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CONCLAVE BOUND?

It is now absolutely certain that, for certain persons, preparations for the next Conclave have already been under way for quite a while; and have now taken on a sense of
urgency since Pope John Paul II' s hospitalisation, last summer, at the Gemelli Polyclinic.

On several occasions, independent journals have revealed that in the very heart of the Vatican, there presently exists a secret power group - in the form of a true organization,
made up of the press, information services as well as minions strategically placed in the internal structure of the Church (Apostolic Nunciatures, Offices of the Holy See,
different Commissions, in dioceses, Episcopal Universities and Conferences, etc.), or having connections with other power groups outside the Church (cf. Impact Suisse
February/March/April 1981; cf. Il Settimanale May 5, 1981; cf. si si no no November 15,1985 and May 31,1987).

As far as a Power Group is concerned, the Conclave is not to be organized after the death of the pope - but much sooner than that. Their goal is to make sure that they control "a
third of the votes, plus one" at the next Conclave. By thus controlling the electorate, they can reject undesirable candidates and elect a pope who fits their requirements.

N.B. "a third of the voters, plus one" - a majority of two thirds is required to elect any candidate as pope. Therefore a group that can count on a third of the votes plus one more
vote can thus effectively prevent the election of any candidate they might consider undesirable.

Thus we can appreciate the importance of consistories, wherein new cardinals are appointed - especially those appointments of the immediate future. The prime objective of
this power group is the appointment of their friends as cardinals or their appointment to any key position that can act as a springboard to attaining the post of cardinal.

Since a papal election is of the greatest importance for the good of the Church, we have deemed it more opportune than ever to take up once again and update that which in the
past has already been published concerning the above-mentioned pressure group. We shall also examine and consider its present strategy in view of the next Conclave.

A MISLEADING QUESTION

As recently as May 10,1992, the presence of a well organized, Freemasonic, mafiosa-type clan ("cosa nostra") in the Vatican itself was denounced by the journal Il Borghese:

"The old suspicions have resurfaced, of many truly "cunning" (as they used to say) ’Monsignori’ being associated with Freemasonry. Not that we can actually speak of them
being in Lodges as such, but still nevertheless, a "secret society " organized in, let us say, "the Roman manner" - in order to help one another in their respective careers - as
was admitted by one of their naive, affiliated members. "

It is often asked if there are Freemasons within the Vatican and if this can be proved. This is a misleading question, since Freemasonry is a secret society and consequently it is
not possible to give everybody concrete, conclusive proof of the identity of their agents.

So let us put the question another way. Does Freemasonry exist in the Vatican? This question is more easily answered, since there does exist, within the Vatican, an organized
power group which 'plays the Masonic game.' Whether or not the members of this power group are actually ‘card-carrying' members of a Masonic Lodge - this question we
leave to others.

What we find interesting is the fact that, in practice, they do act as if they were registered members of Freemasonry; sharing, as they do, its ideology and supporting its plans;
plans, moreover, well-known by ecclesiastical experts (cf. Leo XIII, Humanum genus; Pierre Virion, Mystere d'iniquite; si si no no Year I, #5 and ff.).

It is a well-known fact, that each time someone tries to remedy, in one way or another, some of the current abuses in the Church, the files pertaining to these abuses
mysteriously disappear and all initiatives are paralysed - either by the power group or by their friends. So it is, that the Church is affected by more and more serious problems,
which can easily be seen to have their roots in Freemasonry.

A few examples will suffice:

(a)    It is estimated (El Mercurio 7/9/1992) that every day in Latin America, 8,000 souls leave the Catholic Church to go over to the various sects; whose expansion American
Freemasonry desires and furthers by providing these sects with an abundance of funds.

(b)    False ecumenism, which breeds religious indifferentism, has been very much desired and planned by Freemasonry. The large ecumenical meetings are held with the
collaboration of the New Age movement, which is nothing but a "pure fruit" of Freemasonry.

(c)    Heresies, which today are spread around "by the armful" (John Paul II, quoted by L 'Osservatore Romano) by the priests themselves, are the result of a Masonic
infiltration of the clergy - which has been going on since the last century.

(d)    The secularization of both States and clergy is something that Freemasonry has long since desired and worked towards.

(e)    Today, birth control is taught to Catholics under the label of "responsible maternity," encouraging so-called "natural methods" in flagrant opposition to Catholic doctrine -
which on the contrary urges and blesses large families. This has long since been the design and the program of Freemasonry, aided and abetted by the international
organizations it controls, such as the O.N.U., the F.A.O., etc., who periodically whip up false fears of world over-population (cf. Courier de Rome June 1991; also the article of
Piero Gheddo in Il Giornale 12/9/1992 entitled "La variante 'catholique' de la contraception").

Hence, the presence of such an organized power group, striking at the Church from its very interior and paralyzing its vital organs, is something so grave that, anyone being
aware of it is duty-bound to denounce it publicly, if they seriously take to heart the good of the Church.

In fact, the main aim of this group is not the "good of the Church," but rather the interests of the group itself and its associates. This clique does not serve the Church, but uses it
for its own ends. It has no hesitation in subjugating the Church to a foreign "boss," to an enemy who seeks only to use it, modify it and transform into a mere "holding," a mere
associate of some higher power - in other words: the New World Order or One World Government.

THE SUMMIT

As is always the case in circles of this kind, the lower ranks are made up of men who are, for the most part, ambitious self-seekers and careerists or simply weak men, easily
black-mailed; whereas the topmost echelons, or summit, is controlled by distinguished men, who are well-organized, able and cunning.

All of this is no incentive to a young cleric who wishes nothing more than to humbly serve the Church - for it is obvious that persons outside of, or in disagreement with the
pressure group, soon find themselves edged out of any influential position.

GREAT HOPES DASHED

At one time, a series of personnel changes had raised hopes that the granite-like power group was perhaps beginning to crumble.

Firstly, there was the departure of His Excellency Achille Silvestrini in June 1988. This was followed by the departure of Mgsr. Giovanni Coppa to take up the nunciature in
Prague, Czechoslovakia (though he disliked this nomination and hoped to return to Rome).

Then there came Casaroli's calculated resignation from his post of Secretary of State, whereby he hoped to leave without actually leaving - a plan that backfired when an
"outsider" ousted Casaroli's protégé and personal nomination for the post.

Finally, there was the retirement of Cardinal Ugo Poletti from the Roman Curacy. Yet despite all this, the glimmer of hope grew weaker and weaker as prospects for
meaningful reform faded in the distance. For not only do we see a return of the "old guard," but rather, a reinforced old guard.

THE RETURN

The Italian journal Avvenire, was right in calling Silvestrini's nomination as Prefect of the Congregation for the Eastern Churches as "the return." Some may consider this
Congregation as being of little importance, but such is not the case. In importance, it is second only to that of the Holy Office.

In fact, Catholics of the Eastern Rite are scattered all over the world and their communities often have their own bishops. It is, therefore, an error to think that this
Congregation's power is limited to the mere geographic limitations of the East - its power is actually felt, not only in the Middle East, but from the ex-U.S.S.R. to the U.S.A.,
from India to Canada. Thus it has the power of nominating bishops throughout the entire world.

The Congregation for the Eastern Churches can also be said to be powerful because of the considerable economic resources it has at its disposal, coming from donations,
various profits and other forms of incoming aid - especially from the former French protectorates.

TIMES HAVE CHANGED – BUT WHAT ABOUT MEN?

How can one possibly have confidence in Silvestrini in view of his record? That man who, over a period of many years, played into the hands of Communism - which he now
describes as being "anti-human and anti-religious." This same man who, for years, preferred listening and "being open" to the heads of a schismatic Church, sold-out to the
secret police (K.G.B.) - while having nothing but scorn for the true priests and faithful who had remained faithful to Rome.

How can we have confidence in a man who was ready and willing to have recourse to injustice, under the pretext of obtaining religious liberty in an anti-religious system
(something that is absurd!); and has not hesitated in employing agents in the Vatican who were closely connected with the K.G.B. - to the point where even the Italian Secret
Service grew concerned? (Cf. La Repubblica March 15/16, 1992, article entitled "Spia del K.G.B. in Vaticano" ("K.G.B. spies in the Vatican "); also cf. si si no no May 31,
1987).

Today, this very same Silvestrini, writing about the collapse of Communism, states that "the last eleven years of history ...have changed the world, and hopefully, have buried
once and for all, an anti-human and anti-religious structure, which seemed granite-like, unassailable, as well as shielded behind a gigantic arsenal of nuclear weapons."
(Achille Silvestrini's preface to the book, The U.S.S.R-An Empire In Shreds)

What value can now be ascribed to such words? It is 10 or 20 years ago that we would have wished to hear this same judgment passed upon Communism from the man who, by
his manoeuvring, subjugated the Church to this regime in the countries of the East. Today, these utterances simply serve to illustrate his haste to place himself on the "right
side" of the fence.

Shrewdly, and with much "bowing and scraping," Silvestrini uses the same preface to publicize the pope's role in the collapse of Soviet power. In doing so, he smoothly turns
his back on his Ostpolitik Master-Casaroli, who, as we shall presently see, cannot resign himself to the new world situation.

OSTPOLITIK - ITS FRUITS AT THE RECENT EUROPEAN SYNOD

During the last European Synod, certain leaders of the Orthodox Church (formerly agents of the K.G.B. and still retaining some influence) not only refused to come to Rome,
but took advantage of the situation to publicly insult the Catholic Church. How can we otherwise explain this, unless during those long, dark years, those same men had readily
agreed with Silvestrini's Ostpolitik?

According to the requirements of Casaroli's utopia, wherein Communism would perpetually exist, Casaroli and Silvestrini surrended to the dictates of Communist regimes;
consequently, accepting shameful nominations of (unworthy) bishops, as well as appointing ignominious leaders to the various local churches. It suffices to recall the words of
Father Ulysse Floridi, SJ. In his book Moscow and the Vatican: "After many attempts and negotiations, Archbishop Casaroli finally succeeded in 1973, in personally
consecrating four Czechoslovakian bishops; one of them, Bishop Joseph Vrana de Olomouc, was the president of the movement known as ‘Pacem in terris,’ formerly called
'Priests for Peace’ backed and supported by the [communist] government. "

In exchange, Casaroli only asked him for the bare minimum: to resign from "Pacem in terris," but many had doubts as to the sincerity or value of his gesture. In fact, Ernest
Milcent says in his book, East of the Vatican (1980): "Mgsr. Vrana failed to keep his promise...and continues to direct the pro-governmental movement Pacem in terris.'"

Furthermore, in order to be highly regarded by the communist regime, Casaroli and Silvestrini shamefully agreed not only to dialogue, but even went so far as to give their
favour to powerful Orthodox bishops affiliated with the K.G.B.

Now that the regime has crumbled, these same prelates still pretend and intend to remain the privileged representatives of Rome. Yet they do not wish to see the Catholic
Church on an equal footing with the Orthodox Church, even less do they want to see Roman authorities grant the Catholic Church any privileges in relation to the Orthodox.
Thus the behaviour of the leaders of the Orthodox Church, on the occasion of the European Synod, is nothing but the consequence of that old and evil Ostpolitik.

SILVESTRINI HAS THE UNIATES IN HIS HANDS

At the present time, the congregation for Eastern Churches finds itself at the centre of major ecclesiastical problems, such as that of the Uniates - i.e., Eastern Rite Catholics
who have heroically resisted all attempts to incorporate them, as a matter of course, into the schismatic Orthodox Church.

Those poor souls! What can they hope for when, for all these past years, the politics of the Holy See - or rather Casaroli's and Silvestrini's Ostpolitik - has considered them the
major obstacle to ecumenical dialogue with the schismatic Muscovite Church and dialogue with the "politics" of Bolshevik Russia?

They have suffered much at the hands of the Communists, yet today's persecution is much more painful, since it comes from the very men of Rome to which they had remained
so heroically faithful; yet who, for ecumenical reasons, no longer treat the Orthodox Muscovite Church as schismatic, nor do they accuse it of unjustly dispossessing the
Uniates of what was rightfully theirs.

The Secretary of State's clear intervention on behalf of Catholics in Russia, during this latest Synod, has been quickly forgotten - whereas it should have been a starting point
for settling relations between the Vatican and Russia, Catholics and Orthodox. Nothing lasting or serious will ever be achieved without justice or historical truth.

In reality, a new and even more dreadful Calvary is dawning for Catholics in Russia. Following the collapse of both the Iron Curtain and the Communist Regime, they might
have at least hoped to obtain that long-awaited freedom of worship, religious education, freedom of apostolate, etc. Yet now, on the contrary, with Silvestrini's appointment to
the Congregation for Eastern Churches, they find themselves in the hands of the accomplices of their former persecutors.

In fact, we must not forget that both Silvestrini and Casaroli did everything they possibly could to silence, or even chase out of their own countries, all the great cardinals of
the East: Wyszinski, Slypji, Mindszenty, Beran. These great princes of the Church were both heroes and martyrs - not only at the hands of their Communist persecutors, but
even more so through the persecution and betrayal of those responsible for that Ostpolitik.

LEBANON IN SILVESTRINI’S HANDS

Today, by the shameful silence of the Church and the complicity of Vatican officials, we are witnessing the sell out of Lebanon to Syria. In this particular instance, Silvestrini
shoulders a grave responsibility. He is the one who personally negotiated [with Syria] the appointment of the present Maronite Patriarch-Sfeir, after having rejected the more
worthy Archbishop of Tyr, Mgsr. Khaury. At that time, Silvestrini rarely used to leave the Vatican - yet on this occasion he left the Vatican with this very object in mind (cf.
Courrier de Rome, April 1990).

From now on, what can the Christian Lebanese hope to get from Silvestrini, seeing that he was mainly responsible for the defeat of their country? Little or nothing at all! In the
wake of Silvestrini's disastrous policies, the situation over there is just about irreparable. That is why today, we see an ever-increasing number of Lebanese Christians leaving
their homeland. Nowhere in the East is Christianity as powerful as in Lebanon, and should the Catholic Church be driven out of that country, then Christianity will disappear
completely from the Near East. We already see this happening in Israel, where the number of Christians continues to drop day by day.

SILVESTRINI AND ISRAEL

One of the latest initiatives of Silvestrini is the setting up of a permanent bilateral work commission between Israel and the Holy See (L'Osservatore Romano July 31, 1992).
Who do we find in this commission, but all the friends of Silvestrini: Claudio Celli, Andrea Cordero de Montezemolo, Marco Broggi, Luigi Gatti. It is easy to foresee that
this will all end, as it did in the case of the Concordat with Italy, by treachery and disaster.

OFFICIAL POWER AND REAL POWER

Silvestrini's influence goes beyond the powers he officially received as Prefect of the Congregation for Eastern Churches. He is also the pivot of the power group that we
described earlier. Therefore to fully understand the significance of his "return," we must also take into consideration the far-reaching extension of Silvestrini's hidden, but
nevertheless real power (cf. previously quoted press sources).

CASAROLI RETIRED?

If Silvestrini was able to celebrate his return, Casaroli did not even consider himself to be retired. At this point, let us digress for a moment.

For years, without the slightest concern or consideration for others Casaroli and Silvestrini appointed, replaced and dismissed numerous prelates - all in the name of holy
obedience to the Church. Yet today, both of them stand guilty of an inordinate attachment to their former posts!

Despite being promoted to the Prefecture of the Apostolic Signature, Silvestrini became so downcast at having to leave the post of Secretary of State, that John Paul II had to
dine at Silvestrini's place in order to try to console him through this "painful passage" of his ecclesiastical career! Moreover, against all former practice, Silvestrini managed to
hold on to the apartment he used as Secretary of State Relations, in order to dull the "pain" of this "trauma"!

As regards Casaroli, two years have passed since his retirement, yet he still "hangs on" to the Secretary of State's apartment while awaiting the availability of a worthy
apartment within Vatican City. After having tried, in vain, to expel the Abyssinians from the seminary given to them by Pius XI - Casaroli has had an apartment built for
himself on the terrace of Palazzo San Carlo.

Even though he bemoans the fact that he is no longer consulted or invited out, practically being forgotten - he still continues to play a far from edifying role.

On the occasion of the 75th anniversary of Fatima, Casaroli sought to take over the presidency of both the festivities and the International Congress, having the theme of
"Fatima and Peace." This made the pope, at the last minute; send Cardinal Sordano as Cardinal Legate - in order to minimize the self-appointed role of the ex-Secretary of
State.

On this occasion, Casaroli was surrounded by his friends, such as the notorious "red" Bishop Don Helder Camara and the famous Belgian Marxist "liberationist" Joseph
Comblin, who now lives in Chile and Brazil.

His unedifying role continued on July 6,1991 with the consecration of Mgsr. Felix del Blanco Prieto, his personal secretary, as bishop - in spite of well-motivated opposition
from the Spanish Episcopate. Then flying with his new bishop to Guatemala, a country wherein he evidently enjoys special privileges, to inaugurate a home for retired priests -
a home dedicated to none other than His Most Eminent Cardinal Agostino Casaroli!

"Striving to understand the reasons for which his name was chosen" (writes L'Osservatore Romano July 11, 1991) “for this commendable work on behalf of aged priests,
Cardinal Casaroli gave this explanation: ‘I do not know to what I owe this honour. . . unless it be to pay tribute to the pope, with whom my name, although unworthy, has been
linked for many years as a collaborator. Yet utterly faithful and willing to serve him to the best of my abilities, for the good of the Church and for the good of humanity,
particularly in the cause of peace amongst peoples; as well as international cooperation for the progress of every man and of all mankind'" A speech more worthy of a
Trilateral member or a Freemason, than of a cardinal of the Holy Roman Church!

Finally Casaroli is known to travel without cease, as he goes about giving his conferences. March 17th of last year found him in Lavarone and Sienna - the theme of his
conference: his personal experience as creator of Ostpolitik.

VIRGILIO NOE - "PROMOVEATUR, SED NON AMOVEATUR"

Under Paul VI, word went round in the Curia to the effect that wherever the Pope was, altar, office or private quarters, he was always surrounded by the so-called three
"brothers of the same parish" - Villot, Macchi and Noe.

We know that Cardinal Villot's father and grandfather were both Freemasons and that Villot had personal friends belonging to Freemasonry.

The name of Mgsr. Macchi showed up on the famous list of Church officials accused of affiliation to Masonry. Also, people within the Vatican were stunned by the speed with
which Macchi, on the very night of Pope Paul VI's death, made off with the personal effects of the deceased Pope.

As regards Mgsr. Noe, who regards himself as the true heir to Paul VI, on August 3,1975 the Italian newspaper L'Espresso called Noe: "The most deceitful of Bugnini's former
collaborators...for many years, that ‘dolled-up’ master of ceremonies has been following Paul VI like a shadow at each of his public ceremonies" (quoted by 30 Giorni May
1992) - and everyone knows the reason why Bugnini was banished from Rome: "the accusation of belonging to Freemasonry" (cf. 30 Giorno May and June 1992).

Be that as it may, we are justified in wondering about the true causes behind Noe’s rapid rise to power. A few years ago, the Holy See sought to remove him from Rome by
appointing him bishop in Northern Italy - but determined to remain at the Vatican, he refused to go. It is hard to imagine what could have merited his promotion as cardinal,
since he was often obnoxious to both bishops and cardinals who would come to the Congregation of Divine Liturgy.

Over the years, many wondered how it was that so much power had been given this man - to the point where John Paul II, in reply to those questioning him on liturgical
matters, used to say: "See Virgilio Noe about that" as if to say - I am not the one who has the power to settle questions in this domain.

Besides being Cardinal Archpriest of St. Peter's and Vicar General of His Holiness for Vatican City, Noe has laid his hands on all other Offices within his grasp: Presidency for
the Fabric of St. Peter and its administrative committee; and Presidency of the Permanent Commission for the Supervision and Protection of Historical and Artistic Monuments
of the Holy See (whose secretary is Mgsr. Marchisano – well known for his role in the destruction of seminaries, when he was Under Secretary for Catholic Education).

How can someone with such an unworthy record be given so much power and responsibility in the liturgical domain? At least in his case his "promoveatur" (promotion), was
not an "amoveatur" (removal) from the Vatican.

PIO LAGHI - THE PROTECTOR

Pio Laghi, another pre-eminent member of the Brisighella (Faenza) group, was born on May 21,1922 and was ordained in 1946. His intense diplomatic career began in
Nicaragua, led to Washington and finally India. Consecrated bishop in 1969, he was sent to Jerusalem as Apostolic Delegate. He has successively been appointed Apostolic
Nuncio to Cyprus, Greece and Argentina.

While in Buenos Aires, he was already longing for the Nunciature in the U.S.A., and that is why he mostly left to Cardinal Primatesta the role of appointing bishops. However
he did take it upon himself to promote to the episcopacy some friends of Raoul Alfonsin, the liberal, anti-clerical leader of the Argentine Radical Party.

Amongst these new bishops we note the name of his well-known friend Mgsr. Justo Oscar Laguno, Bishop of Moron; also, Mgsr. Alcides Jorge Pedro Casaretto, Bishop of
San Isidro; and Mgsr. Emilio Bianchi di Cascano, Bishop of Azul. Helped by his Brisighella backers and Mgsr.  Giovanni Coppa, Pio Laghi finally won the very much-
coveted Washington Nunciature following a titanic struggle - after which he became the "prudent" yet efficacious protector of bishops wishing to destroy the Church in
America. Each time Rome asked Pio Laghi to resolve some thorny problems, the inquiry inevitably ended up "dead and buried."

This is exactly what happened in the case of Mgsr. R. George Weakland, former Abbot-General of the Benedictine Order, who was named Archbishop of Milwaukee in 1977 -
thanks to Virgilio Noe and the support of his friends, Baggio, Marchisano and Macchi. It is to be noted that Noe and Weakland had both taught at Sant' Anselmo. Their
continued good relations are proved by the fact that Noe spent his holidays with Weakland in Milwaukee.

Mgsr. Weakland officially supports movements favouring abortion and is convinced that "today, sexuality is a meeting ground for the Church, just as science used to be in past
centuries."

Priestly ordination for women; entry into the Church for homosexuals, divorcees or people living together; women fighting in favour of abortion and contraception: this is the
"Via Crucis" (Way of the Cross) that this Benedictine monk, now Archbishop, says he encounters every time he steps out of his office. This leads him to lament: "The pope
should listen to us. Yet whenever we get a rare chance to see him, he just gives us His blessing and back home we go!" (cf. Il Corriere della Sera March 30, 1992).

In the New Yorker magazine, he [Weakland] openly confessed: "I have been in love many times!" and in the Corriere della Sera he explains: "It is true: I said I had been in
love. Celibacy does not transform us into sexless beings [what a discovery!]. True celibacy — and so many young priests would be saved if they could only understand this - is
one way of affirming our human nature, not repressing it. True chastity means falling in love, being careful while in love and renewing one's oath of celibacy." (Sic.) Yet Laghi
and Noe are his [Weakland's] friends and know how to protect this scandalous pastor (cf si si no no September 30, 1987).

Letters were repeatedly sent to the Nuncio, Pio Laghi, informing him of the scandalous conduct of Joseph Ferrario, Bishop of Honolulu. What action did he take? Absolutely
none!  

Eugene Marino is the former Archbishop of Atlanta, who abandoned everything for the sake of a woman. The newspaper La Repubblica wrote: "Mgsr Laghi knows the
former Archbishop of Atlanta very well. It was he [Laghi), in the capacity of diplomat and personal representative of the pope in the U.S.A., who informed the head of the
Diocese of Atlanta [Marino] of his recall. 'I do not know' explains Laghi, ‘if this adventure was born of love, but when one is vulnerable and in the face of certain situations
which can also open up the road to eroticism, it is difficult to turn back. This is one of the dangers confronting pastors, when in the exercise of their mission helping those in
need; they must make contact, listen to and establish relations with many people. But when the heart enters the sphere of vulnerability, everything becomes more difficult -
even, for bishops. It is only human. (cf. La Repubblica August 28, 1990)'"

Thus do we see everything and everyone shamefully and publicly excused by Pio Laghi, who heaps up scandal upon scandal.

Another famous case is that of His Exc. Mgsr. Raymond Gearhardt Hunthausen, Archbishop of Seattle until August 21, 1991. In his official capacity as Archbishop, he
advocated the "Mass for homosexuals." The Holy See, in dealing with his case, sent him an auxiliary in the person of Mgsr. Donald William Wuerl - but Hunthausen dug in
his heels and Laghi, the Nuncio, dismissed and sent . . . the new auxiliary back to his own diocese (cf si si no no, September 30, 1987).

Another one of Laghi's protégés is His Exc. Mgsr. Kenneth Edward Untener, Rector of Detroit Seminary, where he entertained his seminarians with pornographic films. He
holds that the pope is not the Vicar of Christ, but simply St. Peter's successor - a primus inter pares. For all these "merits," Mgsr. Untener is now Bishop of Saginaw.

After 10 years as Nuncio in the United States, Laghi began to conduct an electoral campaign in Rome. He practically announced that he was now ready to take on important
responsibilities in the Roman Curia - and was supported in this by "Casarolian"and "Bellerian" followers in the Vatican.

All this, however, turned out badly for him: Casaroli's long awaited and yearned-for post went up in smoke and today, Laghi is reluctantly Prefect of Seminaries.

THE NETWORK

To the names of Silvestrini, Casaroli, Noe and Laghi, other important names have to be added - names to which we have alluded to here and there, as well as names forming a
network of friends. These names and the extension of the network will now be briefly examined.

1. AT THE SECRETARY OF STATE'S SIDE

The current Secretary of State, Cardinal Sodano, has as his personal secretary, Silvestrini's ex-secretary - Mgsr. Ricardo Fontana. This means that there is no audience, no
telephone call, no important file, even of the most confidential nature, which does not pass through the hands of Silvestrini's former secretary.

2. WITHIN THE SECRETARIAT OF STATE

His Exc. Mgsr. Jean-Louis Tauran, Secretary for State Relations (a known collaborator of Silvestrini) has two other intimate friends of Silvestrini as his colleagues - Claudio
Maria Celli, Under-Secretary for State Relations and Alain Lebeaupin.

Celli obtained the consecration and nomination as Apostolic Nuncio to Angola of Casaroli's private secretary, Mgsr. Felix del Blanco Prieto - an appointment to which the
episcopacy of Spain had been justly opposed.

3. WITHIN THE NUNCIATURE IN ROME

Casaroli and Silvestrini had a very faithful friend in the Nuncio to the Italian State, His Exc. Mgsr. Luigi Poggi. He would help them in appointing bishops of their own ilk in
Italy. We need only think of the current Bishop of Vincenza, Pietro Nonis, who periodically came to Rome to meet Silvestrini. Even though Silvestrini rarely left Rome for any
reason whatsoever, he made an exception in order to assist at the episcopal consecration of Pietro Nonis.

The same thing occurred in the case of the Vicar-General of Ivrea, Arrigo Miglio - who is at least the third man, from the ranks of the "Red" Bishop Bettazi, to be raised to the
episcopacy.

Poggi, with his appointment as Prefect of the Apostolic Library and Vatican Archives, is well on his way to becoming a cardinal - and therefore future elector at the next
Conclave.

His successor at the Italian Nunciature is Carlo Furno, one of Silvestrini's ex-colleagues at the Apollinario, who after having brought ruin to Peru for many years, ruin to the
Lebanon throughout 7 years and Brazil for 10 years - has now arrived in Rome and will proceed to do the same to Italy!

4. WITHIN THE VATICAN

In the Vatican itself, we find all the old friends.

Dino Monduzzi de Brisighella, who set many tongues wagging (cf. si si no no; Nov.15, 1985; Dec. 31,1986; Feb. 15, 198'7), and is still Prefect of the Papal Residence and
Prefect of Papal Audiences. Consequently he is always at John Paul II's side during audiences, and at his Private Secretary's side during ceremonies in St. Peter's Basilica.

However, the most significant fact is that all requests for a papal audience are passed through the Monduzzi "filter." Since he is responsible for the smooth running and
orderliness of these audiences, it is up to him to "screen" candidates wishing to speak to the pope at special or private audiences. During public audiences he also monitors the
pope's movements amongst the crowds - and also over those wishing to approach the pope.

Then there is Belleri (whose name appears in the University of Lateran yearbook). Mgsr. Gino Belleri is the proprietor and director of the Leonine Library, whilst also running
the University of Lateran Library. He is implicated through his coordination of the clergy, the media and power group members.

The Leonine Library, which is in the very shadow of the Vatican, is situated in premises belonging to the Holy See. Apart from the fact that it sells the latest secular
publications, the Library also doubles as a press conference room, a meeting place and a source of "reliable information" (cf. si si no no May 31, 1987).

Mgsr. Renato Dardozzi de Biella, described as an "engineer" in the Pontifical yearbook, continues his ascent to power. His present positions embrace that of Vice-Postulator
for the cause of beatification of Pius IX; member of the Pontifical Council on Culture; member of the Administrative Council of the Vatican Library, the Vatican Television
Centre and finally, Secretary of the Pontifical Academy of Sciences.

Mgsr. Antonio Macculi, from Apulia, is a retired member of the Curia. Unfortunately, he busies himself with important Latin-American files. A long-standing colleague of
Baggio's, he is extremely well-informed and is "specialized" in delaying or forgetting about questions or files requiring immediate attention!

Mgsr. Piero Marini, Master of Ceremonies; lifelong friend of Virgilio Noe; pupil of Balthasar Fischer at the disastrous Liturgical Institute of Trier in Germany, is now
considered the power group's candidate to succeed Monduzzi as Prefect of the Papal Residence.

Mgsr. Vito Gemiti, friend of Piero Marini, in charge of ceremonies with the possibility of succession (even though this possibility wanes as he approaches retirement age).

Mgsr. Gianni Sonda, Secretary to Cardinal Baggio when he was Prefect of the Congregation for Bishops (and who still keeps him posted and up to date regarding this
Congregation's affairs).

5. OUTSIDE THE VATICAN

Above all - friends first!

His Exc. Mgsr. Martino of Salerno - Apostolic Nuncio; observer at the U.N.; envoy to the United Nations Food for Drug Abuse Control (U.N.F.D.A.C). He has links with
Silvestrini and Laghi. A mysterious robbery that took place in his Salerno apartment raised alarm in Vatican circles; for it seems that the thieves made off with several top-
secret documents. This is very puzzling - for why would an American group (as is supposed) come all the way to Salerno in search of particular documents? Moreover, how
can Martino explain the existence of such highly important documents in his own apartment? (cf. Il Giornale April 8, 1990).

Mgsr. Arrigo Miglio studied at the Capranica, under the rectorship of Mgsr. Gualdrini who was also from Brisighella, and is presently Bishop of Terni. Miglio enjoyed the
rector's fullest confidence and it is said that he participated in a crypto-Communist group at this college, described by Il Borghese (July26, 1975) as "a factory for producing
Red priests."

He was presented and accepted at the Pontifical Academy of Noble Ecclesiastics – from which he was later expelled. Following this misadventure, he sought refuge with the
"Red Bishop" of Ivrea, Mgsr. Bettazzi, a friend of Mgsr. Gualdrini.

Bettazzi appointed Miglio as Vicar-General, in contempt of the local clergy who were hoping for Don Gigi Roy (also an alumnus of Capranica). Today, Miglio is the Bishop of
Iglesias. During his stay in Rome, he was frequently seen around the parish of San Fulgenzio, where he had the opportunity of meeting Silvestrini.

Mgsr. Attilio Nicora, currently Bishop of Verona and formerly President of the C.E.I. (Italian Episcopal Conference) for problems concerning associations and ecclesiastical
goods; also President of Charitable Services and the Caritas Italiana. He came to Verona thanks to the influence of Silvestrini, who was indebted to Nicora for his work on the
revision of the Italian Concordat, with the handing over of all the various hospital aid and care services to the Regions.

Mgsr. Pietro Nonis, Bishop of Vincenza and friend of Silvestrini, is supported by Cardinal Baggio, who "has never denied his sympathy for the former pro-rector of Padua
University. He [Baggio] declared: Nonis going to Rome? I've heard nothing of that; but it is very likely, because he has all the necessary credentials for that. This appointment
would give me much pleasure. (Il Mattino December 15, 1991)"

Nonis is currently a member of the C.E.I. (Italian Episcopal Conference) and President of the Commission for Catholic Education, Culture, Schools and Universities. He is
certainly wanted in Rome, and everything is being done to prepare a place for him. The above-mentioned article of Il Mattino is quite dear on this score. As for him, he never
misses an opportunity to stand out - for example; his front-page article in Avvenire (May 17, 1992) showers much praise on John Paul II.

His Exc. Mgsr. Andrea Cordero Lanza di Montezemolo has a rather long and thick curriculum vitae. Together with Mgsr. Renato Martino, he headed a Commission under
Paul VI, which would have approved priestly ordination of women - had it not been for the timely intervention of the Master of Sacred Palaces, Cardinal Ciappi.

In his capacity as Under-Secretary to Justitia et Pax (Justice and Peace), Cordero Lanza di Montezemolo organized and co-presided over Sodepax, a joint commission with
the participation of the ecumenical council of the Churches of Geneva. This Commission favoured and supported radically revolutionary movements in Latin America, Africa,
Indonesia and the Philippines. However, the resulting disasters for the Church suggested that the Commission be suppressed.

Next, thanks to his friends Casaroli and Silvestrini, Lanza di Montezemolo was appointed Nuncio to Nicaragua, where he established relations and agreements with the
Sandinistas and Marxist priests against the local Catholic Church, going so far as to persecute the [local] bishop, Mgsr. Obando Bravo.

He is now Apostolic Delegate to Jerusalem and head of the Holy See's delegation working in the Vatican-Israeli Bilateral Commission. What calamities is he now preparing
that will bring incalculable harm to the Church?

So much so for the friends within the Vatican. However, Silvestrini strives to make his influence extend by making new friends outside its walls, even including cardinals
holding views opposed to his own. Thus, for several years now, we see him seizing every opportunity of meeting Cardinal Biffi whether in Rome or at the latter's episcopal see
in Bologna.

Adista (January 29, 1992) wrote: "On January 29, [1992] Cardinal Biffi Archbishop of Bologna, con-celebrated Mass with Cardinal Silvestrini... after this ceremony, a private
dinner was held for Cardinal Biffi and a 'select' group in Cardinal Silvestrini’s apartment."

LAGHI’S ANGLO-AMERICAN CONNECTIONS

Finally, Cardinal Pio Laghi is able to count on a solid group of English-speaking "friends" in Rome, who are linked with Cardinal Hume (himself a friend of Noe's). Mgsr.
Michael Sharkey of Birmingham, from the Congregation for Catholic Education. He is Cardinal Hume's trusted man in Rome. He serves as a link between Hume and Laghi,
besides giving courses on Newman at the Gregorian university.

Philip Rosato, SJ., an American professor at the Gregorian University, giving courses on the Eucharist and the Priesthood. Clever and shrewd in his written publications, he
does not believe in transubstantiation - preferring to teach "transcreation." He also holds that priestly celibacy, instituted by the Church, has now become a stumbling block for
the Church. He favours the ordination of women priests. He has taken such extreme viewpoints that even his students stand and protest against them during the course of his
lectures.

Mgsr. Kevin McDonald from Birmingham is a member of the Pontifical Council for the Unity of Christians.

Mgsr. Bryan Chestle from the diocese of Arundel and Brighton is an administrative clerk in the Secretariat of State and discreet protector of the English-speaking group.

Father Mark Butlin from England, is a professor at Sant' Anselmo. He has the support of Mgsr. Sharkey in Rome, and is a very close friend of Cardinal Hume. He wears the
cassock and dreams of one day being the Spiritual Director of all the English-speaking colleges. Yet, he is greatly annoyed to discover that the English-speaking seminarians
are still too conservative.

Mgsr. John Garin Dolan from Albany, auxiliary to the Military Ordinariate of the U.S.A. and member of the Catholic Near East Association

Mgsr. Giovanni Tonucci, Apostolic Nuncio to Bolivia and Silvestrini's ex-secretary in the Council for Public Affairs, as well as being Laghi's former secretary in
Washington.

PREPARING FOR THE NEXT CONCLAVE

During the last Synod, a secret meeting was held on the Via Aurelia with regard to the next Conclave. After the Synod, the power group is in a state of hurried agitation - as if
something was going to happen very soon!

This is probably why Silvestrini is acting without much discretion and is now busy making as many friends as possible, even with cardinals holding holding views contrary to
his own!

So we see him trying to win Cardinal Biffi's friendship, while using the same strategy on other cardinals as well. Never missing an opportunity of improving his own image, he
uses all means: congresses, meetings, Masses, etc., etc. Always guided by his old principle: use the right- wingers to carry out left-wing policies.

With the Conclave in his sights, Silvestrini is currently using a double-edged strategy: he seeks to weaken the pope's power and authority, while monopolizing all the key
positions. One need only read what the "power group Vaticanists" are saying in the Italian Press about a possible resignation by John Paul II and the likely candidates to replace
him as pope.

Another [power group] manoeuvre consists in monopolizing all the appointments to the post of cardinal - as was pointed out at the beginning of this article - with the aim of
guaranteeing the necessary quorum (or number of votes) at the Conclave, in order to elect or reject any candidate as future pope.

The power group is, in reality, founded on an alliance of diverse groups, as well as on a nucleus of "distinguished" individuals holding key posts as regards episcopal
nominations.

This is proved when we look at some of the members [holding these key positions] in the Congregation for Bishops: Silvestrini, Casaroli, Laghi, Poletti, Martino and
Giordano. These are all experts who know how to use their influence in order to secure a desired nomination for the candidates of their choice.

Besides, they can count on various friends working in the very same Congregation for Bishops: Gemiti and Gianni Sonda, Baggio's former secretary - both of them
department heads in the Congregation. They can also rely on Furno, the new Nuncio to Italy.

Worse still is the fact that two prestigious Cardinal Sees will be vacant within a few months - and that, the appointment of those future cardinals wiII be in the hands of the
above-mentioned men. Under such conditions we may weII fear for the Church in Italy as it faces a very sombre future indeed! Worldwide the future for the Catholic Church
looks equally grim - since the ultimate goal of all these manoeuvres is nothing else than St. Peter's Throne itself!

E. M.

Translated from Courrier de Rome December 1992.
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June 1993 No. 2

PART I: - AN ACCUSATION

The monthly magazine 30 DAYS (January 1993, pp. 45-50) published a dossier on the “Lefebvris,”1 (reprinted herein on pages 3b-6b) yet in the same issue it had distanced
itself from them in its Editorial, entitled: "In necessariis unitas" or "Keep unity in all necessary things." This comes down to saying that the "Lefebvrist" standpoint is not on
matters of Faith, but on debatable theological questions, not yet settled by the Church.

Therefore they say, if the Church has not yet officially pronounced anything on these questions, theologians can freely discuss and debate them, and the faithful are free to
believe any opinion.

The 3O DAYS Editorial puts forward three points. The first point bases itself upon a quote of Pope Pius IX taken from the encyclical Qui Pluribus (1846), in which the Pope
affirms his confidence in the "marvelous providence" with which God guides and protects the Church, even "in such difficult times as these for Christian Society," employing
"the most insignificant means in governing the Church."

The Editorial therefore concludes: "If the Lefebvrists were to consider these words of Pius IX of value, not only out of faithfulness to a great Pope of the past, but because they
are ever true, they would adopt a very different attitude towards the current legitimate Successor of Peter and towards the last ecumenical Council, which was legitimately
convened and celebrated."

 

THE REPLY

Let us reply by pointing out the following:

1) Our attitude to evil and error: There is no doubt that Providence guides and protects the Church - even in its saddest and most difficult moments. Nor do we doubt that the
Church can make use of "the most insignificant means," bringing good out of evil and even making use of bad persons to bring about good. Yet, neither is there any doubt
that Providence does not magically turn evil into good, and error (which is an evil to the intelligence) into truth.

Evil is evil: error is error. Man, though free, is not free to choose evil. He must choose good and avoid evil. He cannot be freed from this obligation, for which he will be
answerable before God. Therefore, with evil remaining the evil it is, and error being the error that it is, he is obliged to make a stand against evil and error.

It was certainly part of the providential plan that Jesus be betrayed by Judas, condemned to death by the Sanhedrin and renounced by a number of Jews. However, Judas, the
Jewish leaders, and those who rejected Our Lord, carry with themselves a personal responsibility, for which they will have to answer. Jesus referred to His Passion as "the
chalice the Father has given me." Yet he accuses the Jews of always resisting the Holy Spirit, and says of Judas: "It would have been better for him had he never been born!"

Man enters the Providential plan as a creature endowed with freedom, not under constraint. He is, therefore, responsible for the good or bad use of this freedom. Consequently,
he is responsible for the stance he takes in the face of evil and error - things which God merely tolerates in furthering His unfathomable designs.

We cannot see why the words of Pius IX - not only true then, but forever true - should change our attitude towards the errors and destructive course upon which the Church has
embarked upon, nor our attitude towards the Catholics who are knowingly and willingly partaking in these errors and destruction.

2) Our attitude toward Vatican II: We do not doubt that the last Council was "legitimately convened." Yet this legitimacy does not give the Council the power to make a
Council dogmatic, when it explicitly stated itself to be merely pastoral! Consequently, one cannot afterwards evade the fact that the Council's teaching can be, and in view of
today's circumstances, must be judged in the light of the constant and universal Faith of the Church - which no Council, Ecumenical or not, can contradict.

Pope Pius IX

 

3) Our attitude toward the Pope: We are not here doubting the legitimacy of the present successor of St. Peter. The question bears more upon the legitimate use of some of
the powers he has inherited. A person can unlawfully use a legitimate power and the mere fact of possessing this legitimate power does not make all his actions automatically
lawful. This is even more true within the Church than in civil society, because the Church deals with something far more important than temporal goods - it deals with the
eternal salvation of men.

"For we can do nothing against the truth," says St. Paul (II Cor 13:8). To the objection that Christ should not have publicly and severely rebuked and offended the priests and
princes of the Jews because of the authority they held, St. Thomas replies (Summa Theologica IIIa question 42 article 2, ad 3), that when religious leaders publicly use their
authority for evil purposes, then they deserve to be publicly and severely rebuked – as Daniel did to the two Jewish elders in the case of Susanna (Dan. 13:52), who used their
lawful power in an unlawful way.

When the Faith is at stake, as it is today, St. Thomas expressly obliges the faithful to publicly reprimand their own prelates (Summa Theologica IIa IIae question 33, article 4,
ad 2).

Even though we believe that Divine Providence will never abandon the Church and even though we accept the legitimacy of both Vatican II and the current successor of St.
Peter neither of these are sufficient motives for throwing a cloak over the errors of Vatican II and the disasters that followed in its wake - errors and disasters which seriously
threaten our Faith and that of our neighbor!

 

PART II – THE MISINTERPRETATION

Secondly, the 30 DAYS Editorial seeks, with the help of St. Thomas, to offer a Catholic interpretation of paragraph 22 from the encyclical Gaudium et Spes, which says: "Filius
Dei incarnatione sua cum omni homine quodammodo se univit" ("By His Incarnation, the Son of God has united Himself in some way to every man.")

According to the Editorial, the Council simply resumes St. Thomas Aquinas' treatment in the Summa Theologica. The expression "in some way" (quodammodo) states that
which St. Thomas also says (Summa Theologica III question 8, article 3), which is that all men are called to unite themselves to Christ, and therefore, those who are not united
to Him in act, are united to Him potentially, or virtually.

Yet if 30 DAYS wishes to establish such an interpretation of Gaudium et Spes, it should also:

(a) Prove that Catholic doctrine has not been ecumenically watered down or deformed in Gaudium et Spes.

(b) Prove that the post-Vatican II application of this passage (as well as the Vatican II documents on ecumenism) reflects the Catholic sense, which they now wish to give this
passage.

In reality, St. Thomas' text, to which the Editorial has recourse, also states that even though all men are called and thus have the possibility of uniting themselves to Christ all,
however, are not united to Him since for some this potential union with Christ will never pass into actual union. Yet, we must point out that, not only did Gaudium et Spes fail
to clarify this mode of union (which 30 DAYS now takes it upon itself to do), but Gaudium et Spes passes over St. Thomas in silence, where he explains that this potential union
remains merely potential and nothing more than that, for those who resist the call of Christ!

Furthermore, these clarifications should have been obligatory, since Gaudium et Spes (#22) speaks of "all men," thus placing itself within the context of individual subjective
redemption, which is conditional; whereas objective redemption is universal and absolute. In other words, Christ died for all and therefore all can be saved, but each
individual man can only be saved if he cooperates with God's grace.

 

WATERED-DOWN DOCTRINE WASHES HELL AWAY!

The result (or perhaps the aim?) of this watering-down of Catholic doctrine, or deformation, is clear for all to see. We have the heresy of unconditional salvation for all men.
Hell exists, they say, but it's empty! We have the ecumenical hugging and kissing with all those who, by virtue of objective redemption, are certainly called to unite themselves
to Christ, but who in fact, in act, are not united to Him due to their culpable refusal to do so.

The desired or wishful attempt by 30 DAYS, at giving Gaudium et Spes (#22) a traditional Catholic interpretation, is belied by the heterodox ecumenical behavior that we have
witnessed in the thirty years since Vatican II. If it really had a true Catholic sense, then could someone please explain why the Church today follows a "pastoral" path
diametrically opposed to the path followed in the true Catholic sense for 2,000 years?

If Gaudium et Spes has a true Catholic spirit, then could somebody please explain why there is so much communicatio in sacris (“participation in non-Catholic worship")
today? This is something that was always forbidden by both Divine law and Ecclesiastical Law - "A man that is a heretic, after the first and second admonition, avoid! (Titus
3:10)"; Old Code of Canon Law, c.1258 § 1; c.1063; c.2319; c.1325 § 3, etc. Today, however, the Supreme Authority, and those under him, continually and publicly gives us a
bad example (Yes, we can and must rebuke that!).

We have examples at Assisi, Brussels, etc.! We have the encouragement of mixed marriages as being models of ecumenism - something the Church has always discouraged!
This change of direction clearly shows that Paragraph 22 of Gaudium et Spes is not understood in a Catholic sense. Virtual union, that is to say purely possible union, with
Christ, which may or may become actual union (a dogma of Faith), is not looked upon as being an effectual and real union: "By his incarnation, the Son of God has united
Himself in some way to every man."

 

VERDICT

The verdict to all this is that, if, as the Editorial insists, "The Council simply resumes St. Thomas Aquinas ' treatment in the Summa Theologica of the question if Christ be head
of all men," then it has done so very badly, while its application of the doctrine has been even worse!

Sometimes, as in the documents quoted by 30 DAYS, the Pope also says Catholic things, speaking in a Catholic way - such as the necessity of the Church and Baptism. That we
do not deny. Yet, the tragedy or irony of that statement is the word "also." For one should expect the Pope to speak only of Catholic things and only in a Catholic way, the word
also should not come into it!

Furthermore, why are "Catholic things" presented to Catholics alone? Why, as in the case of Redemptoris missio, are they said after a total breakdown in the Catholic
missionary field? What isn't surprising, is the fact that today's ecumenism does not mix the various "religious traditions," but, for the time being, limits itself to putting them all
on the same level, as if they were all of divine origin!

When the need and necessity of Church and Baptism will once again be preached to everyone, Catholics and non-Catholics, without "ecumenical" exceptions being made of
persons, then will we accept the defensive argument put forward by 30 DAYS!

 

PART III – DIGNITATIS HUMANAE

The worst, however, comes out of the Editorial's third point of issue, wherein it deals with the problem of Religious Liberty and the relations between Church and State. The
Editorial manifests a total ignorance of Catholic doctrine, or, to be more precise, it manifests the liberal deformation of the subject.

The Editorial quotes Dignitatis Humanae (#13), in "reproposing ‘Libertas ecclesiae,’ not only as a condition for its mission, but as the 'fundamental principle' in relations
between the Church and the entire civil order" and it concludes: "If the followers of Msgr. Lefebvre were to adhere to this principle, proper to Church tradition, they would not
be long in calling for the Christianization of laws - an impossible feat today - or in talking about Catholic nations. Such a call and such a lack of realism, might not only be a
contradiction of the fundamental principle of 'Libertas ecclesiae,' but could even lend a hand to 'enemies bonded in a vile union' (as Pius IX said in his first encyclical) in
combating what little remains of the Christian people."

 

TRUTH MEANS THE WHOLE TRUTH!

The teaching of Pius IX, when unanimous and constant with that of all the other Roman Pontiffs constitutes part of the infallible Magisterium of the Church. If 30 DAYS knew,
and referred to, the whole substance of that doctrine - and not just favorable excerpts of that doctrine - then 30 DAYS would also know that:

(a) Libertas ecclesiae is not the unique principle upon which Catholic doctrine, in Church-State relations, is founded. Neither does the claim of being a “fundamental principle”
give it any right of annulling all other principles, especially those principles governing the duties of society, its leaders and its individuals, towards God; nor can it annul the
principles governing society's duties in relation to the one sole religion that God has revealed to man (cf. Pius IX, Quanta Cura and Syllabus of Errors; Leo XIII, lmmortale
Dei, Libertas, Diuturnum Illud; Pius XII, Ciriesce, etc.)

(b) They would also be aware of the fact that the Church has never considered the Christianization of civil law and the existence of Catholic nations as a threat to the freedom
of the Church, as 30 DAYS seems to think. On the contrary, the Church has always considered, and rightly so, that such a Christianization of laws and nations, is the best
guarantee for the freedom of the Church. We cannot see how the Church can be better protected in an agnostic State, which manifests religious indifference, rather than in a
Catholic State!

(c) It would also be known to them that the Church has never had "a lack of realism," though taking into account existing situations or "the perverse times of today" (Pius VI),
She has never renounced the unchangeable principles governing Church-State relations. On the contrary, "She does not dissimulate the fact that this collaboration of principles
[between Church and State] is something normal nor does She think it an ideal for obtaining the union of all people in the one True Religion, nor ideal for unanimity of action
between Church and State" (Allocution of Pius XII: Iis qui interfuerunt Conventui X lnternationali de Scientiis Historicis, September 7, 1955). Why should they, who are
called "Lefebvrists, " think any differently to their Holy Mother, the Church?

(d) Furthermore, contrary to what 30 DAYS seems to think, principles on Church-State relations are not contingency norms given by the Roman Pontiffs to suit the
circumstances of the day, but now no longer effective. Nothing can be further from the truth! These principles are the constant and universal teaching of the Catholic Church.
They are founded upon Divine Revelation and right reason. They have been handed down, unchanged, by the Fathers of the Church (Ss. John Chrysostom, Gregory of
Nazianzen, Augustine and Ambrose) to our present age, as seen in the encyclical of Leo XIII, lmmortale Dei. This encyclical was written in the face of apostasizing Catholic
nations with the intention of also handing down unchanged the Catholic teaching "on the Christian constitution of States." For a deeper study on this matter, we refer you to the
Dictionaire de Theologie Catholique, under "Eglise." As regards the immutability of Catholic doctrine, consult Leo XIII Diuturnum Illud and Sapientiae Christianae; Pius XI
Divini Illius Magistri; Pius XII Summi Pontificatus, etc.

(e) Finally, they should see the errors of liberalism and modernism, which they are calmly reproposing by reducing Catholic doctrine on Church-State affairs only to that, which
is contained in Libertas ecclesiae. Meanwhile avoiding the rest of Catholic doctrine merely to uphold this liberal and modernist notion of ecclesiastical freedom! For it contains
the Catholic liberalism of Lamenais; the modernist notion of separation of Church and State; again, the modernist religious indifferentism of State whereby it gives equal
footing to all religions (true and false), as long as public order is not disturbed!

These lamentable errors, Dignitatis Humanae, has made its own - errors that have been condemned by the infallible Magisterium of the Church and which errors consequently
must be rejected. We refer you to Gregory XVI; Mirari vos; Pius IX, Quanta Cura and Syllabus of Errors; Pius XI, Quadragesimo anno; Leo XIII, lmmortale Dei, Libertas,
Diuturnum lllud; Pius XII Ci riesce, etc.

 

SUMMARY - PRINCIPLES CANNOT BE ABOLISHED

In conclusion we can say that amongst "Lefebvrists" there is no "confusion between the contents of Faith, Catholic morality and proper and historical judgments on the
contemporary world. (30 DAYS p. 45)"

The question is not historical, but doctrinal. No Council has the power to abolish a doctrine that has been constantly and universally taught by the Church and presented as
unchanged and certain by a long series of Roman Pontiffs. How much more true is this when a Council tries to abolish such teaching when merely faced with unfavorable
circumstances! Nothing is impossible with God! Even the rebirth of Catholic nations! Principles must be protected and maintained, something the Church has never failed to
do, regardless of favorable or adverse circumstances!

Finally, we must remember that one cannot remain a Catholic by accepting some and rejecting other parts of the constant and universal (quod semper et ubique) teaching of the
Church. This right of choice is equivalent to heresy, and, consequently, is something unacceptable to Catholics, let alone forbidden! It is even less permissible for a journal,
which pretends to be of Catholic inspiration, to accept and reject whatsoever it wishes. The consequential responsibility before God is frightening! Pope St. Pius X already
experienced the deviation of the Catholic Press in his own day. As regards the journals of these compromising Catholics, Pope St. Pius X had this to say about them: "Failing to
convert any of our adversaries (who instead, laugh at their Catholic pretensions), they do the greatest harm to good souls! (Letter to the Provost of Casalpusterlengo, October
20, 1912)"

Paulinus

Translated from Courrier de Rome April 1993.

1. The Society of Saint Pius X rejects the label, "Lefebvrist," because of its false and derogatory implication that the Society is not Catholic. However, we retain its usage as it
appeared in the 3O DAYS article reprinted here for the sake of authenticity.
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The following is an extensive article and critical synopsis of the objections of Abbe Schmidberger's staff to Vatican II. "This is what keeps us and Rome apart"

Reading the Council in the light of tradition" (John Paul II to the Sacred College, November 6, 1978) seemed to Msgr. Lefebvre to be a hermeneutically correct criterion (letter
to the Holy Father, March 8, 1980). But the archbishop explained to his followers:

"They want to make the Council part of tradition but my conception of tradition is a discriminatory factor which distinguishes what in the Council conforms with
tradition and what goes against it." It was on this point that Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger insisted on July 20,1983: "You cannot state that Conciliar texts - which are part of
the Magisterium - are incompatible with the Magisterium and tradition."

While undoubtedly some texts do conform with tradition, such as No.25 of Lumen Gentium or the decree on the ministry of priests, there is also one irreconcilable document:
on religious liberty; and there are so many other texts which one famous theologian described as "full of errors and mistakes" and which no one, especially the Pope, interprets
in the light of tradition. For, these texts have other points of reference, which require analysis.

 

I. THE COUNCIL IN THE LIGHT OF ITS TRADITION

Some Conciliar documents are the heirs of a tradition, of a special tradition.

a) The Ideology of Liberalism

Liberty as a supreme value implies the primacy of liberty over truth. It is liberty which makes do with being "related" to the truth but which at the same time does not adhere to
it in any way and which claims in any case exemption from all bonds in its social expression (Dignitatis humanae, 2). The problem of  "due limits" (Dignitatis humanae, 2) is
the false problem typically generated by unregulated liberty and for which, suddenly, rules must be provided. Pursuing this vicious circle could have been avoided by following
Leo XIII: "In the eternal law (of God) is finally to be found the entire rule of true liberty. (Leo XIII, Libertas)”

b) The Ideology of Secularism - Agnosticism of the State

Msgr. De Smedt, a speaker to the Council, said: "The State is not a power such as to provide a judgment on religious truth because: 1) the State is an abstract thing; 2) it is
erected by democratic constitutions which do not bestow this power upon it."

Such a concept of State is in contrast with all tradition: "To princes let the honor of God be dear above all things, and let them make it their chief duty to favor the true religion.
(Leo XIII, Immortale Dei)": "O Christ, that Heads of State may honor Thee publicly, that professors and judges honor Thee, that Thou be manifest in laws and the arts! (Sixth
verse of the Vespers hymn of Christ the King, suppressed after the Council)"

 

Lefebvrists, What Do They Want?1

"Just a Spiritual Galvanizer"

This is the Lefebvrist criticism of the post-Conciliar Church. The following are some of the Vatican II passages which they see as the least reconcilable with Tradition
VATICAN II "The Church subsists in the Catholic Church. (Lumen gentium, 8)"
LEFEBVRIST
CRITICISM

Tradition has always sustained that "the Mystical Body of Christ is the Catholic Church. (Pius XII, Mysticicorporis)" "Subsists in" really implies
other, secondary, points of subsistence in "separated communities." The traditional "is," which signifies an absolute identity between the Church of
Christ and the Cathoexcludes this.

VATICAN II "The Spirit of Christ has not refrained from using them (Churches and separated communities, Ed.) as means of salvation. (Unitatis redintegratio, 3)"
LEFEBVRIST
CRITICISM

Tradition has always sustained that "those who are divided amongst themselves (from the Catholic Church) for reasons of faith or government cannot
live in the unity of such a Body and consequently not in its divine Spirit either. (Pius XII, Mystici corporis)" And Msgr. Lefebvre, in I Accuse The
Council, recalled that "a community, in that it is a separated community, cannot enjoy the help of the Holy Spirit since its separation is resistance to
the Holy Spirit . . . The Holy Spirit can only use the means which do not in themselves entail any sign of separation," such as valid Baptism, the Holy
Scripture taken as a whole, etc.

 
VATICAN II "This right of the human person to religious freedom . . . (Dignitatis humanae, 2)"
LEFEBVRIST
CRITICISM

Tradition has always sustained that "right (cannot belong) indiscriminately to truth and to falsehood. (Leo XIII, Libertas )" There can be no
abstraction from the truth and from religious error. Adherents to false cults (those which at least conform to natural law) have a right as regards
irreligion which persecutes but not as regards the true religion -as regards the need to protect the Catholic Faith and the common temporal good
founded upon it. Catholics, in contrast, have the "right to worship God" (Pins XII, Christmas Message 1942) in all circumstances.

 
VATICAN II "The Catholic Church has a high regard forthe manner of life and conduct, the precepts and doctrines (of non-Christian religions, Ed.). (Nostra aetate,

2)"
LEFEBVRIST
CRITICISM

There must be respect for the person who is in error but his error must be detested and an effort made to let him understand the error. What there is of
truth in false religions cannot be a pretext for respecting their errors.

 
VATICAN II " . . . the Church in Christ is in the nature of sacrament-a sign and instrument. . . of unity among all men. (Lumen gentium, 1)"
LEFEBVRIST
CRITICISM

This Conciliar text is one of the "delayed effect bombs," one of those "mistaken" texts which even Fr. Schillebeeckx denounced as "disloyal." Pope
John Paul II has "removed the mistake": the Church is not (just) the company of baptized and of faithful but the sign and instrument for relaying the
awareness to non-Christians that they are already one in Christ from the moment of the Incarnation, although they do not know it. This is his "new
evangelization. (cf Johannes Dormann, Le Chemin theologique de Jean-Paul II vers Assise )" The Church is therefore tending to diminish itself to the
level of a movement for the spiritual galvanization of the Synarchy...of world government.

 
VATICAN II . . . all things on earth should be ordained to man as to their center and summit. (Gaudium et spes, 12, 1 )"
LEFEBVRIST
CRITICISM

This passage of Vatican II betrays a type of anthropocentrism (i.e., man-centeredness) verging on the blasphemous.

1. We repeat that The Society of Saint Pius X rejects the label, "Lefebvrist," because of its false and derogatory implication that the Society is
not Catholic.

However, we retain its usage as it appeared in the 30 DAYS article and chart, reprinted here, for the sake of authenticity.

 

 

c) Personalism which Pulverizes the Common Good

Jacques Maritain (Integral Humanism) and, after the totalitarianisms of the 1930s and 1940s, the Church's social doctrine (Mater et magistra; Pacem in terris) increasingly
diminished the common good to a mere list of human rights: "Peace comes down to respect for man's inviolable rights. (Redemptor hominis, 17,2)" It is the individualistic
perspective of the revolution which is penetrating the Church. The Council falls into step with this trend, with the right of religious liberty (Dignitatis humanae) and with
exaltation of the human person, forgetting God: "Believers and non-believers agree almost unanimously that all things on earth should be ordained to man as to their center and
summit. (Gaudium et Spes, 12,1)"

d) The New Theology

De Lubac's "Natural supernatural" and the "anonymous Christians" of KarI Rahner are not foreign to the Council's "regard" for the "manner ...of conduct...and doctrines" of
other religions, that "often reflect a ray of truth which enlightens all men. (Nostra aetate, 2)"

Nor are they extraneous to the notion of Church as the "sacrament ...of unity among all men (Lumen gentium, 1)" John Paul II sees religious divergencies as a "human fact"
which does not, fundamentally, touch the unity that creates and redeems mankind since "Christ has united himself with each one, forever, through the mystery of the
Redemption. (Redemptor hominis, I3)" It is the theory of the universal redemption, an unprecedented novelty, which derives from a certain proto-Conciliar tradition, then from
the Council itself and finally from authentic post-Conciliar interpretation.

 

II. THE COUNCIL IN THE LIGHT OF THE “CONCILIAR SPIRIT”

Cardinal Ratzinger says we must look to the real Council and unmask the anti-spirit of the Council, which was already manifest during the sessions and then increasingly so in
the period that followed (The Faith Report). We would like to pose this burning question: is this anti-spirit to be found in the Council or just around the Council? Did it later
influence official applications and the authentic interpretations, or just the "wild-cat" excesses?

One example among others is: Ecumenism.

Tradition teaches: "The union of Christians can be promoted in no other way than by favoring the return of dissidents to the one true Church of Christ, from which they had one
day the unfortunate idea of detaching themselves" and it condemns the inter-religious "many-hued congresses" which "suppose that all religions are more or less good and
praiseworthy, insofar as all of them in one way or another show forth and give witness to that spontaneous sense in-born within us, which carries us towards God."

And it concludes: "Whoever lends a hand to such attempts or favors such opinions is thereby distancing himself from the religion revealed by God. (Pius XI, Mortalium
animos)"

The Council's official interpretation is the many-hued Congress of Assisi on October 27, 1986 at which Pope John Paul II invited the representatives of world, religions to
pray "God" for peace, saying: "This must be seen and interpreted...in the light of the Second Vatican Council. (address, October 22, 1986)" As Professor Johannes Dormann
says: here, Vatican II assumes its authentic interpretation: "The Council interpreted in the light of Assisi."

Conclusion: the anti-spirit is to be found in the very texts of Unitatis redintegratio and Nostra aetate and it is to be found in Gaudium et spes on the point of "Christ united to
all men" through the Incarnation.

 

III. THE COUNCIL IN THE LIGHT OF IT'S "CHARISMA OF INNOVATION"

(cf John Paul II, Apostolic Constitution, Sacrae disciplinae leges, the approval of the new Code of Canon Law)

In Conciliar ecclesiology, the sacred hierarchy is substituted by democracy and the divine institution is silenced.

CONCILIAR ECCLESIOLOGY

"Christ's faithful are those who...are constituted the people of God. For this reason they participate in their own way in the priestly, prophetic and kingly office of Christ. They
are called, each according to his or her particular condition, to exercise the mission, which God entrusted to the Church to fulfill in the world. (New Code of Canon Law, Can.
204, §1)"

CLASSICAL ECCLESIOLOGY

"By divine institution, the sacred hierarchy as regards order consists of bishops, priests and ministers; as regards jurisdiction, it consists of the supreme pontificate and the
subordinate episcopate. (1917 Code of Canon Law, Can. 108, §3)"

CONCILIAR ECCLESIOLOGY

The Church of Christ “subsists in the Catholic Church. (Lumen gentium, 8)" "Those who have not yet received the Gospel are related to the People of God (Lumen gentium,
16)"

CLASSICAL ECCLESIOLOGY

"The Mystical Body of Christ is the Catholic Church. (Pius XII, Mystici corporis)"

Those who live outside its visible confines are "in a state in which they cannot feel sure of their own salvation. (ibidem)"

 

IV. THE COUNCIL IN THE LIGHT OF HISTORICAL DIALECTICS

Thesis, antitheses, synthesis? Might not this be the Conciliar key?

