the abandonment of monastic and clerical dress, the many marriages of priests sanctioned by the Holy See, that is the absence of any distinctive character between priest and layman. This egalitarianism will become evident in the granting of liturgical functions formerly reserved to priests.

			The abolition of minor orders and of the subdiaconate, and a married diaconate contribute to the purely administrative conception of the priest and to the denial of his sacerdotal character; ordination is directed to the service of the community, no longer to sacrifice, which alone justifies the Catholic conception of the priesthood. Worker priests and trade unionists, or those seeking State employment, also contribute to the disappearance of all distinctions. They go further than Luther.

			Luther’s second grave doctrinal error follows from the first and is based on his first principle: it is faith or trust which saves, and not works. This is the negation of the sacrificial act which is the essence of the Catholic Mass. For Luther the Mass may be a sacrifice of praise, that is an act of praise and thanksgiving, but certainly not an expiating sacrifice renewing and applying the sacrifice of the cross. Speaking of the perversions of worship in the monasteries, he said: “The chief element in their worship, the Mass, passes all impiety and all abomination; they make of it a sacrifice and a good work. Were there no other reason for abandoning the habit, leaving the convent, and breaking their vows, that in itself is amply sufficient” (p. 258).

			The Mass is a “synaxis,” a communion. The Eucharist has been subjected to a triple and lamentable captivity: the laity have been denied the chalice; the notion of transubstantiation, invented by the Thomists, has been imposed as a dogma; and the Mass has been made a sacrifice. Luther here touches on a point of capital importance. He does not hesitate, however. “It is then a manifest and impious error,” he writes, “to offer or apply the Mass for sins, for reparation, or for the dead. Mass is offered by God to man, not by man to God.” Since, above all, the Eucharist should foment faith, it should be celebrated in the vulgar tongue so that all may fully understand the greatness of the promise it recalls (p. 176).

			Luther will follow this heresy to its conclusion by abolishing the Offertory, which is the clear expression of the propitiatory and expiatory purpose of the sacrifice. He will do away with the greater part of the Canon, keeping the essential texts but only as a recital of the Last Supper. To be closer to what happened at the Supper, he will add to the formula for the consecration of the bread “quod pro vobis tradetur.” He will do away with the words “mysterium fidei” and the words “pro multis.” He will regard as words essential to the narration those which precede the consecration of the bread and wine and the phrases which follow. He believes that the Mass is first and foremost the liturgy of the Word, and secondly a communion.

			It is difficult to avoid stupefaction in realizing that the new reform has brought about the same changes, and that in very truth the modern texts given to the faithful no longer speak of sacrifice but of “the liturgy of the Word,” of the story of the Last Supper, and of the sharing of bread or of the Eucharist. Article VII of the instruction which introduces the new rite expressed an already Protestant mentality. The later correction is by no means satisfactory. The doing away with the altar stone, the introduction of a table covered with a single cloth, the turning of the priest towards the people, the host left on the paten and not on the corporal, the authorization of the use of ordinary bread, vessels made from diverse materials, even the humblest, all these and many other details help to inculcate those present with Protestant notions essentially and gravely opposed to Catholic teaching.

			Nothing is more essential to the survival of the Catholic Church than the holy sacrifice of the Mass. To hide it away is to shake the very foundations of the Church. All Christian, all religious, and all sacerdotal life is founded on the Cross, on the holy sacrifice of the Cross renewed on the altar.

			Luther concludes with the denial of transubstantiation and the Real Presence as taught by the Catholic Church. For him the bread remains. Hence his disciple Melanchthon, who strongly attacks the adoration of the Blessed Sacrament, says: “Christ instituted the Eucharist as a remembrance of the Passion. To adore it is idolatry” (p. 262). From that follows Communion in the hand and under both species, in effect the denying of the presence of the Body and Blood of our Lord under each of the two species; logically, the Eucharist must be regarded as incomplete under one species.

			There again one may measure the extraordinary similarity between today’s reform and that of Luther. All the new authorizations touching the rite of the Eucharist tend to a diminished reverence and to neglect in worship: Communion in the hand, its distribution by the laity, even by women; the reduced number of genuflections, which, in the case of many priests, has led to their disappearance; the use of ordinary bread and ordinary vessels; all such reforms are contributing to the denial of the Real Presence as taught by the Catholic Church.

			It is difficult to escape the conclusion that, principles and practice being intimately linked, as the adage “lex orandi lex credendi” has it, the fact of imitating Luther’s reform in the liturgy of the Mass must infallibly lead to the gradual adoption of the very ideas of Luther. The last six years since the publication of the new Ordo afford ample proof of the fact. The consequences of this so-called ecumenical practice are catastrophic, firstly in the domain of faith, and above all in the corruption of the priesthood and the lack of vocations, in the unity of Catholics who, at every level, are divided on this question which concerns them so nearly, and in the relations with Protestants and members of the Orthodox Church.

			The Protestant conception of this vital and essential question of the Church’s priesthood-sacrifice-Eucharist is wholly contrary to that of the Catholic Church. The Council of Trent did not take place in vain; for four centuries all the documents of the magisterium have referred to it.

			Psychologically, pastorally, and theologically it is impossible for Catholics to give up a liturgy which is the true expression and stay of their faith, and adopt new rites conceived by heretics without exposing their faith to the greatest danger. It is not possible to imitate Protestants indefinitely without becoming one. How many of the faithful, how many young priests, how many bishops have lost their faith since these reforms were adopted? One cannot flout nature and faith and escape their vengeance. 

			You would do well to re-read the accounts of the first evangelical masses and of their consequences when first introduced to realize the strange kinship uniting the two Reforms:

			During night of the 24th-25th December, 1521, the mob invades the parish church....The “evangelical Mass” is about to begin. Karlstadt goes into the pulpit. He preaches on the Eucharist, presenting Communion under the two kinds as obligatory, preliminary confession as useless. Faith alone is enough. Karlstadt goes up to the altar in secular dress, recites the Confiteor as usual, begins the customary Mass as far as the Gospel. The Offertory, the elevation, in short all that conveys the idea of sacrifice is omitted. After the consecration comes communion. Many of those present have not made their confession, many have been eating and drinking–even brandy. They go up to the altar with the others. Karlstadt distributes the hosts and offers the chalice. The communicants take the consecrated bread in their hands and drink their fill. One of the hosts is dropped and falls on someone’s coat. A priest picks it up. Another falls on the floor, Karlstadt tells the laity to pick it up and when, moved either by reverence or superstition they refuse, he says merely: “Leave it where it is, but don’t step on it.”

			On that same day a neighboring priest was giving communion under two kinds to about fifty people, only five of whom had made their confession. All the others had been given general absolution and for their penance were simply told to avoid falling into sin again. Next day, Karlstadt celebrated his engagement to Anna of Mochau. Many priests followed his example and married.

			Meanwhile, Zwilling, having run away from his monastery, was preaching in Eilenburg. He had given up monastic dress and wore a beard. Dressed as a layman, he thundered against private Masses. On New Year’s Day he distributed Communion under both kinds. The hosts were passed from hand to hand. Many looked at them, put them in their pockets, and carried them away. As she took the host, a woman dropped some fragments on the floor. No-one took any notice. The faithful helped themselves to the cup and took a good swig.

			On February 29, 1522, he married Catherine Falki. There followed a very epidemic of priests’ and monks’ marriages. Monasteries were beginning to empty. Those monks who stayed in their monasteries razed the altars, leaving only one, burned the statues of saints, and even the holy oils. Complete anarchy reigned among the priests. Everyone said his Mass as he pleased. An overwhelmed council decided to draw up a new liturgy with intent to re-establish order by sanctioning reforms.

			The way of saying Mass was laid down. The Introit, the Gloria, the Epistle, the Gospel, and the Sanctus were kept. A sermon followed, the Offertory and the Canon were abolished. The priest would simply narrate the institution of the Last Supper; he would speak aloud in German the words of the Consecration and would give Communion under both kinds. The service would end with the singing of the Agnus Dei at the communion and the Benedicamus Dominum (pp. 281-85).

			Luther is anxious to make new canticles. He looks for poets and, with some difficulty, finds them. Saints’ feast days disappear. Luther is sparing with changes. So far as possible he keeps old ceremonies, confining himself to changing their meaning. Outwardly, the Mass keeps much of its appurtenances. The people find in the churches the same setting, the same rites with slight changes designed to please them, since, for the future, the ceremony is aimed at them more than in the past. They grow aware of counting for something in the service. Through song and prayers spoken aloud they take a more active part. Little by little Latin ultimately gives place to German.

			The consecration is to be sung in German. It is in these words:


			Our Lord, in the night in which He was betrayed, took bread and brake it and said, “Take and eat–This is my Body which is given for you: Each time you do this, do it in remembrance of Me.” In like manner also He took the cup after supper saying: “Take all of you and drink. This cup is the New Testament in my Blood which is shed for you and for the remission of sins. This do, as often as ye drink this chalice, in remembrance of Me. (p. 317)


			Thus the words “quod pro vobis tradetur–which is given for you” are added, and “Mysterium fidei” and “pro multis” are cut out in the consecration of the wine.

			Do not these accounts of the evangelical Mass express the feeling we have about the reformed liturgy which followed the Council? All these changes embodied in the new rite are really dangerous since, little by little, young priests especially, who no longer have the idea of sacrifice, of the Real Presence, and of transubstantiation, and for whom all that is meaningless, are losing the intention of doing what the Church intends and so are no longer celebrating valid Masses. True, elderly priests when saying Mass according to the new rite still keep their lifelong faith. They have said the old rite of Mass for so many years that they have kept the same intentions. We may believe their Mass to be valid. But in the same measure that those intentions are going and disappear, the Mass becomes no longer valid.

			There has been a wish for a closer understanding with Protestants, but it is the Catholics who have become Protestants, not the Protestants who have become Catholics. That is evident. Since five cardinals and fifteen bishops went to the “Youth Council” at Taizé, how are these young people to know what Catholicism is and what Protestantism is? Some took Communion with the Protestants, others with the Catholics. When Cardinal Willebrands went to the Ecumenical Council of Churches at Geneva, he declared: “We must rehabilitate Luther.” He said that as the delegate of the Holy See!

			Look at Confession. With collective absolution, what has become of the sacrament of Penance? Is it pastoral behavior to say to the faithful, “We have given you collective absolution, you may take Communion, and, when you have an opportunity, if you have mortal sins you will go to confession within six months or a year.” Who can describe such behavior as pastoral? What idea can one make of mortal sin?

			The sacrament of Confirmation is in like case. This is now the current formula: “I sign you with the cross, and receive the Holy Spirit.” They must specify the nature of the special grace of the sacrament by which the Holy Spirit gives Himself. Unless the words “Ego te confirmo in nomine Patris” are spoken, there is no Sacrament! I said that to the cardinals as well when they said to me: “You are giving Confirmation when you have no right to do so!” “I am doing so because the faithful are afraid that their children have not received the grace of Confirmation, because they doubt the validity of the sacrament now given in the churches. So, in order that they may at least be sure of having truly received that grace, they ask me to give Confirmation. I do so because it seems to me that I may not refuse to give Confirmation to those who ask it, even if it is not licit. For we live in an age when God’s natural and supernatural laws take precedence over positive ecclesiastical law when that clashes with them, instead of being their channel.”

			We are going through an extraordinary crisis. We cannot fall in with these reforms. Where are the good fruits of these reforms? I often wonder! Liturgical reform, the reform of seminaries, the reform of the religious orders. All these general chapters! Where have they got these unhappy orders now? Everything is going! There are no more novices, there are no more vocations!

			The Cardinal Archbishop of Cincinnati, moreover, admitted as much at the Episcopal Synod in Rome. “In our countries”–he represented all the English-speaking countries–“there are no longer any vocations because people no longer know what a priest is.” We must therefore remain in tradition. Tradition alone really gives us grace, really gives us continuity in the Church. If we give up Tradition we are helping the destruction of the Church.

			I also said that to the Cardinals: “In the Council can you not see that the schema on religious liberty is a contradictory schema? In its first part the schema states: ‘Nothing has changed in Tradition.’ Yet in the content of the schema everything is contrary to tradition. It is contrary to the pronouncements of Gregory XVI, Pius IX, and Leo XIII.”

			A choice must be made. Either we agree with the Council’s religious freedom, in which case we are opposed to what those popes have said, or we are in agreement with those popes and so we are not in agreement with what the schema has to say on religious freedom. It is not possible to agree with both. I added: “I opt for Tradition. I am for Tradition, not for all these novelties which are liberalism, that very liberalism which was condemned by all the popes during one and a half centuries. That liberalism, has made its way into the Church through the Council–liberty, equality, fraternity.”

			Liberty–religious liberty; fraternity–ecumenism; equality–collegiality: Those are the three principles of liberalism which have come down to us from the philosophers of the seventeenth century, principles which led to the French Revolution. It was those ideas which came into the Council through equivocal terminology. Now we are going to ruin–the ruin of the Church, since such ideas are wholly contrary to nature and to the faith. There is no equality among us–no real equality. Pope Leo XIII said that so well, and very clearly, in his encyclical on liberty. Then fraternity! Lacking a father, where shall we find fraternity? If there is no Father, there is no God. Without a Father common to all how can we be brothers? It is impossible. Must we embrace all the Church’s enemies–Communists, Buddhists, and all who are against the Church? Freemasons?

			What about last week’s decree stating that a Catholic who becomes a Freemason is no longer excommunicate?–Freemasonry,  which destroyed Portugal, which was in Chile with Allende, and now is in South Vietnam. The Catholic States must be destroyed: Austria during the course of the First World War, Hungary, Poland. Freemasons are bent on the destruction of Catholic countries! What will become of Spain, of Italy, and others within a year? Why is the Church opening her arms to all these people who are the enemies of the Church?

			Ah! How we must pray and pray. We are witnessing an assault on the Church by the devil, an attack such as the world has never yet seen. We must pray to our Lady, the Blessed Virgin Mary, to come to our aid, for we cannot indeed know what tomorrow may hold. It is not possible that God should suffer all these blasphemies, these sacrileges offered to His glory, to His majesty. Think of the abortion laws to be seen in so many countries, or divorce in Italy, all the ruin of the moral law, the ruin of truth. It is hard to imagine that all this can happen and that God will not one day speak and bring dire punishments upon the world!

			That is why we must ask God to have mercy on us and our brothers, but we must strive, we must fight, fight for the maintenance of Tradition, and fight fearlessly. Above all, we must strive to preserve the rite of our Holy Mass because it is the foundation of the Church and of Christian civilization. If there were no longer a true Mass in the Church, the Church would disappear.

			We must therefore preserve this rite, this sacrifice. All our churches were built for this Mass and no other; for the sacrifice of the Mass, not for a Last Supper, a meal, a memorial, for a communion; no, for the sacrifice of our Lord Jesus Christ which continues on our altars! It was for this that our fathers built these beautiful churches, not for a Last Supper, not for a memorial, no!

			I count on your prayers for my seminarians, to make of my seminarians true priests who have the faith and can therefore give true sacraments and the true sacrifice of the Mass. Thank you.

			 

			 

			 

			Rome

			May 30, 1975

			Account of the Methods Adopted by the “Three Cardinals’ Commission” 
In Coming to the Decision to Suppress the Priestly Society Of Saint Pius X 
And Its Seminary

			 

			It is proper to recall that before this procedure and from the time when the Society and its seminary were founded, especially after its success with the young and its worldwide reputation, press campaigns were launched containing shameful calumnies such as that of the “Wildcat Seminary,” which was taken up by the French and then the Swiss episcopate, though the Bishop of Fribourg was fully aware that there was not a grain of truth in them.

			It was clear that measures had been taken to get Rome to suppress us. Well, on November 9, a letter from the Nunciature in Berne notified us that a commission set up by the Pope and consisting of three Cardinals, Prefects of the Congregations concerned for Religious, Catholic Education, and Clergy, were sending us Apostolic Visitors–His Excellency Bishop Descamps and Msgr. Onclin.

			At 9 a.m. in the morning of Monday, November 11, the two visitors arrived. For three days they questioned 10 professors, 20 students out of the 104, and myself. They left at six in the evening of November 13, without any formal statement on the visitation having been signed. We have never been given any information whatsoever on their official report.

			Convinced that this visitation was the first step taken with a view to our suppression, desired for a long time by all the progressives, and deciding that the Visitors had come with intent to bring us into line with the changes in the Church since the Council, I decided to explain my thinking to the seminary. I could not cleave to the Rome represented by Apostolic Visitors who found it in their conscience to regard the ordination of married men as natural and inevitable, who would not admit an immutable Truth, and who cast doubts on the traditional conception of our Lord’s Resurrection. That was the origin of my Declaration, which was, I admit, framed when my sense of indignation was probably inordinate.

			Two and a half months went by without news. On January 30, 1975, a letter signed by the members of the Commission invited me to come to Rome to “discuss” with them “points on which they felt some perplexity.” In answer to that invitation, I went to the Congregation for Catholic Education on February 13, 1975. Their Eminences Cardinals Garrone, Wright, and Tabera, accompanied by a secretary, invited me to sit down with them at the conference table. H.E. Cardinal Garrone asked me if I had any objection to our conversation’s being taped, and the secretary set up the recorder.

			After telling me of the good impression made on the Apostolic Visitors, no further reference was made either to the Society or to the Seminary either on February 13 or March 3. All that was discussed was my Declaration of November 21, 1974, which had been made as a consequence of  the Apostolic Visitation.

			Cardinal Garrone reproached me vehemently for that Declaration, even going so far as to imply that I was a “madman,” saying to me that I imagined myself to be an Athanasius. This went on for twenty-five minutes. Cardinal Tabera went yet further, saying: “What you are doing is worse than what is being done by all the progressives,” and that I had severed communion with the Church, etc.

			Was I taking part in a discussion? Or was I rather standing before judges? What competency had this Commission? I was told only that it had been mandated by the Holy Father and that he himself would be the judge. Obviously the matter was already prejudged.

			In vain did I try to put forward arguments and explanations to clarify the exact meaning of my Declaration. I stated that I respected and would always respect the pope and the bishops, but that I failed to see that criticism of some of the Council’s texts and of the reform which followed from it amounted to a break with the Church, that I was struggling to determine the fundamental causes of the crisis through which the Church is passing, and that my every action proved my desire to build up the Church, not to destroy it. No account was taken of anything I said. Cardinal Garrone stated that the cause of the crisis lay in the means of social communication.

			At the end of the meeting, both on February 13 and March 3, I felt that I had been hoodwinked. I had been invited to a discussion but in actuality found myself facing a tribunal bent on my condemnation. Nothing was done to help me to find a compromise or reach a friendly solution. I was not given any text specifying the accusations, nor any formal admonition in writing. During five hours of talk I was given only the argument of authority, accompanied by threats and invectives.

			After the second meeting I asked for a copy of the recording. Cardinal Garrone told me it was proper that I should have a copy and that I had a right to one. This he told his secretary. That same evening I sent a messenger provided with the necessary apparatus. The secretary, however, said that only a transcription was in question. Next morning I went in person to ask for the copy. The secretary went to the Cardinal and came back to tell me that it was a transcription that I was to get. This was promised for the following evening. To make sure that it was ready, I telephoned the next morning. The secretary then told me that there could be no question of giving me a transcription, but that I might go and see him between five and eight o’clock in the evening to see it. Faced with this kind of behavior, I stayed away.

			So then, after this mockery of a trial concerning a supposedly favorable visitation, about which there were only some slight reservations, and after two sessions which dealt only with my Declaration in order to condemn it totally, without any qualifications, without any concrete examination, and without my being given anything in writing, I received in rapid succession a letter from His Excellency Bishop Mamie suppressing the Society and the Seminary with the approval of the Commission of Cardinals, then a letter from the Commission confirming Bishop Mamie’s letter, without bringing any formal and specific accusation concerning what had been discussed. And this decision, said Bishop Mamie, “is to take effect immediately.”

			I was therefore expected immediately to send away from the Seminary  104 seminarians, 13 professors, and the staff–all this two months before the end of the scholastic year! One has merely to set these things down in writing in order to guess what anyone still possessed of a grain of common sense and integrity must think of them. The date was May 8 in the Year of Reconciliation! Was the Holy Father really aware of what was going on? It is hard to believe so.

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			May 31, 1975

			Letter of 
Archbishop Lefebvre 
To Pope Paul VI

			 

			Most Holy Father,

			Prostrate at the feet of Your Holiness, I assure you of my entire and filial submission to the decisions communicated to me by the Commission of Cardinals in what concerns the Fraternity of St. Pius X and its Seminary.

			However, Your Holiness will be able to judge by the enclosed account20 if, in the procedure, natural and canon law have been observed. When I think of the toleration Your Holiness shows with regard to the Dutch bishops and theologians like Hans Küng and Cardonnel, I cannot believe that the cruel decisions taken in my regard come from the same heart.

			If it is true that the only ground of accusation against me that is retained is my Declaration of 21 November 1974, I beg Your Holiness to refer me to the competent Congregation: the Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith.

			Oh, how I wish Your Holiness would deign one day to welcome the members of the Sacerdotal Fraternity of Saint Pius X and its seminarians, with their poor superior! Your Holiness would see at once their deep devotion to, and veneration of, the Successor of Peter and their unique desire to serve the Church under his shepherd’s crook.