The thesis is the Church of yesterday, founded on its dogma; the antitheses are the "values which are most highly prized today"; the synthesis is a "new balance" between the
two: "And so mankind substitutes a dynamic and more evolutionary concept of nature for a static one, and the result is an immense series of new problems calling for a new
endeavor of analysis and synthesis. (Gaudium et spes, 5, 3)"

And the synthesis is expressed by the following passage of the Conciliar texts: "In that light the Council intends first of all to assess those values which are most highly prized
today and to relate them to their divine source" because they are "exceedingly good" and "need to be set right. (Vatican II, Gaudium et spes, 11,2)" "The problem of the 1960s,"
Cardinal Ratzinger explains, "was to acquire the best values expressed by two centuries of liberal culture. These values, although born outside the Church, may have a place if
they are amended and corrected in the Church's vision of the world. ("Why the Faith is in Crisis," the Italian review Jesus, November 1984)" "And what has been done," he
adds, is the work of the Council; but he confesses that the "new balance" that was sought has not yet been found: "We would like Christianity's fundamental values and the
liberal values which dominate today's world to find a meeting point that they may be reciprocally fertile. (Ratzinger, Le Monde, November 17,1992)" "An adulterous union,"
Msgr. Lefebvre called it in 1988.

 

 

Courtesy of the Angelus Press, Kansas City, MO 64109
translated from the Italian

Fr. Du Chalard
Via Madonna degli Angeli, 14
Italia 00049 Velletri (Roma)

Home | Newsletters | Library | Vocations | History | Links | Search | Contact

 

https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/SiSiNoNo/1993_June/Catholics_in_Surrender.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/SiSiNoNo/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/index.htm
http://www.angeluspress.org/
https://www.sspxasia.com/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Newsletters/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/Society_of_Saint_Pius_X/Vocations/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/index.htm#History
https://www.sspxasia.com/Links.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Search/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Contact.htm


Second article>> They Think They've Won! Part I
Index

            

August 1993 No. 3

 

“ASSISI ON THE ROAD TO PEACE”

On the first page of the L'Osservatore Romano (Thursday, Dec 3, 1992), under the title "Assisi, on the Road to Peace" appeared John Paul II' s announcement: on the 9-10
January, 1993, there will be held yet another interfaith encounter at Assisi in order to pray for Peace in Europe and especially in the Balkans.

"War is now raging in Bosnia-Herzegovina. For this reason the Bishop of Rome, together with the representatives of the European Episcopal Conferences invite the churches of
all denominations of the (European) Continent to a special day of prayer to implore Peace for the Balkans." There follows the announcement of the return to Assisi together
with the usual ecumenical gathering, this time reduced, however, to the European States alone: "We now wish to extend a warm and cordial invitation to the other Churches and
Christian Communities of Europe (including Anglican 'ministers' ...of both sexes?) so that they may be represented at (this meeting of) Assisi. This invitation is also joyfully
extended to Jews and Moslems, in the hope that they also be present in this circumstance, renewing somewhat that memorable encounter of the 26th of October 1986."

In the pure light of the Catholic Faith, that meeting held at Assisi, "a personal initiative of John Paul II," can only be considered as:

1. an insult to God

2. a denial of the universal necessity of Redemption.

3. a lack of Charity towards the infidels.

4. a danger as well as a scandal for Catholics.

5. treason or betrayal of Peter's as well as of the Church's mission.

And thus is it also in the new case of "Assisi 1993" which is nothing but a renewed humiliation of the One True Religion as well as an undeserved rehabilitation of false
religions and a heresy-favoring lesson leading to conciliatory theology and a false charity (that "charity without Faith" for which Saint Pius X reproached "liberal Catholics"),
as well as opening wide the doors to skepticism or at least to religious indifferentism (all religions are equally good, or at least it is quite indifferent to know which is the One
True Religion) and last, but not least, constituting a treacherous attack upon the Catholic Religion whose incompatibility with error is no longer proclaimed but which is now
assimilated...and by Whom!...to all those false religious beliefs as though the Catholic Church were just one more of the many religious expressions in the world.

 

THE CROSS OF CHRIST IS THE ONE AND ONLY SOURCE OF PEACE AND SALVATION

It is impossible to mistake that Peace promised (by Our Lord) to men, that Peace which is the supernatural fruit of Christ's Reign, with that other - worldly and political peace:
"Wars will remain until the end of time one of the signs of this world's fallen nature." It is the Catholic Church's duty as herald of the Gospel of Peace of Our Lord Jesus Christ
to ceaselessly remind all men of all times and places that they cannot desire nor even dream of any kind of peace without wholeheartedly accepting the Kingdom of Christ (cf.
H. Roux in J.J. Von Allmen's Vocabulaire Biblique, ed. Delaux et Nieste, Neuchatel-Paris 1954, under the word, "Peace"). It is for this very reason that Pope St. Pius X,
horrified by the imminence of the First World War cried out: "It is now more than ever necessary to grasp and uphold the Cross of Christ and present it to all humankind in its
hour of supreme danger as the one and only source of Peace and Salvation. (May 25, 1914)" But at Assisi, on the contrary, they seek a man-made and worldly Peace, while
carefully concealing the Cross of Christ from the eyes of the world.

 

Fr. Garrigou-Lagrange, O.P.

SCANDAL

Coming back to the scandal of assimilating or putting all those false religions side by side with the One True Religion as if they were all equally agreeable to God, the
following facts will shed ample light on the "spirit of Assisi."

More than fifty years ago, a Roman prelate died suddenly. Universally known for his conferences given to Catholic Action groups in Rome, he had also authored a synopsis of
the Gospels. After preparations for a solemn funeral had been going ahead (for several days) for the "pious" prelate, a heavy veil of silence fell over the activities which had
been entrusted to a committee made up of members of Catholic Action. What had happened?

One of my colleagues well acquainted with Roman Curia secrets, revealed the mystery to me. The deceased prelate had, in the course of his life entrusted several typewritten
notes to a friend of his, a professor at the University of Bari. Those letters were to be read and published after his death. The envelope was duly opened revealing a most
unexpected and distressful surprise: the learned and "pious" deceased prelate had been a modernist, an assiduous and devoted reader of the noted modernist and biblical critic,
Father Alfred Loisy (1857-1940), excommunicated in 1908 for his modernist ideas and who had been a professor at the lnstitut Catholique of Paris (and also known as the
founder of French Modernism) who was also at the same time the "pious" chaplain in an Institute of religious Sisters where he used to celebrate with devotion Holy Mass every
morning and would, right after, through his writings deny the divinity of Our Lord Jesus Christ!

In those typewritten sheets the deceased prelate exposed all his modernist theses. I was quite taken aback by the crudeness of his remarks and one in particular: "What sets us
apart from the Moslems? That person, Jesus. Let us put Him aside."

We are here in the midst of that heretical, modernist and freemasonic utopia of that religion without dogma known as universal fraternity. This is the very "spirit of Assisi."
What is it that separates Catholics from non-Catholics, from Moslems and Jews? It is Jesus, True God and True Man, the Sole Mediator between God and men, Founder of the
one and only Ark of Salvation, the Catholic Church, outside of which there is no Salvation. The invitation addressed to all those heretical and schismatic sects, to the Moslems
and Jews to "renew in a certain manner the memorable interfaith prayer encounter of October 27, 1986," implies, at the very least, a momentary setting aside of Our Sole
Redeemer as well as of His One True Church.

 

DOGMATIC ERROR

In that announcement of last December 3, there are certain elements, which further aggravate that painful recalling of the "spirit of Assisi." In fact, John Paul II, in the
invitation, conceals or tries to hide himself as "Bishop of Rome" amongst all the other bishops representing those disastrous episcopal conferences born of the Vatican II
Council and which have brought and continue to bring so much ruin to the Church: "the Bishop of Rome, together with the representatives of the European Episcopal
conferences invite the local Churches of the European Continent to a special day of prayer." The invitation is then immediately extended "to the other Churches and European
Christian Communities so that they be represented at Assisi": ...Churches against the One True Church: One, Holy, Catholic, Apostolic Roman Church. This, in short, is that
confusion based on heresy and error - we are here really faced with a major and obvious dogmatic error - which has been so much in fashion since the disastrous and tragic
Vatican Council II.

 

CONCLUSION

The "spirit of Assisi" is only the expression of an erroneous philosophical and theological system adopted by Karol Wojtyla and which he thinks he has the right to impose
upon the Church simply because he is the Pope. This is exactly what the German theologian, Johannes Dormann, professor emeritus since 1984 of the University of Munster's
Faculty of Theology of Paderborn, has clearly and objectively demonstrated in his book The Strange Theology of Pope John Paul II and the Spirit of Assisi.

The Pope, simply in his capacity of private theologian, does not have the charisma of infallibility and, as such, is liable to error. He therefore has no right to abuse his authority
as Vicar of Christ to impose on the Catholic faithful his own possible and personal theological errors. It is for this very reason that when Pope John XXII (1245-1334) preached
in the chapel in Avignon the same error that he had held previously in his capacity of theologian, that is, that the souls of the saints who have reached Heaven must now await
the General Judgment Day to enjoy the Beatific Vision, all of Christendom of that time and especially the great Catholic Universities reacted sharply and the Pope found
himself compelled to retract his error even as he lay on his deathbed. This error later became the object against which was written the Dogmatic Constitution Benedictus Deus
by his immediate successor, Pope Benedict XII (+1342). Denzinger 530-531.

Simon and Peter do coexist in the same person and Simon can interfere, resist and even reject the duties proper to Peter's Office and even go so far as to act in contradiction
with his pontifical functions. This can be proved by referring to St. Paul's Epistle to the Galatians (2:14): it was at Antioch that St. Paul publicly rebuked the Chief of the
Apostles (St. Peter) because the first Pope was, by his behavior, actually repudiating that Doctrine of Faith which he had personally and solemnly defined regarding the end or
cessation of the Mosaic Law. It is for this reason that Cajetan points out that the famous axiom "Where the Pope is, there is also the Church" holds true only when the Pope acts
and behaves as the Pope, because Peter "is subject to the duties of the Office"; otherwise "neither is the Church in him, nor is he in the Church" (Summa Theologica II-II
question 39 article 1,ad.6). This would also be the case where a Pope, instead of faithfully keeping the "Deposit of the Faith" would seek to impart or to communicate to the
Church, at the expense or prejudice of this same "Deposit," a new orientation or direction according to his own personal utopian views and ideas consisting in true and
authenticated philosophical and theological errors and which are therefore in opposition with the orientation given to the Church by Jesus Christ and His Apostles.

In the very same issue of L'Osservatore Romano, p.6, we find: "Peter's Mission: Confirm Thy Brethren"; this is from St. Luke 22:31-32 "But I have prayed for thee [Simon],
that thy faith fail not; ...and thou being once converted, confirm thy brethren." Once "converted," that is being yourself once again or of Simon once more being "Peter." Let us
now pray that this hour come quickly and soon.

Barnaba

Translated from Courrier de Rome April 1993
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THE BREAK- A number of
the exponents of the "New

Theology" who are
mentioned in this article.

(Top to bottom) Maurice
Blondel, Father Alfred Loisy,

Cardinal Henri de Lubac,
Cardinal Ratzinger
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Pope St. Pius X described Modernism as the synthesis of all heresies. From the beginning of this century, it grew and infected many of the clergy and laity. It teaches
that our knowledge of God cannot be certain and that faith comes out of man's need of a God. From these principles, Modernism sets out to destroy dogmas and

divine revelation. It seeks to reduce Christ to mere human dimensions, and makes divine inspiration a common gift to all of mankind. This modernism, the coming
together of all heresies, is now the “official theology of Vatican II.”

 

PART ONE: THE APPARENT VICTORY OF MODERNISM EXPOSED AND DENOUNCED BY ST. PIUS X

St. Pius X, in his encyclical Pascendi (1907) denounced those modernist "partisans of error" who concealed themselves "in the very womb and heart of the Church" insidiously
spreading destruction "from within the Church itself...So that the danger today lies in the very heart and veins of the Church."

This same saint added the pain of excommunication against anyone contradicting the encyclical Pascendi or the decree Lamentabili, which exposed and condemned
Modernism.

He also insisted that all bishops and religious superiors be on their guard against modernist infiltration, to carefully screen those chosen as seminary professors, as well as
prospective seminarians and priests, saying: "If any [priest] be found tainted with modernist errors...let them be absolutely forbidden from teaching anything whatsoever. Also
any seminarian in any way even suspected of attachment to these condemned modernist novelties and doctrines, must be refused all access to Holy Orders" (Motu Proprio,
November 18, 1907).

Pope St. Pius X knew that the modernists sought out followers in seminaries and religious houses, where the future of the Church was formed. In order to do this, they secretly
organized themselves into hidden sects.

 

DENOUNCED BY THE GREAT THEOLOGIAN FR. GARRIGOU-LAGRANGE, O.P.

In 1946, Fr. Garrigou-Lagrange wrote a brilliant article entitled: "Where is the New Theology Leading Us To?" To Modernism, he replied. He then proceeded to denounce this
work of doctrinal corruption, saying that: "Typed sheets have been distributed among the clergy, seminarians and Catholic intellectuals, containing strange doctrinal assertions
and negations." Fr. Garrigou-Lagrange quoted, at length, many parts of those secret sheets - a preview of all the heretical novelties that would emerge in this post-Vatican II era.
One example will be sufficient: "A general convergence of all religions to a universal Christ, which will satisfy them all. This seems to me to be the only possible imaginable
conversion for a Religion of the future." This is the very essence of today's ecumenism, which seeks to bring together all religions, in a Christ separated from His Mystical
Body, the Catholic Church.

 

THE CONFIRMATION

Confirmation of this treachery comes to us today, from the very lips of those representing this New Theology. A mouthpiece of theirs is the journal Communio and in an article
of November-December, 1990, the Jesuit Fr. Peter Henrici (born 1928) tells us that:

a) In Jesuit seminaries, contrary to papal instructions, the doctrine, method and principles of St. Thomas Aquinas were openly scorned and held in contempt. Henrici assures us
that "the official scholastic studies of St. Thomas were merely thumbed through."

b) Behind that facade of official studies, modernist texts and tracts were secretly circulated to the most brilliant and promising seminarians. Those same modernist concepts,
secretly passed around, would later reappear as the New Theology. Those who showed interest and promise in theology, would be given the modernist Fr. Henri de Lubac's
book: The Supernatural - the most forbidden of forbidden books! Then they would receive another of his books, Corpus Mysticum. This was done to inculcate them with the
principle that identical theological terms could have different meanings with the passage of time or when looked at in another context. Thus we say goodbye to unchanging
divine and apostolic Tradition! Goodbye to the homogenous development of dogma! Goodbye to unchangeable truths!

Fr. Garrigou-Lagrange was right in saying the novelty of this New Theology would deprive the Church of its sound Tradition. Today, the ideas and assumptions of that novelty,
make up the premises of the New Tradition, which, though it is living, is no longer coherent.

These treacherous modernist theologians, then condemned, were later rewarded at Vatican II. The aggiornamento (updating) spirit of Vatican II placed the Conciliar Fathers in
a position where they had to rely upon the preparatory work done by theologians prior to the Council. In other words, those Vatican II bishops who succumbed to the siren song
of the aggiornamento ended up having to rely upon the works of those who had concocted and cultivated a New Theology in direct opposition to Catholic theology.

A great number of these Conciliar Fathers did not know or understand the New Theology. It had been cultivated in secrecy, in closed circles. It was hidden behind traditional
sounding terms. The Fathers, ignorant of these facts, gave this often traditional-sounding, New Theology a kind of ecclesiastical orthodoxy and acceptability.

 

A VETERAN’S TESTIMONY

Similar expressions of modernist triumphalism are found in the work of Fr. Henri Bouillard, S.J. - a veteran of the New Theology. On the occasion of the inauguration of a
center known as the Maurice Blondel Archives at the Catholic University of Louvain, Belgium, Bouillard stresses the influence of Blondel's philosophy on the New Theology:
"Blondel's thoughts and ideas have, in their essential theses, progressively won the day." The orthodox teachings, brushed aside and dismissed by Blondel are "no longer valid
today."

 

THE COUNCIL – VATICAN II

For Bouillard, the most conclusive and positive proof of the modernist victory is Vatican II, where "they abandoned the concept of looking at the natural and supernatural
orders as two superimposed things neither having any kind of internal link with the other. It is interesting to note that, in none of Vatican II's major documents, will you find the
use of the word, supernatural. Bouillard's affirmation is only too true, being well documented and easily proved by the official documents of Vatican II. Under the influence of
Modernism, it has deliberately and studiously avoided in its most important documents (especially those dealing with ecumenism) the use of the word, supernatural. Thus its
major documents implicitly approve naturalism, which is the essence of Modernism. This naturalism has also proved itself the basis of Blondel's philosophy and of De Lubac's
theology.

So, we must ask ourselves today, what is being substantially proposed to us as Catholics in the name of Vatican II? The answer is that same New Theology officially
condemned by Pope Pius XII. What lies hidden beneath this billboard? Nothing else but that same modernism condemned by Pius X and which leads to a radical denial of the
existence of divine revelation, the divinity of Our Lord and the divine origin of the Catholic Church.

 

THE WINNERS

Still more recently, in 30 Days (December 1991), we find the same Fr. Henrici saying:

a) that the New Theology condemned by Pope Pius XII in the Encyclical Humani Generis, has now "become the official theology of Vatican II."

b) that the key positions in the Church are already in the hands of the actual representatives of the New Theology, whose mouthpiece is the journal Communio: "Nearly all of
the theologians who have been named bishops in recent years, have come up through the Communio line. Their names form a list of important persons destined for the top
careers: the Germans, Lehman and Kasper, the Swiss, Von Schonborn and Corecco; the Italian, Scola; the Belgian, Leonard and the Brazilian, Romer.” The Jesuit professor at
the Gregorian University, Peter Henrici, slyly laments: "The founding members, Balthasar, De Lubac and Ratzinger, have all become cardinals. Many of the second generation
have been chosen as bishops."

He also adds such important names as that of "the Dominican theologian in the Papal residence, Georges Cottier; also Jean Duschesne, press agent for Cardinal Lustiger; the
Hegelian André Léonard, Bishop of Namur" who has charge of St. Paul's Seminary, the place where Cardinal Lustiger sends his seminarians. According to 30 Days: "These are
the ones (they say!) who have won."

 

THE BREAK

Similar cries of triumph and indirect confessions of treachery are found in post-Vatican II era, Neo-modernist literature:

A book by Fr. René Latourelle, SJ. entitled Vatican II-1962-87: Results & Views 25 Years Later, was in fact "produced by the Jesuit Universities in Rome." (from the Italian
magazine Avvenire). The book has 68 contributors from 20 countries (all, but two, are Jesuits) clearly illustrating the triumph of this New Theology and the favor lavished upon
it by Pope Paul VI. One of these contributors, Fr. Martini SJ., says: "Though it's not quite a case of excommunications being followed by canonizations, nevertheless some
notorious theologians who were reprimanded prior to Vatican II, later found themselves playing a major role amidst Vatican II experts, and thus had a great influence in the
formulation of Vatican II decrees. In 1950, some of their books were officially removed from library shelves. After the Council, these same authors were named cardinals (De
Lubac and Danielou)."

Thus do we see the Encyclical Humani Generis, of Pope Pius XII, quickly being repudiated and disowned by another Pope. Those who had always faithfully adhered to Rome's
directives, now wondered to whom they owed obedience: to the Pope of yesterday who was in full agreement with his predecessors, or the present Pope, who had evidently
broken with the constant and traditional direction of the Church.

More recently, on the anniversary of De Lubac's death, the Vatican newspaper L 'Osservatore Romano (September 1992) devoted an entire page to Cardinal De Lubac and “the
great theses of a precursor of Vatican II.” In it we read: "Our thoughts turn to Blondel, Gilson, Mounier, Maritain, De Lubac, Chenv and many others, who prepared the
philosophical and theological positions which later emerged in many themes of Vatican II."

Therefore, we must admit that the New Theology, officially condemned by Pope Pius XII, as being nothing but a heap of "false opinions, which threaten to overthrow the very
foundations of Catholic doctrine," has now become "the official theology of Vatican II" (Fr. Henrici).

This open Neo-modernist war against the Church is a grave reality, especially since it is waged by persons occupying such high positions in the Church. The reason why we are
exposing the current situation in such detail is to shake people out of their indifference or numbness, and to put them on their guard against this very real danger threatening
their souls.

It is nothing less than that long-standing "often passive, but nevertheless real resistance" of the bishops themselves, which paved the way for the present crisis in the Church, a
crisis that is simply the triumph of Modernism in the Catholic Church. Therefore, it is necessary to know a little more about those who think they have won and just what it is
that they are after. They think that they have won the day simply because they do not believe in the words of Jesus Christ "And I say to thee: that thou art Peter and upon this
rock I will build My Church, and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it! (Matt 16:18)"

 

PART 2: TRUE AND FALSE RESTORATION

(Translator’s note)

MAGISTERIUM: The Church’s divinely appointed authority to infallibly teach the truths of Religion, “Going therefore, teach ye all nations…teaching them to observe all
things whatsoever I have commanded you. (Matt. 28:19-20)”

 

MAGISTERIUM SCORNED

“The Church insists that its future priests be formed in the philosophical disciplines 'according to the method, doctrine and principles of the Angelic Doctor’ (St. Thomas
Aquinas). The reason being that experience over many centuries has proven (to the Church) that the method of St. Thomas Aquinas, whether informing young minds, or
sounding the depths of the deepest truths, stands high above all others by its singular merits; his doctrine is in complete harmony with Divine Revelation and in perfect accord;
it is particularly useful and efficient in laying, in all safety, the foundations of Faith, as well as in reaping, in a sure and useful manner, the fruits of true progress.” - Pope Pius
XII, Humani generis

Those who think themselves to be “winners” are those neo-modernist faithful (if we can use this expression) to the line of the founding fathers of the “New Theology,” and
particularly to the (tortuous, involved and obscure) line drawn by the Jesuit Henri de Lubac and that of the ex-Jesuit Hans Urs von Balthasar. "The representatives of the New
Theology are celebrated as if they constituted the cornerstone of the Church" rightly recorded the famous thinker and writer Dom Jules Meinvielle.

But before presenting you with these "holy fathers" of the post-Conciliar Catholic world, it would be most opportune and useful to briefly illustrate the very essence of the
"new theology."

 

THE SIMPLE PRINCIPLE OF A COMPLEX HERESY

The German priest and theologian Johannes Dörmann, in his best book The Strange Theology of John Paul II and the Spirit of Assisi writes:

"The 'New Theology,' although many-sided and varied, is really quite simple in its principle, and that is why its multiple forms can be grouped together under the same title. Its
different forms ALL HAVE ONE THING IN COMMON: THEIR STUDIED REJECTION OF TRADITIONAL THEOLOGY. (p.55)"

The author then provides us with a concise and effective explanation of what is meant by the "rejection of Traditional theology," referring to the last Council which deemed it
necessary to abandon the Church's scholastic language or terminology for "pastoral" motives:

"The chief theologians (who were actually directing the Council) saw very clearly that in this question of scholastic language, both theology as well as the Faith itself were at
stake. For scholastic terminology was indissolubly linked to scholastic philosophy which itself is linked to scholastic theology which is, in its turn, closely knit to the Dogmatic
Tradition of the Church." (p.52)

And consequently, this abandoning of scholastic language would end up, in the last analysis, in saying farewell to the Divine and Apostolic Tradition so faithfully kept and
guarded by the Church.

"This rejection or abandonment of the 'language of the Scholastic school' by the Council Fathers (Dörmann writes) constituted for them (those theologians directing the
Council) the SINE QUA NON or indispensable condition which would assure a complete rupture from traditional dogmatic teachings, in order to set the 'New Theology' in
place after having ceased using 'the previous traditional theology' and discarding it once and for all. (p.53)"

 

SHEER UTOPIANISM

And just what was the motivation of this dumping of Traditional theology? ...They were motivated by "this simple and seductive idea: a 'New Theology' consonant with
modern, scientific characteristics, as well as with the modern image of the world and history. (p.55)"

In other words they were motivated by the old and constantly recurring Utopia of the Church being reconciled with the modern world, that is with modern philosophical
thought, and with which Pope Pius IX (Syllabus, Proposition 80) declared that the Church cannot and must not reconcile itself, seeing its essentially anti-Christian character and
outlook:

"(Modern) men are, in general, strangers to truth and supernatural benefits and graces, thinking as they do to be able to satisfy themselves exclusively by human reason and in
the natural order of things as they (vainly) expect to reach in them their own perfection as together with their own happiness" (Vatican I, preparatory outline of Catholic
Doctrine).

"For those partisans of the 'new theology' (Dörmann continues), the slogan, 'aggiornamento' simply meant a resolute opening-up on the part of the Church to modern thought
(which is totally alien to Truth as well as supernatural treasures and values) in order to end up with a completely new and different theology from which would be born a new
secularized Church, adapted to its modern time. (p.54)"

This is nothing but modernist Utopianism. "Where is the new theology taking us? It is taking us in a straight line to modernism," wrote Fr. Garrigou-Lagrange O.P. in 1946.

And in fact, digging a little more deeply into the matter, we find beneath the simple principle of the new theology, that same perversion of the notion of truth which serves as
the very foundation of modernism: "Truth is no more unchangeable than man himself, for it evolves with him, in him and by him. (Pope Saint Pius X, in his Decree
Lamentabili, condemned proposition #58)"

From all this, Fr. Garrigou-Lagrange O.P. who, laying aside all pretense at prophesying, simply came to these logical conclusions in 1946 (16 years BEFORE Vatican II): "And
where is this New Theology headed with its new masters from whom they seek to draw their inspiration? Where is it heading if not for the road to skepticism, whims and
heresy"? ("La nouvelle theologie. Ou va-t-elle?" In Angelicum #23-1946, p.136)

 

A BLAMEWORTHY UTOPIA

This attempt to reconcile the Church with the "modern world" cannot be considered an innocent utopia. The Magisterium of the Roman Pontiffs, has, over and over again,
blocked the way to such moves, particularly Popes Gregory XVI (Mirari Vos, 1832), Pius IX (Syllabus, 1864), Saint Pius X (Pascendi; 1907) and, on the eve of the last
Council, Pius XII (Humani Generis, 1950).

In this last encyclical, scorned, disavowed and buried by those very same persona whom it condemned, Pius XII, illustrating the (theological) climate preceding the Council,
points out "with anxiety" and clarity the dangers of the "New Theology" which, seeking its basis outside the enduring philosophy, endangers the entire structure of Catholic
Dogma. Particularly noteworthy is the fact that Pope Pius XII does not hesitate one moment to underline in red the scorn heaped upon the Magisterium, an underlying scorn
borne out by its attitude:

29. But reason can perform these functions safely and well, only when properly trained, that is, when imbued with that sound philosophy which has long been, as it were, a
patrimony handed down by earlier Christian ages, and which moreover possesses an authority of even higher order, since the teaching authority of the Church, in the light of
Divine Revelation itself, has weighed its fundamental tenets, which have been elaborated and defined little by little by men of great genius. For this philosophy,
acknowledged and accepted by the Church, safeguards the genuine validity of human knowledge, the unshakable metaphysical principles of sufficient reason, causality and
finality, and finally the mind's ability to attain certain and unchangeable truth.

30. Of course this philosophy deals with much that neither directly nor indirectly touches faith or morals, and which consequently the Church leaves to the free discussion of
experts. But this does not hold for many other things, especially those principles and fundamental tenets to which we have just referred (validity of human knowledge,
the unshakable metaphysical principles, etc...). But never may we overthrow it, or contaminate it with false principles, or regard it as a great, but obsolete, relic. For truth and
its philosophic expression cannot change from day to day, least of all where there is question of self-evident principles of the human mind or of those propositions which are
supported by the wisdom of the ages and by Divine Revelation.

32. How deplorable it is then that this philosophy, received and honored by the Church, is scorned by some who today call it outmoded in form and rationalistic, as they
say, in its method of thought. While scorning our philosophy, they extol other philosophies of all kinds, ancient and modern, oriental and occidental, by which they seem to
imply that any kind of philosophy or theory, with a few additions and corrections if need be, can be reconciled with Catholic dogma. No Catholic can doubt how false this is,
especially where there is question of those fictitious theories they call immanentism, or idealism, or materialism, whether historic or dialectic, or even existentialism, whether
atheistic or simply the type that denies the validity of the reason in the field of metaphysics.

34. It would indeed be unnecessary to deplore these aberrations from the truth, if all even in the field of philosophy, directed their attention with the proper reverence to
the teaching authority of the Church, which by divine institution has the mission not only to guard and interpret the deposit of divinely revealed truth, but also to keep
watch over the philosophical sciences themselves, in order that Catholic Dogmas may suffer no harm because of erroneous opinions."

Thus do we see confirmed that which we have been repeating for years: we have irrefutable as well as unmistakable proof that although they are members of the Catholic
Hierarchy, the neo-modernists have disobeyed and continue to disobey the constant and therefore infallible Magisterium of the Catholic Church and their own "obedience"
which they, in turn, seek to impose in their style of new Church, results in the moral obligation of the true and faithful Catholics to disobey the false orders of their new-style
Church.

TRUE AND FALSE "RESTORATION"

From what we have just seen, it logically follows that true restoration can only come by traveling along in a reverse direction from the one
which led to the rupture or breaking away from the Doctrinal Tradition of the Church: a return to constant and durable philosophy, and
therefore to Scholastic Theology, therefore to the Dogmatic tradition of the Church in faithful obedience to the constant directives and teachings
of the Magisterium of all the Popes. Those neo-modernists following the modern “line” of de Lubac and of von Balthasar are now posing as
“moderates and even as “restorers,” but they categorically refuse to repudiate or renounce their “New Theology” from which – whether they
like it or not - arose this crisis which today paralyses the life of the Church. “Our line” (the one we follow) - declared, sure of himself, Fr.
Henrici S.J. to (the review) 30 DAYS (December 1991) – “is the one of the extreme centre. No excessive attention (sic!) to the Magisterium, nor
CONTENTION. No right, nor left. Attachment to tradition (which in the language or “Newspeak” of de Lubac and of the “new” theologians,
is not - as we will see - the Dogmatic tradition of the Church) in the line of the new theology of Lyon (seat of de Lubac as well as that of the
other “founding fathers” (of the new theology), which underscored the non-opposition (i.e. identification) between nature and supernature,
between faith and culture, and which has become the official theology of Vatican II.”

“That same ‘New Theology’ Pope Pius XII officially condemned in his Encyclical Humani Generis as simply being a whole heap of “false
opinions threatening to lay waste the very foundations of Catholic Doctrine!” It is, therefore, even more imperative to bring to light just
what is behind the “moderation” of these neo-modernists of the “extreme centre,” yes, but still modernists just the same.

Hirpinus

Translated from Courrier de Rome, March 1993

 

Courtesy of the Angelus Press, Kansas City, MO 64109
translated from the Italian

Fr. Du Chalard
Via Madonna degli Angeli, 14
Italia 00049 Velletri (Roma))

Home | Newsletters | Library | Vocations | History | Links | Search | Contact

 

https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/SiSiNoNo/1993_August/They_Think_Theyve_Won.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/SiSiNoNo/1993_October/They_Think_Theyve_Won_PartII.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/SiSiNoNo/1993_December/They_Think_Theyve_Won_PartIII.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/SiSiNoNo/1994_February/They_Think_Theyve_Won_PartIV.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/SiSiNoNo/1994_April/They_Think_Theyve_Won_PartV.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/SiSiNoNo/1994_June/They_Think_Theyve_Won_PartVI.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/SiSiNoNo/1994_August/They_Think_Theyve_Won_PartVII.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/SiSiNoNo/1994_October/They_Think_Theyve_Won_PartVIII.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/SiSiNoNo/1994_December/They_Think_Theyve_Won_PartIX.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/SiSiNoNo/1993_August/Simon_Against_Peter.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/SiSiNoNo/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/index.htm
http://www.angeluspress.org/
https://www.sspxasia.com/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Newsletters/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/Society_of_Saint_Pius_X/Vocations/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/index.htm#History
https://www.sspxasia.com/Links.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Search/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Contact.htm


Second article>> They Think They've Won! Part II
Index

            

October 1993 No. 4

 

A PRELUDE

On April 18, 1992, the Italian journal Civilta Cattolica ran an editorial entitled "The Preaching of Hell Today." In it we read the following:

"The Church's Solemn Magisterium (teaching) on the question of hell, nearly always refers to the existence of a fiery torment. However, it does not expressly say that this is a
real fire. Nor does it state that this 'pain of the senses' could not be reduced to a mere 'pain of loss,' while still recognizing the distinction between the two penalties.

"However, in the teachings of the Ordinary Magisterium of the Church, there is no metaphorical 'watering-down' of the fires of hell. On the contrary the distinction between the
fires of hell and the pain of loss is quite clear!"

On the same page (p.113) we also read:

"It is always good to remember the importance and dignity of the Ordinary Magisterium of the Church, wherein the frequent repetition of the same teachings demands, from the
minds and hearts of Catholics, a holy respect and adherence to those teachings."

Unfortunately, as we shall see a little further on, the Ordinary Magisterium of the Church turns out to have a role far distant from the role of importance mentioned by the
Civilta Cattolica - which merely stops at Vatican II and its Lumen Gentium, ignoring all previous teaching!

In fact the Ordinary Magisterium of the Church can, of itself, elevate a truth to the status of a divinely revealed dogmatic truth. It does not need the assistance of any solemn
definition. Remember, that the Church wasn't initially formed through solemn papal or Church Council definitions. In his book, The Ordinary Magisterium of the Church and
its Organs, J. M. Vacant says "that the Church established itself and the doctrine of Christ was given to the world before the solemn definitions and pronouncements of Pope
and Council and (the Ordinary Magisterium of the Church) is the primary rule of faith whose authority was constantly invoked by the Fathers of the Church."

 

THE SURPRISE

We don't know why the Civilta Cattolica deliberately alluded and stressed the importance of the Ordinary Magisterium of the Church, because its readers were in for a surprise.
The fact is that, two months later the Civilta Cattolica published another editorial entitled: "The 'heaven' of Paradise and the 'fires' of hell - Symbols and Realities."

In this second editorial on heaven and hell, the reality of the fires of hell mentioned in the first editorial, now becomes a mere symbol of fire, which "serves to illustrate, not
some physical pain which accompanies the exclusion from the Kingdom of God, but rather the emptiness of life without communion with God." Instead of the Ordinary
Magisterium's "clear teaching on the real and non-metaphorical sense of the 'fire' of hell" the editorial now speaks of a symbolic, metaphorical fire of hell.

We read that "Man wrapped up in the selfishness of his sins, whom death has taken by surprise, now eternally loses all contact with the Lord. Consequently, man, who wanted
to be the center of his own life and the creator of his own personal law, will now eternally find himself isolated and alone in the egoism or self-centeredness he had chosen."
This novelty that extinguishes the fires of hell, obviously met with approval on the part of both the world's press and the pseudo Catholic press.

According to Civilta Cattolica, this interpretation still conserves the distinction between the pain of loss of God and the pain of the senses inflicted by the "fires" of hell. Yet in
reality, this interpretation is a denial of the reality of the fires of hell. Even though there has been no solemn Magisterial pronouncement on the fires of hell, the Ordinary
Magisterium of the Church has always taught that the fire of hell is real, not metaphorical.

 

REAL FIRE - REAL BURNING

This fire of hell is not the only pain of sense suffered by the damned, but it is the principal pain of sense endured by the damned. This is the teaching of Christ as related by the
Gospels. This is the unanimous teaching of the Church. The Church Fathers taught this. So did all the various schools of theological thought throughout the history of the
Church. In 1890, the Sacred Penitentiary ruled that penitents who denied the existence of the fires of hell were not to be absolved from their sins. There exists a real fire in hell,
even though its nature might not be exactly the same as earthly fire; it is nevertheless a real fire. Consequently, Catholic theology has always rejected, as contrary to Faith, any
interpretation such as the Dominican Politi’s, which held the fires of hell to be a metaphor or a symbol of the psychological sufferings of the damned.

How can this material fire, felt by the senses, torment souls and demons - which are spirits, not bodies? There rests a mystery, but nevertheless still a reality. Just because it is a
mystery, it is does not permit us to come up with a metaphorical or symbolical explanation, simply because we cannot fully understand the mystery. Theologians have
discussed this question and it remains open. However, Catholic theologians have never felt themselves authorized to explain away the fires of hell symbolically. Yet this is what
the Civilta Cattolica has taken upon itself to do, in order to appease proud minds that refuse to bow down before a mystery of God's. In this way, Modernism is slowly coming
to the stage where, by the erasure of mysteries, it will erase the whole of Divine Revelation.

 

THE EDITORIAL APPROACHES HERESY

It is a fact that the Ordinary Magisterium of the Church can impose upon the faithful a truth that must be believed - if that truth has been constantly and universally taught by
the Church. To oppose such a teaching would be to commit a grave sin against the Faith. The teaching on the fires of hell falls into this category. Some theologians even argue
that, since this teaching on the reality of the fires of hell is accepted by almost all theologians, it is a revealed truth, though not yet officially defined as such by the Church.
Such a solemn definition would make it a dogma. In the theological classes of the Jesuit Order at Wurzbourg, we read that the fires of hell are "certain and clear in the
judgment of the Church, even if it has not yet been expressly defined as such." It is, therefore, a truth close to being defined as "of faith " and thus the denial of something close
to being "of faith" is consequently close to being heretical. This is the case with the above quoted editorial of the Civilta Cattolica.

 

TOWARDS PROTESTANTISM

The more the novel opinions of the Civilta Cattolica drift away from certain Catholic truths, the more it drifts towards the errors of Protestantism - which makes the fire of hell
to be a merely metaphoric fire. Thus we have here, as also in the New Order of Mass and Bible exegesis, as well the whole of this New Theology, a remarkable abandon of
Catholic theology, which now finds itself sliding down towards the errors of Protestantism. Msgr. Heiner, referring to Modernists, wrote in 1908: "These people have one foot
in the Catholic Church and the other in Protestantism, whose essence is subjectivity - which is a religion without any religious authority." Today, Neo-Modernism is leading us
that same goal - a religion with no religious authority. The way to get there is to use the same system used by the Civilta Cattolica in extinguishing the fires of hell:

(a) starting with the theory, you belittle and knock down the Ordinary Magisterium of the Church in making people believe it is inferior to the solemn Magisterium
of the Church, then

(b) you put this theory into practice and openly ignore the Ordinary Magisterium as though it did not oblige in conscience and as though it did not even exist at all!

 

AN UNACCEPTABLE ATTACK ON THE FAITH

This is all very grave when we remember the true teaching of the Church. Truths revealed by God, which we must accept and believe, can be and are presented by the Church
to us in two equivalent ways:

(a)  in an extraordinary manner when dealing with difficult or controversial questions. This is done by a solemn definition of Pope or Council, or

(b)  in the ordinary manner through the constant and universal magisterium, which nevertheless is no less forceful or obligatory than the solemn and
extraordinary magisterium. Nor is it any less infallible.

The dogmatic Council Vatican I (1869-70) solemnly defined that "We must believe with a faith both divine and Catholic, all that is contained in the word of God, whether
written or otherwise, and which is presented to us by the Church as being divinely revealed, either by solemn definitions or by its ordinary and universal magisterium."
(Denzinger 1792). This indicates the fact that the Ordinary infallible Magisterium of the Church is on the same level of authority as the solemn definitions of Popes and
Council, even if it not as solemn in presentation as the latter. To deny or refuse to believe in truths constantly and universally presented by the Ordinary Magisterium as
divinely revealed, is as serious a heresy as it is to deny the solemnly proclaimed truths of Pope and Council.

That is not all! The "deposit of Faith" is a vast field of definable and well-defined truth. These truths are all and always explicitly presented. Furthermore, the "deposit of Faith"
is not made up of only solemnly defined truths, it also consists of truths presented for belief semper et ubique (always and everywhere) by the Ordinary Magisterium of the
Church - not only explicitly (e.g. catechism, sermons, etc.), but also implicitly (liturgical practices, disciplinary norms, etc.) and even the silent teaching drawn from examining
historical monuments, churches, cathedrals, works of art or the lives of saints.

The liberal and modernist pretension of reducing our obligation to believe "with faith" only those truths that have been solemnly defined by the extra-ordinary magisterium of
the Church is, therefore, an unacceptable attack upon the deposit of the Faith. Such a pretentious attitude would have expelled from the deposit of Faith such dogmas as the
Immaculate Conception, the Assumption, etc. before they were solemnly defined dogmas, and only implicit objects of faith. This same expulsion they accord to a host of other
dogmas, even though they have been taught semper et ubique (always and everywhere) -just because they have never been solemnly defined by Pope or Council.

 

PAPAL BRIEF DEFENDS THE FAITH OF ALL TIME

On the eve of Vatican I (1869), Pope Pius IX reacted strongly against such liberal and modernist pretensions. In his Brief to the Archbishop of Monaco, of December 21, 1863,
Pius IX echoes the whole of Catholic Tradition when he demands that the modernist German theologians submit themselves to:

(a)   the ordinary magisterium of the Church

(b)   to the unanimous opinion of Catholic theologians

(c)   to the common and constant Catholic belief.

This latter point, the common and constant Catholic belief, is a faithful reflection of what the Church has always and everywhere taught through its Ordinary Magisterium. It is
this fact that shows a truth as belonging to the "deposit of the Faith. " Truths that are subsequently solemnly defined by Pope or Council, first of all found themselves
commonly accepted - always and everywhere - in the Church. This was the case with the Assumption of Our Lady into heaven - before the Extraordinary Magisterium had
proclaimed the dogma, it had always and everywhere been admitted by the Church. Such examples are numerous.

These few remarks should sufficiently show the gravity of this Neo- Modernist attack upon the Church of all time by the Church of today. That which has been universally and
constantly taught by the Church of all time is and remains the foundation and rule of Faith. These few remarks also authorize us to assess the gravity of the Civilta Cattolica's
attack against the fires of hell - which they seek to extinguish. Yet instead of extinguishing the fires of hell, they extinguish the flame of our Faith. The fire of hell is materially
a real fire, a fire felt by the senses. Even if it is not identical, only analogous, to earthly fire - it has been taught as such by the Ordinary Magisterium of the Church - a fact
proven by the unanimous faith of Catholics of all times and all places. A fact even admitted by the first editorial of the Civilta Cattolica (April 18, 1992) only to be contradicted
and later denied by another editorial! It is a tragedy that a journal that was once such a great champion of orthodoxy should now have become the champion of the New
Theology of Neo-Modernism!

 

La Civilta Cattolica – CATHOLIC OR TRAITOR?

The Civilta Cattolica (Catholic Civilization) is an important Italian journal, founded by the Jesuits in 1850, as a result of the wishes of Pope Pius IX. It
was a very prestigious publication until the time of Vatican II - fighting Liberalism, Masonry, Modernism and all modern errors.

In 1910, on the 60th anniversary of its founding, Pope St. Pius X sent its editors a letter of congratulation for their “firmness…and faithfulness in
defending and promoting Catholic doctrine…and successfully fighting against the teaching of modernists and modernizers.”

One of the reasons for its high esteem was the fact that, before going to press, the entire publication was proofread by the Secretariat of State in order to
receive its approval. Consequently, the Civilta Cattolica was looked upon as expressing the thoughts of the Holy See. Today, it has become a mouthpiece
for the new religion brought about by the New Theology. It still is the mouthpiece of the Holy See, but a Holy See far distant in belief and practice to that
of pre-Vatican II years.

Here is an extract taken from an editorial of Civilta Cattolica almost 100 years ago, so different to the kind of comments we see in the same journal
today:

“The practical lesson to be drawn from the Apostolic Letter of Pope Leo XIII is that Catholic principles do not change - despite changing times,
despite changes of country, despite new discoveries, nor do they change for the sake of practicality. They remain the same as taught by Christ, as
defined by Popes and Councils, as kept by Saints and defended by the Doctors of the Church. Whosoever accepts them in their fullness and exactness
is Catholic; whosoever hesitates, wavers, adapts them to his age, compromises them - this person can call himself what he will, but before God and the
Church he is a rebel and a traitor! (Civilta Cattolica, March 6, 1899)”

Marcus

Translated from Courrier de Rome November 1992
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THE NEW PHILOSOPHY OF MAURICE BLONDEL

Let is now take a look at the "holy fathers" of this new theology. The first step they take in their liberation from traditional Catholic theology and dogma is by abandoning
scholastic philosophy. It is thus hardly surprising to hear Urs von Balthasar stating, "Hell exists, but is empty!" Balthasar bases himself upon the philosopher Maurice Blondel -
who occupies a small place in the history of philosophy, but a very important place in the history of this modernist new theology of the Church

Maurice Blondel

 

A GHOST - LIKE PHILOSOPHY

Throughout his life (1861-1949), the Frenchman, Maurice Blondel, was a center of controversy, especially as one couldn't pin him down to his errors - since, like all
modernists, he would wriggle and slither out of such attempt. This attitude was stigmatized by an adversary of Blondel's, Fr. Tonquedec O.P., in the Dictionnaire Apologetique
de la Foi Catholique:

"Despite efforts to base my arguments with Blondel on documentary evidence, I soon realized that the public did not have access to his works. The texts I quoted were from
books that were no longer available on the library shelves; nor the brochures that contained his most important articles. Furthermore, his doctrines, in being the continual object
of controversy, were continually re-explained, modified, etc. The result being that his doctrine cannot be nailed down or grasped, since it changes with time and differing
circumstances. Very few persons, even amongst those who study religious philosophy, are capable of grasping the meaning of the statements and writings of Blondel and his
friends."

Who were Blondel's friends? The answer is Fr. Lubac and his gang: Bouillard, Fessard, von Balthasar, Auguste Valensin, etc. In other words, the founding fathers of the new
theology, condemned by Pope Pius XII in Humani Generis. This new theology was, in the words of Fr. Henrici SJ., elevated to the position of the "official theology of Vatican
II."

 

BLONDEL'S PSEUDO - APOLOGETICS DESTROYS CATHOLIC DOGMA

Blondel's followers, Lubac and his gang had their reasons for wanting to leave Blondel's philosophy enveloped in a vague fog. This would give birth to a new, vague,
"Christian" philosophy. Blondel presented his philosophy as an apologetical method of winning over modern man. He says that classical proofs fail to penetrate the minds of
modern men, which are penetrated by Kantian positivism. If you want to save souls, then you must go to where they are and if they have fallen into subjectivism, then it if
through subjectivism that they must be sought.

This subjectivist philosophy typical of Protestantism and Modernism, so ruinous to Catholic dogma, was already condemned by Pope Pius X in his encyclical Pascendi. For
Blondel, Catholic Truth rests more on the level of subjectivity than objectivity. Truth is more related to the will and experience, rather than intelligence. Hence truth is what we
want and feel it to be. Faith does not pass from the mind to the heart, but from the heart to the mind! This leads us into the field of scepticism and agnosticism, which is the
foundation of modernism. With this elevation of the will and feelings, man believes what he wants to believe, relying on his feelings and impressions, devoid of all objectivity.
This explains the current exaltation and preoccupation with personal religious experiences such as the charismatics, pietists, pseudo-mystics, etc. The majority of the Church is
tainted with this subjectivism.

Blondel does not bother with rational arguments to prove the existence of God and credibility of the Christian religion. He prefers to give the unbeliever an "effective
experience " of Catholicism, to make the unbeliever who has no faith "to act as though he had the faith." In other words, to "experience" God - which is exactly what Pope St.
Pius X condemned as modernism, in Pascendi.

Blondel also falls into Immanentism (the essence of modernism) when he insists that "there is nothing that goes into man that does not come from man and that does not
correspond in some way with his need for personal growth and expansion." This is the very basis for modernism, wherein the human mind is the central reality around which
everything else revolves. For in modernism, the religious soul's beliefs and reasons for belief come from its own experiences and feelings - it will not accept objective
arguments that are beyond its own realm of experience. If this attitude is followed to its logical conclusions, then such a soul will inevitably deny all external Divine Revelation
and the divinity of Jesus Christ Himself.

 

THE NEW CHRISTIAN PHILOSOPHY

In effect, what Blondel has done, is to go and seek-out "modern-man" in his place of habitat - the sickbed of subjectivity and skepticism. Yet, rather than helping him leave this
sickbed of grave errors, he lets him wallow in those self-same errors. Blondel's new "Christian philosophy” and its offspring, the "new theology of the Church" of his followers,
will replace the perennial philosophy of the Church - an objective philosophy, based on reality, carefully formed and perfected throughout the course of many centuries, by the
greatest philosophical minds the world has ever seen, a philosophy that reached its summit in what we now call Thomistic Philosophy.

Pope Pius XII warned us of these new theologians in his encyclical Humani Generis, and stressed the importance of Thomistic philosophy as an aid against deviation in
Catholic dogma. In his book The Intelligence In Danger of Death, Marcel de Corte, one of the most lucid thinkers of his time, echoes this same view on the importance of
Thomistic philosophy:

"It is linked to Greek philosophy, which is, itself, a philosophy based upon common sense, reality and a human intelligence faithful to its purpose (i.e. to know objective truth).
Whenever philosophy wanders from this, it suffers the consequences! Vatican II threw out this realist philosophy which the Church had always guarded...this 2,000 year-old
solidarity between supernatural reality of the Faith and the natural reality of man's mind...a philosophy which was the axis and pivot of the Church, who is the custodian of
Faith, Intelligence and Morals. All this has been swept away by the tempest of all tempests - the subjectivity of man."

 

ALARM BELLS!

Blondel had his critics and supporters. Amongst the former were the Catholic theologians Garrigou-Lagrange, Labourdette and De Tonquedec. One of Blondel's public
defenders was Fr. Auguste Valensin SJ., who would present "doctored" quotes of Blondel when speaking in his defense. Thus opportunely eliminating anything that might
serve to incriminate Blondel, before a public that was largely unaware of the true content of his doctrine. His writings were not freely available, and so people had to accept
these "misquoted quotes" as being true.

For example, Valensin takes Blondel's quote of "there is nothing that goes into man that does not come from him and that does not correspond in some way for personal
growth and expansion" and twists it into "there is nothing that goes into man that does not correspond to his personal growth and expansion." The opportune removal of "…
that does not come from him…" is a move clearly designed to protect Blondel from the accusation of lmmanentism and Modernism.

However, good and sound theologians, such as Garrigou-Lagrange, Labourdette and De Tonquedec, spotted Blondel's errors and raised the alarm. They refuted this "new
Christian philosophy" and pointed out its ruinous consequences for Catholic dogma and its incurable opposition to the Magisterium of the Church. Today, "those who think
they've won" try to reduce all this to a mere personal feud between several theologians and deny it as being of any importance for the Church. Yet this is far from being the case.
The enlightening refutations of Blondel's philosophy, by the above-mentioned theologians, prove the contrary and the present crisis in the Church shows how right those
"clairvoyant" theologians were!

 

THE CRUX OF THE MATTER

In 1946, the celebrated Dominican theologian, Fr. Garrigou-Lagrange publicly refuted Blondel's errors and privately wrote to him asking him to "retract his (false) definition of
truth before dying - if he didn't want to spend too long in Purgatory." Publicly, Fr. Garrigou-Lagrange had said: "It is not without a serious responsibility that he (Blondel) has
called the Church's traditional definition of truth, which has been accepted for centuries, a figment of the imagination. Furthermore, by substituting this true notion of truth with
an erroneous notion of truth, will inevitably bring error to anything that is built upon that false notion."

One of these erroneous fruits that grew out the capital error of Blondel is what the present-day Church calls "the Living Tradition." This erroneous notion of Tradition ignores
the Church's logical and indispensable link that must exist between what the Church teaches now and what the Church has always believed and taught. This is because, based
on Blondel's false notion of truth, progress in dogma and understanding of truth is in a continual state of evolution or development.

Consequently, due to this continual development, there can be no fixed, definite, unchangeable truths.

Already in 1924, Fr. De Tonquedec had pointed out a remarkable resemblance between Blondel's ideas and the ideas condemned by Pope St. Pius X in the encyclical Pascendi.
Tonquedec says that Blondel managed to wriggle out of a personal anathema by his characteristic vague expressions, hesitations and contradictions. A seemingly heretical
statement would be contradicted a page or so further on.

Was Blondel in good faith? Fr. Tonquedec thought not, with good reason. For Blondel would often deform the teaching of St. Thomas Aquinas and twist it round to mean the
opposite. Added to this we have his categorical denials of ever having been opposed to orthodox Catholic thought. The typical modernist plea of "You don't understand me!"
with repeated attempts at explaining himself to his critics or those who refuted his erroneous doctrine. In fact, his whole life was one long attempt at giving his ideas an
orthodox sense or meaning. This continual wriggling and self-justification under the microscope has produced a host of differing opinions of Blondel. Some believed that he
was sincere in his explanations, yet the wiser and better-informed critics were not fooled at all!

The ecclesiastical journal L'ami du Clerge (March 4,1937,p.137) wrote that the later works of Blondel were nothing else but a reflection of his earlier erroneous ideas - going
on to say that "he has not changed an iota of his doctrine."

Fr. Tonquedec was of the same opinion, who also said of Blondel's later works: "Unfortunately, I find it impossible to accept Blondel's present interpretation of his works…
which defends the orthodoxy of his writings.... Nobody who has read his entire works can accept that.... This philosophy is very new, very bold, very exclusive and on the whole
erroneous." (Dictionnaire Apologetique)

Fr. Garrigou-Lagrange comes to the same conclusion in his article "Where is the New Theology going to?" With regard to Blondel's new notion of truth, Fr. Lagrange asks:
"Have Blondel's latest works corrected this false notion of truth? We have to say that they have not!"

 

THE CONFESSIONS OF "THOSE WHO THINK THEY'VE WON"

These tenacious critics of Blondel were not wrong! Today, the "new theologians" confirm their fears. We quote from the Central Archives of Maurice Blondel: “After his two
works entitled ‘Action' (1893) and Letter' (1896), Blondel was often accused of being a 'modernist' by persons who misunderstood everything. In the face of these detractors,
Blondel too often gave a too weak and minimal interpretation of his works."

On December 20, 1931, in a letter to De Lubac, Blondel asked him if he thought that some of his (Blondel's) theses "went over the top." In his letter of April 3, 1932, De Lubac
replies to the contrary. He chides Blondel for being too timid in the face of the criticism and restraint that came from other theologians. De Lubac asserts that all this impedes
the free development of a spontaneous Catholic mind. He goes on to say: "I admire the painstaking care by which you criticize yourself and I am saddened by the thought that
this might delay future important works, that we await with such impatience." (Henri De Lubac, Memoire autour de mesoeuvres, p.21).

Bewitched by the magic flute of his "friend," Blondel takes courage and by return of post (April 5, 1932) he confesses that: "It's now over 40 years since I started tackling these
problems, at which time I was not sufficiently armed. At that time, Thomistic philosophy was reigning intransigently. Had I said then what you want me to say now, then I would
certainly have been too reckless and would have jeopardized the cause we defend - for I would have incurred many inevitable censures. It was necessary to take my time, in
order to let my thought mature and in order to tame the minds that rebelled against it. The delays that sadden you are, in view of this double aspect, excusable... It is necessary
to embrace traditional ways and views, so that they may be used as a point of departure or a springboard for a 'renewal'... Therefore, I am not totally to blame for the
prevarication and timidity that you so deplore in this child of a 'new generation' and master of a theology that I have not yet managed to possess!"

Thus we see Blondel, using the usual modernist ploy, of deliberately hiding his true thoughts so as to officially remain with the bosom of the Church and to attempt a "renewal"
from within. In this correspondence between Blondel and De Lubac, we see exposed all the secret maneuvers of modernism - which seek to avoid exposure and censure. It was
to his own misfortune that Blondel ran into De Lubac and his gang. For the latter saw in Blondel's new "Christian Philosophy" the foundations for their "New Catholic
Theology." And in Rome, they could count on the sympathy of the Vice-Secretary of State, a certain Msgr. Montini - the future Pope Paul VI. We'll speak of that later!

Translated from Courrier de Rome April 1993

 

COMMENTARY

A fascinating series of articles is appearing in the periodical si si no no. Fascinating, because they take us down into the engine-room of the apostasy
devastating the Church.

Engine-room of apostasy? Just as in the great ocean-going liners, at the beginning of this century, there could be thousands of people on board and action
going all over the ship, but the real action, driving the ship over the ocean, went on in the engine-rooms deep below the decks of the ship, populated by
relatively few man. So in the ship of the Catholic Church, millions of Catholics, in all parts of the ship are now being shaken to pieces by something
which started with a handful of men a long way below the decks, out of public view.

The si si no no articles present six architects of the slippery heresy neo-modernism…The first of the six is a French philosopher, living from 1861 to
1949, whose name will be known to very few readers - yet without whom, there would have been no Vatican II - Maurice Blondel.

How can philosophy be so important, when everybody with any good sense knows it is all nonsense? Answer, philosophy is the mechanics of the human
mind, grasping natural reality…Now over the last several hundred years, modern man has been more and more turning his back on reality - because it is
governed by God, because it comes from God. Modern man prefers the fantasy of which he himself is creator and master. That is why modern philosophy
expresses, not a grasp of reality, but a hundred different ways of refusing reality. This is why philosophy has justly got itself a bad name.

The Catholic Church acknowledges God, loves His reality and expresses its submission to that one reality by one philosophy - today best known as
Thomism, named after St. Thomas Aquinas…The modern world, being marinated in liberalism and steeped in revolt, refuses Thomism as it refuse
reality…Thinkers, too much in love with the modern world, want a way out of the Church’s classical thomistic theology and philosophy - they want a
philosophical justification of fantasy. That is what Maurice Blondel gave to Fr. Henri de Lubac, S.J., father of the “New Theology,” which was the charter
of Vatican II.

Blondel starts from the desire “to win over modern man” who is unimpressed by a philosophy of submission to reality. Blondel’s next step is to argue that
Faith comes from “experience” inside, which is modernism - the Faith is what I feel. St. Paul says the Faith comes from outside [of ourselves], “from
hearing.” Hence the third step, the supernatural is a need or demand of human nature, because “nothing can enter a man, which does not come out of him
and correspond in some way to a need he has of expansion.” His naturalism subverts everything supernatural and the whole order of grace transcending
nature is pulled down within nature!

Finally, si si no no quotes Blondel changing the very notion of truth…Instead of the classical definition of  “the matching of mind and reality,” Blondel’s
definition is “the real matching of mind and life.”…Truth evolves…with nothing ever determined or fixed.

Blondel knew exactly what he was doing. He was deliberately deceiving the Church authorities as to his real thinking, in order to be able to continue
working from within the Church to reform it. Some “reformer”! Some “reform”! Surely Blondel himself sincerely believed in his work of rediscovering
“authentic Christianity”?  Yes, and the whole modern world lines up to congratulate him on his planting of the mines to blow sky-high the antiquated
Church. But did his conscience congratulate him, or did it rebuke him? Fr De Lubac the priest, assured Blondel the layman, that his thinking was
spontaneously Catholic enough to need no timid cover-up. Ah, the responsibility of a priest!

Bishop Richard Williamson

 

 

 

GLOSSARY

PIETISM

A movement within the ranks of Protestantism originating in the reaction against the fruitless Protestant orthodoxy of the seventeenth century. It aimed at the revival of
devotion and practical Christianity, including private assemblies in people’s houses for pious reading and mutual edification, with an emphasis on the universal priesthood of
the people. A basic idea of pietism is the importance of interior religious experience in the form of feelings and emotions.

IMMANENCE

The quality of any action, which begins and ends within itself. It denies anything transcendent in the supernatural which according to this theory, is only a conception springing
from an irresistible need of the soul, or “the ceaseless palpitation of the soul panting for the infinite, product of our interior evolution”; it is of immanent origin for “it is in the
heart of mankind that the Divine resides. (Bouisson)”
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HENRI DE LUBAC: A MASTER WHO HAD NEVER BEEN A DISCIPLE: HIS LIBERAL INCLINATIONS AND THEOLOGICAL DEFORMATION

Let us now turn our attention to the father of the "new theology," Henri de Lubac, SJ. We shall begin with his philosophical formation, for this will clearly underscore his
scornful attitude and contempt for authority, as well as for all the directives coming from Roman officials who were truly Catholic. All this took place even in those early years
when the present day crisis in the Church was only being prepared. In order to combat the modernists' attacks against the Church, Saint Pius X had ordered the "immediate
removal of any and all modernist (or suspected modernist) members of teaching staffs, in seminaries or houses for the formation of members of religious orders. He also
commanded to be excluded from ordination "anyone who could even be in any way suspected of having the least attachment to doctrines (already) condemned by the church,
as well as anyone favoring harmful novelties. (Motu Proprio, November 18, 1907)"

Henri de Lubac

 

If these orders had been duly complied with, the young de Lubac would never have been ordained. He, himself, in his book, Memoire autour de mes oeuvres, (Jaca Books,
Milan), acknowledges his sympathy or liking for "Catholic liberalism," which had already been repeatedly condemned by several Roman Pontiffs. This fondness for liberalism
prompted him to "run after those turbulent systems and tendencies of modern thought" (P. Parente, La theologie, ed. Studium).

Writing, for example, about Cardinal Couille, de Lubac states: "I glorified him since my adolescence on account of the memory of Monsignor Dupanloup, whose colleague he
was" [1802-1878; he was one of the leaders of Catholic liberalism. - Translators note]. Msgr. Dupanloup, that "hero," or rather, the man who de Lubac had considered a "saint"
in his youth, had in reality been a leading figure of liberal thought throughout Vatican Council I (Dec.8, 1869 -July 18, 1870). He left that Council before the end in order not to
be present at the solemn proclamation of the dogma of Papal Infallibility, to which he was vehemently opposed.

On the other hand, referring to Msgr. Lavallee, Rector of the Catholic Faculties of Lyon, de Lubac writes, "what has always bothered me to no end with him was. ... His
reputation as an (extreme) traditionalist" (p.5). This loathing, this horror for "Integrism" and "integrists" (i.e. those Catholics holding to Tradition in its entirety) will never
leave de Lubac until the end of his life, as we shall presently see. Against the mounting modernist attacks, Saint Pius X, as well as all of his successors, had confirmed time
after time the obligation of "religiously following the doctrine, method, and principles of Saint Thomas Aquinas" (Saint Pius X, Motu Proprio, cited. Also Pius XII, Humani
generis, 1917 Code of Canon Law, 1366,2). But in the Jesuit centers of religious formation attended by de Lubac, little importance was attached to these orders coming from
Rome. Indeed, they were held to be of no account, of no importance at all. Thus, it was in the course of his philosophical studies in Jersey (1920-1923), the young de Lubac
would "passionately read ‘L’Action’, ‘La Lettre' [concerning apologetics], as well as other works written by [the modernist] Maurice Blondel (1864-1949). Though a
praiseworthy exception, some of our professors whose prohibitions were usually severe, nevertheless permitted, without encouraging us however, to follow Maurice Blondel's
philosophy" (Memoire, p.10).

Furthermore, on page 192 of the same book, he writes, “Amongst the lesser-known [modernist] authors of the day, we were especially 'crazy' about Lachelier [a follower, like
Blondel, of Kantian philosophy], who was recommended to us by Fr. Auguste Valensin more for his style than for his ideas [but that style was permeated with those ideas]. Let
us bear in mind that in those days, as far as the students were concerned, such [modernistic] readings constituted, in the main a forbidden fruit. But thanks to indulgent
professors and counsellors, they were never considered to be a clandestine or underground activity.”

Thus, it was that the young de Lubac, instead of receiving a serious and sound philosophical formation which constitutes that essential foundation for a serious and sound
formation in Theology, suffered a serious deformation "thanks to overly-lenient professors and counsellors," through the avid reading of 'philosophers' contaminated with
immanentism and subjectivism.

 

“MASTERS” WHO HAD NEVER BEEN STUDENTS

The damage caused by such a warped and corrupt 'formation' could only be as enormous as it was irreparable; "Since the traditional doctrine taught by Saint Thomas (Aquinas)
is the strongest, as well as being the most enlightened and sure in its principles, let us follow the Church on this important point. Our duty is clearly to arm ourselves with this
strength and light in order to rule out any and all risky or false theories. Do we not often sadly see just the opposite? Some people 'study' in a haphazard or careless manner, a
drab and lifeless philosophy or theology, completely lacking in cohesion or consistency, and then dabble in the writings of Saint Thomas and in Tradition. This contact can in
no way be called a true and valid formation; moreover, it utterly distorts and nullifies from the very outset any effort in acquiring scholastic and traditional ideas."