			There is no doubt that their concern to preserve a pure and full faith in the midst of the confusion of this world’s ideas joins us with Your Holiness’s concern, and if, at times, they express it in a somewhat impassioned way, I ask Your Holiness to pardon a zeal which is excessive but which comes from generous souls ready to give even their blood in defense of the Church and her Head, like the Machabees and all the martyrs.

			May Mary the Queen, whose feast we keep today, bring Your Holiness the assurance of our filial affection. 

			And may God...

			 

			+ Marcel Lefebvre

			 

			 

			 

			August 21, 1975

			Letter to the Libre Belgique

			 

			The repeated attacks in your columns on the Priestly Society of Saint Pius X, of which I am the founder and Superior General, force me to make certain clarifications. There is a sustained attempt to cast discredit on my person and my work, alleging deviations “which go far beyond trends and are hardening to the point where Christian faith and loyalty are no longer safe,” accusations which it is a very serious matter to level without definite proof.

			The article from the Osservatore Romano which you published in your issue of May 13 reproduces almost the whole text (omitting the line in which I expressly declare my loyalty “to all the successors of Peter”) of my Declaration of November 21, 1974, which it is proposed to give to the reader “without commentary, really needless.” (The comma comes from the Osservatore Romano). Yet what does it do? It indulges in extremely ungracious comments, asks insinuating “questions,” and, finally, on the pretext of inviting the reader to reflect “seriously,” passes what amounts to a judgment that only the Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith would be competent to pronounce, after due canonical enquiry.

			Magistrates having thus been replaced by journalists, this attack immediately launched an international campaign. Without bothering to attempt a refutation of the terms of my Declaration, journalists contented themselves with echoing the Osservatore Romano’s insinuations and amplifying them with further distortions. For example, the Osservatore Romano writes: “One hesitates to speak of a ‘sect,’” but how can one avoid thinking of it? Your religious correspondent does not end with the question, but goes on to a whole commentary which he entitles squarely: “How Sects Are Born” in which, amid other courtesies, I am compared to the heretical Old Catholics (whereas every well-informed person knows my defense of the primacy of Rome as against episcopal collegiality). Take another example: The Osservatore Romano wonders whether certain persons unnamed in the attack are indeed in communion with the living Church. F. D. picks up the ball on the rebound and throws it back: “What is really serious,” he writes, “is to deny communion with the universal Church....More serious still is his setting up his personal orthodoxy as against the heresy of the pope and the thousands of bishops assembled at the Council.” The strict truth is that I have never expressed any such view and defy anyone to prove the contrary, with texts to support it. Why keep silence on what I wrote in the Supplément-Voltigeur in the issue of Itinéraires for April 15 (reprinted in the issue of Itinéraires for May 1: “If any bishop breaks with Rome, it will not be I. My Declaration states the fact explicitly and strongly.”).

			One amazing fact about the attacks directed at Ecône is that publicists never take the trouble to look into the intellectual, doctrinal, and moral value of the establishment or into the sacerdotal virtues proposed as the foundation of religious training.

			What runs counter to good sense and natural justice no less than to the “instinct of faith” is that in the midst of almost universal disaster which authority does nothing to remedy (the Osservatore Romano must admit that “defensive measures [what measures?] adequate to the extent of the dangers have not been taken,” but signs of efficacious repentance are awaited. Only one seminary is attacked, that same seminary which a Belgian paper described as “the most flourishing seminary in Western Europe.” Please believe that I am not writing in pride. I am far too conscious of being the unworthy instrument of Providence. Here, however, are some factors:

			October 1969: Foundation at Fribourg with nine seminarians in buildings lent by a religious order.

			October 1970:  Opening of Ecône–eleven first-year students plus five remaining in Fribourg (in a house I had acquired meantime).

			November 1, 1970:  Decree granted by H. E. Bishop Mamie’s predecessor for the establishment of the International Priestly Society of Saint Pius X.

			June 1971:  Laying of the foundation stone of new buildings at Ecône. Since then three wings have been built giving accommodation for about 140 professors and seminarians, and I am starting on the building of a fourth wing (at a time when very many seminaries in France, Belgium, and elsewhere have been closed or sold).

			October 1974:  Forty new seminarians (from about 130 aspirants) and five lay brother postulants.

			Besides Ecône and Fribourg the Society has five houses: one at Albano (near Rome, for I am anxious to give my seminarians the spirit of Rome), in France, in England, and two in the United States. It must consider further foundations. By comparison, the total number of seminarians in France fell between 1963 and 1971 from 21,713 to 8,391, ordinations from 573 to 237 and the number of entrants from 470 in 1969 to 151 in 1973. A tree, says the Gospel, is known by its fruits. For those determined to be blind, this continuing scandal must be stemmed.

			In a lecture which I gave in Paris on March 29, 1973, printed in my book A Bishop Speaks, I recalled having pointed out to H. E. Cardinal Garrone, Prefect of the Sacred Congregation for Catholic Education and Seminaries, that Ecône is one of the few establishments to observe the “ratio fundamentalis” laid down by that Congregation (after “the Council”!) ordering the study of Latin, the teaching of speculative theology, taking St. Thomas Aquinas as its master, a year of spirituality, etc. Where, then, is the indiscipline?

			Some reproach me with faithfulness to the Catholic Mass of immemorial tradition codified by St. Pius V as a bulwark against the Protestant heresy and never forbidden by Paul VI (that would require an explicit act of legislation emanating from the Pope in person; if any such exists let it be quoted, but not a text surreptitiously introduced between the first and second edition or falsified in the translation). Why, though, is there no criticism of bishops who have given their imprimatur to Eucharistic prayers not approved by Rome, who refuse to keep Gregorian chant despite the directions of Vatican Council II, who do not send out the pamphlet Jubilate Deo dispatched last year by the Pope to all bishops, urging them to teach the faithful the Latin chants, and who teach the heresy (anathematized by the Council of Trent) that the Mass “is simply a memorial of the unique sacrifice already accomplished” or who allow the singing of the International in their presence?

			Some of Mr. F. D.’s allegations, moreover, show considerable triviality. How could a “consistent refusal to carry out the decisions of the Council in (my) diocese” bring me into conflict with the French episcopate, when a glance at the Annuario Pontificio would have informed your reporter that from August 1962 (hence two months before the opening of the Second Vatican Council), I was titular Archbishop of Synnada-in-Phrygia, that is to say that I was not in charge of a diocese (I was actually Superior General of the Fathers of the Holy Ghost from 1962 to 1968).

			When F. D., who persists in decanonizing St. Pius V and St. Pius X and for whom modernism exists only between inverted commas, speaks of fanaticism in connection with my seminarians, I invite him, if he wants to give an honest judgment based on real knowledge of the facts, to come to Ecône and join in the life of prayer of its healthy and well-balanced young men, many of whom have university degrees.

			As for the Commission of Cardinals’ letter, published in your issue of June 4, it raises more questions than it settles. Without going into exhaustive detail, here are a few anomalies: 

			1) Would it not be well, in a document of such importance, to allude to the pontifical act by which the “Commission” claims to have been set up, lacking which it is radically denuded of powers of decision? What is its date? In what form was it taken? To whom was it notified? Why, when I appeared before those three Cardinals on February 13 and March 3, should it have been concealed from me that I was dealing with a body vested with extraordinary powers? The letter (for it is still only a letter, not a decree) which should contain within itself the proof of its regularity, offers no reply to these questions. And if it were indeed a special commission, what is the explanation of His Excellency Bishop Mamie’s declaration on May 9 that he had acted in accordance with the Roman Congregations for religious and secular institutes, for the clergy, for Catholic education, and seminaries? Prefects of Congregations are not the Congregation any more than the president of a tribunal is the tribunal; and if a commission had been set up by the Pope, it was no longer the business of the Congregations to intervene. “Where the law is doubtful, there is no legal obligation,” says the Code of Canon Law. A fortiori the same rule applies when it is the competency, even the existence of the authority, which is in doubt.

			2) Nor is any explanation given for regarding the rejection of the reforms brought in by a pastoral council, which expressly refused to claim infallibility, as more serious than the systematic disloyalty to the sacrosanct doctrine, ethics, and discipline of the Church (even in points reaffirmed by the self-same council) notoriously practised with impunity in many seminaries as skeleton-like as they are regularly approved.

			Could the “Commission” be regarding the “Council,” or rather its reforms and their application, as the supreme law of the Church, and will it adopt as its own the dictum of a famous cardinal who can hardly be suspected of fundamentalism and who, if I am not mistaken, was never contradicted: “An impressive list might be compiled of the theses taught yesterday and today in Rome as alone valid which the Council Fathers eliminated?”

			3) It appears that it was my Declaration of November 21, 1974, which suddenly made clear “all that the visitor (there were two, but what does a contradiction more or less matter!) had not been able to clarify.” (Indeed very many things are not clear in the matter).

			And the Commission insisted in its plea “not to hold unfounded suspicions that the decisions were taken for ulterior motives other than the declaration itself.” Now it is not an “unfounded suspicion” to note that this Declaration is simply the synthesis of the views I have repeatedly expressed since 1969, especially since 1972, in public lectures, many of which were printed in the compendium A Bishop Speaks, published in February 1974 and frequently mentioned at the time in Itinéraires. The canonical visitors and H. E. the Cardinal Prefect of the Sacred Congregation for Catholic Education were very ill-informed if they were not aware of the fact.

			4) In any case, the decision was in no way motivated by fidelity to the Mass “of St. Pius V.” The unnatural silence is an admission that it remains, in reality, authorized.

			The dissolution of the Seminary and of the Society is vitiated by several canonical flaws both in form (for example, by the absence of any decree) and in substance (notably what writers in administrative law call “misappropriation of powers,” that is to say, the use of judicial powers for a purpose other than that for which they should be exercised).

			On June 5th, I made canonical appeal to the Apostolic Signatura. The Cardinal-Secretary of State wrote to my lawyer in Rome that the appeal was rejected, thus prohibiting de facto the examination of my grounds of complaint by the Supreme Tribunal of the Church. Who then fears the normal and impartial examination of my documents and why? Why, too, has there been no answer to my repeated requests to be received in audience by the Holy Father?

			The attacks on Ecône are a clear manifestation of what His Holiness Paul VI has denounced as the “self-destruction” of the Church. In that case, though all unworthy, it is our bounden duty to fight for the honor of God, the Catholic Faith, and a priestly renewal as integral as vital for Holy Church. That is why, on June 29th, with the approval of the bishop into whose diocese they have been incardinated, I ordained the first three seminarians to have been fully trained in my seminary together with thirteen subdeacons. To us it was a great consolation to see a thousand friends present at the ceremony, among them some thirty Swiss, French, and other priests from abroad.

			That is also why, with the help of my professors and benefactors, whose gifts are administered by legally constituted associations under the direction of faithful friends, I shall continue to train in loyalty to the Church of Rome the many young men who put their trust in me, happy to have found at last a seminary where they may learn to become, quite simply, Catholic priests.

			 

			 

			 

			Mariazell, Austria

			September 8, 1975

			The Mass and the 
Catholic Priesthood

			 

			My beloved Brethren,

			I am sorry that I cannot speak to you in your own tongue, but we have an interpreter in the person of the seminarian who has come with me and is used to translating what I say.

			I should like to thank Dr. Steinhart for his kindness in organizing this pilgrimage, and also the Reverend Fathers who have given me so generous a welcome. Greatly as we should like to celebrate the holy sacrifice of the Mass with you, God in His goodness asks of us the little sacrifice of worshipping Him instead in the Benediction of the Blessed Sacrament. We shall pray to the most Blessed Virgin Mary that we may worship Him with all our heart, with all our soul, and with all our strength, for if today there is one sense in danger of disappearing, it is that of worship; worship our Lord Jesus Christ: that is what we shall do during this hour of prayer, this hour of worship. 

			Why should we put prayer beyond all else? During this pilgrimage (the Austrian national pilgrimage to Mariazell) to the shrine which you love, the shrine which is the heart of Austria–during this pilgrimage to the grave of the eminent Cardinal Mindzenty, who, for us, stands as an image of faith strong in its opposition to all the enemies of the Church and to all those who seek to tear from our hearts that faith which is the pledge of eternal life and without which a Catholic Christian cannot live, we shall pray to the Blessed Virgin Mary, by the intercession of Cardinal Mindzenty, to deepen the faith in our hearts and souls this day that we may be truly of those who are faithful to the Credo of the Catholic Church and to the Catholic priesthood.

			The Blessed Virgin Mary is first and above all the mother of the eternal Priest. Our Lord Jesus Christ was essentially a priest for all eternity, a priest after the order of Melchisedech. The whole life of our Lord Jesus Christ, the very raison d’être of His being, was that He might offer the sacrifice of the cross, offer Himself on the cross. That was the aim of our Lord Jesus Christ’s life. Throughout His entire life, Jesus Christ was haunted by the longing to mount the cross. How many times did our Lord not cry: “My hour is not yet come,” “My hour is drawing near,” “My hour has come.” Why? Because the hour of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ was the hour of His sacrifice. When He ascended the Cross and offered His sacrifice, He Himself said: “It is finished–consummatum est.” I have done My work. I have realized My desire. I have fulfilled the purpose for which I came down to earth–to offer My sacrifice to God for the redemption of the sins of the world. That is why our Lord came, and that is what the Blessed Virgin Mary teaches us. For the Virgin Mary is no other than the Mirror of our Lord Jesus Christ. In her heart no name is written save the name of Jesus and Jesus crucified. The Blessed Virgin Mary went everywhere with Him, even to the sacrifice of the cross. She was present there as though to teach us that what was dearest to her heart was to go with our Lord to Calvary, to the sacrifice of the cross.

			That is what she is teaching us today in a way that has always been hers alone–to love the sacrifice of the cross; to see in our Lord Jesus Christ our Lord Jesus Christ crucified. Because of that we too must long to share in our Lord’s sacrifice, to unite ourselves to the sacrifice of the cross so that we may in truth be Christians who offer ourselves with our Lord, who unite ourselves with Him in His sacrifice as victims with Him. That is what it means to be a true Christian. That is what it is to be a Catholic.

			It seems to me that the Virgin Mary who is found near the cross, Our Lady of Compassion, our Lady the co-redemptrix, calls to each one of us, to every human being born into this world. In a sense she takes us by the hand and leads us to Calvary so that we may share in the merits of our Lord Jesus Christ. How could she make us sharers in the merits of her Divine Son for the redemption of our sins? Through priests. It was our Lord’s wish that we should share in the sacrifice of the cross, that we should receive His merits, that our souls should be washed of our sins by His sacrifice perpetuated by His priests. When, at the Last Supper, He said to them, “Do this in remembrance of me–hoc facite in meam commemorationem,” our Lord did not say: tell the story of My supper, call My sacrifice to remembrance. He said: facite–make this sacrifice, reproduce this sacrifice, continue My sacrifice; “hoc facite in meam commemorationem.” That is the whole difference between the Catholic doctrine we have always been taught and Protestant doctrine. Protestants forget, they do not want to remember that our Lord said: “hoc facite–do this in remembrance of me.” They say only “in meam commemorationem–in remembrance of me.” Those are the words used by those who do not continue the sacrifice of our Lord Jesus Christ. The Blessed Virgin Mary teaches us, with the Apostles, with our Lord, that we must go to the altar with the priest to offer the holy sacrifice of the Mass, and that by the hand of the priest or by his mouth our Lord truly returns to the altar as a Victim present in the Holy Eucharist. It is to the Apostles that He said: “Hoc facite.” We should therefore ask of the Blessed Virgin Mary a profound faith in the holy sacrifice of the altar.

			The Church cannot do without the sacrifice of the altar. Look at the beauty of the churches that have been built. The Reverend Father Abbot has just been telling me that this church, or at least the origin of this church, dates from the beginning of the ninth century. How many generations have come to this church of Mariazell to pray and offer the holy sacrifice of the Mass, to participate in the sacrifice of the Mass offered by the priests. It is the life of the Church, the altar of the holy sacrifice of the Mass.

			We must, therefore, have profound faith in the action which takes place on the altar through the mouth of the priest. When the priest pronounces the words of the Consecration, our Lord, as on the cross, returns to the altar to offer His sacrifice which continues yet for the remission of our sins. That is the heart of the Mass, that is what the Blessed Virgin Mary teaches us, that is what the Apostles teach us.

			You have learned from your catechism that the sacrifice of the altar is a real sacrifice and that it differs from the sacrifice of the cross only because in that, the sacrifice of the cross, there is shedding of blood and in the sacrifice of the Mass there is no shedding of blood. That is the sole difference between the sacrifice of the cross and the sacrifice of the altar. That is why we venerate the sacrifice of the altar. It is all there in Catholic doctrine. Everything is gathered into this small and immense reality of the sacrifice of the Mass. Because if there is a sacrifice, the victim must be present. If there is no victim present, there is no sacrifice. Hence our Lord must be present since He offers Himself in sacrifice. Let us not say, therefore, that the sacrifice of the Mass is simply a commemorative meal, a meal of remembrance, a memento only of what our Lord did at the Supper. It is all a blasphemy against the teaching of the Church, against what our Lord Jesus Christ did and what He meant to do.

			All that ruins the priesthood. The priest is not merely the president at a commemorative meal. The priest sacrifices. The priest is he who brings down upon the altar the Victim present–really present–upon that altar. In that you behold all the greatness of the priest, who must be endowed with a special character that he may offer the sacrifice, who must bear for all eternity a mark on his soul to offer this sacrifice, who must remain a virgin, celibate, since for him it is a great marvel to bring God down from heaven to earth, to bring our Lord Jesus Christ into the Holy Eucharist, by his words, by his lips. It is understandable that the priest should be a virgin, that he should not marry, that he should be virgin like the Virgin Mary. That is why the priest is a celibate, and not because he is overburdened with the demands of his apostolate. All the greatness of the sacrifice of the Mass arises simply from the fact that it is a real sacrifice, like the sacrifice of Calvary.

			That is what our forefathers have always believed, that is what the Church has always believed. We cannot alter that faith by an iota. If we vary, if we change the forms, if we now say: “We are offering a Eucharist, we are holding a Eucharist feast, we are having a supper,” we are becoming Protestants, and we are losing the whole reality of the Catholic Church, which rests on that truth. There is no longer a Catholic Church if there is no longer a sacrifice of the Mass. There is no longer a Catholic Church if there is no longer a priest endowed with a character for the offering of the holy sacrifice.

			That is why all these beautiful churches have been built. It was not for a eucharistic meal. It is the faith of the faithful which has brought about the building throughout the whole world of these magnificent basilicas for our Lord’s sacrifice, which is to be perpetuated on the altar and for the presence of the Divine Victim in which we participate in holy communion and with which we offer ourselves. That is the reality of the sacrifice of the Mass. That is the reality of the priesthood.

			That, too, is why the faithful should cherish an immense veneration for the altar of God on which the sacrifice is offered. They must show like reverence for the Eucharist in which the Body and Blood of our Lord Jesus Christ are really and substantially present. We can never show enough reverence, nor ever worship the Eucharist with adequately heartfelt veneration.

			That is why throughout the ages it has been the custom in the Church to receive the Holy Eucharist kneeling. We should receive the Holy Eucharist prostrate, and not standing. Are we the equals of our Lord Jesus Christ? Is it not He who will come upon the clouds of heaven to be our Judge. When we see our Lord Jesus Christ, shall we not do as did the Apostles on Mount Tabor when they prostrated themselves to the ground in terror and wonder at the greatness and splendor of our Lord Jesus Christ? Is not the shame of our age that we lack respect for our Lord Jesus Christ? Let us keep in our hearts and souls that spirit of worship, that spirit of profound reverence for Him who created us, for Him who redeemed us, for Him who died on the cross for our sins.

			Now, what have we observed during the ten years following the end of the Council? We are forced to admit, since we cannot close our eyes, and should not close our eyes to the sad realities of our age in which priests themselves lose faith in their priesthood, no longer know what the sacrifice of the Mass is, in which priests even give up their priesthood. The seminaries are emptying. Why? Why are there no more vocations? Because one no longer knows what the sacrifice of the Mass is. Consequently, it is no longer possible to define a priest. When the sacrifice of the Mass is defined, when it is known, when it is esteemed as the Church has always taught it, then vocations are plentiful.

			This I have seen in my own seminary. I do nothing save reaffirm the truths that the Church has always affirmed. So these young men are attracted by the altar, by the sacrifice of the Mass. What amazing grace for a young man to go up to the altar as a minister of our Lord, to be another Christ, to offer the same sacrifice as our Lord Himself offered. There is nothing more beautiful, nothing greater here below. It is worth anything to go up to the altar, to leave one’s family, to give up the world to go up to the altar. But if that no longer exists, there is no sense in vocations. That is why the seminaries are empty. Let us return to the true concepts of the faith and there will be no lack of vocations, but if we jettison the concepts of the faith, if we carry on in the direction the Church has taken over the last ten years, all the seminaries will soon be up for sale and all religious orders destroyed.

			For what constitutes the grandeur and beauty of a monk or a nun? It is the offering of self as a victim on the altar with our Lord Jesus Christ. That is the life of a monk or a nun. If that meaning is no longer present in their mind–“I offer myself publicly in the Church as a victim with our Lord, all my life is offered with our Lord”–the religious life is bereft of all meaning. That is why there are no longer religious vocations. Let us return to that spirit of victim, of sacrifice, of union with our Lord Jesus Christ on the altar, then vocations will flourish once more and become plentiful. There are vocations. The young are longing to dedicate themselves and are as generous today as in ages past. But they must be offered realities, things that are true, as the Church has always given them. Then vocations will blossom once again.

			Oh, my dear brethren, how I wish you could know why our seminary at Ecône is full of vocations and why these young men come to us: to continue the Catholic Church and for no other reason. And not to become Protestants. We refuse to become Protestants, to be modernists or to be progressives in so far as those things are contrary to our Catholic truth, in so far as they have been condemned by the popes for centuries. We will have nothing to do with them! We wish to remain Catholics. We want seminaries and Catholic priests, nothing else. Now they would like to forbid our training Catholic priests and our having seminaries. Were I to send these young men to other seminaries they would be in danger of losing their faith and not their faith alone, but their morals. So I keep a profound faith in Divine Providence. God, in His goodness, cannot forsake His Church.

			Our Lord wishes for Catholic priests such as He Himself made. The pope cannot not want Catholic priests. The Church cannot not want Catholic priests. I am therefore persuaded that we remain profoundly united with our Holy Father the Pope and with the Church. What the Church has wanted for twenty centuries the pope cannot not want. It is an impossibility. Hence it is wholly untrue to say that we are in danger of becoming a sect or schismatics. It is far otherwise. It is we who are most nearly in union with our Holy Father the Pope and with the Catholic Church.

			We shall therefore pray the Blessed Virgin Mary to have the Catholic priesthood in her keeping so that it may endure. We shall beseech her to bestow on the young who wish to become priests the grace of many vocations and love of the Catholic Church. In saying this rosary, we shall pray for the Church, for our Holy Father the Pope, and for seminaries, that they may become once again nurseries of Catholic priests. We shall pray that monks and nuns may rediscover the way of truth, and that religious orders may come to a new flowering and find again the faith of Tradition, the faith which has been taught for twenty centuries.

			That will be our plea to the Blessed Virgin Mary during this prayer, for you need priests, many priests and holy priests. That is undoubtedly what you desire and what we shall pray for today, while gathered together about Our Lady of Mariazell. May God, in His goodness, grant you the grace of always having priests, holy priests. 

			In the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost. Amen.

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			September 24, 1975

			Letter of Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre to Pope Paul VI

			 

			Dear Holy Father,

			If my reply to the letter of Your Holiness is belated, it is that it was repugnant to me to make a public act that could have led people to think that I had the pretension of treating the successor of Peter on a footing of equality.

			On the other hand, on the advice of the Nunciature, I hasten to write these few lines to Your Holiness in order to express my unreserved attachment to the Holy See and to the Vicar of Christ. I very much regret that my feelings in this regard could have been called in question and that certain of my expressions may have been wrongly interpreted.

			It is to His Vicar that Jesus Christ confided the responsibilities of confirming his brethren in the faith and whom He asked to watch that each Bishop should faithfully guard the deposit of faith, in accordance with the words of Paul to Timothy.

			It is this conviction which guides me and has always guided me throughout the whole of my priestly and apostolic life. It is this faith which I endeavour with God’s help to inculcate in the youth who are preparing themselves for the priesthood.

			This faith is the soul of Catholicism affirmed by the Gospels: “On this Rock I shall build my Church.”

			With all my heart, I renew my devotion towards the Successor of Peter, “the Master of Truth” for the whole Church, “columna et firmamentum Veritatis.”

			 

			+ Marcel Lefebvre

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			 

			Feast of St. Pius X 

			September 3, 1975

			SOCIETY OF ST. PIUS X

			Letter to Friends 
And Benefactors

			(No. 9)

			 

			Dear Friends and Benefactors,

			It seems to me that the moment has come to bring to your knowledge the latest events concerning Ecône, and the attitude which in conscience before God we believe we must take in these grave circumstances.

			As far as the appeal to the Apostolic Signatura is concerned, the last attempt on the part of my lawyer to find out from the Cardinals forming the Supreme Court exactly how the Pope intervened in the proceedings being brought against us was blocked by a hand-written letter from Cardinal Villot to Cardinal Staffa, President of the Supreme Court, ordering him to forbid any appeal.

			As for my audience with the Holy Father, that too has been refused by Cardinal Villot. I shall obtain an audience only when my work has disappeared and when I have conformed my way of thinking to that which reigns supreme in today’s reformed Church.

			However, the most important event is undoubtedly the signed letter from the Holy Father, presented by the Papal Nuncio in Berne, as the Pope’s own writing, but in fact typewritten, which takes up in a new form the arguments, or rather the statements, of the Cardinals’ letter. This I received on July 10 last. It calls on me to make a public act of submission “to the Council, the postconciliar reforms and the directives binding the Pope himself.”

			A second letter from the Pope which I received on September 10th urgently required an answer to the first.

			This time, through no desire of my own, my only aim being to serve the Church in the humble and very consoling task of giving her true priests devoted to her service, we found ourselves confronted with the Church authorities at their topmost level on earth, the pope. I therefore, sent a reply to the Holy Father, expressing our submission to the successor of Peter in his essential function, that of faithfully transmitting to us the deposit of the faith.

			If we consider the facts from a purely material point of view, it is a trifling matter: the suppression of a Society which has barely come into existence, with no more than a few dozen members, the closing down of a seminary–how little it really is, hardly worth anyone’s attention.

			On the other hand, if for a moment we heed the reactions stirred up in Catholic and even Protestant, Orthodox, and atheist circles, and that throughout the entire world, the countless articles in the world press, reactions of enthusiasm and true hope, reactions of spleen and opposition, reactions of mere curiosity, we cannot but think, however we may regret it, that Ecône is posing a problem reaching far beyond the modest confines of the Society and its seminary, a deep and unavoidable problem that cannot be brushed aside or solved by any formal order, from whatever authority it may come. For the problem of Ecône is the problem of thousands and millions of Christian consciences, distressed, divided and torn for the past ten years by the agonizing dilemma–whether to obey and risk losing one’s faith, or disobey and keep one’s faith intact; whether to obey and join in the destroying of the Church, or to disobey and work for her preservation and continuation; whether to accept the reformed liberal Church, or to remain a member of the Catholic Church.

			It is because Ecône is at the heart of this crucial problem, one rarely confronting Catholic consciences in so extensive and grave a form, that many have turned to this house, which has steadfastly chosen membership of the eternal Church and refused to join the reformed liberal Church.

			Now the Church, through her official representatives, is ranging herself against Ecône’s choice, thus publicly condemning the traditional training of priests in the name of the Second Vatican Council, in the name of postconciliar reforms and in the name of the postconciliar directives binding on the pope himself. How can such opposition to Tradition in the name of a Council and its practical application be explained? Can and should one reasonably oppose a Council and its reforms? What is more, can one and should one oppose the orders of a hierarchy commanding one to follow the Council and all the official postconciliar changes? That is the grave problem today, after ten postconciliar years, confronting our conscience as a result of the condemnation of Ecône.

			It is not possible to give a prudent answer to these questions without making a rapid survey of the history of liberalism and Catholic liberalism over the last centuries. The present can only be explained by the past.

			Principles of Liberalism

			Let us begin by defining in a few words the liberalism of which the most typical historical example is Protestantism. Liberalism claims to free man from every constraint not wished or accepted by himself.

			The first liberation frees the intelligence from every objective truth imposed on it. The Truth must be accepted as differing according to the individual or group of individuals, so it is necessarily divided. The making of the Truth and the search for it go on all the time. None can claim to have exclusive or complete possession of it. It is obvious how contrary that is to our Lord Jesus Christ and His Church.

			The second liberation frees the faith from any definitively formulated dogmas imposed on us, to which the intelligence and will must submit. Dogmas, according to the liberal, must be regularly submitted to the filter of reason and science, because science is constantly progressing. Hence it is impossible to admit that any revealed truth has been defined once and for all. The opposition between such a principle and the Revelation of our Lord and His divine authority must be obvious.

			Lastly, the third liberation frees us from the law. The law, according to the liberal, limits freedom and imposes on it a restraint first moral and then physical. The law and its restraints are an affront to human dignity and human conscience. Conscience is the supreme law. The liberal confuses liberty with licence. Our Lord Jesus Christ is the living law, as He is the Word of God; we may measure yet again the depth of the opposition between the liberal and our Lord.

			Consequences of Liberalism

			The result of liberal principles is the destruction of the philosophy of being and the refusal to define essences, thus taking refuge in nominalism, or existentialism...evolutionism. All things are subject to mutation and change. 

			A second consequence, as grave as the first, if not more so, is the denial of the supernatural, and hence of original sin, of justification by grace, of the true reason for the Incarnation, the sacrifice of the Cross, the Church, and the priesthood. All of our Lord’s work is falsified; in practical terms this is translated into a Protestant view of the liturgy of the sacrifice of the Mass and of the sacraments; their purpose is no longer to apply the merits of the Redemption to souls, to every single soul, in order to impart to it the grace of divine life and to prepare it for eternal life through membership of the Mystical Body of our Lord; from now on its central purpose is to form part of a human community of a religious character. The whole liturgical reform reflects this change of direction.

			Another consequence is the denying of all personal authority as sharing in the authority of God. Human dignity demands that man submit only to what he agrees to accept. Since, however, no society can live without authority, man will accept only authority approved by the majority, because that represents the delegation of authority by the majority of individuals to a designated person or group of persons, such authority being never other than delegated.

			Now, these principles and their consequences, requiring freedom of thought, freedom of teaching, freedom of conscience, freedom to choose one’s own religion–these false freedoms which presuppose the secular State, the separation of Church and State, have, since the Council of Trent, been steadily condemned by the successors of Peter, beginning with the Council of Trent itself.


			Condemnation of Liberalism by 
the Magisterium of the Church

			It is the Church’s opposition to Protestant liberalism which gave rise to the Council of Trent, whence derives the considerable importance of that dogmatic Council in the struggle against liberal errors, in the defense of the truth and the faith, in particular in the codifying of the liturgy of the Mass and the sacraments, and in the definitions concerning justification by grace.

			Let us list a few of the most important documents completing and confirming the doctrine of the Council of Trent:

			• 		The Bull Auctorem Fidei of Pius VI against the Council of Pistoia.

			• 		The Encyclical Mirari Vos of Gregory XVI against Lamennais.

			• 		The Encyclical Quanta Cura  and the Syllabus of Pius IX.

			• 		The Encyclical Immortale Dei of Leo XIII condemning the new law on the secularization of States.

			• 		The Papal Acts of St. Pius X against the Sillon and modernism, especially the Decree Lamentabili and the Anti-modernist Oath.

			• 		The Encyclical Divini Redemptoris of Pius XI against Communism.

			• 		The Encyclical Humani Generis of Pius XII.

			Thus liberalism and liberal Catholicism have always been condemned by Peter’s successors in the name of the Gospel and of apostolic Tradition.

			The obvious conclusion is of capital importance in deciding what attitude to adopt in order to show that we are indefectibly at one with the Church’s magisterium and with Peter’s successors. None is more attached than we to Peter’s successor reigning today when he echoes the apostolic Traditions and all his predecessors’ teachings. For it is the very definition of Peter’s successor that he shall guard the deposit of faith and faithfully hand it down. Here is what Pope Pius IX proclaimed on the subject in his Encyclical Pastor Aeternus:

			For the Holy Spirit was not promised to the successors of Peter, that by this revelation they might make known new doctrine, but that by His assistance they might strictly keep and faithfully expound the revelation or deposit of faith delivered through the Apostles.


			Influence of Liberalism on Vatican Council II

			We now come to the question which so concerns us: How is it possible that anyone can, in the name of the Second Vatican Council, oppose the age-old apostolic Traditions and so bring into question the Catholic priesthood itself and its essential act, the holy sacrifice of the Mass? A grave and tragic ambiguity hangs over the Second Vatican Council, one presented by the Popes themselves in terms making for that ambiguity: for instance, the Council of the aggiornamento, the “bringing up to date” of the Church, the pastoral non-dogmatic Council, as the Pope again called it just a month ago.

			This way of presenting the Council, in the situation of the Church and the world as they were in 1962, ran very grave risks, which the Council did not succeed in avoiding. It was easy to interpret those words in such a way that the Council was laid wide open to the errors of liberalism. A liberal minority among the Council Fathers, above all among the cardinals, was very active, very well organized, and fully supported by a constellation of modernist theologians and numerous secretariats. Take for example the enormous flow of printed matter from the I.D.O.C., subsidized by the Bishops’ Conferences of Germany and Holland.

			Everything played into their hands in demanding the instant adaptation of the Church to modern man, in other words to man eager to be freed of all shackles, in their presenting the Church as out of touch and impotent, in their confessing to the sins of their predecessors. The Church is presented as being as guilty as the Protestants and Orthodox for the divisions of old. She should ask forgiveness of present-day Protestants. The traditional Church is guilty in her wealth, in her triumphalism; the Council Fathers feel guilty at being out of the world rather than of the world. They are already blushing for their episcopal insignia; soon they will be ashamed of their cassocks.

			This atmosphere of liberation will soon spread to all fields, and will show in the spirit of collegiality, which will veil the shame felt at exercising a personal authority so opposed to the spirit of modern man, let us say liberal man. The pope and bishops will exercise their authority collegially in Synods, Bishops’ Conferences, Priests’ Councils. Finally, the Church is opened wide to the principles of the modern world. The liturgy too will be liberalized, adapted, subjected to experiments by Bishops’ Conferences.

			Religious liberty, ecumenism, theological research, the revision of canon law will all attenuate the triumphalism of a Church that once proclaimed herself the only ark of salvation! The Truth is to be found divided among all religions, communal research will carry the worldwide religious community forward around the Church. 

			Geneva Protestants, Marsaudon in his book Ecumenism as Seen by a Freemason, and liberals such as Fesquet are triumphant. At last the era of Catholic States will disappear. All religions equal before the law! “The Church free in the free State,” in Lamennais’s formula! Now the Church is in touch with the modern world! The Church’s privileged status before the law and all the documents cited above turn into museum pieces for an age that has out-grown them! Read the beginning of the Schema on the Church in the Modern World (Gaudium et Spes), the description of the way in which modern times are changing; read the conclusions, they are pure liberalism. Read the Declaration on Religious Freedom and compare it with the Encyclical Mirari Vos of Gregory XVI, or with Quanta Cura of Pius IX, and you can observe the contradiction almost word for word.

			To say that liberal ideas had no influence on the Second Vatican Council is to fly in the face of the evidence. The internal and external evidence both make that influence abundantly clear.


			Influence of Liberalism on the 
Postconciliar Reforms and Trends

			If we pass on from the Council to the “reforms” and “directives” since the Council, the proof is so clear as to be blinding. Now, let us note carefully that in the letters from Rome calling upon us to make a public act of submission, the three things–the Council, its reforms, and the directives following from it–are presented as indissolubly linked. Hence those who speak of a mistaken interpretation of the Council, as if the Council were perfect in itself and could not be interpreted in the light of the reforms and directives, are grievously mistaken. Clearer than any written account of the Council, they show how the Council officially intended them to be interpreted.

			Now, on this point we need not elaborate: the facts speak for themselves and they are eloquent, alas! all too sadly eloquent. What still remains intact of the preconciliar Church? Where has the self-destruction (as Pope Paul called it) not been at work? Catechetics, seminaries, religious congregations, the liturgy of the Mass and the sacraments, the constitution of the Church, the concept of the priesthood: liberal ideas have wrought havoc all round and are carrying the Church far beyond Protestant ideas, to the amazement of Protestants and to the reproach of the Orthodox.

			One of the most horrifying practical applications of these liberal principles is the laying of the Church open to all errors, particularly the most monstrous error ever thought up by Satan–Communism. Communism now has official access to the Vatican, and its world revolution is made markedly easier by the official non-resistance of the Church, nay, by her regular support of the revolution, despite the despairing warnings of cardinals who have been through Communist jails.

			The refusal by this pastoral Council to issue any official condemnation of Communism alone suffices to disgrace it for all time, when one remembers the tens of millions of martyrs, of people having their personalities scientifically destroyed in psychiatric hospitals, serving as guinea-pigs for all sorts of experiments. And the pastoral Council which brought together 2,350 bishops said not a word, in spite of the 450 signatures of Fathers demanding a condemnation, which I myself took to Bishop Felici, Secretary of the Council, together with Bishop Sigaud, Archbishop of Diamantina.

			Need the analysis be pushed any further to reach its conclusion? These lines seem to me to be enough to justify a refusal to follow this Council, these reforms, and these trends in all their liberalism and neo-modernism.

			We should like to reply to the objection that will certainly be levied against it in the matter of obedience, and of the jurisdiction held by those who seek to impose this liberalization on us. Our reply is–in the Church, law and jurisdiction are at the service of the faith, the chief end of the Church. There is no law, no jurisdiction, which can impose on us a lessening of our faith.

			We accept this jurisdiction and this law when they are at the service of the faith. But who can be the judge of that? The Tradition, the faith taught for two thousand years. Every Catholic can and must resist anyone in the Church who lays hands on his faith, the faith of the eternal Church, upheld by his childhood catechism. The defense of his faith is the first duty of every Christian, more especially of every priest and bishop. Wherever an order carries with it the danger of corrupting faith and morals, “disobedience” becomes a grave duty.

			It is because we believe that our whole faith is endangered by the postconciliar reforms and changes that it is our duty to “disobey” and to maintain the traditions. The greatest service we can render the Catholic Church, the successor of Peter, the salvation of souls and of our own, is to say no to the reformed liberal Church, because we believe in our Lord Jesus Christ, Son of God made man, who is neither liberal nor reformable.

			One last objection: The Council is a council as were the others. In its ecumenicity and the manner of its summoning it resembles them. In its object, and that is the essential, it does not. A non-dogmatic Council may not be infallible; it is so only in so far as it reaffirms traditional dogmatic truths.

			How do you justify your attitude towards the Pope? We are the keenest defenders of his authority as the successor of Peter, but our attitude is governed by the words of Pope Pius IX quoted above. We applaud the Pope when he echoes Tradition and is faithful to his mission of handing down the deposit of faith. We accept innovations in close conformity with Tradition and the Faith. We do not feel bound by any obedience to accept innovations not in accordance with Tradition which threaten our faith. In that case, we take our stand on the papal documents quoted above.

			We do not see how, in conscience, a Catholic layman, priest, or bishop can adopt any other attitude towards the grievous crisis the Church is going through. “Nihil innovetur nisi quod traditum est–innovate nothing, but hand down Tradition.”

			May Jesus and Mary help us to remain faithful to our episcopal promises! “Call not true what is false, call not good what is evil.” That is what we were told at our consecration.

			 

			+ Marcel Lefebvre 

			
				
					19	Archbishop Lefebvre made this declaration on November 21, 1974, to the members of the Priestly Society of Saint Pius X. It was mainly addressed to the professors and students of the international Seminary of Ecône, Switzerland. In accordance with Archbishop Lefebvre’s wish, it was made public in January 1975 (Itinéraires, No. 189). That is the reason for its indexing under this date.

				

				
					20	The Letter to Cardinal Staffa of  May 21, 1975.
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			La France Catholique-Ecclesia21

			February 13, 1976

			An Interview with 
Archbishop Lefebvre 

			 

			Louis Salleron: Your Excellency, not only in France, 
but throughout the entire world, an immense number of Catholics have placed their trust in you because the 
Seminary of Ecône seems to them the rampart of their faith during what Father Bouyer has described as “the decomposition of Catholicism.” However, many today are troubled because the information they read in the 
newspapers presents you as disobedient to the Pope.

			Archbishop Lefebvre: It seems to me that, on the contrary, my Seminary is the clearest expression of an attitude of obedience to the Pope, successor of Peter and Vicar of Jesus Christ.


			You have, however, spoken of the “duty to disobey.”

			Undoubtedly. It is a duty to disobey the prescriptions of those who themselves constitute disobedience to the doctrine of the Church. You have a family. If your children receive in the catechism an official teaching, authorized or imposed, which either distorts or is silent with regard to the truths one must believe, your duty is to disobey those who presume to teach this new catechism to your children. In so doing, you obey the Church.


			Cardinal Villot has stated in writing that 
you refused to accept control by the 
competent ecclesiastical authorities. Is that true?

			It is absolutely false. Besides, I have several times had the pleasure of a visit from Msgr. Adam (Bishop of Sion), and I have explicitly invited Msgr. Mamie (Bishop of Lausanne, Geneva, and Fribourg) who has always refused to come because he considered my Seminary illegal, although he declared in his letter suppressing it that the Seminary had (as from that moment only) lost its legal status.


			Cardinal Villot also says that you are
systematically opposed to the Council. Is that true?