"The Church insists on a solid formation based on Thomism and Tradition" (The Study of Tradition, Aubry). Since Saint Thomas Aquinas has proven to be such a sure, richly
productive and incomparable guide, he is the one person, first and foremost, to whom we must turn. It is his pure doctrine that most constitutes the solid foundation of
theological formation. To be truly formative, studies in Thomism must not come nor be considered as a secondary and optional matter" (Lauvaud: La Vie Spirituelle, p.174,
quoted by J .B. Aubry in L'etude de La Tradition, p.100). This fatal deficiency or lack of a solid philosophical and theological formation constitutes the basic or "original fault"
clearly manifested by all "new theologians."

Henre Bouillard, a veteran of de Lubac's group of followers, offered the following "testimony" on the occasion of the inauguration of the Centre d'Archives Maurice Blondel
(Archive Center of Maurice Blondel), given at Louvain, March 30-31, 1973:

"I was one of the young students of theology who, in the early 1930's, used to secretly obtain carbon copies of ‘L’Action' [Blondel's main work], a book which could simply not
be found in book shops in those days. This book was suspect and it’s reading was difficult without a competent guide. But deeply disappointed with the scholastic philosophy
as well as with the apologetics taught in the seminaries at that time [badly taught or taught without conviction by professors who were also themselves fascinated by the
'modern philosophy'], we looked there [into Blondel's 'new' philosophy] as well as elsewhere for an initiation into modern thought and we were especially looking for the
means, which we could not find elsewhere, to understand and to justify our [new] faith." Even as a professor, Bouillard continued, "I must admit that, in the main, my lessons
were largely based on Blondel's philosophical thought. Other theologians [his friend, de Lubac amongst others] had long ago set themselves on this [modernist] course, and
others were now doing the same. I must, therefore, witness not only to all that Blondel taught me, but also to the great influence he has had on numerous theologians, and
through these, on theology in general" (Centre d' Archives Maurice Blondel, Inauguration days, March 30-31, 1973. Texts of speeches, p. 41.).

Thus, it was with good reason that Father Garrigou-Lagrange, referring to de Lubac, de Brouillard and their like-minded friends said, "We do not think that they have
abandoned the doctrine of Saint Thomas Aquinas; they never adhered to it because they simply never understood it. This is all just as worrying as it is distressing" ("La
Nouvelle Theologie ou va-t-elle?" in Angelicum 23, 1946).

As always, the "innovators" (modernists), as Saint Alphonsus so aptly put it, "expect to be taken for masters, although they were never even disciples" (A.M. Tannoia. Vita;
Book 2; chapter 55).

 

FALSE OBEDIENCE AND CONTEMPT FOR ROME

Inevitably, together with these modernist "novelties," the young de Lubac became filled with scorn for those "Roman" directives. "Amongst those [modernist] philosophers," he
writes, "whom I followed at the time of my formation, I am particularly indebted to Blondel, Marechal, and Rousselot" (Memoire). None of those three, however, was known
for his orthodox views by members of the Holy Office nor, for that matter, by the Jesuit's headquarters in Rome (Ibid, p.13). And referring to Pierre Charles S.J., de Lubac
writes, "in our view, his prestige had increased [indeed!] on account of the disrepute into which he had fallen [in the eyes of the Roman authorities]. The same may be said for
Father Huby, following the case of 'Les yeux de la Foi' (the eyes of Faith), one of Rousselot's works which the Jesuits, Charles and Huby, tried over and over again to have
published in the face of solid opposition from ‘Rome.’” (Ibid p.14).

Later on, de Lubac learned how to be really disobedient under the appearance of the most formal obedience. De Lubac explains, “Father Podechard, the most obedient of the
sons of the Church, had just completed a course on Jahweh's servant at the theological faculty in Lyons. I mentioned that he should have written a book on it and have it
published. ‘That is impossible’, he answered. ‘For what reason is it impossible?’ ‘Because there are, in my writings, crucial positions that are not at all admitted or tolerated
these days. You see, Father, on the Biblical questions, the Church and I are not at all in agreement and, therefore, one of us must remain silent. It is only normal that it should be
myself.’” (p.17).

All of this did not prevent "the most obedient sons of the Church" from speaking without such restraints or precautions in his lectures, for he set forth before those young
ecclesiastics the very same modernist theses that he knew full well had often been condemned by the Church.

De Lubac learned this lesson very well and, in time, also learned to camouflage or conceal his real disobedience under the mask of a formal submission to the Church's
teachings. Thus, it was not without good reason that Pope Pius XII, in Humani generis, warned that the "new theologians" were teaching modernistic errors "in a prudent and
secretive manner...although they express themselves with prudence in their printed works, they nevertheless speak much more openly in their notes which they hand out in
private, in their courses and conferences" (Ibid). All of this also holds true in the case of Von Balthasar; all of which serves to explain how the Catholic world, with Vatican II,
finally "woke up" modernist without even so much as a groan (cf. Saint Jerome: "The world woke up Arian and groaned").

 

BLONDEL'S "INTELLECTUAL SYMBIOSIS"

Abandonment of Scholastic philosophy was the "new theology's" first step in its rejection of the Church's dogmatic Tradition. This step, as we have previously seen in our last
issue, was made by Maurice Blondel. The second step, i.e., the repudiation of Traditional Catholic theology, was undertaken by Henri de Lubac. "Modernist theologians," wrote
Saint Pius X, "criticize the Church because She most obstinately and most definitively refuses, both to submit or adapt or alter her dogmas to the opinions of  [modern]
philosophy." On the other hand, "having discarded the ancient and traditional theology, they (the modernist theologians) busy themselves in projecting a spotlight on a new
theology faithful in all points to the frenzied delusions of the modernist philosophers" (Pascendi). In fact, all theology presupposes or involves a philosophy, and de Lubac's
"new theology" presupposes or rests upon Blondel's "new philosophy."

On April 8, 1932, Henri de Lubac, S.J. wrote to Blondel informing him that henceforth it was possible to "develop a [new] theology of the supernatural, because your
philosophical work has prepared or opened the way for it" (op. cit. p.26). Quite recently, the L'Osservatore Romano devoted an entire page in its presentation (naturally full of
praise and approval) of a new book, Henri de Lubac: Theology and Dogma in History-The influence of Blondel, ed. Studium, Rome.

The author, A. Russo, an Italian student of the German Walter Kasper (who is also counted amongst "Those who think they have won"), writes that the exchange of letters
between de Lubac and Blondel "offers us an example of an intellectual symbiosis rarely seen in the history of thought" (p.307). However, in reality, it is a repetition of an old
story, "birds of a feather flock together."

Many things served to unite Blondel and de Lubac: the same lack of confidence in the cognitive value of human reason (anti-intellectualism or even agnosticism and
scepticism); the same lack of intellectual rigor (already noted by Father de Tonquedoc, S.J. in Blondel's works and is easily noted in de Lubac's writings); the same inferiority
complex in the face of "modern man" (who, identified with the modern philosopher) is infected with the cancer of scepticism and subjectivism; that same fear of intellectuals,
hidden under the apologetical anxiety of a "pacifying apostolate" (Blondel), of "remaining or of being thrown out" by a culture which refuses to hear Christ and His Church.
They also shared the impossible view of reconciling or adapting modern pseudo-philosophy with the Catholic Faith as Saint Thomas had conciliated the philosophy of his time
with our Holy Faith. However, Blondel and de Lubac had never realized that Saint Thomas had purified a philosophy, able to be refined, since it was fundamentally sound; but
not even a genius like Saint Thomas (compared to whom Blondel is but a mouse at the foot of a mountain) could ever hope to weed out and purify those sophisms of the
modern philosophers.

There is no conflict between the Faith and right reason (Denzinger 1799), but there does exist a conflict between the Faith and modern "philosophy," since this modern
"philosophy" has strayed so far from sound reason. Wishing to "re-read" or revise the Faith along the lines of modern "philosophy," simply means to dissolve or ruin the Faith
in a pool of modernist errors, without, however, liberating "Christian thinking," nor liberating Christians themselves from the ostracism of modern culture. All of this concerns
error, which is not susceptible of conversion. As far as the victims of error are concerned, it must be said that it is very difficult to lead those back to the Faith who, like the
modern philosophers, are deceived in their principles. (Summa Theologica IIa IIae; Question 156, Article 3, ad 2). In any case, those who are mistaken in principle need to be
corrected at the level of those principles. Establishing the erroneous principles of agnosticism, subjectivism, etc., as the foundation for a "new Christian philosophy," and, thus,
a "new theology," will inevitably lead to equally erroneous conclusions, since it is impossible to draw true conclusions from false principles. Thus do we see that the
"intellectual symbiosis" found between de Lubac and Blondel, could only lead to very unhappy results and not only for the two persons directly involved.

 

CONTEMPT FOR THE INFALLIBLE MAGISTERIUM

Above all else, de Lubac and Blondel shared the same contempt for the infallible Magisterium. This scorn becomes quite evident when we consider that they were upholding
(or more precisely, insinuating and diffusing in a more or less clandestine manner) their "novelties;" not against a different theological school on genuinely debatable questions,
but rather against the Church's infallible Magisterium, in matters already possessing a constant and infallible teaching, as well as repeated condemnations, by several Roman
Pontiffs, of contrary views.

Blondel and de Lubac, considered the supernatural as being a fundamental and essential thing for man, a necessary perfecting of nature without which nature would find itself
frustrated in its essential aspirations, and, therefore, in an abnormal state. As a consequence of this error, they denied the possibility of admitting, even by simple hypothesis, a
state of "pure nature." In doing so, they found themselves in opposition to the universal and constant doctrine of the Church regarding the gratuity of the supernatural (in other
words, the supernatural as a free gift from God). If the supernatural were an absolute necessity of nature, it would no longer be free or gratuitous; it would then be owed to
nature. If it is thus due to nature, it would no longer be supernatural, but…natural. As a matter of fact, naturalism is the very foundation of modernism, just as it also is the basis
of the "new theology."

The gratuity of the supernatural has been constantly taught by the Church and upheld or defended by her against the errors of Luther and Baius, who also erroneously appealed
to Saint Augustine just as Blondel and de Lubac have now done. [N.B.- Michel de Bay (Baius), 1513-1589, was a Flemish theologian and Chancellor of Louvain University
and a forerunner of Jansenism. Influenced by protestant views on original sin, predestination, and grace, his interpretation of Saint Augustine in the form of 76 propositions was
condemned as heretical by Papal Bull in 1567.]

In his struggle against modernism, Pope St. Pius X again confirmed the constant teaching of the Church, "We cannot help but deplore and most deeply regret once more that
there are Catholics to be found today (here, Fr. de Tonquedoc could not help but think of Blondel) who although repudiating immanence as a doctrine, do, in fact, make use of it
nevertheless as a method in their apologetics; and who do so, we declare, with so little self-restraint, that they seem to admit in human nature, as regards the supernatural order,
not only to a capacity and a suitability [things which Catholic apologists have always taken care to emphasize], but rather to a true and strictly rigorous necessity."

Catholic philosophers, apologists, and theologians can admit in human nature no more than "a capacity or a suitability" (obediential potency) to receive the supernatural.
Exceeding these limits will only serve to dislodge the very keystone of Catholic theology, which will then inevitably bring about the ruin of everything else - as we see
nowadays when the "supernatural" is no longer that of Blondel and of de Lubac, but has changed into the "anthropological aspect" and "anonymous Christians" of Karl Rahner
(1904-1984); or into religious indifferentism or "ecumenism"; and into the secondary importance of the Church as the means of Salvation (Courrier de Rome; no.131 [321],
pp.2-7. "Eulogy of Father Henri de Lubac, one of the fathers of Vatican II."). The encyclical Pascendi came out in 1907. In 1932, Blondel, in evident contempt for the Church's
infallible Magisterium, was still brewing-up, or as he put it, "ripening" his heterodox concept of the supernatural. At the time of his death, de Lubac, once praised and exalted
as a model of "obedience" and "fidelity" to the Church, now in open contempt for the Magisterium, prompted Blondel to set up his naturalized supernatural as the formation of
his "new theology."

In the same way, when these two modernists present and broadcast a "new" notion of "truth" (vitalist and evolutionary), they are well aware that this same notion has long-since
been condemned by Pope St. Pius X, in Pascendi (Denzinger, 2058 and 2080) and later by the Holy Office on December 1, 1924. Yet, they continued imperturbably and rashly
on their path of self-delusion.

 

THE REFORMERS

What is really striking in the attitude of Blondel and de Lubac lies precisely in their way of passing themselves off as the indisputable criteria or models of truth against the age-
old Magisterium of the Church: their cause is that of "authentic Christianity" (Blondel to de Lubac, 4-15-1945, and 3-16-1946, in A. Russo op.cit., p.373). They consider
themselves to be prime movers of the return to the "most authentic tradition" (de Lubac in A. Russo op.cit., p.373), those who have brought new life back to the "ancient
doctrine" (Ibid.). According to them, the "Christian thought" and the Church's Magisterium had necessarily deviated from that "ancient doctrine" in the course of the centuries,
Pope Gregory XVI condemns this attitude, calling it "an absurd and most offensive allegation against the Church itself” (Pope Gregory XVI in Mirari vos). In his encyclical
Pascendi, Pope St. Pius X gave a precise description to the modernists' warped conscience, which robs them of all hope of a possible repentance:

"What is imputed to them as a fault they regard as a sacred duty...Let authority rebuke them if it please - they have their own conscience on their side...and, thus, they go their
way, reprimands and condemnations not withstanding, masking an incredible audacity under a mock semblance of humility. While they make a pretense of bowing their heads,
their minds and hearts are more boldly intent than ever on carrying out their purposes - and this policy they follow willingly and wittingly, both because it is part of their system
that authority is to be stimulated but not dethroned, and because it is necessary for them to remain within the ranks of the Church in order that they may gradually transform the
collective conscience" (Pascendi 27).

And again: "Although they express their astonishment that we should number them amongst the enemies of the Church, no one will be reasonably surprised that we should do
so, if, leaving out of account the internal disposition of soul, of which God alone is the judge, he considers their doctrines [which are the objective criteria upon which one
judges], their manner of speech, and their action. Nor, indeed, would he be wrong in regarding them as the most pernicious of all the adversaries of the Church" (Pascendi, 3).

 

THE WEAPONS OF SCORN AND DEFAMATION OF CHARACTER

De Lubac, like Blondel (Courrier de Rome, April, 1993) makes use of the modernist tactics in order not to reveal himself and his doctrines too much so as to "remain within the
ranks of the Church so that they may gradually transform the collective conscience" (Pascendi).

Despite all these tactics, the great Thomistic theologians of the day instantly understood exactly where his novelties would inevitably lead to. Immediately, the future Cardinal
Journet noted that "de Lubac is no longer able to distinguish philosophy from theology" (Memoire, p.7), or even the natural from the supernatural, and later on takes him for a
"fideist." (Ibid. p.20)

De Lubac had little difficulty in answering the "excellent" Charles Journet (ibid. pp.7 and 20), but such was not the case with the other Thomistic theologians. To their
arguments, de Lubac will respond with the weapons of contempt and defamation of character.

In 1946, Father Garrigou-Lagrange sounded a solemn warning, "Where is the new theology taking us? It is taking us straight back to modernism...that which is true is no longer
what it is, but what it is becoming, and is always changing and this is leading to complete relativism" (La Nouvelle Theologie... op.cit.). Moreover, in a personal letter, this great
Dominican reminds Blondel, now quite advanced in age, of his grave responsibility before God. But in vain. De Lubac makes use of that same letter "to defame and discredit"
its author, (A. Russo. op.cit.) and promptly intervenes in order to reassure the fretting, worried Blondel:

"That letter which he [Fr. Garrigou-Lagrange] has just sent you can be explained, at least in part, by the frustration he has suffered in seeing one of his articles refused by the
(Thomistic) Review itself! He is no longer simply the narrow-minded person that we used to know. He has become an absolute maniac; for several months now, he has been
busy fabricating a spector of heresy, in order to give himself the satisfaction of rescuing orthodoxy. He appeals to common sense, but he is the one who now lacks common
sense. We can answer him that the simple fact of belonging to an order [Dominican] having 'Veritas' as its motto, does not confer upon him any privilege of infallibility." "You
are not responsible for any of those theological deviations that he has simply imagined. At this moment, a strong integrist backlash is making itself felt, as denunciations,
accusations, and gossip of all kinds converge in the room of Father Garrigou-Lagrange" (Quoted by A. Russo, op. cit. p.354).

Finally, on July 28,1948, he reaches the point of speaking of Father Garrigou-Lagrange's "simplistic views on the absoluteness of truth" (Ibid. p.356). Whereas Pope Pius XII,
on the 17th of September, 1946, personally intervening on this very same question, set forth those same "simplistic views" identical to those expressed by Fr. Garrigou-
Lagrange: views which have always been held by the Church regarding the absoluteness of truth. In a short but earth shattering, speech to the Fathers of the Society of Jesus,
Pope Pius XII had expressed his unmistakably clear views on "the New theology, which must evolve just as everything evolves, as it progresses without ever being fixed once
and for all." The Holy Father warned that "if we were to embrace or share such opinions, what would become of the immutable or unchangeable Dogmas of the Catholic
Church? What would become of the unity and stability of the Faith?" (Acta Apostolicae Sedis, 38,S., 2,13,1946. p, 385).

Sad to say, this Pontifical warning fell on deaf ears. Equally unheeded by de Lubac (meanwhile, Blondel had died) was the encyclical Humani generis (1950), reaffirming the
immutability of truth while condemning outright de Lubac's "new theology of the supernatural." Commenting on this great encyclical, de Lubac wrote, "This (encyclical) seems
to me, like many other Church documents, to be very unilateral, which didn't surprise me. That's to be expected from that form of document. But I didn't see anything in it that
struck me" (Memoire, op.cit. p.240). To the lucid, even brilliant, criticisms and warnings coming from his great adversaries (Garrigou-Lagrange, Lalsbourdette, Cordovan, de
Tonquedec, Boyer, etc.) he could only answer by contempt, defamation and attacks on their good reputations.

Writing to his provincial on July 1, 1950, he pleads, "It is true that I have been attacked by several theologians, who in general, are but little esteemed due to their notorious
ignorance of Catholic Tradition or for whatever other motive" (Memoire, p.210). Further on, he speaks of "obstinate criticisms" of a group "bent on his destruction." (These are
the same tactics used by "those who think they have won.") This reminds us of the unfair and insulting caricature of Father Garrigou-Lagrange published by Father Martini,
S.J., who treated Pope Pius IX in the same manner in his book Vatican II- Bilan et Perspectives (Vatican II - An Appraisal and Prospects). De Lubac makes use of a
"transverse" and identical system in the case of his companions of whom he sets himself up as defender. One example: whenever Teilhard de Chardin, S.J., who makes up his
new theology through "science" (just as de Lubac makes up his new theology through "history"), is criticized for his theological errors, de Lubac steps forth crying that the real
fault lies in "the ignorance of his critics on the actual state of science as well as in the problems derived thereof!" (pro-memoria note to his superiors, March 6,1947 in Memoire,
p.1780).

 

THE POST-CONCILLIAR CRISIS AND DE LUBAC'S "EXAMINATION OF CONSCIENCE"

Neither the warnings and official condemnations from the Roman Pontiffs nor the learned arguments of his eminent theological adversaries could serve to even scratch his self-
assurance of being a "reformer." It would take all the dreadful disasters of the post-conciliar era to shake his unjustified self-confidence. Pope Paul VI, in his famous speech of
June 30, 1972, on "the smoke of Satan in the Temple of God," gave us a good idea of the state of soul of de Lubac (and of Von Balthasar, for that matter), a speech also
constituting the belated confession long in preparation and just as obstinately pursued: "We thought that after the Council (Vatican II), there would finally come a day of
sunshine in the history of the Church. On the contrary, alas, there came a day of clouds, of storms, and of darkness instead."

The obvious impossibility of bridling or controlling the anti-authority protesters, together with the world-wide disasters heaping up around them, finally gave the lie to all the
rosy illusions of the modern "reformers" and compelled de Lubac to make an "examination of conscience," as he has recorded in his book Memoire Autour De Mes Oeuvres,
already quoted above. He remains, however, light years away from what could be called his conversion. At the very most, he admits that "this new age (of modernism) is no
less [indeed!] subject to all sorts of aberrations, blunders, illusions, as well as the assaults of the spirit of evil" and he continues: "What I am able to perceive nowadays from all
this turmoil, from all these assaults, does not cause me to curse my years of activity, but they do make me wonder and pose this question: Would I have not done better by
taking into consideration more seriously, since the very beginning, my condition of believer, my role as priest and member of an Apostolic Order, in short, my vocation, to
concentrate, mainly and most decidedly my intellectual efforts on that which constitutes the center of Faith and of the Christian life, instead of dispersing them in more or less
peripheral domains as I did according to my tastes or the events of the day? ...Had I done so, would I not have prepared myself to intervene with a little more competence and
especially with moral authority in the great spiritual debate of our generation? Would I not then, at this moment, find myself a little less unfit to light the way for some and to
encourage others? For seven or eight years now, I have been literally paralyzed by the constant fear of facing, in a practical and concrete manner, those many essential and
burning (moral) questions of today. Has it been a case of wisdom or one of weakness? Have I been right or wrong? Have I not finally ended up, despite myself, in the integrists'
camp which horrifies me?" (p.389).

Amidst so many doubts coming to haunt him, there seems to be at least one that did not bother de Lubac's conscience; that is, that "integrism," the horror of which paralyzed
him, was simply nothing other than Catholic orthodoxy, faithfully and infallibly kept and preserved by the Church, and that he scorned in order to disperse his efforts in "more
or less peripheral fields" according to his "tastes or according to the events of the day" pretending all the while - which is even worse - to be a "master" in the Church without
ever having been a disciple: "Blind they are and leaders of the blind, puffed up with the proud name of science, they have reached that pitch of folly at which they pervert the
eternal concept of truth and the true meaning of religion; in introducing a new system in which they are seen to be under the sway of a blind and unchecked passion for novelty,
thinking not at all of finding some solid foundation of truth, but despising the Holy and Apostolic Traditions, they embrace other and vain, futile, uncertain doctrines,
unapproved by the Church, on which, in the height of their vanity, they think they can base and maintain truth itself' (St. Pius X, Pascendi quotation from the encyclical
Singulari nos of Pope Gregory XVI, June 25, 1834).

Hirpinus (to be continued)

Translated from Courrier de Rome May 1993

 

An excerpt of three paragraphs from Pope Pius XII’s encyclical Humani generis rebuking Henri de Lubac and the new theologians.

Paragraph 26.  Some also question whether angels are personal beings, and whether matter and spirit differ essentially. Others (e.g. Henri
de Lubac, etc - Editor’s note.) destroy the gratuity of the supernatural order, since God, they say, cannot create intellectual beings
without ordering and calling them to the beatific vision. Nor is this all. Disregarding the Council of Trent, some pervert the very concept
of original sin, along with the concept of sin in general as an offense against God, as well as the idea of satisfaction performed for us by
Christ. Some even say that the doctrine of transubstantiation, based on an antiquated philosophic notion of substance, should be so modified
that the real presence of Christ in the Holy Eucharist be reduced to a kind of symbolism, whereby the consecrated species would be merely
efficacious signs of the spiritual presence of Christ and of His intimate union with the faithful members of His Mystical Body.

Paragraph 27. Some say they are not bound by the doctrine, explained in Our Encyclical Letter of a few years ago, and based on the
sources of revelation, which teaches that the Mystical Body of Christ and the Roman Catholic Church are one and the same thing.
(Encyclical, Mystici corporis christi, Acta Apostolicae Sedis, Vol XXXV, p.193 ff.) Some reduce to a meaningless formula the necessity of
belonging to the true Church in order to gain eternal salvation. Others finally belittle the reasonable character of the credibility of Christian
faith.

Paragraph 28. These and like errors,…have crept in among certain of Our sons who are deceived by imprudent zeal for souls or by false
science. To them We are compelled with grief to repeat once again truths already well known, and to point out with solicitude clear errors
and dangers of error.

 

In these excerpts from Humani generis, Pius XII condemns the new theologians and demands the study of St. Thomas Aquinas.

Paragraph 31. If one considers all this well, he will easily see why the Church demands that future priests be instructed in philosophy
“accordingly to the method doctrine, and principles of the Angelic Doctor,” (1917 Code of Canon Law, canon 1366,2.) since, as we well
know from the experience of centuries, the method of Aquinas is singularly preeminent both for teaching students and for bringing truth to
light; his doctrine is in harmony with divine revelation, and is most effective both for safeguarding the foundation of the faith, and for
reaping, safely and usefully, the fruits of sound progress. (Acta Apotolicae Sedis, Vol. XXXVIII, 1946, p.307)

Paragraph 32. How deplorable it is then that this philosophy, received and honored by the Church, is scorned by some, who shamelessly
call it outmoded in form and rationalistic, as they say, in its method of thought. They say that this philosophy upholds the erroneous notion
that there can be a metaphysic that is absolutely true; whereas in fact, they say, reality, especially transcendent reality, cannot better be
expressed than by disparate teachings, which mutually complete each other, although they are in a way mutually opposed. Our traditional
philosophy, then, with its clear exposition and solution of questions, its accurate definition of terms, its clear-cut distinctions, can be, they
concede, useful as a preparation for scholastic theology, a preparation quite in accord with medieval mentality; but this philosophy hardly
offers a method of philosophizing suited to the needs of our modern culture. They allege, finally, that our perennial philosophy is only a
philosophy of immutable essences, while the contemporary mind must look to the existence of things and to life, which is ever in flux.
While scorning our philosophy, they extol other philosophies of all kinds, ancient and modern, oriental and occidental, by which they seem
to imply that any kind of philosophy or theory, with a few additions and corrections if need be, can be reconciled with Catholic dogma. No
Catholic can doubt how false this is especially where there is question of those fictitious theories they call immanentism, or idealism, or
materialism, whether historic or dialectic, or even existentialism, whether atheistic or simply the type that denies the validity of the reason in
the field of metaphysics.

 

 

GLOSSARY

FIDEIST

One who holds the doctrine that says that all knowledge rests upon supernatural faith, thus denying the role of natural reason in gaining knowledge.

SYMBIOSIS

A biological term meaning the intimate association of two dissimilar organisms from which each organism benefits.

SOPHISM

A piece of plausible but false reasoning intended either to deceive or to display intellectual virtuosity.
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URS VON BALTHASAR: THE FATHER OF ECUMENICAL APOSTASY

Let us now focus our attention upon still another representative of the "New Theology" exalted today as being the "cornerstone of the Church" (J. Meinville), that ex-Jesuit
from Switzerland: Urs von BaIthasar. If Maurice Blondel can be said to personify the typical modernist philosopher and apologist, and Henri de Lubac represents modernist
theologians, Urs von Balthasar is the very incarnation of the pseudo-mystical and ecumenical aspect of modernism.

We have presently in hand the book Urs von Balthasar-Figura a Opera (Figure and Works] written by Karl Lehmann and Walter Kasper, those eminent representatives of the
"New Theology." This book was written, as we read on the dust cover, "by his friends and disciples" (Henrici, Haas, Lustiger, Roten, Greiner, Treitler, Loaser, Antonio Sicari,
Ildefonso Murillo, Dumont, O'Donnel, Guido Sommavilla, Rino Fisichella, Max Shonborn... and Ratzinger) with the intention of rediscovering all of the worth and importance
of his [von Balthasar's] works as well of his person." Let us also discover them, for they are indeed very important.

Urs von Balthasar

 

BRILLIANT, BUT MEANINGLESS

Even as a very young man, he had a great passion for music and, like Montini, for literature much more than for philosophical and theological studies (ibid. pp.29 ff.). Only
Plotinus' "mystical" philosophy could hold any "fascination" for him. On the contrary, both Scholastic Philosophy and Theology used to rouse his "raging" horror and disgust:
"All my studies in the course of my formative years in the Jesuit Order constituted a fierce and bitter struggle with the desolation of Theology, with what men had done to the
glory of Revelation; I could simply not bear this expression of God's Word. I would have wished to strike out left and right with the fury of a Samson, and with his awesome
power I would have sent the temple crashing down on us all. But, since my mission was only beginning, there was no possibility of imposing my plans; I just had to live with
my infinite indignation as long as things remained the way they were. I mentioned practically nothing of it to anyone. Przywara, however, understood everything even without
openly revealing it in words; as for the rest of them, no one could have understood me. I wrote the Apocalypse with that fury which proposed to destroy a world by sheer
violence, with the intention of rebuilding it at all costs from the ground up" (ibid. p.35, quoted from the introduction to Erde und Himmel (Earth and Heaven).

The "mission" of this future demolisher of the Faith was taking shape. For the moment, the result of all this was that his studies with the Company of Jesus ended up with only
"an ecclesiastical Bachelor's degree in Theology and Philosophy: von Balthasar never won a doctorate in these disciplines" (ibid. pp.33-34). On the other hand, however, the
young von Balthasar had also learned to jump on the bandwagon of all those restless systems and tendencies of modern "thought." In this, he received no small encouragement
from "the great modernist theologians of his student years" (ibid. p.35). Erich Przywara at the University of Pullach-Munich, who compelled him to "oppose Augustine and
Thomas to Hegel, to Scheler, to Heidegger" (Urs von Balthasar, Prufet Alles, p.9) as well as encouragement from Henri de Lubac in the study center in Lyon Fourvieres.

"By chance and to my consolation - writes von Balthasar - Henri de Lubac lived in the same house with us. He was the one who, besides our scholastic study material, referred
us to the Fathers of the Church and used to generously lend us all (Balthasar, Danielou, and Bouillard) his very own studies and notes" (ibid.).

Thus it was that von Balthasar, "his ears stopped up with cotton wool, read all of (Saint) Augustine" and learned, through those generously loaned notes of de Lubac, to oppose
with great affection, Patristics (i.e. the study of the writings of the Fathers of the Church as well as the science of their contents) to Scholasticism as personified in Saint
Thomas Aquinas whose religious terminology would never allow such interpretative games as those which the "new theologians" were playing with the texts of the Church
Fathers" (cf. Figure et Oeuvre p.36).

It was at this same period that von Balthasar became acquainted with French poetry: Peguy, Bernanos, and Claudel which he would translate over a period of twenty years.
Having completed his "studies," he who, according to de Lubac, was "the most gifted, the most talented man of our century" (a ploy used by the modernists in bestowing upon
one another a halo of non-existent greatness: see Saint Pius X in Pascendi) set out on his career with but a sprinkling of knowledge, as vast as it was superficial, in fields
wherein he later proved to be but a trifler, a dabbler. Father Labourdette, O.P., in a pointed remark, described one of von Balthasar's first articles as "a brilliant but empty page"
(ibid. pp.47, 48).

Armed with this "original fault," von Balthasar was now ready to swell, to increase the numbers of modernist ecclesiastics, "who, by a false zeal for the Church, lacking the
solid safeguards of philosophy and theology, thoroughly imbued with the poisonous doctrines of the enemies of the Church and lost to all sense of modesty, put themselves
forward as reformers of the Church; and, forming more boldly into line of attack, assail all that is most sacred in the work of Christ, not even sparing the Person of the Divine
Redeemer, Whom, with sacrilegious audacity, they degrade to the condition of a simple and ordinary man" (Pope St. Pius X, Pascendi).

Lacking a solid formation in both philosophy and theology, an avid fan of poetry and music, von Balthasar set out, with unbelievable superficiality, to combine theology with
literature, thinking to create a "theology all his own" using the same type of imagination as is used by an artist on his masterpiece.

"Only very much later on," he writes, "after the determination of my vocation was behind me and I had completed my philosophical studies at Pullach (under the influence of
Erich Przywara) and my four years of theology at Lyon (inspired to do so by Henri de Lubac) with my fellow students Danielou, Varillon, Bouillard, and many others, did I
come to realize just how great an aid, to the conception of my theology, was to become my knowledge of Goethe, Holderlin, Nietzche, Hofmannsthal, and especially the
Fathers of the Church, to whom I was directed by de Lubac."

"The fundamental assumption of my work Gloria, was the ability to see a "Gestalt" (a complex form) in its coherent totality. Goethe's viewpoint was to be applied to the Jesus
phenomena (sic!) and to the convergence of New Testament theologies" (Il nostro compito - Our Task - Jaca Book, p.29).

 

THE CONQUEROR OF THE (POORLY) CONVERTED

On the 26th of July 1936, von Balthasar was ordained a priest in the church of Saint Michael in Munich. In 1939, he followed once again the 30 days spiritual exercises, but
with Father Steger, who, "in German circles, was one of the first to understand Ignatian spirituality, not ascetically, but mystically instead" (ibid. p.37).

This tendency of his, for mysticism, had already showed itself in his encounters with the philosophy of Plotinus (205-270, Roman philosopher of Egyptian birth), which would
later prove to be so much the more damaging for von Balthasar, since he was "lacking the solid safeguards of both philosophy and theology" (Pascendi)

Soon after this, he was appointed chaplain to the students at Basel (Switzerland) where he once again busied himself with music and poetry (German, this time). He now set
himself about organizing courses for the students: inviting, among others, such speakers as Congar, de Lubac, and Karl Rahner (1904-1984, modernist theologian whose ideas
carried the day at Vatican II); to bring these evening meetings to a close "he would take his place at the piano, rendering Mozart's Don Juan by heart..." (ibid. pp.39).

It was in Basel where he met the Swiss Calvinist theologian, Karl Barth (1886-1968) who insisted on the necessity of returning to Scriptures, as well as the need of adapting
them to our modern times. This Protestant theologian "becomes (after Przywara and de Lubac) the third great source of inspiration of Balthasar's theology."

Barth's theory of predestination - he writes - "attracted and drew me powerfully and without cease" (Unser Auftrag, p.85), but that aspect which influenced him most of all was
"Barth's radical Christocentrism" (Figure et 0euvres, cit.p.43), from which came an ecumenism intended to gather everyone around a Christ separated from His inseparable
Church, a Christ Who ends up being Luther's solus Christus, although filtered, as we shall see, through Hegel.

Vatican II, however, was still relatively far off in the future and, therefore, "in those years, meeting with Protestants in Switzerland was almost always and inevitably with
prospective converts" (Henrici, S.J. ibid.p.44). Thus do we find, in 1940, von Balthasar baptizing (in spite of himself?) Beguin, a leftist, who, in 1950, was to succeed
Mournier, a philo-communist, at the head of a journal by the name of Esprit (N.B. The Osservatore Romano of March 3rd, 1979, reported that Beguin and Esprit prepared
Vatican II).

Even more important and worthy of note is the fact that von Balthasar baptized the "convert" Adrienne von Speyr, doctor, twice married (her second marriage was to Professor
Kaegi), a "woman noted for her wit and sense of humor as well as for her tongue, highly regarded in society" (ibid.p.45).

It was not long before von Balthasar acquired his reputation of "conqueror of the converted" (op. cit.p.44). We would rather think it would be more precise to add: poorly or
inadequately converted.

We have already mentioned Beguin. Concerning Adrienne von Speyr, we do well to mention even more explicitly that, in the same way that de Lubac was in an "intellectual
symbiosis" with Blondel, so was von Balthasar in a "theological and psychological symbiosis" with Adrienne von Speyr (op. cit. p.147).

 

Adrienne von Speyr

 

IN TANDEM WITH ADRIENNE

Immediately following her conversion (Adrienne's), rumors and tales of miracles began to spread about miracles, which obviously occurred during conversations, discussions
and visits at her home. People whispered about (celestial) visions with which she seemed to be favored. As popular reports had it, "she had long and regular meetings with her
spiritual director (von Balthasar)" (ibid.).

In order to publish Adrienne's mystical written works, von Balthasar founded a journal known as Johannes, then, together with Adrienne, he set up "Johannes," a secular
institute. Following this, and still for Adrienne's sake, since his superiors evidently did not see clearly through Adrienne von Speyr's "mysticism," von Balthasar, on the very
eve of his solemn profession, quit the Company of Jesus, choosing instead "direct obedience" to God.

From that moment on, von Balthasar worked in Adrienne's shadow, living in her husband's house, as he busied himself with literature, esthetic theology as well as with her
(Adrienne's) "mystical" dictations, until 1960 Neo-modernist general mobilization in "feverish" preparations for Vatican II: "Radio, TV: there was just no end to the hustle and
bustle as well as to the urgent requests for my writings!" (ibid.p.59)

 

CONTRADICTION IMPOSSIBLE WITH GOD

"This is not the place"- we read on p.51-"to submit Adrienne's charismata to a critical and detailed theological examination."

Indeed, on the contrary, it would rather have been both the ideal time and place to do so, since von Balthasar himself declares: "Her work and mine are not at all separable:
neither psychologically nor philologically. For they constitute both halves of a whole which has as its center a unique foundation" (p.60, quoted by Rechenschaft). And he
begins Il nostro compito (Our Task) by writing, "The main goal of this book is simply to prevent any attempt of separating my work from that of Adrienne von Speyr, after my
death" (p.130).

Our readers will recall the sensational eyewitness accounts of Adrienne von Speyr's two Italian "housekeepers," which testimony appeared in the Italian magazine Avvenire and
Il popolo de Pordenone (see Courrier de Rome #141 (331), December 1992). We will not hark back to that. It is enough to say, as it should have been apparent to von Balthasar
that all that needed to be done was to apply the Church's criteria to such cases to reject out of hand and declare Adrienne's "mysticism" to be utterly false.

Also, leaving aside the strange side of her "charismata," such as (a) the "stigmata" which she is supposed to have received while still Protestant, (b) the "possibility afforded to
her confessor (von Balthasar) in being able to "transfer Adrienne back" to each one of her different life periods in order to record her biography," (c) her virginity recovered,
according to her, after two marriages, etc...

It is quite sufficient for us, as it should have been for von Balthasar, to apply the fundamental criteria in order to judge any so-called "revelation" in the Church: "Any
revelations opposed to dogma or morals must be held to be absolutely false. With God, contradiction is impossible" Antonio Rojo Marin, O.P., Teologia della perfezione
cristiana (Theology of Christian Perfection, p.1077).

In the light of this fundamental rule, let us now examine, amongst many others, two particular outstanding points at the heart of two very grave conciliar and post-conciliar
deviations:

1) Adrienne von Speyr's "theology of sexuality."

2) her conception of the Church, the "Catholic."

 

ADRIENNE AND VON BALTHASAR SAY GOD CAN CONTRADICT HIMSELF

According to von Speyr or to von Balthasar (we agree with von Balthasar that it is impossible to separate them), Adrienne is supposed to have received the heavenly mission of
"re-thinking" the "positive value of the so-called corporeity (or sexuality) within the religion of incarnation" (Urs von Balthasar, Il nostro compito p.25).

Except for the fact that this "positive value" is so "positive" that she ends up by nullifying the consequences of original sin as well as the Holy Ghost's solemn warning that "he
who loves danger will perish in it." "The recommendations or exhortations of keeping away from one another, not to see one another, are, as far as the corporal domain is
concerned, nowadays worn out," she writes in her journal (p.1703; see Il nostro compito p.91). All of this clearly flies in the face of the Church's traditional teachings in the
field of morality.

True to her "sexual revolution," Adrienne conceived and expressed her "spiritual" relationship with von Balthasar through the crudest of sexual terms. Thus does she describe
the genesis or origin of “Johannes,” their secular institute, “as a period of pregnancy, where the institute is the child, Adrienne the mother and von Balthasar the father”
(Communio May-June 1989,p.91)

According to Adrienne, this is how “Ignatius” (i.e. Saint Ignatius) explained the above relationship to her: “even though (Adrienne and von Balthasar) were virgins, this was a
means by which a man could mark a woman” (Communio, May-June 1989, p.91 et seq. quoting par.1645 of Erde und Immel, Adrienne's posthumous work).

And, in order to put to rest any doubt as to the language attributed by the "mystic" Adrienne to "Ignatius," she wrote the following "Man's spiritual fecundity is to be deposited
in the woman's body that she may bear fruit. In this sense Hans Urs von Balthasar's fertility was deposited in the stigmata, which Adrienne had received for him” (ibid., from
Erde und Immel, II, par.680).

All of this is quite sufficient for us to reasonably ask ourselves if we are not here in the presence of a case of pseudo-mystical sensualism. At this point, however, it is especially
important to underline and call to the reader's attention the fact that in "the intelligence (or understanding) of the positive value of one's corporeity" on Adrienne’s part, is to be
found one of the causes, if not the determining one, of the present-day exaltation of sexuality unfortunately so much in fashion even with the religious, and hiding behind the
popular slogan of "affective integration."

And von Balthasar? What about him? He also could not bear the thought "that the significance of the masculine and feminine body could be in any way diminished” (A. Siccari
O.C.D. Communio, Nov-Dec. 1991,p.89).

And, in his aesthetically pleasing conception of theology, he lamented: "And whatever became of the ‘eros’ in theology as well as the commentary on the Canticle of Canticles
(understood as an erotic poem, of course) which constitutes a part of the center of theology?" (Figura e Opera, p.58 sq.).

There is, however, something even worse. Von Balthasar is very much aware of the fact that the "mystical theology" of his visionary friend can in no way at all conform to
Catholic doctrine. "In Adrienne's global theological works," he writes, "are to be found certain passages which, out of context, could sometimes seem to be quite strange" - and
which remain thus even in their context (Il nostro compito, p.14).

Then, in the preface, he clearly admits that Adrienne's works are "at the outset, astounding and maybe even disconcerting or bewildering for some readers" (ibid.p.9). Yet, all of
this was not sufficient to raise doubts in von Balthasar's mind regarding Adrienne's charismata, on the contrary... his doubts were now directed towards Catholic doctrine!
"Things," he wrote, "are often such that today's theology is not (or is not yet) able to grasp or to comprehend what is indicated in Adrienne's visions or in her dictations"
(ibid.p.16).

All of which he could say only by admitting that Catholic doctrine is liable to evolve into self-contradiction, seeing that Adrienne's "mystical theology" is not obscure, or rather,
not only obscure, but in utter opposition with Catholic theology. Unfortunately, von Balthasar failed to apply (maybe because he did not know them) the necessary theological
criteria to see his way clearly through Adrienne von Speyr's "mysticism," but he did share, together with Blondel and de Lubac, that new vitalist and evolutionist notion of truth
which claims that in God and therefore in the development of Catholic doctrine "contradiction is possible."

This will appear even more clearly in the second point which we intend to examine and which will help us to understand the storm of ecumenical madness which has, in its
unabated fury, swept along many highly-placed dignitaries of the Catholic Church.

 

THE NON-CATHOLIC "CATHOLIC"

Adrienne maintained that Heaven had entrusted an ecclesiastical mission to von Balthasar and to herself. Urs von Balthasar mentions this in Il nostro compito (p.61). In a
"Marian" vision, Adrienne says to God: "We both (Adrienne and von Balthasar) wish to love You, to serve You, and to thank You for the Church You have entrusted to us."

These last words, Adrienne continues, were uttered in an improvised manner and were dictated by the Mother of God, that is to say, by us (the Mother of God and Adrienne);
"we spoke those words both of us together, and for a fraction of a second, she placed the child in my arms, but it was not only the child, it was the Una Sancta (the Church) in
miniature, and seemed to me, to represent a unity of everything that has been entrusted to us and which constitutes a work in God for the Catholic."

And just what are we to understand by this other "child" of Adrienne and von Balthasar, this "Church" called "Catholic" that God is supposed to have entrusted to them? In the
introduction of Barbara Albrecht's book, La Mystique Objective d’Adrienne von Speyr (Jaca Book, p.72), we come across this astounding affirmation concerning Adrienne the
"mystic": "Even though [Adrienne] clearly and decisively broke away from a Protestant form of Christianity by some interior necessity, her own concept of ‘Catholic’ is
lacking in any sort of confessional limits whatsoever." Therefore, although Adrienne's break from Protestantism was clear and decisive, her conversion was, on the contrary,
anything but clear and decisive, unless we are forced to give to the word "Catholic" a new meaning altogether different from that which it had in the past.

Incidentally, it is worth noting that what Barbara Albrecht has written, tallies perfectly with the published testimony of Adrienne von Speyer's truly Catholic housekeeper, who
clearly affirmed: "I, also, have read ...this story about a `Mystic.' And I do not like any of this at all. Why do they write such stupid nonsense? Madam (Adrienne) was not
(truly) of the Church do you know that she used to go to Mass only twice a year, at Christmas and Easter? (Il Popolo di Pordenone, August 16,1992). See also Courrier de
Rome, no. 141 (331), December 1992: "Summer Misfortunes," Hans Urs von Balthasar and Adrienne von Speyer.

This same concept of the word "catholic," stripped of “any confessional determination whatsoever” is also to be found in von Balthasar's writings, wherein he declares his
indebtedness to Adrienne for it. In his book Katholisch (Catholic) a work also published in 1975, he writes, "this little volume is meant as an homage to my masters (and men-
tors) E. Pryzwara and H. de Lubac, as well as to Adrienne von Speyer, all of whom, in the face of a scholastic theology, revealed to me that dimension of catholic reality vast as
the world itself."

In this "catholicity, which leaves nothing out" (ibid. p.32), everything finds its place together with its justification: the true as well as the false religions, the Catholic Church
and the heretical and/or schismatic sects, the sacred and the profane, religion and atheism. In a word: truth and error, goodness and evil. Exactly as in Hegelian dialectics.

 

THE ICEBERG

Going more deeply into the matter, the review Communio admits that today Urs von Balthasar stands exalted in his role of "theologian of beauty" and "is simultaneously
criticized for his impenetrable and complicated style" (May-June, 1989, p.83). Moreover, according to Communio, what we do know and what is said about him "constitute
only the tip of the iceberg - and honni soit qui mal y pense (evil be to him who evil thinks)."

Let us turn therefore our attention to that submerged part of the iceberg, that is to say, to that which is concealed beneath that obscure and complicated style in order to find out
if there is actually any reason to think evil of it.

At first sight, von Balthasar's writings seem to be obscure and impenetrable while his behavior defies all understanding. For example, while working at demolishing Catholic
theology and Catholic Rome, he bitterly and fiercely criticizes Karl Rahner and the so-called "anti-Roman complex"; he preaches an ecumenism as wide ranging as possible
which embraces even pagan and idolatrous religions while criticizing the post-conciliar Catholic's "tendency to liquidate" the Church.

However, all one needs is to have the right interpretative or explanatory key to his particular theology and everything becomes crystal clear. This key is to be found in idealism
in general, as well as Hegelian logic in particular, which is diametrically opposed to Aristotelianism as well as to Thomistic logic and simple common sense.

Whereas, in fact, Aristotelian logic is founded upon the principle of identity and non-contradiction, according to which opposites exclude one another, Hegelian logic is based
exactly on this contrary principle: opposites not only do not exclude one another, but they constitute the very soul of reality, being necessary although abstract moments of
reality. It is a synthesis of opposites wherein the said opposites (affirmation and negation; "thesis" and "antithesis") will break through their limitations and find their true
reality.

Urs von Balthasar applied to ecclesiology this obscure and impenetrable logic because he was not at all acquainted with the "fear of contradiction," a fear which is inborn in
anyone possessing good common sense, but which is totally lacking in the preoccupations of…present day ecumenism. All those "Churches," all those diverse "religions,"
those "atheisms" with their contradictions cause von Balthasar no fear at all. They should not, according to his way of thinking, frighten anyone since they simply constitute the
moments (thesis and antithesis, affirmation and negation) of that process which will inevitably lead, through intrinsic or inherent necessity, to that synthesis which will be the
"Catholic" one ("the catholicity which leaves nothing out," that universality which excludes absolutely nothing of any kind) and in which the true Church of Christ will (finally,
after two thousand years) be achieved.

Once we have this "key" in hand, von Balthasar's "impenetrable" theology becomes unmistakably clear and everyone can fathom and realize at last the tremendous enormity of
that iceberg as it sails against God's Holy Church.

 

FROM "PHILOSOPHICAL DELIRIUM" TO ECUMENICAL MANIA

Only out of Hegel's "philosophical delirium," could the present-day ecumenical delirium be born. The truth is that with the above-mentioned key in hand, it is now possible to
discern and comprehend all of von Balthasar's enigmas as well as today's brand of ecumenism of which he is the "master" and "author." We also now see, in fact, why in the
ecumenical dialogue "only one thing remains: we must rely on the various Church and theological structures and rivalries between them" (Figure et Oeuvre, p.417). It is the
necessary interplay of opposites which alone leads to synthesis: "If this formula is to be taken to heart... we must rely... on rivalries," writes von Balthasar, "it will require much
from those who struggle in a Christian way for catholicity: they should make it a point of attaching themselves [Catholics as well as non Catholics] to no particular system
which a priori we would consider to be all encompassing, offering the widest perspective and leaving behind any opposing points of view" (ibid. quoted by Aunspruch auf
Katholizitat, p.66).

This encompassing of all will only be attributed to the "Catholic" position, which will constitute the synthesis, and will not be attributed to any of the presently existing systems
(including today's Catholic "system"), which are simply theses and antitheses destined to be overreached by utterly vanishing into a synthesis.

Of the "systems" presently in place, only two things are asked: on the one hand, in order to favor or facilitate the synthesis, "the slackening and thawing" of their own fixed
stand regarding a point of view excluding opposite points of view; on the other, "competition," that is, the promotion of "rivalry" between systems, including those "anonymous
forms of Christianity" (ibid. pp.69-70).

In fact, what is known as the synthesis springs forth as a result of the interplay of opposites. All of this remains incomprehensible to Aristotelian-Thomistic logic, which, unlike
Hegelian logic, is the logic of common sense.

Now we are in a position to understand why the present day ecumenism (take Assisi for example) puts the various "religions" on an equal footing, while at the same time
separating them ("we do not want anything to do with syncretism" - and this is true.) This ecumenism exhorts Buddhists to be good Buddhists, Catholics to be good Catholics
(according to the New Theology, of course!), Protestants to be good Protestants, etc.

Thus are "competition," the interplay of "rivalries," of contradictions and of oppositions deemed essential in that process leading to the Ecumenical Super-Church, the
"catholic" synthesis of all the world's religions wherein only the contradictions and oppositions will become obsolete and disappear.

Now we are also able to understand why von Balthasar, just like de Lubac, went through his own personal post-conciliar "crisis" which, however, led neither of them to
conversion (see Figure et Oeuvre, cit. pp.434 ff.). For it simply could not fit into his own brand of logic (which he had borrowed from Hegel) that Catholics would simply sell
off their identity - Catholic being also or rather above all, "communion between (opposites) which seem to exclude one another" (Communio, July-August, 1992, Urs von
Balthasar; Communion: a programme).

Thus, (according to him) contrasts are essential in bringing about the said "communion," exactly in the same way as in Hegelian logic, wherein thesis and antithesis are
essential in the attainment of the synthesis. If the thesis were to withdraw from the "competition," it would then also become (an) antithesis, and there would never be a
synthesis realized (see Figure et Oeuvre, cit. pp. 417-18).

This is why the Catholic Church (according to von Balthasar) must not "put between parentheses" but rather "integrate" (this is the key word for von Balthasar) into the
"catholic whole" (that is, von Balthasar's Super-Church) all that which is considered today as being a "Catholic surplus" (ibid. p. 446). In his highly publicized, obtrusive and
quite misunderstood book The Anti-Roman Complex, carrying the incredible yet highly revealing subtitle (which is in most cases omitted) How is the Papacy to be integrated
into the Universal Church?," von Balthasar suggests precisely the manner in which to integrate "this element, which seems a burden and a nuisance, into the Catholic whole,"
which is most clearly and un-mistakenly not the Holy Catholic Church.

This is the method that he suggests: the Church must no longer be only of Peter, but also of Paul, of Mary and of John (ibid. p.447). And thus does the primacy of jurisdiction,
(dogmatically) defined by Vatican I, disappear behind some vague primacy of charity invented by von Balthasar (and by his "separated brethren"), and in favor of which
John-Paul II has, for many years now, been traveling all over the world and explaining to journalists that he has not only received Peter's charisma, but also that of Paul!

 

THE APOSTASY

Yet, it is quite sufficient to know the catechism of the Catholic Church (this does not refer to the new one) to realize and understand that von Balthasar's ecumenism is nothing
but a veritable proposition leading directly to apostasy.

Christopher Schonborn, editorial secretary (Let the reader be warned!) for the New Catechism, on the occasion of the first anniversary of von Balthasar's death, explained and
illustrated this so-called ecumenism in Saint Mary's Church in Basle, Switzerland (see Figure et Oeuvre cit. pp.431 ff).

And just what is meant by von Balthasar's ecumenism? It consists in "the integration in the whole of the Catholic" (ibid. p.448), a Catholic, which does not yet exist and
remains for the moment "but a promise, an eschatological hope." Here, in fact, is how Schonborn explains the "ecumenical significance" of the "figure" of Mary in Balthasar's
ecumenism: "In Mary, the Church appears as the holy and immaculate Church, in which the full figure of the Church, its ‘Catholicity,’ is not only a promise, an eschatological
hope, but rather its fullness already achieved."

Thus, in flagrant contradiction with the constant and infallible Faith of the Church repeated by Pope Pius XI in Mortalium animos, and contrary to the dogma that each Catholic
is duty-bound to profess, (Credo Ecclesiam Unam, Sanctam, Catholicam), the catholicity is not (according to von Balthasar) a reality which has already been existing for two
thousand years, but rather a reality which is yet to be realized. It is simply "a promise, and eschatological hope," in which we are not told why we should have any trust, for if
things were really so, all the promises of immediate realization made by Our Lord Jesus Christ would have come to nothing.

In what, then does the actual Catholic Church consist, according to von Balthasar? It consists simply in one "system" amongst so many others; in one of the many "ecclesial
configurations," theses or antitheses, and which will, one day, become obsolete and utterly vanish in the "catholic" just as will all the various sects, idolatrous and pagan
religions together with all of the different "marxisms."

In fact, according to von Balthasar, in Catholicism no less than in Protestantism, "the negation of the other, the refusal of communion" has supposedly produced "a unity which
in substance merely consisted in their gathering about a rigid point of view" (see Figura et Oeuvre p.407).

He considers the Catholic Church as being "the Roman realization of Catholicity" (ibid. p.405). The Catholic Church, exactly in the same way as the heretical and/or schismatic
sects, Judaism itself and the other "anonymous forms of Christianity," constitutes "the whole in the fragment," wherein the whole is the "Catholic" and the Catholic Church is
but one of the many fragments, which inevitably recalls the whole.

"Each fragment," writes von Balthasar, "immediately recalls to mind that sacred vessel from whence it came. Each piece is read by the mind, starting from the entire vessel still
intact" (Figure et Oeuvre, p.409), and the Catholic Church is simply considered to be but a "fragment," a "piece" amongst others.

And so, it is now clearly seen why we are no longer taught that Christ's Church is the Catholic Church, but rather, we are continually taught with Vatican II (see the New
Catechism) that the Church of Christ "subsistit in," that is, subsists in the Catholic Church, exactly in the same way as "the whole in the fragment."

This is why in "ecumenical dialogue," Catholics, in matters of Faith, must, just as in all the other religions, learn: "For Catholics, it is supremely imperative that they silence the
voices of those who suggest and refer us to some missing piece ("fragment") or some almost worthless piece attached to the integrity of the Faith" (Urs von Balthasar in Klein
Fibel, p.92, quoted in Figura e Opere, p.444)

That is why today - as Romano Amerio has written - "they openly declare that unity must not come through individual conversions but through agreements reached by large
bodies [the various theses and antitheses] such as are the Churches, and this unity must not be achieved by a return of the separated brethren to the Catholic Church, but rather
‘by a movement of all confessions towards a center to be found outside of each one of them [the evolving synthesis]" (R. Amerio, Iota Unum, Nouvelles Editions Latines,
p.461).

At this point, his propositions favoring apostasy, that is, the abandonment of the entire Doctrine of the Faith, have become simply flagrant. Indeed, where are we to find Divine
Revelation in all its purity and integrity, if not in the Catholic Church? Such an underhanded proposal calling for the exodus of Catholics from the Catholic Church is
tantamount to apostasy: "Faith in Jesus Christ will not remain pure and uncontaminated unless it be sustained and defended by faith in the Church, pillar and ground of the truth
(I Tim. 3:15)" (Pius XI, Mit Brennender Sorge).

 

CONTEMPT FOR THE MAGISTERIUM

In conclusion, it must be noted that von Balthasar, following the example of Blondel and de Lubac, cultivated "his" theology in open contempt for the Magisterium of the
Church, particularly for Pope Saint Pius X, who in his encyclical Pascendi (1907), condemned that brand of ecumenism, which leads inevitably to the naturalism of the
modernists. He was also filled with scorn for Pope Pius XII, who in Humani generis condemned any attempt at conciliating idealism, and therefore Hegelianism, with Catholic
theology while also condemning that ecumenism in which they would have been "unified, yes, but in a common ruin."

“Just where is the new theology, inspired by its new masters, leading to? Where, indeed, if not directly to the path of scepticism, fantasy and heresy?" wrote Fr. Garrigou-
Lagrange in 1946. And the new "masters" were Hegel and Blondel, whom Fassard, (a member in de Lubac's "gang") used to call "our Hegel" (see A. Russo, H. de Lubac:
Theology and Dogma in History: The Influence of Blondel).

But nowadays in the field of ecumenism, we have passed the stage of fantasy and have reached the point of sheer delirium.

In one of the most scandalous "ecumenical" documents, "Useful suggestions for the proper presentation of Judaism" by the Commission for Relations with Judaism presided
over by Cardinal Willebrands, (see Courrier de Rome, no.64 [254] October 1985), we read that Catholics and Jews "even if they start off by holding different points of view
[i.e. opposite] tend toward analogous [sic!] or similar goals: the coming or the return of the Messiah." This represents exactly the thought (if it can be so called) of von
Balthasar, who like Hegel, seeks a way of bringing into accord opposites by doing violence to the reality of facts: "Peter, the renegade, leaving it up to the Lord to judge, seeks
solidarity [sic!] with the Jews [who crucified Jesus Christ]... together with you Jews, we Christians are also awaiting the coming - second coming of the Messiah" (Urs von
Balthasar, Communio: A Program, reprinted in Communio, July-August 1992, p.57).

Nevertheless, von Balthasar, together with his new theology comrades, could never have imposed their foggy misconceptions and delusions, lacking as they are in the strength
or virtue of reason as well as in the power of divinely revealed truth, if Giovanni Battista Montini (Pope Paul VI) had not acceded to the throne of Peter, but... this inept
philomodernist theologian put his very high authority at the service of the "new theology" while his successor has been its euphoric propagator throughout the world. But we
will be coming back to this later.

Hirpinus

Translated from Courrier de Rome June 1993

GLOSSARY

SYNCRETISM

The attempted reconciliation of conflicting or opposing beliefs.

DIALECTICS

Any play of ideas bringing together opposites and attempting to resolve them.
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THE MONTINI-DE LUBAC ALLIANCE: PAUL VI AND THE MASTERSTROKE OF SATAN

The "new theology," as our readers who have followed us thus far have been able to discover, is not, as Pirandello would say, something to be taken seriously in itself. On the
other hand, what is extremely serious is the fact that in order to force itself upon the Catholic world, it was and still is able to count on the strength of the one who is the
successor of Peter in the Church. It is, therefore, of utmost importance to make a careful and close study of "Satan's master-stroke": the putting of the supreme Authority of the
very person whose divinely-appointed task it is to defend the Faith, at the service of Modernism, the "synthesis of all heresies" (Saint Pius X).

 

GIOVANNI BATTISTA MONTINI - "DEVOTEE OF THE NEW THEOLOGY"

In 1970, Father Raymond Dulac wrote, "It was (often) whispered that Giovanni Battista Montini (who would later become Pope Paul VI) was a keen devotee of the
'Philosophies of Action' which were made popular here through the efforts of Laberthonniere, Blondel and Ed. Le Roy." ("The New Presentation of the Novus Ordo Missae."
Courrier de Rome, #74).

These "whispers" have now been confirmed to a large extent by the book Paul VI Secret (ed. Desclee de Brouwer, 1979) in which the author, Jean Guitton, a personal friend of
Pope Paul VI, has gathered and published after Pope Montini's death, those intimate notes that he had taken in the course of their friendly chats. The upshot of all these notes
was that Montini proved himself to be a breathless, wonder-stricken admirer of the "new theology," and specifically of de Lubac's brand.

On page 110, he says: "September 8, 1969: the Pope speaks in praise of Fr. de Lubac. He speaks highly of his spirit, as well as of the soundness and vast extent of his research;
he is surprised that some people view him as already out of date" [such is the fate awaiting theological innovators].

On page 141, he writes: "April 28, 1974: The Pope, in my presence, praises today's theologians to the skies. He quotes Manaranche, de Lubac, whom he considers the very
best, also citing Congar, Rahner (whom he finds quite confused), as well as Cardinal Journet (whom he judges to be a bit too scholastic)." This aversion for scholasticism,
together with his admiration for the "new theology" was not an unusual state with Montini.

 

Giovanni Battista Montini, the future Pope
Paul VI, with Pope Pius XII.

 

A LETTER FROM PlUS XII

At the critical time, when the most bitter of controversies raged in France concerning the orthodoxy of Blondel, he received a letter (as shown) from the Secretariat of State of
Pius XII where Monsignor Montini was substitute at the time. This same Blondel was perverting the eternal, unchangeable notion of truth, while bringing down the
supernatural to the natural level, and who, while taking up the rule of a "good samaritan," was busy taking care of modern man even while he himself was sinking into the
quicksand of "modern philosophy."

 

Montini to Blondel

 

The Vatican,
December 2, 1944

Dear Professor,

Your trilogy on Christian Spirit and Philosophy, the first volume of which you have already published, is proving to be a veritable monument of great and
beneficial apologetics; and how could the expression of your filial homage to His Holiness [Pius XII] not be pleasing to him? No one can miss the
importance of such a subject wherein the relations between Christianity and philosophy, those between Faith and reason, as well as those between the
supernatural and natural are studied with such sagacity. Simultaneously, you underscore very well their 'incommensurability’ without however, excluding
their 'symbiosis' nor that unique end which no man is legitimately able to elude. This end (of man) constitutes a mystery full of the infinite goodness and
mercy of God and which all noble and concerned souls cannot fail to embrace to their own greater intellectual and moral progress as well as to their
greater and true happiness.

Your philosophical speculations, therefore, totally respectful as they are of the transcendence of revelation, are fruitfully applied to the entirety of the
mysteries of the Faith, making them better known to a generation overly imbibed with the autonomy of reason whose failure is all too evident today. You
have done this with as much talent as faith, and with the exception of a few expressions which theological rigor would have wished to be couched in more
precise terms, your

speculation can and must bring to cultivated circles a precious contribution to a better understanding and acceptance of the Christian message, which
remains the unique path to salvation as much for individual souls as for society itself.

As a matter of fact, today's tortured world is so much in search of truth and the ways leading us the most surely to it! And while we are on the subject,
would it not be opportune to recall to mind once again that, even considering it from the sole point of view of philosophy, the speculation, the speculation
proceeding from traditional philosophy does really offer to those apparent antinomies found in the universe, positive solutions which are the most suited
to satisfy (man's) intelligence, without pretending, of course, to quench a thirst for a greater light? [...] Your intellectual charity, comparable to that of the
good samaritan, seeking as it does to take care of wounded humanity while striving to understand it and speaking its own language, will efficiently
contribute to replacing it in the inevitable and saving perspectives of its divine vocation.

And so, greatly delighted at the good news regarding your improving state of health, the Holy Father expresses his wishes that you may have the strength
required to bring your important work to a successful conclusion, and most cordially gives you His Apostolic Blessing.

Please accept, dear professor, the respectful assurance of my religious devotion.

Giovanni Battista Montini,
Substitute

 

 

Acting Secretary, Msgr. Montini

 

MORE MONTINI THAN PACELLI

Thus, it was that Blondel's work, "with the exception of a few expressions which theological rigor would have wished to be couched in more precise terms" was approved all
together and by someone at the highest level in the Vatican, both disarming and silencing most effectively his critics and detractors, who had been severely reproving him in the
name of the constant and unchangeable doctrine of the Church.

To Blondel's opponents (de Tonquedoc, Labourdette, Garrigou-Lagrange, etc..) as though the very foundations of the faith were not at stake but merely a theological dispute on
points still debatable, this letter gave the little satisfaction of faint praise to traditional philosophy under the timid form of a question and without excluding the possibility of "a
greater light." And what of all those rigorously well-researched critical studies on all of those as well as explicit deviations of Blondel's thought? They were all simply thrown
into the wastepaper basket in an unbelievably offhand manner.

There was, however, a "but" in all of this. That letter sent to Blondel certainly constituted a kind of recognition sent in the name of Pius XII, but bearing Montini's signature
together with that expression of his "religious devotion."