			It is equally false (to say) that I am systematically opposed to the Second Vatican Council. But I am convinced that a liberal spirit was active at the Council and became apparent frequently in conciliar texts, particularly in certain declarations such as that on religious freedom, the one on non-Christian religions, and on the Church in the world. That is why it seems to me very legitimate to have considerable reservations concerning these texts.

			Since authorized theological research calls in question veritable dogmas of our faith, I cannot understand why I should be condemned for discussing certain texts of a Council which even the Pope himself has recently affirmed to be non-dogmatic. I am accused of infidelity to the Church while none of these theologians engaged in research is condemned. There are truly two weights and two measures.


			However, it is the Pope himself who seems 
to think that you do not obey the Church.

			Then there has been a misunderstanding. My thoughts and my will in this matter have always been entirely free from any ambiguity. One day I had occasion to write to the Abbé de Nantes: “I want you to know that if a bishop breaks with Rome, it will not be me.”


			Have you had some discussion 
with the Pope about this question?

			No. It is precisely that which I deplore.


			He has not summoned you in order 
to let you know his mind on this question?

			Not only have I not been invited, but I have never been able to obtain an audience with him, and for that reason I have been wondering if my request for an audience has been presented to him. Recently a bishop whom I very much esteem has seen the Holy Father in order to tell him of the upset in his diocese caused by all measures taken against me, which seem to represent a condemnation of my work. And he asked him to receive me. The Holy Father begged him to discuss this with Cardinal Villot, who told him: “There can be no question of this. The Pope could change his mind and there would be confusion.” You see therefore that there is a screen between the Holy Father and me.

			In his second letter, the Pope told you 
that he is perfectly well informed concerning you.

			Since I cannot have an audience with him I have a right to think that he is not “well informed.”


			He is probably basing this on the report of
the two Apostolic Visitors who had been to Ecône 
and on the report of the three Cardinals who 
interviewed you by express command of the Holy Father.

			I don’t know what was in these documents. As for the report of the two Apostolic Visitors, it was not communicated to me...


			It is said to have been favorable to the Seminary at Ecône.

			So they say, and I am happy because of that. But in fact I know nothing, since this report was not communicated to me. As for my discussions with Cardinals Garrone, Wright, and Tabera, I can tell you the following fact: Cardinal Garrone most courteously asked me if I had any objection to the discussion being recorded. I willingly agreed, and after the discussion I asked for a copy of the recording to be given to me. Cardinal Garrone agreed, saying it was my right. When I came to ask for the promised recording I was told that it would only be a typed transcript. That wasn’t the same thing because there could be suppressions and modifications on the typed copy.

			I was in Rome for several days. The promised copy should have been delivered to me. Seeing no sign of it, I telephoned to speed things up, only to be told that it wasn’t possible for me to be given this copy, but that I could come and see it on such and such a day at such and such an hour. I refused to be a party to this farce. And, consequently, just as I don’t know what was in the Apostolic Visitors’ report, neither do I know what was contained in the report of the Cardinals’ Commission. If the recording has been neither destroyed nor cut, I can assure you that it would be interesting to listen to. But, obviously, the Holy Father has been given only such reports as were prepared for him, and of which I am totally ignorant.


			In short, you have been condemned in a trial 
without your having been given the evidence.

			It wasn’t even a trial, for the Cardinals’ Commission wasn’t a tribunal and had never been presented to me as such. I have been condemned, as you say, in so irregular a manner that I can’t see what the word “condemnation” can mean. And this, be it noted, at a moment when we are told that the Church no longer condemns, and without having been able to be heard by the Holy Father, who has made dialogue the mark of his government. That is why I think that all this has been contrived behind his back.


			But what difficulty do you find in making the public act of submission that is being asked of you: i.e., “to the Council, 
to the postconciliar reforms, and to the orientations 
to which the Pope himself is committed”?

			I find a difficulty in the equivocation which borders on falsehood. From the “Council” one proceeds to “post-conciliar reforms” and from there to the “orientations to which the Pope himself is committed.” One no longer knows what precisely is involved. What is to be understood by the “orientations to which the Pope himself is committed”? Must we understand it to mean such of the orientations as involve the Pope personally (and what are these?), or the actual orientations of the Church, to all of which the Pope is committed?

			When one sees what is happening in France, to speak only of our own country, am I to think that, in its collegiality, the episcopate has submitted “to the Council, to post-conciliar reforms, and to the orientations to which the Pope himself is committed”? Logically, I must think so, since no public act of submission has been asked of the French Episcopate by Cardinal Villot or the Sovereign Pontiff. Is it, therefore, to the destruction of the priesthood, to the changing or the negation of the holy sacrifice of the Mass, to the abandonment of moral values, to the politicization of the Gospel, and to the constitution of a national Church centered on the episcopal conference and the secretariat of the episcopate that I must subscribe in order to bear witness to my communion with the Catholic Church and the Vicar of Christ? It is absurd. My Catholic faith and my duty as a bishop forbid me to do so.


			I believe that what you are being asked to do 
is simply to close the Seminary of Ecône.

			But why? It is perhaps the only one that corresponds not only to the tradition of the Church but also to the decree of Vatican II concerning the training of priests. Moreover, I had occasion one day to say so to Cardinal Garrone, who did not deny it.


			If, instead of asking you to make a badly defined act of submission, the Pope were to give you an express order by a new letter to close the Seminary of Ecône, would you close it?

			After a trial carried out in a proper way according to the elementary norms of natural law and ecclesiastical law, yes, I would agree to close my Seminary. Let me be told in an explicit and concrete manner what I am being reproached with in my activities and in my writings, and let me be given the elementary right to defend myself with the help of an advocate.


			Despite everything, then, you are an optimist?

			It isn’t a question of optimism. I don’t know what will happen, and sufficient unto the day is the evil thereof. But I have confidence, however, because, being supported by the millenary tradition of the Church, which cannot possibly have been mistaken, I cannot see how, this being so, I can be the subject of condemnation.

			The ordeal which the Church is undergoing can be ended only by a return to the principles which make her continuous and everlasting.

			 

			 

			 

			June 22, 1976

			Letter of Archbishop Lefebvre to Pope Paul VI

			 

			The letter that follows on the next page was made public by Archbishop Lefebvre on July 12, 1976, which he prefaced with this “preliminary note.” 

			 

			The letter which follows is the third of the same kind addressed to the Holy Father within the last year. It was forwarded to him by the mediation of the Berne Nunciature to which it had been sent on June 22 in answer to the letter of H. E. Msgr. Benelli which the Nuncio in Berne communicated to me on June 17 (and which was dated June 12). This letter of June 17 forbade me to proceed with the ordinations on June 29.

			On Sunday, June 27, a special envoy of the Secretariat of State came to join me at Flavigny-sur-Ozerain in France, when I was preaching the retreat to the ordinands. The letter he brought me from H. E. Msgr. Benelli (of June 25) made out that it was an answer to the annexed letter.22

			It confirms the prohibition of the ordinations and the threat of sanctions, but it makes no allusion to the possibility of a dialogue even with a mediator.

			It thus appears impossible to approach the basic problem, which is the agreement of the Conciliar Church, as H. E. Msgr. Benelli himself calls it in his last letter, and the Catholic Church.

			Let there be no mistake. It is not a question of a difference between Msgr. Lefebvre and Pope Paul VI. It is a question of the radical incompatibility between the Catholic Church and the Conciliar Church, the Mass of Paul VI being the symbol and the program of the Conciliar Church.

			 

			+ Marcel Lefebvre

			 

			Most Holy Father,

			Will Your Holiness please fully understand the sorrow which grips me, and my stupefaction on the one hand at hearing the paternal appeals Your Holiness addresses to me, and on the other the cruelty of the blows which do not cease striking us, the latest of them striking worst of all my dear seminarians and their families on the eve of their priesthood, for which they have been preparing for five or six years.

			Your Holiness has known me since 1948, and you know perfectly well what the faith is that I profess, the faith of your Credo, and you know equally my profound submission to the Successor of Peter which I renew into the hands of Your Holiness.

			The trouble and the confusion spread in the Church these last years, which Your Holiness denounces in your last discourse to the Consistory, are precisely the reason for the serious reserves I make about the perilous adaptation of the Church to the modern world.

			But I am deeply convinced that I am in full communion with the thought and the faith of Your Holiness. I implore Your Holiness, therefore, to allow me to have a dialogue with envoys chosen by you from among the Cardinals who have known me for a long time, and, with the help of God’s grace, there is no doubt that the difficulties will be smoothed out.

			Hoping that this suggestion will be acceptable to Your Holiness, I assure you of my entire availability, and of my respectful and filial affection in Christ and Mary.

			 

			+ Marcel Lefebvre

			 

			 

			 

			Ecône, Switzerland

			June 29, 1976

			Sermon of 
Archbishop Lefebvre 
For the Ordination Mass 
On the Feast of 
SS. Peter and Paul

			 

			My dear Friends,

			My dear Confreres,

			My dear Brethren,

			You have come from every country and from all horizons, and it is a joy  for us to welcome you and to feel you so close to us at this moment so important for our Fraternity and also for the Church. I think that if the pilgrims have permitted themselves to make this sacrifice, to journey day and night, to come from distant regions to participate in this ceremony, it is because they had the conviction that they were coming to participate in a ceremony of the Church, to participate in a ceremony that would fill their hearts with joy because they will now have the certitude, in returning to their homes, that the Catholic Church continues.

			Ah! I know well that the difficulties are numerous in this undertaking, which we have been told is foolhardy. They say that we are in a deadlock. Why? Because from Rome have come to us, especially in the last three months, since 19 March in particular, the Feast of Saint Joseph, demands, supplications, orders, and threats to inform us that we must cease our activity, to inform us that we must not perform these ordinations to the priesthood. They have been pressing these last few days. In the last twelve days in particular, we have not ceased to receive messages and envoys from Rome enjoining us to refrain from performing these ordinations.

			But if in all objectivity we seek the true motive animating those who ask us not to perform these ordinations, if we look for the hidden motive, it is because we are ordaining these priests that they may say the Mass of all time. It is because they know that these priests will be faithful to the Mass of the Church, to the Mass of Tradition, to the Mass of all time, that they urge us not to ordain them.

			In proof of this, consider that six times in the last three weeks–six times–we have been asked to re-establish normal relations with Rome and to give as proof the acceptance of the new rite, and I have been asked to celebrate it myself. They have gone so far as to send me someone who offered to concelebrate with me in the new rite so as to manifest that I accepted voluntarily this new liturgy, saying that in this way all would be straightened out between us and Rome. They put a new Missal into my hands, saying, “Here is the Mass that you must celebrate and that you shall celebrate henceforth in all your houses.” They told me as well that if on this date, today, this 29th of June, before your entire assembly, we celebrated a Mass according to the new rite, all would be straightened out henceforth between ourselves and Rome. Thus it is clear, it is evident that it is on the problem of the Mass that the whole drama between Ecône and Rome depends.

			Are we wrong in obstinately wanting to keep the rite of all time? We have, of course, prayed; we have consulted, we have reflected, we have meditated to discover if it is not indeed we who are in error, or if we do not really have a sufficient reason not to submit ourselves to the new rite. And, in fact, the very insistence of those who were sent from Rome to ask us to change rite makes us wonder.

			And we have the precise conviction that this new rite of Mass expresses a new faith, a faith which is not ours, a faith which is not the Catholic Faith. This new Mass is a symbol, an expression, an image of a new faith, of a modernist faith. For if the most holy Church has wished to guard throughout the centuries this precious treasure which she has given us of the rite of Holy Mass which was canonized by St. Pius V, it has not been without purpose. It is because this Mass contains our whole faith, the whole Catholic Faith: faith in the Most Holy Trinity, faith in the Divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ, faith in the Redemption of our Lord Jesus Christ, faith in the Blood of our Lord Jesus Christ which flowed for the redemption of our sins, faith in supernatural grace, which comes to us from the holy sacrifice of the Mass, which comes to us from the Cross, which comes to us through all the Sacraments.

			This is what we believe. This is what we believe in celebrating the holy sacrifice of the Mass of all time. It is a lesson of faith and at the same time a source of our faith, indispensable for us in this age when our faith is attacked from all sides. We have need of this true Mass, of this Mass of all time, of this sacrifice of our Lord Jesus Christ really to fill our souls with the Holy Ghost and with the strength of our Lord Jesus Christ.

			Now it is evident that the new rite, if I may say so, supposes another conception of the Catholic religion–another religion. It is no longer the priest who offers the holy sacrifice of the Mass, it is the assembly. Now, this is an entire program–an entire program. Henceforth it is the assembly also that replaces authority in the Church. It is the assembly of bishops that replaces the power of (individual) bishops. It is the priests’ council that replaces the power of the bishop in the diocese. It is numbers that command from now on in the holy Church. And this is expressed in the Mass precisely because the assembly replaces the priest, to such a point that now many priests no longer want to celebrate holy Mass when there is no assembly. Slowly but surely the Protestant notion of the Mass is being introduced into the holy Church.

			And this is consistent with the mentality of modern man, absolutely consistent. For it is the democratic ideal which is the fundamental idea of modern man, that is to say, that the power lies with the assembly, that authority is in the people, in the masses, and not in God. And this is most grave, because we believe that God is all-powerful; we believe that God has all authority; we believe that all authority comes from God: “Omnis potestas a Deo.” We do not believe that authority comes from below. Now, that is the mentality of modern man.

			And the new Mass is not less than the expression of this idea that authority is at the base, and no longer in God. This Mass is no longer a hierarchical Mass; it is a democratic Mass. And this is most grave. It is the expression of a whole new ideology. The ideology of modern man has been brought into our most sacred rites. 

			And this is what is at present corrupting the entire Church. For by this idea of power bestowed on the lower rank, in the holy Mass, they have destroyed the priesthood! They are destroying the priesthood, for what is the priest, if the priest no longer has a personal power, that power which is given to him by his ordination, as these future priests are going to receive it in a moment? They are going to receive a character, a character which will put them above the people of God! Nevermore shall they be able to say after the ceremony about to be performed, they shall never be able to say: “We are men like other men.” This would not be true.

			They will no longer be men like other men! They will be men of God. They will be men, I should say, who almost participate in the divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ by His sacerdotal character. For our Lord Jesus Christ is Priest for eternity, Priest according to the order of Melchisedech, because He is Jesus Christ; because the divinity of the Word of God was infused into the humanity which He assumed. And it is at the moment that He assumed this humanity in the womb of the Most Blessed Virgin Mary that Jesus became Priest.

			The grace in which these young priests are going to participate is not the sanctifying grace in which our Lord Jesus Christ gives us to participate by the grace of baptism; it is the grace of union, that grace of union unique to our Lord Jesus Christ. It is in this grace that they are going to participate, for it is by His grace of union with the divinity of God, with the divinity of the Word, that our Lord Jesus Christ became Priest, that our Lord Jesus Christ is King, that our Lord Jesus Christ is judge, that our Lord Jesus Christ ought to be adored by all men–by His grace of union, sublime grace! grace which no being here below could ever receive, this grace of the divinity itself descending into a humanity which is our Lord Jesus Christ, anointing Him, after a fashion, like the oil that descends on the head and consecrates him who receives this oil. The humanity of our Lord Jesus Christ was penetrated by the divinity of the Word of God, and thus He was made Priest. He was made Mediator between God and men.

			It is in this very grace, which will place them above the people of God, that these priests are going to participate. They too will be the intermediaries between God and God’s people. They will not merely be the representatives of the people of God; they will not be the functionaries of the people of God; they will not merely be “presidents of the assembly.” They are priests for eternity, marked by this character for eternity, and no one has the right not to respect them. Even if they themselves did not respect this character, they have it always in themselves; they will always have it in themselves.

			This is what we believe, this is our faith, and this is what constitutes our holy sacrifice of the Mass. It is the priest who offers the holy sacrifice of the Mass, and the faithful participate in this offering, with all their heart, with all their soul, but it is not they who offer the holy sacrifice of the Mass. As proof, consider that the priest, when he is alone, offers the holy sacrifice of the Mass in the same manner and with the same value as if there were a thousand people around him. His sacrifice has an infinite value: the sacrifice of our Lord Jesus Christ offered by the priest has an infinite value.

			This is what we believe. This is why we think that we cannot accept the new rite, which is the work of another ideology, or a new ideology. They thought that they would attract the world by accepting the ideas of the world. They thought they would attract to the Church those who do not believe by accepting the ideas of these persons who do not believe, by accepting the ideas of modern man–this modern man who is a liberal, who is a modernist, who is a man who accepts the plurality of religions, who no longer accepts the social kingship of our Lord Jesus Christ. This I have heard twice from the envoys of the Holy See, who told me that the social kingship of our Lord Jesus Christ was no longer possible in our time; that we must accept definitely the pluralism of religions. That is what they told me; that the Encyclical Quas Primas, which is so beautiful, on the social kingship of our Lord Jesus Christ, which was written by Pope Pius XI, would never be written today by the Pope. This is what they said to me–the official envoys of the Holy See.

			Well, we are not of this religion. We do not accept this new religion. We are of the religion of all time; we are of the Catholic religion. We are not of this “universal religion,” as they call it today; this is not the Catholic religion any more. We are not of this liberal, modernist religion which has its own worship, its own priests, its own faith, its own catechisms, its own Bible, the “ecumenical Bible”–these things we do not accept. We do not accept the “ecumenical Bible.” There is no ecumenical Bible. There is only the Bible of God, the Bible of the Holy Ghost, written under the influence of the Holy Ghost. It is the Word of God. We do not have the right to mix it with the words of men. No ecumenical Bible could possibly exist. There is only one Word, the Word of the Holy Ghost. We do not accept the catechisms that no longer uphold our Creed. And so on and so forth.

			We cannot accept these things. They are contrary to our faith. We regret infinitely, it is an immense pain for us, to think that we are in difficulty with Rome because of our faith! How is this possible? It is something that exceeds the imagination, that we should never have been able to imagine, that we should never have been able to believe, especially in our childhood–then when all was uniform, when the whole Church believed in her general unity and held the same Faith, the same Sacraments, the same sacrifice of the Mass, the same catechism. And behold, suddenly all is in division, in chaos.

			I said as much to those who came from Rome. I said so: Christians are torn apart in their families, in their homes, among their children; they are torn apart in their hearts by this division in the Church, by this new religion now being taught and practised. Priests are dying prematurely, torn apart in their hearts and in their souls at the thought that they no longer know what to do: either to submit to obedience and lose, in a way, the faith of their childhood and of their youth, and renounce the promises which they made at the time of their ordination in taking the Anti-modernist Oath; or to have the impression of separating themselves from him who is our father, the Pope, from him who is the representative of St. Peter. What agony for these priests! Many priests have died prematurely of grief. Priests are now hounded from their churches, persecuted, because they say the Mass of all time.

			We are in a truly dramatic situation. We have to choose between an appearance, I should say, of disobedience–for the Holy Father cannot ask us to abandon our faith. It is impossible, impossible–the abandonment of our faith! We choose not to abandon our faith, for in that we cannot go wrong. In that which the Catholic Church has taught for two thousand years, the Church cannot be in error. It is absolutely impossible, and that is why we are attached to this tradition which is expressed in such an admirable and definitive manner, as Pope St. Pius V said so well, in a definitive manner in the holy sacrifice of the Mass.

			Tomorrow, perhaps, our condemnation will appear in the newspapers. It is quite possible, because of these ordinations today. I myself shall probably be struck by suspension. These young priests will be struck by an irregularity which in theory should prevent them from saying Holy Mass. It is possible. Well, I appeal to St. Pius V, who in his Bull said that, in perpetuity, no priest could incur a censure, whatever it might be, for saying this Mass. And, consequently, this censure, this excommunication, if there was one; these censures, if there are any, are absolutely invalid, contrary to that which St. Pius V established in perpetuity in his Bull: that never in any age could one inflict a censure on a priest who says this Holy Mass.

			Why? Because this Mass is canonized. He canonized it definitively. Now, a Pope cannot remove a canonization. The Pope can make a new rite, but he cannot remove a canonization. He cannot forbid a Mass that is canonized. Thus, if he has canonized a saint, another Pope cannot come and say that this saint is no longer canonized. That is not possible. Now, this Holy Mass was canonized by Pope St. Pius V. And that is why we can say it in all tranquillity, in all security, and even be certain that in saying this Mass, we are professing our faith, we are upholding our faith, we are upholding the faith of the Catholic people. This is, indeed, the best manner of upholding it. And that is why we are going to proceed in a few moments with these ordinations. Certainly we should desire to have a blessing as was given in the past by the Holy See–a benediction would come from Rome for the newly ordained. But we believe that God is here present, that He sees all things, and that He also blesses this ceremony which we are performing, and that one day He will certainly draw from it the fruits which He desires, and will aid us, in any case, to maintain our faith and to serve the Church.

			We ask this especially of the most Blessed Virgin Mary and of SS. Peter and Paul today. Let us ask the most Blessed Virgin, who is the Mother of the Priesthood, to give these young men the true grace of the priesthood; to give them the Holy Ghost in whose giving she was intermediary the day of Pentecost.