Actually, the content of his letter is more Montinian than Pacellian. Later on, when Pius XII would personally speak on the "new Theology" and the "new philosophy"
underlying it in his address to the Fathers of the Society of Jesus (1946) and then again most solemnly in his encyclical Humani generis (1950) (Cf. Courrier de Rome, no.146
of May, 1993). He expressed a judgement completely opposed to the contents of the above letter and did so in an incomparably more logical manner.

Moreover, concerning Montini's evident dishonesty and obvious breach of faith during all those years spent in the papal secretariat of state, there can be no doubt at all due to
the stack of concordant and irrefutable testimony available today coming from sources never known to be hostile to him in any way.

 

PIUS XII's "DISTRUST"

Among those mysteries involving the isolation marking the pontificate of Pius XII, there is the particularly striking case of Montini's hasty dismissal from the Roman Curia. It
is known that he was named Archbishop of Milan, but what is very significant is the fact that Pius XII refused to make him a cardinal, although Milan is a cardinalate see.
Thus, Pope Pacelli simultaneously removed him from the Secretariat of State and excluded him from the next conclave, making it abundantly clear to his successor, by this tacit
refusal of making him a cardinal, that his ousting had been a “promoveatur ut amoveatur” (a promotion-removal) and this for very grave reasons.

Time, however, has begun to lift the veils covering this mystery. In his book, Paul VI Secret, Jean Guitton (an intimate friend of Paul VI), referring to the uproar raised by the
memorable encyclical Humanae vitae, writes of Paul VI, "He is going through a trial similar to the one inflicted on him by Pius XII: the one of diffidentia. In the case of Pius
XII, the distrust came from the summit since Pius XII seemed to have lost the trust he had previously placed in him. Paul VI feels that his encyclical Humanae vitae is about to
inflict upon him a trial in the reverse order, where the mistrust will be coming no longer from the summit, but from the bottom" (Paul VI Secret p.144).

A Jesuit by the name of Martina, in his book Vatican II - An Appraisal and Prospects, also mentions Pius XII's "distrust" of Montini. On page 29, he refers to "the eviction of
Montini, the 'substitute,' who was 'promoted' Archbishop of Milan, (but) never named cardinal, and never even once received by the Pope (with whom he had previously had
daily contacts over a period of several years) in private audience."

 

MANEUVERS TO THE LEFT

In his turn, in the book, Pius XII in the Eyes of History, Monsignor Roche, a close collaborator of Cardinal Tisserant, reveals a precise motive for Pope Pius XII's "distrust":
Montini, the substitute, flying in the face of the Pope's specific orders and (of course!) without his knowledge, had established secret contacts with Stalin in the course of the
Second World War.

Pius XII was later informed of this treachery via the good offices of the protestant Archbishop of Upsala, who had received direct evidence to this effect through the Swedish
Secret Service. Later on, in 1954, the Holy Father received a secret report from the Archbishop of Riga who had been imprisoned by the Soviets. This message indeed
confirmed that "there had been made in his name (the Pope's) contacts with the persecutors by a highly placed personality in the Secretariat of State."

In the wake of Montini's treachery, Monsignor Roche continues, "his (Pius XII's) grief and bitterness were such that his very health was severely shaken and so he resigned
himself to the idea of governing alone the work of external affairs of the Vatican's Secretariat of State" (cf. Courrier de Rome, no.53, October 1984; "The Montini-Stalin
agreements of 1942" and Si Si, No No of April 15, 1986, p.5: "An Historical Fact: Msgr. Montini's Treachery").

We can now be quite certain, therefore, that Montini was politically active behind Pius XII's back and these covert activities were favoring the political left in order to achieve
those utopian ideals of his youth: "It is possible to collaborate with the left, but not with the right" (see Frappani-Molinari. Montini Giovane [The Young Montini], ed. Marietti).

 

Pope Paul VI pledged rapid
execution of the "holy

deliberations" of the council.
"A true Christian," he told
Protestant observers, "is a

stranger to immobility."

 

ALSO AGAINST HUMANI GENERIS

It is now unmistakably clear that Montini went behind the back of Pius XII as he set about achieving those philo-modernist and utopian dreams of his youth which had
prompted him to associate (and he was the only priest to do so) with Count Gallaratti-Scotti's salon. This was the same Gallaratti-Scotti who represented the essence of
modernism in Lombardy and Montini, having become Paul VI, and whose tenth anniversary after death was celebrated in these unmistakable terms by L'Osservatore Romano
on July 7, 1976:

"In his (the Count's) last years, a great consolation came to him from the Vatican Council since he felt that all that bitterness of spirit that he had endured in his younger days
[coming from all those condemnations of Modernism] had not been suffered in vain; the Church was now well on to its hard and difficult way in which, nevertheless, many
things we had been hoping for in the past were now in the process of becoming a living reality."

Now it is Jean Guitton himself who is going to expose Montini, while still Substitute, in the very act of treachery against Pope Pius XII and his encyclical Humani generis. In
his book, Paul VI Secret, he faithfully transcribed that very same evening, those notes which he had taken down during a chat with Msgr. Montini concerning the great
encyclical against neo-modernism, which had just been published.

To Guitton's expressed fear that Humani generis might be interpreted as an obstacle to the "progress of thought," Montini, still Proto-Secretary of State under Pius XII,
answers:

"You have doubtlessly noticed for yourself the shades of meaning to be found in this pontifical text. For example, the encyclical never once refers to errors (errores). It speaks
only of opinions (opiniones)[as if errors were not also and precisely opinions!]. This indicates that the Holy See does not aim at condemning actual errors, but rather those ways
of thinking, which could give, rise to errors, but which in themselves remain respectable.

On the other hand, there are 3 reasons why this encyclical should not be deformed: first, there is the expressed will of the Holy Father. The second reason is the French
episcopate's frame of mind, which is so broad-minded and receptive to contemporary currents of thought.

Without doubt, any given episcopate is always liable (for it is in direct contact with souls, since it must be faithful to its mandate, which is a pastoral charge, as they say)...it is
liable, I say, to broaden the ways of doctrine and the faith [in this sentence is to found, in embryonic form, the entire 'spirit' of Vatican II's pastoral care]. And, admittedly, it
would be justified in doing so. Here is Rome; we also have the duty of watching over the doctrinal aspects (of the Faith). We remain particularly sensitive to everything, which
could corrupt the purity of (Catholic) doctrine, which is truth. The Sovereign Pontiff must keep the deposit of the Faith, as St. Paul says. And now for the third reason. It will be
short; the French are intelligent."

 

BETRAYAL

Montini the Substitute's dishonesty proved to be of unequalled gravity. Pius XII, in Humani generis, had condemned the "new theology" in the gravest and most solemn of
terms as he had underscored its fatal consequences for the Faith. He had also charged, so as not to be wanting in his "sacred Duty," the bishops and the superiors general of the
religious orders, "and binding them most seriously in conscience" to take most seriously "that such opinions be not advanced in schools, in conferences or in writings of any
kind, and that they be not taught in any manner whatsoever to the clergy or to the faithful." The teachers of Catholic institutes, continued the Pope, "know that they cannot with
tranquil conscience exercise the office of teaching entrusted to them, unless in the instruction of their students they religiously accept and exactly observe the norms which we
have ordained."

And there we have, barely a stone's throwaway from the Pope, in the very bosom of the Secretariat of State, Montini unscrupulously declaring that these errors condemned by
Pope Pius XII were, on the contrary, "respectable" opinions. Indeed, he was actually promoting them by confidentially assuring people that such was the "formal will" of Pius
XII himself.

Montini claimed that he [Pius XII] had drafted Humani generis alone and in spite of himself. Given the weighty task of authority, he could not allow himself to do otherwise (a
typically modernist theory of authority, to which we will presently return), but also claimed that Rome trusted in the French episcopate's "broad-mindedness" which would
favor the widening of the "ways of doctrine and of the faith" and - with one last wink - he, Montini, was fully aware that the French were "intelligent," and... a word to the wise
is enough! And so, thus it was that as Pius XII slammed the doors to neo-modernism, Montini, his Substitute in the Secretariat of State, was busy opening them again behind
his back.

Yet, once again betrayal was standing at Pius XII's door. G. Martina S.J .in his previously quoted work, Vatican II-An Appraisal and Prospects, (pp. 56-57) after having drawn
our attention to the interpretation of Humani generis as proposed by the Substitute Montini to his close friend Jean Guitton, continues, "But [Montini's] effort to dilute the
purpose and aim of that solemn pontifical document was not to succeed thanks to Pius XII, who went straightaway to the editor of Civilta Cattolica to protest against the
underhanded efforts being used to minimize his encyclical, which did not simply constitute a grave and solemn warning, and who also deplored and complained of the shocking
carelessness of those agents and members representing the Society of Jesus to whom he had turned in 1946, exhorting them to faithfully follow his Pontifical orders."

Disciplinary measures were immediately taken against de Lubac and his "gang" by the Society, as well as against Montini by Pius XII, who promoted him to Archbishop of
Milan, but who never named him Cardinal; neither did he ever wish to receive him in private audience thereafter.

 

POWER OF AUTHORITY AT THE SERVICE OF ERROR

Things being as they were, and coming back to the letter "of Pius XII" to Blondel, we can hardly be surprised to learn one day that Pius XII, who had never even signed it,
knew practically nothing about it and what he did learn, he learned only bit by bit, and badly at that. Montini, who was acting as if he were the Pope without being so, put the
supreme authority of Peter's successors at the service of the "new theology." And from that very moment, the effects of that betrayal have proven to be extremely disastrous.

On July 8, 1945, La Documentation Catholique published a letter carrying the signature of the Substitute Montini and under the title of "the Pope's letter to Blondel," together
with a highly flattering account of Blondel's "main works and doctrine." This statement (falsely attributed to Pope Pius XII!) deplored those "two erroneous exclusivisms:
rationalism and... Catholic theology which for opposite reasons had shown "ostracism" and "incomprehension" towards Blondel's new "Christian philosophy" which on the
contrary - the article triumphantly concluded - has been completely ratified by this statement of His Holiness Pope Pius XII which we are pleased to publish at this time."

Shortly after this, Bruno de Solages, Rector of the Catholic Institute of Toulouse and a friend of de Lubac, entering the fray in Blondel's defense, confronted Father Garrigou-
Lagrange with the argument of...authority: that is, the letter "sent by Pius XII via Monsignor Montini" "significantly praising" Blondel's works (cf. A. Russo, Henri de
Lubac...p.347). Then, in 1946, Gerard Phillips, writing in Erasmus (pp. 202-205) used this same letter in defending the naturalized supernatural of de Lubac: "If Fr. de Lubac
has resolutely refuted the possibility of pure nature, he is not any more blameworthy than the Augustinian authors whom the Holy See, on more than one occasion, has seen to
protect, just as it has recently done in favor of Maurice Blondel" (quoted by H. de Lubac in Memoria Intorno Alla Mia Opera [Memoirs concerning My Works] Jaca Book,
p.68).

In Italy, Monsignor Natale Bussi, whom Mgsr Rossano later unmasked as being a philo-modernist (cf. Courrier de Rome no.134, April 1992), in the Italian translation of
Falcon's apologetics (ed. Paoline 1951), annihilated the strict as well as rigorous refutations of Blondel's errors by the following asterisk added to note 1 on page 39:

"Obviously, we are not able to fathom Blondel's ideas by the use of those developments which L. Laberthoniere (condemned by the Holy Office) has brought to the principle of
immanence although Blondel, in the last few years, received assurances from the highest (Vatican) authorities regarding the orthodoxy of his doctrine. These assurances were
given in a letter dated December 2, 1944 coming from the Secretariat of State (of the Vatican), a letter expressing, however, one single remark concerning several of Blondel's
own expressions which theological rigor would have wished to be stated in more precise terms."

 

"SATAN'S MASTERSTROKE"

In short, "Pius XII's" letter, carrying Montini's signature, constituted an early type of testing-ground for the post-conciliar disasters: the "new theology" would be in a position
to sweep away all resistance and impose itself on the Catholic world only on the support, even if ever so "discreet," of the Catholic Church's supreme authority. It was afforded
this opportunity with Montini's accession to the Chair of St. Peter.

Ever since his exile to Milan, the archbishop of Milan (Montini) never ceased stirring up the "new theologians" against Pius XII and his encyclical Humani generis (against
neo-modernism), and finally, under Pope John XXIII, he was able to favor them even more, given the influence he had over Roncalli (Pope John XXIII). In his work, Henri de
Lubac - Sin Organisches Lebenswerk, Urs von Balthasar bears witness to this fact in the following terms:

"In 1946,Fr. Garrigou-Lagrange launched a full-scale attack against de Lubac and his friends as well as their "new theology" and Pope Pius XII, now really annoyed, joined in
the fray with the L'Osservatore Romano publishing his speeches. Jannsens, the Father General, showed himself loyal to de Lubac, but as the attacks coming from all quarters
and from all countries intensified, the more his behavior took on a diplomatic hue. They even went so far as to scrutinize that which could possibly appear suspect in other
works. With the advent of Humani generis, papal thunderbolts came crashing down upon the Lyons Scholasticate and de Lubac was singled out as the chief scapegoat... his
books, henceforth defamed, were taken off the shelves of the libraries of Society of Jesus and withdrawn from bookstores..."

Then, little by little - according to von Balthasar - the climate began to clear up in favor of the neo-modernists: "From Archbishop Montini came words of support and
encouragement. It was he who later on, having become Pope Paul VI, insisted that de Lubac speak on Teilhard de Chardin at the close of the Thomistic Congress in the great
chancery Hall... To the point of John XXIII's naming de Lubac as consultor in the drafting plans for the Commission on Theology together with Fr. Congar."

Having been made Cardinal by John XXIII who thus paved the way to the Pontifical Throne in spite of Pope Pius XII's efforts to deny him this possibility, Montini was finally
elected Pope Paul VI and immediately set out to put all the strength of his newly-acquired authority - and what authority! - at the service of the "new theology.”

 

THE PERSISTENCE OF THE “HESITANT POPE”

Enthroned as Paul VI, Montini began to open wide the conciliar doors to the "new theologians" to a much greater extent than he had previously succeeded in doing through his
influence over John XXIII.

"Many well known theologians [some still under suspicion by the Holy Office and some having already been condemned] absent at the beginning (of Vatican II) began to
gradually join the circles of experts (periti), thanks to Paul VI's discreet influence as he showed them his favor and received them in private audiences, concelebrated with them
and praised them for their close collaboration" (R. Latourelle S.J., Vatican II – An Appraisal and Prospects, ed. Citadelle-Assise, a joint project carried out three university
institutes of the Society of Jesus in Rome together with the participation of the Paul VI Institute of Brescia).

Paul VI exerted the same "discreet influence" on the Council Fathers who not knowing what was actually happening and putting all their trust in "Peter" were gradually being
brought around to the point of accepting and ratifying that very same "new theology" which Pius XII had already condemned in Humani generis.

Recalling to mind that which the Jesuit Henrici (recently named bishop!) wrote: "As for the 'aggiornamento' [aggiornamento: an updating, especially with regard to the policy
of modernizing Roman Catholic institutions, one of the goals of the Second Vatican Council, 1962- 1965], the Council Fathers had to depend (they could not do otherwise) on
the work previously done by the theologians before the Council...To those texts approved by the Council, the Council fathers gave, so to speak, a kind of ecclesiastical
authentication. If those texts seemed strangely new, it was only because the work of the (new) theologians as well as the state of Catholic theology at the end of the 1950's were,
to a great extent, unknown to those who were strangers to these new texts and ideas (and many council Fathers could be found in this group). Another reason why these texts
seemed new was the fact that now a part of the results of this work, which until quite recently had been (strongly) censured (by the Church), was henceforth considered as being
orthodox" (Communio, Nov.- Dec. 1990).

The "prudence" shown by Paul VI who, as Msgr. A. Bugnini testifies, only wished to avoid foreseeable as well as undesirable reactions (cf. A. Bugnini La Reforme Liturgique,
pp. 297-299), served to bolster the legend of his being a hesitant or indecisive Pope, but the facts are there, proving that Paul VI knew what he wanted. He acted with
"discretion," indeed, but also with a still greater obstinacy: "With a stubborn and methodical firmness which gives the lie to an equally stubborn legend, he [Paul VI] steers the
barque," de Lubac wrote with admiration in 1963. (Memoirs Concerning My Works, Jaca Book, p. 420).

Among some of the greatest of de Lubac's opponents stood the Rector of the Gregorian University (in Rome), Father Charles Boyer, whom we have already quoted. In the
following lines, de Lubac himself reveals with just what "discretion" and "firmness" Paul VI humiliated and forced this highly-skilled and well-known theologian to surrender
in humiliation while at one fell swoop, he rehabilitated without any form of reason other than his own (papal) authority, those two representatives of neo-modernism, de Lubac
and Teilhard de Chardin, whose works had been previously condemned by a monitum [a solemn warning] from the Holy Office:

"In Teilhard Posthume," de Lubac writes, "I referred to a conference that I was asked to make on him in Rome in 1963. The invitation had been extended to me by Fr. Charles
Boyer, Prefect at the Gregorian. I have just come across his letter. When we realize that Fr. Boyer was formerly Teilhard's greatest adversary in Rome (and just as much mine!),
this letter takes on its full meaning. (See letter below)

 

BOYER TO DE LUBAC

 

The Roman Pontifical Academy of
St. Thomas Aquinas and of the Catholic Religion

Rome. June 10, 1963

Reverend Father,

Pax Christi. You must have already received the notice concerning the sixth International Thomistic Congress. I well understand that your various
occupations have prevented your taking any interest in it. But here is the reason that I venture to bring it to your notice once again.

Having been received by the Holy Father [Paul VI] in the last few days, I have had the opportunity to see for myself the high esteem he has for yourself
and for your writings. At the same time, he expressed, albeit with certain reservations, an opinion on Fr. Teilhard (de Chardin), which would not have
displeased you. Further considerations on this matter have led me to think that, at this Congress, we should hear an exposition casting a favorable light on
Teilhard de Chardin's thought on our theme ("de Deo"). No one could do this better than yourself.

I beg you, therefore, to simply participate in our congress which will take place just prior to the opening of the fourth session of the Council: from the 6th
to the 11th of September. (If you prefer), you could come for the last days (of the congress), and if too pressed for time, you could merely read a paper on
the subject..."

(Henri de Lubac. Memoirs Concerning My Works, p. 451).

 

 

Henri de Lubac

 

Thus, it was that de Lubac, thanks to Paul VI's will of iron and at the invitation of one of his (former) most courageous adversaries was able to exalt Teilhard de Chardin S.J. in
the stately hall of the Chancery at the end of the...Thomistic congress! Nothing could have served better to highlight the veritable triumph of the "new philosophy" and the
"new theology" over "traditional philosophy" and Catholic theology! Henceforth, the road to "scepticism, fancy and heresy" was opened.

It was with that same "stubborn and methodical firmness" that Paul VI bent to his will, discouraged and crushed (as in

the case of Archbishop Lefebvre) all other resistance and, what is even worse, placed the Vatican's key posts in the hands of the "innovators" in
view of strengthening, in the future, their grip upon the Church by a whole series of reforms including those relative to the election of the
Roman Pontiff.

In the presence of all these disasters mounting about him, Paul VI also seems to have gone through his own personal crisis, but again, in his
case, as it was for de Lubac and the "new theologians" it was not to result in his conversion, but rather in a vain attempt to deny his
responsibility for the part he willingly played in the rising tide of so much ruin and destruction, the blame for which he sought to shift upon the
"abusive" innovators.

However, we will discuss the point in more detail later on. For the moment, it will be sufficient to recall by way of demonstration of the
aforementioned tragedy, that in 1976, that is, two years after the ringing warnings concerning the Church's "self-destruction" and "the smoke of
Satan" in the Temple of God, and two years before his own death (1978), Paul VI wrote the following lines to de Lubac on the occasion of the
latter's 80th birthday: "You have, dear son, built a monument more lasting than bronze for the admiration and utility of the enquiring minds of
researchers."

How true it is that the modernist perversion of the intellect robs us of our last hope of repentance!

Hirpinus (to be continued)

Translated from Courrier de Rome, July/ August 1993

 

GLOSSARY

ANTIMONY

A contradiction between two ideas; self-contradiction or paradox

 

 

Courtesy of the Angelus Press, Kansas City, MO 64109
translated from the Italian

Fr. Du Chalard
Via Madonna degli Angeli, 14
Italia 00049 Velletri (Roma)
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CARDINAL RATZINGER: A PREFECT WITHOUT FAITH
AT THE CONGREGATION FOR THE FAITH

 

CARDINAL RATZINGER THE "THEOLOGIAN"

Pope Paul VI's discretion and persistence most effectively handed over supreme control and power to the "new theology" in the Catholic world. There is absolutely no room
for doubt on this score. However, the triumph of this "new theology" has not meant a triumph for the Catholic Faith. The German theologian Dormann, referring to the last
Council (The Theological Way of John Paul II and the Spirit of Assisi) writes, "Never before has a Papal encyclical, written barely fifteen years previously, been repudiated in
so short a time and so completely by those very persons whom it condemns, as Humani Generis (1950)." The Jesuit and "new theologian" Henrici has given us a portrait of the
present situation:

"Nowadays, when theological professorships are in the hands of our Concilium colleagues, almost all of the theologians who have been named bishops in the last few years
have come from the ranks of Communio (a more moderately progressive journal)…Balthasar, De Lubac, and Ratzinger, the founders [of Communio], have all become
cardinals" (30 Days, December 1991).

Presently, in the Church-affiliated universities, including Pontifical universities, the founding fathers of the "new theology" are being studied; doctoral theses are being prepared
on Blondel, De Lubac, and Von Balthasar. The Osservatore Romano as well as Civilta Cattolica praise these modernists and their ways of "thought" and the Catholic press
falls in line: Everyone falls into line with the one occupying Peter's throne.

At the present time, a "new theologian" holds the exalted position of President of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, formerly known as the Sacred Congregation of
the Holy Office: Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger.

For convenience's sake, let us distinguish between Ratzinger the "theologian" and Ratzinger the Prefect. Actually, in this case, such a distinction is not valid; for we are not
dealing here with debatable questions, but with matters of Faith. On the other hand, a Prefect of the Congregation for the Faith who doesn't have the Faith himself would simply
go against common sense, besides the fact that Ratzinger the Prefect is in complete accord with Ratzinger the "theologian."

Ratzinger the "theologian's" work, Einfuhrung in das Christentum, which was published in France under the title La Foi Chretienne, hier et aujourd'hui (The Christian Faith,
Yesterday and Today) is considered to be his fundamental work. Its Italian version (Introduzione al Christianismolezioni sul Simbolo Apostolico), which is already in its eighth
printing, is on sale in Catholic bookstores. It was edited at the Queriniana de Brescia, exclusive editors of the "new theology" literature.

Here is how Ratzinger's fundamental work is presented in his The Ratzinger Report: with Vittorio Messori: "A kind of school book, continually re-edited, which has formed a
whole generation of clergy and laity, drawn as they were, by absolutely "Catholic" thinking while also being absolutely open to the new climate of Vatican II." We must, at this
point, stop to consider some fundamental notions, enough at any rate to get an exact idea of the "theology" of the present Prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the
Faith.

 

A FRIGHTFUL PROBLEM

It is of Divine and Catholic Truth, that God became man and more precisely, the Second Person of the Most Holy Trinity, Who is God as is the Father and the Holy Ghost; that
He (the Second Person) took on a human nature and that therefore, in Our Lord Jesus Christ, there are two natures (the human and the divine) united in one Divine Person. This
union is called the hypostatic union. Which the Church has always and everywhere put forward for our belief and which She has defended against heresy (for example in the
Councils of Ephesus, Chalcedon, and Constantinople V).

What are we to say, therefore, when we are obliged to face the fact that the present Prefect of the Congregation for the Faith professes quite the contrary in his books of
theology - that in Jesus, it is not God Who became man, but rather, man who became God? As a matter of fact, in Ratzinger's mind, just who is Jesus Christ? He is that "man in
whom the definitive reality of man's being is manifested, and who, by that very fact, is God at the same time."

What does this mean - if not that man, in his "definitive reality" is God and that Christ is a man, who is, or better yet, became God by the sole fact that in Him has come to light
that "definitive reality of man's being"? (La Foi Chretienne, hier et aujourd'hui p.126).

 

GOD IS MAN AND MAN IS GOD

Moreover, the problem is put clearly before us and is affirmatively resolved by Ratzinger himself who asks: "Do we, then, still have the right to re-absorb Christology [that part
of theology devoted to the study of Christ and His work] into theology [the methodical study of those truths revealed by God]? Must we not rather passionately acclaim Jesus
as man and consider Christology as [a form of] Humanism, an Anthropology? Or could authentic man, simply because of the fact of being completely and authentically man,
be God and could God be, precisely, authentic man? Could it be possible that the most radical humanism and the Faith in the God of Revelation merge together here to become
one and the same thing?" (p.130).

The answer is that the struggle concerning these questions, and which continued throughout the first five centuries of the Church, "has, in the ecumenical Councils of that
period, resulted in an affirmative [sic!] answer to all these questions" (p.140).

The main question, without misrepresenting the author's idea, could be put in the following words: authentic man, precisely by the fact that he is fully such, is God, and
consequently, God is an authentic man.

 

A COHERENT "CHRISTOLOGY" IN ITS HERESY

Ratzinger's entire Christology is developed in a coherent manner around this fundamental thesis. It would also be quite difficult to give a different explanation to those
statements, which, in his book Christian Faith, Yesterday and Today, are to be found time after time, and amongst which we will now quote the following in fairness to the
author as well as to our present study.

"The heart of this Christology [based on the Scriptural texts of St. John] of the Son would be as follows: 'The fact of being a servant is no longer presented as an action, behind
which the person of Jesus would remain confined in itself; it penetrates the whole existence of Jesus so that His very being is service. And precisely because this whole being is
service only, it is a filial being. In this sense, it is only here that the changes in value due to Christianity have come to term; only at this point does it become unmistakably clear
that he who puts himself entirely at the service of others, who commits himself to total unselfishness as well as to voluntary self-deprivation, that is the true man, the man of the
future, where man and God are at one" (p.152).

"The being of Jesus is pure actuality of relations 'from' and 'for.' And by the very fact that this being is no longer separable from its actuality, it coincides with God; it becomes
at the same time exemplary man, man of the future through whom we are able to perceive just how little man has begun to be himself [that is to say, God]" (p.153).

It was the "primitive Christian community" which for the first time applied Psalm 2 to Jesus: "Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee. Ask of me and I will give thee
the gentiles to be thy inheritance, and the uttermost parts of the earth for thy possession." This application - Ratzinger tells us - was simply to explain the conviction that: "He
who has placed the sense of human existence, not in a self-affirming power, but rather in an existence radically consecrated to others, as proven by the Cross, it is to Him alone
that God has said: 'Thou art my son, this day - that is to say, in this situation [on the Cross] - I have begotten thee' and he concludes: "The notion of son of God...through the
explanation of the resurrection and of the Cross through Psalm 2, came in this manner and under this form into the confession of Faith in Jesus of Nazareth" (p.147).

And that will be quite sufficient for us for the moment.

 

THE REVERSAL

To Ratzinger's way of thinking then, Jesus is not God because of His being the natural Son of God, born of the Father before all ages, "begotten not made, consubstantial with
the Father," because His person shares from eternity the infinite Divine Nature and therefore possesses its infinite perfection. Ratzinger's concept of Jesus, on the contrary, is
that of a man who "came to coincide with God" when on the Cross he incarnated "being for others," the "altruist by automasia."

What distinguishes Him, from other men, lies only in the degree of human development attained by Him and does not depend on that gulf separating man from God, the
Creator from the Creature. Ratzinger rejects the Church's Christology, labelling it as "a triumphalist Christology having simply no use for the man [sic!] crucified and servant,
ready to invent once again, in his place, the myth of an ontological God" (p.152).

To the "triumphalist Christology" which creates a "myth of an ontological God," Ratzinger opposes his "Christology of service" which he claims to have found in St. John and
wherein the word "Son" would only convey the meaning of a "perfect servant."

On the other hand, the man Jesus, who by his perfect service, has come to "coincide with God" reveals to man that man is becoming God, and therefore there exists an essential
identity between man and God.

 

UNMISTAKABLY CLEAR CONFIRMATION

Ratzinger's concept of Christ as the "last man," as we find confirmed in unmistakably clear terms (beginning on p.158), indeed represents the Cardinal's thought on the matter.
Here Ratzinger falsifies or "twists" the interpretation of another passage of Holy Scripture (St. Paul to be exact), paying no heed whatsoever to Catholic exegesis in those
passages concerning Dogma which must strictly adhere to the meaning always taught by Holy Mother Church:

"And on the other hand, what a difference in perspective is to be seen as we consider St. Paul's idea according to which Christ is the 'last man' [last Adam] (1 Cor.15: 4-5), the
definitive or ultimate, who introduces man to that future which belongs to man, a future consisting in not simply being man, but to be one with God" (p.158).

And immediately after, he continues under the title "Christ, The Last Man": "And here we have reached the point where we may attempt to summarize the meaning of the
Creed: ‘I believe in Christ Jesus, the only Son of God, our Lord.’ After all these reflections of ours, we should be able, first of all, to make this affirmation: the Christian Faith
acknowledges the exemplary man in [the person of] Jesus of Nazareth. Here we have, so it seems, the best way of interpreting the Pauline concept of the 'last Adam' mentioned
above [which on the contrary, simply signifies the 'second Adam' the head of redeemed humanity, in contrast to the 'first Adam']. But it is precisely in his condition or status as
exemplary man, as a classic example of man, that he transcends human limitations. It is only by this fact that he is the truly exemplary man" (p.158).

And this would be the motive for his theory: "That which makes man is his open-mindedness, his opening on All, on the Infinite. Man is man by the fact that he tends to go
infinitely beyond himself; consequently, he will be more man in the measure that he will be less withdrawn into himself, less 'limited' [beschrankt]. But then - let us repeat - that
one is the most [perfect] man, truly man, he who is the most unlimited [ent-schrankt], who not only comes into contact with the infinite, but is one with it: Jesus Christ the
Infinite Himself. In Him, the process of humanization (the evolutionary development of human characteristics) has truly reached its ultimate development" (p.159).

 

 

THE "CREDIT" DUE TO TEILHARD

Moreover, in order to eliminate any possible lingering doubts on his thought as well as the "sources" of his "theology," Ratzinger appeals to that boldest and most dreadful of
the "new theologians," Teilhard de Chardin, the "apostate" (R. Valneve) Jesuit: "It is to Teilhard de Chardin's great credit that he has rethought the whole issue of these
relationships based on today's vision of the world,...to have made them accessible once again" (p.160).

There follow numerous quotations from Teilhard's writings. It will be sufficient to cite the last one as an example, which also serves as a conclusion: "The cosmic drift is
moving 'in the direction of an incredible near mono-molecular state...where each ego is destined to reach its paroxysm in some mysterious super-ego.' True, man in as much as
he is an ego, does represent an end, but the direction of the being's movement, of his own existence, reveals him to be an organism destined or intended for a super-ego which
incorporates him without dissolving him; only through the integration will the form of the future be able to become a reality in which man will have finally attained the goal
and summit of his being [the perfect "humanization," incorrectly called "deification" or supernatural]" (p.162).

This monistic-pantheistic delirium seems to constitute for Ratzinger - incredible as it may sound, but nevertheless true - the essence of...St. Paul's Christology!

"It will be readily admitted that this synthesis, elaborated as it has been, based on today's view of the world and couched in terms doubtlessly overly biological, is nevertheless
faithful to Pauline Christology whose profound meaning is now well-perceived and brought to a higher level of intelligibility: faith sees in the man Jesus in whom has been
realized in some way - biologically speaking - the following mutation of the process of evolution ...from that point, faith sees in Christ the beginning of a movement which
integrates more and more that humanity previously divided in the being of a single Adam, of a single 'body,' into the being of future man. It [this Faith] will see in Christ the
movement towards this future of man wherein he is to be totally 'socialized,' incorporated into the Unique" (pp.162-163).

All this constitutes a complete reversal of the Catholic Faith; it is no longer God who was made man, it is rather man who has emerged as God in Jesus Christ.

 

THE "SOURCES"

How could Ratzinger end up with such a doctrinal turnabout? Cardinal Siri gives us the explanation in Gethsemane-Reflections on the Contemporary Theological Movement.
That "cosmic monism" or "anthropocentric idealism" or "fundamental anthropocentrism" whereby Ratzinger lays waste and dissolves theology, constitutes that certain and
inevitable outlet of De Lubac's error concerning the "supernatural" implied in the natural where the "supernatural" necessarily coincides with human nature's maximum
development. "In revealing the Father," De Lubac writes, "and in being revealed by Him [Jesus Christ] completes man's self-revelation…Through Christ a person reaches
adulthood, man definitively emerges from the universe" (Henri de Lubac, Catholicism, pp.295-296).

This is nothing but Ratzinger's "Christology" in its embryonic state. Cardinal Siri rightly questions: "What can be the meaning of such an affirmation? Either Christ is only
man, or else man is divine" (Gethsemane, p.60). We should also add that the "supernatural" which finds its explanation simply in nature (or that which is simply natural) is also
to be found in the center of Blondel's "new philosophy," which seeks to explain the man's participation in the divine nature as a "return, so to speak, of God to God in us"
(Letter to De Lubac, April 5, 1932).

Cardinal Siri points out that de Lubac's error (as well as that of Blondel) ultimately develops and matures in Karl Rahner, S.J., who wonders "if it is possible to try to discover
the hypostatic union (that union between the human and divine natures in Christ) along the lines of the absolute perfecting of that which is man" ("Nature and Grace in the
Thought of Karl Rahner," quoted in Gethsemane, p.79). The affirmative answer to all of this, before being found in Ratzinger, is to be found in Rahner himself, who
"completely twists the Church's thought and Faith concerning the mystery of the Incarnation of the Word of God in Jesus Christ as recorded in Tradition as well as in Holy
Scripture" (Gethsemane, p.85).

Karl Rahner and Jospeh Ratzinger during
Vatican II

 

Ratzinger also falsifies the Church's thought and Faith exactly in the same sense, as does Rahner. Moreover, Ratzinger was and still is, in spite of distancing himself on
occasion from his positions, Rahner's disciple {Ratzinger was indeed Rahner's faithful collaborator during the Council; see R. Wiltgen, The Rhine Flows into the Tiber).

In Rahner's works, Cardinal Siri writes, "there clearly appears a fundamental anthropology which not only coincides with de Lubac's thought, but even goes beyond it to the
extent of transforming, in the conscience of the followers of the new theology, those very articles of Faith such as those of the Incarnation and the Immaculate Conception"
(Gethsemane, p.78). Again: "When one acts, thinks, and expresses oneself in such ways as to favor theories such as the one of essential identity between God and man [this is
precisely the postulate upon which Ratzinger has based his own "Christology"], then one is no longer treading the path of truth but rather has locked himself into the rut of error
[of heresy]…These are the dire consequences of having started out with an [erroneous] concept concerning a great mystery, such as the mystery of the supernatural, artificially
presented [by De Lubac and his followers] as being part and parcel of Catholic doctrine… Gradually, all the principles, all the criteria, as well as all the fundamental truths of
the Faith have been called into question and are crumbling away" (Gethsemane, pp.74, 82).

 

A RETURN TO MODERNISM

Cardinal Siri re-echoed Fr. Garrigou-Lagrange, O.P., who, as early as 1946, had already figured out and summarized the "new theology's" Christology:

"Thus does this new Christology suppose that the material world has evolved towards the spirit, and the spiritual world has evolved naturally, so to speak, toward the
supernatural order as well as towards the plenitude of Christ. Thus the Incarnation of the Word, the Mystical Body and the Universal Christ are to be understood as moments or
stages of Evolution…This is all that remains of Christian Dogmas in that theory which seeks to destroy our Creed in the same measure that it favors Hegelian evolutionism"
(La Nouvelle Theologie: ou va-t-elle?). And the famous Dominican theologian immediately sounded the alarm: "Where is the New Theology leading us to? It is taking us in a
straight line right back to modernism by way of whims, errors and heresy" (Nouvelle Theologie).

Ratzinger maintains, while repeating his "masters"' old party-line, that this monistic-pantheistic delirium, quite apart from "Pauline Christology" (as interpreted by Teilhard de
Chardin), can be found in the "most ancient professions of Faith" as well as in St. John's Gospel and would make "clear" to us the true "meaning" of the Dogmas of Ephesus,
431 A.D., and of Chalcedon, 451 A.D. This affirmation constitutes in itself another heresy. If this were so, we would be obliged to say that the Church, in spite of its divinely
promised infallibility, had lost its memory and forgot the real meaning of St. Paul's doctrine, St. John's Gospel, as well as the earliest professions of Faith, of Christological
dogma and, indeed, of all of Divine Revelation itself!

But the sad truth is quite different: Ratzinger makes use of, often quite literally, as we have shown, the same old arguments of those "masters" of the "new theology." In so
doing, he is simply rejecting, the "philosophy of being" in favor of the philosophy of "becoming." Thus is Ratzinger caught in the act of repudiating both Catholic Tradition and
the Magisterium as he "quietly" (to use one of his favorite terms) "continues to go his way on the path of whims, error, and heresy." This path, in fact, is nothing else but that
highway back to that modernism previously condemned by Pope St. Pius X which "recognizes in Jesus Christ nothing more than a man" even though "of a very high nature
such as had never before been seen nor will ever be found in the future."

On the other hand, this same Modernism sees a God in man, since "the principle of faith is immanent [intrinsic] in man...this principle is God" and therefore "God is immanent
in man." (Pope St. Pius X, Pascendi).

Through necessity (since we have here but one article to oppose to an entire book replete with whims, errors and heresies) we have limited our attention to Ratzinger's
Christology. The reader, however, will readily understand that once this fundamental point of Christology has been thus so distorted and falsified, everything else will also
suffer contamination: soteriology [that branch of theology concerned with the doctrine of salvation through Christ]: the vicarious satisfaction for sins is considered by
modernism to be simply an unfortunate medieval invention of St. Anselm of Aosta (1033-1109)! Mariology [that branch of theology treating of the Blessed Virgin Mary,
particularly in her relationship to the Incarnation and Redemption]: the virginal Conception is quite foggy at best, and in order to remain consistent, no mention at all is made of
the Blessed Virgin's Divine Maternity, and so on through all the other articles of the Creed. All of this is to be found in Ratzinger's book, The Christian Faith - Yesterday and
Today which would have been more correctly entitled Introduction to Apostasy.

 

THE PREFECT

But perhaps Ratzinger the Prefect (of the Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith) later denied or refuted Ratzinger the theologian? Not at all; in fact, quite the
contrary. His "theological" works continue to be reprinted unchanged. (The Italian version of The Christian Faith - Yesterday and Today, has already reached its eighth edition.)
Ratzinger the Prefect has never yet corrected or withdrawn one iota of his writings. On these "theological works," new generations of clerics will be formed in complete
ignorance of Catholic theology and will, in the future, distort the most elementary truths of the Catholic Faith.

Ratzinger the Prefect goes even farther: he sponsors and collaborates officially in the review Communio, the press organ of "those who think they have won," that same
Communio which he founded together with his friends De Lubac and Von Balthasar. On May 28, 1992, Ratzinger, fortified by his prestige as Prefect of the Faith, was able to
celebrate the twentieth anniversary of Communio in Rome, in the great amphitheater of the Gregorian University, in the presence of a multitude of cardinals as well as the
professors of Roman theological faculties. Communio was printed in several languages, and since it is under the patronage of the prefect for the Sacred Congregation for the
Doctrine of the Faith, it serves to indicate, unofficially but clearly, to the clergy of various countries the line of belief, action, and conduct wanted by "Rome."

 

PARTY PLOYS

Is it simply by chance that as soon as vacancies occur in episcopal sees, they are just as quickly filled by Communio collaborators? Il Sabato (June 6, 1992), in an article
celebrating Communio’s twentieth anniversary, remarked: "Twenty years have passed. Communio has won the day [in the struggle for modernism]." At least, this is true
regarding the ecclesiastical supremacy in the Church. To those three "dissident" theologians - Ratzinger, De Lubac, Von Balthasar, - the Church has now bestowed the most
coveted and prestigious of awards: the red hat of the cardinalate.

"To the most highly-skilled Communio collaborators went the episcopal promotions! Prominent amongst these are the Germans KarI Lehmann and Walter Kasper, the Italian
Angelo Scola, Eugenio Corecco from Switzerland, the Austrian Christoph von Schonborn, Andre-Jean Leonard from Belgium, and Karl Romer from Brazil. A whole
troop of bishop-theologians whose influence in the Church goes way above and beyond their own diocesan jurisdictions. A real 'think tank' of Karol Wojtyla's Church."

Is it simply by coincidence if "the theological chairs are presently dominated by Concilium’s fellow workers?" (30 Giorni, December 1991).

Is it not Ratzinger the Prefect who leaves them undisturbed? And all this corresponds perfectly to the' modernists' concept of authority as described by St. Pius X in Pascendi
and which Msgr. Montini also outlined in his interview with Jean Guitton (cf. Courrier de Rome July- August 1993). As far as the modernists are concerned - St. Pius X
declares -the doctrinal evolution of the Church "is like a result from the conflict of two forces, one of them tending towards progress, the other towards conservation." The
conserving force exists in the Church and is found in Tradition; Tradition "is represented by religious authority" while the progressive force is there to stimulate evolution.

It is therefore "logical," according to modernistic logic, that those Concilium ultra-progressives as well as Communio moderates should have divided the tasks among
themselves, the Concilium collaborators acting as the progressive force laying claim to the universities, the field of theological research, religious authority as well as
ecclesiastical supremacy.

No room, therefore, for self-delusion: today, there actually exists no struggle whatsoever between liberal Catholics and conservative Catholics; the true "conservatives" have
been effectively wiped off the official ecclesiastical map.

The sham struggle is between modernists who have gone to the very limits of their erroneous principles and their cousins, the moderate modernists who wish to go in the same
direction albeit more slowly; it is not at all a question of a fight to the death, but rather of insignificant skirmishes, or more exactly, "of party maneuvers or ploys."

 

 

 

ROME NOW OCCUPIED BY "NEW THEOLOGIANS"

Ratzinger the Prefect, the driving force behind the modernists' express train, has filled Rome with "new theologians" who have set up shop in the Sacred Congregation for the
Doctrine of the Faith in particular, as well as in other commissions under his presidency. And so it is that, in order to “promote sound doctrine” under the prefecture of Cardinal
Ratzinger, there is to be found among others, in that very same Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, a bishop Lehmann who rejects the bodily resurrection of Christ (cf.
Courrier de Rome July-August 1993, "Bishops without Faith"). But for Ratzinger also, Jesus is "the one who died on the Cross and who, in the eyes of the Faith [sic!] has risen
again" (The Christian Faith-Yesterday and Today, p.146).

Also it is to be noted that in the same Congregation is a certain George Cottier, O.P., a "great expert" in Freemasonry and "advocate of dialogue between the Church and
masonic lodges," a certain Albert Vanhoye, S.J., for whom “Jesus was not a priest" (but He is not priest any more for Ratzinger, nor for his "master" Karl Rahner), and Marcel
Bordoni, for whom remaining resolutely attached to the Christological dogma of Chalcedon constitutes an intolerable unchangeableness (sad to say, Ratzinger also shares this
same view).

Ratzinger the Prefect is also President ex-officio of the Pontifical Biblical Commission, which was revived after a long period of stagnation. Two modernist secretaries have
been engaged in this Commission; first, Henri Cazelles, Sulpician, a pioneer of neo-modernist exegesis, whose Introduction to the Bible was formerly severely criticized and
reproved by the Roman Congregation for Seminaries (cf. Courrier de Rome, June-July 1989). He was succeeded by the above-mentioned Albert Vanhoye, S.J., as secretary to
that same Commission amongst whose members are to be also found Gianfranco Ravasi, who relentlessly attacks Holy Scripture as well as the Faith itself, openly and without
restraint. Guiseppe Segalla, another member, repudiates St. John's Gospel as he assails it with the most outrageous and unwarranted criticism (cf. si si no no, IV #11:2).

Another group, the International Theological Commission, is under Ratzinger's presidency. Amongst its members who are chosen on his proposition are Walter Kasper for
whom those Gospel texts "where mention is made of a risen Christ whom one is able to touch with one's hands and who has meals with His disciples" are but "trivial
affirmations, quite unworthy of serious consideration...which represent a danger of justifying an 'overly-rosy' paschal faith" (but neither does Ratzinger himself show any liking
for a "markedly literal and terrestrial representation of the resurrection" (Christian Faith-Yesterday and Today p.219).

Again, we have Bishop Christoph Schonborn, O.P., editorial secretary for the new Catechism and who, to mark the first anniversary of Von Balthasar's death, sang the praises
of the deceased's ecumenical super-Church, the non-Catholic "Catholic" in St. Mary's Church in Basle, Switzerland (cf. Von Balthasar, Figura e Opera, ed. Piemme, pp. 431
ff.). Also Bishop Andre-Jean Leonard, "Hegelian... bishop of Namur, in charge of St Paul's Seminary where Cardinal Lustiger of Paris sends his seminarians” (30 Giorni,
December 1991, p.67).

 

WITH (AND WITHOUT) DISCRETION

What is to be said about the more discreet, yet very effective publicity methods used by Ratzinger the Prefect in promoting the "new theology"? No sooner had Walter Kasper
been named bishop of Rottenburg-Stuttgart than Ratzinger wrote to him, "You represent, in these stormy times, a precious gift from Heaven" (30 Giorni, May 1989). Urs von
Balthasar died in June 1988, on the very eve of receiving the "well-deserved honorary distinction of the cardinalate." Ratzinger the Prefect personally delivered the funeral
oration (at the cemetery in Lucerne, Switzerland) in which he praised the deceased to the skies as he bestowed upon the departed cleric the honor of theologian probatus."

On this occasion, he went on to say, "That which the Pope wishes to express by this mark of gratitude, or rather, this manifestation of honor, remains valid. It is not longer a
case of ordinary persons, of private individuals, but [it is] the Church itself in its official [sic!] ministerial responsibility which tells us that he [Von Balthasar] was, in fact, a
sure and trustworthy guide on our journey towards the springs of living water as well as a witness to the Word through which we may learn of Christ and life itself” (quoted in
Von Balthasar, Figura e Opera, pp.457 ff.).

Furthermore, Ratzinger the Prefect heads up the group sponsoring the opening, in Rome, of a "center dedicated to the formation of candidates to the consecrated life," a
formation "inspired by the life and works of Henri de Lubac, Hans Urs von Balthasar and of Adrienne von Speyr" (30 Giorni August-September 1990).

Finally, and in order to keep this study within limits, Ratzinger the Prefect presented the press with an "Instruction on the Theologian's Ecclesiastical Vocation," wherein he
underscores the fact that this document "affirms - maybe for the first time ever with such clarity - that there are decisions [which have been made in the past] of the
Magisterium which are not to be considered as the final word on a given subject as such, but serve rather as a mooring in the problem, and above all, also as an expression of
pastoral prudence, a kind of temporary disposition" (L'Osservatore Romano, June 27, 1990. p.6). And Ratzinger provided several examples of such temporary dispositions,
which are now considered "outdated in the particularities of their determinations":

1. those "Papal declarations of the last century on religious liberty,"

2. "the anti-modernist decisions of the Pope at the beginning of this century,"

3. "the [papally approved] decisions of the Biblical Commission of that same time period."

 

In short, those three very same ramparts which the Sovereign Pontiff had set up against Modernism in the social, doctrinal, and exegetical domains.

Must anything else be added to prove that Ratzinger the Prefect is in perfect accord with Ratzinger the "theologian"? Yes, we do owe it to our readers to point out the fact that
Elio Guerriero; chief editor of Communio (Italian edition) is in perfect agreement with us on this score. In order to illustrate the new theology's victorious march in his journal
Jesus (April, 1992), he wrote, "Anyway, in Rome we must bring to your attention the work done by Joseph Ratzinger, both as a theologian and as Prefect of the Congregation
for the Doctrine of the Faith." The only thing left of Ratzinger the "restorer" is the myth.

 

THE MYTH OF THE "RESTORER"

It is not difficult to see what gave rise to this myth. In his Preface to Introduzione al Cristianismo (1968 Italian edition of Ratzinger's book Einfuhrung in das Christentum) for
example, Ratzinger writes, "The problem of knowing exactly the content and meaning of the Christian Faith is presently shrouded in a nebulous halo of uncertainty, thick and
dense as has never been seen before in history." And this because "those who have followed at least in some small way the theological movement of the last decade and have
kept a certain distance from the herd of unthinking souls who consider anything new as being always and automatically better," have been quite anxious to know if "our
theology ...has not gone in the direction of an interpretation reducing the rightful claims and demands of our Faith which seemed overly oppressive, for the simple reason that
since nothing of any great importance seemed to have been lost and so many things still remained, the new theologians could immediately dare to go still one step further"
(p.7).

What Catholic who loves the Church and who is suffering such a heartache in the midst of the present universal crisis would not wholeheartedly agree with these affirmations?
Already in this Preface, which has remained unchanged since 1968, we find sufficient matter to give rise to that popular myth of Ratzinger the "restorer."

But just what does he oppose to this progressive onslaught and demolition of the Faith being perpetuated by present-day (new) theology? His opposition consists in a general
absolution of this very same "theology" concerning which - he declares - "one cannot...honestly ...affirm that, taken as a whole, it has taken this kind of direction." By way of
"corrective action," he suggests the repudiation of Catholic Tradition along with the Church's Magisterium by which the new theology of the last few decades has succeeded in
shrouding "the content and meaning of the Christian Faith. For the deplorable tendency of this new theology to reduce the Faith, Ratzinger remarks, "We will surely not find the
solution by insisting on remaining attached to the noble metal of fixed formulas of former times and which, in the final analysis, turn out to be simply a heap of metal which
weighs heavily upon our shoulders instead of favoring, by virtue of its worth, the possibility of reaching true liberty [which in this way, has underhandedly replaced the truth]"
(Preface to Introduzione al Cristianismo, p.8). The fact that his foreword is certainly heading in the same direction as contemporary "theology" seems to have completely
escaped Ratzinger. Long ago, Pope St. Pius X noted that all modernists are in no way able to draw from their erroneous premises truly inevitable conclusions. (cf. Pascendi).

Ratzinger is always the same: those excesses or abuses from which he keeps a "respectful" distance (often by cutting remarks) he never opposes with Catholic truth but only
with some other apparently more moderate error which, however, in the logic of error, nevertheless leads inevitably to the same ruinous conclusions.

In his book Entretien Sur La Foi (Discourse on the Faith), Ratzinger labels himself as a "well-balanced progressive." He favors a "peaceful evolution of [Catholic] doctrine"
without, however, "solitary breakaways ahead of the flock," yet "without nostalgia nor regret for times irretrievably past"; meaning, of course, quietly leaving behind the
Catholic Faith (pp. 16-17). Although he shrinks back from extreme "progressivism," Ratzinger cares even less for Catholic Tradition: "We must remain faithful to the present
day of the Church [l'aujourd'hui de l’Eglise], not to its past [non a l'hier], nor its future [ni au demain]" (Entretien sur la Foi, p.32).

For this reason, a Catholic who cherishes the Catholic Faith and loves the Church is able to favor or subscribe to a number of Ratzinger's central affirmations, but, on closer
observation of what this "restorer" proposes in place of the current universally-deplored "abuses," he will find himself unable to approve even a single sentence. And this is
because the downward neo-modernist path leads us down the same slippery slope, even though it does so more gradually, it still ends up with the very same complete rejection
of Divine Revelation, that is, in apostasy. No doubt about it: the writings of Ratzinger the "Theologian" are there for all to see, demonstrating an undeniable proof of this
flagrant apostasy.

Hirpinus (to be continued)

Translated from Courrier de Rome, September 1993

 

GLOSSARY

 

ALTRUIST

A person having consideration for other people without any thought of self as a principle of conduct.

AUTOMASIA

The substitution of an epithet for a proper name e.g. “the iron duke”, use of a proper name to express a general idea, e.g. “a Solomon”.

CONCILIUM

An extremely progressive theological journal.

EXEGESIS

An explanation or commentary on the meaning of a text, especially of the Scared Scriptures.

MONISTIC

From monism, a view which reduces all reality to a simple principle or substance.

PANTHEISM

A theory that God and the universe are identical.
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POPE JOHN PAUL II's PONTIFICATE:
 A PERIOD OF GRAVEST TRIBULATION FOR THE CHURCH

 

A TREMENDOUS ORDEAL

And in the case where a "new theologian" should one day accede to the chair of St. Peter? In such a case, the Church undoubtedly suffers an unparalleled ordeal of stupendous
gravity and proportions. And this for several reasons.

First of all, since it is a question of neo-modernism, "They lay the axe not to the branches and shoots, but to the very root, that is, to the Faith and its deepest fibers" (St. Pius X,
Pascendi). Moreover, these theological errors are destined to profoundly influence the Catholic world, since Catholics are quite used to the (mistaken) idea that the pope's
personal faith is identified with the Faith of the Church.

Also to be noted is the fact that in the Catholic Church, more than in any other society, has been borne out that old saying, Ad instar Principis totus componitur orbis: (The
whole world falls into line with the see, the seat, of the Prince - Peter). And for this reason, a pope is able to impose de facto, without any formal imposition whatsoever, a
heretical orientation to the entire Church. We have witnessed this with Pope Paul VI's "discreet" activities favoring neo-modernism or the "new theology."

The test we are now facing is one of tremendous proportions, but in no way is it insurmountable. Let us proceed step by step.

 

KAROL WOJTYLA AS A "NEW THEOLOGIAN"

If Pope Paul VI proved to be an authentic admirer of the "new theologians," John Paul II is, on the other hand, personally quite in favor of the "new theology." Fr. Johannes
Dörmann, the famous German theologian, absorbed in thought over the scandalous Assisi affair, has proven this to be true in his dispassionate, objective and scientific study of
Karol Wojtyla's writings, L'étrange théologie de Jean-Paul II (soon to be published in English by Angelus Press with the title: Pope John Paul II's Theological Journey to the
Prayer Meeting of Religions at Assisi).

This work, the first volume of a three-volume series, carefully considers the "theology" which inspired the ecumenical initiative of Assisi. The author finds that this same
"theology" was already clearly evident in Wojtyla's writings whether in his capacity as professor, bishop, or cardinal. Fr. Dörmann then sets out to demonstrate that the self-
same "new theology" constitutes the core recurring theme in John Paul II's doctrinal encyclicals (second volume) and has also served to inspire his pastoral trips to Africa and
Asia (third volume). We will now outline the contents of the first volume:

The basic error in Pope John Paul II's "theology," which serves as the foundation of his ecumenism and therefore of the Assisi initiative, is expressed in the following: not only
did Jesus Christ die for all men [as the Catholic Church teaches], but [and herein lies the innovation] each and every human being is "whether he knows it or not, whether he
accepts it or not, in the faith" (K. Wojtyla, Segno di Contradizione, chap. 11). Each is, from the very beginning, since his birth, in a state of effective redemption even if he is
unaware of this fact. And this holds true for all men of all ages and places.

This thesis flies in the very face of Holy Scripture, Tradition, as well as the Catholic Church's dogmatic teachings, and according to Fr. Dörmann's personal judgment, has no
solid base even in the texts of the last Council. It is, on the other hand, found to be tied in with the "new theology" which affirms the unconditional salvation of all mankind, a
universal redemption not only objective but subjective as well. Not only can everyone be saved, but all are, as a matter of fact, already saved (this reminds us of Von Balthasar's
"Hell does indeed exist, but it is empty"). This "new" conception of subjective redemption or universal justification has served as a springboard to launch a "new" ecclesiology
together with a new concept of Revelation and Faith.

 

A NEW ECCLESIOLOGY

If the Son of God, as Wojtyla the "theologian" would have it, has, by His Incarnation, united Himself to "every man," if "existence in Christ" is the religious "dimension of
every human being, of every real and historical man" from the very first instant of his existence "whether he wants it or not, whether he accepts it or not" (and therefore
independently of the Faith or of Baptism) is supernaturally united to Christ, it must then follow:

1. that every human being belongs, in some way or other, to the {Catholic} Church;

2. that the Church coincides with all of humanity, which, with Christ, constitutes an organism naturally supernatural, so to speak.

It is evident that the resulting notion of the Church is essentially changed under these conditions while the distinctions between nature and grace, between Church and
humanity, are utterly destroyed. All of which, we might add, Blondel and De Lubac were precisely aiming at all along, since the modernists, going against the teachings of the
Church considered such a distinction as an intolerable "dualism" to be discarded at all costs.

 

A “NEW” NOTION OF REVELATION

Thus, according to John Paul II's "new theology," there remains no essential difference between the Church and humanity in their "profound being" since the same "profound
being" is the very same "existence in Christ." They can only be distinguished by the degree of awareness they have of their profound being (this is in substance, Karl Rahner,
S.J.'s theory of "anonymous Christians" as well as Von Balthasar's "anonymous Christianities"). And here we behold the emergence of a "new" notion of Revelation.

Neo-modernism would have us believe that Our Lord Jesus Christ did nothing else than "fully manifest man to himself," not at all by revealing to man (as the Catholic Church
has always done) his original state of sinner as well as his radical and essential need of redemption, which he is able to attain only through Baptism and the true Faith. Contrary
to the Church's constant teaching, modernists want to make us believe that Our Lord came to make known to men their original state of unconscious but automatic and real
redemption, that is, their state of being naturally "supernatural." As a matter of fact, neo-modernism claims that it is only this state of unconsciousness, which distinguishes the
Christian from the non-Christian. This external "revelation" of Christ is considered to be of secondary importance and not at all strictly necessary, since there may exist, and
there also does indeed necessarily exist, an interior revelation, common to all men (faithful as well as infidels) and to all religions (amongst which, therefore, we are no longer
able to distinguish the true one from the myriads of false ones).

 

A “NEW” NOTION OF FAITH

In such a fool's paradise, "faith" becomes nothing more than a vague awareness of that which pre-exists in man, of some innate original "supernature" implicit in human nature.
This same awareness may occur, yes, thanks to Christ's revelation; but it also may occur and indeed does necessarily manifest itself in the "faith" of the "anonymous Christians"
(who, therefore, are no longer infidels) as well as in the "anonymous Christianities" (which can no longer, therefore, be considered false religions).

 

THE "THEOLOGY" OF ASSISI

It is from such a "most admired disorder" that the "irreversible" ecumenical dialogue has come about; a dialogue which, as we must add, constitutes the "new" notion of
mission. From these obviously non-Christian origins appeared that scandalous initiative of Assisi, the "spirit" of which is indeed evident in Pope John Paul II's "new theology":

"Universal redemption is the common base…All religions contain true revelations, knowledge and have experience of God. Faith includes all of the 'faithful' of all religions.
Faith is faith in humanity. But that ‘revelation offered to mankind in Christ,’ the Christian Faith, therefore is...the faith which truly and definitively explains the 'mystery of
man,' 'the existence in Christ' [whence comes the appeal to Christ in John Paul's final speech at Assisi].

This 'offer' is not, however, at all necessary for salvation, nor is it exclusive or unique. Indeed, there are also to be found in other religions revelation, faith, and experience of
God. It is on the basis of religious liberty, of inter-faith dialogue, together with fraternal exchanges of religious experience with a view of mutual enrichment that can now be
seen open before us that path paved with gold leading to religious peace" (Dormann, op. cit. pp. 150-151).

Space prevents the publication of the entire quotation in this issue, so we refer our readers to Fr. Dormann's work for full data relating to this text.

 

BACK TO MODERNISM

There is no denying the fact that, with Pope John Paul II's "new theology," we have come full circle back to modernism which reduces the Faith (as well as Divine Revelation
itself or at least its principles) to the level of religious sense and (religious) experience: "is it not God manifesting Himself, indistinctly, it is true, in this same religious sense, to
the soul? ..." (St. Pius X, Pascendi). (This helps to explain Pope John Paul II's favoring a charismatic Church more or less based on people's feelings).

There necessarily follows the complete elimination of all trace of difference between natural and supernatural religion together with the equivalence (i.e., practical equality) of
all religions, which are simultaneously able to claim to be both natural and supernatural. According to this false line of "reasoning," Christianity just like the other religions
which have sprung up from religious "geniuses" would have taken its origin not from heaven, but from Christ's religious subconscious, "a man of exquisite nature, the like of
which had never been seen before nor will ever be seen again" (ibid.) and from primitive Christian communities.

Revelation, for man, is simply reduced to some consciousness of his personal relationship with God and is common to all religions. Christian revelation has been the awareness
of this relationship for the man Jesus; in the other religions it was for Buddha, Mohammed, etc. As for Tradition, it does not consist in the transmission of divinely revealed
truths, but rather in the renewal of this personal and subjective religious experience for each and every individual in the course of time and successive generations, and in this
sense, it constitutes what is now called a living Tradition.

As a consequence, "some, in a thinly disguised manner, others quite openly, hold all religions to be true…In this contest of religions, the most that can be said in favor of the
Catholic religion is that it is the truest one," given the "exquisite nature" of Christ; and we should bring the non-believer to experience the Catholic religion...the same one
founded by Jesus Christ, that is to say, that product of a progressive development of the (religious) germ which he brought to the world" (ibid.).

"The study of anthropology," wrote Tyrell (English leader of modernism), "does not allow us to affirm...that God has not gradually revealed Himself in each soul's moral and
social life and especially in Christ's soul as well as in the life of all religions and particularly in the life of Christianity…"

In future times, religiosity will be the result of inductive reflection on past and present forms of religion, of their study in so far as they are inspired by that light of Truth which
enlightens every man coming into this world, and to the extent that each one (of these forms) represents, in a special manner, an effort on the part of the Divine Spirit to make
himself intelligible to man in harmony with the other degrees of his moral, mental, and social development" (Rinnovamento, July-August 1907, "Per la sincerita").

This provides us with a precise description of the "spirit of Assisi," while also bringing to light those secret motivating forces behind John Paul II's constant "pastoral" trips to
Asia and Africa (including his "ecumenical" encounter with voodoo sorcerers).

"If you see me traveling the length and breadth of the whole world in my efforts to meet with people of all civilizations and religions, it is because I have faith in the seeds of
wisdom which the Spirit has planted in the conscience of all these various peoples, tribes and clans; from these hidden grains will come the true resource for the future of
mankind in this world of ours" (John Paul II's speech to youth in Ravenna, May 11, 1986, quoted in Tutte le encicliche dei Sommi Pontefici, ed. dall'Oglio, p.1821).

Fr. George Tyrell, S.J.

 

THE "MASTERS"

Which road did Wojtyla the theologian take on the pilgrimage to modernism? He simply followed the crooked paths and byways of the "new theology." Those who "think they
have won" are today indeed much less discreet than they were in former times (e.g., before Vatican II) and so, in one of the addresses delivered at the inauguration of the
"Maurice Blondel Archives Center" affiliated with the (formerly) Catholic University of Louvain, it is made unmistakably clear that for Blondel "the supernatural is not a
nature to which something (grace) has been added; it is, in reality, simply the liberation of all nature, it is the participation in divine liberty" (Center d'Archives Maurice
Blondel. Journees d'inauguaration 30-31 mars 1973. Textes des interventions, p. 59).

This radical distorting and tampering with the basic Catholic notion of supernature, consisting in a falsification obstinately upheld and defended by modernists such as Blondel
and De Lubac, is absolutely bound to take them down that same blind alley where John Paul II's "new theology" is to be found at the present time: to the abolition of all
distinction between nature and grace (if the supernatural is implicit in human nature, all men are therefore in the state of grace "whether they know it or not, whether they
accept it or not through faith") and inevitably to the heresy of subjective universal redemption, to the identification of humanity with the Church, to the corruption of the idea of
Revelation and of Faith, and so on.

For example, already for De Lubac, the manifestation of supernature being implied in human nature and which therefore can be explained by this same human nature turns
Christ's revelation into a fact of secondary importance, of minor interest:

"From this it follows that strictly speaking, man does not need another revelation to know his God: quite apart from any

supernatural intervention, this 'natural revelation' would be quite sufficient in itself": Sulle vie di Dio, p.210).This quotation from a
"master of modernism" serves quite well to make us understand that the "new theology" does indeed lay the axe "not to the branches
and shoots, but to the very root, that is, to the Faith and its deepest fibers" (Pope St. Pius X, Pascendi).