			Let us ask St. Peter and St. Paul to maintain in us this faith in Peter. Ah, yes, we believe in Peter, we believe in the successor of Peter! But as Pope Pius IX says well in his dogmatic constitution, the pope has received the Holy Ghost not to make new truths, but to maintain us in the faith of all time. This is the definition of the pope made at the time of the First Vatican Council by Pope Pius IX. And that is why we are persuaded that, in maintaining these traditions, we are manifesting our love, our docility, our obedience to the Successor of Peter.

			In the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost. Amen.

			 

			 

			 

			 

			July 4, 1976

			Sermon by Archbishop 
Lefebvre at Geneva

			 

			My dear Monsieur l’Abbé,

			My dear Friends,

			My dear Brothers,

			It is not in this exhibition hall that your first Mass should have taken place, you being a child of this city. It is in a large and beautiful church of the City of Geneva that you should have celebrated this ceremony so dear to the hearts of all the Catholics of Geneva. But, as Providence has decided otherwise, here you are before the crowd of your friends, of your relatives, of those who want to share your joy and the honor which God has done you of being His priest, a priest for ever.

			This history of your vocation is the implementation of a plan.

			And I shall say what our plan is.

			You were born of Protestant parents in this City of Geneva, and in childhood and youth you followed the teaching of the Protestant religion. You were well educated, and you had a profession which gave you all the world can hope for here below. Then, all of a sudden, touched by the grace of God through the intercession of the Blessed Virgin Mary, you abruptly decided, under the influence of that grace, to direct yourself to the true Church, the Catholic Church; and you desired not only to become a Catholic but also to become a priest. I can still see you arriving for the first time at Ecône; and I confess that it was not without a certain apprehension that I received you, asking myself if so rapid a passage from Protestantism to the desire of becoming a Catholic priest was not an inspiration with no future. That is the reason why you stayed some time at Ecône reflecting more deeply on the desire within you, your aspiration to the priesthood. We all admired your perseverance, your will to reach that goal, despite your age, despite a certain weariness of ecclesiastical studies, of the study of philosophy, theology, Scripture, canon law–for you were a scientist. And now, by God’s grace, after those years of study at Ecône you have received the grace of sacerdotal ordination. It seems to me to be difficult for anyone who has not received that grace to realize what the grace of priesthood is. As I said to you a few days ago at the time of the ordination: You can no longer say that you are a man like other men; that is not true. You are no longer a man like other men: henceforward you are marked with the sacerdotal character, which is something ontological, which marks your soul and puts it above the faithful. Yes, whether you are a saint, or, which God forbid, whether you are like priests who are, perhaps, alas, in hell: they still have the sacerdotal character. This sacerdotal character unites you to our Lord Jesus Christ, to the priesthood of our Lord Jesus Christ in a very special way, a participation which the faithful cannot have; and that is what permits you, which will permit you in a few moments, to pronounce the words of consecration of Holy Mass, and in a way to make God obey your order, your words. At your words Jesus Christ will come personally, physically, substantially under the species of the bread and wine; He will be present on the altar, and you will adore Him, you will kneel to adore Him, to adore the presence of our Lord Jesus Christ. That is what the priest is. What an extraordinary reality! We need to be in heaven–and even in heaven shall we understand what the priest is? Is it not St. Augustine who says: “Were I to find myself before a priest and an angel, I should salute the priest first, before the angel”?

			So, then, here you are, become a priest. I said that the history of your vocation is a whole plan, it is our plan. That is profoundly true, because we have the Catholic Faith and are not afraid to affirm our faith; and I know that our Protestant friends, who are perhaps here in this assembly, approve of us. They approve of us: they need to feel the presence amongst them of Catholics who are Catholics, and not Catholics who appear to be in full accord with them on points of faith. One does not deceive one’s friends; we cannot deceive our Protestant friends. We are Catholics; we affirm our faith in the divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ; we affirm our faith in the divinity of the Holy Catholic Church; we think that Jesus Christ is the sole way, the sole truth, the sole life, and that one cannot be saved outside our Lord Jesus Christ and, consequently, outside His Mystical Spouse, the Holy Catholic Church. No doubt, the graces of God are distributed outside the Catholic Church, but those who are saved, even outside the Catholic Church, are saved by the Catholic Church, by our Lord Jesus Christ, even if they do not know it, even if they are not aware of it, for it is our Lord Jesus Christ Himself who has said it: “You can do nothing without me–nihil potestis facere sine me.” You cannot come to the Father without going by me, so you cannot come to God without going by me. “When I shall be lifted up from the earth,” says our Lord Jesus Christ, meaning He will be on His cross, “I shall draw all souls to me.” Only our Lord Jesus Christ, being God, could say such things: no man here below can speak as our Lord Jesus Christ has spoken, because He alone is the Son of God, He is our God–Tu solus altissimus, tu solus Dominus. He is our Lord, He is the Most High, our Lord Jesus Christ.

			It is for that that Ecône remains in being, it is for that that Ecône exists, because we believe that what the Catholics have taught, what the Popes have taught, what the Councils have taught for twenty centuries, we cannot possibly abandon. We cannot possibly change our faith: we have our Credo, and we will keep it till we die. We cannot change our Credo, we cannot change the holy sacrifice of the Mass, we cannot change our sacraments, changing them into purely human works which no longer carry the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ. It is because, in fact, we feel and are convinced that in the last fifteen years something has happened in the Church which has introduced into the highest summits of the Church, and into those who ought to defend our faith, a poison, a virus, which makes them adore the golden calf of this age; adore, in some sense, the errors of this age. To adopt the world, they wish to adopt also the errors of the world; by opening to the world, they wish also to open themselves to the errors of the world, those errors which say, for example, that all religions are of equal worth. We cannot accept those errors which say that the social reign of our Lord Jesus Christ is now an impossibility and should no longer be sought. We do not accept that. Even if the reign of our Lord Jesus Christ is difficult, we want it, we seek it, we say every day in the Our Father: “Thy kingdom come, Thy will be done on earth as it is in heaven.” If His will were done here below as it is done in heaven–imagine what it would be like if God’s will were really done here below as it is done in heaven: it would be paradise on earth! That is the reign of our Lord which we seek, which we desire with all our strength, even if we never achieve it; and because God has asked that from us, even if we have to shed our blood for that kingdom we are ready. And that is what the priests are whom we form at Ecône–priests who have the Catholic faith, priests such as have always been formed.

			Do you not think there is something inconceivable, unbelievable? Take my example, which is like yours. I have now been a priest for fifty years and a bishop for thirty. That means I was a bishop before the Council, a priest before the Council. In my career as priest and bishop I was made responsible for the formation of priests. In the beginning when I went as a missionary to Gabon I was appointed to the seminary of Gabon in Equatorial Africa. I formed priests, one of whom became a bishop. I was recalled to France, and again I was appointed to form seminarians in the seminary of Mortain with the Holy Ghost Fathers. I then went back as bishop of Dakar, in Senegal. I set myself again to form good priests of whom two are bishops and one has just been named cardinal; and when I was at Mortain in France I formed seminarians, one of whom is now Bishop of Cayenne; so amongst my pupils I have four bishops, one of them a cardinal. I form my seminarians at Ecône exactly as I have always formed my seminarians for thirty years; and now, all of a sudden, we are condemned, almost excommunicated, thrown out of the Catholic Church, in disobedience to the Catholic Church, because I have done the same thing that I have done for thirty years. Something has happened in holy Church. It is not possible! I have changed not one iota in my formation of seminarians; on the contrary, I have added a deeper and stronger spirituality, because it seemed to me a certain spiritual formation was lacking in young priests, as, in fact, many have abandoned the priesthood; many, alas, have given the world appalling scandal in their leaving of the priesthood. So it seemed to me necessary to give these priests a deeper, stronger, more courageous spiritual formation to enable them to face difficulties...23

			So, something has happened in the Church: the Church since the Council, already some time before the Council, during the Council, and throughout the reforms, has chosen to take a new direction, to have her new priests, her new priesthood, a new type of priest as has been said; she has chosen to have a new sacrifice of the Mass, or rather let us say a new eucharist. She has chosen to have a new catechism, she has chosen to have new seminaries, she has chosen to reform her religious congregations. And what have we now come to? A few days ago I read in a German paper that in the last few years there are three million fewer practicing Catholics in Germany. Cardinal Marty himself, who also condemns us–Cardinal Marty, Archbishop of Paris, has said that Mass attendance is down fifty per cent in his diocese since the Council.

			Who will say that the fruits of that Council are marvelous fruits of holiness, fervor, and growth of the Catholic Church?

			They have chosen to embrace the errors of the world, they have chosen to embrace the errors which come to us from liberalism, and which come to us–alas, it must be said–from those who lived here four centuries ago, from those reformers who have spread liberal ideas throughout the world; and those ideas have at last penetrated to the interior of the Church. This monster which is in the interior of the Church must disappear, so that the Church may find her own nature again, her own authenticity, her own identity. That is what we are trying to do, and it is why we continue: we do not want to be destroyers of the Church. If we stop, we shall be certain, convinced, that we are destroying the Church as those are engaged in destroying her who are steeped in that false idea. And so we wish to go on with the construction of the Church, and we cannot do better to get the Church built than to make these priests, these young priests, showing always the example of a deep Catholic faith, of an immense charity. 

			I think I can say that it is we who have a true charity towards Protestants, towards all those who do not have our faith. If we 
believe our Catholic Faith, if we are convinced that God has really given His graces to the Catholic Church, we have the desire of sharing our riches with our friends, giving them to our friends. If we are convinced that we have the truth, we should exert ourselves to make it known that that truth can benefit our friends as well. It is a failure in charity to hide one’s truth, to hide one’s personal riches and not let those profit from them who do not have their own. Why have missions, why set off to distant countries to convert souls, if not because one is certain of having the truth and desirous of sharing the graces received with those who have not yet received them? It is indeed our Savior who said: “Go and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost. He that believeth shall be saved, he that believeth not shall be condemned” (Mk. 16:16). That is what our Savior said. Strengthened by these words, we continue our apostolate, trusting in Providence: it is not possible that this condition of the Church should remain indefinitely.

			This morning, in the lessons which Holy Church has us read, we read the story of David and Goliath, and I thought to myself: Should we not be the young David with his sling and a few stones which he found in the stream to strike down Goliath clad in special armour and with a sword capable of splitting his enemy in two? Well, who knows if Ecône is not the little stone which will finish by destroying Goliath? Goliath believed in himself; David believed in God and invoked God before attacking Goliath. That is what we are doing. We are full of confidence in God, and we pray God to help us to strike down this giant who believes in himself, who believes in his armour, his muscles, and his weapons. That means the men who believe in themselves, who believe in their science, who believe that by human means we shall succeed in converting the world. As for us, we put our trust in God, and we hope that this Goliath who has penetrated into the interior of the Church will one day be struck down, and that the Church will truly discover her authenticity, her truth such as she has always had. Oh, the Church always has it; she does not will to perish; and we hope, precisely, to co-operate with that vitality of the Church and that continuity of the Church. I am convinced that these young priests will continue the Church. That is what we ask them to do, and we are sure that with the grace of God and the help of the Blessed Virgin Mary, Mother of the Priesthood, they will succeed. 

			In the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost. Amen.

			 

			 

			
			 

			July 17, 1976

			Letter of Archbishop Lefebvre to Pope Paul VI

			 

			Most Holy Father,

			All access permitting me to reach Your Holiness being forbidden me, may God grant that this letter reaches you to express to you my feelings of profound veneration, and at the same time to state to you, with an urgent prayer, the object of our most ardent desires, which seem, alas! to be a subject of dispute between the Holy See and numerous faithful Catholics:

			Most Holy Father, deign to manifest your will to see the Kingdom of our Lord Jesus Christ extended in this world, 

			by restoring the public Law of the Church,

			by giving the liturgy all its dogmatic value and its hierarchical expression according to the Latin Roman rite consecrated by so many centuries of use,

			by restoring the Vulgate to honor,

			by giving back to catechisms their true model, that of the Council of Trent.

			By taking these steps Your Holiness will restore the Catholic priesthood and the Reign of our Lord Jesus Christ over persons, families, and civil societies.

			You will give back their correct concept to falsified ideas which have become the idols of modern man: liberty, equality, fraternity, and democracy–like your Predecessors.

			Let Your Holiness abandon that ill-omened undertaking of compromise with the ideas of modern man, an undertaking which originates in a secret understanding between high dignitaries in the Church and those of Masonic lodges, since before the Council.

			To persevere in that direction is to pursue the destruction of the Church. Your Holiness will easily understand that we cannot collaborate in so calamitous a purpose, which we should do were we to close our seminaries.

			May the Holy Ghost deign to give Your Holiness the grace of the gift of fortitude, so that you may show in unequivocal acts that you are truly and authentically the Successor of Peter, proclaiming that there is no salvation except in Jesus Christ and in His Mystical Spouse, the Holy Church, Catholic and Roman.

			 

			+ Marcel Lefebvre

			
			 

			 

			Ecône, Switzerland

			August 2, 1976

			Where Is the Schism?

			 

			“Your Excellency, aren’t you heading towards schism?”

			That is the question that very many Catholics are asking on reading about the latest sanctions adopted by Rome against us! Catholics for the most part define or imagine schism to mean a break with the pope. They don’t push their investigation any further. You are going to break with the pope or the pope is going to break with you, so you are heading towards schism.

			Why does breaking with the pope cause a schism? Because where the pope is, there is the Catholic Church. In reality, it means separating oneself from the Catholic Church. But the Catholic Church is a mystical reality that exists not only in space, on the face of the earth, but also in time and eternity. For the pope to represent the Church and be its image, he must not only be united to it in space, but also in time, the Church being essentially a living tradition.

			In the measure that the pope would distance himself from this tradition, he would become schismatic, he would break with the Church. Theologians like St. Robert Bellarmine, Cajetan, Cardinal Journet, and many others have studied this possibility. Thus it is not something inconceivable.

			But what is of  concern to us is the Vatican Council II and its reforms and official orientations, much more than the personal attitude of the Pope, which is more difficult to discover. The Council represents, as much to the eyes of the Roman authorities as to our own, a new Church, which in fact they themselves call the Conciliar Church.

			We believe that we can affirm, by limiting ourselves to a critique of Vatican II, that is to say, by analyzing the documents and by studying the conduct of the Council, that, by turning its back on tradition and breaking with the Church’s past, it is a schismatic Council. A tree is judged by its fruits. At present, the mainstream press in Europe and America and even worldwide, recognizes that the Council is in the process of ruining the Catholic Church to such an extent that even unbelievers and secular States are worried. 

			A non-aggression pact was concluded between the Church and the Freemasons. That is the reality behind the words “aggiornamento–opening to the world,” and “ecumenism.”

			Henceforth, the Church accepts being no longer the one true religion, the only way of eternal salvation. It recognizes the other religions as sister religions. It recognizes as a right derived from the nature of the human person that man is free to choose his religion, and consequently a Catholic State is no longer admissible.

			Once this new principle is admitted, then all the doctrine of the Church must change: its worship, its priesthood, its institutions. For until now everything in the Church manifested that she alone possesses the Truth, the Way, and the Life in our Lord Jesus Christ, whom she possesses in person in the holy Eucharist present thanks to the continuation of His sacrifice. A complete overthrow of the entire tradition and teaching of the Church has been brought about since the Council by the Council. All those who co-operate in the implementation of this overthrow accept and adhere to this new “Conciliar Church,” as His Excellency Bishop Benelli designates it in the letter he addressed to me in the name of the Holy Father last June 25th, and enter into schism. 

			The adoption of liberal theses by a Council could not have occurred except in a non-infallible pastoral council, and cannot be explained without there having been a secret, detailed preparation which the historians will eventually uncover to the great stupefaction of Catholics who confuse the eternal Roman Catholic Church with the human Rome susceptible to infiltration by enemies robed in purple.

			How could we, by a blind and servile obedience, go along with these schismatics who ask us to collaborate in their enterprise of demolishing the Church?

			The authority delegated by our Lord to the pope, to the bishops, and to the priesthood in general is at the service of the faith in His divinity and the transmission of His own divine life. All the institutions, divine or ecclesiastical, are destined to serve this end. Each and every law has no other purpose. To make use of the  Church’s law, institutions, and authority to destroy the Catholic Faith and to no longer transmit the life of grace is to practise spiritual abortion or contraception. Who will dare say that a Catholic worthy of the name can co-operate in a crime that is worse than physical abortion?

			That is why we are submissive and ready to accept everything that is in conformity with our Catholic Faith such as it has been taught for two thousand years, but we reject everything that is against it.

			The objection is made that we make ourselves the judge of the Catholic Faith. But is it not the gravest duty of every Catholic to judge the faith which is taught him by that which was taught and believed for twenty centuries and which is inscribed in the official catechisms, like that of Trent, of St. Pius X, and of  every pre-Vatican II catechism? How have the true faithful always acted in the face of heresy? They have preferred to shed their blood rather than betray their faith.

			No matter how exalted the dignity of the spokesmen of heresy may be, the problem for the salvation of  our  souls remains the same. And in connection with this, many Catholics are seriously ignorant about  the nature and scope of the pope’s infallibility. Very many think that every word that comes from his mouth is infallible.

			For the rest, it seems to us much more certain that the faith taught by the Church for twenty centuries cannot contain error than that it is absolutely certain that the Pope is pope. Heresy, schism, ipso facto excommunication, or the invalidity of the election are so many causes which, eventually, could make it such that a Pope was never pope or that he is so no longer. In such a case, obviously very exceptional, the Church would be in a situation similar to that which occurs after the death of a Sovereign Pontiff. For, ultimately, a serious problem has presented itself to the faith of all Catholics since the beginning of Pope Paul VI’s pontificate. How can a Pope who is a true successor to Peter, and hence is guaranteed the assistance of the Holy Ghost, preside over the most extensive devastation the Church has ever experienced in its history in such a short period of time, something no heresiarch has ever succeeded in doing? One day this question will have to be answered. But leaving this problem to theologians and historians, the reality constrains us to respond practically in accordance with the counsel given by St. Vincent of Lerins: 

			What, therefore, will the Catholic Christian do if some members of the Church have broken away from the communion of universal faith? What else, but prefer the sanity of the body universal to the pestilence of the corrupt member? What if a new contagion strives to infect not only a small part but the whole of the Church? Then, he will endeavor to adhere to the antiquity which is evidently beyond the danger of being seduced by the deceit of some novelty.

			We are resolved to continue our work for the restoration of the Catholic priesthood come what may, persuaded that we can provide no greater service to the Church, the Pope, the bishops, and the faithful. Let us be permitted to carry out the experiment of Tradition.

			 

			 

			 

			 

			Lille, France

			August 29, 1976

			Sermon at Lille

			 

			Before addressing a few words of exhortation to you, I should like first to dispel some misunderstandings, and to begin with, about this very gathering.

			You can see from the simplicity of this ceremony that we made no preparations for a ceremony which would have gathered a crowd like the one in this hall. I thought I should be saying Holy Mass on the 29th of  August as it had been arranged, before a few hundred of the faithful of the Lille region, as I have done often in France, Europe, and even America, with no fuss.

			Yet all of a sudden this date, 29 August, through press, radio, and television, has become a kind of demonstration, resembling, so they say, a challenge. Not at all; this demonstration is not a challenge. This demonstration is what you wanted, dear Catholic brethren, who have come from long distances. Why? To manifest your Catholic faith; to manifest your belief; to manifest your desire to pray and to sanctify yourselves as did your fathers in faith, as did generations and generations before you. That is the real object of this ceremony, during which we desire to pray, pray with all our heart, adore our Lord Jesus Christ, who in a few moments will come down on this altar and will renew the sacrifice of the Cross, which we so much need.

			I should like also to dispel another misunderstanding. Here I beg your pardon, but I have to say it; it was not I who called myself head of the traditionalists. You know who did that not long ago in solemn and memorable circumstances in Rome. Archbishop Lefebvre was said to be the head of the traditionalists. I do not want to be head of the traditionalists, nor am I. Why? Because I also am a simple Catholic–a priest and a bishop, certainly; but in the very conditions in which you find yourselves, reacting in the same way to the destruction of the Church, to the destruction of our faith, to the ruins piling up before our eyes.

			Having the same reaction, I thought it my duty to form priests, the true priests that the Church needs. I formed those priests in a “Saint Pius X Society,” which was recognized by the Church. All I was doing was what all bishops have done for centuries and centuries. That is all I did–something I have been doing for thirty years of my priestly life. It was on that account that I was made a bishop, an Apostolic Delegate in Africa, a member of the central preconciliar commission, an assistant at the papal throne. What better proof could I have wanted that Rome considered my work profitable for the Church and for the good of souls? And now when I am doing the same thing, a work exactly like what I have been doing for thirty years, all of a sudden I am suspended a divinis, and perhaps I shall soon be excommunicated, separated from the Church, a renegade, or what have you! How can that be? Is what I have been doing for thirty years liable also to suspension a divinis?

			I think, on the contrary, that if then I had been forming seminarians as they are being formed now in the new seminaries, I should have been excommunicated. If then I had taught the catechism which is being taught in the schools I should have been called a heretic. And if I had said Mass as it is now said I should have been called suspect of heresy and out of the Church. It is beyond my understanding. It means something has changed in the Church, and it is about that that I wish to speak.