PAPAL AUTHORITY AT THE SERVICE OF THE "NEW THEOLOGY"

This can easily be verified by the ecumenical initiative of Assisi. However, given the extreme gravity of this assertion, we will now
quote yet other facts which, taken in their entirety, will be quite sufficient to dispel any lingering doubts.

Already in the very heart of the inaugural encyclical of his pontificate (Redemptor Hominis), John Paul II reveals his thesis of a
universal and subjective redemption which Pope John Paul II reads into Gaudium et Spes (no.22), and to the drafting of which he had
collaborated during the Council: "By His incarnation, He, the Son of God, has in a certain way, united Himself with each man"(Tulle le
encicliche dei Sommi Pontifici, ed. dall'Oglio).

And now, as if to confirm the fact that the inspiration of John Paul II has not changed, Christoph Schonborn warns us in L'Osservatore
Romano that the "key text" of the new "Catechism" is taken from Gaudium et Spes (no. 22) (L'Osservatore Romano, 12-1-1993).

 We have already mentioned John Paul II's worldwide voyages. All the ecumenical initiatives and speeches of the present pontificate
have their basis and explanation, not in Catholic doctrine, but in the aforementioned "new theology": everything is centered upon man and his full development which is
supposed to also comprise an awareness in himself of an immanent supernature within each man independently of Faith and Baptism "whether he knows it or not, whether he
accepts it or not by faith."

If Paul VI chose to celebrate Teilhard de Chardin at the closing ceremonies of the Sixth International Thomistic Congress, John Paul II went even further still: On May 12,
1981, on the occasion of the centennial of the birth of the monistic-pantheistic Jesuit, Teilhard de Chardin, the Secretariat of State sent "in the name of the Holy Father" a highly
laudatory and favorable letter to the rector of the Institut Catholique of Paris. And in this message the Pope praises "the wonderful repercussions of his [Teilhard's] research and
investigations as well as the marked influence of his personality and the richness of his thought." In this note, Teilhard is described as a man seized by Christ in the depths of
his being, ever anxious to hold in high regard both faith and the answer of reason, thereby containing almost by anticipation, John Paul's appeal:

"Be not afraid; open, open wide the doors to Christ, those immense fields of culture, of civilization, of development."

All in all, [de Chardin was] a precursor of Wojtyla's pontificate (cf. L'Osservatore Romano, June 10, 1981, and SI SI NO NO, June 15,1981).

And yet, barely twenty years earlier, the Holy Office had promulgated a monitum against Teilhard. Even though he had restrained himself somewhat (this was at the time of
John XXIII, and Montini's influence was making itself felt), he was warned that his writings "are full of such ambiguities, and even of the gravest of errors, which constitute an
outrageous attack upon Catholic doctrine." And again recently, on February 11th, 1993, Pope John Paul II sent - this time under his own signature and always in the same line
of (modernist) thought - a public message to the Archbishop of Aix to celebrate the centennial anniversary of the publication of Blondel's L’Action:

"As we recall that work, we wish, first of all, to honor its author who, in his thoughts as well as in his life, succeeded in blending the most rigorous critique and the most
courageous [or bold-spirited] philosophical research with the most authentic Catholicism by drawing, as he did, from those rich sources of dogmatic, patristic, and mystical
tradition" (L'Osservatore Romano, May 12, 1993, p.5).

This is nothing but the posthumous ratification or approval of Blondel's (and later on, De Lubac's) heretical pretensions of having discovered, after a rather long lapse of two
thousand years, what is called "authentic Christianity" (cf. Courrier de Rome, 146 [336], May 1993).

Nor is this all. We have presented documented evidence of Blondel's open and obstinate contempt for the Magisterium of the Church, and have also recalled his "reflections,"
that is, his (vain) attempts, which never convinced anyone, to "explain" in an orthodox sense his own erroneous ideas in order not to bring down upon himself the righteous
censures of the Church which would certainly have delayed as well as embarrassed him no end (cf. Courrier de Rome, 145 [335], April 1993). Pope John Paul II, however, on
this same occasion, has nothing but praise for this modernist's "courage as a thinker, together with his unfailing loyalty to, and love for, the Church." And Pope John Paul II
goes one step further as he urges "today's philosophers and theologians" to follow in Blondel's footsteps who "relentlessly pursued his work while untiringly and obstinately
(sic) explaining his thoughts without ever repudiating their inspirations" (cf. L'Osservatore Romano op. cit.).

 

THE TACIT REPUDIATION OF HUMANI GENERIS

Under Pope John Paul II's pontificate, the other founding fathers of the "new theology" were able, already in their lifetime, to bask in their share of (the modernistic) glory. On
February 2, 1983, Pope John Paul II bestowed the cardinal's hat on De Lubac who was then almost eighty years of age. This papal action constituted a de facto rehabilitation,
absolutely unjustified, as well as an unjustifiable repudiation of Pope Pius XII's encyclical Humani Generis. In the Catholic world, this was taken as a certain sign of the new
pope's "new" theological direction. On January 7, 1983, Present, a Parisian daily (newspaper) made the following pointed observation:

"We have often wondered for what reason Fr. Wojtyla, who had studied theology in Rome under Pope Pius XII, had, subsequently, almost never referred to that great pope's
doctrinal teachings. The explanation lies simply in the fact that he had theologically chosen to follow De Lubac (one of the "fathers" of the "new theology") rather than Pius
XII. This fact is more readily understood at the present time."

On the occasion of the venerated Card. De Lubac's death, L'Osservatore Romano (May 9, 1991) made public, on its first page, the contents of two telegrams sent by His
Holiness John Paul II: the first one, to Card. Lustiger, Archbishop of Paris, and the other one to the Superior General of the Company of Jesus (Jesuits).

The first telegram is as follows:

"Recalling the long and faithful service accomplished by this theologian who succeeded in collecting and saving the best of Catholic tradition in his meditations on the Church
and the modern world, I fervently beg Christ the Savior to grant him the reward of His eternal peace."

And the second telegram:

"For many years, I had greatly appreciated the vast culture, spirit of self sacrifice, and intellectual integrity, which have all served to make of this model religious an
outstanding servant of the Church, particularly on the occasion of Vatican Council II."

There followed, on page 6, the deceased's curriculum vitae prepared by L'Osservatore Romano's editorial staff which, on the 8th and 11th of September, went right on
celebrating the memory of the "father" of "new theology," previously condemned by Pope Pius XII in his encyclical Humani Generis.

While alive, Hans von Balthasar was glorified by Pope John Paul II. And not only he, but also the lady whom he had described as being his theological "better half" Adrienne
von Speyr. In 1985, with the publicity being provided by L'Osservatore Romano, a symposium was held in Rome on Adrienne the "mystic," and Von Balthasar in Premessa,
and Il Nostro Compito, made it publicly known that this event constituted the realization of a "desire expressed in 1983 by the Holy Father." Von Balthasar himself was
promoted to cardinal (June 1988) but died on the very eve of being awarded his "well-deserved honorary distinction" (Card. Ratzinger). However, Ratzinger himself declared in
his funeral oration:

"That which the Pope wished to express by this gesture of gratitude and acknowledgment or, rather, of honor, remains valid."

How can we blame him (for publicly declaring the unvarnished truth of the matter)? Nevertheless, it 'is' a fact that this gesture of gratitude, or rather, of honor, on the part of the
Pope, has been addressed to the pseudo-theology of a pseudo-theologian who has wearily trudged "along the path of sheer personal fancy, of error, and of heresy". (cf. Courrier
de Rome, 147 (337) June 1993; for Cardinal Ratzinger's homily, see H.W. von Balthasar, Figura e opera, p.541).

 

SUPREME CONTROL OF "NEW THEOLOGIANS" OVER THE CHURCH

In 1981, Pope John Paul II appointed the "new theologian" from Germany, Card. Joseph Ratzinger, Prefect of the Congregation for the Faith. And recently, the Pope confirmed
him in this awesome office for yet a third five-year term (lustrum). This constitutes still one more clear and significant "gesture of gratitude or of honor" in favor of the "new
theology." How, in these years of unparalleled crisis in the Church, has the ex-Holy Office (Congregation of the Holy Office: founded by Pope Paul III in 1542 "to combat
heresy" - Ed.) defended orthodoxy (belief in the true Faith founded by our Lord Jesus Christ) against the most vicious attacks launched with impunity by the neo- modernists?
Let us go back to Card. Ratzinger himself for an unmistakably clear answer to this vital question:

"The myth concerning the Vatican's severity with regard to progressive deviations appeared as being the result of wild and useless imaginings. Up to this very day and in no
case whatsoever have we ever resorted to, nor imposed canonical sanctions or penalties (on anyone): we have simply limited ourselves to admonishing the guilty wrongdoers"
(keynote-speech delivered at the Christian Episcopal Conference, cf. Courrier de Rome, 97 [287] November 1988).

To the "new theologians," on the other hand, Joseph Ratzinger did guarantee effective supremacy (control) over the Church (cf. Courrier de Rome, September 1993).

In 1985, there was held in Rome a Synod on the occasion of the twentieth anniversary of Vatican II (1962-1965). Still another "new theologian," Walter Kasper, another of
Ratzinger's "old friends," was appointed (the official) theologian of that synod. Yet Kasper openly denies the historical authenticity as well as the reliability or trustworthiness
of the Holy Gospels. Also, "in the light of the criticisms of forms" (or Formgeschichte), he considers that the miracles wrought by Jesus have simply been invented, from the
calming of the tempest (Mt. 8:26) to the resurrection of Lazarus (Jn. 11), including Jesus Christ our Lord's bodily Resurrection, Whom Kasper does not even believe to be God
the Son (cf. W. Kasper, Jesus le Christ and Courrier de Rome 105 (295) July-August 1989). In 1989, this same Kasper who is also a member of the International Theological
Commission, was appointed Bishop of Rottenburg-Stuttgart... without withdrawing one iota of his formal heresies. There is no question here of personal favors between "old
comrades," or, in any case, not only of that, but first and foremost, it is always a question of significant "gestures of gratitude" (or "honor") in favor of a very specific
"theological" current (i.e., modernism). Careerists (those intent mainly on personal advancement and success in this life) know quite well to which devil they are required to
sell their souls.

 

COMMUNIO'S SUPPORTER

In 1992, under Ratzinger's patronage, a celebration took place in Rome in commemoration of the twentieth anniversary of the review Communio, the official mouthpiece of
"those who think they have won." On May 29th, Pope John Paul II received in audience the editors and writers from several countries and later gave a solemn speech in which
he recalled "with gratitude the memory of two of its original promoters, eminent theologians of catholicity: Card. Hans Urs von Balthasar, and Fr. Henri de Lubac."

He went on to exhort the editors of Communio to always be a ferment of communion and of "unity in diversity" according to the thought of Von Balthasar. In a reminiscent
mood, he confided: "In my capacity as Archbishop of Krakow, I had the occasion of encouraging and promoting the Polish edition (of Communio)" (cf. Communio June-July
1992). We can then well understand why De Lubac, while Paul VI was still very much alive, used to tell his friends, "the day when we will need a (new) pope, I have my
candidate: Wojtyla" (30Days,July 1985: Angelo Scola's interview with De Lubac).

Space compels us to bring this study to a close. But before doing so, and in order to complete the overview of the present modernist crisis, let us just mention George Cottier,
official theologian of the Papal Palace, and other Communio collaborators who have been appointed bishops. These pass themselves off as conservatives, when in reality they
are modernists. Also, let us consider that the nominations to the various Roman Commissions and Congregations are introducing more and more "new theologians" into the
councils of the Church's governing body.

Can the reader entertain doubts to the direction, which Cardinal Wojtyla increasingly gives to the Church? Even Civilta Cattolica" always considered to be the indicator of the
Holy See's intentions and orientations, has transformed itself into an official "new theology" mouthpiece. Yes, the so-called Catholic press, from Avvenire to the small parish
bulletin, falls in (the modernist) line, for the saying goes: Ad instar Principis totus componitur orbis (The whole world falls in line with the see, seat, of the Prince-Peter).

 

OUR PRESENT GRAVE AND FATEFUL DUTY

No wonder, then, after having taken all these clearly substantiated and irrefutable facts into consideration, that the current crisis now striking the Church has been aptly
compared to the Arian crisis, which constituted “a menace for the entire Church," (St. Vincent de Lerins, Commonitorium). Any sound theologian knows that papal infallibility
"does not mean personal steadfastness or firmness in the Faith," "nor does it guarantee him some personal infallibility" (Bartmann, Manuel de Theologie Dogmatique). Such a
theologian is also fully aware that, in the present case, papal infallibility is completely out of the question.

Moreover, this scholar knows full well that in Catholic theology, there is also the question of the possibility of a "heretical pope," which has been the object of sharp discussions
in some of the darker periods of the history of the papacy. The present ordeal, on the other hand, is particularly intense for those Catholics who, not being grounded in sound
theology, are long used to erroneously extending papal infallibility to every single act of the Sovereign Pontiff, especially as a private person. An enormous ordeal indeed, but,
as we previously remarked, not insurmountable. To overcome the scandal of the present hour, true Catholics must hold fast to some simple truths of the Faith:

1. God can in no way ever contradict Himself and therefore the Holy Ghost cannot nowadays nor at any time in the future inspire developments in doctrine or
customs in contradiction with those He had inspired in previous times.

2. Divine Revelation ceased definitely with the death of the last Apostle, and for this reason neither the Church nor the Pope can add or remove anything
whatsoever from it.

3. Neither to the Church nor to the Pope has there been promised the revelation of new truths (and even less of contradictory "truths"), but on the contrary, they
have been promised God's help to announce those previously-revealed divine truths as well as in judging, on the basis of divine revelation, any and all eventual
doctrinal controversies. Therefore no pope is able to contradict anything, which was formerly always to be found in the "Deposit of Faith."  "To Peter's
successors, the Holy Ghost has been promised not in order that they should teach a new doctrine through His revelation but rather, with His assistance,
that they should keep and explain in a faithful and godly manner the revelation transmitted through the intermediacy of the Apostles, that is to say, the
Deposit of Faith, i.e., the sum total of truths revealed by Christ, taught infallibly by the Church, and witnessed by Scripture and Tradition" (Vatican I
Constitution De Ecclesia, Denzinger, 1836).

4. The divine gift of infallibility has been promised not only to the present Pope but to all the popes of all times, and therefore no present Pope can contradict any
or all previous popes.

5. Infallibility is not just for the Pope but for the whole Universal Church (that is, for the Church established throughout the world and at all times) (cf. Vatican I,
Denzinger, 1839). Therefore no pope can contradict that which, in the Church, has always been believed, everywhere and by all (quod semper, quod ubique, quod
ab omnibus creditum est).

6. That in any conceivable future conflict between the Pope of today and the Popes of yesterday, between the Pope of today and the Church of all times and places,
the faithful Catholic must remain firmly attached to the Popes of all time as well as to the Faith of the universal Church as St. Thomas Aquinas rightly teaches
(Summa Theologica, Part IIa IIae, Question 2, article 3).

The above basic truths are put forward to sincere Catholics by their sensus fidei as well as their common sense. We may also add that whenever a pope, instead of keeping and
proclaiming divinely-revealed Truth which has always been taught since the beginning of the Church, sets out to follow his own erroneous personal opinions which contradict
this Truth, he is not at that moment acting in his capacity as pope. It thus follows that he may neither lawfully require others to obey him (in his errors) nor may the faithful be
obliged to follow him in his errors.

This may grieve us, but should come as no surprise. The exact notion of infallibility does not, in fact, exclude the possibility of such an unfortunate and tragic circumstance.
The divine gift of infallibility simply means that God's active assistance will, with the greatest possible certitude, prevent any pope from imposing formally, ex cathedra, his
own errors upon the whole Church, although he may attempt to impose them in fact if not formally (through speeches, writings, acts of his administration, etc).

When, in the course of Vatican I, the final drafting of the Constitution on Papal Infallibility was presented to the bishops, the official and chief editor, Bishop Gasser of
Bressanone clearly explained its exact meaning: "If the entire Church should ever face the danger of being led astray through the bad faith and negligence of a pope... Christ's
vigilance... would prevent an infallible declaration (Si per malum fidem et negligentiam pontificis, universalis ecclesia in errorem induci possit... tutela Christi...iudicium tale
impediretur, Mansi 52, col. 1212-1214).

Papal infallibility, therefore, does not at all guarantee that the Faith of the whole world will never be exposed to danger by the "negligence" or even by the "bad faith" of one of
Peter's successors, but only guarantees that the tutela Christi (the divine assistance) will prevent an infallible declaration, ex cathedra, in such deplorable and unfavorable
circumstances. Just as it has, in fact, happened in the present crisis, beginning with Vatican II, which, the Pope assured during the Council, was to be simply of a "pastoral"
nature (and not doctrinal as were all the twenty other Ecumenical Councils).

And this is why theologians (we refer here only to true and sound theologians) know that papal infallibility has absolutely nothing to do with the present crisis in the Church.
This fact does not, of course eliminate the terribly harsh and cruel ordeal presently inflicted upon the faithful sons and daughters of the Church who, in order to save their souls,
must maintain their own Faith intact in spite of the hardships and difficulties in these tragic times. And we must admit that these circumstances depend upon the one presently
occupying Peter's Chair. These faithful souls must also now prove their fidelity to Jesus Christ as well as to His Church (which is not at all to be identified with the personal
theological theories of a pope).

Today's tragedy will prove to be even graver still for the young who risk knowing only "a false 'Christian' religion, which is far removed from the true Church of Christ" (Pius
XI's encyclical Mortalium Animos, which constitutes an early papal condemnation of the present-day false ecumenism).

The gravity of the hour therefore imposes equally grave obligations upon one and all, each according to his state of layman, priest, theologian, bishop, cardinal or pope. Beyond
our solemn duties of prayer and penance (so insistently asked for by the Immaculate Mother of God at Lourdes and Fatima) we are all duty-bound to oppose the current
modernistic ecclesial direction by resolutely defending not only our own Faith, but also that of our brethren in Christ. To this end, each person must, according to his means,
come now to the aid of the Church and even remind (if one's own state in life provides the occasion and even more so if it demands it) the present Pontiff to carry out his papal
duties in accordance with his high office (cf. Col. 4:17).

All of this constitutes a grave duty of charity. Failing in these sacred duties would be equivalent to mortal sin, and to act otherwise would be tantamount to betraying Christ yet
once again. Such a betrayal endangers one's own as well as other souls' eternal salvation whilst making oneself a wretched collaborator in the "self-destruction" of the Church.

Hirpinus (to be continued)

Translated from Courrier de Rome, October 1993
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DISOBEDIENCE TO THE INFALLIBLE MAGISTERIUM:
HALLMARK OF THE "NEW THEOLOGY"

In this series of articles, we have demonstrated that although it had been solemnly condemned and fought by Pope St. Pius X (Pascendt) as well as by his successors up to and
including Pope Pius XII (Humani Generis), modernism continued to smolder like a sect within the Church itself. Finally, after several decades, the lengthy disobedience which
had remained more or less under cover for so long, literally exploded at the time of the "pastoral" Vatican Council II with the tragic result that the "new theology" or neo-
modernism is seen to triumph everywhere today - strong indeed, but not of the strength of truth. And this only because it was favored and promoted by those in ecclesiastical
authority at every level, including the summit, to the devastation of the souls it deceives and betrays (and which forbids us, one and all, therefore, to remain silent in the face of
such a mortal danger).

We have seen that neo-modernism is based on Blondel's false "Christian philosophy ." This self-deceived imposter, in his illusions of reconciling the Church with the "modern
world," that is, with that cancer-ridden modern philosophy, which from its very beginning was fatally struck with the pestilence of skepticism and of subjectivism, perverted, as
the modernists are wont to do, "the eternal notion of truth" (St. Pius X, Pascendl) and that of "supernature" and the supernatural order. True restoration in the Church will
therefore come about by a return to traditional (Thomistic) philosophy.

We later illustrated the errors of Henri de Lubac, S.J.,"father" of a "new theology" which "evolves with the evolution of things - semper itura, numquam perventura - forever en
route or on a journey, without ever reaching its goal" (Pius XII, Allocution of September 17, 1946).

We also expect to have thrown some light on Balthasar's obscure pseudo-theology, which has transferred Hegel's "philosophical delirium" into the ecumenical sphere. Next, we
considered the thoughts and behavior of three high-ranking ecclesiastical authorities (although of different degrees of responsibility), and who therefore bear the greatest blame
for the present-day triumph of the modernists: Paul VI (whom, properly speaking, we should define as a philomodernist), John Paul II (who is, on the other hand, a devotee of
the "new theology") and Card. Ratzinger. We have tried to bring to light, even more than the modernist errors, the contempt shown to the infallible magisterium of the Church -
a contempt which the "new theology" wears like a badge. This allows us to judge it for what it really is as well as for what it seeks, even those of us who are neither
philosophers nor theologians. This is, in fact, what the "new ecclesiastical direction" is aiming at: the blotting out of every trace of twenty centuries of Christianity, under the
pretext of a "return to primitive Christianity" or to an "authentic Christianity" in the name of a "pastoral" Council (which the modernists, post factum, are belatedly striving to
change into a "dogmatic" Council!). This is done also in the name of a "living magisterium" of today which heretically claims that the magisterium of "yesterday" is dead. An
obviously heretical claim, since it would necessarily lead to the conclusion that "all the faithful throughout all the centuries, all the saints, all those who have kept chastity,
continence or virginity, all the clerics, levites and priests, thousands upon thousands of confessors, the countless legions of martyrs, so many busy cities and populous countries,
so many islands, provinces, kings, races, kingdoms, nations, in a word, almost the entire universe incorporated to Christ its Head, have all been unaware, have erred,
blasphemed and in the course of all those past centuries, have not known or have completely ignored that in which they were supposed to believe" (St. Vincent of Lerins,
Commonitorium) .

THE MYTH OF "RESTORATION"

Finally, we have demonstrated that the so-called "restoration" is simply nothing but a myth having its origin in the modest, moderated, and in itself quite insignificant "conflict"
between the "moderate wing" (which presently wields power and authority in the Church) and the "extremist wing" or "integrist" wing of neo-modernism. All of those illusions
born of this "conflict" should, by now, have been completely swept away by our study: there is not, nor can there be, any hope of "restoration" by those neo-modernists who
obstinately continue to trudge their weary way along the path of "skepticism, fantasy, and of error."

It is of course true that de Lubac, Balthasar, Pope Paul VI, Card. Ratzinger, as well as Pope John Paul II himself have all, at one time or another, deplored some of the more
flagrant post-conciliar abuses.

De Lubac, for example, wrote that "the Council has been betrayed...by the actions of what I may be permitted to call a para-council" (Mimoire autour de mes oeuvres). He
seems also to share Villepelet's "worries": "The obvious recklessness of our bishops, the political deviation of their cherished 'Catholic Action,' uncontrolled liturgical disorders,
internal moral decay in seminaries, privileged treatment of defrocked priests, contempt for Tradition, notorious doctrinal (the Eucharist) and moral (marriage, etc...)
carelessness, the enormous responsibility of certain 'Catholic' reviews..." (ibid.).

And those other neomodernists or philomodernists, "faithful" (to speak as Henrici does) to the "new theological line of Lyon," servilely echoed their "master."

Balthasar deplored the "trend or tendency favoring the 'selling-off of post-Conciliar ecumenism (Hans Urs von Balthasar, Figure et Oeuvre, p.435). Paul VI, in a discourse
before the seminarians of Lombardy actually wept over the "self-destruction" of the Church: "The Church is, at the present time, sick with worry, with self-criticism; I would
even say that it is in a period of self-destruction. The Church has reached the point of striking herself with mortal blows" (Il Populo, December 9, 1968). In a private interview
with Guitton (a well-known journalist and personal friend of Paul VI - translator's note), he bemoans the fact that priests "have gotten into the bad habit of using only Canon II,
which is the shortest and most expedient one." And in his last discussion, he went so far as to declare: "Inside Catholicism itself, a non-Catholic way of thinking seems
sometimes to have taken the upper hand, and it is possible that this same non-Catholic thinking will in tommorrow's world be the stronger one within Catholicism itself. But
this new non-Catholic thought will never represent the thought of the Catholic Church. A small flock must survive, even though it be very tiny flock" (ibid., p.168).

Card. Ratzinger, in his book Entretien sur la Foi (Discourse on the Faith), has also deplored those "solitary breakaways ahead" (p. 32) and spoken, like de Lubac, of a "Council
betrayed," of an "explosion of latent aggressive and centrifugal force within the very bosom of the Church" (p.31).

And last but by no means least, Pope John Paul II, on the occasion of a conference for the Missioni al Populo (Missions to the People), come directly to the point: "In the
present day Church, it must be admitted (with realism together with a deep and sorrowful awareness, that a very great number of Christians have become troubled, disoriented,
perplexed, and even deceived; ideas which are in disaccord with that revealed truth taught by the Church since apostolic times, are currently widespread: veritable heresies have
even flooded the fields of dogma and morals, giving rise to doubts, confusion and rebellion; liturgy has been altered; submerged as there are in today's intellctual and moral
'relativism, ' Christians are tempted by atheism, agnosticism, by a vaguely moralistic illuminism [Illu minism: the doctrine of certain marginal religious movements founded on
the belief of an interior illumination, or on "revelations" directly inspired by God], by a sociological Christianity without any defined dogmas or objective morality whatsoever"
(L'Osservatore Romano, February 7, 1981).

THE DREADFUL REALITY

This declaration as well as others, taken individually, could lead, and in fact, have led many persons to believe that the time for reflecting (on the present crisis) and, indeed, the
time for the restoration is at hand. Sad to say, such is not the case; it is quite the contrary. Under the cover of this so called “restoration” the revolutionary “self destruction” of
the Catholic Church continues unabated. In fact, all the neomodernist "moderates" should also be included in those remarks intended for Ratzinger.

First and foremost, the "moderates" deplore "abuses" as such, and not at all in relation to their own more moderate (and therefore even more dangerous) form of modernism
which they have absolutely no intention of repudiating, and which they continue to uphold with a tenacity worthy of a better cause. The "conflict," neither deep nor serious, has
already been described as a simple skirmish between those who think de Lubac to be already out of date (cf. Paul VI Secret, p.110), and those who have decided to remain
"faithful" to him: "We follow the line of the extreme center. No excessive attention to the magisterium [sic!] nor disputing. Neither right nor left. Our allegiance is to that
tradition in the line of the "new theology" of Lyon [cradle of de Lubac's theology] which insists on the non-opposition between nature and supernature, that is, nature and
supernature are really identically same things (and consequently) between faith and culture, and which has become the official theology of Vatican II" explained very clearly by
Fr. Henrici in his interview with 3O days of December 1991. And we have shown what the "line" has proven to be in this series of articles. Therefore, when de Lubac
complains that the "Council has been betrayed," he means betrayed in relation to his own personal views and expectations, not in objective relation to the Catholic Faith. When
Card. Ratzinger defends the "authentic Council," he means the Council interpreted in the light of the "new theology," and not at all in the light of Catholic Tradition. When
John Paul II speak of the Council interpreted in the light of Tradition, he means: in the light of de Lubac's "tradition in the line of the "new theology" or with a tradition
evolving with the evolution of the times and not in the light of unchanging Catholic Tradition. Villepelet's "worries" in his book Mimoire autour de mes oeuvres, nevertheless
writes immediately after, "Our 'post-Conciliar' age is certainly, even though it is going over some rather rough bumps, being visited, by the Spirit of God; I also believe such
signs are beginning to make themselves manifest more and more [sic!] and I would like to repeat on my own behalf this sentence from a person who has recently written to me:
'Hope no longer seems to me to be a duty, but (to be) a springtime" (p.389).

These illusions concerning the "springtime of the Church" are having a hard time disappearing, thanks to the "new theology." Especially when their disappearance directly
depends on the humbly confessed avowal of one's own errors and personal responsibilities in the present day disaster. And in fact, the "father" of the "new theology"
maintained right to the very end of his life that he had never "found the means nor felt the need to clarify anything else" (30 Days, July 1985) regarding his false notion of
"supernature" (or of the supernatural order), which is, nevertheless at the base of all the errors and heresies of today's pseudo-theology, as Card. Siri masterfully pointed out in
his book Gethsemani, and as L 'Osservatore Romano itself admitted (on September 8, 1991): "Henri de Lubac is, without the slightest doubt, one of the great founding fathers
contemporary Catholic theology. Neither Karl Rahner nor, even less, Hans Urs voh Balthasar, is think able without him."

As for Balthasar, even though deploring the "trend to selling off' present-day (false) ecumenism, he does not in the least renounce his "ecumenical delirium," of a "catholicity
which leaves nothing out," of, a super-Church without any "confessional determination at all,"  And de Lubac, which (but now this is Pope Pius XII speaking) everybody, yes,
will be united, but in a common ruin" (Humani Generis). And although Pope Paul VI weeps over the "self-destruction" of the Church, and in Paul VI Secret deplores the fact
that priests are in the "bad habit" of using "the shortest and most expedient" Canon, yet does he continue to maintain that with the liturgical reform "not only have we retained
the past, but we have once again found the source which is the most ancient, the most primitive tradition and which is also the closest to the Church's origins. Now over the
centuries, the light of this tradition was 'hidden under a bushel,' and particularly at the time of the Council of Trent" (Paul VI Secret, p.158). Unbelievable, incredible, words
coming from a Pope's lips, yet tragically true. In any case, what would the Catholic Church be if it had hidden or caused to be hidden that vital Tradition, and was only now
beginning to rediscover it? In such a case, it surely could not be the Church of Christ to which infallibility had been promised for the unaltered protection of the "Deposit of the
Faith." And although Pope Paul VI, in his last interview with Jean Guitton, prophesying in the manner of Caiphas (Jn.11:51 ff), foresaw a general apostasy and a very small
"remnant" of true faithful, yet this same Paul VI demonstrated very clearly, through his unjust judgment of Archbishop Lefebvre and the latter's undeserved condemnation, his
hostility towards the "little flock" which through love for the Church disapproved of his tenacious work of destruction.

As for Ratzinger, if in his Entretien sur la Foi (Discourse on the Faith) he deplores those "solitary breakaways ahead of the pack," in the very same breath he excludes "any
possibility of a return to the Church's pre-Vatican II status": "If by 'restoration' a return to a pre-Vatican II position is meant, then there is no possibility of a restoration. The
Church is marching along the road of History's fulfillment, its eyes riveted upon the coming Lord. No, we have no intention of going back nor can we do so" (Entretien sur la
Foi, p.40).

And what in the world would Card. Ratzinger have liked and would still like to see? A "quiet evolution" of doctrine where "quiet" does not at all mean coherent and in harmony
with two thousand years of Christianity: "We must remain faithful to the present  day, not to its past, nor to its future. And this present day of the Church consists in the
documents of Vatican II in their authenticity" (Entretien sur la Foi, p.32).

Those sections are included where those documents (cf. Nostrae Aetate, Dignitatis Humanae, etc.) are in flagrant contradiction with the constant, traditional teaching of the
Church.

And even though John Paul II, at the beginning of his pontificate, deplored the fact that veritable heresies had even then (February 1981) flooded the fields of dogma and
morals, he has, nevertheless declared that the new ecclesiastical course is "irreversible," and he continues to support and defend it with a resolution and firmness worthy of that
cause which is its exact opposite. If needed, confirmation of what has been affirmed here is seen in the consistent behavior of those invested with (supreme) authority in the
Church with regard to extreme modernists: neither Paul VI, nor Ratzinger, nor John Paul II has ever engaged his unquestionable authority to repress those very same "abuses"
that each had personally and publically deplored. Then, in modernist fashion, these same authorities, after having bewailed these "abuses," seem to acknowledge that they do
indeed have a stimulating role to play in the "evolution" of the Church's doctrine and institutions (cf. St. Pius X - Pascendi, and Courrier de Rome, September 1993).

Their aversion and their disciplinary measures (from ostracism to excommunication) are reserved for those who resist so as to remain faithful to the doctrine of the Church.

NOT MODERATED, BUT INCOHERENT

If, therefore, we stop to simply consider the criticism leveled at some of the post-Conciliar frenzy, we are indeed able to accept and agree with those many declarations of de
Lubac, of Balthasar, of Paul VI, of Ratzinger as well as of John Paul II. If, however, we consider what those authorities seek to establish in God's Holy Church, we behold that
they only seek to lay down and impose those very same bases from which have sprung the countless "abuses" which they now deplore. At this juncture, their so called
"moderation" is seen for what it really is: either a typically modernist tactic to block undesired and/or delayed-effect reactions, or simply the inability of going to the very
bottom of things in order to draw all the conclusions from their own modernist errors.

Already at the dawn of this century, Pope Pius X, in his encyclical Pascendi, while making a clear distinction between a "moderate" type and an integrist version of modernism,
observed that the latter was more coherent than the former, both starting out with the same false assumptions; the "extreme" modernists leap immediately to find conclusions,
while the "moderates," on the contrary, take it step by step. In order to dispel any illusion that it is possible to remain in a half-way position, the Holy Pontiff St. Pius X in this
admirable encyclical went to great lengths to draw forth all the ruinous consequences flowing from those errors upon which modernism had been founded. For so doing, that
Holy See was violently taken to task by the modernists of his day (as well as by those of today), who accused him of exaggerating the consequences and repercussions of
modernism.

The simple truth of the affair, however, is that, however unable and/or unwilling as they are to go to the very bottom of the matter so as to draw all the conclusions from their
own erroneous bases, this does not alter the fact that once these false propositions are laid down and accepted, disastrous consequences will inevitably follow. A "small" initial
error on the level of principles will most certainly result in great and grave consequences which many, while upholding an error of principle, are utterly unable to foresee.

And yet, St. Pius X solemnly declared: "Further, we admonish professors to bear well in mind that they cannot set aside St. Thomas Aquinas, especially in metaphysical
questions, without grave disadvantage" (Pascendi, no.45).

Parvus error in principio est magnus in fine, says St. Thomas. (A small error in principle becomes great in its end results). And Fr. Garrigou-Lagrange, O.P.,develops the point,
"They (the modernists) will certainly accuse us of exaggerating, but even a slight error on first notions and principles will inevitably have incalculable consequences which
were not at all foreseen by those who have deceived themselves in this manner. The far-reaching consequences of these new theories of which we have just spoken [the "new
theology"] will therefore spread way above and beyond any and all estimates of those authors quoted above [de Lubac, Bouillard, Fesard, etc...]" (Where Is the New Theology
Taking Us? previously quoted).

And we know only too well, through bitter direct experience, that this is indeed what we are all seeing today.

THE "ORIGINAL SIN" OF MODERNISM

There is no moderation of modernism in sight, only cunning and trickery, or at the very best, an intellectual incoherence which, however, can by no means wash away the
"moderate" modernists' "original sin" (modernism). A simple and humble act of true obedience to the infallible magisterium of the Church would have saved them from their
own restrained delirium.

Lacordaire, following his harrowing "liberal" crisis wrote: "After ten years of futile efforts in trying to imagine the true role of philosophy in the Church, where have I come to?
To the very same ideas held by those who, unworried and untormented, have relied more on the mind of the Church than on their own. How deeply have I felt with admiration
the superiority of the Church, that inexpressible instinct pressing it on its way, together with its divine discernment always unfailing in brushing aside even the shadow of
illusion!" Then, referring to Lamennais, who had fascinated him earlier, he confessed with great humility, "It is truly a wonder to me how a philosophy, whose fatal weakness I
now perceive so clearly, had been able to hold my powers of reasoning suspended, and for such a lengthy period of time. I finally came to realize that, struggling against an
intelligence vastly superior to my own, I was fighting against impossible odds. For truth is sometimes not a sufficient aid to re-establish the equilibrium of forces; otherwise,
error would never triumph over truth. Therefore, there must exist in this world a power able to support weak intellects against powerful intellects, and which delivers them from
the most terrible oppression, that of the spirit...I learned from my own experience that the Church is the great liberator of the human spirit; and since all the other forms of
liberty spring from intellectual liberty, I finally perceived under their true light, those burning questions dividing today's world" (Lacordaire, Considérations sur le systeme
philosophique de M. de la Mennais).

This is precisely where the "original sin" of the modernists (moderate or not) is to be found: relying on their own fallible intellects, rather than trusting to the infallibility of the
Church which alone could preserve them from error as well as from their own intellectual weaknesses. And this is precisely what all true sons of the Church must practice to
oppose the modernist "novelties": a humble submission to the Church's infallible magisterium which alone is able to free our error-prone intellect from the oppression of false
beliefs. It is of the utmost importance, however, never to confuse the Church's infallible magisterium with the personal theology of a "present-day pope," especially if he proves
himself to be literally at odds with that same two-thousand-year-old magisterium which has always been found to be in constant harmony with all the popes of all ages, as well
as with all the bishops of every times and place who were in communion with the Apostolic See: that which has always and everywhere been taught and believed by all in the
Holy Church of God.

THIS IS YOUR HOUR AND THE POWER OF DARKNESS

It is only through the resolute return to Tradition on the part of the visible head of the Church (the pope) together with all his fellow members in the hierarchy that the vital and
long-hoped-for restoration will finally come to pass. This alone can overcome the present ecclesiastical crisis which has been brought about through a prolonged period of
"passive but real resistance" for Catholic Rome's sound directives. Nothing short of this will ultimately serve to wipe the slate clean of the deplorable long-standing "sin against
the light coming from Rome, a light shining with the doctrinal treasures of the past" (La vie spirituelle 1923, pp.174-175, quoted by Aubry in L 'tude de la Tradition, p.102).

We can all rest assured that the blessed day marking the return of Catholic Tradition will ultimately dawn bright and clear. This is of Faith. If the present desolation to which the
Church is reduced is not enough to show that "those who think they have won" have, quite on the contrary, already lost, it would suffice to simply recall Christ's promise:
Portae inferi non praevalebunt; (the gates of Hell will never prevail against the Church of God.) Haec est hora vestra et potestas tenebrarum, (this is your hour and the power
of darkness.)

This period of darkness behind us, someday all that will remain of the "new theology" and its partisans will be but a sad and unfortunate memory.

To us who, in this hour of darkness, must orient ourselves, whoever we may be, toward the door of eternal salvation, it appertains to resist fortes in fide (strong in Faith)(St.
Peter), by praying, by opening our hearts to grace, and also by helping in the spiritual necessity of this grave hour those neighbors whom Divine Providence has put in our path.

Hirpinus.

Translated from Courrier de Rome, Novenber 1993

 

It is a poor priest rather advanced in age who writes to you. In my case, your maxim must be applied: what counts is "what is said"and not "who said it."1...

...My vocation was born in the midst of Catholic action and its song: Always with the pope-even unto death. What a beautiful destiny. Already, as a young priest, that was my
profound attitude. In the parish, the confessional, in preaching, in teaching; every word of the pope was authoritative. It was the Magisterium.

Is it still the case today? The question arises from the disappointment I experience before a pope in continual contradiction, and sometimes, on the borderline of heresy without
being fully in it. I am reminded of the diligence of your paper in pointing out the heretical explanation by the Pope of descendit ad inferos (he descended into hell).2

It was a position of the "Holy Office"; it was not the only one and it will surely not be the last. Since he speaks all the time, this exposes him fatally not only to the
inexactitudes of language, but it also renders his doctrine disputable and in certain cases, suspect of heresy. Yes, it is truly difficult, even for he who lives the faith to depend on
the present Pope as the expression and the faithful echo of the Magisterium of all time.

However, what is infinitely more grave and what does not seem to phase the judgment of the bishops and the cardinals, not to speak of the theologians and insignificant
journalists who oppose one to another "the Pope as restorer" and "the Pope as progressive," is the various positions of this Pope. The foundation is built upon:

a) the masonic substitution of anthropocentrism for theocentrism, that is, man-centeredness for God-centeredness.

b) the total suppression, in his teaching, of subjective redemption in favor of objective redemption.

c) an ecclesiology in which everything is relevant and current (ecumenical passion, dialogue, etc.), except an authentic notion of the Church.

In fact, the consistent repetitions by this Pope concerning man are known by all. When his discourse falls on "redeemed man," it no longer concerns the man who has adhered
to Christ, who lives within the Church and by its sacraments, but man as such, who "whether he knows it or not," within the Church or out of it, is "a new creation in Christ."
The lack of objective solidity of his ecclesiastical vision is then, logical. The three points cited above are in direct correlation with his blurred leadership. Regarding the Church,
I see an umpteenth confirmation of what I am going to write below in this recent affirmation: "As the bishops of the churches which are in Italy..." No, this is wrong! Every
good catechist knows it well. Those which are here called "churches" are not so, for in each one of them the One, Holy, Catholic, and Apostolic Church is present. It is a case
then of "dioceses," not "churches." By this manner of denumerating, one easily forgets that Rome is the principle and the foundation of the Catholic Church's unity. This
concerns "fundamental" theology. Its absence is evident. But can a pope permit gaps this serious? And what can a poor priest do when he appeals to the pope, if the latter is no
longer the Magisterium ?

FOOTNOTES

1.      Allusion to the maxim of Si Si No No, taken from the Imitation of Christ: Do not seek to know who said it, but pay attention to what is said."

2.      Allusion to an article of Si Si No No dated June 15, 1989, under the title "To whom must we import the discourse of the Pope at the general audience of last January?"
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THE TRIUMPH OF MODERNISM OVER CATHOLIC EXEGESIS

In our last article we showed how those in modernist Rome "think they've won" even in the field of Catholic exegesis, an apparent and ephemeral victory, as we are assured by
the divine promise-non praevalebunt (They will not prevail). Yet, this modernist victory has had devastating repercussions on the entire life of the Church, and threatens to
eradicate the faith of Catholics, from the clergy down to the simple faithful. To prove this, it is simply a matter of considering the heresies that are propagated concerning Holy
Scripture, or of casting a glance at the humblest of parish bulletins.

Starting in the reign of Pope Pius X until the year 1960, it seemed as though the Church had triumphed over the assaults of the modernist heresy. Actually, the forces of evil lay
hidden in the shadows, preparing for the explosion of the neo-modernist crisis in the Second Vatican Council. St. Pius X himself had warned that the:

...(M)odernists have not abandoned their schemes of disturbing the peace of the Church. In fact, they have never stopped looking for new followers, whom they
gather together in secret associations (Motu Proprio, Sacrorum Antistitum, September 1, 1910).

Even before the last Council, alarming symptoms of a fresh outbreak of modernism were making themselves felt here and there in the Catholic world, especially in Biblical
studies. We may well point out that just as it was in Biblical studies that modernism first came to maturation through Fr. Alfred Loisy, it was also in the same domain that the
rebirth of modernism made its formal reappearance. This time, however, it was not in Paris at the Institut Catholique that modernism was reborn, but rather in Rome, at the
Pontifical Biblical Institute. This Institute had been established by Popes Leo XIII and St. Pius X to defend and protect Biblical studies from modernism, which is the poi- son
that St. Pius X had exposed (Pascendi, 1907) as being hidden "in the very veins and in the bowels" of the Church, and which was now even attacking Its head.

In order to explain this phenomenon, no one has seemed to us to be more competent than Msgr. Francesco Spadafora who, together with Msgr. Romeo (now deceased),
opposed it openly as soon as it made its appearance in 1960. (The titles and subtitles are added by sì sì no no.-Ed.)

A QUESTION OF VITAL IMPORTANCE

She [Perpetua] finally arrived, shamelessly, with a large cabbage under her arm, as if nothing had happened, leaving the poor Don Abbondio to his suffering, after
he had pleaded with her for a solution to his problem.

This passage from Manzoni (I Promessi Sposi [The Betrothed] ch. II) came to memory when I read that long-awaited document from the Pontifical Biblical Commission, first
spoken of some time ago, and published last November under the title: Interpretation of the Bible in the Church (Libreria editrice Vaticana, Vatican City, 1993, 126 pages). This
document was prefaced by the speech given by his Holiness John Paul II on April 23, 1993 during an audience which he gave commemorating the centenary of Pope Leo XIII's
encyclical Providentissimus Deus and the fiftieth anniversary of Pope Pius XII's encyclical Divino Afflante Spiritu, both of which dealt with Biblical questions.

It was during this audience that Card. Ratzinger presented John Paul II with the document prepared by the Pontifical Biblical Commission: 

It is with great delight that I receive this document, the fruit of a collegial effort undertaken on your initiative, Carinal Ratzinger, and pursued with umost
perseverance over a number of years. It provides an answer to one of the concerns which I take to heart, since the interpretation of Holy Scripture is of capital
importance for the Christian Faith and for the life of the Church…

This preamble is followed by an explanation of the value of the two Encyclicals by Leo XIII and Pius XII devoted to Biblical questions. This explanation was summarized in
the following manner by Msgr. Gianfranco Ravasi in the October 1993 edition of Gesù: the encyclical Providentissimus (1893) by Leo XIII against rationalism (modernism), is
"apostolic." Divino Afflante Spiritu (1943) by Pius XII, on the contrary, holds strictly to a positive line, urging Catholic exegetes to make scientific studies of Holy Scripture,
and to make use of the instruments now made available through the progress of the various auxiliary sciences, like archaeology, philology and literary criticism, etc.

In his address on this occasion, John Paul II did not even touch upon this problem which has so troubled the Church since 1960. At the same time, the Pontifical Biblical
Institute has openly adopted the two latest rationalist systems, Formengeschichte (R. Bultmann, H. Dibelius, 1920) and Redaktiong-eschichte (1945), completely disregarding
the magisterium's precise doctrinal teachings found in all of its official documents. These new systems repudiate those three pillars of truth which serve as the foundation of
Catholic exegesis: the divine inspiration of Holy Scriptures, their absolute inerrancy, and the historical authenticity of the four Holy Gospels.

These three basic truths of the Catholic Faith, constantly reaffirmed up to the time of Vatican II (see its declaration on Divine Revelation, Dei Verbum), are now denied. The
modernists now offer an interpretation of the Conciliar text, prepared by the Jesuit Fathers of the Pontifical Biblical Institute, with Card. Carlo Maria Martini, presently
Archbishop of Milan, as their head. The document drafted by them, which was approved by the Pontifical Biblical Commission, states that they "do not claim to take a definite
position on all the questions concerning the Bible, such as, for example, the theology concerning its inspiration" (p.28). It is as though they were dealing with secondary
matters, rather than those of "capital importance for the Christian Faith and the life of the Church."

THE (CAUTIOUS) FAVOR OF CARDINAL RATZINGER

In the document's Preface (pp. 21-23), written by Card. Ratzinger himself, we read:

In the history of [Biblical] interpretation, the use of the historical-critical method has marked the beginning of a new era. Thanks to this method, new possibilities
of understanding Biblical texts in their original meaning have come forth.

The above statement would seem to be the opinion of an incompetent person, of one who is not only ignorant of the great progress made in authentic Catholic exegesis, from
Pope Leo XIII's pontificate to this day, but who is also ignorant of the destruction caused by the so-called "historical-critical method." The Cardinal continues:

Everything that helps us to better understand the truth...offers a valuable contribution to theology. It is in this sense that we can say that it is just that the historical-
critical method be accepted in theological work. We must reject everything that limits our horizons and prevents us from seeing and hearing that which is above
and beyond what is simply human, so that there is always an opening [to other possibilities]. This is why the appearance of the historical-critical method
immediately gave rise to a bitter controversy regarding its usefulness and its true configuration. Up to the present time, this debate has in no way come to a
conclusion. In these matters, the magisterium of the Church has, a number of times, taken its position through important documents....Leo XIII in particular
expressed various criticisms....Pope Pius XII tended to give more leeway to encouragement of these doctrines...

Such is the thesis put forth by the "innovators" of the Pontifical Biblical Institute:

...but only after the death of that Pope. Dei Verbum, the Second Vatican Council's Constitution on Divine Revelation (November 18, 1965), takes up all of these
issues, bringing together the enduring perspective of patristic theology and the new methodological knowledge of the moderns, giving us a synthesis which remains
authorized....The Pontifical Biblical Commission gave itself the task, one hundred years after the encyclical Providentissimus Deus and fifty years after the
encyctical Divino Afflante Spiritu, of seeking to define a position for Catholic exegesis for our times.

Newly confirmed after Vatican II, the Pontifical Biblical Commission is not a branch of the magisterium. Rather, it is a committee of experts who, conscious of
their scientific and ecclesiastical responsibilities as Catholic exegetes, take positions on basic problems of scriptural interpretation. They are also aware of having
the confidence of the magisterium in these matters....I believe that this document opens up new perspectives, and that it truly supplies valuable assistance in
clarifying the matter of finding the right path that leads to understanding Holy Scripture. It follows along the same lines as the encyclicals of 1893 and 1943, and
fruitfully extends their line of thought.

JUST A FEW OBSERVATIONS:

"That the historical-critical method be accepted in theological work is just," says Card. Ratzinger.

This is not very clear language. Perhaps it was deliberately meant to cover up the treachery perpetrated against the magisterium of the Church in the domain of Catholic
exegesis. Formengeschichte, or the theory of the "history of forms," is understood here to be an "historical-critical method" (see p.32 of the document), and is one of the
rationalist methods clearly opposed to the three revealed truths which constitute the foundations of Catholic exegesis: divine inspiration of Holy Scriptures, their absolute
inerrancy, and the historical authenticity of the four Holy Gospels. Moreover, this "method" denies the dogmatic principle by which the infallible magisterium of the Church is
the "proximate norm" for the Catholic exegete. (We will be later documenting amply what we are simply mentioning here).

For Card. Ratzinger, why is it right "that the historical-critical method be accepted in theological work"? A theologian worthy of the name should realize that what is at stake
here is dogmatic in nature, since it concerns the very foundations of the Catholic Church. For this reason, Card. Ratzinger, with his title of Prefect of the Congregation for the
Faith, should have intervened a long time ago, in order to bring this scandal to an end - a scandal that has existed since 1960, and which has poisoned, and is now poisoning
students of the Pontifical Biblical Institute with its venom.

Card. Ratzinger has declared that the debate on the usefulness of the historical-critical method "has in no way come to a conclusion." If this is the case, what have these
"experts" been working on for so long? Why have there been repeated announcements about this document, only to arrive at no conclusion? So, while studies are being carried
out in Rome, or rather, while it is said that these matters are being studied, the Church is at the mercy of heretics.

And yet, the reasons for ending the "debate on the usefulness of the historical-critical method" do exist. We have barely alluded to them, but even the least "expert" of readers is
able to realize this. The debate has not been closed for the simple reason that those responsible do not want it to come to a conclusion, to the great advantage of error and
heresy.

For Card. Ratzinger, however, the debate has somehow come to an end through the "synthesis" of old and new forms of exegesis, a synthesis which, he says, is "authorized."
But through which interpretation? In the one circulated by the Pontifical Biblical Institute, since it furnishes this synthesis with its own special arguments?

It is absolutely false that such a document "follows along the same lines as the encyclicals of 1893 (Leo XIII) and 1943 (Pius XII), and extends their line of thought in a fruitful
manner." This is easily demonstrated, and we will do so later on.

VAIN ATTEMPTS

When Card. Ratzinger took up his position in the former Holy Office, I made it my duty to provide him with all the necessary information on the rebirth of modernism in the
field of Scriptural studies, information which was contained in my book Leo XIII and Biblical Studies (Rovigo, 1976).

My efforts had no effect, however, and when I read the book L 'Esegesi Cristiana Oggi (Christian Exegesis Today) (ed. Piemme, 1991, 246
pages), containing the writings of Ignace de la Potterie, S.J., Romano Guardini, Joseph Ratzinger, Giuseppe Colombo, and Enzo Bianchi. I
realized that it was altogether hopeless today to expect a remedy from the Dicastery , which is charged with the protection of Catholic
doctrine.

Card. Ratzinger's name is thus to be found right next to that of Fr. Ignace de la Potterie, the promoter of the historical-critical method, who
denies the historic authenticity of the Gospels, and who advocates the erroneous, heretical interpretation of Dei Verbum.

Once again I felt it was my duty to protest against these matters with Card. Ratzinger in person. I requested an audience with him at the
beginning of June, and which I obtained for July 25.

Amongst other things, I told him that "the magisterium is here, and not at the Biblical Institute." Card. Ratzinger answered by mentioning
that the Holy Father intended to intervene personally on the question of Biblical studies, after which I was kindly dismissed. Then, on April
23, 1993, John Paul II gave his disappointing speech, which appears at the beginning of this article.

Wishing to leave no stone unturned in defense of the dogmas that constitute the foundations of Catholic exegesis, I decided to try to interest
the Italian bishops in these questions. In a meeting that Archbishop Giuseppe Agostino (Vice President of the Conference of Italian Bishops) kindly granted to me, I explained
this very grave matter to His Excellency and left him with all the necessary documentation. About one month later, I received the following response:

Dear Professor,

First of all, I would like to express my great satisfaction in having met you. I understand well the seriousness of the problems you have brought to my attention,
and have carefully read all the information that you kindly left with me. We must, of course, know how to accept what the magisterium itself proposes to us (cf.
Dei Verbum). We are all aware of the fact that in recent times, as you have pointed out to me, various advanced, and sometimes deviant positions have arisen.
However, I can say that the Pontifical Biblical Commission establishes norms for the interpretation of Sacred Scripture.

Trusting in the work of the Spirit and in the hope of a humbler and more luminous Church, I remain respectfully yours,

Crotone, June 24, 1993

Giuseppe Agostino, Archbishop

Towards the end of July, I sent the Archbishop the following letter:

Your Excellency,

The Letter that Your Excellency was good enough to send me on June 24 has bitterly disappointed my expectations. However, I allow myself to make a few
observations since I am sure of yours Excellency’s comprehension, and confident in your goodness towards me.

There is no truth of Faith as clearly expressed by all the Fathers as that of the absolute inerrancy of Holy Scripture, a truth that echoes the words of Jesus: Is it not
written...Scripture cannot be broken? The infallible magisterium is unanimous on this score. For example, we have Vatican Council I, and Leo XIII’s
Providentissimus Deus, which was defined as the Magna Charta for Holy Scripture by Pius XII.

….It was in order to comply with the rationalists, by accepting their two latest systems, Formengeschitchte and Redaktiongeschicte, that the Pontifical Biblical
Institute abjured Catholic doctrine (see La Civiltà Cattolica, Feb 20,1993). At the beginning of the Second Vatican Council, the professors of the Pontifical Biblical
Institute asked for the restriction of the infallibility of Holy Scriptures to passages concerning dogma and morals. The result of this was to render superfluous the
doctrines of the Faith concerning the divine inspiration of the Bible. These matters had already been proposed as part of their teaching, starting in 1960, at which
point the Holy Office intervened.

It is therefore not a question of some advanced, and sometimes deviant positions, but of programmatic deviations concerning dogma; true heresies stubbornly
upheld and proclaimed, scandalizing the faithful. I would like to point out one final example demonstrating this fact. Recently, on May 6, 1993, before an audience
containing many professors and students, Msgr. Romano Penna (professor of Holy Scriptures at the University of the Lateran) had the impertinence to present all
the quibblings and inventions of rationalist Protestants as proof against the authenticity and historicity of Jesus’ words concerning the primacy of St. Peter  and of
his successors, the Roman Pontiffs. He pretends that these texts (Matt. 16:17-19; Lk.22:8-13; and Jn. 21:15-19)are simply belated creations of the second century,
thought up by the “Petrine” faction and the Roman community. This is exactly like what Fr. Alfred Loisy, the leader of the modernists, (and excommunicated be St.
Pius X), had dreamt up.

As for Card. Ratzinger, we can expect nothing from him. He seems to be completely under the influence of the Jesuits of the Biblical Institute, and particularly
under that of Ignace de la Potterie, S J…In short, it seems to be impossible to have any confidence in the Pontifical Biblical Commission.

God knows that I am not lying. Shortly after His Eminence Card. Ratzinger’s arrival in Rome to take up his new duties, I was received in audience with him. For
more than one half hour, I was able to inform him of the grave situation caused by the Pontifical Biblical Institute, which has broken with the magisterium of the
Church, and which is presently enaged in open warfare with supreme Dicastery of the ex-Holy Office. I left him with my books as documentation.

He graciously agreed with what I put before him. On several other occasions I tried, but always with the utmost difficulty, to obtain an audience with him.
However, on July 25 of last year I did succeed after a month-long wait. Again, this time, I was received graciously by His Eminence for about one half hour. In this
audience I protested vigorously against the publication of the book, Esegesi cristiana oggi, (Christian Exegesis Today), written by Ignace de la Potterie, the
Cardinal, etc. In this book, Fr. de la Potterie denies the absolute inerrancy and authenticity of Holy Scripture, justifying these positions through recourse to Dei
Verbum. And so, His Eminence, by participating in Fr. de la Potterie’s book, with a study of R. Bultmann’s Formengeschichte, gives the logical impression of
sharing the same heresies.

Finally, given the seriousness of this crisis, which has existed since 1960 with enormous damage to the students of the Pontifical Biblical Institute, many of whom
are now professors of the Holy Scripture in universities and seminaries, I decided to speak about these matters to the Conference of Italian Bishops, of which Your
Excellency is Vice-President. In the eyes of God, Catholic bishops are seriously bound in conscience to preserve and defend the deposit of the Faith (1 Tim. 6:20; 2
Tim. 4:7).

CONCLUSION

So, in the end with things being as they are, I felt it was my duty to speak out publicly on those essential points, established by the infallible magisterium (extraordinary and
ordinary), which form the basis of Catholic exegesis. It was also my intention to inform readers on the treachery perpetrated against the Church by the Pontifical Biblical
Commission and the Pontifical Biblical Institute, which are in favor of the kind of "criticism" that destroys everything supernatural, and which rejects the basic teachings
established by the magisterium for Catholic exegesis.-Msgr.Francesco Spadafora
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The six Protestant
ministers who
collaborated in
making up the New
Mass (left to right):
Drs. George
(upictured), Jasper,
Shepherd, Kunneth,
Smith, and Thurian.

 

Max Thurian: "Catholic priest" (?) and member of the International Theological Commission.

THE FACTS

We heard that he had become a "Catholic priest" without ever knowing if he was even a Catholic.1 Then, on September 30, 1992, we learned that he had been named by John
Paul II as a member of the International Theological Commission. To set the record straight about Max Thurian, let us speak a little about this brother from the "community" of
Taizé.

Created in 1969, the International Theological Commission has the job of advising the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. Its members (thirty at the most, known as the
"High Council of Thirty") are designated by the pope, upon recommendation by the Cardinal Prefect of the above Congregation, who is also the Commission's president
(presently Card. Ratzinger). It was Paul VI's wish that its members represent the various theological trends. Which "theological trend" would Thurian represent in this
organization?-the obviously heretical "ecumenical" trend of "double adherence" to two different confessions? Unfortunately, everything leads us to think this.

"DOUBLE ADHERENCE"

Born in Geneva in 1921, the Protestant minister, Max Thurian, along with Roger Schutz, founded the "community" of Taizé. Both men had been invited as non-Catholic
"observers" to the Council. In 1966, along with five other non-Catholic "observers," Thurian also participared in the Consilium, which had the responsibility of preparing the
liturgical reform of the Catholic Church. The new rite, he declared in a satisfied manner, can be celebrated by Catholics as well as Protestants.2 Would he have become a
"Catholic priest" if he had to celebrate the Tridentine Mass?

The two Protestant "observers" from Taizé were to exert a considerable amount of influence at Vatican II.3 Roger Schutz described a typical day from that period of time in the
following manner:

"Before noontime, while leaving the Council meetings, we would meet up with the bishops we had made appointments with, and bring them to our
apartment....There was no lack of conciliar work to discuss. For example, we would closely study the evolution of the texts, write up notes, and give our point of
view when asked. Signs of friendship toward us were impressive. One could even say that they expected too much [involvement] from us….4

In spite of these signs of friendship, Roger Schutz and Max Thurian remained profoundly attached to their Protestant origins. Their understanding of the "Church" was such
that they wanted Catholics and Protestants to be considered as part of the same "Church." On May 25, 1975, at Katowice, Poland, Roger Schutz made the following statement:

What we ask of the bishop of Rome [sic] is that a reconciliation come about without requiring non-Catholics to repudiate their origins. Even with truly...catholic
communion in view, repudiation goes against love. Besides this, repudiation is alien to the thinking of modem man.5

Then, in Rome, during a conference held at the Studies Center of St. Louis of France on March 11, 1976, Max Thurian stated the following: "For a Protestant, belonging to the
visible Church is in the order of faith [this is true], even if certain institutional aspects are excluded from it. In this sense, if a Protestant has the conviction that the Catholic
Church, following the Second Vatican Council, rediscovered conformity with the apostolic Church, he can then consider himself to be a member of that Church without,
however, renoucing his adherence to another ecclesial community.”6 In other words, “double membership,” as if God has revealed opposing truths. From this arises the
question of whether Max Thurian converted to the Catholic Faith before being ordained a “Catholic priest” in Naples. Had he truly converted, or was he merely convinced that
it was the Catholic Church that had converted after having "rediscovered" conformity with the apostolic Church? Who knows? The community of Taizé, when asked whether
Thurian had repudiated his Protestantism, responded: "No, certainly not. No abjuration of the Protestant religion took place."1a

Although Catholic authorities have been pressured to respond to this very serious and legitimate question, it has been impossible to obtain a single word from them about this
matter. Moreover, the ordination performed by Card. Ursi in Naples was kept secret until May 11, 1988.

Taize is at the same time a small
village in Burgundy, and a Protestant
monastic community, which began
there in 1940. From the 1960's it has
been highly regarded in Catholic
circles. In launching this idea of
double identity - the same person can
be Catholic and Protestant together -
its Prior, Roger Schutz (shown at right
embracing the Holy Father),
inaugurated a new form of
ecumenism. However Taize really
teaches a Protestant doctrine and, notable, an erroneous notion of the unity of
the Church.
"Unity: does it not consist in loving our brothers, still separated from us, whom
we desire to have living with us in the same house?...Unity today in the
churches exists as we renounce all our divisive ways, only holding to the
fundamental faith which saves and joins us." (Max Thurian as quoted in La
Croix, January 26, 1984)

 

A RESPONSE

Without knowing whether he is a Catholic or a Protestant, we will look for an answer in his last book, L 'identité du Pretre (Identity of the Priest). Msgr. Bruno Forte, the
Neapolitan "theologian" of the Italian Bishops Conference, presents this book to us, sounding its praises in terms that arouse our suspicions. He writes that:

...(T)he oft-repeated differences [in this book] between the Catholic position and that of the Reform are not to be seen as polemical in nature, but rather as being the
echo of two souls working deeply within the conscience of this significant testimony of our times, arriving at the choice of "fulness." This fulness does not deny
the value of what evangelical spirituality and theology have given to the author, but rather includes it within the very conscience of "catholicity," whose roots are
to be found in Scripture and the great traditions of the Christian faith. To have "Apostolic" intentions does not mean having "polemical" intentions: Brother Max
demonstrates throughout this book such a great love for his Mother Church [the sect he is from-Ed.], that nothing of what he has received [in his Protestant sect],
starting from baptism, can be considered as lost [Not even heresy and schism?-Ed.].

In fact, this is what Thurian says about the so-called "Reform" in his book: "The division [sic] that came about over eucharistic considerations in the 16th century does not
make sense. Some [the Catholics] wanted, in particular, to underscore the aspect of sacrifice, supplication, intercession and propitiation. Others [the Protestants] wanted to
stress, exclusively the aspect of communion, praise, and thanksgiving....Both sides forgot that it is impossible to separate these elements, which are indissolubly linked in the
eucharistic prayer." Thurian apparently forgets that the Reform was not simply a "division...over eucharistic considerations," (as if it were merely an argument over a disputed
question between two Catholic theological schools of thought), but that it was, rather, a violent, heretical assault by the Reformers on the sacrificial aspect of the Mass. He also
forgets that at the time of the Reform, there was not only an inevitable clash between Catholics and "Protestants," but that the Church solemnly and infallibly intervened
through the Council of Trent, defending and reaffirming the Catholic Faith against the heresies of the "Reformers." To say that Catholics, like the Protestants, were mistaken in
separating the indissoluble elements of the eucharistic prayer, (besides being an historical untruth), is the same as saying that in the 16th century, the Catholic Church (which,
for Thurian, is not infallible) had deviated, as much as the Protestant sects, from "conformity with the apostolic Church." It is supposedly this conformity that allows Thurian to
consider himself to be a member of the Catholic Church, without having to abjure his Protestantism.7 This is exactly what Thurian said (and has never repudiated) in Rome
during a meeting on March 11, 1976. This is also the very same pretension held by ecumenists, a pretension that Pius XI condemned in the following manner:

While you may hear many non-Catholics loudly preaching brotherly communion in Jesus Christ, yet none will you find to whom it ever occurs with devout
submission to obey the Vicar of Jesus Christ in his capacity of teacher or ruler [and in fact, one searches in vain in Thurian's book for references to the papal
magisterium...with the exception of the writings of John Paul II!] Meanwhile they assert their readiness to treat with the Church of Rome, but on equal terms, as
equals with an equal. But even if they could so treat, there seems little doubt that they would do so only on condition that no pact into which they might enter
should compel them to retract those opinions which still keep them outside the fold of Christ. (Pius XI-Mortalium Animos, Angelus Press Edition. Price $3.75
postpaid)

A "PROPHETIC GESTURE"

Finally, what conclusions are we to draw concerning Thurian and his teachings? Are we supposed to think that "the Catholic" is not the Catholic Church, but that it is rather the
ecumenical Super-Church which is silently, though actively being built up before our eyes, in which the one true Church of Christ is merely a "Christian tradition" amongst
others?8 Are we to understand that the ordination (without abjuration of heresy) of a Protestant is one of those "prophetic gestures" so loved by modernists?