			I add a parenthesis for dear Monsignor Ducaud-Bourget, who is here present. He asked me, and I well understand why, to say that it is absolutely false that he was suspended a divinis and that he was expelled from the Order of Malta. Many fabrications are to be found in the Press that do not correspond at all to reality. For instance, it was said of me that I was going to go to the Bishops’ meeting at Lourdes, while I never had any intention of going.

			An extremely serious attitude, I admit. To oppose the highest authorities in the Church, be suspended a divinis, is, for a bishop, an extremely grave matter, a very painful state. How could one bear such a state of things, if not for excessively grave reasons. Indeed! The reasons for our attitude, and for your attitude, are very grave reasons: it concerns the defense of our faith. The defense of our faith! Is it possible, then, that the authorities at Rome should be a danger to our faith? I do not judge these authorities, I do not want to judge them personally. I would, so to speak, judge them like the Holy Office used to judge a book and put it on the Index. Rome would study the book, and had no need to know the person who had written it. It sufficed to study what was contained in the statements that had been written. And if these propositions were contrary to the doctrine of the Church, the book was condemned and placed on the Index, without it being necessary to summon the author. At the Council, certain bishops spoke out against this procedure, insisting that it was inadmissible to put a book on the Index without hearing from the author. But one has no need to see the person who wrote a book, if one has in one’s hands a text that is absolutely contrary to the doctrine of the Church. It is the book which is condemned, because the words are contrary to Catholic doctrine, and not the person who wrote it. It is in this way that we must judge things, we must judge them by the deeds. As our Lord Jesus Christ said very well in the Gospel that we heard a short time ago about, quite apropos, wolves in sheep’s clothing. “You will recognize the tree by its fruit.” The fruits are before us, evident, clear. The fruits which come from the Second Vatican Council and the postconciliar reforms are bitter fruits, fruits that destroy the Church. When someone tells me, “Do not touch the Council; speak, rather, of the postconciliar reforms,” I reply that those who made the reforms–it was not I who made the reforms–say themselves: “We are making them in the name of the Council. We made the liturgical reform in the name of the Council, we reformed the catechism in the name of the Council.” And these are the Church’s authorities. It is they, consequently, who legitimately interpret the Council.

			Now, what happened at the Council? We can easily learn by reading the books of those, precisely, who have been the instruments of this change in the Church that has taken place before our eyes. Read, for example, Ecumenism as Seen by a Freemason, by Marsaudon. Read the book of the senator from the Doubs, Mr. Prélot, Liberal Catholicism, written in 1969. He will tell you that the Council is at the origin of this change; he, a liberal Catholic, says so in the first pages of his book: “We struggled for a century and a half to make our opinions prevail inside the Church, and we did not succeed. Then came the Second Vatican Council, and we triumphed. Ever since, the theses and principles of liberal Catholicism have been definitively and officially accepted by Holy Church.” If that is not a testimonial, what is? It is not I who say it. But he says it triumphantly, we say it weeping.

			What have the liberal Catholics been seeking for a century and a half? To wed the Church and the Revolution, wed the Church and subversion, wed the Church and the forces that destroy society, all societies–familial, civil, and religious. This wedding of the Church is inscribed in the Council. Take the schema Gaudium et Spes, and you will find this: “It is necessary to marry the principles of the Church with the conceptions of modern man.” What does that mean? That means that it is necessary to wed the Church, the Catholic Church, the Church of our Lord Jesus Christ, with principles that are contrary to this Church, that undermine it, and which have always been against the Church.

			Precisely, it is this marriage that was attempted in the Council by men of the Church, and not the Church, for the Church can never permit such a thing. For a century and a half all the sovereign pontiffs have condemned liberal Catholicism, have refused this marriage with the ideas of the Revolution, of those who adored the goddess Reason. The popes have never been able to accept such things. And during this Revolution, priests were sent to the scaffold; nuns were persecuted and also executed. Remember the pontoons of Nantes; the faithful priests were assembled on the boats, which were then sunk. That is what the Revolution did. Well, dear brethren, what the Revolution did is nothing as compared to what the Second Vatican Council is doing, nothing! It would have been better for the thirty, forty, or fifty thousand priests who have left their cassocks and violated their oaths made before God to have been martyred or sent to the scaffold; at least they would have saved their souls. Now they run the risk of losing them.

			We are told that among these poor married priests many are already divorced, many have sought annulments in Rome. What does all this signify? How many nuns–twenty thousand in the United States–have left their religious congregations and their vows, which were perpetual, broken this bond which they had contracted with our Lord Jesus Christ, to run into marriage. It would have been better for them to be sent to the scaffold; at least they would have witnessed to their faith.

			At least when the French Revolution made martyrs it accomplished the adage of the first centuries: Sanguis martyrum, semen christianorum (the blood of martyrs is the seed of Christians). And those who persecute the Christians know it quite well; they are afraid of making martyrs. They do not want to make martyrs. It was the height of the devil’s victory to destroy the Church by means of obedience. Destroy the Church by obedience. We see it destroyed every day: empty seminaries–the beautiful seminary of Lille was once filled with seminarians: where are they? Who are the seminarians? Do they know that they are going to be priests? Do they know what they are going to do when they are priests?

			And all this is precisely because the union desired by these liberal Catholics, a union between the Church and the Revolution and subversion is, for the Church, an adulterous union, adulterous. And that adulterous union can produce only bastards. And who are those bastards? They are our rites: the rite of Mass is a bastard rite, the sacraments are bastard sacraments–we no longer know if they are sacraments which give grace or which do not give grace. We no longer know if this Mass gives the Body and Blood of our Lord Jesus Christ or if it does not give them. The priests coming out of the seminaries do not themselves know what they are. In Rome it was the Archbishop of Cincinnati who said, “Why are there no more vocations? Because the Church no longer knows what a priest is.” How then can she still form priests if she does not know what a priest is? The priests coming out of the seminaries are bastard priests. They do not know what they are. They do not know that they were made to go up to the altar to offer the sacrifice of our Lord Jesus Christ, to give Jesus Christ to souls, and to call souls to Jesus Christ. That is what a priest is. Our young men here know that very well. Their whole life is going to be consecrated to that, to love, adore, and serve our Lord Jesus Christ in the Holy Eucharist, because they believe in the Real Presence of our Lord in the Holy Eucharist. 

			The adulterous union of the Church with the Revolution is consolidated with dialogue. When the Church entered into dialogue it was to convert. Our Lord said: “Go, teach all nations, convert them.” But He did not say to hold dialogue with them so as not to convert them, so as to try to put us on the same footing with them. Error and truth are not compatible. We must see if we have charity towards others, as the Gospel says: he who has charity is one who serves others. But those who have charity should give our Lord, they should give the riches they possess to others and not just converse with them and enter into dialogue on an equal footing. Truth and error are not on the same footing. That would be putting God and the devil on the same footing, for the devil is the Father of Lies, the Father of Error.

			We must therefore be missionaries. We must preach the Gospel, convert souls to Jesus Christ, and not engage in dialogue with them in an effort to adopt their principles. That is what this bastard Mass and these bastard rites are doing to us, for we wanted dialogue with the Protestants and the Protestants said to us: “We will not have your Mass; we will not have it because it contains things incompatible with our Protestant faith. So change the Mass and we shall be able to pray with you. We can have intercommunion. We can receive your sacraments. You can come to our churches and we can come to yours; then it will be all finished and we shall have unity.” We shall have unity in confusion, in bastardy. That we do not want. The Church has never wanted it. We love the Protestants; we want to convert them. But it is not loving them to let them think they have the same religion as the Catholic religion.

			It is the same with the Freemasons. Now they want to dialogue with Freemasons, and not only dialogue, but permit Catholics to become members of Freemasonry. This is another abominable dialogue. We know perfectly well that the people who direct Freemasonry, at least those in charge, are fundamentally against our Lord Jesus Christ. And the black masses they do, these abominable, sacrilegious, horrible masses they do, are parodies of the Mass of our Lord; and they want consecrated hosts for their black masses. They know that our Lord Jesus Christ is in the Eucharist. They don’t want the hosts that come from Masses in which they do not know whether the Body of our Lord is there or not. Shall we dialogue, then, with these people who want the death of our Lord Jesus Christ a second time, in the person of His members, in the person of the Church? We cannot admit it. We know what the first dialogue with the devil brought about, the first dialogue of Eve with the devil. We were lost; she put us in a state of sin because she dialogued with the devil. One does not dialogue with the devil. One preaches to all those who are under the devil’s influence, so that they convert and come to our Lord Jesus Christ. 

			One does not dialogue with Communists. One dialogues with persons, but one does not dialogue with error...24

			But precisely, why are we firmly resolved not to accept this adulterous union of the Church and the Revolution? Because we affirm the divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ. Why was Peter made Peter? Recall the Gospel. Peter became Peter because he professed the divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ. And all the Apostles proclaimed this faith publicly after Pentecost, and immediately they were persecuted. The Sanhedrin said to them, “Do not mention this name any more, we do not want to hear the name of our Lord Jesus Christ.” And the Apostles answered, “Non possumus, we cannot not speak of our Lord Jesus Christ, our King.” You will say to me, “Is it possible? You seem to be accusing Rome of not believing in the divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ.” Liberalism always has two faces. It affirms the truth, which it calls the thesis, and then in practice, (the hypothesis, they say), it acts as the enemies do, and with the principles of the enemies of the Church, and in such a manner that one is always incoherent.

			What does the divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ signify? That our Lord is the only person in the world, the only human being who could say, “I am God.” And by the fact that He could say “I am God,” He was the unique Savior of the human race, He was the sole Priest of humanity, and its only King–by nature, and not by privilege or title; by His own nature, because He was the Son of God. 

			But now what do they say? That there is not salvation in Jesus Christ alone. There is salvation outside our Lord Jesus Christ. That there is not only the priesthood in our Lord Jesus Christ. All the faithful are priests, everyone is a priest, whereas it is necessary to participate sacramentally in the priesthood of our Lord Jesus Christ in order to offer the holy sacrifice of the Mass.

			Finally, a third error, they reject the social reign of our Lord Jesus Christ under the pretext that it is no longer feasible. I have heard this from the mouth of the Nuncio of Berne; I have heard it from the mouth of the Vatican ambassador Fr. Dhanis, former Rector of the Gregorian University, who came in the name of the Holy See to ask me not to perform the ordinations of 29 June. It was 27 June at Flavigny, and I was preaching the retreat to the seminarians. He said to me, “Why are you against the Council?” I answered, “Is it possible to accept the Council, while in the name of the Council you say that all the Catholic States must be destroyed, that there must be no Catholic States left, and thus no more States where our Lord Jesus Christ reigns? Such a state is no longer possible.” But it is one thing for a thing to be no longer possible, and another to accept that as a principle, and consequently, no longer seek the social reign of our Lord Jesus Christ. But what do we say every day in the Our Father? “Thy kingdom come, Thy will be done on earth as it is in heaven.” What is this reign? A little while ago you sang in the Gloria “You alone are Lord, You alone are the Most High, Jesus Christ.” And are we to sing these words, and then go out and say, “No, Jesus Christ must not reign over us any longer.” Are we living illogically? Are we Catholics or not? 

			There will be no peace on earth except in the reign of our Lord Jesus Christ. The nations are in conflict–every day we have page after page of the newspapers about it, we have it on radio and television; and now with the change of prime minister: What are we going to do to improve the economy? What are we going to do to help the currency? What are we going to do so that manufacturing prospers, etc. All the newspapers in the world are full of such questions. Well, even from an economic standpoint, our Lord Jesus Christ must reign, because the reign of our Lord Jesus Christ is the reign of the principles of love and of the commandments of God, which establish equilibrium in society, and which make justice and peace reign. It is only with order, justice, and peace in society that the economy can thrive. 

			We see this very clearly. Take, for example, the Argentine Republic. What a state of anarchy it was in just a few months ago; complete anarchy, with bandits killing left and right, industries in ruins, the factory owners locked up or taken hostage. It was an unbelievable revolution, and in a country as beautiful, balanced, and agreeable as the Argentine Republic, a republic that could enjoy incredible prosperity with extraordinary riches. Now there is a government with principles, that has an authority that puts some order in things, that prevents the bandits from killing people, and lo and behold, the economy is reviving, the workers have work, and they can go home knowing that they won’t be assaulted by someone who wants to make them go on strike when they do not wish to go on strike.

			It is the reign of our Lord Jesus Christ that we want; and we profess our faith, saying that our Lord Jesus Christ is God.

			And that is why we also want the Mass of St. Pius V, because this Mass is the proclamation of the royalty of our Lord Jesus Christ. The New Mass is a sort of hybrid Mass, which is no longer hierarchical; it is democratic, where the assembly takes the place of the priest, and so it is no longer a veritable Mass that affirms the royalty of our Lord. For how did our Lord Jesus Christ become King? He affirmed His royalty by the Cross. “Regnavit a ligno Deus.” Jesus Christ reigned by the wood of the Cross. Because He vanquished sin, He vanquished the devil, and He vanquished death by the Cross: three magnificent victories of our Lord. One will say that this is triumphalism. Well, if so then yes, we do want the triumphalism of our Lord Jesus Christ. 

			That is why our ancestors built these magnificent cathedrals. Why did they expend so much wealth, when they were so much poorer than we? Why did they spend so much time to build these magnificent cathedrals, which we still admire, even unbelievers? Why? Because of the altar. Because of our Lord Jesus Christ. To commemorate the triumph of the Cross of our Lord Jesus Christ in the Mass. And that is why we kneel, we love to kneel before the Blessed Sacrament. If we had the time, if we did not want to detain you too long, we would have circulated among you with the Blessed Sacrament so that you could show our Lord that you adore Him. “Lord, Thou art our God! O, Jesus Christ, we adore Thee, we know that it is thanks to Thee that we were born, that by Thee we were made Christians, by Thee we were redeemed, and that it is Thou who wilt judge us at the hour of our death. It is Thou who wilt give us the glory of heaven if we have merited it.”

			For our Lord Jesus Christ is present in the Holy Eucharist as He was upon the cross. That is what we must do, that is what we must ask. We are against no one. We are not commandos. We wish nobody harm. All we want is to be allowed to profess our faith in our Lord Jesus Christ.

			So, for that reason, we are driven from our churches. The poor priests are driven out for saying the old Mass by which all our saints were sanctified: St. Joan of Arc, the holy Curé d’Ars, the little Theresa of the Child Jesus were sanctified by this Mass; and now priests are driven brutally, cruelly, from their parishes because they say the Mass which has sanctified saints for centuries. It is crazy. I would almost say it is a story of madmen. I ask myself if I am dreaming. How can this Mass have become some kind of horror for our bishops and for those who should preserve our faith? But we will keep the Mass of St. Pius V because the Mass of St. Pius V is the Mass of twenty centuries. It is the Mass of all time, not just the Mass of St. Pius V; and it represents our faith, it is a bulwark of our faith, and we need that bulwark.

			We shall be told that we are making it a question of Latin and cassocks. Obviously, it is easy that way to discredit those you disagree with. But Latin has its importance; and when I was in Africa it was marvelous to see those crowds of Africans of different languages–we sometimes had five or six different tribes who did not understand one another–who could assist at Mass in our churches and sing the Latin chants with extraordinary fervor. Go and see them now; they quarrel in the churches because Mass is being said in a language other than theirs, so they are displeased and they want a Mass in their own language. The confusion is total, where before there was perfect unity. That is just one example. You have just heard the Epistle and Gospel read in French–I see no difficulty in that; and if more prayers in French were added, to be said all together, I still see no difficulty. But it still seems to me that the body of the Mass, which runs from the Offertory to the priest’s Communion, should remain in a unique language so that all men of all nations can assist together at Mass and can feel united in that unity of faith, in that unity of prayer.

			So we ask, indeed we address an appeal to the bishops and to Rome: will they, please, take into consideration our desire to pray as our ancestors did, our desire to keep the Catholic Faith, our desire to adore our Lord Jesus Christ and to want His reign. That is what I said in my last letter to the Holy Father–and I thought it really was the last, because I did not think the Holy Father would write to me again. I said to him: “Most Holy Father, give us back the public rights of the Church, that is to say, the reign of our Lord Jesus Christ; give us back the true Bible instead of an ecumenical Bible, the true Bible such as was the Vulgate before and which had been blessed time and time again by councils and popes. Give us back the true Mass, a hierarchical Mass, a dogmatic Mass that defends our faith, and which was the Mass of so many centuries, and which sanctified so many Catholics. Lastly, give us back our catechism following the model of the Catechism of the Council of Trent, for without a precise catechism, what will become of our children tomorrow, what will become of future generations? They will no longer know the Catholic Faith; we are seeing that already.”

			Alas, I received no reply, except for the suspension a divinis. And that is why I do not consider these penalties as valid, either canonically or theologically. I believe in all sincerity, in peace, in all serenity, that I must not contribute to the destruction of the Catholic Church by these suspensions, by the penalties imposed against me, by the closing of my seminaries, by refusing to ordain priests. At the hour of my death, when our Lord will ask me, What have you made of the graces of your priesthood, I do not want to hear from the mouth of the Lord, You have contributed to destroying the Church with the others.

			My dear brethren, I close by considering what you should do. So many groups ask us to give them priests, true priests. They say, “We need priests. We have a place to lodge them. We shall build a little chapel, they will stay with us and teach our children the true catechism, according to the true faith. We want to keep the true faith, like the Japanese for three centuries when they had no priests. Give us priests!” 

			Well, dear brethren, I will do all that I can to prepare them for you; and I can say that my great consolation is to feel in the seminarians a profound faith. They have understood who our Lord Jesus Christ is. They have understood what are the Mass and the sacraments. The faith is deeply rooted in their hearts. They are, if I may say, better than what we could have been fifty years ago in our seminaries, because, precisely, they live in a difficult situation. Many of them have, in fact, been to the universities. And still they throw in our face the accusation that these young men are not well adapted and will not know how to speak to the modern generations. But here are young men who have completed three, four, even five years of the university: and they do not understand their generation? Why have they come to Ecône to become priests? Precisely, in order to address their own generation. They know it well, better than we, much better than our critics. They will be quite able to speak the language necessary to convert souls. And that is why–and I am very happy to say so–we have this year twenty-five new recruits at the seminary of Ecône, despite the difficulties. And we will have ten new seminarians in the United States, and four in our German-language seminary in Switzerland. 

			So you see, despite the harassment, the young men understand quite well that we form true Catholic priests. And that is why we are not in schism, it is we who continue the Catholic Church. It is the innovators who are drifting into schism. As for us, we continue the tradition, and that is why we should have confidence, we should not despair even in the current crisis. We must hold fast, keep the faith, the sacraments upheld by twenty centuries of tradition, upheld by twenty centuries of the holiness of the Church, of the faith of the Church. We have nothing to fear. 

			Sometimes certain journalists have asked me, “Your Excellency, don’t you feel isolated?” “Not at all, I do not feel at all isolated. I am with twenty centuries of the Church; I have on my side all the saints of heaven.” Why? Because they prayed like us, they sanctified themselves as we try to do, with the same means. And so I am persuaded that they rejoice over today’s assembly. They are saying, “At least here are some Catholics who pray, who pray truly, who truly have in their hearts the desire to pray and to honor our Lord Jesus Christ.” The saints of heaven rejoice. Thus, let us not be distressed, but let us pray and strive for holiness.

			Now there is some advice that I wish to give you. It must not be able to be said of the Catholics that we are–I do not like the term traditionalist Catholics, for I cannot imagine what a Catholic could be without being traditionalist, since the Church is a Tradition, and, moreover, what would men be without some tradition? They couldn’t live. We have received life from our parents, we have received the education of those who came before us, we have a tradition. The good God wanted it that way. The good God wanted that traditions be passed from generation to generation, for temporal things as well as sacred things. Consequently, not being traditional, not being traditionalist, is destruction itself; it is suicide. That is why we are just Catholics, we continue to be Catholics. There mustn’t be divisions among you, as I was saying. Precisely because we are Catholics we are in the unity of the Church, which is in the faith. They tell us: “You should be with the Pope, the pope is the sign of faith in the Church.” Yes, insofar as the pope manifests that he is the successor of Peter, insofar as he makes himself the echo of the faith of all time, insofar as he transmits the treasure that he should transmit. For, once again, what is a pope if not he who gives us the treasures of tradition, and the treasure of the deposit of faith, and supernatural life by means of the sacraments and the holy sacrifice of the Mass. The bishop, the priest, is none other than the one who transmits the truth, who transmits a life that does not belong to him. The Epistle read a little while ago...truth does not belong to us. It belongs to the Pope no more than it does to me. If it should happen that the Pope were no longer the servant of the truth, he would no longer be pope. I am not saying that he is no longer–mark my words well, do not make me say what I am not saying–but if it happened that that were true, then we could not follow someone who would lead us into error. That is obvious.