As far back as 1975, Fr. Toinet of the Ecumenical Institute of Paris wrote to Max Thurian:

You would have us understand that the doctrine of Vatican II...is favorable to a call to the kind of "reconciliation" that would not require Protestants to totally
abandon their Church. But this would mean leaving the definition of the words "reconciliation," "require," "abandon," and "Church" in the greatest confusion. It
would also suggest interpretations whose dogmatic consequences would be endless, interpretations that would go against every Catholic tradition....On the day
that the Church founded by Peter should officially adopt the underlying thesis of "double adherence," She would simply cease to exist, having admitted the equality
of Her doctrines with the various reformed doctrines, thereby rejecting the very idea of orthodoxy; at that point the [schismatic] Eastern Church could justifiably
consider Her to be heretical.9

Canisius

Courrier de Rome, October 1994

N.B. Recently, Max Thurian has been appointed as an adviser for the Congregation for the Clergy (cf. L 'Osservatore Romano, February 20, 1994).

FOOTNOTES

1. Présent from May 19, 1988: "Max Thurian, prête catholique...et toujours pasteur Protestant" ("Max Thurian, Catholic Priest,...and still Protestant Minister"); SÌ SÌ NO NO,
June 15, 1988, p.8; September 30, 1988, p.2; January 15, 1989, p.8. The ordination in Naples by Card. Ursi on May 3, 1987, was only made known on May 11, 1988.

2. sì sì no no a. X. n°16. "The Indult?"

3. Rousselot, "L'influence de Taizé" in Palestra del Clero, October 1, 1986, pp.1194-1207; see also F. Spadafora, Fuori della Chiesa non c'è salvezza, Krinon, ed., 1988, pp.91-
99.

4. J.L. Gonzales-Balado, Le défi de Taizé, Editions du Seuil, 1977, p.13.

5. Ibid., p.60.

6. La Documentation catholique, April 18, 1976, p.370.

1a. Présent from May 19, 1988: "Max Thurian, prête catholique...et toujours pasteur Protestant" ("Max Thurian, Catholic Priest,...and still Protestant Minister"); SÌ SÌ NO NO,
June 15, 1988, p.8; September 30, 1988, p.2; January 15, 1989, p.8. The ordination in Naples by Card. Ursi on May 3, 1987, was only made known on May 11, 1988.

7. On the subject of Protestants adhering to the Catholic Church without renouncing their Protestantism, see Courrier de Rome, n°90 (290) of March 1988: "Taizé: use
apostasie sous couvert de bons sentiments"

8. Courrier de Rome n°147 (337) of June 1993: "Urs von Balthasar, le père de l'apostasie oecuménique," p.3.

9. Nova et Vetera (periodical), Geneva, July 1975, cit. by Fr. Spadafora in Fuori della Chiesa non c'è salvezza, Krinon, ed., 1988, Caltanisetta, p.99.

 

 

Courtesy of the Angelus Press, Kansas City, MO 64109
translated from the Italian

Fr. Du Chalard
Via Madonna degli Angeli, 14
Italia 00049 Velletri (Roma)

Home | Newsletters | Library | Vocations | History | Links | Search | Contact

 

https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/SiSiNoNo/1994_December/They_Think_Theyve_Won_PartIX.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/SiSiNoNo/1994_December/Subsistit_In.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/SiSiNoNo/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/index.htm
http://www.angeluspress.org/
https://www.sspxasia.com/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Newsletters/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/Society_of_Saint_Pius_X/Vocations/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/index.htm#History
https://www.sspxasia.com/Links.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Search/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Contact.htm


They Think They've Won! Part X<< first article
Index

            

February 1995 No. 12

THE TRIUMPH OF MODERNISM OVER CATHOLIC EXEGESIS

 

CATHOLIC EXEGESIS IS BASED ON THREE TRUTHS OF THE FAITH

In order to counteract modernist errors on the truths of the Faith, and in order to come to the aid of some troubled Catholic researchers, the magisterium of the Roman Pontiffs
has taken pains, in the course of this century, to recall to mind, and to solemnly affirm, those three truths of the Faith concerning Holy Scripture which lie at the very base of
Catholic exegesis. Those three truths which I treat are:

1) the Divine Inspiration of the Sacred Scriptures

2) their absolute inerrancy

3) the Catholic Church is the divinely authorized interpreter, and the sole depository, of Holy Scriptures.

HOLY SCRIPTURES WERE INSPIRED BY GOD

This constitutes a truth of the Faith solemnly defined by Vatican Council I, and illustrated with the greatest possible precision by Pope Leo XIII in his encyclical
Providentissimus Deus, which was described by Pope Pius XII as "the Magna Charta of Biblical Studies"

Leo XIII holds fast to Biblical and patristic sources, as well as to St. Thomas Aquinas as he recalls the definition given at Vatican Council I regarding Sacred Scriptures:

The Church holds them to be sacred and canonical not because they were written according to human science alone and later approved by authority of the Catholic
Church; not only because they contain Truth without stain of error, but for the reason that, having been written under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, they have
God as their author. In reality, "the Holy Ghost made use of the sacred authors as writing instruments: He, Himself (i.e., the Holy Ghost), moved them to write; He
Himself assisted them as they wrote, so that they conceived exactly...and expressed with an infallible truth everything, and only those things, that He ordered and
directed them to write. Otherwise, He could not be the author of the totality of Sacred Scriptures.

In brief, God is indeed the main author of the Bible, while the sacred writers are its secondary, or instrumental authors.

ABSOLUTE INERRANCY OF THE SACRED TEXTS

This is a dogma of the Faith that was implicitly defined in the dogma of divine inspiration of the Bible (Council of Trent and Vatican I), since absolute inerrancy is the effect of
divine inspiration. Indeed, inerrancy and inspiration are so closely linked that we cannot deny one without also denying the other.

In Providentissimus Deus, Pope Leo XIII begins by rejecting the heresy which is opposed to this dogma, and which, dominates "new exegesis," which is not Catholic:

It is absolutely wrong and forbidden, either to narrow inspiration to certain parts only of Holy Scripture, or to admit that the sacred writer has erred. For the system
of those who, in order to rid themselves of those difficulties, do not hesitate to concede that divine inspiration regards the things of faith and morals, and nothing
beyond, because (as they wrongly think) in a question of the truth or falsehood of a passage, we should consider not so much what God has said, as the reason and
purpose which He had in mind in saying it - such a system cannot be tolerated. For all the books that the Church receives as sacred and canonical, are written
wholly and entirely, with all their parts, at the dictation of the Holy Ghost; and so far is it from being possible that any error can coexist with inspiration, that
inspiration not only is essentially incompatible with error, but excludes and rejects it....This is the ancient and unchanging faith of the Church, solemnly defined in
the Councils of Florence and of Trent, and finally confirmed and more expressly formulated by the Council of the Vatican....Hence, because the Holy Ghost
employed men as His instruments, we cannot therefore say that it was these inspired instruments who, perchance, have fallen into error, and not the primary
author....Such has always been the belief of the Holy Fathers.

It follows that those who maintain that an error is possible in any genuine passage of the sacred writings, either pervert the Catholic notion of inspiration, or make
God the author of such error. And so emphatically were all the Fathers and Doctors agreed that the divine writings, as left by the hagiographers, are free from all
error, that they labored earnestly, with no less skill than reverence, to reconcile with each other those numerous passages which seem at variance - the very
passages which in great measure have been taken up by "higher criticism"; for they were unanimous in laying it down, that those writings, in their entirety and in
all their parts, were equally from the afflatus of Almighty God, and that God, speaking by the sacred writers, could not set down anything but what was true.

Pope Benedict XV, in his encyclical Spiritus Paraclitus (Sept. 15, 1920), confirms, and amplifies upon Leo XIII's brilliant doctrinal synthesis:

Although these words of our predecessor leave no doubt for dispute, it grieves us to find that not only men outside, but even children of the Catholic Church - nay,
what is a particular sorrow to us, even clerics and professors of sacred learning - who in their own conceit either openly repudiate or at least attack in secret the
Church's teaching on this point.

We warmly commend, of course, those who, with the assistance of critical methods, seek to discover new ways of explaining the difficulties in Holy Scripture,
whether for their own guidance or to help others. But we remind them that they will only come to miserable grief if they neglect our predecessor's injunctions, and
overstep the limits set by the Fathers.

Yet no one can pretend that certain recent writers really adhere to these limitations. For while conceding that inspiration extends to every phrase - and, indeed, to
every single word of Scripture - yet, by endeavoring to distinguish between what they style the primary or religious, and the secondary or profane element in the
Bible, they claim that the effect of inspiration - namely, absolute truth and immunity from error - are to be restricted to that primary or religious element. Their
notion is that only what concerns religion is intended and taught by God in Scripture, and that all the rest-things concerning "profane knowledge," the garments in
which Divine truth is presented - God merely permits, and even leaves to the individual author's greater or lesser knowledge.

Against this heresy, Pope Benedict XV recalled the doctrine of St. Jerome, as well as that of the other Fathers of the Church who:

...have drawn this doctrine concerning Holy Scriptures from nowhere else but at the school of our Divine Master Jesus Christ. As a matter of fact, are we to
understand that Our Lord had any other conception of Scripture? The formulae "It is written," and, "that the scripture may be fulfilled" are, coming from His lips,
an unanswerable argument that puts an end to all controversy.

Lastly, Pope Pius XII, in his encyclical Divino Afflante Spiritu (Sept. 30, 1943), which commemorated the fiftieth anniversary of Pope Leo XIII' s Providentissimus Deus,
solemnly condemned the modernistic heresies which were already, at that time, being spread about in the Church:

More recently, however, in spite of this solemn definition of Catholic doctrine which insists, claims and demands for these "books in their entirety and in all their
parts," a divine authority preserving them from all possible error, some Catholic writers have nevertheless seen fit to restrict or limit the truth of Holy Scriptures
only to those matters of Faith and morals, considering all the rest, being of the field of physics and of history, as "something that is simply mentioned in passing" -
and having, as they pretended, no connection whatsoever with the Faith. But our predecessor, Leo XIII, of undying memory, tore to pieces, and rightly so, these
very same errors in his encyclical Providentissimus Deus of November 18, 1893.

Then, quoting Leo XIII word for word:

It is absolutely forbidden to pretend that the sacred writer himself has fallen into error, since divine inspiration not only excludes any and all possible error in itself,
but even loathes and excludes it, since God, Who is sovereign truth, cannot be the author of any possible error.

Pius XII concludes:

This doctrine, which was so forcefully explained by our predecessor Leo XIII, We also propose with our pontifical authority, and We insist that it be held,
religiously, by all.

THE CHURCH IS THE SOLE DEPOSITORY AND INTERPRETER OF SCRIPTURE

This is a truth of Faith defined by the Council of Trent, as well as by Vatican Council I. On this point also, Leo XIII' s Providentissimus proposes the synthesis of the "ancient
and constant belief of the Church." After having shown that the sacred books cannot be approached without a guide, Leo XIII concluded that men are able to realize that God
"gave the Scriptures to the Church in order that, in the interpretation of its texts, the Church should be their most certain teacher and guide."

This is the doctrine, he writes, that is:

...held by St. Ireneus and the other Fathers of the Church, and which the First Vatican Council adopted when, renewing a Decree of the Council of Trent concerning
the interpretation of God's written Word, it was decided that, regarding questions of the Faith or morals, and with the intention of settling once and for all these
important points of Catholic doctrine, we must hold as being the exact sense of Holy Scripture, that sense which Our Holy Mother the Church has held and holds,
being ever mindful that it belongs to the Church alone to judge the sense of, as well as to interpret, the Sacred Scriptures.

No one is therefore permitted to interpret Scripture in any manner that would contradict the Church's interpretation, or in a manner that would contradict the unanimous consent
of the Fathers.

Pope Pius XII, in Divino Afflante Spiritu, wholeheartedly reaffirmed in its entirety the teaching contained in Leo XIII's encyclical Providentissimus: "God Himself has
confided the keeping and interpretation [of the Holy Scriptures] to the Catholic Church."

SOURCE OF CORRUPTION 

The new exegesis, in its vain attempt to attach itself in a certain way or other to the traditional magisterium, stubbornly pretends to see in Pius XII's Divino Afflante Spiritu
(Sept. 30, 1943), a change of direction with respect to Leo XIII's Providentissimus Deus. It is as if Pope Pius XII, had, in this encyclical, exhorted the exegetes to reject the
three dogmas that constitute the very foundation of Catholic exegesis.

This evidently absurd thesis is refuted first of all by an honest reading of Divino Afflante Spiritu and of Humani Generis. Here is how Pius XII, in the clearest of terms,
condemned the "new exegesis" promoted by the "new theology," revealing it to be the corrupted source of modernistic theology:

The dissent and errors of men in religious and moral matters...have always been, for all honest people, and above all, for those who are true sons of the Church, the
cause of great sadness, and particularly so today, when we see the very principles of Christian culture being attacked from all sides. It is also true that theologians
should ceaselessly return to the sources of divine revelation. It is their role to point out how the doctrine of the living magisterium is to be found either explicitly or
implicitly in the Scriptures or in Tradition.

But for this reason, even positive theology cannot be on a par with merely historical science. For, together with the sources of positive theology, God has given to
His Church a living Teaching Authority to elucidate and explain that which is contained in the deposit of faith only obscurely and implicitly. This deposit of Faith
has been given to us by our Divine Redeemer...only to the Teaching Authority of the Church to interpret. But if the Church does exercise this function of teaching,
as She often has through the centuries, either in the ordinary or extraordinary way, it is clear how false is a procedure which would attempt to explain what is clear
by means of what is obscure. Indeed, the very opposite procedure must be used.

Hence, Our Predecessor of immortal memory, Pius IX, teaching that the most noble office of theology is to show how a doctrine defined by the Church is
contained in the sources of revelation, added these words, and with very good reason: "in that sense in which it has been defined by the Church."

To return, however, to the new opinions mentioned above, a number of things are proposed or suggested by some, even against the divine authorship of Sacred
Scripture. For some go so far as to pervert the sense of the Vatican Council's definition that God is the author of Holy Scripture; and they again put forward the
opinion, already often condemned, which asserts that immunity from error extends only to those parts of the Bible that treat of God or of moral and religious
matters. They even wrongly speak of a human sense of the Scriptures, beneath which a divine sense, which they say is the only infallible meaning, lies hidden.
When interpreting Scripture, they take no account of the analogy of faith and the Tradition of the Church. Thus, they judge the doctrine of the Fathers and of the
Teaching Church by the norm of Holy Scripture, interpreted by the purely human reason of exegetes, instead of explaining Holy Scripture according to the mind of
the Church which Christ Our Lord has appointed guardian and interpreter of the whole deposit of divinely revealed truth.

Further, according to their fictitious opinions, the literal sense of Holy Scripture and its explanation, carefully worked out under the Church's vigilance by so many
exegetes, should now yield to a new exegesis, which they are pleased to call symbolic, or spiritual. By means of this new exegesis, the Old Testament, which today
in the Church is a sealed book, would finally be thrown open to all the faithful. By this method, they say, all difficulties vanish, difficulties which hinder only those
who adhere to the literal meaning of the Scriptures.

Everyone sees how foreign all this is to the principles and norms of interpretation rightly fixed by our predecessors of happy memory, Leo XIII in his encyclical
Providentissimus, and Benedict XV in the encyclical Spiritus Paraclitus, as also by Ourselves in the encyclical Divino Afflante Spiritu.

It is not surprising that novelties of this kind have already borne their deadly fruit in almost all branches of theology....(Pope Pius XII, Humani Generis).

REVIVAL OF MODERNISM

As a matter of fact, modernism emerged anew in the field of Biblical studies, thanks chiefly to the "new exegesis." We need only read the following modernist theses which
were solemnly condemned by Pope St. Pius X in his decree Lamentabili:

II: The Church's interpretation of the Sacred Books is by no means to be rejected; nevertheless, it is subject to the more accurate judgment and correction of the exegetes.

IX: They display excessive simplicity or ignorance who believe that God is really the author of Sacred Scriptures.

XI: Divine inspiration does not extend to all of Sacred Scriptures.…

THE REALM OF HERESY

At this juncture, we are clearly dealing with heresy, since the three de fide truths which constitute the very basis of Catholic exegesis are also three defined dogmas.

This is made unmistakably clear from the texts coming from the dogmatic Councils of Trent and Vatican I, which, along with the numerous official documents of the Holy
Office and the doctrinal decisions of the Pontifical Biblical Commission, have been recalled over and over again by the Popes.

Referring to these same decisions, Pope St. Pius X declared, in Praestantia, his motu proprio of November 18, 1907, that:

...everyone, without exception, is bound in conscience to obey them...in the same way as they are bound to obey those decrees of the Sacred Congregations that
have been approved by the Sovereign Pontiff.

Thus, we see the Holy Office condemning the Biblical Handbook of the Sulpician priest, Brassac:

Referring in particular to the absolute inerrancy of Holy Scripture, we need only to recall Leo XIII's doctrine expressed in his encyclical Providentissimus....The
Holy Office defended that same doctrine against the modernists, and condemned proposition II in its decree Lamentabili.

Finally, in its decree dated June 18, 1915, the Pontifical Biblical Commission declares that, based on the Catholic dogma of the divine inspiration and inerrancy of the Sacred
Scriptures, it follows that everything that the sacred writers affirm, state, or imply, must be considered to be affirmed, stated, and implied by the Holy Ghost.

Concerning the third de fide truth: that the Church is the sole guardian, and the official interpreter of the Sacred Scriptures, the Holy Office writes in the same decree:

The author (Brassac) puts forth many interpretations that are totally opposed to the judgment and position of the Church. This is all the more deplorable in view of
the fact that the infallible Council of Trent has decreed: "Let no one, relying on his own personal judgment in matters pertaining to Faith and morals,...dare to put
forth interpretations that contradict the judgments which the Church has rendered in the past, and continues to uphold today. It belongs to the Church alone to judge
the true sense, and the true interpretation of the Holy Scriptures."

The Fathers of Vatican Council I also confirmed this prescription:

We declare...in matters of faith and morals relative to the building-up of Christian doctrine, that the sense that Holy Mother Church has held, and which holds, of
the Scriptures, must be held as true....It is therefore in no way permitted for anyone to interpret the Holy Scriptures contrary to this sense, nor against the
unanimous consent or agreement of the Fathers.

The Pontifical Biblical Commission expressed itself:

Taking advantage of this occasion, the Pontifical Commission reminds Catholic exegetes of their duty of submitting themselves with all due respect to the
dogmatic constitution of Vatican Council I, which renewed the solemn decree of the Council of Trent, in which it had been solemnly established that, in those
questions touching upon Faith and morals..., the true sense of Holy Scriptures that Holy Mother Church holds and has always held must be held as true....It is
therefore not permitted for anyone to interpret these same Holy Scriptures contrary to the sense in which the Church approves of them, or even against the
unanimous consent or agreement of the Fathers.

CONCLUSIONS

The abundance of official documents given above constitutes the written proof that lead to the following conclusions:

1) No baptized person, and much less a religious, or a member of the clergy, may deny or even knowingly entertain any doubt whatsoever concerning the divine inspiration and
absolute inerrancy of Holy Scripture. All Christians, if they do not want to fall into heresy, are duty-bound in those Biblical questions relating to faith and morals, to uphold that
sense and meaning which the Church has always held, and continues to hold, of these sacred texts;

2) Any interpretation of Holy Scripture which does not take into account these three basic truths, cannot be considered to be a part of Catholic exegesis, but rather, as a part of
an heretical exegesis. Such is the case of the "new exegesis."

Msgr. Francesco Spadafora

Courrier de Rome, May 1994
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GREAT PRE-CONCLAVE MANEUVERS?

For several months already, articles have been appearing regularly concerning the next conclave, articles which have served as spring-boards to launch the names of the more
likely papabili (an Italian word meaning a cardinal who has a chance of being elected pope). Admittedly, the Pope's health problems, his serious falls and his obvious fatigue
have set journalists off speculating on this momentous question. However, journalists are not alone in thinking about the upcoming conclave: high-ranking cardinals have also
been showing considerable interest in this important matter. Card. Thiandoum, in an interview with the magazine 30 Days last July, admitted that on the occasion of the last
consistory (i.e., a meeting of the cardinals presided over by the pope) - in June 1994 - the question of candidates to the papacy was one of the subjects of conversation amongst
the cardinals. This is not the first time that more of less secret maneuvers have been seen preparation for a conclave. Here, for example, is what a Vatican specialist, Giancarlo
Zizola, tells us in his book precisely entitled The Conclave, as he describes the preparations for the conclave.

What is really surprising nowadays, is the great magnitude of these maneuvers, launched in secret on the occasion of the October 1992 Synod, and which have become
somewhat official with the article published in Limes in March 1993, as well as with - by some strange happenstance - Card. Achille Silvestrini's declaration:

In the future, who knows, it could very well be a Latin American or even an African who emerges.

This could have been taken as a feeler thrown out just to see how the land lies. In fact, it was quite a bit more than that, as proven by the great number of articles regarding the
next conclave that have been published for over a year and a half.

THE LAST CONSISTORY: THE ITALIAN CARDINALS

Let us, therefore, proceed in an orderly manner. The last consistory constituted a decisive step in the future conclave. The appointments of the new cardinals confirm that the
clan which does, in fact, wield power in the Vatican - (as has previously often been mentioned by the Italian press as well as by others also, and by Sì Sì No No and Courrier de
Rome) - is, in reality, more active than ever right now.

Above all, it must be noted that the four new Italian cardinals are all following in the modernist steps of Silvestrini, Casaroli, and Laghi:

1) Luigi Poggi:

Prefect of the Apostolic Library and Archives, born on November 25, 1917, at Piacenza, Bishop in 1965, and named (in 1976) 'itinerant nuncio' by Pope Paul VI to the Eastern
countries (i.e., Iron Curtain countries). Together with Card. Casaroli, former Secretary for the Church's Public Affairs, he was one of the artisans who initiated dialogue with the
Communist regimes (Östpolitik). Also, acting as chief or head of the "Holy See's Delegation for Permanent Working Contacts with the People's Republic of Poland," he
prepared John Paul II's two first visits to Poland in 1979 and 1983 (LeMonde, November 1, 1994).

He was later instrumental, in his capacity of Nuncio to the government of Italy, in the nomination in Italy of bishops following the "line" of Casaroli and Silvestrini; for
example, the present Bishop of Avicenza, Pietro Nonis, and the present Bishop of Iglesi, Arrigo Miglio, former Vicar General of Ivrea, who is at least the third "man" of the
"red" Archbishop of Ravenna, Msgr. Baldassari (cf. Sì Sì No No, Nov. 15, 1985, p.1).

2) Carlo Furno:

Apostolic Nuncio in Italy, born December 2,1921, in Bairo Canavesa (Ivrea), Bishop in 1973, former fellow-student of Silvestrini at the Apollinarius College (in Rome), and
who spent several years in Peru (after Poggi), where he allowed the "liberation theology" to take hold and spread, and then spent seven years in Lebanon, where he was so
frightened and therefore, in awaiting his promotion, he did nothing at all. He was later posted to Brazil for a ten-year period, where he in no way at all was of any help to the
Brazilian bishops in curbing "liberation theology." Since 1992, he has been Nuncio in Italy, distinguishing himself by his nomination of Bishop of Aversa, Msgr. Chiarinelli,
who was responsible for the worst Italian-language "catechisms." This is the same man that Casaroli, Silvestrini and the present Bishop of Chieti, formerly Silvestrini's
secretary, rely on.

3) Vincenzo Fagiolo:

President of the Pontifical Council for the Interpretation of Legislative Texts, born February 5, 1918, in Segni: he was Archbishop of Chieti-Vasto, Vice-President of the Italian
Bishops' Conference, and then Secretary of the Congregation of Religious.

He is known for the new concordat (i.e., an agreement between the pope and a sovereign) of 1984 with the State of Italy. His role in this affair consisted not so much in
elaborating the text of the accord (this part was accomplished by the delegation headed by Msgr. Silvestrini), as in defending it (the concordat) against a general resistance and
opposition, as well as against the perplexities and confusion arising in the ecclesiastical spheres as well as in the minds of the Catholic faithful in general. Let it never be
forgotten that the cardinals of the Italian Bishops' Conference made it known that they were strongly opposed to that concordat, even resulting in a very violent clash between
the then Card. Luciani, who later became Pope John Paul I, and Msgr. Silvestrini, artisan of that "masterpiece," by which Italy is now no longer a Catholic country.

Fagiolo defended the new concordat in the columns of Il Tempo and of Avennire, as well as in count- less conferences and seminaries (cf. Sì Sì No No, November 15, 1985).
And it is very probably this defense of that concordat, essentially a "work" of Casaroli and Silvestrini, which won him his cardinal's hat. In his "capacity" as Secretary of the
Congregation of Religious, he unfailingly practiced a policy of non-intervention in the gravest and most tragic cases, especially in doctrinal questions.

4) Tersilio Tonini:

Former Archbishop of Ravenna, a native of Piacenza, a fellow-student of Casaroli (same year). Tonini and Andreotti gave the official speeches on the occasion of a special
reception at the "Columbus" in honor of Casaroli's priest jubilee. When he was Archbishop, Tonini refused to reside at the archiepiscopal palace, and had an apartment fitted
out instead for himself with the Sisters of the Institute of St. Theresa of Ravenna. In doing so, he left to his successor the unenviable task and worry of restoring the completely
neglected palace. When John Paul II paid a visit to his diocese, Tonini fitted out two more apartments in the same Institute: one for the Pope, and one for his friends
Silvestrini and Monduzzi.

Tonini is well-known in Italy for his television appearances which shine forth neither by their clarity nor by their orthodoxy, and which have often provoked negative reactions
in the public. (Cf. Sì Sì No No, November 30, 1993, a letter on "The False Charity of Msgr. Tonini"; and Famiglia Cristiana, No.51, 1994, p.14: "It is most unpleasant to see a
cardinal going around dressed like a bum.")

THE NON-ITALIAN CARDINALS

Amongst the new non-Italian cardinals many simply follow the "line" of the men currently in "power":

Msgr. William Henry Keeler, Archbishop of Baltimore and president of the US Episcopal Conference. He takes his cue from Card. Bernardin, who represents the most
"liberal" wing in the US: he is a product of Card. Laghi's ten-year nunciature in Washington.

Msgr. Pierre Eyt, born June 4, 1934, Archbishop of Bordeaux since 1989, an enthusiastic disciple of the new theology and contributor to the review Communio. "Lately...he
said that he felt worried about certain signs of 'stiffening' in the Church, as shown in Card. Ratzinger's letter regarding divorced-and-remarried persons" (Le Monde, October
31, 1994). A few months ago, he really made himself well-known by a public conference titled "Who Killed Jesus?" in which he blamed the Romans for Christ's death.
Insistent rumors have it that he could possibly be Card. Decourtray's successor to the Archbishopric of Lyons. It has also been written that the representatives of the Jewish
community in France have already met the Minister of the Interior, Charles Pasqua, insisting on Msgr. Eyt being appointed the next Primate of France.

Adolfo Antonio Suarez Rivera, Archbishop of Monterrey, Mexico. Born on January 9, 1927, at San Christabel de Las Casas in Chiapas, Archbishop Rivera was a creation of
the Marxist Bishop Samuel Ruiz Garcia, the Bishop of San Christabel de Las Casas. Under Baggio, he was an assistant at the Episcopal Congress (1979-83), a delegate by
papal nomination to the 6th General Episcopal Synod (Sep/Oct 1983) and a member of the Pontifical Commission for Latin America (cf. L'Osservatore Romano, Nov. 11,
1994).

Adolfo Suarez Rivera, one-time president of the Mexican Episcopal Conference, is a disciple of the fighting bishop, Samuel Ruiz Garcia, from Chiapas, S.E. Mexico, while
he was his vicar-general for many years in San Christabel, and to whom he owes his episcopate. He is well known amongst the Roman Curia, which he frequently visits.

The journal, 30 Days, wrote in November, 1994:

30 Days is in a position to reveal the behind-the-scenes events of his nomination. Last Spring, when everyone still thought that the Consistory might be convoked
for the month of June, the Mexican Ambassador to the Holy See, Enrique Olivares Santana, sent a confidential message to the secretary of State. The diplomat
desired the "purple" for certain ecclesiastics and wanted Msgr. Sandovad of Guadalajara to be appointed as Archbishop of the town of Mexico and Msgr. Suarez
appointed Archbishop of Monterrey. The latter was an appointment that was in the interests of the government, the other being a mere routine request. The desires
of the ambassador were fulfilled, thanks to the support of the Papal Nuncio for Mexico, Jerome Prigione, who over the last six years had worked in a perfect accord
with Suarez in the Presidency of the Episcopal Conference. However, this acquisition of the "purple" can be taken another way, for the new cardinal would be the
successor for the Archdiocese of the city of Mexico, for which position he had already candidated in vain back in 1977.

The facts that we have pointed out are of a very serious nature, because the ambassador in question is a notorious Freemason - as revealed in the Courrier de Rome of
December 1992:

Carlos Vasquez Rangel, Grand Commander of the Supreme Council of Mexican Freemasonry, has for the last 30 years been co-lodge member and confidant of the
Mexican ambassador to the Holy See, Enrique Olivares Santana, the Grand Master of Mexican Freemasonry, active member of the Vallée Lodge and holder of the
distinction of "the most distinguished mason of recent years," and militant of honor in the Scottish Rite and the Mexican Rite.

Commenting upon the nomination of his "fellow mason" to the Holy See, Vasquez Rangel said:

He will, most certainly, find there (at the Vatican) many reactionaries, but also many freemasons. In the four quarters that constitute Vatican territory, there are
eight Masonic Lodges. Like ourselves, they belong to the Scottish Rite, but under an independent form. And in the countries where the Church cannot act, they
carry on their business secretly, using lodges as intermediaries. (Processo no. 832, Oct 12,1992 as quoted in Courrier de Rome of December 1992) [Processo is a
progressive Mexican Catholic journal].

They say that the most radical wing of Mexican Freemasonry, "Los Dinosaurios," was responsible for the assassination of the Cardinal of Guadalajara, Msgr. Posados
Ocampo, who had promoted the beatification of the Mexican martyrs - the Cristeros (cf. 30 Days, July 1994). The Grand Master of Freemasonry, Enrique Olivares Santana,
left his post as ambassador at the Holy See and returned to Mexico at the end of October 1994.

Mission accomplished! His brother "Dinosuares" can thank him for his services in Rome: for their candidate, Msgr. Suarez Rivera is now a cardinal (Cf. El Universal,
December 5, 1994 - "Promovia Olivares Santana el cardenalato por Adolfo Suarez Rivera).

Msgr. Nasrallah Pierre Sfeir, Maronite Patriarch of Antioch since 1986: Silvestrini personally negotiated his appointment as Patriarch, with Syria (cf. Courrier deRome, April
1990 and December 1992).

Msgr. Gilberto Agustoni, Pro-Prefect of the Tribunal of the Apostolic Signature, who is a dedicated participant in the meetings between ecclesiastics, journalists and the
"power-group" at the Leonine Library.

NOMINATIONS OF NEW CARDINALS AS MEMBERS OF CONGREGATIONS

Those who doubted the "power-group's" efficacity in promoting its "own," can cast a glance towards the recent nominations of new cardinals as members of Congregations.

At the Dicastery, representative of ecclesiastical power, the "line" remains unchanged. In the Council of Cardinals and Bishops, in the section that deals with relations between
States and the Secretary of State, we see the names of Poggi, Furno and Fagiolo. As members of the Congregation for Bishops, another Dicastery key, again Poggi, Furno and
Fagiolo, and also Agustoni.

We must also point out that the appointment of Pierre Eyt, to the former Holy Office of St. Peter, was a reward for his fidelity to the New Theology.

POWER GROUP AND THE NOMINATIONS OF BISHOPS

The nomination of bishops has always been regarded as a strategic point. Before the last consistory, the nomination of bishops, at least in Italy, was exclusively in the hands of
the "Power-Group": on the one hand, Furno being named as Nuncio and Fontana as Secretary at the Nunciature of Rome; while on the other hand it appointed to the
congregation for Bishops such names as Silvestrini, Casaroli, Laghi, Poletti, Martini, Giordano...

Today, after the recent consistory, this circle has been reinforced with the likes of Poggi, Furno, Fagiolo, who have been named as members of the Congregation for Bishops.
Thus, the "Power-Group" is assuring its succession.

THE NEXT STAGE: THE CURIA

The numerous posts within the Curia reached their date of expiry this last May. A chance not to be missed! In the Courrier de Rome of December, 1992, we wrote:

After almost 10 years as Nuncio in the United States, Pio Laghi began to visit Rome in order to start his electoral campaign. He went around saying that,
henceforth, he would be ready to take on important posts within the Roman Curia. He was supported by the Vaticanists of the "Casarolian" press and those of
Belleri. But things did not turn out as expected. Casaroli's post, which he hoped to obtain, went up in smoke and today, he is, against his wishes, Prefect for
Seminaries.

Now, not being able to attain anything better, Laghi has the key post of the Congregation for Bishops in his sights, but he is simultaneously seeking to get his papers in order
for an eventual nomination as Cardinal Vicar, so as to cultivate relations at a very high level with Berlusconi or Irène Pivetti [President of the Chamber of Deputies]. With
regard to his current post at the Congregation for Seminaries, his successor has already been ear-marked: Msgr. Marchisano, former Under Secretary of the same
congregation, who has already worked with Card. Garrone in the destruction of seminaries, especially the regional seminaries, so desired by Pope St. Pius X.

THE MEETING PLACE

We have made several references to the Leonine Library and its director Fr. Gina Belleri. One must not forget that this belongs to the Holy See, as do the libraries of Ancora
and Coletti, where the books and journals of modernists and neo-modernists are sold, who having lost their faith, will be instrumental in making others lose theirs also. For
years the Holy See has let this go on, despite the fact that the Leonine and Ancoran libraries are run by religious or ecclesiastics.

The Leonine Library, 16-18 Via dei Corridori, is under the helm of  (now) Msgr. Gino Belleri, a child of Mary Immaculate, a religious congregation, which he left to be
incardinated in the diocese of Cassino and then later Albano. His library functions as a place for parallel Vatican Press Conferences, where one can meet in order to obtain
"good inside information" as well as other news (cf. Courrier de Rome, December 1992). Its visitors regularly include Laghi, Silvestrini, Poggi, Oddi, Marchisano, Sonda,
Gemiti, Principe, Kasteel, Silvano Tomasi and the "Vaticanists" Zizola, Politi, Santini, Sandro Magister, Accatoli.

Perhaps it's a pure coincidence that from the list of these ecclesiastics, several ecclesiastical sources (Panorama, O.P., etc.) have linked  these personages with Freemasonry, yet
not one them has gone to the trouble of denying this.

A CONSPIRACY

It was Vittorio Messori who sounded the alarm:

They are organizing opposition to the Pope. I am speaking of clerical opposition, internal opposition coming from the "catho-progressives." Their goal is
unmistakably clear: It is to force John Paul II to resign, or at least to discredit him as a sick old man whose only ambition is to cling to power as long as possible,
simply refusing to let go the reins of government and thus proving harmful to the Church (La Voce, November 1, 1994).

For months on end, an endless stream of articles has been published on the next conclave and on the papabili, as well as articles on Pope John Paul II's health, together with
all sorts of suppositions.

From various sources, reports and rumors have it that enormous pressures are now being applied on the Pope to resign. To this end, everything seems to be being put to use:
doctors' declarations, fatigue, etc. Why so much ado coming from the group currently in power? Two hypotheses may be considered at this time: (1) Those men actually in
power know that Pope John Paul II is truly sick and that his days are counted; (2) Or else, the group in power has decided to "take over" the papacy (by replacing Pope John
Paul II with one of their own inside men), which would explain the present urgency for a conclave, seeing that those interested in doing so are all practically over 70 years of
age (Laghi, 72; Silvestrini, 73; Moreira Neves, 69) and that it is therefore "now or never" for them. If Pope John Paul II manages to "hold on" until the year 2000, it will be
finished for them. And in their breathless impatience, these over-eager and overzealous possible successors to St. Peter's Chair have certainly have been worried by the fact that
the Pope has recently repeated Card. Wyszynski's words, "You will usher the Church into the third millennium."

It is imperative for them therefore that Pope John Paul II tender his resignation, which may be obtained through enormous psychological pressure, an operation which is
already under way.

PREPARATIONS FOR THE CONCLAVE

We are not referring here to the new palace actually under construction at the Vatican - a building able to lodge some 120 cardinals, but rather to the current "election
campaign." On the occasion of the 1992 October Synod, people spoke about a secret meeting held at the Via Aurelia in view of the next conclave (cf. Sì Sì No No, November
30, 1993). Zizola also alludes to other mysterious clandestine encounters of central-European cardinals who met in Paris to discuss this very same subject (ll Conclave, p.372).

Several cardinals have, of late, been making themselves conspicuous, if not as personal candidates to the papacy, at least as powerful intriguers likely to play an important role
at the next conclave:

Pio Laghi. Already well known to our readers (cf. Courrier de Rome, December 1992). There can be no doubt about it, he continues to nurse his public image and his
ecclesiastical career with the utmost skill. In 1992, there appeared a report entitled "Card. Pio Laghi Named Honorary Citizen of Bethlehem." Such was the homage paid to him
by the diocese of Faenza-Modigliana on the occasion of the Cardinal's seventieth birthday. When read, however, we are quickly made to understand that it is nothing but a
tailor-made propaganda publication in view of his own future career, even though Msgr. Bertozzi, Bishop of Faenza writes:

I hope that the following testimonials of praise...will in no way offend Card. Pio Laghi's well-known simplicity and modesty (p.5).

As though the Bishop had taken the personal initiative of going ahead with this publication, without notifying the Cardinal at all! On the contrary, the entire book shows that the
Cardinal's public image was studied, groomed and realized with not only his consent, but also with his active collaboration, as proven by photographs which could have only
possibly come from his own personal records. Numerous and important also are those who collaborated in the production of this composite work. The writer, a priest and
history professor at the University of Camerino and Urbino, and friend of such wretched personages as La Valle, Turoldo and Franzoni. Card. Silvestrini wrote the chapter
entitled "Service, Yes; Career, No," a title which contradicts that very same chapter where, speaking of his entrance into the Academy of Nuncios, Silvestrini writes:

That was the career which Don Pio (Laghi), as well as others like him, and I myself took up.

The first paragraph is, however, even more interesting:

At the Juridical Seminary of St. Apollinarius, we were three from Faenza: Don Dino Monduzzi (Class of 1946), Don Pio Laghi (Class of 1947), and myself (Class
of 1948); all three of us attending the Utriusque Juris Faculty (Civil Law and Canon Law) of the Lateran. Only a stone's throw from the Apollinarius College at the
Capranica College, Don Franco Gualdrini was just finishing his theological studies at the Gregorian University. All four of us had common interests which have
continued to keep us united throughout our active lives (p.9).

At this point, Card. Silvestrini simply confirms what the Courrier de Rome had reported in its December 1985 issue:

The central figure of intrigue in the Roman Curia: Msgr. Achille Silvestrini.

The report on Pio Laghi's period as Nuncio in Argentina was given by Msgr. Jorge Meija, the well-known "doctrinal" apologist for the wretched Assisi affair. Finally, the
section devoted to Laghi's nunciature in the USA was penned by Card. Bernardin, of ultra-modernist notoriety.

Another fact that has cast an unfavorable light on Pio Laghi: In its November 1992 issue, 30 Days published the results of its investigation in an article entitled "The Church
and the Lodges" (i.e., freemasonry), in which Pio Laghi appears as a member of that secret society. In a matter of only a few hours after that report reached the bookstores, the
ANSA Press Agency immediately published what was intended to be the Cardinal's denial of that grave accusation:

That piece of news is absolutely without foundation and totally fanciful.

Words just too trite and thread-bare for such a damning charge: a cardinal, a prince of the Church, under open and public suspicion of belonging to freemasonry, should never
have limited himself to a simple denial (which was, in fact, quite unconvincing), but should at least have gone further into the matter, explaining the Church's repeated
teachings concerning masonry, and recalling the popes' solemn condemnations of that sect, which has been proven to be totally incompatible with Catholic doctrine. And yet,
since that time, both the national and international press have presented Laghi as a candidate where various currents of thought (i.e., Catholic and masonic) could "find some
sort of compromise" (New York Times Magazine, December 11, 1994).

Achille Silvestrini. Card. A. Silvestrini has certainly not given up the idea of playing a leading part at the next conclave. With consummate skill and dexterity, he leaves it up to
his friends and colleagues to keep him in the public eye. One example: his friend, the writer Giancarlo Zizola, in his book Il Conclave, devotes a whole half page in his
exaltation of Card. Silvestrini:

Silvestrini held the important position of Prefect for the Congregation for the Eastern Churches. A native of Emilia, a region in the Po valley, with a solid
theological background, he has lived his entire career at the very summit of the Congregation for Extraordinary Affairs, first with Domenico Tardini, then with
Antonio Samore and finally with Agostino Casaroli. He had acquired international fame as the head of the Holy See's delegation at the table of the Conference for
Security and Cooperation in Europe where he had succeeded, with extraordinary skill, to have all members, including the Soviets, sign commitments concerning
religious liberty which were seen to be very important for the Holy See. That performance, however, was not sufficient to keep him from being relegated, for
several years, to the function of head of the Supreme Tribunal of the Apostolic Signature, at a time where everything was leading to consider him as Casaroli's
natural successor to the head of the Vatican's "Ministry of External Affairs." But Wojtyla was not too long in finding a remedy to his "distraction" by naming
Silvestrini to a position where his adaptability and proverbial intelligence could be used to greater advantage for his pontificate. As a matter of fact, he need not
have been sorry for the above-mentioned "distraction," since Silvestrini was later to prove to be a great boon to him in the period (1990-1992) of the thorny and
vexing question of the crisis with the Russian Orthodox authorities. He also helped the Pope to obtain a somewhat less precarious situation for the Christian
Churches in both the Near and Middle East (p.372).

And then Silvestrini himself, whenever he has the chance to do so, seeks to "re-dimension" certain facts that could have injured his reputation, his public image. One example
will be sufficient. In the middle of a press conference given on the occasion of the 75th anniversary of the Pontifical Oriental Institute, and in the presence of Card. Silvestrini
himself, there came, on the part of the Rector and Secretary of the Oriental Institute, the earth-shaking revelation that for over several years past, KGB spies had infiltrated the
Vatican on behalf of the Soviet Union. Even until last year, faced with similar disastrous disclosures, the Holy See would simply withdraw into the most absolute silence,
whereas now such surprises, such "bombshells," are set off in the very midst of Vatican press conferences....Sì Sì No No, however, in its May 30, 1987 issue, had already
revealed the presence of Soviet spies in the Vatican, spies well-known to Silvestrini. And, as a matter of fact, Silvestrini, on the above-mentioned occasion, simply said:

A known infiltrator is also a tolerated infiltrator, the real problem being those about whom we know nothing, or about whom we were unaware (La Republica, May
29, 1993).

Thus did he absolve himself concerning those spies whom he knew very well and yet whom he "tolerated."

Carlo Maria Martini. For quite a long while now, it is said that this Cardinal is acting like the "pope" in Milan or that he is "preparing to become pope." Moreover, he has
publicly declared himself to be a candidate at the next conclave. This he did in an interview in the Sunday Times "Illustrated Supplement" issue of April 26, 1993, with his
photo spread across the first page carrying the title "The Next Pope?"

It is always interesting to read those interviews given by these prelates - or even those articles that they write far away from their home bases because, in such circumstances,
their words and their writings are, in general, more likely to reveal their true thoughts much more candidly than when they are in their own countries due to their opportunism,
their career concerns or simply, their slavishness, which all work to veil or to hide their true thoughts. This interview is therefore, quite revealing, quite interesting, in helping us
to seize and appreciate Martini's true position concerning contraception, women priests, etc....According to this cardinal, all those foolish issues will have their positive answer
not "in this millennium," but in the third millennium (cf. Sì Sì No No, November 11, 1993, and Chiesa Viva, December 1993). Still another interview was given by Martini to
the Le Monde newspaper of January 4,1994 (cf. Courrier de Rome, March 1994, as well as Chiesa Viva, September 1994). Many, many other articles concerning this Cardinal
of Milan have also appeared in national and international journals, reviews and magazines. Such a vast campaign in view of the next conclave could not be carried on without
the consent or willingness of the person involved, for Card. Martini could simply refuse to give all those interviews. Moreover, he is continuously traveling all over the world,
visiting every continent to preach spiritual exercises to priests; this gives him an excellent opportunity of making himself known to those cardinals expected to take part in the
coming conclave. More yet: Card. Martini is publishing or having published books and brochures at a tremendous rate, and always with his photo on the cover. Ever since his
nomination in Milan, there have been over 100 of these publications with more than 10 million copies sold. To be convinced and aware of Card. Martini's doctrinal
"orientations," which are not at all orthodox, we need but to read those numerous articles about him which we (or Sì Sì No No) have already published in our periodical
(especially "C.M. Martini, an 'Unbeliever' on the Throne of St. Ambrose," Courrier de Rome, March 1994).

Last but not least, an article appearing in the weekly Europeo of June 25, 1993, clearly illustrates this Milanese Cardinal's attitude towards freemasonry:

For the first time ever, Religious have opened wide their convent doors to a meeting of freemasons. And this is not a case of the habitual extravagance of some
insubordinate priests, no, not at all: permission came directly from the Cardinal of Milan, Carlo M. Martini. This news was of world-wide interest; this "event" was
prepared and held after months of meetings and negotiations between delegates of both institutions (i.e., the Catholic Church in Milan and freemasonry...) who
succeeded in keeping all these maneuvers secret until the very end.

This news certainly gives us all some food for thought: If he should ever become pope, Card. Martini could very well extend official Vatican hospitality to that same
freemasonry so often condemned by previous popes for over 200 years.

Msgr. Lucas Moreira Neves. Libération (Doc. Presse 1994-1995, no.11, Francis Devinat's Research) writes:

It is already quite clear that the "mechanics" (i.e., methods used) applied during the next conclave will consist of group manipulation, networking, lobbying the
great electors rather than nations, a Vatican expert has recently observed. An African? It is still too soon? Someone from the East? That has already been done. A
South American? They have Latin roots and represent those great and fruitful lands of Catholicism in the Southern Hemisphere. Why not?

One name keeps cropping up: that of the Primate of the Church in Brazil, the Cardinal Archbishop of Bahia, Msgr. Lucas Moreira Neves, 69 years of age. This Dominican is a
former member of the Roman Curia and speaks Italian perfectly. His election to the papacy would serve as a prelude to some future African pope:

He has "black" blood coursing through his veins, since his paternal grandfather was a son of African slaves.

In fact, his name is heard everywhere there is talk of the coming conclave.

Who is this Lucas Moreira Neves? He is a Dominican whom the Nuncio Baggio appointed auxiliary bishop in São Paulo (Brazil), first under Card. Agnelo Rossi, and later
under Card. Arns. Moreira Neves then came to Rome as a Secretary of the Council for the Laity, where he made the acquaintance of Karol Wojtyla, who was also a member
of the same secretariat. Pope John Paul II later named him Secretary for the Congregation for Bishops, where he never lifted a finger to come to the aid of dioceses in distress,
and did even less for Brazil. Maybe the Pope thought that Moreira Neves could control Baggio, but Neves himself being a friend of Baggio's, to whom he owed his
episcopacy, he supported him. Nevertheless, Neves would complain that he was a victim of Baggio's, and was hoping to succeed him. Therefore, Neves was indeed quite
peeved and upset when Baggio's position, which he had long been coveting, went instead to Card. Gantin. In the end, a group of cardinals appealed to the Pope for his
summary dismissal, but Moreira Neves, really annoyed by then, insisted that a vote be taken by the members of that same Congregation in order to decide upon his removal
from their midst. That vote confirmed the cardinals' previous appeal to the Pope, and it is for this reason that he is no longer to be found in Rome but in his native Brazil
instead.

In short, Moreira Neves is known to have always carefully "nursed" his career as has also been shown in his recent interview in Il Nostro Tempo (a Catholic periodical in
Turin, Italy). We need not be astonished, then, if his name appears amongst those of the other papabili.

TREACHEROUS MANEUVERS IN VIEW OF THE NEXT CONCLAVE

We may be absolutely certain that the present modernist "powers that be" will leave no stone unturned in their struggle to secure all the key positions for themselves: the
Secretariat of State and the Congregation for the Bishops, as well as, if at all possible, the Chair of Peter. If necessary, they could leave the papacy to a weak soul while
retaining the truly effective reins of power in their own hands. As we have already explained (cf. Courrier de Rome, December, 1992), at the future conclave one third of the
cardinals will be sufficient to thrust aside any possibly "non-aligned" (i.e., unacceptable to the modernist group actually in power) candidate, and to favor the election of their
own man, or at least elect a compromise candidate who would accept to yield the power of the Secretary of State to the group controlling the determining one-third of cardinals.
And it is to be feared that Laghi, Silvestrini, Casaroli (or in his place, his friends), Poggi, Furno, Fagiolo, etc., manage to make up this ominous one-third....Up to this point,
it has been a question of human stratagems and intrigues. There always remains, however, the possibility of a merciful intervention on the part of Providence which could
utterly lay waste all those sordid plans of ecclesiastical political maneuverers, as has already happened in previous conclaves.

E.M.

Courrier de Rome, March 1995
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His Excellency Bishop Bernard Fellay, Superior General of the Society of Saint Pius X. Given at the Theological Conference of sì sì no no held at Albano Laziale
(Rome), December 8-10, 1994, to celebrate the 10th anniversary of the death of Don Francisco Putti, and the 20th anniversary of the Roman anti-modernist journal sì

sì no no. The theme of the congress was Catholic Precepts for Remaining Faithful to the Church in these Extraordinary Times of Crisis.

Whenever a combat takes place, we must distinguish the cause giving rise to the combat and its object (i.e., what is being fought against - Ed.). We will talk about the
circumstances of this struggle, its force and intensity; and, finally, the weapons required for such combat.

THE OBJECTIVE OF THE COMBAT

We do not need here to prove the existence of a combat in the Church, a terrible struggle in which we find ourselves actively engaged in defending the very foundations of
Catholicism. Let us recall a very interesting sentence of one of the most illustrious combatants, Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre:

At the close of a long life (for I was born in 1905 and I now see the year 1990), I can say that it has been marked by exceptional world events: three world wars,
that which took place from 1914 to 1918, that which took place from 1939 to 1945, and that of the Second Vatican Council from 1962 to 1965.

The disasters caused by these three wars, and especially by the last of them, are incalculable in the domain of material ruins, but even more so in the spiritual realm. The first
two paved the way for the war inside the Church, by facilitating the ruin of Christian institutions and the domination of Freemasonry, which has become so powerful that it has
deeply infiltrated the governing body of the Church with its Liberal, Modernist doctrine. (Spiritual Journey, Angelus Press, 1991, p.v.).

Yes, this is war! We may even speak of a "total war," seeing that the clash is so decisive, generalized, and widespread. Pope St. Pius X's impressive words of the beginning of
this century now echo with the clarity of a terrible reality. He also spoke of warfare,...:

...that sacrilegious war which is now, almost everywhere, stirred up and fomented against God Such, in truth, is the audacity and the wrath employed everywhere in persecuting
religion, in combatting the dogmas of the Faith, in a brazen effort to uproot and destroy all relations between man and the Divinity! (E Supremi Apostolatus, October 4, 1903).

Although St. Pius X's energetic actions prevented modernism from prevailing in the early years of this century, that same modernism resurfaced after World War II and has
literally triumphed ever since Vatican Council II (1962-1965).

CATHOLIC DOCTRINE HAS BEEN TARGETED

Catholic doctrine has not been only affected by denial of those truths belonging to the deposit of faith. At this level, we already note that each and every Truth has been
individually attacked, challenged and denied - from the dogma of the Immaculate Conception to that of Purgatory, from the unicity (oneness) of the Catholic Church to the
divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ. Today, it is not only the contents which are questioned, but revelation itself! Everything pertaining to the supernatural order as such is now
attacked, refused and denied by modernist theologians who are honored by the hierarchy; modernist theologians and bishops, together with the Council, have shaken the entire
supernatural order.

Before describing this disaster, let us recall the Church's teachings. It is a dogma of the faith that there exists a supernatural order, an order above the order of created natures.

God, in His infinite goodness, has ordained men to a supernatural end, that is, to participate in those divine beatitudes which greatly and indescribably surpass or
utterly exceed all intelligence of human thought. (Vatican I, Dei Filius; cap. II de Revelatione, DS 3005). The rest of Dei Filius proves that it is not just man's
intelligence that is surpassed by an infinite degree, but all natural capacity. God is...

...distinct in reality and essence from the world; most blessed in Himself and of Himself, and ineffably most high above all things which are or can be conceived
outside Himself. (Dei Filius, DS 3001).

If this is true in the natural order wherein man can, nevertheless, attain to some certain knowledge of God, how much more so is it in the supernatural order which is the very
order of the holy and blissful life of God Himself!

(DTC, column 2854) The supernatural order according to substance is the disposition of all formally supernatural realities, that is, the order of truth and of the supernatural life
of grace and of glory. It is in this order that man has his last end in his possession of God in the beatific vision. God is the first cause in the order of grace and glory. Man is the
secondary cause due to the elevation of his soul through sanctifying grace, the infused virtues, and the gifts of the Holy Ghost. The objective means (i.e., ways) offered to all
men to help them attain their last end are the exterior revelation proposed by the Church, by the sacraments, and by those supernatural exterior means useful and necessary to
salvation. The subjective means offered to individual men are the interior light of faith and the exercise of supernatural virtues under the supernatural influence of actual grace.
The law governing this order is seen in the entirety of all of the divine positive precepts, which, if we accomplish them, lead us to our supernatural goal.

ATTACKS AGAINST THE SUPERNATURAL

Vatican Council I took a very strong position against those attacking the supernatural order. A large part of the introduction of the Dogmatic Constitution, Dei Filius, was
dedicated to describing the attack known as the "doctrine of rationalism or of naturalism," an attack which moved this Council to defend the supernatural order to the point of
engaging its infallibility on this important question.

This is Card. Pie's commentary on the introduction of Dei Filius:

Heresy turns God away from such and such a part of His kingdom; naturalism eliminates Him from the world as well as from all Creation. It is for this reason that
the Council (Vatican I), speaking of this hateful error, declares that it is "on all points opposed to the Christian religion; carefully adding that, if naturalism shows
such hostility to and thus challenges Christianity, that is because it is...the living supernatural in action, the supernatural made Man in Jesus Christ and then made
into society and humanity in the Church. And since this is the first principle of naturalism, it necessarily follows that its fatal law, its essential need, its obstinate
passion and, in the measure wherein it succeeds, its true labor is that of dethroning Christ and of chasing Him away from all aspects of everyday life, which is the
task of the Antichrist as well as being Satan's supreme ambition... One would, Gentlemen, have to know nothing of what is going on in these times of ours, either
in the domain of ideas, or in that of actions and events, in order not to realize that such is the sign of this era, its characteristic note, its error, its crime as well as its
evil. (Card. Pie, Synodal Instruction on the First Constitution of Vatican Council I; July 17, 1871, no. 7.)

This was in 1871. Nowadays, it is still that very same naturalism which dominates and reigns supreme over our entire society, more than ever before in history. Although the
principles remain the same as then, the difference is to be found in the intensity of their influence on the present generation and the introduction of those principles in that
supernatural society which is the Church.

THE SUPERNATURAL DIMENSION OF THE PRESENT STRUGGLE

modernism the culprit

For our wrestling is...against principalities and powers, against the rulers of the world of this darkness, against the spirits of wickedness (Eph. 6:12).

Having followed in the wake of naturalism, modernism was also meant to be an all out attack upon the supernatural. Modernism simply seeks to bring everything down to
man's natural level. In fact, modernism falsely teaches that nothing transcends or surpasses man: not revelation, miracles, religion, faith, nor our Lord Jesus Christ. All of this
was shown and proven at the beginning of this century by the same St. Pius X in his watershed encyclical Pascendi as well as in his condemnations found in Lamentabili Sane
Exitu, his Anti-Modernist Oath.

But what is of the greatest importance is that with the advent of modernism, naturalism [i.e., a philosophical and theological system which denies the existence of anything
supernatural, with the consequent rejection of revelation, centering its foundation on nature alone, thus raising nature to the level of deity] has made its way into the Church
(i.e., into the minds of those holding the highest offices in the Vatican - Ed.):

For, as We have said, they put into operation their designs for her [the Church's] undoing, not from without, but from within [the Church herself] (Pascendi).

the enemy identified

Pope St. Pins X showed modernism to be a secretly organized society:

Modernists...have not abandoned their plans to disturb the peace of the Church. In fact, they have never ceased to seek out and to gather into a secret association
new followers in order to use them to inject into the very veins of Christian society the deadly venom of their opinions... (Sacrorum Antistitum, September 1,
1910).

In spite of all of the Church's prohibitions and condemnations, this evil continued making more open and bold progress.

"new spirit" triumphant

It is very interesting to read Professor Peter Henrici, now Auxiliary Bishop of Coire (Switzerland), describing how the "new spirit" was introduced into and later invaded the
seminaries, that same "new spirit" which was later to triumph at Vatican Council II:

To seminarians who showed the greatest interest in Theology, the Prefect of Studies would recommend the first two chapters of Henri de Lubac's Supernatural -
the most forbidden of "prohibited books"! This was followed by his Corpus Mysticum which claims that similar expressions could have, in other times and
contents, theologically different meanings. Meanwhile, in our course of Fundamental Theology, another professor was discussing the possibility of the evolution of
dogmas; the meaning of "living tradition"…In ecclesiology, we soon learned how to sympathize with the concept of "the Church" in the East, and that Mystici
Corporis had evidently established the boundaries of the Church in a too restricted or narrow a manner; that Vatican I definitions were in need of additional
information; that the collegiality of bishops fundamentally belongs to the very structure of the Church. Yves Congar's True and False Reform in the Church,
together with his Outline for a Theology of the Laity were compulsory reading.... The courses in Dogmatic Theology were in the same vein. They were based on
the historical research of the early critics: de Battifol, Rivière, Lebreton, up to and including the more recent works of Henri Rondet to Karl Rahner's famous
History of Penance. (Das Heranreifen des Konzils, p.44-45 from the book Glauben DenkenLeben, Communio 1993, Cologne).

"Living tradition, history of dogma" - This principle is one of the working marks of modernism. Bishop Henrici again testifies:

In Dogmatic Theology...those interdicts and condemnations of the early 1950's should have stood as insurmountable barriers [protecting Dogmatic
Theology]....Such was, in fact, not the case [as] proven by the above mentioned list of modernist theological literature which was so easily available and so widely
read at that time.

Fr. Henri de Lubac

One name which has stood out through the heterodox [erroneous] positions on this question, is that of Fr. Henri de Lubac, elevated [just before his death] to the cardinalship for
his "eminent theology." No one can deny his influence was a very determining one at the Council. In Gaudium et Spes, for example, the famous passage saying that through the
revelation of the Father, Christ reveals man to himself, we find an almost literal phrase from his book Catholicisme, written in 1938:

In revealing the Father and being revealed by Him, Christ ends by revealing man to himself. In taking possession of man, in seizing him and penetrating him to the
very depth of his being, He forces man to enter deeply into himself in order to abruptly discover within himself those regions heretofore sealed and unsuspected. In
Christ man is an adult and emerges definitely from the universe (Henri de Lubac, Catholicisme, les aspects sociaux du dogme, édition du Cerf, Paris, 1938).

On this very subject, Card. Siri raises a timely as well as truly pertinent question: "What can possibly be the meaning of such an affirmation?" and, in answer, he concludes:

Either Christ is only a man or else man is divine (is God). These conclusions can be expressed less clearly, no doubt, but they still nevertheless fix or determine that
notion of the supernatural as far as it is implicated in human nature itself, and from this point, whether we be conscious of it or not, the road to fundamental
anthropocentrism (i.e. man as center of all things) is seen to be wide open  (Gethsemani, Tequi, Paris, 1980, p.60).

And Pope Pius XII's condemnation in his 1950 encyclical Humani Generis was not enough to bring those modernists back to reason:

Others deform the true notion of the free gift [gratuitousness] of the supernatural order when they claim that God is unable to create intelligent beings without
calling or ordaining them to the Beatific Vision" (DS 3891).

Following de Lubac's book, Surnaturel (Supernatural), published in 1946, there was his Mystère du Surnaturel (Aubier, Paris, 1965). The theory is unchanged, but more
"prudently expressed":

As a matter of fact, from the moment I came into existence, all indetermination is removed, and, no matter what could have been or come before, or no matter what
could have been in an existence otherwise realized, it seems that there is no other finality possible for me hereafter than that one which is now to be found engraved
in the very centre of my nature; there exists but one sole end (or finality) of which, by that very fact, I, conscious of it or not, have the natural desire (op. cit. p.82).

Fr. Karl Rahner

In the case of Karl Rahner, that other great instigator of Vatican II, the argument is almost identical [namely, that man's nature cannot exist without supernatural grace, or, better
said, that man's nature includes by necessity supernatural grace - Ed.]:

Man's spirit is impossible in substance without that transcendence which constitutes his absolute fulfillment, that is to say, grace. (Nature et grâce, Ed. Paoline,
Rome, 1969, p.118).

It is quite obvious that such ideas could not have unwarily passed at the Council. Nevertheless, their influence is quite clear in Dei Verbum wherein the desire of breaking away
from traditional doctrine was so strong as to shun the very word supernatural. Concerning man's final goal, de Lubac made the following commentary in his book Revelation
divine, p.206:

...[S]cholastic terms were avoided, so that the Council (Vatican II) would not seem to engage in subtleties of schools of thought nor seem to be closing the door to
research by adopting overly specific theologies.

Elsewhere, two other liberal theologians are quoted:

Now, Vatican II, moreover, makes very little use of the word supernatural, and in this, as a matter of fact, we may legitimately see at least vaguely, an intention of
thrusting aside everything and anything which might seem to favor explicitly one or the other side of those parties recently in dispute. It would be reasonable to say
that the Council has broken with that extrinsicism which was the illness of modern Catholicism in this matter and which, for so long, had failed to appreciate the
full extent of nature's promise or assurance (Yves Congar).

By deliberately avoiding the vocabularies of the two sides, it has, in reality, taken an extremely important position (Mouroux).

Card. Ratzinger, commenting on this same article concerning Dei Verbum, informs us that Vatican II...:

...did not only avoid the technical term, supernatural, which belongs too much to a physical idea or thought, but did, in fact, take a direction contrary to that of
Vatican I: it develops Revelation starting from its Christological milieu in order to then establish, in an all-encompassing dimension, the inalienable responsibility
of human reason. Thus it is now seen that man's behavior in relation to God does not consist in something added to two more or less independent pieces, but
constitutes rather a unique and inseparable entity....