			They tell us: “You judge the Pope.” But what is the criterion of truth? Archbishop Benelli threw in my face: “It isn’t you who make the truth.” Well, of course it isn’t I who make the truth, but it isn’t the Pope either. It is our Lord Jesus Christ, who is the Truth; and so we must refer to what our Lord Jesus Christ has taught us, to what the Fathers of the Church and the entire Church have taught in order to know the truth. It is not I who judge the Pope, but Tradition. A child of five with his catechism can answer his bishop very well. If his bishop were to tell him, “Our Lord is not present in the Holy Eucharist. It is I who am the witness to the truth, and I tell you that our Lord is not present in the Holy Eucharist.” Well, this child, despite his five years, has his catechism. He answers, “Well, my catechism says the contrary.” Who is right? The bishop or the catechism? Obviously, it is the catechism which presents the faith of all time. It is simple, childlike reasoning. But we have come to this point. If they tell us nowadays that it is acceptable to have intercommunion with the Protestants, that there is no difference between us and the Protestants, well, it isn’t true. There is an immense difference.

			That is why we are truly dumbfounded when we consider that the Archbishop of Canterbury is invited to give his blessing, for he is not even a priest (because Anglican ordinations are not valid, Pope Leo XIII officially and definitively declared; because he is a heretic, as are all the Anglicans. I am sorry, one doesn’t like to use this term any more, but that is the fact; it is not to insult him, I only ask for his conversion), so he is not a priest, he is a heretic, and he is asked to bless the crowd of cardinals and bishops present in St. Peter’s with the Holy Father. It seems to me that this is something absolutely unthinkable. Unthinkable. 

			I conclude by thanking you for having come so numerous, and for continuing to make this ceremony profoundly pious, profoundly Catholic. We will pray together, asking the good Lord to give the means to resolve our problems. It would be so simple if every bishop would place a church of his diocese at the disposition of faithful Catholics, telling them, This  church is yours. And when you consider that the Bishop of Lille has given a church to the Moslems, I do not see why there would not be a church for faithful Catholics. Ultimately, the whole matter would be resolved. And this is what I shall ask the Holy Father, should he receive me: “Holy Father, let us make the experiment of Tradition. In the midst of all the experiments that are going on today, there should at least be the experiment of what was done for twenty centuries!”

			 

			 

			 

			September 18, 1976

			A Talk to the 
Seminarians at Ecône

			 

			My dear Friends, 

			I hope not to distract you too much from your retreat in this first instruction by telling you of things that I think are useful for you to know about what has been happening these last two and a half months since the ordination on June 29th.

			You have learned that other letters came from Rome after this ordination, demanding that I make honorable amends and apologize for having done the ordination. In my letter of reply to the letter sent from the Congregation for Bishops, I wrote to the Holy Father, telling him that I did not think I could collaborate in the work which is currently being accomplished in the Church, a work of demolition, and I besought him, in the name of the Catholics who share our sentiments, to restore to us the common law of the Church, and by this common law of the Church, the social reign of our Lord; to restore to us the Bible of all time, particularly in the Vulgate translation, which has always been in honor in the Church; to restore to us the rite of worship that the Latin Church has had for centuries, and which has a dogmatic and hierarchical character that we need and which runs the risk of being compromised by the new liturgy; and, finally, to restore to us the catechism of all time in conformity with that of the Council of Trent. These are the four points we emphasized in our letter to the Holy Father, so that he might understand our attitude, and that by going in that direction we could rebuild the Church. That is what we are doing at Ecône.

			Let us hope that he will understand. Evidently, our letter– once again–has been badly received; apparently, I gave the impression of almost giving him orders. So the answer was the suspension “a divinis” which was signed by the Secretary of the Congregation for Bishops, and not by the Cardinal Prefect or the Holy Father.

			Afterward, personally, I thought the affair was filed and disposed of, and things would stand like that for months and months. And, goodness knows, I said what I had to say to the Holy Father; I did not think I could say anything else. That seemed to me as if it were going to be my last letter; I did not imagine that I could still have had other things to say. What do you expect me to say to him? Keep the doctrine of the faith, and by that very act keep the worship and keep the books that contain this teaching. I don’t know what else I can say, faced as we are with the destruction of doctrine and of faith in the Church. Then a little later, I received yet another letter from the Holy Father asking me to change my attitude, and to not maintain this opposition to the Council, a Council which was accepted by all the bishops and by himself. To this letter I did not reply.

			Then in the meantime, the press, the radio, and the television made a media event of the celebrated Mass at Lille. The newspapers, the television, and the radio telephoned us all day long. Heaven knows, I don’t know how the good Mother Agnes [who answered the telephone at Ecône] is not dead yet from the hundreds upon hundreds of phone calls she was receiving every day: “So, is Msgr. Lefebvre going to Lille? What is he going to do there? Is he going to speak? Do you know yet what he will say? Is he this, is he that…?” And then: “May we see him?” So it was these journalists who staged the whole affair. From Lille, they wrote me every week saying that they had changed the hall, because there were so many enquiries. The first hall could hold one hundred fifty people; the second, three hundred; the third, a thousand, and then to top it all they rented the largest place available, one that could accommodate ten thousand. Personally, at one point, I conveyed the reply: “Well, I shall not go to Lille. It’s quite simple. It’s the journalists who have fomented this business of a challenge: ‘Msgr. Lefebvre Defies the Vatican!’ I will not go.”

			Then the journalists did not know what to do. Is Msgr. Lefebvre going to Lille or not? Then I said: “The event, perhaps, will take place.” Meanwhile, I wrote to Lille, saying: “Set your minds at ease; stay ready.” M. Saclier de la Batie, President of the St. Pius V Association of France, came to see me to ask what should be done, whether it was necessary to turn people away. I said: “No, no, don’t turn anyone away. Telephone everywhere to tell people not to come. I do not hold with turning this Mass into a mass demonstration. On the contrary. I have been invited by the Lille group as I have been invited elsewhere. If there are three hundred people, then there are three hundred. But not more; that’s enough.”

			Afterward, I started a rumor that I might be replaced by a young priest who would take my place. Then the radio and the television were getting on our nerves with their trying to find out what was going to happen and what I was planning to do. They had already launched the story, completely made up, that I was gong to Brittany, to Dinan, when I had never intended to go there. I did not even know that there was going to be a meeting there; I only learned of it later on. It was invented out of whole cloth. I think that the press, as usual, looks for the sensational and the extraordinary, so it wanted to fabricate the story of defiance. On the other hand, I believe that behind all that there were probably some people trying to provoke the Holy See into an excommunication, since in principle I was not supposed to be saying the Mass after my suspension, and thus that I ought not to have said this Mass: they pretended that this was perhaps the first Mass that I was going to celebrate after my suspension. All of this, clearly, only served to aggravate relations and difficulties.

			But seeing that, in any case, I was not succeeding in keeping people from coming, because from Lille and everywhere, from Belgium, Germany, Holland, England, people were writing: “We’re coming, we’re coming,” so a week beforehand I had a call made to M. Saclier de la Batie and other friends: “If you want to come, come, because I see that I shall not succeed in preventing people from coming, and so, at all events, I’m coming, and that’s that. And then, since I had already decided to go to this Mass, I shall go anyway.” All of this may have diminished slightly the number of people in attendance, but not by very much.

			The ceremony at Lille was obviously very enthusiastic and very beautiful. The sung chants were truly very beautiful. But because I denounced the marriage that took place during the Council between the Church and the Revolution–and I said that, clearly, the offspring of this marriage were illegitimate priests, an illegitimate Mass, and an illegitimate liturgy–and then I spoke about ecumenism and then Communism, and of the warmer relations with the Communists and the repudiation of the social reign of our Lord Jesus Christ–all that clearly provoked stupefaction in the press corps. And they characterized my speech as “political”: I was engaging in “politics.” 

			Clearly, it is now no longer possible to speak of anti-communism; one can no longer speak of the social reign of our Lord without immediately being accused of “engaging in politics.” And, especially, I had the misfortune to take Argentina as an example. That was the last straw! I simply wanted to give an example of a country that is adopting Christian principles, the principles of the reign of our Lord Jesus Christ, and show that once those principles are put into practice, order is restored immediately: with peace and a little justice, people resume their work and live in security. Whereas two months before there were kidnappings, blood flowing in the streets, assassinations, looting, and disorder: anarchy gripped the entire country, and the economy was at its lowest ebb. Then finally, you had a typical example of the benefits conferred by Christian principles and the social reign of our Lord Jesus Christ. What did I say amiss in that? I could also have taken the example of Chile; the reaction would have been even worse; I would have been hounded immediately.

			For because of this speech, which was talked about everywhere for days later, I was literally pursued by a mob of journalists and TV crews. When I went to Brussels, I did not have a moment to myself. You’d try to get them to leave by the door, and they would come back through the window–it was impossible! The people relentlessly assailed by the ringing of the phone finally ended by saying: “Fine, I’ll ask Msgr. Lefebvre”; they would relent a little, and before you knew it, they were on the doorstep. And so, of course, they would be received.

			A little physically worn out by all this combat, I preferred not to go to Holland and the places I had planned to visit. Moreover, the chapel I had planned to go to was directed by a person who claimed to be having visions, and that she possessed pictures with our Lord’s blood, and so on. So I said to myself, Providence is good, I am tired, I am not going there. So we headed to Besançon.

			There it was the same thing: the press and the camera crews followed me everywhere, expecting, hoping for a speech like the one at Lille. But I was on my guard not to give them the satisfaction. Quite the contrary, that was not at all my intention since there I was supposed to speak of the priesthood, and that was quite normal. I had no occasion to make a speech that would have given them the opportunity to claim that it was “political.” So the journalists reported that “the tone has subsided.” 

			It so happened that I was at Besançon preparing for Mass when I was told: “There is a priest come from Rome who would like to see you after Mass. It is very urgent and very important.” I said: “I’ll see him after Mass.”

			So after Mass we retired to a corner of the room where we happened to be, and this priest, Don Domenico La Bellarte, I think–I did not know him, having never in my life set eyes on him–said to me: “The Archbishop of Chieti, my superior, saw the Holy Father recently, and the Holy Father expressed a desire to see you.” I said to him: “Look, I’ve been wanting to see the Holy Father for five years. They always impose conditions, and they will impose the same conditions again. I do not see why I should go to Rome now.” He insisted, saying: “There has been a change. Something has changed at Rome in the situation with regard to you.” “Very well. If you can assure me that the Archbishop of Chieti will accompany me to the Holy Father, I have never refused to see the Holy Father and I am willing to go.”

			I then promised him that I would go to Rome as soon as possible. I had the ceremony at Fanjeaux, so I went to Fanjeaux and afterwards went direct by car to Rome. I tried to get in touch with that priest, and I met him in Rome, where he said to me: “You had better, all the same, write a bit of a letter to the Holy Father that I can give to Msgr. Macchi, his secretary, and then you will be able to see the Holy Father.” I said: “But what sort of letter? There is no question of my asking pardon or saying that I accept beforehand whatever will be imposed on me. I will not accept that.” Then he said to me: “Write anything. Put something on paper and I’ll take it at once to Castelgandolfo.” I wrote expressing my deep respect for the person of the Holy Father and saying that if there were, in the expressions I had used in speeches and writings, anything displeasing to the Holy Father, I regretted them; that I was always ready to be received, and hope to be received, by the Holy Father. I signed the letter, and that was that.25 The priest did not even read the little note I had written but put it in an envelope. I addressed the envelope to the Holy Father and we set off for Castelgandolfo. He went in to the palace. We remained a while outside. He went to see Msgr. Macchi, who said to him: “I cannot give you an answer at once. I will let you know about seven this evening.” That was last Thursday evening. And in fact at seven I got a telephone call in my house at Albano. I was told: “You will have an audience with the Holy Father tomorrow at ten-thirty.”

			So, the next day, Saturday, at quarter past ten, I went to Castelgandolfo, and there I really believe the holy angels had driven out the Vatican employees because I had come back there: there were two Swiss Guards at the entrance, and after that I encountered only Msgr. X (not Msgr. Y: their names are very alike). Msgr. X, the Canadian, conducted me to the lift. Only the lift man was there, that is all, and I went up. The three of us went up to the first floor, and there, accompanied by Msgr. X, I went through all the rooms: there are at least seven or eight before you come to the Holy Father’s office. Not a living soul! Usually–I have often been to private audience in the days of Pope Pius XI, Pope Plus XII, Pope John XXIII, and even Pope Paul VI–there is always at least one Swiss Guard, always a gendarme, always several people: a private chamberlain, a monsignor who is present if only to keep an eye on things and prevent incidents. But the rooms were empty–nothing, absolutely nothing. So I went to the Holy Father’s office, where I found the Holy Father with Archbishop Benelli at his side. I greeted the Holy Father and I greeted Archbishop Benelli. We seated ourselves at once, and the audience began.

			The Holy Father was lively enough at the beginning–one could almost call it somewhat violent in a way: one could feel that he was deeply wounded and rather provoked by what we are doing. He said to me: “You condemn me, you condemn me. I am a Modernist. I am a Protestant. It cannot be allowed, you are doing an evil work, you ought not to continue, you are causing scandal in the Church, etc.,” with nervous irritability.

			I kept quiet, you may be sure.

			After that he said to me: “Well, speak now, speak. What have you to say?” 

			I said to him: “Holy Father, I come here, but not as the head of the traditionalists. You have said I am head of the traditionalists. I deny flatly that I am head of the traditionalists. I am only a Catholic, a priest, a bishop, among millions of Catholics, thousands of priests and other bishops who are torn and pulled apart in conscience, in mind, in heart. On the one hand we desire to submit to you entirely, to follow you in everything, to have no reserves about your person, and on the other hand we are aware that the lines taken by the Holy See since the Council, and the whole new orientation, turn us away from your predecessors. What then are we to do? We find ourselves obliged either to attach ourselves to your predecessors or to attach ourselves to your person and separate ourselves from your predecessors. For Catholics to be torn like that is unheard of, unbelievable. And it is not I who have provoked that, it is not a movement made by me; it is a feeling that comes from the hearts of the faithful, millions of the faithful whom I do not know. 

			“I have no idea how many there are. They are all over the world, everywhere. Everybody is uneasy about this upset that has happened in the Church in the last ten years, about the ruins accumulating in the Church. Here are examples: there is a basic attitude in people, an interior attitude which makes them now unchangeable. They will not change because they have chosen: they have made their choice for Tradition and for those who maintain Tradition. There are examples like that of the religious Sisters I saw two days ago, good religious who wish to keep their religious life, who teach children as their parents want them to be taught–many parents bring their children to them because they will receive a Catholic education from these religious. So, here are religious keeping their religious habit; and just because they wish to preserve the old prayer and to keep the old catechism they are excommunicated. The Superior General has been dismissed. The bishop has been five times, requiring them to abandon their religious habit because they have been reduced to the lay state. People who see that do not understand. And, side by side with that, nuns who discard their habit, return to all the worldly vanities, no longer have a religious rule, no longer pray–they are officially approved by bishops, and no one says a word against them! The man in the street, the poor Christian, seeing these things cannot accept them. That is impossible. 

			“Then it is the same for priests. Good priests who say their Mass well, who pray, who are to be found in the confessional, who preach true doctrine, who visit the sick, who wear their soutane, who are true priests loved by their people because they keep the old Mass, the Mass of their ordination, who keep the old catechism, are thrown on the street as worthless creatures, all but excommunicated. And then priests go into factories, never dress as priests so that there is no knowing what they are, preach revolution–and they are officially accepted, and nobody says anything to them. As for me, I am in the same case. I try to make priests, good priests as they were made formerly; there are many vocations, the young men are admired by the people who see them in trains, on the underground; they are greeted, admired, congratulated on their dress and bearing; and I am suspended a divinis! And the bishops who have no more seminarians, no young priests, nothing, and whose seminaries no longer make good priests–nothing is said to them! You understand, the poor average Christian sees it clearly. He has chosen and he will not budge. He has reached his limit. It is impossible.”

			“That is not true. You do not train good priests,” he said to me, “because you make them take an oath against the Pope.”

			“What!” I answered. “An oath against the Pope? I who, on the contrary, try to give them respect for the Pope, respect for the successor of Peter! On the contrary, we pray for the Holy Father, and you will never be able to show me this oath which they take against the Pope. Can you give me a copy of it?”

			And now, officially, the Vatican spokesmen have published in today’s paper, where you can read it, the Vatican denial, saying that it is not true, that the Holy Father did not say to me that I made my seminarians and young priests take an oath against the Pope. But how could I have invented that? How invent anything of the kind? It is unthinkable. But now they deny it: the Holy Father did not say it. It is incredible. And obviously I have no tape recording. I did not write out the whole conversation, so I cannot prove the contrary materially. But my very reaction! I cannot forget how I reacted to that assertion by the Holy Father. I can still see myself gesturing and saying: “But how, Holy Father, can you possibly say such a thing! Can you show me a copy of the oath?” And now they are saying it is not true. It is extraordinary!

			Then the Holy Father said to me further: “It is true, is it not, that you condemn me?” I had the strong impression that it all came back rather to his person, that he was personally hurt. “You condemn me, so what ought I to do? Must I hand in my resignation and let you take my place?”

			“Oh!” I put my head in my hands. “Holy Father, do not say such things. No, no, no, no!” I then said: “Holy Father, let me continue. You have the solution of the problem in your hands. You need say only one word to the bishops: receive fraternally, with understanding and charity, all those groups of traditionalists, all those who wish to keep the prayer of former days, the sacraments as before, the catechism as before. Receive them, give them places of worship, settle with them so that they can pray and remain in relation with you, in intimate relation with their bishops. You need say only one word to the bishops and everything will return to order, and at that moment we shall have no more problems. Things will return to order. As for the seminary, I myself shall have no difficulty in going to the bishops and asking them to implant my priests in their dioceses: things will be done normally. I myself am very willing to renew relations with a commission you could name from the Congregation of Religious to come to the seminary. But clearly we shall keep and wish to continue the practice of Tradition. We should be allowed to maintain that practice. But I want to return to normal and official relations with the Holy See and with the Congregations. Beyond that I want nothing.” 

			He then said to me: “I must reflect, I must pray, I must consult the Consistory, I must consult the Curia. I cannot give you an answer. We shall see.” After that he said to me: “We will pray together.” 

			I said: “Most willingly, Holy Father.” 

			We then said the Pater Noster, Veni Creator, and an Ave Maria, and he then led me back very pleasantly, but with difficulty–his walk was painful, and he dragged his legs a little. In the room to the side he waited until Don Domenico came for me; and he had a small medal given to Don Domenico. We then left. Archbishop Benelli did not open his mouth; he did nothing but write all the time, like a secretary. He did not bother me at all. It was as though Archbishop Benelli were not present. I think it did not trouble the Holy Father, just as it did not trouble me, because he did not open his mouth and gave no sign.

			I then said twice again that he had the solution of the problem in his hands. He then showed his satisfaction at having had this interview, this dialogue. I said I was always at his disposal. We then left.

			Since then, they are now relating what they like in the newspapers, the most fantastic inventions–that I accepted everything, that I made a complete submission; then they said it was all to the contrary–that I had accepted nothing and conceded nothing. Now they are telling me, in effect, that I lied, that I am inventing things in the conversation I had with the Holy Father. My impression is that they are so furious that this audience took place unforeseen, without going through the usual channels, that they are trying in every way to discredit it, and to discredit me as well. Clearly they are afraid that this audience puts me back in favor with many people, who are saying: Now, if His Excellency has seen the Holy Father, there are no more problems; he is back again with the Holy Father. In fact, we have never been against the Holy Father and have always wanted to be with the Holy Father.

			Moreover, I have just written to him again because Cardinal Thiandoum was so insistent on that26 so that he could have a short note from me to take to the Holy Father. I said to him: “Good. I am ready to write a short letter to the Holy Father (though I am beginning to think that this correspondence is endless), I want to thank the Holy Father for granting me this audience.” I did that, and thanked the Holy Father.

			The Holy Father had said in the course of the conversation: “Well, at least we have a point in common: we both want to stop all these abuses that exist at present in the Church, so as to give back to the Church her true countenance, etc.”

			I answered: “Yes, absolutely.”

			So I put in my letter that I was ready to collaborate with him, he having said in the course of the audience that at least we had a point in common, to give the Church back her true countenance and to suppress all the abuses in the Church. In that, I was quite ready to collaborate, and indeed under his authority. I said nothing, I think, which would promise too much, since giving back her true countenance to the Church is what we are doing.

			That will change nothing, mind you. What is important after all, I think, is the world opinion that was manifested after all these events, and which has made it impossible for the Holy See to remain impervious to the stir. It came to their notice that quite a few people were really upset by the changes, many more people than they had probably thought. It revealed what many were thinking to themselves but dared not say aloud. Now they dare to say it even more because they know that they are no longer alone.

			Moreover, certainly, I think that intervention by the French government was not negligible either. This intervention by the French government, obviously I am not involved in that at all. I did not go and see any official of the French government. If they write to me and come to see me, it is not I who seek them out; but, in any case, I have the impression that the French government is a little uneasy about next year’s March elections. That is obvious; that is the only thing guiding them now. It is a little like the Holy See and public opinion; for them it is the elections. Since President Giscard d’Estaing was elected by very slight majority, should the traditional Catholics, discontented because no one looks out for them in France, decide not to vote for him, he is out. It is a very simple calculation. That is why I believe that they must have intervened with the Holy See. I was told (it was Don Domenico who told me this), I believe, that the Holy Father would have received a phone call before my audience coming from the French government or ambassador, to urge the Holy Father to receive me with understanding and kindness. It is possible.