It is now unmistakably clear that for the modernists Dei Verbum is a great victory. Revelation, dynamic tradition, living, Holy Scripture are all treated in a crafty and subtle
modern sense to such a degree that, to give an example, Card. Ruffini was compelled to intervene and attack the theological evolutionism of article 8 (of Dei Verbum), which
gives a dynamic [i.e. ever-changing] conception of Tradition, condemned as being modernist by Pope St. Pius X. Considering how Holy Scripture is treated nowadays, we may
be sure that the third chapter of this Constitution dealing with the divine inspiration and interpretation of the Bible can also be set down as yet another of the modernists'
victories. Card. Ratzinger, in his commentary on the first two chapters of Dei Verbum (Lexicon für Theologie und Kirche, tome XIII, pp.504-505 et seq.), gives the following
explanation to the phrase, "Conciliorum Tridentini et Vaticani Primi inhaerens vestigiis" (Adhering to the path laid down by the Councils of Trent and of Vatican I”):

Does such a phrase not constitute a refusal to try to go beyond those two previous Councils (Trent and Vatican I)? This being so, did not the last Council itself
require a backward-looking interpretation of the text? Regarding the history of the text itself, to which the reference to the Council of Trent was added only in Part
G, let us say that the formula "inhaerens vestigiis" ("adhering to the path") was essentially meant to establish, against all the apprehensions and fears of the
conservative group of cardinals, a continuity of the Church's teaching, a continuity of Vatican II with those two previous (infallible - Ed.) Councils, but yet a
continuity not marked by a rigid exterior identity but rather by a conservation in progress....Our Constitution represents a "re-reading" of the corresponding texts of
Vatican I and of Trent in which things of the past are to be read in the context of and manner of the present day. In this way, that which is regarded as essential
together with that which is considered to be inadequate or insufficient has been interpreted and seen in a new manner.

What a world of difference with the way Vatican I expressed its continuity with the great Council of Trent [in this particular case regarding revelation and the interpretation of
Sacred Scripture (DS 3007) - Ed.]: "Nos idem decretum renovantes hanc illius mentem esse declaramus." ("We, renewing the same decree, declare this to be its intention....")

Ever since Vatican II, the authors of these [modernist] theories have been promoted to the highest ranks in the Church. From being simply experts and theologians at the
Council, they have become cardinals and even pope. It is from the very heights of the Church that such [modernist] doctrines are today everywhere spread more and more
clearly, even in the official documents coming from the Holy See. Is there yet to be found a seminary still free of these interpretations, which attack both directly and indirectly
the point at issue: the supernatural?

Be it the mysteries of the Church, revelation, Holy Scripture itself or Biblical exegesis in particular; be it the question of grace and thus the question of justification and of
salvation followed by the question of missions and of missionaries: in every one of these spheres we behold the triumph of naturalistic modernism.

Unfortunately, the idea of going beyond the bounds of the duality of two opposite terms is to be also found in Pope John Paul II. This idea shows up in most of his speeches and
writings, making it plain that he is also to be counted amongst the disciples of the New Theology. Pope John Paul II's two key phrases have both come directly from Gaudium
et Spes:

For, by his incarnation, he, the son of God, has in a certain way united himself with each man.

...and ...

...Christ...in the very revelation of the mystery of the Father and of his love, fully reveals man to himself.

It is thus obvious that the Holy Father sees in the Incarnation a way of uniting or combining nature and grace. It is true, of course, that in the Word made Man (Christ) both His
divine nature and His human nature have indeed been joined together, but this does not mean, as Pope John Paul II seems to say, that all of the natural order has thus been once
and for all united without any possible distinction to the supernatural order through the “recapitulatio in Christo” (“retoration in Christ”) [Eph 1:10 - Ed.]. Here is an extract
from his Dives in Misericordia (1,4) clearly exemplifying  this disciple of de Lubac:

All the more the Church's mission concentrates itself on man, all the more it becomes, so to speak, anthropocentric, all the more it must also show itself to be
theocentric and prove to be so in truth, that is to be directed in Christ toward the Father. Although in the past as well as in the present, various currents of thought
inclined to separate theocentric from anthropocentric, and even to put them in opposition to one another, the Church [now] is striving, and in this is simply
following Christ, to show forth their strong organic link in the history of mankind. This also constitutes a fundamental thought, maybe the most important one in
the teaching to come out of the last Council.

If, in this present phase of the Church's history, we perceive our primary duty as being to bring about the teachings of the last Council, we must turn to this
fundamental thought with faith, with all our heart and spirit....

It is always the same question of merging, of intermingling nature and the supernatural (here theocentric and anthropocentric) by way of fusion (con-fusion!), and this is
presented as the most important thought coming from the Council, and, we might add, the most important one of John Paul II's pontificate. This is the one constantly recurring
theme dominating, directing and explaining his mysterious pontificate. It is also this basic idea which dictates the new manner of defining the Church, its ecumenism, the Assisi
affair, as well as relations with both monotheist and non-monotheist religions and the Church's new relations with the world. We must repeat - The present Pope's theology is
not to be considered as a case apart, but must be seen as part and parcel of Vatican II's new dominant theology, the same one which Msgr. Henrici has described as being the
"New Theology," and what he freely admits was officially condemned under Pope Pius XII's pontificate. The present Pontiff is simply repeating that which he was himself
previously taught by his [modernist] masters: de Lubac, Congar, etc.

Let us compare the present situation, if you will, to a naval battle: the Church being a warship floating and making its way through a terrible storm...Not only has it the raging
elements to contend with but also finds itself virtually surrounded by enemy ships pounding her mercilessly with their heavy-caliber guns. These are the heresies which are
meant to destroy such-and-such part of the vessel. This kind of warfare the Church has experienced from its very beginning. But now, with modernism and the very negation of
the supernatural order. the enemy is no longer content to simply fire on the ship (i.e., the Church), he is now trying to destroy her by destroying not only the ship itself, but also
that which holds her up - water, and the sea itself which we can call the preambula fidei. [i.e., the preambles of faith. These are those things which we know by human reason
about God, such as His existence and goodness, which help enable us to make an act of faith by His grace. - Ed.]

It is precisely upon the preambula fidei that the modernists have set their guns and have been able to wreak havoc on such an unprecedented scale. For example, when they are
dealing with truth and therefore with the philosophical question of knowledge, they begin with the principle of the evolution of a truth which would be defined as the
"adequation" with life. [i.e., that truth, mimicking life, must change so it becomes a perfect "adaptation" to life. - Ed.]

Modern theologians do not only reject the vessel and the ocean upon which it floats, but are also now rejecting the planet Earth itself, through their new philosophies, including
what is called existentialism as well as through their new theory concerning language itself. They have now made of every being and even of each word an absolute sufficient
unto itself.

Card. Siri, referring to this question of language in his book, Gethsemani, makes the following observation:

It is now quite common for us to be in the presence of some perilously unsuspected word prestidigitation or word trickery: being, existence, interpretation,
comprehension, hermeneutics, language, tongue, word, substance, essence, subjectivity, objectivity, structure, identity, praxis, orthopraxis, liberation,
inculturation, as well as many other words both old and new, even some of major importance, are all subject to an unending change of resonance, of meaning,
putting us in mind of the changing chameleon as it passes from sunlight to the shade of the forest. From one school to another, from one chapter to another in the
same book words scud and run before the fickle winds of change, ever slithering with various implications and insinuations in such a way as to leave in their wake
no principle, no notion, no concept nor any kind of stable fundamental meaning. In the name and for the sake of change in words and in speech, we are now
witnessing a re-evaluation, a polyvalency and an anarchical dispersion or breaking up of any and all essential order of words (p.137).

When modernists launch a general attack on language itself, thought and the theory of knowledge will inevitably also be left in ruins. They end up with a new nominalism
wherein the essence of things are always unattainable, and universal or general propositions, concepts or ideas are left without any meaning at all and are held to be utterly vain.
Thus are the blind modernists left with quantity bereft of form and of sense.

It is now crystal-clear that for Karl Rahner...:

...the office of Peter, accepted with faith, can no longer be received nor explained due to the impossibility of covering (or taking in) the vast extent of knowledge
required to synthesize today's mentality with the Faith (Karl Rahner, Motivation de la foi aujourd'hui, p.27).

In the circumstances where every being and event is considered to be an absolute in itself, modernists inevitably end up with this "historical evolution." Schillebeeckx claims in
his book:

We have never had a "totally" uniform and metahistorical expression of the Faith; we have never had an expression which was not historical, we must always be
rethinking the Faith according to modern circumstances (La fide nel pluralism della culture, Cittadella, Assisi 1979, p.254).

Said Card. Siri:

Historicist thought and mentality cannot help but go, more or less directly or intensely, inevitably toward that mirage of justification and salvation by means of
man's autonomy and historical activity through history. Another equally inescapable fact is that such an orientation, acknowledged or not, seals the doom of the
essence as well as real mystery of Revelation (p.355). Modern theologies, implicitly or explicitly, express an ever-increasing tendency towards transcendental
pluralism, that is, a pluralism throwing into confusion any and all distinctions and limits coming from stable criteria. This holds true with regard to the starting
point of these tendencies as well as to that orientation pre-established by the will together with that which concerns terms, language and previous verbs. It is not at
all a question of a pluralism of expression or of the means of expression, nor of a pluralism of images or of parallelism. It is a question of total pluralism, as if each
person could constitute a starting point with his own thoughts and will, and, being absolutely autonomous or self-sufficient.

From innumerable works, like from those of Karl Rahner, for example, has come a doctrinal pluralism which, henceforward, allows no objective base whatsoever
for a Christian theology based on divinely received Revelation. Neither shades of meaning or nuances, nor everything which remains indefinite or indefinable, nor
everything remaining unknown, nor all the inspirations and artful works of man, can justify in any possible way such a pluralism which simply annihilates every
notion of universal truth in view of method as well as essence. Such pluralism simply annihilates the very foundations of intelligence, of any understanding in our
relationships with God, as well as with our dealing with other individuals making up our human society (Card. Siri, Gethsemani, 1988).

The theology of the future will be characterized by a considerable and henceforth insurmountable pluralism of theologies, in spite of the unique Church's unique
profession of Faith (Fr. Karl Rahner, Sacramentum mundi, tome VIII, col. 345).

These modern theologies, in their frenzied attacks on super-nature, have not only destroyed supernatural order, they have gone on to sabotage and undermine nature itself to the
point of leaving nothing except the folly of a mind which can only get excited about itself.

OUR COMBAT WEAPONS

It is certainly obvious that we cannot fight them down at their level. Have we, on our side, proportionate weapons enabling us to carry on a successful attack against such neo-
modernist thoughts? Here again, we must have recourse to supernatural weaponry, without, of course, neglecting natural action and effort. Grace does not destroy nature, but
perfects it.

Thus did Pope St. Pius X strongly recommend to all schools teaching philosophy, the teaching of the 24 Thomistic Theses in Philosophy. (Doctoris Angelici, June 29, 1914;
Décision dela Congregation des études, July 27, 1914). These 24 theses lay down or impose absolutely fundamental distinctions which all utterly contradict the modernist idea
of fusion/confusion.

In creation and in different levels, is to be seen a necessary distinction between action and potential, between essence and existence, between body and soul, between an ability
and its action, the action of a faculty and its object, etc. Any denial of these distinctions renders reality utterly unintelligible and will quickly set us on the road to pantheism.

We must call for an unceasing return to the supernatural order, as the Catholic Faith has always taught. Since the supernatural order is an extraordinary gift of God, there is an
essential distinction between the natural order which is proportioned to human nature and that supernatural order which is the order of God in His Life. It is an order which
infinitely surpasses the natural order, and which only the omnipotence of God can enable us to share, in spite of the fact that men have absolutely no right to it, and also in spite
of the fact God is not at all compelled to do mankind such a favor.

By whom he hath given us most great and precious promises: that by these you may be made partakers of the divine nature...(II Peter 1:4).

I am the vine, you the branches: he that abideth in Me and I in him, the same beareth much fruit; for without Me you can do nothing (John 15:5).

Wherefore I give you to understand, that no man, speaking by the Spirit of God saith Anathema to Jesus. And no man can say the Lord Jesus, but by the Holy
Ghost (I Cor. 12:3).

Likewise the Spirit also helpeth our infirmity. For we know not what we should pray for as we ought; but the Spirit Himself asketh for us with unspeakable
groanings (Romans 8:26).

Vatican I underscores the creature's complete submission to God in these vivid terms:

Since man is wholly dependent on God as his Creator and Lord, and since created reason is completely subject to uncreated truth, we are bound by faith to give full
obedience of intellect and will to God who reveals (DS 3008).

This confession of Faith is of extreme importance. We are engaged in a unique and gigantic battle where simply adopting a "human" position against those errors will never do.
It is absolutely necessary that we attack these errors. These "assassins of the Faith," as Msgr. Lefebvre once called them, must be unmasked. This is exactly what Pope Saint
Pius X called for in Pascendi.

But all of these actions are primarily acts of Faith. This constitutes that anagogical act so heartily recommended by all of the Apostles:

Watch ye, stand fast in the Faith, do manfully, and be strengthened (I Cor. 16:13).

Whom resist ye, strong in Faith (I Peter 5:8).

For whatsoever is born of God, overcometh the world: and this is the victory which overcometh the world, our Faith (I John 5:4) animated by Charity (Eph. 4:15).

God has raised up saints who were instrumental in resolving the Church's crises, who labored to correspond to God's will through a most profound union with God. I well recall
a colleague who went to visit a minister of a former Catholic State who was eager to do something positive for his people by offering to help this priest. "What do you need to
begin?" The priest said: "Twenty men in the state of grace." In proposing this solution and these weapons, we stand in good company. At the end of his work De Gratia, Rev.
Fr. Garrigou-Lagrange describes the present situation:

How is the Church going to recover from such an unprecedented fall? How is she to recover her unity of thought and life in the midst of such a diversity and
complexity of unsolvable questions? The answer can only be found in a return to Christian principles. And in particular, priests and religious must make these same
principles part and parcel of their daily lives. It is to this end that the Holy Ghost and His seven gifts have been given to us.

St. Thomas teaches that, in difficult times, we need these seven gifts in order to remain docile and unresisting to those inspirations of the Holy Ghost. These
inspirations are given to help those virtues which are only too liable to suffer from human weakness and which lack sufficient promptitude in the service and love
of God....

But it is often found that these Gifts are held back within us and are thus unable to go forth and receive the impulsive and vivifying force of the Holy Ghost. These
seven gifts are hindered by innumerable venial sins (of which we are often quite unconscious) which bind up our spirit to exterior things as well as to our own
selfishness. In these circumstances, we are no longer guided by the Holy Ghost but by our own selves, by our own poor reason wherein lies our own weak
judgment and not at all in accordance with the judgment of God. (De Gratia, Berruti, Turin, 1947, p.402 seq.).

St. Thomas also urges each and every Christian to base all his life on the fundamental principle of divine adoption, by unceasingly placing himself under the guidance of the
Spirit of adoption of the children of God, that is, of the Holy Ghost.

Whatever word or expression or means we use in the present grievous circumstances, they must be of the supernatural order, that same order which is under attack and being
destroyed by modernism. The fount of grace is to be found in Holy Mass.

From a human point of view, we should never succeed in this great battle: the enemy is too strong, too numerous and have also been joined by the fallen angels or demons. For
our part, we must also seek angelic support. Let us enter into an alliance with all those friends of God, with those whose duty it is to watch over Holy Church, all of the holy
angels and especially the Queen of Angels. Signs point to the decisive role being played by the Holy Virgin Mary in these apocalyptic times.

In the Apocalypse, St. John shows us a great sign appearing in the heavens; a Virgin surrounded by the sun, the moon beneath her feet in a deadly struggle with the ancient
dragon. By this we understand, as an echo from the Book of Genesis, that our Lady is playing a major role in this battle against Satan. At the time when naturalism and its
followers have come upon the world stage, Divine Providence has twice caused to appear this great sign in the firmament of the Catholic Church's doctrine. We had the
proclamation of the dogma of the Immaculate Conception (1854) and that of the Assumption of the Blessed Virgin Mary into Heaven (1950). The signum magnum has arrived
and we now are living in apocalyptic times, a period of extraordinary struggles where God has not failed to provide us with a proportionate and necessary remedy: Ite ad
Mariam! (Have recourse to Mary!) May she deign to protect us as well as the whole Church.
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His Excellency Richard Williamson

This conference on Americanism and Vatican II was originally given at a Congress convened at Albano in Italy in January of 1996 by the Society of Saint
Pius X, to study various aspects of the Second Vatican Council. However, the Americanist aspect of Vatican II should be of particular interest to American
readers.

 

The fundamental argument of the conference should be familiar to followers in recent years of the Society of St. Pius X in the United States: the central idea
behind the founding of the United States and the central idea behind Vatican II have much in common. Extrinsically, this is because both ideas originate in
Freemasonry. Intrinsically, this enables much light to be thrown on each by the other. In Italy, the idea of American served to illustrate Vatican II. Here perhaps let
Vatican II illustrate the idea of American.

Notice, idea. There are no Protestant cows, nor Masonic babies. All nature comes from God. There is much more to any country than just sinful ideas of men
presiding over the foundation. There is much more to the United States than just Freemasonry amongst its founders. If Freemasonry were all that there was to the
United States, Catholic Tradition could never produce the in-flow of seminarians it is presently producing for the Society of Saint Pius X seminary in Winona.

Nevertheless, the Masonic idea is especially strong in the USA, and it has over the last two centuries succeeded in corrupting generations of authentically Catholic
immigrants. The Masonic idea is all around us, day by day it threatens to corrupt our own Catholic Faith, and if it is allowed to have its way, it will utterly destroy
Catholic Tradition. With Vatican II it penetrated into the Catholic churchmen with the result that great parts of the church have disintegrated before our eyes. So we
may and we must love the country of our birth as God meant us to do, but that will not stop us from examining the godless idea which will, left to itself, destroy
our nation, our Church, our souls.

 

The conference given at the Priests’ Meeting of the US District of the Society of Saint Pius X (at Our Lady of Sorrows in Phoenix, AZ) follows as given at
Albano, except for a few additional inserts to remind Americans that what is being attacked is the Freemasonic idea behind the United States and not their
country as such, which we Catholics are seeking to rebuild in the Faith for the greater glory of God and for the salvation of souls.

 

THE CONFERENCE: AMERICANISM AND VATICAN II

Two kingdoms clash: on the one side, the kingdom of Christ, Christian civilization; on the other side, the kingdom of Satan, anti-Christian,
or rather anti-civilization, the new Judeo-Masonic order, the so-called New World Order.

In this clash, the Second Vatican Council played a decisive part. At the Council the two kingdoms clashed with one another, and poor Paul
VI was under the illusion that they had come to an agreement. In no way. What happened was that the principles of anti-civilization, or
rather its anti-principles, were welcomed within the Church of civilization with the results we now know - the ruination of that Church.

Notice, what we have on Satan's side is not an opposite civilization, but the opposite of civilization; not opposite principles, but the opposite
of principles. Conversely Joseph de Maistre said: "Against the Revolution Christians must make not a counter-Revolution but the contrary
of a Revolution." That is a deep saying. Satan may begin by setting up a false principle opposite the true principle, but his aim is to arrive at
the dissolving of all principles, because that is the ultimate in confusion.

So this conference will argue that at the heart of Vatican II is not a system contrary to Catholicism, but the break-up of all system; not a
thought opposed to the Catholic Faith, but the dissolution of all thinking; in brief, Vatican II was not even an Anti-council, it was an
explosion. If you wish for the proof, look around you.

Now that explosion which is the true spirit of the Council, is hidden in three ways beneath the letter or documents of the Council. Firstly,
the documents contain many ancient and unattackable truths alongside the new doctrine. Secondly, the new doctrines are often presented
beneath ambiguous formulae which allow the conservative Catholics to state there is no problem in the documents of the Council, the whole
problem is in the so-called after-Council or aftermath of the Council. Thirdly, the novelties, once you draw them out of the documents, have
their own coherency, and so the appearance of a system. So the novelties of Vatican II look like a system, but in fact it is the systematicness
of an explosion.

Now no stationary or still photograph can capture the dynamic movement of an explosion. We think that many good Catholic heads are too good to be able to understand
Vatican II. Take for instance the dilemma of the so-called sedevacantists, namely, "Popes as liberal as these recent popes could not be true popes." Is this dilemma not false
because these popes do not even realize the contradiction going on inside their own heads? And so rather than a theological stillshot, let us take rather a moving film from
history in order to put before you an error which is a sister error of the Sillonism and Modernism of the beginning of this century. Modernism is the father of today's neo-
modernism, so a sister of modernism would be an aunt of today's neo- modernism - the aunt I mean is Americanism.

Let us distinguish Americanism in the narrow sense if you like, namely, the particular error of certain American Catholics at the end of the last century, who were condemned
gently by Leo XIII in 1899 in his encyclical Testem Benevolentiae; and Americanism in the broad sense, that is to say the new life of the New World, the precursor of the New
World Order. In other words, Americanism in a very broad sense, the Masonic idea, if you like, as concretized in America. That broad Americanism had already been exploding
for a century before 1899 and was at the very most gently tickled by Leo XIII. And yet the mushroom cloud of this broad Americanism is extending over the whole world. Ten
years ago, an Ecône professor told me, the young Swiss in Valais used to dress like young Swiss, but today they are all dressed like Americans.

The Winona seminarians that were over in Europe in the summer of 1995 got a good chance to see today's Europe. They said that the young Europeans do not make good
Americans. If Americans are accused of being shoddy, then americanized Europeans are much shoddier! The seminarians that went over to Europe got a good idea of what the
real problem is. The real problem is not the United States of America, because the Americans are in many ways better off than today's Europe which is deeply corrupt. The real
problem is the Masonry which launched the United States but which is now re-launching Europe.

Americanism in the broad sense is what interests us here because it throws a great deal of light on the Second Vatican Council and the United States. It can light up, as few
other concrete examples can light up, the explosion that was Vatican II. So let us see in order the origins of the American spirit; then at length, the new man, the new world, the
new life that this spirit has engendered; then its more recent history, ending in its entry into the Council; its contamination of the Council; and finally, the resemblance between
the new life coming out of the Masonic United States and the New Church coming out of Vatican II.

But firstly, let me open a parenthesis on America and Americans.

"Slay errors, but love those who err," says St. Augustine. As much as we may detest the United States as a Masonic idea, so much we may love it as a concrete country whose
inhabitants have enough natural virtues to have set up the most powerful republic in all history, and enough supernatural gifts to set up today the second most numerous country
in the world from the point of view of Catholic Tradition. This last year by chance, the seminaries in the rest of the Society did not have as many seminarians as Winona did. It
is in Europe that the American error began. It is Europeans who brought Americans into their three World Wars, the third war, as Archbishop Lefebvre used to say, being
Vatican Council II. And it is Europeans who brought each of these wars to an end with a Masonic and American solution. It is Europeans who are choosing today to
Americanize themselves. Nobody is forcing Europeans to do so, and so I hope it is well understood that what follows is going to be an attack not on the United States or
Americans as a nation, as a concrete nation or country, but as the first incarnation of a Masonic ideal which is now triumphing throughout the world, including inside the
Catholic Church. That is where the problem is. Close parenthesis.

 

THE ORIGIN OF THE AMERICAN SPIRIT

Let us begin by saying that the key to the kinship between the American spirit and the spirit of Vatican II is religious liberty, which is the foundation of the United States as it is
the crowning of Vatican II. In order to grasp the fundamental importance of the part played in the formation of the United States by religious liberty, let us recall a little history.
You will remember that the first Europeans to land on the territory now called North America were the Spaniards in the South and the French in the North. But between
Spanish Florida to the South and French Quebec to the North on the Eastern seaboard of the continent, it was the English heretics who founded the thirteen colonies which at
the time of the American Revolution in 1776 were set up as a new nation. Now these English heretics, whether they were violent Protestants like the Puritans of New England
in the North, or moderate Protestants like the Anglicans and Episcopalians of Virginia, either way, did not believe in religious liberty. In the North, the Puritans chased out or
executed religious dissidents, and in the center, they oppressed the few Catholics in Maryland as soon as they were numerous enough to do so.

But, when it came to constituting the old English colonies into United States, a few years after the successful revolution of 1775 to 1783, political union was put in front of
everything else. As Benjamin Franklin said, "If we do not hang together, we will hang separately." And so in drawing up the new Constitution, strongly influenced by
Freemasons who were present and powerful, they passed over religious union, and in order to guarantee that religious divisions would not upset political union, at the head of
the list of fundamental rights of citizens of the new federation, which was added a few years later, as the First Amendment of the Bill of Rights, there was established the
principle of religious liberty; namely, that the government of this federation would never be able to impose on the federation as such an official religion. (Some American
patriots state that the particular states or individual states are not bound by this federal regulation. That was true up to the Civil War of 1861-1865; it has been false since,
because the federal government acquired, following on that war, a crushing power in relation to the governments of the particular states.)

Let us see now the fruits borne by this choice of religious liberty as the foundation stone of the new nation. And we will see that, speaking concretely, it is difficult to
exaggerate just how far personal life, family life, social life and national life change when the regime of a national religion is replaced by a regime of religious liberty; or, to put
it more exactly, when religious liberty is raised up into being the national religion.

The Founding Fathers of the United States were very well aware of the fact that by the Constitution of 1787 they were doing something entirely new. And they were proud of it.
"We are setting up a New World on a new basis without any need of cardinals or princes," they told the world, "and we are going to show that what we are doing is superior." It
is new, certainly, and it is so different from every other previous civilization that one may hesitate to give to what these innovators did the name of civilization. But is it
superior? Let us see how under the new regime of religious liberty God is emptied out, religion is gutted, man is deified, truth is discredited, good is undermined and culture is
vulgarized.

Firstly, the substance of God is emptied out, He becomes a mere mockery of the true Divinity. If the new nation gives in its Constitution the prime place to national union, then
the interests of God and of the truth take second place. Now, God either takes the first place or He is nothing at all. According to religious liberty, people will be free to give
Him all the honors they like, but they will no longer be free to give Him the first place because that would risk upsetting national unity. Now the true God does not enter into
that sort of combination and hence the true God may bless this or that individual, this or that family for their objective or subjective merits in the new nation, but the national
and social life, as such, under this Constitution, will be struck by a divine curse. Indeed, public life in the United States is accursed. It is an avalanche of lies, a series of false
wars followed by false peaces. Strong words - Card. Pie, I think, spoke just as strongly against the Masonic republic in France of the last century. So the problem is not the
United States, the problem is Masonry. There is no use closing our eyes to the damage done by Masonry.

 

THE NEW MAN 

Then as God is no longer God, man must take His place, and just as politics become the true religion under a regime of religious liberty, so man becomes god. Now there can
be no sin innate in God, so, man being god, there is no sin innate in man. Hence original sin is denied, and every man becomes intrinsically good. The average American is
profoundly Rousseauist (Rousseau was not an American but a Frenchman). The average American is profoundly Rousseauist; that is, he believes in the noble savage. As
democrats, Americans believe in educating the people, but as Rousseauists, they destroy education because if a savage is noble, why educate him? Hence, the wretched
spectacle of a system of education swallowing every year more and more fabulous sums of money in order to advance only in rottenness. Because, for example, in a
democracy, there is no longer any question of admiring what is noble. Nobility of class is forbidden under the 1787 Constitution, and moral nobility is banned because it would
condemn democratic lowness. Man is king and every ideal is going to be leveled downwards.

Jean-Jacques Rousseau (1712-78)
A self-taught adventurer who popularized
a neo-pelagian theory of man and of
society. He taught that man is naturally
good- "a noble savage" -that society
corrupted this goodness, and that all
efforts should be made to return to the
primitive virtues. His political idea of the
"social contract," and his educational
ideas were widely propagated and highly
influential, and wrong.

Next, truth is radically discredited because not only does man, being king and god, become the measure of what is true and what is good and what is beautiful, but also, national
unity having been preferred to the truth of any particular religion because all religious division based on considerations of truth could harm national unity, then truth is degraded
like religion. But by its nature, truth is absolute in its demands or it is nothing. From which it follows that in the new nation, at least in the religious and spiritual domain, truth
will no longer have any importance; every contradiction will become acceptable; human reason, the reasoning faculty, will be discredited, and there will remain nothing in
American heads except the single idea that ideas are worthless; hence the national anti-intellectualism. For the American intelligence there remains only the domain of matter in
which thought can be taken seriously. But the human intelligence retains its thirst for truth, and hence in the United States, from the very beginning, the strong thrust towards
the material sciences, the superiority of Americans in technology, materialism, commerce, comfort, material well-being and also the thrust towards sexualism; because as
Malcolm Muggeridge said, "Sex is the mysticism of materialism."

 

THE NEW WORLD

Notice that all these tendencies are as much at work in Europe, because Freemasonry is at work on both sides of the ocean. But between Europe and America there is this
enormous difference, that in all the countries of Europe there were centuries, sometimes centuries and centuries, of Catholic life and Catholic culture before Protestantism
arrived, whereas the United States were born as colonies in Protestantism because of the English heretics. This means that in every European there is an old instinct, an after-
taste or traces of Catholicism and the old Catholic order which act more or less as a brake to prevent certain liberal principles deploying all their poison, whereas in the United
States these harmful principles have nothing to check their harmfulness. But, notice also this other difference between Europe and America, that since America did not have
these centuries of Catholicism, Americans are that much more innocent subjectively when they objectively do evil. They commit evil more freely, but also more innocently.

However, truth being objectively discredited has nonetheless grave consequences; firstly, subjectivism. If unity takes precedence of truth, what value can truth still have other
than the value of utility? Truth becomes what suits me. Of such a people Dante said, "The unhappy people that have lost the good of the intellect." It is an unimaginable evil to
lose truth, which is the good of the intellect. Hence, when the intellect and ideas and reason lose their value, in the United States it is sentiments which take over. A catastrophic
sentimentalism takes over minds and falsifies judgments at every point on the road, except in questions of money, where people remain strictly realistic. In accordance with this
sentimentality, people refuse to recognize the reality of evil or suffering. They put on pink spectacles and pretend that everybody is nice, everybody is sweet, everybody is
gentle in the best of all possible worlds.

This sentimentalism further unmans men because the primacy of sentiment is the privilege of women. Hence religious liberty unmans men. And it is religious liberty which is
the profound reason for the feminism presently ravaging the United States. Here, too, as far as I know, Europe is following the United States because Europe is also believing in
religious liberty. It is adopting religious liberty especially since the Catholic Church, itself, is now pushing religious liberty, and so the men are being unmanned in Europe at
least as much as over here.

And as a regime of religious liberty discredits truth and falsehood, it also undermines good and evil. As the intellect is deprived of truth, so behavior is cut off from objective
morality, except, again, in material questions. (On the English stock exchange, a man can lie about anything but he will not lie about a stock or bond transaction. There you can
be sure of his word. That is England.) Hence the American becomes capable of committing what are objectively the most terrible stupidities or betrayals, even while he remains
subjectively convinced that his action is just. And this he can do to a degree and to a depth profoundly incomprehensible for any European who still retains any sense of
objective morality. In turn, Americans are liable to say, "These Europeans are incapable of understanding us," and it is not entirely false when they say that.

Finally in a regime of religious liberty, culture is vulgarized. Fine arts become ugly arts. After all, man being god, and the people being sovereign, not only can there be no
further question of any standard or measure of beauty which imposes itself on the liberty of man, but also any so-called beauty which would indicate there was a God, or
anything above man, would be an offence against man's royalty. I am king, I am by my lowness king, and I will emphasize my lowness in order to emphasize my kingship, and
I will defy anybody who denies it. Hence, the rejoicing in ugliness, especially in clothing. For instance, these baseball caps put on back to front. There was a photograph in the
newspaper once of a Negro who was trying to start a fashion of trousers put on back to front but the fashion does not seem to have caught on!

This anti-culture is as ugly as you like, but it is nonetheless all-conquering and it is presently conquering "cultured Europe." Truly the walls of the old civilization are cracked.
Why so? Why is television in Europe, and in fact throughout the world, flooded with American programs to the point that a few years ago the French government tried to
intervene to protect French culture on French television? Interesting question. The answer may be as follows: New wine calls for new bottles. It is our Lord who said new wine
does not go in old bottles. America is a New World, on a new basis, pouring out a new wine, preaching a new crusade, in two words, the crusade of religious liberty and
democracy. To make the world safe for democracy - famous battlecry of President Wilson for the holy war of liberals - the First World War. The word of crusade is not too
strong, because religious liberty is in fact a new religion. New wine we have then which calls for new bottles.

Now the bottles containing what we call culture are eminently the arts; for instance, literature, music and painting. Notice that the arts already evolved greatly within
Christendom, with the evolution of Christendom. But when anti-Christendom arrives, are not the bottles going to evolve to the point of bursting? That is exactly what we have
observed. Whoever had any talent for words in Europe, used to write poetry. Today in America he writes advertisements. They are the geniuses of Madison Avenue who write
jingles that will make people buy. On Madison Avenue they have a real sense of words and it is all harnessed to commerce. Whoever had a talent for songs in Europe used to
make classical music, but today in America, it is rock music, and you have the world's stars of rock-and-roll. The guitar has burst, it has gone metal, it has gone metallic, it has
gone electric and there is very little resemblance between the rock-and-roll guitar and the old guitar. Whoever had a talent for colors used to practise the fine arts, today in
America you practise photography. Whoever had a talent for telling stories or for acting, in Europe used to write novels, but today in America it is the cinema and above all,
television. Of course this is over-simplified, but nevertheless, a New World calls for new arts. A new message calls for new media. (Even in America, it is not the medium
which is the message, as Marshall McCluhan once said in a provocative way.) It is still the message, or lack of message, which governs the very structure of the medium. When
Beethoven hit the piano so hard, they had to make pianos tougher to stand up to his hammering. The medium evolved with the message. If he had not wanted to hit the piano
hard, the piano would have stayed a gentle instrument. (Beethoven, of course, had nothing to do with the United States.) What is true in what Marshall McCluhan said is that
the message of religious liberty is a hollow message because it emptied out God, and if man is empty of God, there is nothing left. And the message is hollow, therefore all that
remains is the medium and in that sense the medium becomes the message. From religious liberty comes the relative emptiness of art and artists in the United States, in any
Masonic country in fact.)

MASONIC IDEALS
"So the problem is not the United States, the problem is Masonry. There is no
use cosing our eyes to the damage done by Masonry..."
Jean-Jacques Rousseau

RELIGIOUS LIBERTY
"Europe is following the United States because Europe is also believing in

religious liberty especially since the Catholic Church, itself, is now pushing
religious liberty..."
Digitatis Humanae

 

THE NEW LIFE ENGENDERED

But that is a judgment based on the old standards, the artistic standards of the Old World. According to those standards, what we are calling the Europeans are the masters and
the Americans come nowhere. But supposing we change the standards. Supposing the measure of the use that one makes of one's talents is no longer the old beauty but money
and usefulness. Then aren't the roles reversed? At that moment the Americans become the masters and the Europeans, concretely speaking, become the disciples.

Indeed, the new arts so to speak, advertising, television, rock music, are practised by Americans with a religious conviction, with a proud taste and with a zeal of pioneers,
because they are the arts of the new life, the arts of religious democracy, the arts of this liberty which, for the American, takes the place of religion, and by which he has in so
superior a fashion left behind the futile problems of religious divisions which remain insoluble in the Old World, Yugoslavia for instance.

And so, still schematizing, just as Europeans are the masters of the old arts, Americans are masters of the new arts. And Europeans, if they retain only a little of the old sense of
nobility and beauty and discipline, will never be able to let themselves go with the lowness, superficiality and indiscipline of the new arts without letting a little of their scorn
appear. And that little bit of scorn will have the effect on the final product of a few drops of gasoline in a barrel of whiskey. In other words, viewers viewing a European film
may well sense something half-hearted in the Old World's handling of the New World's medium, invented by Thomas Edison, whereas viewers may sense that Americans are
completely at home in this medium of their own world. Thus a respectable American writer, Norman Mailer, being interviewed in a television show 20 years ago with a very
popular, but rather less-respectable writer, Mickey Spillane, was asked why he did not write best-sellers like Mickey Spillane - "Oh no," he replied, "in order to write like that
you have to believe in it." In other words, to be a successful practitioner of trash, you have to believe in trash. Harsh words, but Catholic priests in a Masonic world are
constantly up against the temptation to start praising what is Masonic or accepting what is Masonic, at which instant they start degrading what is Catholic.

In other words, if the inhabitants now of the entire world wish to live the new life, if they wish to give themselves over to materialism, if they wish for the fruits of religious
liberty, they will not want the new arts practised with a slightly uneasy conscience or without conviction. They will want total rock music, convinced cinema and whole-hearted
television such as the Americans produce. And that is why we have this flood of products of American television throughout the world. All the world wants to hear the new life
preached by whole-hearted crusaders, and the whole-hearted crusaders will be the Americans for whom religious liberty is their religion.

Because what we are in the presence of is a new life, a new world, a new humanity, directly opposed to the old life, the old world, the old humanity by an opposition based on
religious liberty. For indeed, the classical Protestant is a heretic and a hypocrite, objectively speaking, refusing to serve God while seeming to do so. But as a classical
Protestant, he nevertheless keeps certain fixed and even true beliefs. For instance, he may still believe in the divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ. And if his beliefs are false, they
can still be fixed in the head of the classical Protestant. In other words, the head of this Protestant keeps a measure of the stability of truth which is to be found in the Catholic
Church. Of course, the instability intrinsic to error will finish in the Protestant head by undermining the measure of stability which is still there, just as it will eat up what is still
true in his head. And that is the slide from Protestantism to Liberalism. But in the meantime, looking at it from the point of view of stability, the classical Protestant head more
resembles the Catholic head than it resembles the Liberal head. In the same sense, a Protestant European more resembles a Catholic European than he resembles an American.
This is a way of describing the gulf that there is between the American head and the European head, between the liberal head and the classical head, between the new head and
the old head.

And I hope once again it is understood that here I am talking materially about the American head, while I am formally talking about the Masonic head. Because if I kept on
saying the Masonic head, the Masonic head, the Masonic head, people would say, that has nothing to do with us. They would say ah, that is Masonry, I do not know what he is
talking about. But if one says American, people have to recognize their own world.

Hence a profound mutual incomprehension, reaching as far as mutual scorn between the two worlds, materially speaking, between the American world and the European world.
As the old European is apt to scorn novelties, machines and technology, so the American is apt to scorn history, culture, the past. As everyone admires what he feels he is gifted
in and he deprecates what he feels he is lacking in, so the American pushes towards the future. He is persuaded that everything that is new is better, that everything that is old is
more or less out of date. Hence a scorn for the past is the last feature of the American spirit that we will pick out for the moment in the analysis of this spirit.

But let us underline once more just how difficult it is for a religious liberty head to understand a fixed religion head. For example, sincerity. What is the sincerity of a liberal,
unconscious of being a liberal but born in a liberal nation like America? In classical Europe, in other words when Europe was not yet liberal, sincerity meant the
correspondence between the outside of a man and the inside of a man, and this inside was stable because it was, for instance, anchored to the morality of the ten
commandments, which do not float. But supposing the inside is unstable; supposing the inside of the man is not anchored in the ten commandments but is anchored in religious
liberty .In that case, the inside of the man can slide. In that case, if the exterior and the interior slide at the same time, you have all the appearances of sincerity, because the man
is aware of himself, of his inside corresponding to exactly what he is showing on the outside. Therefore a man can change his behavior from one moment to the next without
ceasing to be sincere, at least in his own eyes. But this apparent sincerity, which is a true sincerity for the liberal because he conceives no other sincerity, is false for the non-
liberal who cannot conceive that a spirit can drift and float to that point. Hence a European cannot understand that an American can in such a case think that he is sincere,
whereas the American understands just as little that one may question his sincerity. Imagine what that can produce by way of misunderstanding! And notice that such
misunderstanding can only take place where a whole environment has been won over to liberalism, that is to say, where the floating in depth is a feature of the large majority of
people, in other words, where it is so normal for minds to float in depth, that it is the opposite which seems abnormal, in such a way that the measure of mental sanity, which is
provided by normality, instead of playing for the stable mind, plays for the unstable or floating mind. In other words, the floating mind is the normal mind.

Compare the problem of Vatican II. Here is one way to read the problem of Rome, for instance, Card. Ratzinger: the mind unhooked from the truth has become so normal in
Rome that Card. Ratzinger cannot conceive of a Tradition being anchored to an unchanging Truth because that has become so abnormal, because his German philosophy has
become so normal.

By way of example, America as a nation, for the reasons given above, is an environment in which the normal mind is the mind that floats. At that point there is between the
American and the European a misunderstanding in depth which, if it is in the process of disappearing, is only disappearing because Europeans are Americanizing themselves.
For between the two minds, the floating mind and the stable mind in the pure state, an understanding is impossible. One of them affirms and the other ignores, does not even
deny, the Principle of Non-contradiction. Imagine a gangrene taking over a healthy body even while leaving the appearances of health. That is an image of this new life, this
new world, this new mankind as seen by a man of the old world.

But, you object, it is not just as seen by the old world, it is the objective truth, please do not devalue objective truth. Agreed. But we are in the process of trying to grasp, to
understand the new man, the American spirit insofar as it is the spirit of the new man, and we will never understand it as long as we do not grasp the normality of this mentality.
To enter into this mentality without coming back out again would be a disaster. But not to enter into this mentality will be to fail to understand the world which is all around us.
Here, and not elsewhere, is the great obstacle today to the apostolate.

 

RECENT HISTORY

But let us continue to draw light from the example of the American spirit by picking up again in the 19th century the story of the clash between the Americanist spirit and the
Catholic Church.

The problem of the Catholic Church in the United States goes back to the origin of the Republic. Tired of their persecuted existence in the Protestant colonies, a handful of
Catholics at the time of the beginning of the United States came to an understanding with the founders of the Republic that in exchange for their giving their loyal support to
the Republic, they would be sure of being tolerated under the new regime of religious liberty. This understanding did not fail to mark the Catholic Church in the new nation
with an affection for the Republic and with a veneration for religious liberty as a principle, a veneration repeatedly expressed in the 19th century by the bishops in the growing
Church, growing at the speed of the United States at that time. That is what brought about, that when the German immigrants from Bismarck's Kulturkampf, fleeing religious
persecution in Europe towards the end of the 19th century, landed in the United States, they brought with them a Catholicism which did not fit very well with that of the
Americans convinced for tens of years by now, of the holiness of religious liberty.

The most famous clash between these two versions of Catholicism took place in the 1890's in connection with the Catholic University being founded near the capital city,
Washington, and which had been equipped with a team of professors half European and half American. A division so violent arose between the professors of the Old and the
New World, that Rome had to intervene by sending over a special delegate, Msgr. Sattolli. When he arrived in the United States, he had at first wanted to support the
Americans, but after studying the evidence he had to admit it was the Europeans who were right, and the Rector of the University, Msgr. Keane, an American and an
Americanist, had to be removed as Rector. 

In order to present the Roman position, Pope Leo XIII sent a little later to the Primate of the American church, James Card. Gibbons, the encyclical letter Testem Benevolentiae
condemning false Americanism. Let us sum up Testem Benevolentiae, the gentle condemnation of Americanism in the narrow sense, as I said before.

This error, said the Pope, proceeds from a negative principle according to which the Church must adapt to modern and the Church must therefore imitate the admirable new
liberty of the American state. And the encyclical continues with five positive conclusions equally false: 1) Catholics must more guide themselves (i.e., as opposed to receiving
guidance of clerics); 2) the natural virtues must be given more emphasis in relation to the supernatural virtues; 3) active virtues should be given more emphasis in relation to
the so-called "passive virtues"; 4) religious life should not be over-valued because there is so little liberty in it, and; 5) Catholic apologetics ought to go out more to meet the
modern world.

What was the result of this gentle, yet clear call to order by Leo XIII? The prelates of the Church in the United States did a self-examination and they said, "But none of us are
Americanists, in the sense in which Americanism is being condemned by the Pope, such an Americanism is a pure invention of French priests in Europe who love inventing
quarrels. We have nothing to reproach ourselves with."

Hence those responsible for Americanism did not submit even in the external forum, but they announced to the world that they had no reason to submit, since not one of them
professed any of the condemned errors. In the internal forum, they continued to believe that Rome did not understand them, of course; that was just normal they said, and that
being the case, they were bound to continue their efforts to save the Church and the modern world by reconciling the Church with the modern world, only from now on it
would be necessary to do it a little more discreetly since Rome had proved once more its inability to understand.

The comparison with the reaction of the leaders of Sillonism, sister error of Americanism, and condemned by the Church only a few years later, is revealing. Sillonism was a
social reform movement for laymen arising in France in the 1890's and 1900's, and which, again notice, had nothing to do with the United States. Condemned head-on by the
letter of Pius X in 1910 on Sillonism, their leader, Marc Sangnier and his lieutenants outwardly submitted, but inwardly they were no less convinced, and so they arranged their
minds in such a way as to likewise continue their Sillonist crusade despite the Roman condemnation. Obviously, Rome had not understood. But it was completely normal that
Rome should not understand, and so there was no need to stop, but rather continue under another form exactly the same movement. So that is what they did with such success
that already in 1924 the reborn Sillonists boasted of having one of their members in every Roman dicastery.

Surely such a reaction is sheer villainy? Objectively, no doubt; subjectively, God knows. In any case, notice the strong parallel between Americanism in the United States and
Sillonism in France, and notice that this shows that the problem is not America as such, and notice again the procedure of the villainy. The more the Old World disappears, the
more watertight is subjective sincerity within the New World. And as difficult as it is for he who believes in religious liberty to even conceive that one may take seriously a
unique and exclusive Truth, so difficult is it for he who believes in one religious Truth excluding all error, to conceive the depth of instability and subversion reigning in a
religious liberty head, in which contradiction is no longer any problem.

Such instability and subversion so deeply rooted in the minds of our age is surely a sign of apocalyptic times. At the beginning of this century, Pius X wondered if the anti-
Christ was not already born. At the end of this century we would say he must have made a mistake. But it was from fearing that the anti-Christ was born that St. Pius X
governed the Church in such a way as to obtain for it like a reprieve of 50 years from his masterly condemnation of the Modernists in 1907 with the encyclical Pascendi. But
the Modernists then reacted just like the Americanists or the Sillonists and since their villainy, their twistedness, suits the modern world down to the ground, it was simply a
matter of time before the cunning patience and perseverance of the Modernists would achieve their purpose. And so the moment for the neo- Americanists, the neo-Sillonists,
the neo-Modernists came when they obtained from John XXIII the summoning of a new council of the Catholic Church, the Second Vatican Council.

 

CONTAMINATION OF THE COUNCIL

Of this Council they succeeded in kidnapping the direction almost as soon as it began. Now there is no question of blaming the Americans for the hi-jacking of the Council. It
was the works of Europeans as is indicated by the title of the famous book of Fr. Wiltgen written on the Council: it was the Rhine and not the Potomac that flowed into the
Tiber. But the Potomac flowed in a little later by bringing to Rome the expert and convinced crusaders of religious liberty, the Americans who succeeded in getting the great
majority of the Council Fathers to accept the sixth and final text of the last document of the Council, Dignitatis Humanae, the Declaration on Religious Liberty. But notice
once more, nobody was forcing the Europeans to follow the Americans and if the Europeans approved instead of rejecting the principle of all subversion, the fault lies entirely
with those Europeans who had close at hand all the ancient wisdom and truth. Europeans have no business unloading their sins on the backs of Americans!

So let us recall briefly the history of the intervention of Americanists at Vatican II, admirably well told in Michael Davies' book Vatican II and
Religious Liberty. Many know that the champion of religious liberty at Vatican II was an American priest, Fr. John Courtney Murray. What few
people know is that the Jesuit superiors of John Courtney Murray forbade him to attend the Council and hence he missed the first of the four
council sessions in 1962. It was on the insistence of Card. Spellman of New York that Fr. Murray was able to attend the Council from the second
session onwards in order to guide on the floor of the Council the drawing up and presentation of the six successive texts of the Declaration on
Religious Liberty. Now Card. Spellman passes for being a friend of Pius XII and a great conservative amongst American cardinals! This suggests
just how much we need some revisionists to rewrite the true history of the Church before Vatican II.

In any case at the second session of the Council, in the Secretariat for Christian Unity, a sinister organization according to Archbishop Lefebvre,
and on the floor of the Council, it was the American bishops who upheld the new text of Fr. Murray on religious liberty, a liberal text which came
to replace the orthodox schema already drawn up under the direction of Card. Ottaviani on religious toleration. At the third session of the Council,
the declaration on religious liberty became a separate schema and was the subject of a bitter struggle stretching over the first three drafts of the text.
In the fourth and last session of the Council in 1965, there were another three drafts, always bitterly fought over, but finally the sixth, received the
approval of the Council Fathers in their large majority, of Pope Paul VI and Fr. Murray. That is how on December 7, 1965, Dignitatis Humanae
became the last of the sixteen documents approved by the Council and the document which is like the crown of the Council. When Card. Bea had
come to New York as the ecumenical delegate of the Pope in order to ask the Jews of B'nai B'rith what they would wish for as fruit of the Council
taking place, the Jews had replied "We want religious liberty."

It is this principle of religious liberty which is the decisive contribution of Americanists to the Council. Not that the Americans and Americanism
brought nothing else to the Council in any of its other documents, but the introduction of this principle within the Catholic Church is of such
importance that it overshadows any other contribution of Americans to the course of the Council. Then let us examine briefly the text of this
infamous Declaration in order to pick out the traces of what we have sketched above as the American spirit.

Let us notice firstly that if one wishes to treat the Declaration on Religious Liberty as a unified and coherent document, one will lose not only one's Latin, one will lose one's
Catholic head. Any appearance of unity in the final document is only a deceitful appearance which deceives because its deceit, consisting in the reconciliation of
irreconcilables, is common currency in the modern world. This famous reconciliation comes with a crusading conviction out of the soul of Fr. Murray and it is received with a
sigh of relief on the part of many of the Council Fathers who long to get back in step with the modern world which they are tired of resisting, and who are insufficiently
prepared and fortified by good doctrine to resist the harassment and seduction of this world which wishes to kill off their dioceses, their Church and the Truth.

In reality, beneath the appearances and in spite of the appearances, the document on religious liberty is totally double. It is a mixture of two perfectly opposed elements. And as
soon as one sees it as such, then everything that was confused becomes perfectly clear and the contradiction is resolved precisely into contradictories, they resolve like dew
resolves beneath the sunshine. But woe to anybody who would take seriously the unity of the document! At that moment the contradictions could only be resolved at the price
of one's mental health, or of one's Catholic faith. We members of the Society of Saint Pius X a few years ago had two colleagues very gifted for analyzing such problems of this
accursed Council. They saw very clear, they even wrote books, and then they themselves fell into the trap that they had so clearly denounced. Be careful. As far as confusion is
concerned, this document on religious liberty is a masterpiece.

Comparison is not reason, but in order to illustrate in a vivid fashion the double character, the duplicity of the document, let me give you a picture. Perched on the spherical
surface of a big atom bomb, there is a little boy in a little plastic toy car with a plastic brake. With his right hand, the little boy is pulling on a string, which for the purpose of
my comparison, is going to detonate the bomb. And no doubt it will blast off in a few moments, but in the meantime he is pressing with his left foot on the little plastic brake of
his little plastic car. And he always has a completely beatific expression on his sweet little face.

Surely no need for a long explanation. The atom bomb of Dignitatis Humanae is the repeated refusal of civil coercion in religious matters, and the repeated affirmation of the
right of man to be exempt from any civil coercion in matters of religion. This right is inborn in man whatever use he may make of the right, or misuse, because he does not lose
the right, even if he misuses it (Dignitatis Humanae §2). This is an atom bomb because this principle on its own is capable of blasting sky high the rights of God, hence the
nature of God, hence God Himself, to say nothing of the rights of His Church, hence the complete Catholic religion. As we see, in the aftermath of the Council the mushroom
cloud is still rising above the ruins of the Church in the atmosphere of the entire world.

On the other hand, the little plastic brake is, in the document, the little reminders of Catholic doctrine which pretend to put limits upon this sacrosanct liberty-right in matters of
religion. For example the non-violation of other men's rights, public peace, public morality which are meant to constitute the norms of public order, to which the exercise of
religious liberty is meant to be submitted. This is a plastic brake, because by what logic, internal to religious liberty, can one deduce from it the respect of another man's liberty
in relation to the affirmation of your own? On the contrary, logically, affirmation of your own liberty to do what you like rides over any other man's liberty, logically. This old-
fashioned respect for another man's liberty has no intrinsic tie with the new liberty and hence just interferes with it. So once one lays down as one's principle the liberty-right,
sooner or later norms like public order will be blasted sky high. They will have no power to stand up to the consistent and logical affirmation of the new liberty-right. And that
is exactly the behavior we observe in the chaotic youth of today's big cities. What divine justice! The oldsters preach the right to be free from everything and the youngsters
duly liberate themselves from the oldsters by killing them off!

 

THE AMERICAN SPIRIT AND THE NEW CHURCH

From this rapid presentation of the fundamental duplicity of Dignitatis Humanae let us pass through an equally swift comparison between the American spirit as sketched out
above, and the spirit of Dignitatis Humanae, hence the spirit of the Council. The comparison will again be schematic, but we think it is essentially just.

God is emptied out, Dignitatis Humanae (§11). Men are not constrained by God, are not coerced by God. That is what the document says explicitly. Implicitly then, He does
not constrain men by Hell, the God Who threatens us with the constraint of this Hell no longer exists. God is emptied out.

Religion is gutted. Dignitatis Humanae (§6) says explicitly that all religions must enjoy the right to religious liberty. Implicitly the prime value to be defended in human society
then is no longer Truth, but liberty. At that point, unless you call liberty a religion, religion is gutted.

Man is dignified. Dignitatis Humanae (§2) says explicitly that the right to religious liberty, founded on the dignity of the human person, persists even if the person misuses his
right to religious liberty. Human dignity replaces God as the measure of what is good. Human dignity, or man, is god.

Original sin is denied. Dignitatis Humanae (§7) says explicitly, "Man must be granted the maximum of liberty, and liberty must be restrained only when it is necessary and to
the extent that it is necessary." Implicitly, leave men free, and good will take place because man does not incline by himself to evil. Implicitly, original sin is denied.

Truth is discredited. Dignitatis Humanae (§2) says explicitly the human person always has a right to religious liberty even if the human person ceases seeking the Truth.
Implicitly, liberty is of greater value than Truth, Truth no longer has first place, Truth is discredited.

Reason is devalued. Dignitatis Humanae (§1) says explicitly that the doctrine of Dignitatis Humanae is in agreement with Catholic Tradition. Implicitly, what is new is not
new, which is the suspension of the Law of Non-contradiction. Reason is unhinged.

Sentiment is up-valued. See the whole of Dignitatis Humanae (§11) for the sweet image of Christ, all gentleness, mercy, patience; never constraining, never threatening,
absolutely not nasty; nice, nice, nice. Then since Christ no longer draws men to Truth other than by love, love, love; all you need is love, all Christ needs is love, love, love.
Then men are unmanned and we have the dawn of priestesses because the poor women if they no longer have manly priests, are going to have to try to provide them
themselves!

True morality is undone. Dignitatis Humanae (§7) says explicitly, it is no longer the common good but public order which constitutes the norm of the exercise of religious
liberty. Implicitly, the sins which harm the public good without upsetting public tranquility, for instance, the tranquil propagation of error, are no longer sins against the
common good. This is the subversion of the common good and the subversion of true morality.

Finally what is old is despised. Dignitatis Humanae (§ 12) says explicitly that the Church in history has not always respected religious liberty. Implicitly, that is to measure the
Church by a false measure in order to condemn its past in order to introduce it into a false future where anything old is despised. In brief, the Catholic Church must enter by this
new principle of religious liberty into a New Age. It will be a New Church, which will have for the Old Church, a condescending sympathy, or an open scorn; in any case a
radical incomprehension or lack of understanding. What we are doing is new and it is superior, and we hardly need to prove it to you. Join us if you do not wish to disappear,
says the New Catholic. And the Newchurch? - Dignitatis Humanae (§15) glorifies modern man: "It is, in fact, clear today that the consciousness of every man of his personal
responsibility is increasing." Ah, what a misfortune, what a curse, the ease with which these flattering heresies get themselves greedily swallowed down by modern men!

What should be done? Firstly, not blame Americans for having brought to Vatican II the error which  was first exported from Europe, notably from a country which I will not
name, north of the English Channel. The problem is not there. Americans err with a relative innocence. It is the Church; especially in Europe, whose ignorance is grave, even
inexcusable.

And so let us become aware of the particular character, unprecedented in all history, of the crisis caused by this spirit which we are calling American, but which became the
spirit of the Council, which became at Vatican II, the spirit of the churchmen. When the Law of Non-contradiction is suspended in the head of the Vicars of Christ, we are
getting close to the end. We are living either through the Apocalypse or the dress rehearsal for the Apocalypse. It is no longer in the categories of the Catholicism of the 1950's,
so to speak, that one can classify the problem, nor is it by solutions of the 1950's that we are going to solve it. Let us do everything we can, but please let us not go on with
"Fifties-ism."

In the same line of thinking, let us remain calm, but let us not be excessively well-behaved. Not only has the house caught fire, but the very Church is exploding. Let us groan,
let us revolt and let us howl a little bit. Let us not capsize the lifeboat; but let us row and row urgently in order not to be swept beneath the waves by the structures of the great
ship disappearing beneath the water. An unshakeable faith in the future of the Church, outside of which our lifeboat of the Society is nothing, and for love of the Church, a great
sense of urgency in order to watch over the lifeboat; to protect it; and to keep rowing.

And then let us wait; because the hour of God will strike, it is His Church, His flock, His sheep and His Society. Let us not be afraid, it is He. At the moment He chooses, He
will rise up to say His Word, and this great storm will drop down and come to lie docilely at His feet, like a little dog.
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THE GREATEST SPIRITUAL AGONY IN HISTORY

When we speak of the "true God," we fall in a certain way into redundancy because, in God, there is no distinction between divinity and truth. God is, at one and the same time,
His own one and total truth. In addition, the foundation and life of all the truths spring from Him. No created reality exists nor is authentically itself except in relation to Him.
He is the ever-renewing source of all natural and supernatural reality.

By the original sin, man cut himself off from God; we lost His friendship and companionship. Simultaneously, access to the truth became very difficult and painful for us. Now,
we have to make a great effort to disentangle it from the obscurity which conceals it from our eyes and desires. Corrupted by our self-centeredness, our search for God has been
transformed into our most difficult undertaking. It is more difficult for us to reunite with the true God than to fashion fanciful ideas about Him in our mind or to build idols with
our hands. That admirable familiarity which our first parents enjoyed in their earthly Paradise is, for us, inconceivable and inaccessible.

This state of powerlessness angers man who has attained a certain degree of natural knowledge and a corresponding self-satisfaction in this knowledge. Whereas he can
uncover the secrets enclosed in the material world, the mystery of God continues to escape his grasp and, because of this, he experiences a humiliation which easily turns into
revolt, denial, or confusion. Of course this reaction only aggravates the difficulties of his search and contributes no little bit to leading him further astray, often orienting him
toward imaginary or corrupted divinities. Now any search for God can only be understood as for the true God. Of what use would it be to set out "on the track of God" (J.
Rivière), if one should be mistaken as to the very nature of the Cause of Causes, of the Supreme Good, and if one should thereby multiply the evils inherent in our wounded
condition?

Since today there exists a sort of blindness, reinforced by laicism in the civil society and by neo-modernism in the religious, it is more necessary than ever for us to correctly
link together the true God, the true Faith, and the true Church. For in the last analysis, what is the Faith if it is not the teaching given and followed by the true Church of God?
And what is the Church if it is not that of the Word descended from God? What is the Word of God if it is not the Truth of God and the Truth about God, manifesting itself and
expressing itself among us? The search for the true God can only have for its end the recognition of the one True God, one in Three Persons, and the correlative rejection of
false gods or of notions concerning God which have been distorted by men. Humanity struggles today in the greatest spiritual agony of its history because it has not being
willing to give itself up to this evidence and from yielding itself up to the temptation of untenable forms of ecumenism.

 

NEITHER THE FAITH WITHOUT THE CHURCH NOR THE CHURCH WITHOUT THE FAITH

Since religion cannot be lacking in spirit and life, it follows that the true God cannot be served in anything other than the true Faith and the true Church of the divine Word of
God. The aphorism "Outside the Church...." remains and will always remain rigorously precise regarding the absolute nature of this truth and the required response of humanity
as a whole to it, even if, in the daily journey of individual souls, the desire of the true Faith and the good will of non-believers are accepted by the Son of God who has offered
his life for all, while some of the culpable children of the Church dangerously alienate themselves from It. These certitudes, formerly taught universally by the apostolic
hierarchy, must be presented for the understanding of one and all. St. Francis de Sales wrote it so perfectly:

Neither faith outside the Church nor the Church without the faith can save us."

From the viewpoint of truth, God, the Faith, and the Church can only be one. God can only teach the truth; the Faith can only announce it; the Church can only diffuse it and
live it. Only the true Faith fully instructs souls; only the true Church leads them, with certitude, into the bosom of God. This totality of God living and true, of His doctrine, and
of the institution by which He wished to prolong Himself in time, imperatively controls the salvation of each individual and of humanity. To willingly turn oneself away from It
leads no less inevitably to eternal damnation.

 

A STRANGE LACK OF LOGIC

Consequently, it is not surprising that in a similar logic of imperative truth, both in the divine order and by its very nature, the true Faith requires being taught to all peoples.
Man cannot by his own power set himself upon the way of salvation if he has not been enlightened, by this superior and infallible light, regarding his Creator, his Redeemer,
and himself. One can without doubt also add that he could not fruitfully receive understanding of the truth if he had not been called upon by Heaven to desire and seek it.
Regardless of the method of  transmission used - formal instruction, works of charity, the bearing of exemplary witness - religious truth must be diffused by man among his
fellow men, and the true God has clearly confided the task to the true Church. Our era gives evidence of a strange lack of logic: it extols secular knowledge for all, although this
is only a matter of obtaining relative benefits. But when it is a matter of the truth that saves man from his most profound misfortune (i.e., the darkness in which he is immersed
immediately upon birth), it is then only a question of discretionary option and of religious liberty, and is left to the sovereign evaluation of our ignorance and our infirmities. By
an unceasing deception, the enemies of the Faith continually depict the divine truth as the adversary of human liberty, whereas it is in fact the origin of it, the mother and
perfect teacher of it, one could say. What have they themselves to offer to disoriented minds if not but a basically oppressive liberty of satisfaction of the passions and the spirit
of domination?

 

THE OBSCURE ECUMENISM

Undoubtedly, it will be pointed out to us that the Pope is making efforts to win back to the divine truth the ground he had too lightly sacrificed to the benefit of the "will of
man" and of a laicized world. Yet, for all that, he hasn't renounced the ambiguities of language which mislead souls nor those postures of false humility, which consist of
making a case against the previous centuries while persevering in the present errors.

The reigning Pope writes:

The Catholic Church rejoices when the other Christian communities [meaning the non-Catholic communities, where doctrinal errors have abounded for centuries -
Ed.] announce the Gospel [the same Gospel?! - Ed.] with Her [really, "with Her?" - Ed.] while recognizing that the means of salvation have been entrusted to Her
in fullness [Have the means of salvation also been granted by Heaven to those expressions of faith swarming with errors contrary to the truth willed by God? - Ed.].

Such remarks surely give proof of a culpable inexactitude in conferring even a partial legitimacy to heretical or schismatic churches outside the Catholic Church, which, for 20
centuries, the unanimity of Popes, Doctors, and theologians has presented as the necessary guarantor and guardian in the order of the Faith and of salvation. Let us rather listen
to St. Francis de Sales in his controversies with "the brothers who have been led astray," as he called the protestants:

All these discourses....are but daydreams. Withdraw yourselves from the hands of those who have a mania for building up false systems which don't adjust their
conceptions to the faith, but the faith to their conceptions.

The neo-modernist viewpoint delights in a vague romantic notion which embraces all the religions and de-emphasizes the perversity of error.

Must not the human race attain unity by a plurality of modes of thought, of action, of culture, and of civilization? Does not such an interpretation correspond at
least in part to the wisdom and the providence of which God has given evidence with regard to His creatures (Pope John Paul II)?