			But what is equally possible is that the French government may eventually put pressure on the Holy See, telling them: “If you do not manage to find a solution to this problem, then we shall do so.” How could they find one?–simply by helping the traditionalist Catholics. They have an enormous number of empty churches, churches which belong to the government, churches no one attends any more. It is not difficult for the French government to send  a letter to the mayors of the communes saying that wherever churches are available and where almost nobody comes, and where there are groups of traditionalists, they are to put these churches at the disposition of the traditionalists. It is quite simple! And, you understand, that makes the Holy See reflect, because that would become almost an official recognition of the traditionalists in France. That would become very serious, all the more so that when the French government seized the churches at the time of the separation of Church and State it nonetheless promised the Holy See that these churches would only be used for Catholic worship. They can very well say that “Catholic worship” is the worship that has always been done, and thus that the traditionalists have a right to the churches. And if their action were contested, they could very easily say to the progressivists: “Your manner of worship is no longer Catholic. You are going to leave the churches and we are going to give them to the Catholics. Catholicism is necessarily what has always been done. It is sure that the traditionalists are Catholics, since they practise the religion that was practised for centuries, whereas yours no longer appears to us to be Catholic at all. So you must pack up and leave.” Legally they can do it; they can eventually threaten the Holy See. This can certainly influence the Holy See in a decision in our favor. I think that the Holy See would have every advantage to go through the bishops rather than the government, instead of letting the government act.

			Finally, it is necessary to look at all this from the standpoint of Providence, because it has happened in an improbable way. It was probably necessary that I be condemned. I certainly do not want to compare my poor sacrifice to our Lord’s sacrifice, but I think that we all try to unite ourselves to our Lord and His Passion. Oportebat Deum pati–it behooved God to suffer, it behooved Him to be crucified. I believe that is what has happened to me a little by the penalties that the Holy See has inflicted on me, which are after all painful, which are after all quite disagreeable. Oh well! It was necessary, I believe, that I be condemned so that the scandal that has been brewing in the Church would erupt: the official Church’s support of the entire destruction of the Church and of those who destroy it, and its condemnation of those who build it up, defend it, and conserve it. The scandal has been such that, by this condemnation, it provoked this wave of opinion which now has obliged the Holy See to receive me–this is what must have influenced the Holy See.

			How could they receive me, since such a terrible barrier had been made. It might have been Padre Pio who intervened, since this Fr. Domenico, whom I did not know from Adam and whom I had never heard about, spent twenty years with Padre Pio. For him, it was Padre Pio that arranged it. I’m quite willing to think that it was Padre Pio; the whole affair has been a little miracle: I was able to meet with the Holy Father and tell him what is on the mind of a great part of the faithful people, those who are faithful to the Church, the true Catholics, the true faithful. I think that is, all the same, important. Now, since the good God is leading things this way, we must trust Him. I think that, more than ever, we must pray very much that the Holy Father manage to take this decision in spite of his collaborators, in spite of all those who surround him; that he manage to sign a circular letter to all the bishops of the world so that they bring this intolerable situation to an end.

			When I spoke to the Holy Father, I actually based my argument on “pluralism.” I said: “But, after all, with the present pluralism how would it be to let those who want to keep Tradition be on the same footing as the others also? It is the least that could be granted us.” I said: “I do not know, Holy Father, if you know that there are twenty-three official Eucharistic prayers in France.”

			He raised his arms to heaven and said: “Many more, Your Excellency, many more!”

			So then I said to him: “But if there are many more, if, even so, you add another, I do not see how that can harm the Church. Is it a mortal sin to keep up Tradition and do what the Church has always done?”

			You see, the Pope seems well informed.

			So now I think we must pray and hold firm. There may be some among you who were shocked at the suspension a divinis, and, I should say, by my rejection of the suspension a divinis. Of course. I understand. But that rejection is part, and I say it should be seen as part, of our refusal to accept the judgment that came to us from Rome. All that is the same thing. It is part of the same context; it is all linked together. Is that not so? So I do not see why I should accept this suspension since I did not accept the prohibition of ordaining, nor accept the closing of the seminary and the closing and destruction of the Fraternity. That would mean that I should have accepted from the moment of the first sentence, the first condemnation. I should have said, Yes, we are condemned, we close the seminary and end the Fraternity. Why did I not accept that? Because it was done illegally, because it is based on no proof and no judgment. 

			I do not know if you have had occasion to read what Cardinal Garrone himself said in an interview: “Our meeting with Msgr. Lefebvre in Rome with the three Cardinals was not a tribunal.” He said that openly. It is what I have always said myself. It was a conversation. I have never found myself before a tribunal. The visitation was not a tribunal; it was an enquiry, not a judgment. So there was no tribunal, no judgment, nothing: I have been condemned like that without being able to defend myself, with no monition, nothing in writing, nothing. No! It is not possible. All the same, justice exists. So I rejected that condemnation, because it was illegal and because I was not able to make my appeal. The way that happened is absolutely inadmissible. We have been given no valid reasons for our condemnation. Once that sentence has been rejected, there is no valid reason for not rejecting the others, for the others always rest on that one. Why have I been forbidden to ordain? Because the Fraternity was “suppressed” and the seminary should have been closed. So I have no right to ordain. I reject that because it is based on a judgment that is false. Why am I suspended a divinis? Because I ordained when I had been forbidden to do so. But I do not accept that sentence about ordinations precisely because I do not accept the judgment that was pronounced. It is a chain. I do not accept the chain because I do not accept the first link on which the entire condemnation was built. I cannot accept it.

			Moreover, the Holy Father himself did not speak to me of the suspension, he did not speak to me of the seminary, of anything. On that subject, nothing, nothing at all.

			That is the situation as it is at present. I think that for you, clearly–and I understand–it is a drama, as it is for me; and I think we desire from our heart that normal relations will be resumed with the Holy See. But who was it that broke off normal relations? They were broken at the Council. It was at the Council that normal relations with the Church were broken; it was at the Council that the Church, separating herself from Tradition, departing from Tradition, took up an abnormal attitude to Tradition. It is that which we cannot accept; we cannot accept a separation from Tradition.

			As I said to the Holy Father: “Insofar as you deviate from your predecessors, we can no longer follow you.” That is plain. It is not we who deviate from his predecessors.

			When I said to him: “But look again at the texts on religious liberty, two texts which formally contradict one another word for word (important dogmatic texts, that of Gregory XVI and that of Plus IX, Quanta Cura, and then that on religious liberty, they contradict one another word for word); which are we to choose?”

			He answered: “Oh, leave those things. Let us not start discussions.”

			Yes, but the whole problem is there. Insofar as the new Church separates itself from the old Church we cannot follow it. That is the position, and that is why we maintain Tradition, we keep firmly to Tradition; and I am sure we are being of immense service to the Church. I should say that the Ecône seminary is basic to the battle we are waging. It is the Church’s battle, and it is with that idea that we should position ourselves.

			Unhappily, I must say that this conversation with the Holy Father has left me with a painful impression. I had precisely the impression that what he was defending was himself personally.

			“You are against me!”

			“I am not against you, I am against what separates us from Tradition; I am against what draws us towards Protestantism, towards modernism.”

			I had the impression that he was considering the whole problem as personal. It is not the person, it is not Msgr. Montini: we regard him as the successor of Peter, and as successor of Peter he should pass on to us the faith of his predecessors. Insofar as he does not pass on the faith of his predecessors he is no longer the successor of Peter. He becomes a person separated from his duty, denying his duty, not doing his duty. There is nothing I can do; I am not to blame. When Fesquet of Le Monde–he was there in the second row two or three days ago–said: “But in fact you are alone. Alone against all the bishops. What on earth can you do? What sense is there in combat of that sort?”

			I answered: “What do you mean? I am not alone, I have the whole of Tradition with me. Besides, even here I am not alone. I know that many bishops privately think as we do. We have many priests with us, and there are the seminary and the seminarians and all those who come our way.”

			And truth is not made by numbers; numbers do not make truth. Even if I am alone, and even if all my seminarians leave me, even if I am abandoned by the whole of public opinion, it is all the same to me. I am attached to my catechism, attached to my Credo, attached to the Tradition which sanctified all the saints in heaven. I am not concerned about others–they do as they wish; but I want to save my soul. Public opinion I know too well: It was public opinion that condemned our Lord after acclaiming Him a few days before. First Palm Sunday, then Good Friday. We know that. Public opinion is not to be trusted at all. Today it is for me, tomorrow it is against me. What matters is fidelity to our faith. We should have that conviction and stay calm.

			When the Holy Father said to me: “But, after all, do you not feel within you something which reproaches you for what you are doing? You are making a huge scandal in the Church. Is there not something which reproaches you?”

			I replied: “No, Holy Father, not at all!”

			He answered: “Oh! Then you are irresponsible.”

			“Perhaps,” I said. I could not say otherwise. If I had anything to reproach myself with I should stop at once.

			Pray well during your retreat, because I think things are going to happen–they have been happening for a long time, but the further we go the more often we come to critical points. All the same, the fact that God has allowed me to meet the Holy Father, to tell him what we think, and to leave the whole responsibility for the situation, now, in his hands–that is something willed by God. It remains for us to pray, begging the Holy Ghost to enlighten him and to give him courage to act in a manner which could clearly be very hard for him. I see no other solution. God has all the solutions. I could die tomorrow. 

			We should pray also for the faithful who maintain Tradition that they may always preserve a strong, firm attitude, but not an attitude of contempt for persons, insult to persons, insult to bishops. We have the advantage of possessing the truth–we are not at fault–just as the Church has the superiority over error of having the truth: that superiority is hers. Because we have the conviction that we are upholding the truth, that the truth must make headway, that truth must convince, it is not our person. It is not outbursts of anger, or insults to people, which will give added weight to truth. On the contrary, that could cast doubt upon our possession of the truth. Becoming angry and insulting shows that we do not completely trust in the weight of truth, which is the weight of God Himself. It is in God that we trust, in Truth which is God, which is our Lord Jesus Christ. What can be surer than that? Nothing. And little by little that truth makes, and will make, its way. It must. So let us resolve that in our expressions and attitudes we shall not despise and insult people, but be firm against error–absolutely firm, without compromise, without relaxation, because we are with our Lord. It is a question of our Lord Jesus Christ. The honor of our Lord Jesus Christ, the glory of the Blessed Trinity is at stake, not the infinite glory in heaven, but the glory here below on earth. It is truth; and we defend it at any cost, whatever happens.

			I thank you all for praying for these intentions, as I believe you did during the vacation, and I thank all those who had the kindness to write me a few words during the vacation and show their sympathy and affection during these times, which are always something of a trial. God certainly helps us in this fight, that is absolutely certain; but, all the same, it is trying. It would be such happiness to work with all those who have responsibility in the Church and who ought to work with us for the kingdom of our Lord.

			We remain united. Make a good retreat so that you will be able to undertake a profitable year of studies.

			 

			 

			December 3, 1976

			Letter of 
Archbishop Lefebvre 
To Pope Paul VI

			 

			Holy Father,

			His Excellency the Nuncio in Berne has just delivered to me Your Holiness’s last letter. Dare I say that every one of these letters is like a sword going through me, for I am so desirous of being in full accord with and full submission to the Vicar of Christ and the Successor of Peter, as I think I have been, the whole of my life.

			But that submission can be made only in the unity of the faith and in the “true Tradition,” as Your Holiness says in your letter.

			Tradition, being, according to the teaching of the Church, Christian doctrine defined for ever by the solemn magisterium of the Church, it carries a character of immutability which obliges, to the assent of faith, not only the present generation but future generations as well. The sovereign pontiffs, the Councils, can make the deposit explicit, but they must transmit it faithfully and exactly, without changing it.

			But how can the statements in the Declaration on Religious Liberty be reconciled with the teaching of Tradition? How can the liturgical reform be reconciled with the teaching of the Council of Trent and with Tradition? How reconcile the working out of ecumenism with the magisterium of the Church and canon law concerning the relations of the Church with heretics, schismatics, atheists, unbelievers, public sinners?

			The new departures of the Church in these domains imply principles contrary to the solemn and continuous teaching of the Church, contrary to that “true Tradition” to which Your Holiness alludes, Tradition which is unchangeable because defined solemnly by the authority of your predecessors and preserved intact by all the successors of Peter.

			To apply the notion of life to the magisterium, to the Church, and also to Tradition, does not allow of a minimizing of the concept of the immutability of defined faith, because faith in that case borrows its character of immutability from God Himself, immotus in se permanens, while being the source of life, as are the Church and Tradition.

			St. Pius X in his Encyclical Pascendi Dominici Gregis has clearly shown the danger of false interpretations of the terms “living faith,” “living tradition.”

			It is this sad proof of the incompatibility of the principles of the new orientations with Tradition or the magisterium that we come up against.

			Could it, please, be explained to us how man can have a natural right to error? How can there be a natural right to cause scandal? How can the Protestants who took part in the liturgical reform state that the reform allows them from now on to celebrate the Eucharist according to the new rite? How, then, is that reform compatible with the affirmations and the canons of the Council of Trent? And, finally, what are we to think of reception of the Eucharist by persons not of our faith, the lifting of excommunication from those belonging to sects and organizations which openly profess contempt for our Lord Jesus Christ and our holy religion, that being contrary to the truth of the Church and to all her Tradition?

			Is there, since Vatican Council II, a new conception of the Church, of her truth, of her sacrifice, of her priesthood? It is on those points that we seek enlightenment. The faithful are beginning to be disturbed and to understand that it is no longer a question of details but of what constitutes their faith and therefore of the foundations of Christian civilization.

			There, in brief, is our deep concern, compared with which the whole operation of the canonical or administrative system is nothing. As it is a question of our faith, it is a question of eternal life.

			That said, I accept everything that, in the Council and the reforms, is in full conformity with Tradition; and the Society I have founded is ample proof of that. Our seminary is perfectly in accordance with the wishes expressed in the Council and in the Ratio Fundamentalis of the Sacred Congregation for Catholic Education.

			Our apostolate corresponds fully with the desire for a better distribution of the clergy and with the concern expressed by the Council on the subject of the sanctification of clerics and their life in community.

			The success of our seminaries with the young is clear proof that we are not incurably immobilized but are perfectly adapted to the needs of the apostolate of our times. That is why we beg Your Holiness to consider above all the great spiritual benefit that souls can draw from our priestly and missionary apostolate, which, in collaboration with diocesan bishops, can bring about a true spiritual renewal.

			To seek to force our Society into accepting a new orientation that is having disastrous effects on the whole Church is to compel it to disappear, like so many other seminaries.

			Hoping that Your Holiness will understand, on reading these lines, that we have but one purpose, to serve our Lord Jesus Christ, His glory and His Vicar, and to bring about the salvation of souls, we beg you to accept our respectful and filial wishes in Christ and Mary.

			 

			+ Marcel Lefebvre 

			Former Archbishop-Bishop of Tulle 

			Feast of St. Francis Xavier 

			December 3, 1976

			 

			 

			 

			December 10, 1976

			An Interview with 
Archbishop Lefebvre 

			 

			His Excellency Archbishop Lefebvre replies to questions asked by a journalist for The Age of Melbourne, Australia, December 10, 1976.
 

			Why has this misunderstanding between 
you and the Vatican come to pass?

			Archbishop Lefebvre: The misunderstanding has come from the new orientations of the Second Vatican Council and the reforms that have followed it. Religious liberty, in the name of which  they are suppressing all the Catholic States, is conceived in a way diametrically opposed to the official doctrine of the Catholic Church. Ecumenism, driving the reform of the liturgy, is a completely new attitude of the Church towards non-Catholics (whether Protestants, Moslems, Buddhists, and even Communists, Freemasons, etc.) manifestly contrary to the doctrine and practice of the Catholic Church for twenty centuries. Finally, the idea of “collegiality” wrongly understood is in the process of breaking the unity of the Church by constituting national Churches through the disappearance of the exercise of  personal authority by the pope and the bishops, contrary to the divine constitution of the Church.


			Do you see a solution to the problem in 
the present circumstances, and if so, what?

			The only solution is a return to traditional doctrine and to the salutary experience of tradition in accordance with the wisdom that the Church has always shown in applying it to the particular circumstances of place and time. That is why I beg the Pope to let us make the experiment of Tradition. This experiment will be a test of the Church’s timeless character, adapted to every time and every place.


			Do you think that you can one day make them 
alter their views on the Vatican II reforms?

			The experience of the Church’s ancient Tradition will offer the obvious means for judging the error committed by the new reforms. 


			What is your present attitude vis-à-vis Pope Paul VI 
and his decision to suspend you “a divinis”?

			Your question really asks two. First, my attitude towards the Pope: My attitude has always be very respectful, deferential, and submissive when the Pope upholds tradition, but firmly opposed when the Pope directs the Church down a path contrary to the magisterium of his predecessors, a magisterium which is the expression of the true faith. In such cases, the Pope commits an abuse of authority, that is, he acts counter to the finality of his own authority, which is to confirm the faithful and clergy in their faith and not to undermine it. 

			This answer facilitates the reply to the second part, your question about my suspension “a divinis.” The nullity of the sanctions adopted against the Seminary and myself exists for two reasons: the first is the illegality of the sanctions, imposed without a judgment by any tribunal, hence arbitrarily and by an abuse of authority; and the second is the inadmissible purpose of these sanctions, which is to make us accept the new orientations of the Church since Vatican II.


			Do you seriously think that a decree 
of excommunication will soon be forthcoming?

			I have no information about it, but Louis Veuillot tells us that “no one is more bigoted than a liberal.”


			What are your plans for the immediate 
future for yourself and for your Society?

			Our plans are to continue the  activity of the Priestly Society of Saint Pius X, that is to say, the training of priests and missionary pastoral ministry in the dioceses.


			Do you intend to consecrate a bishop? If yes, will it be soon?

			I have no intention of consecrating a bishop.


			How important is the support, both ideological and financial, 
that is being given to you throughout the world?

			The last few months have clearly shown us that very many Catholics in the world think as we do and deem that the results of the Council are disappointing, and that it is high time to return to Tradition. Financially, we manage to live and even to progress thanks to numerous persons who support us from every country, but especially from France, Switzerland, and Germany. Australia also regularly sends us donations which help pay the board of two Australian seminarians.


			It has been said that your movement is on the far 
right and has a political goal. What do you think of this?

			As regards the accusation of  being on the “extreme right,” I answer that if by the term “right” is meant a conception of society in which authority, discipline, and justice are disposed according to the order willed by God, then it is possible to say rightly that we are “on the right.” If  the term “extreme right” means abuse of authority by a personal dictatorship or a tyrannical party, then obviously we are not.

				Have we a political goal? If “political” means action carried out in civil society in order to put someone in power according to our choice, we are not political in that sense. But we do not doubt that the Church’s theological and moral principles necessarily have a repercussion on society, which is a creature of God and thus must obey His laws. It is in this sense that, as the popes have proclaimed, we condemn Communism, socialism, atheistic or secular society, and we preach the social reign of our Lord Jesus Christ.


			What is your reaction to the relations 
between the Vatican and the Communist countries?

			It suffices to judge it by the results: the Communists advance on every front throughout the entire world. The Vatican will have well deserved its reward from the Soviets for the extraordinary aid that it has given to their victory. We shall perhaps soon see how the gratitude of the Communists is shown!...


			Are you against everything that can reunite 
the Catholic Church and Protestant groups?

			I am certainly not against the return of the Protestants to the unity of the Catholic faith, but I cannot accept a syncretism composed of compromise and equivocation. I think that few Protestants are interested in the latter solution.


			Lastly, aren’t you tired of your combat?

			Is it possible to be tired of believing, of having a strong and unshakable faith in our Lord Jesus Christ and in His Church? We are persuaded of being, ourselves, very little in the midst of the events that make the history of the Church. We only desire to serve as instruments of our Lord to safeguard the faith that He requires of us and that is the gauge of eternal life.

			 

			 

				

			
				
					21	The interview was conducted on January 15, 1976.

				

				
					22	The letter of June 22, 1976, has been included under this date.

				

				
					23	Some words are missing on the tape recording.

				

				
					24	Here, two hecklers interrupt, provoking a scuffle. The audience, not knowing how to express its sentiment, begins to vigorously applaud Archbishop Lefebvre. The hecklers were expelled.

				

				
					25	Regarding the precise text of the letter, the following note was printed in Itinéraires, November 1976, p.188: “Msgr. Lefebvre’s Request to Pope Paul VI for an Audience.” The text of this letter has not been published. We asked Archbishop Lefebvre about the matter, and this is his answer:

						“That request for an audience was composed very quickly; I have no copy of it, but, as far as I remember, this is an exact reproduction of its substance:

						

						‘Most Holy Father, 

						Will Your Holiness be pleased to accept the assurance of my respectful veneration? If in my words or my writings certain expressions have displeased Your Holiness, I am exceedingly sorry. I am still hoping that Your Holiness will kindly grant me an audience, and I assure you of my respectful and filial feelings.

						

						+ Marcel Lefebvre

						Rome, September 10, 1976.’”

				

				
					26	The Cardinal had been spending some days with Archbishop Lefebvre.
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