Believers and non-believers are thus invited to enter into an evolutive spiral which will conduct them to unity by plurality, as if the deepest doctrinal differences could, solely
by virtue of a spell-binding phraseology, change into complementary portions of the one single truth (to which they do not cease to oppose themselves). In a chimerical view of
the spirit, one counts on the autonomous development of the individual or collective conscience (one no longer knows which very clearly) to advance the reign of God among
those widely scattered wills, who do not want it at any price. For, finally, of what God are we speaking? Is this not mocking the true God, who, by his Word and the Holy Spirit,
has prescribed exactly the opposite attitude: a teaching Church, a precise doctrine, a morality without compromise? Neo-modernism wishes to make absolutely no mention of
the absence of, or the persistent aversion to, the true God, while at the same time errors relative to the true Faith and the true Church produce deep and often fatal wounds to
souls, wounds rendered incurable by purely human forces because of the juxtaposition of errors. It is truly extraordinary that one no longer finds in the great religious orders
solid theologians to denounce this nonsense. How can love of the living and true God develop in a pagan or laicized culture where no divine seed is either sent or received? In
short, one denies the Sovereign Master the right to take possession of His creature and make His habitation in her.

It is to be feared that this passive and distorting attitude reveals a demeanor of fear at the same time as a lack of faith. To make up for this deficiency, an excessively meditative
searching is substituted, giving the false illusion to those masses immersed in darkness that they find themselves at the dawning of a new day. But all this new theology
collapses before a single word of the Gospel:

Now this is eternal life: That they may know Thee, the only true God, and Jesus Christ, whom Thou has sent (Jn. 17:3).

The Fathers of the Church, faithful interpreters of Sacred Scripture, have refused to devalue this word and they enlighten us still more when they say:

False doctrine must not take possession of the celestial words to make them understood in a sense which is contrary to their meaning (St. Hilary).

 

Robert Duncan is "consecrated" as
coadjutor of the Pittsburgh Episcopal
Diocese in a ceremony held in the
cathedral of St. Paul in the Catholic
diocese of Pittsburgh (April 27, 1996).
The Episcopalians celebrated their "holy
eucharist" on one of the cathedral's altars.
Catholic Bishop of Pittsburgh, Donald
Wuerl, assisted at the ceremonies (above,
far left). This was done under pretext that
the Episcopalians could not find any
better or bigger building. (See Ut Unum
Sint, 42.)

 

GRANTING "INFALLIBILITY" TO MERELY HUMAN WORDS

The failings of the Apostolic See, which during the past 30 years has been under the influence of neo-modernism, obvious or covert, only adds force to the perils which menace
Christianity, and each and every Christian: paganism, laicism, monotheism without Christ the Savior, and the excessive attempts to find in every non-Christian attitude some
germ of truth, while making no mention of the false opinions or errors which oppose themselves more or less violently to Catholicism. We say with extreme sorrow that there is
a great deal of falsehood and cowardice involved in this disastrous behavior, because those in the highest responsible positions know perfectly well that the true and living God
cannot find, in a world dominated by error, the adoration due to Him, nor the response of sacrificial love (or sanctified love, they are one and the same) that He expects of His
creatures. They know the refusal of the True God, of the true Faith, and of the true Church, constitute the greatest obstacle to salvation. But neo-modernism, having attained the
pinnacle of power, forces them to diffuse a doctrine in which disputed questions are instituted as official truths. The ecclesiastical power doesn't hesitate to abusively use the
divine authority with which it is invested to give a new appearance to God, to the Faith, and to the Mystical Body of Christ. It is not excessive to maintain that we find
ourselves in the presence of a form of confrontation against the Divinity which is directed with skill and perseverance.

Several decades ago the historian Jaques Zeiller praised the papacy of the third century for conducting itself as....:

...[T]he guardian of a purely religious deposit which it did not deem itself commissioned to transcribe into the terminology of a fixed philosophy.

One might believe that this rigorous mind would not have appreciated those who are so carried away as to celebrate...:

...[T]he great new vision of man and of all that which is human which Vatican Council II has proposed, in particular with Gaudium et Spes.

And here let us underline that cleverness that consists of defending oneself with an institution as prestigious as the Council when one wants to distance oneself from Tradition.
But the use of the defense of the Council, doesn't it signify in reality "the defense of myself, for my own shadowy ideas and perceptions?"1 May John Card. Newman forgive us
for borrowing his famous formula in the present instance! Since it isn't very modest to praise oneself, one praises an official text which one has played a primary role in editing.
That confers a certain credibility to an assembly which, as it evolved, gave off a strong odor of being gang-hijacked, as we know today.

After 30 years of doctrinal confusion, our era will have at least learned, in a most brutal and sorrowful way, that whereas the Church surrenders all claims to pronounce
infallibly in the name of the Lord to strengthen the faith in souls, she succumbs to the temptation to infallibilize merely human words. We know the offensive has been
conducted with secular means and support. The results have surpassed the expectations of the subversives. We can reflect with St. Hilary:

...[T]he dissimulation of these irreligious people is so great that the people of God can find themselves living under bishops of the antichrist.

The humble, adoring, and missionary Christianity of yesteryear wavers in the certitudes that it held from God Himself. It has given way to a "pontifical-collegial-popular"
uniformity which is arrogant and sure of itself, powerfully successful in the "media," which fastens on it the evocation of liberty, progress, and the rights of man, regardless of
the degree of unreality, of deception, and of excess contained in these words.

 

TRIPLE LOYALTY

Turning themselves from the divinely revealed Truth, they more and more wink in the direction of the desolate monotheisms which obstinately refuse the salvific Trinity and,
consequently, the living relation between God and man. They affect to believe in the possibility of several revelations, not even fearing to ratify as divine those oppositions and
contradictions which issue from the disordered imaginations of men. They neutralize the missionary activity of the Church in exalting, in the name of a democratic
evangelization, the validity of laicism or of pagan cultures loaded with poisons for the soul. They no longer want to know of the misery of man nor of the redemptive grace;
they prefer to dream of an automatic and universal salvation.

In the face of this nonsense, how healthy it is to refresh oneself at the true sources of Christian faith! St. Irenaeus wrote:

The most gifted speaker among the leaders of the churches will not teach any other doctrine, for no one is greater than the Master, neither will the poorest speaker
diminish this instruction, because the faith, being always one and the same, can neither be enriched by one who can speak a great deal about it nor be impoverished
by one who can speak but little.

The holy bishop of Geneva, St. Francis de Sales, holds to the same teaching in alluding to the grandeurs and limits of the very highest apostolic authority:

If the name Peter makes us recognize him as chief, the name Simon warns us that he was not unlimited chief, but obedient and subordinate chief....Our Lord is
Lord and Master in his own right: St. Peter only administers for Him.

Is not the same fidelity, although with less responsibility, demanded of each Catholic vis-a-vis the true God, the true Faith, the true Church? Pseudo-humanistic universalism
and inter-religious pandemonium will not be driven out except at this price, the grace of God supplying. It doesn't seem to us that the grace of this triple fidelity can be honestly
requested nor obtained without the decisive restoration of the Holy sacrifice of the Mass in its essence and permanent authenticity. The Divine Truth is not divisible at the
pleasure of the members of the Church-teaching or of the members of the Church-taught.

Ignatius

Courrier de Rome of November, 1995

 

1. Apologia pro me ipso, id est pro unbris et imaginibus meis?
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This past May 13th was the seventy-ninth anniversary of the first apparition of the Blessed Virgin Mary at Fatima, Portugal. This great
event has fallen into complete oblivion due to the inaction of the Catholic hierarchy. A shroud of complete silence covers the only
survivor of the three seers of that event, Sr. Maria Lucia of the Immaculate Heart, known as Sr. Lucy. Though cloistered in the Carmel
of Coimbra since 1948, she used to receive authorized visits from Church personalities, from cardinals and researchers of the
apparitions, as well as letters from all over the world. Since 1954, these visits were limited by Church authorities, to the point of being
abolished altogether in 1960. In that year the public revelation of the famous "Third Secret" of Fatima by the Pope was to take place,
which never happened. Since 1960 Sr. Lucy has been forbidden to talk about the apparitions, not even by letter, except to cardinals
(since they have free access to the cloister) and close relatives and acquaintances if approved by the authorities. No one can approach
her in the visiting parlor of the convent. The permits for the visits are issued by Joseph Card. Ratzinger, prefect of the  congregation of
the Doctrine of the Faith, but he has not granted any for many years. The very one who has seen and spoken to Mary and Our Lord is
"cut off" beyond the already rigid rules of the cloister.

That the Vatican wants to forget Fatima is shown by the fact that the fundamental scientific and official studies done on the apparitions
have yet to be authorized by the authorities in charge. We refer to Fr. Alonso's 14-volume publication (1976) which gathered,
classified, and commented on 5,396 Fatima documents, including interviews with Sr. Lucy.1

Does the hierarchy understand the importance of the "Message of Fatima"? We refer especially to the requests for the Communion of
Reparation of the five First Saturdays, and to the Consecration of Russia to Her by a public act, made simultaneously by all the bishops of the world.

 

THE REAL CONSECRATION OF RUSSIA, IGNORED BY PIUS XI AND PIUS XII

None of these requests has ever been fulfilled. The first one has received little notoriety. For the second, if some consecrations did take place, none were valid because none
were carried out as specified. The two requests are interconnected. Our Lady of Fatima said on July 13, 1917:

...I come to ask for the Consecration of Russia to my Immaculate Heart and the Communion of Reparation on the first Saturdays of the month. If my requests are
heeded, Russia will be converted and there will be peace. Otherwise she will spread her errors throughout the world provoking wars and persecutions against the
Church. The good will suffer martyrdom, the Holy Father will have much to suffer, various nations will be annihilated. In the end my Immaculate Heart will
triumph. The Holy Father will consecrate Russia to me, it will convert and a period of peace will be given to the world.

This consecration to the Immaculate Heart of Mary was asked for the first time in an apparition in the Convent of Tuy, Spain, on June 13, 1929. Pope Pius XI was made aware
of it before August, 1931:

...[T]he time has come where God asks the Holy Father to consecrate Russia to the Immaculate Heart, in union with all the Bishops of the world, promising by this
act to save her.

The result of this solemn consecration would be the conversion of Russia to the Catholic Faith. Russia will not convert to the Faith without Divine intervention, in which,
however, churchmen have been called to co-operate.

But fear of Russia's reaction and that of the world's other superpowers has been stronger than the desire to fulfill the Divine request! Subsequent to Pius XI, who did nothing
regarding it in order to safeguard his (failed) attempt to establish an opening with the Soviet Union, there took place consecrations concerning Russia in many forms but not as
prescribed by the Blessed Mother. In his radio message of October 31, 1942, to Portugal, Pius XII consecrated the Church and the world to the Immaculate Heart of Mary,
containing a special mention, however very discreet, of Russia. This act, however, was ineffective towards the conversion of Russia because it lacked the necessary
prerequisites. The Blessed Mother asked specifically for Russia alone to be consecrated. Besides, it must take place with the all bishops of the world. Neither of these two
necessary conditions was met on the occasion of this papal address.

Following this, on July 7, 1952, Pius XII in his Apostolic letter, Sacro Vergente Anno, addressed to the people of Russia, made a consecration of "all the people of Russia" to
the Immaculate Heart of Mary, so that there would come about "a true peace, brotherly harmony and the freedom due to everyone." Note that this was a consecration made in
general terms, with no mention of reparation nor of conversion and lacking any solemnity. There was no order given to the bishops of all the world to join explicitly with the
Pope in this consecration.

Pope John XXIII, with his policy emphasis on Ostpolitik, did nothing. In the closing session of the Second Vatican Council (Nov. 26, 1964), Pope Paul VI limited himself to the
consecration to Mary Immaculate of "all the human family." The attitude of Pope Paul VI to the Fatima message was skeptical aloofness. He went to Portugal on the occasion
of the Jubilee of the Apparitions (May 13, 1967) but limited his visit to one day. He never went to the apparition site and did not give Sr. Lucy the private audience she desired.

 

THE NEGLECT CONTINUES WITH JOHN PAUL II

The present pontiff showed interest in Fatima after having suffered the well-known attempt on his life on May 13, 1981. In a month's time he entrusted the entire "human
family" to the protection of the Virgin. Sr. Lucy insisted in interviews with Church officials that the consecrations of Pius XII were not valid. Pope John Paul II proceeded then
to make new consecrations in the form of an "Act of Dedication" of the world to God through the Immaculate Heart of Mary. This was done in union - purely spiritually - with
"all of the pastors of the Church," none of whom, on their part, consecrated anything. This was repeated on October 16, 1983, and on March 25, 1984, in Rome. But these
"acts" are to be considered totally void because they defied the conditions. Russia was not even mentioned and the world's bishops were not physically assembled.

Since then, attempts have been made to obtain a consecration as prescribed. The Pope and Church leaders have reacted with annoyance, stating that everything required had
been accomplished. The question was closed. In 1989, typewritten statements appeared, attributed to Sr. Lucy, which affirmed that the Act of Dedication of 1984 met the
requests of the Madonna. But an error consistently appears in these letters saying that the papal Act of Dedication [by Pope John Paul II] fulfilled Our Lady's request to
consecrate "the world." However, Sr. Lucy has always said the Blessed Mother said that "Russia" was to be consecrated exclusively and never "the world." Hence, the
authenticity of these statements is dubious. To save credibility, an attempt has been made to establish that the recent upheaval in Eastern Europe and the "Communist crisis"
demonstrated that the Act of Dedication of Pope John Paul II was bearing results. Russia was seen as starting to convert. Our Lady, however, did not say she wanted Russia to
convert to freedom of conscience or to democracy, but to the Catholic Faith. Instead of expanding, Catholicism in Russia suffers yet another persecution. The facts show that
the Pope has not carried out the wishes of the Blessed Mother.

 

A TERRIBLE WARNING

When heaven commands, man cannot do as he pleases. He must follow the example of Naaman the Syrian, who obeyed to the letter what Eliseus the Prophet had commanded
him to do despite what he thought of such a command - to be cured of leprosy by washing seven times in the Jordan River, indeed (IV Kings 5:1-14)!? Nevertheless that is
exactly what happened. The above-mentioned popes have not possessed the faith of Naaman. They have not believed that by a mere act of consecration (as Our Lady has
requested) there could take place such a great event as the conversion of Russia.

Will the popes continue to ignore Heaven's requests? No. The consecration will be made, but it will be made late. This is what was foretold by Our Lord to the seer,
emphasising what the Blessed Mother had said at Fatima, in a vision going back to 1931, at Rianjo, Spain, in the face of the passive attitude of Pius XI:

[T]ell my ministers, who behave like the king of France by procrastinating in carrying out my wishes, that they will follow him into suffering the same misfortune.
It is never too late to have recourse to Jesus and Mary....Like the king of France, they will regret it and will do it, even though late...

What is the significance of this reference to the king of France? To what event does Our Lord refer? It is the request made in a vision to St. Margaret Mary Alacocque and
brought to the attention of Louis XIV in 1689, to consecrate explicitly France to the Sacred Heart of Jesus; but which the "Sun King" did not fulfill. Louis XVI did make an act
of consecration, but it was already "too late." He was overthrown and was executed. According to this prophecy, then, the popes could suffer a similar fate, due to their
obstinacy. A Pope will, finally, make the consecration forced by a situation of extreme danger for the Church. There hovers over the papacy the prophecy of a terrible
punishment because of continual disobedience and lack of faith. But it is a prophecy  which can be thwarted by a change of heart on the part of those for whom the message
was intended. It is an awesome prophecy because it does not say that it will be "too late," but "late," leaving one to understand that after the consecration, however late it will
be, the Church will undergo a rebirth.

 

THE QUESTION OF THE THIRD SECRET

Continual refusal has persisted to a greater degree in the matter of the revelation of the so-called Third Secret of Fatima. By this is meant the third part of the secret given the
three little seers on Friday, July 13, 1917 and made public gradually by Sr. Lucy (with the exception precisely of the Third Secret). The secret forms part of a single unit. It
contains "three things": (1) the vision of hell; (2) the proclamation to establish the devotion of the five First Saturdays, and the Consecration of Russia to avoid the chastisement
of World War II (prophesied with extreme exactness). In the second part of the Secret, then, Our Lady, after having announced that the First World War was about to end,
seemed to connect the beginning of the Second World War to the lack of the consecration of Russia; (3) the third part or "Third Secret," put into writing by Sr. Lucy in January,
1944, and given to the Bishop of Leiria (who did not want to read it) on May 17, 1944 and transmitted to Rome on April 16, 1957. Even Pius XII did not want to read it. By the
instructions given by Sr. Lucy, it was to be made public by 1960. The seer has always said that, because of its contents, this part of the secret of Fatima could not be revealed in
the same way as the other two. As for its being made public, she has deferred to the judgement of the higher ecclesiastic authorities.

The Third Secret begins almost certainly after the last sentence of the text of the other two messages Sr. Lucy has made known. This sentence is:

In Portugal the dogma of Faith will always be kept, etc.

The presence of that "etc.," shows that Sr. Lucy has given to understand the sentence in question is not a prophecy which is aimed at Portugal exclusively (as some have
attempted to claim) but is the beginning of an announcement concerning the keeping of the dogma of Faith in the Christian nations. In all likelihood, the Third Secret is
concerned with the preservation of the deposit of Faith, that is to say, its specific object is Holy Mother the Church. It is very likely that in it are prophesied the grave upheavals
the Catholic Church was to be subjected to due to the actions of its hierarchy. The betrayal of the Faith through the fault of its shepherds is surely foreseen in the Third Secret.
This is why the present Official Church, of which these shepherds hold the controls of power, have not the least reason to make it known and do everything in their power to
make sure that it would fall into oblivion.

It does not deal with the end of the world, as some have tried to insinuate, even though one cannot rule out that it also mentions material punishments. The Third Secret
concerns the Church, the painful obfuscation of the Faith in which we find ourselves. This can be deduced also from what Pope John Paul II said to Sr. Lucy in the brief
meeting (May 13, 1985) which she confided to Card. Oddi in 1985: That it is not convenient to make the secret known because the world "would not have understood it." What
could there possibly be in the secret that would be difficult for the faithful to understand, if not the revelation that the Third Secret prophesies that the present Official Church is
a Church apostate from the Catholic truth?

But haven't the faithful sensed this by now? What can they think of a Church that instead of worshipping God practices the worship of man and woman?...that has removed the
Most Holy Trinity from Holy Mass?...that proclaims belief in a "One God" valid for all religions, even the most contrary to Christianity?...which no longer mentions original
sin, immortality of the soul, particular nor final judgement, nor Paradise?...which allows the belief that hell is empty?...that when it is compelled to talk about traditional truths
in the New Catechism, she explains them as being opinions (subjective) of Church Traditions instead of being truths, (objective) which by and for themselves are dogmas which
the Church makes her own?...that has established a Novus Ordo Mass of which the Protestants approve?...that often maintains silence about the Divine nature of Christ, because
if it proclaimed it, its so-called "dialogue" would end abruptly?...which affirms that by His death on the Cross, Jesus has already saved everybody, even those who do not
believe in Him as being the Son of God?...that no longer takes into consideration that the conversion of the world to Christ is a fundamental duty, because to attempt to convert
would be a violation of "freedom of conscience" of the followers of other religions?...that has embraced in everything the errors of Protestant theology?…which honors the
"martyrs" of the heretics and erases its own from the calendar?...that works tirelessly for the unification of Catholicism with all of the other religions and sects, dissolving itself
thereby in the embrace of false ecumenism?...that speaks obsessively about the world's problems, especially political, and never about Eternal Life, and which replaces
Catholicism by a deistic humanism, such as that of the Masons?

In what is purported to be the last interview allowed to her (Dec. 26, 1957), Sr. Lucy complained to Fr. Fuentes about the ever-advancing spiritual deafness and loss of faith:

Father, the Holy Virgin is very sad because no one pays any attention to her message, neither the good nor the bad. The good keep up on their own way, but
without concerning themselves about the message. The bad, seeing that God's chastisement has not touched them yet, continue on with their sinful living and do
not care about the message. Father, God is about to punish the world and He will do it in a terrible way. The Heavenly chastisement is imminent. [This was on the
eve of the Second Vatican Council, which has represented for the Church - the late Father Congar stated - what the states General were for the French Revolution -
Ed.] Tell them [the Bishop of Leiria and Pius XII, who refused to read the Third Secret - Ed.] that the Holy Virgin said to my cousins Francisco and Jacinta and to
me repeatedly that many nations will disappear from the face of the earth, that Russia will be the means used to accomplish the punishment from Heaven, if we do
not succeed in the conversion of this poor Nation, first....Father, the devil is about to begin a decisive battle against the Virgin, and because he is capable of
offending principally God and perverting in a short time the greater  number of souls, he is doing everything in his power to gain the souls of the persons
consecrated to God Father, let us not expect to receive calls to penance from the Holy Father, addressed to the entire world; and don't let us even expect them to
come from our Bishops, each in his own diocese, nor from the Religious congregations (or orders). No, Our Lord has already used these means, but the world has
ignored them. This is why it is now necessary for each one of us to begin, on his own, the spiritual reform of self. Each one must save not only his own, but all the
souls that God has placed in his path.

And the means to bring about the "spiritual reform" of ourselves and of others are the true Catholic means for the salvation of souls, that is, "prayer and sacrifice," "the Holy
Rosary," and the "devotion to the Immaculate Heart of Mary "

Aemillianus

 

1. All dates and facts quoted in this article are taken from the fundamental works on Fatima. The three volumes by Br. Michel de la Sainte Trinite, Toute la verite sur Fatima,
editions de la Contre Reforme Catholique, Sait Parres-les-Vaudes, 1985, ss., and from the abridged version by Br. François de Marie des Anges, Fatima, joie intime, evenement
mondial, by the same publisher, 1991. The text of the secret, which we partially quote, is found on pp.59-63 of the latter book and the interview granted to Fr. Fuentes, quoted
pp.283-286.
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From the outset of the election of Pius X, public opinion had it that this new Pope was a religious Pope, in contrast to his immediate
predecessor, Leo XIII:

Leo XIII has given back to the Church her rightful place in the world which she had lost under Pope Pius IX's pontificate. It would be
logical that, by a contrary movement, there should follow after a statesman [Pope Leo XIII] whose interests had been turned toward
the nations, an apostle whose solicitude or primary concern would be for the faithful,....(Dansette, Histoire religieuse de la France
contemporaine, Ed. Flammarion, p.317.)

Pius X brought to the See of Peter a spirit quite different from that of his predecessor. For all that the latter delighted in those subtle
political and diplomatic maneuvers, Pius X had no taste at all for them, since he would in no way bow to the compromises necessarily
implicated in such dealings; he had taken the firm decision of concentrating himself on the problems concerning the apostolate and
Christian life (R. Aubert, Nouvelle histoire de l’Eglise, T.V. Ed. Seuil, p.25).

There was this common opinion prevailing at the time of Card. Sarto's election.

In his first encyclical, E Supremi Apostolatus, St. Pius X declares:

We take courage in Him Who strengthens Us; and setting Ourselves to work, relying on the power of God, We proclaim that we have no
other program in the Supreme Pontificate but that of "restoring all things in Christ" (Eph. 1:10), so that "Christ may be all and in all" (Col.
3:2)....The desire for peace is harbored in every breast, and there is no one who does not ardently invoke it. But to want peace without God is an absurdity, seeing that where
God is absent thence too justice flies, and when justice is taken away, it is vain to cherish the hope of peace. "Peace is the work of justice" (Is. 22:17). There are many, We are
well aware, who, in their yearning for peace, that is, for the tranquility of order, band themselves into societies and parties, which they style parties of order. Hope and labor
lost. For there is but one party of order capable of restoring peace in the midst of all this turmoil, and that is the party of God. It is this party, therefore, that We must advance,....
(Documents Pontificaux de Sa Sainteté St. Pie X; Ed. Courrier de Rome, 1993).

Another one of St. Pius X's encyclicals, Jucunda Sane (Mar. 12, 1904), is just as expressive of his concern to restore the spiritual life amongst the faithful. It was published on
the occasion of the celebration of the 13th centenary solemnity of Pope St. Gregory the Great. Here, he adopts the same solution in the face of a similar dramatic situation: the
spiritual solution.

Truly wonderful is the work he [i.e., Pope St. Gregory] was able to effect during his reign of little more than thirteen years. He was the restorer of Christian life in
its entirety, stimulating the devotion of the faithful, the observance of the monks, the discipline of the clergy, the pastoral solicitude of the bishops. Most prudent
father of the family of Christ that he was (Joann. Diac., Vita Greg., ii, 51), he preserved and increased the patrimony of the Church.

A little farther on, he writes again:

But it is, nevertheless, true that he never put himself forward as one invested with the might and power of the great ones of the earth, for instead of using the
exalted prestige of the Pontifical dignity, he preferred to call himself the Servant of the Servants of God; a title which he was the first to adopt. It was not merely by
profane science or the "persuasive words of human wisdom" (1 Cor. 2:4) that he traced out his career, or by the devices of civil politics, or by systems of social
renovation, skillfully studied, prepared and put in execution; nor yet, and this is very striking, by setting before himself a vast program of apostolic action to be
gradually realized;....(h)e yet possessed an incredible energy of soul which was for ever receiving fresh vigor from his lively faith in the infallible words of Christ,
and in His Divine promises. Then again, he counted with unlimited confidence on the supernatural force given by God to the Church for the successful
accomplishment of her divine mission in the world. The constant aim of his life, as shown in all his words and works, was, therefore, this: to preserve in himself,
and to stimulate in others this same lively faith and confidence, doing all the good possible at the moment in expectation of the Divine judgment (op. cit.)....It is
still more necessary to inculcate properly in the minds of all the moral maxims taught by Jesus Christ, so that everybody may learn to conquer himself, to curb the
passions of the mind, to stifle pride, to live in obedience to authority, to love justice, to show charity towards all, to temper with Christian love the bitterness of
social inequalities, to detach the heart from the goods of the world, to live contented with the state in which Providence has placed us, while striving to better it by
the fulfillment of our duties, to thirst after the future life in the hope of eternal reward. But, above all, is it necessary that these principles be instilled and made to
penetrate into the heart, so that true and solid piety may strike root there, and all, but as men and as Christians, may recognize by their acts, as well as by their
words, the duties of their state and have recourse with filial confidence to the Church and her ministers to obtain from them pardon for their sins, to receive the
strengthening grace of the sacraments, and to regulate their lives according to the laws of Christianity (op. cit.).

In his first two encyclicals, E Supremi Apostolatus and Jucunda Sane, and again in his later encyclical, Communium Rerum, St. Pius X demonstrated his essentially religious
concerns. Moreover, in these three documents, he paints the same dramatic tableau of the prevailing situation: nothing less than a universal apostasy, and the cures he proposes
are again the same (from Communium Rerum):

How they have realized this danger is easily to be seen in the anxieties, trepidations, and tears of most holy men who have had borne in upon them the terrible
responsibility of the government of souls and the greatness of the danger to which they are exposed, but it is to be seen most strikingly in the life of Anselm. When
he was torn from the solitude of the studious life of the cloister, to be raised to a lofty dignity in most difficult times, he found himself a prey to the most
tormenting solicitude and anxiety, and chief of all the fear that he might not do enough for the salvation of his own soul and the souls of his people, for the honor of
God and of His Church....[h]is one great comfort was his trust in God and in the Apostolic See (Epistol. lib. iii. ep. 37).

St. Pius X was a true pastor of souls, a pope who concerned himself first and foremost with the care of souls, a spiritual rather than a politically-wise pope. It would, however,
be false to pretend that St. Pius X's pontificate was of an exclusively religious character, where politics had no part to play whatsoever. Aventino (op. cit.) states positively:

Pius X's eminently religious pontificate cannot be seen as completely detached from all political activity whatsoever. Anxious as he was in pursuing an essentially
religious goal, Pius X's actions would never be of an exclusively political nor diplomatic character; it could never be but politico-religious; and under no
circumstances whatsoever would moral or religious questions be subordinate to any worldly conditions; this he proved when he fearlessly raised the cross against
the politics of religious interference in France and in Spain, as well as against the Russian government's arbitrary pretensions or claims. Far from dealing a death-
blow to his courage, drawn from the everflowing supernatural sources of the Faith, the most dreadful obstacles simply served to redouble his energy and to give
him the strength to rekindle everyone else's courage.

These words, addressed to Card. Fisher in 1911, repeat exactly what Pius X had penned in Jucunda Sane (1904).

Each and every time Catholic interests will be threatened, the Pope will be immediately ready to defend them against the Republique du Bloc or against the Czar's
autocracy; against the Catholic monarchy and parliament of Spain or against the all-powerful German Protestant Empire, against the usurping monarchy of Savoy
or against the very Catholic House of Hapsburg. The on-going religious struggle in France, the defense of Catholicism in Russia, the padlock law in Spain, the
affair concerning the archbishopric of Posen in Germany, those incidents related to Nathan and Granito all reveal the unity of method as well as the unity of
thought of the Sovereign Pontiff in all circumstances (op. cit., pp.143,144).

 
Our Apostolic Mandate
(letter of St. Pius X on The Sillon).
Available from Angelus Press.

 

St. Pius X's pontificate was a politico-religious one; and, in this regard, four of his official documents are quite characteristic indeed. The first of them is his famous consistorial
speech, Primum Vos (Nov. 9, 1903):

Our task, therefore, consists in defending both Christian Truth as well as the Law of Christ. Consequently, Ours will be the task of defining and explaining the
notions of the most important truths....as well as that of leading back to the rule and straight path of honesty both in public and in private life, in the social and
political spheres, all men and, indeed, each and every one of them, those who must obey as well as those whose duty is to command, for they are all sons of the
same Father Who is in Heaven. We are also quite conscious of the fact that some will be shocked in hearing Us mention that We will, through necessity, concern
Ourselves with politics. But anyone seeking to judge fairly will be quick to understand that the Sovereign Pontiff, who has been invested with the Supreme
Magisterium, has no right whatsoever of divorcing questions relating to politics from the field of Faith and Morals. Moreover, in his capacity as chief and
sovereign guide of that perfect society which is the Catholic Church, a society made up of men and also set up amongst men, he can only wish to foster and
entertain close relationships with [all] heads of countries and members of governments if he wishes to see all the countries of the world protect their Catholic
citizens' liberty and security.

A second document, just as characteristic, is the address delivered on the occasion of the beatification ceremonies of St. Joan of Arc (Apr. 19, 1909):

Having everything in common with Him, enriched by Him and possessor as well as guardian of Truth, the Catholic Church alone may claim the love and
veneration of all peoples.

Thus it is that anyone rising up against the Church's authority under the unjust excuse that it is invading the State's domain is, in fact, limiting and shackling the
Truth; he who declares the Church to be a stranger in his nation is also, in fact, declaring that Truth is indeed a stranger in his country; he who fears that the Church
will weaken the liberty as well as the greatness of his country must also admit that a people can be great and free without Truth. No, such a State or government, by
whatever name it is known, while waging war against Truth and gravely offending that which is most sacred in men, cannot possibly lay claim to their love....Only
that country united in a chaste alliance with the Church can inspire its citizens with those sentiments of veneration and love and bring about the true well-being of
humanity.

The third document is found in the famous condemnation of the Sillon (Aug. 25, 1910):

It is in the democratic customs as well as in theories of the ideal city which inspires them, that you will perceive, Venerable Brethren, those underlying causes of
those disciplinary lapses for which you have so often reproached the Sillon.

Thus did the Pope roundly condemn a political party, that Christian Democracy established by Marc Sangnier (1873-1950).

The fourth document, Il Fermo Proposito (June 11, 1905), manifests the Pope's worries which are seen to be not exclusively religious, but rather of a politico-religious nature.

 

In this encyclical on Catholic Action in Italy, St. Pius X declares:

Behold, Venerable Brethren, the precious support brought to the Church by those chosen companies of Catholics who propose, as a matter of fact, to combine all
their living strength with the firm intention of doing battle by just and legal means against the growing anti-Christian forces in modern society, as well as to repair
by all possible means, all of those extremely grave disorders brought about in our midst by those same forces of darkness. These same associations intend bringing
back Jesus Christ into families, schools and society itself as well as re-establishing the principle of human authority as representing that [authority] of God. Those
militant Catholics are therefore devoting themselves to bringing public laws in conformity with justice, to correcting or suppressing those which are lacking in that
virtue as well as defending and supporting with a genuinely Catholic spirit the rights of God in all things, together with the no less sacred rights of His Church.

This last quotation shows how Pope St. Pius X envisaged "Restoring all things in Christ."  This is evidently a question of a religious policy whose politics will be subject to the
unchanging and saving doctrines of the Church.

However, since St. Pius X was Pope and head of the universal Church, it was necessary that he consider religion itself first and foremost since this is the summit of all human
life. This subordination impregnates all of that Pope's writings, including Pascendi. St. Pius X revealed the gravity of the error of modernism both on the natural and
supernatural orders. Pascendi begins with an analysis of the modernist system of philosophy which is agnosticism [i.e., the philosophy of the agnostics, that is, of those
teaching that the essences of things and in particular the first cause and final ends, are absolutely unknowable]. Modernism has proven itself to be the ruin of all of human life,
and therefore also the ruin of that necessary subordination of politics to religion, of the State to the Catholic Church.

In order to illustrate this affirmation, let us examine Pascendi point by point:

Pope St. Pius X roundly condemns the seven heads of modernism and then offers us their seven remedies. He begins by condemning philosophers who challenge all rational
proof of the existence of God as the First Cause of everything in existence, both material and spiritual. Such philosophers fall victims to a so-called scientific atheism. For
these, God is something emanating from man's subconscious. This false "faith" of theirs, based as it is on mere sentiment or feelings, is expressed in ever-changing formulae,
since these have no other objective than that of maintaining or of warming up over and over again a sentimental life, a life of the heart which is, by definition, irrational. For
these people, religion is a form of life and, as such, cannot constitute an adherence to an exterior object. Their "faith" proceeds from man; known as religious immanence, vital
immanence. Such I a system of "belief" cannot possibly be viewed as an unmistakably clear knowledge above all scientific knowledge; on the contrary, science, which
modernists have reduced to the level of measurable things, is done to impose its control on all human judgment.

St. Pius X then goes on to condemn modernist theologians. Since modernists are not concerned with true knowledge but rather
with feelings [sentiments] and immanence - [i.e., the teaching that the foundation of faith must be sought in an internal sense which
arises from man's need of God], and since they no longer have any external object to adhere to, the modern theologians have
simply become begetters of symbols, designed to represent the divine emanating from human subconscious. They also consider
that the Magisterium's sole function is that of transmitting or passing on common opinions. Their cult thus ends up being a
humanistic expression of religious feelings. The modernist Church, for its part, is now seen as the collective conscience in the
same way that popular regimes constitute the public conscience: and only the democratic form is considered suitable to their ends.
Thus we end up with the error of separation of the Church and of the State. In fact, since modernists hold Faith to be subject to
human knowledge [science] and reason, to the total advantage of [human] reasoning and to the vanishing point of Faith, the
Church is seen to be subject to the collective conscience which constitutes what may be essentially called an all-encompassing
Christian democracy, that is to say, the State. Understood in this way, authority becomes nothing more than a service whose
mission is limited to the taking of the "universal pulse" in order to explain it in a formula comprehensible to everyone.

Pope St. Pius X, showing modernism to be agnostic, immanentist, and evolutionary, concludes:

The domineering overbearance of those who teach the errors, and the thoughtless compliance of the more shallow minds
who assent to them, create a corrupted atmosphere which penetrates everywhere, and carries its infection with it. (Pascendi,
34).

He also went on to reveal their common cause: pride.

Pride! Pride sits in Modernism as in its own house, finding sustenance everywhere in its doctrines and lurking in its every aspect. (Pascendi, 40).

St. Thomas Aquinas describes the sin of pride in the following terms:

The first sin committed by the devil was that residing in an undue desire to be "like to God," in that he sought as the ultimate goal of his happiness something to
which he could attain by his own natural powers, without having recourse to God, nor wishing to wait, as did the holy angels, for his final perfection through divine
grace. This final perfection he sought to reach through the resources of his own nature, not, indeed, independently of God, Who gave to the angelic nature the
ability to act, but independently of God Who confers grace (De Malo, 16,3).

For man, as well as for angels, pride consists in refusing the supernatural and the order of divine grace. But for us, the supernatural and grace depend on the mystery of the
Incarnation whose motive is to be found in sin. (Summa Theologica, Part III, Question 1, article 3). Finally, it must be said that pride is centered on that refusal of mercy, on
that refusal of the world of divine grace, that refusal of the Incarnation, that refusal of Our Redeemer, the Word made Incarnate.

Then, in the second part of his encyclical, the Pope proffers a remedy for this terrible and frightening evil. Having distinguished seven heads of modernism, he then proposes
seven corresponding remedies, the first one being the restoration of the philosophy of the Angelic Doctor, the universal Doctor of the Church, who must remain the master of
philosophy. St. Pius X absolutely insists on this primacy:

We admonish professors to bear well in mind that they cannot set aside St. Thomas Aquinas, especially in metaphysical questions, without grave disadvantage
(Pascendi, 45).

In his motu proprio of June 29, 1914, St. Pius X applied himself to the solid formation of future priests, an essential remedy:

Equal diligence and severity are to be used in examining and selecting candidates for Holy Orders. For, far from the clergy be the love of novelty! God hateth the
proud and obstinate mind (Pascendi, 49).

Next follows the necessary prohibition of bad books. And the Pope then carefully warns:

Let all this be done in a fitting manner, and in certain cases it will suffice to restrict the prohibition to the clergy (Pascendi, 51).

The fourth measure consists in the control of publications through the obligation of the Nihil obstat and the Imprimatur. Ecclesiastical censors will be appointed for the revision
of works intended for publication.

St. Pius X warns against religious congresses. In the future, these will be rarely held, since they have been known to be the means of spreading modernist infection:

Whenever they [the bishops] do permit them, it shall only be on condition that matters appertaining to the Bishops or the Apostolic See be not treated in them, and
that no resolutions or petitions be allowed that would imply an usurpation of sacred authority, and that absolutely nothing be said in them which savors of
Modernism, presbyterianism, or laicism (Pascendi, 54).

The sixth remedy is the setting up of diocesan "Councils of Vigilance" established with rules identical to those of censors whose task it is to examine writings pertaining to
religious matters.

Finally, it is ordained that bishops furnish the Holy See with a diligent and sworn report on the things which have been decreed in Pascendi.

Just as pride, as a common cause, masks the various errors making up Modernism, so another common cause is evident in their antidotes - the Pope's jealous attention and
solicitude for his priests, not only in Pascendi, but in all of his encyclicals.

For example, in his first encyclical, E Supremi Apostolatus, St. Pius X proposes, as a first step in...

...bringing back to loyal obedience to the Church all of those societies bewildered and straying far away from the Wisdom of Christ, to form and mold Christ in
those who, through that duty associated with their sublime vocation, are destined to form Him in others. Here, We wish to speak of priests....Thus, Venerable
Brethren, how great indeed must be your solicitude in forming the clergy to holiness! No other task is to take precedence over this one....Let your zealous
solicitude be lavished on those new priests just leaving their seminaries.

In Jucunda Sane, St. Pius X follows in the steps of St. Gregory:

The very idea of some danger, the very thought that the moral corruption so prevalent and pervading in the Roman world threatened to creep into the morals and
customs of the clergy caused him no end of trembling and fear....He could be seen warning, correcting and suspending from their functions those unworthy
members of the clergy....Thus do we see, Venerable Brethren, how important it is for a bishop, before laying hands on new candidates for ordination, to apply
himself, in God's presence, to a deep and thorough self-examination.

Finally, a third example found in Communium Rerum, the encyclical from which we have quoted regarding St. Anselm's 8th centenary:

Why so much insistence in setting up and extolling once again St. Anselm's merits? The reason, Venerable Brethren, lies in this happy occasion afforded Us to
exhort you once again to open up to our young clergy those saving sources of Christian knowledge; let those young clerics come and drink at those beneficial and
salutary waters revealed by St. Anselm of Canterbury and so enriched by the Doctor of Aquinas....There are those who have abandoned these studies or else have
undertaken them in a slipshod manner, totally lacking in sure and firm methodical order. And with what results? Alas! We see only too well all of the ruins piling
up all around us day after day; many are they who, even amongst the clergy, without any aptitude and utterly wanting in proper preparation, have not feared to
rashly debate and argue the loftiest Mysteries of the Faith.

In order to point out the jealous care St. Pius X had for the clergy, we quote from Haerent Animo (Aug. 4, 1908):

Through this exhortation, it is not only your interests that We will uphold, but also those common interests of Catholic nations, since they cannot at all be separated
the ones from the others.

Would to God that there should now be a greater number of men practicing these virtues as did those saints of times past who proved to be so powerful in words
and deeds, for the greater profit not only of Religion, but also for that of civil society...

When, at last, the true spirit of priestly vocations will have renewed and improved at all levels of the clergy, our other projects and efforts of reform, whatever they
may be, will also prove to be, with God's help, much more effective indeed.

Thus are we able to conclude that in the same way that pride is found to be the common cause of the seven heads of modernism and that this pride simply constitutes man's
refusal of Christ as his Redeemer, thus is also to be found a common remedy to this tragedy: priestly virtue. Why? Precisely because the priest participates directly in Christ's
work of salvation, and because he is a man dispensing the sacraments of the Faith. This is where we behold the unrivalled splendor of the Pope's motto: To restore everything in
Christ. In short, this means restoring everything in Christ the Redeemer, and therefore also restoring everything through the holy priesthood. Included in this "everything" is not
only the Church, but all of human society as well. This universal restoration will come via Christ the Redeemer, and therefore by our priests. And this term "everything" is not
restricted in any way at all. This remedy is not something new. St. Pius X ushered in nothing new; he just took up again a centuries-old idea, making his own the constant care
of earlier Popes. He took up once again and continued the work of one former Pope in particular, Gregory VII. Here is what he wrote about St. Anselm.

He was still but a curate when he received from the great and courageous Roman Pontiff, Gregory VII, letters full of esteem and affection wherein the Pope
recommended himself as well as the Catholic Church to the saint's [i.e., Anselm's] good prayers.

"We will cite but one name," says St. Pius X. "That person of indomitable courage, indefatigable defender of the rights and freedom of the Church, that watchful guardian and
preserver of Church discipline, Pope Gregory VII."

Now, precisely in this encyclical where St. Pius X quotes Gregory VII, he very frequently returns to Pascendi, specifying:

What We wish to simply draw to your attention today is the fact that, if the dangers of which We speak are graver and more menacing nowadays, they are not, for
all that, very different from those which threatened the Church and its doctrines in St. Anselm's days.

The conclusion of all this is easily drawn: if the ills plaguing the Church in Anselm's time (1033-1109) were the same as those of today, even though they are not of the same
extent nor violence, the remedy is yet the same. It is the one proposed by the Pope of the dawn of the 11th century, that is to say, of St. Gregory VII.

Thus do we have St. Pius X following in the footsteps of Pope St. Gregory VII. To the same ills and dangers, the same remedies. St. Pius X is to the 20th century what St.
Gregory VII was to the 11th century.

The measures taken by St. Pius X, although of the same order, were taken in different circumstances. Whereas at the time of Pope
Gregory VII all of those States were Christian, and therefore by definition subject to Church authority, in this 20th century, no State
admits of such dependency of politics on the Church. St. Pius X's action was therefore much more limited, and yet the principles
involved were essentially the same. Only the actual carrying out of this Pontiff's orders was much more restricted. Unlike Gregory
VII, who was able to excommunicate Henry IV and relieve that emperor's subjects from their oaths to him, St. Pius X had no other
means at his disposal, whenever a government refused to be "subordinated" to the Church, refused its authority or even rebelled
against it, than to declare that the citizens were no longer obliged to sentiments of veneration and affection, which they should have
under normal circumstances. These are the words of the Pope in his address at the beatification of St. Joan of Arc (Apr. 9, 1909):

Thus is it to be seen that anyone revolting against the Church's authority under the unjust pretext that it is encroaching on the
State's domain, is indeed thereby imposing limits to the Truth. He who holds it [i.e., the Church's authority] to be a stranger in
a nation is also declaring that Truth must also be held to be something foreign in that nation. Those who fear that it will
weaken the freedom and greatness of a people, are also obliged to admit that a people can be great and free without Truth.
No, such a State, such a government or whatever other name may be given to it, cannot lay claim to its citizens' affection,
because in waging war against Truth, it gravely strikes at that which is found to be most sacred in man. Such a government
will be able to sustain itself through material and brute force; it will make itself feared through the sword; people will,
through hypocrisy, self-interest or sheer slavishness: the people will obey because religion preaches and ennobles submission
to the human powers that be, as long as they do not require that which is contrary to the holy laws of God. But if the
fulfillment of these duties towards human authorities, in that which is compatible with the people's duty to God, renders their
obedience more meritorious, it will not, for all that, become more tender, nor more joyful nor more spontaneous: never will it
even deserve to be considered as venerable nor affectionate.

St. Pius X assures us that these sentiments of veneration and affection can only be inspired by that country which, united in a chaste
alliance with the Catholic Church, brings about the genuine good of humanity.

Those terrible evils shaking the Church at the onset of the 20th century resemble those which Gregory VII found himself obliged to
correct. They can all be summed up in one word: laicization.

However, the partisans of destruction are not only to be found outside the Church; they are unfortunately to be seen at their work of demolition in the very bosom of the
Catholic Church.

It is interesting to note that the stress laid in Gregory VII's first letters is quite similar to that found in those of St. Pius X. Writing to Lanfranc of Canterbury, Gregory VII
informs him:

As for the Bishops, whose sacred duty it is to guide and watch over those souls confided to them, they only seek, with insatiable desire, worldly glory and
pleasures of the flesh. Not only do they destroy the last traces of holiness and all religious life in themselves, but through their bad example, they lead their flocks
to all manner of evils. You are well aware how perilous it would be for Our soul not to combat them; but you also know how difficult it is to resist them and to
restrain their malice.

Somewhat later, writing to Sicard the patriarch of Aquileia:

Your sound reasoning cannot ignore how mountainous waves of fury are relentlessly battering the Bark of the Church: to the point where she appears to be
swamped and wrecked. The great and powerful, together with the princes of this world, selfishly seeking their own interests at the expense of those of Jesus Christ,
have cast off all respect and are now oppressing the Church like an abject slave: they have no shame in covering her in confusion as long as they are able thereby to
satisfy their monstrous greed. Priests, as well as those charged with governing the Church, are seen to have almost utterly abandoned divine law, as they steal away
from their sacred duties towards God and their flocks. Their ecclesiastical dignities only serve to cover them in worldly glory as they grievously squander away in
vain pomps of pride and uncalled-for expenses, those funds which normally should be directed to the salvation and welfare of the majority.

Caught up in such chaos, the people, without their prelates' leadership, deprived of those good counsels which could guide it in the ways of justice, is now, on the
contrary, thanks to the bad example of its leaders, pushed on toward every mischief and everything contrary to the Christian religion, and is seen rushing headlong
into all sorts of iniquity.

We can then only quote Communium Rerum once again to witness that the policies pursued by St. Pius X were similar to those of St. Gregory VII:

Let us go back (in mind) to the times of Anselm, so fraught with misfortunes and difficulties according to historical accounts. People then were indeed obliged to
give battle for the altar and the fatherland, that is to say, in favor of the inviolability of public rights and laws, for liberty, civilization and doctrine: all things over
which the Church alone stood guard. It was necessary to repress the tyranny of those princes accustomed as they are in disregarding the people's most sacred rights:
Vices had to be eradicated, intellects cultivated and barbarians civilized. Much work had to be done in reforming part of the clergy, guilty of cowardice or
misconduct: numerous were they in its ranks who, owing their appointment to the base intrigues and whims of those princes, have shown themselves to be their
time-serving subordinates.

Such was the situation, particularly in those regions which especially and more immediately benefited from Anselm's solicitude, works, doctrinal teachings, as well
as his sterling example of monastic life. The souls entrusted to his care greatly benefited by his heedful vigilance as well as the industrious zeal he showed in
faithfully fulfilling his functions of archbishop and primate.

On all sides, interior revolutions together with foreign wars were inevitably followed by a loosening of discipline: princes and subjects, clergy and laity; all were
affected, none escaping.

The greatest minds of that century never ceased deploring such abuses and, most noteworthy amongst them was Anselm's former teacher and predecessor on the
See of Canterbury, Lanfranc. But, above and beyond all others, the Roman Pontiffs raised their voices. We will recall but one name: he who bore it was a man of
indomitable courage, the indefatigable champion of the Church's rights and liberty, the vigilant guardian and savior of ecclesiastical discipline, Pope Gregory VII.

The restoration is identical for both Popes: it consists in a genuine reform of the Catholic priesthood. It has become necessary to renew priestly powers, in order to triumph over
all things; therefore over all of human societies subject to Christ the Redeemer. Omnia instaurare in Christo, and thereby affirm the Roman Church's indispensable supremacy,
for there is no true civilization but Christianity resting upon the Catholic priesthood.

If those evils plaguing this 20th century are of the same order as those familiar to St. Anselm under the pontificate of Pope St. Gregory VII, the remedies must also once again
be the same. Now, the greatest evil of our times is that of laicization or secularism. The remedies will therefore also necessarily be the same, those proposed by Pope Gregory
VII: restoration of the powers of the Catholic priesthood for the restoration of Christ kingdom on earth.

 

Fr. Benedict de Jorna
(Superior of the District of France, Society of Saint Pius X)
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Three things have recently happened which concern the next papal Conclave. At first glance they appear to be of little importance but we should think otherwise.

THE FIRST EVENT

The first happening is the publication of the book Le Successeur (Oct. 1995) by Giancarlo Zizola on the coming possible machinations in the election of Pope John Paul's
successor. In reading it, one understands immediately why its author, a well-known "vaticanist," did not deem it prudent to publish his book in Rome. It would have been
unappreciated by the Holy See to see coming from Rome a book which considers that Pope John Paul II, gravely ill, is at the end of his pontificate, and which gives the names
of the "papable ones."

Also in this book is a report on the role of the former Secretary of State, Card. Casaroli, in the preparation of the next Conclave. It is not
coincidental that a long program devoted to the Cardinal aired on Italian television recently (Jan., 1996) or that he gave several interviews to
various journals at that time. Looking ahead to the role which he could still play at the time of the Conclave, the Cardinal has judged it necessary to
appear in a new light, washed of the stains of the Ostpolitik. He has done this by making Paul VI bear almost all the responsibility for it, especially
that concerning the well-known case of the great Card. Mindszenty.

Some might think that the leaders of the power group so often discussed in Si Si No No are too old and no longer have a chance of success in the
next Conclave, but it isn’t so. Earlier, it seemed that they would orient their choice towards a South American with pastoral and curial experience in
order to have a candidate capable of rallying a large consensus, but this candidate [Msgr. Lucas Moriera Neves - Ed.] is “out of the race” given his
health problems.

That leaves Card. Martini. Zizola devotes an entire chapter to him. Martini continues to publish books which invariably
carry his photograph on the cover; he travels all over the world, giving conferences or preaching the “spiritual
exercises.” His agenda is a full two years ahead. He is going out of his way to make himself known to a large part of
the electors of the Sacred College.

It isn’t known if Zizola’s book was overseen by the liberal-radical wing of Card. Silvestrini, but it is certain that Zizola
is an unconditional supporter of that wing. Si Si No No once reported:

Msgr. Silvestrini is not unaware of the power of the press. With the nomination of Navarro-Vals he has lost
control of the official Vatican press bureau, but he continues to hold 'informal' meetings with the journalists on
the premises of the Libreria Leoniana (owned by the Vatican) at 16-28 Via dei Corridori. [One can encounter
there not only Silvestrini, but also Card. Pio Laghi, who drops in regularly to meet with Msgr. Gino Belleri,
director of the Libreria and "chief" of this "parallel press bureau"]. This personal "press bureau" of Msgr.
Silvestrini [and equally today of Laghi], whose first-hand news is evidently much sought after, is frequented by
the most "progressist" of the "vaticanists" such as Giancarlo Zizola…. (Nov. 15, 1985)

THE SECOND EVENT

The second event is the important article by Vincenzo Card. Fagiolo, published in the 30 Day (Feb., 1995; Italian edition) entitled "Resignation of the Papacy and of the
Episcopal Office." Card. Fagiolo, a noted canonist, concludes that "lack of health and strength" is a reason for resigning, a reason which finds "explanations within canonical
tradition and the regular practice of the Church."

One must recall Card. Fagiolo's role at the time of the concordat between Rome and Italy which ultimately meant the de-Christianization of Italy. Card. Fagiolo not only
contributed to the editing of the concordat, but he also was its great defender in the press (Il Tempo, Feb. 11, 1984; Feb. 19, 1984). In defending the concordat, he also defended
those who were responsible for it: Casaroli and Silvestrini.

Why this article in 30 Days? Is this another of his strategies of defense? Does Fagiolo wish to present arguments in favor of the group which wants to prepare the next
Conclave? To know a person, one must also know his friends. Let it be known that Card. Fagiolo is a close companion of Silvestrini and Virgilio Card. Noe, and without any
doubt, he is the great defender of the work of Msgr. Bugnini, the principal demolisher of liturgical tradition.

THE THIRD EVENT

The third happening is the Apostolic Constitution Universi Dominici Gregis (Feb., 22,1996). It seems to contain nothing new which could concern
the proceedings of the Conclave. That was the opinion of the journalists who did nothing more than report what His Excellency Msgr. Jorge Maria
Mejia had told them during the press conference at which the document was presented.

Moreover, as Secretary of the Sacred College, and thus of the next Conclave, Mejia was certainly the best informed person on all that could
concern the election of the next pope. He said:

Thus, those who wish to seek out, or expect to find, substantial changes in the current compilation of the norms would be disappointed…. What are
the changes...? They are, fundamentally, three small ones...(Osservatore Romano, Feb 24, 1996).

He specified them thusly: I) The Conclave fathers would reside in the newly prepared Domus Sanctae Marthae residence, not in the Apostolic
Palace as in the past; 2) two traditional methods of election, by acclamation and by compromise, are now abolished; 3) special security measures
have been mandated to insure the isolation and secrecy of the conclave proceedings.

However, that is not all that the text of the Pope's constitution says, and Mejia contradicts (by omission) what the Pope himself wrote:

I have esteemed it a duty to revise the very form of the election.

This really is an important change, the only substantial innovation in the constitution. Why did Mejia pass over it?

Here is the important change: If, after 30 votes (which, at four votes per day would mean on the eighth day) no one obtains two thirds of the votes...

...the Cardinal Electors shall be invited by the Camerlengo to express their opinion on the manner of proceeding, and the election will then proceed in accordance
with what the absolute majority of them decides. Nevertheless, there can be no waiving of the requirement that a valid election takes place only by an absolute
majority of the votes or else by voting only on the two names which, in the ballot immediately preceding, have received the greatest number of votes; and in this
second case also, only an absolute majority is required. (Universi Dominici Gregis, #75).

This is not a small change! This is changing a practice of more than eight centuries. The traditional two-thirds majority rule was fixed by the
constitution Licet de Vitanda (1179) for several reasons: to have a candidate approved of by a large consensus, and, above all, to avoid any doubt
about the election of the successor of Peter. If in fact the election is made by majority vote (as it will be now after 30 ballots), the new Pope could
be elected with half of the votes plus one; and if there is one invalid, or dubious, or uncertain vote, his election will be null, or in doubt, or
uncertain. One thus runs the risk of having two Popes and the risk of disputes which could even end up in schism. The change brought about by the
recent apostolic constitution is then a very important one, one which could have incalculable consequences for the future of the Church.

In regards to this, Andrea Tornielli writes:

If this system had been in effect 18 years ago, perhaps John Paul II might not have been elected. It is known in fact that at the last conclave
two candidates confronted one another, each vetoing the other's election…If the new rules had been in effect, it would not have been
necessary to opt for a different candidate (one like Card. Wojtyla), able to attract a greater consensus from both sides. It would have been
sufficient to wait, remaining steadfast in the positions of the first few days, ballot after ballot. Then, once the majority vote rule went into
effect, one of the two... would have received the necessary plurality (Epoca, March 17, 1996). [The rival candidacies referred to were those of Cardinals Siri and
Benelli.- Ed.]

AT THIS POINT, SI SI NO NO QUOTES THE FOLLOWING LETTER TO THE EDITOR FROM AN ARGENTINEAN PRIEST:

Dear Sir,

I am an Argentinean priest who very much enjoys reading your anti-modernist periodical. Occasionally you have spoken about the Church here in Argentina. Now
I realize that we are not the center of the world, but I would like to bring home to you a few facts concerning the Argentinean clergy (sometimes considered as
being conservative), especially now that recently it seems to have a certain role to play at Rome itself, as for example in matters concerning the nomination of
bishops.

There exists in Argentina a group of liberal-radical bishops called the group of San Isidro [a diocese on the periphery of Buenos Aires from which they originated].
The group was strengthened and pushed to the fore from the time of Pio Laghi's arrival in Argentina as nuncio and it is now supported by Mejia.

These bishops are: Msgr. Carlos Galan, formerly auxiliary of Bishop Laguna at Moron, then Archbishop of La Plata; Msgr. Alberto Dovato, Bishop of Goya (now
deceased); Msgr. Juan Rubon Martinez, Bishop of Reconquista; Msgr. Emilio Bianchi di Carcano, Bishop of Azul; Msgr. Alcides Jorge Casaretto, Bishop of San
Isidro; Msgr. Fernando Maria Bargallo, Bishop of Moron.

Five of these bishops were nominated by Nuncio Pio Laghi. Among those, Bianchi di Carcano and Laguna had seen their candidacies for the episcopacy rejected
by His Excellency Msgr. Lino Zanini, the nuncio in Argentina prior to Laghi. Laghi's behavior in these nominations was such that it caused some Argentinean
priests to write reports about it to the Secretary of State.

It should have been hoped, with the departure of Laghi, that the group of San Isidro would gradually lose its prestige. (In fact, for fourteen years there has not been
an episcopal nomination coming out of that group.) However, with the nomination of Mejia as Secretary of the Congregation of Bishops, the group has taken new
life. Soon after the arrival of Mejia in Rome, Pargallo was named a bishop, and it is said that preparations are underway for two other promotions from the group,
specifically those of Carlos Fronzini, Vicar General of San Isidro, and Alijandro Bunge, close friend and associate of Mejia.

Perhaps at Rome few know who Msgr. Mejia is….To us, Msgr. Mejia is known for his belonging to IDO-C [International Center for Documentation and Religious
Information], an organization which defines itself as...:

...an international group independent of any religious institution whatsoever, open to all, and the members of which are selected democratically. The
group concerns itself with collection and distribution of documentation on the structural and theological effects of the continuing application of the
decrees and of the spirit of Vatican Council II. This information is not offered at the popular level, but rather at the level of the specialists. Among the
subscribers one finds Catholic, Protestant, and Jewish students, as well as journals from all the different religious confessions. The group seeks to
continue the "horizontal" communication brought to the fore by Vatican Council II, by putting into contact with one another all the members of the
people of God and their opinions and ideas. To ensure this communication, IDO-C has organized a committee of 120 theologians.

Mejia was a member of the International Executive Committee of IDO-C and also a member of the Argentinean committee. The review Ya (Nov. 28, 1972) issued
this item:

The Queriniana de Brescia will no longer print the review IDO-C Internazionale of the Center for Documentation and Religious Information
founded during the Council…, the center whose positions are widely known to be in open disagreement with the Catholic hierarchy.

Mejia was also the director (1955-1977) of Criterio, a magazine of liberal propaganda.

He was also the artisan of the meeting at Assisi (1986), which he defended, by articles in Osservatore Romano. As a specialist in Judaism, he was Secretary for the
Commission for Religious Relations with Judaism (1977 -1986) and it was he who organized the visit of the Pope to the synagogue of Rome.

I must say that, in Argentina, his nomination to the Congregation for Bishops was perplexing to a large number of priests; the more so because many remembered
his iniquitous behavior towards a famous priest, who was also his teacher, Fr. Leonardo Castellani. Card. Quarrucino has encouraged reprinting Fr. Castellani's
books…. In his Catechism for Adults, the Cardinal speaks of Mejia's unjust behavior against him [Fr. Castellani].

This is what I wanted to tell you, Father.

(Letter signed by an Argentinean priest)

 

Here are a few more bits of information on His Excellency Msgr. Mejia. He is a licentiate in Biblical Studies at the Pontifical Biblical Institute, that crucible of the present
crisis, well known for its contempt of the constant magisterium of the Church. In Rome it is said that the nomination of Mejia as Secretary of the Congregation for Bishops was
due to his old friendship with John Paul II, dating back to the time of the Pope's studies at the Angelicum. It seems that the "friendship" was dusted off and polished up in order
to place Mejia in a position that he coveted. Mejia does in fact have some old friends in Rome, like Pia Card. Laghi and his friends in the group of Brisighella (Faenza),
including Achille Card. Silvestrini, today Prefect of the Congregation for the Eastern Churches. Mejia knew Laghi when the latter was in Argentina, and Laghi prepared the
way for Mejia's first appointment in Rome. Thus Mejia feels indebted to Laghi and he takes any occasion to thank him, as for example in the review he wrote for the book,
Card. Pio Laghi: Honorary Citizen of Bethlehem, on the occasion of the Cardinal's 70th birthday. The wildly emotional eulogy that he made of this book is such that it casts
doubt on the sincerity of the author's assertions.

Laghi, Silvestrini, and their companions certainly have the advantage of having a friend at the Congregation for Bishops. The Secretary of this Congregation plays a key role in
the nomination of bishops. It is he who chooses the cardinal relator for every episcopal nomination. Who can prevent Mejia from naming Silvestrini, Laghi, Fagiolo, Poggi,
Fumo, etc. as relators for the key posts?

In the article "Human Maneuvers in Preparation for the Next Conclave," we wrote:

[a]t the Conclave, one third of the cardinals is sufficient to defeat a candidate not "aligned" [to the power group] and thus to favor the election of the candidate
desired [by the group] ...(Courrier de Rome, March, 1995).

Today it is even easier: one third of the cardinals, by voting as a bloc, can unleash the mechanism of the majority-vote rule. This will happen even more easily since the new
residence of the electors in the Domus Sanctae Marthae no longer presents the inconveniences found at the Apostolic Palace which aggravated among the cardinals a certain
haste to reach a conclusion.

We have illustrated three points of the strategy for the next Conclave. There is probably a fourth. There are rumors that there may soon be a consistory to create a small number
of new cardinals. There are only a few posts vacant, but they are sufficient to reinforce an existing power group. Among the candidates for cardinal are: Msgr. Mejia, who
aspires to succeed Card. Gantin, whose term expired a year ago. It would be an unusual event in the Curia for the Secretary to succeed the Prefect, but today anything is
possible; Msgr. Marchisano, who characteristically does everything possible to obtain the cardinal's hat, benefiting from the same Piedmontese origin as the Secretary of State;
Msgr. Dino Monduzzi who, even though suffering from Burger's disease, won't quit his post until he makes cardinal.

All these rumours are disquieting. Beyond the three events that we have related in this article (Zizola's book, Fagiolo's article in 30 Days, and the Apostolic Constitution
Universi Dominici Gregis), is there perhaps more in the works?
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This article is an answer to a letter to the Editor written to Courrier de Rome, the French translation of Si Si No No. The letter, written by a bewildered
priest, precedes the article.

 

 

 

To the Editor:

Please clarify me on the following. In the editorial of Fr. Giancarlo Politi in the
bulletin Mondo e Missione (Feb., 1995), I read on the subject of our four
Catholic missionaries slain in Algeria. I quote verbatim:

They were not in that part of Africa to conduct crusades or to proselytize, an
objective that the Church nowhere pursues.

I have read the same thing in the newsletter of Fr.Van Straaten whom I have
always admired and even supported in a modest way. I would like to know if
the injunction of Jesus to his apostles “Go and teach all nations….” no longer
implies proselytizing, and, if it doesn’t, since when. I have always believed
that that was indeed the task of the apostles. Has the mission of the priesthood
been changed?

Sincerely,
(Signed by Fr. X)

 

 

[The editor answers.]...To help you to understand, let's recall two pontifical texts. The first is taken from the encyclical Pascendi of Pope St. Pius X against Modernism:

That we should act without delay in this matter [to condemn Modernism] is made imperative especially by the fact that the partisans of error are to be sought not
only among the Church's open enemies; but what is to be most dreaded and deplored, in her very bosom,…We allude...to many who belong...to the priesthood
itself, who, animated by a false zeal for the Church, lacking the solid safeguards of philosophy and theology, nay more, thoroughly imbued with the poisonous
doctrines taught by the enemies of the Church, and lost to all sense of modesty, put themselves forward as reformers of the Church; and, forming more boldly into
line of attack, assail all that is most sacred in the work of Christ, not sparing even the Person of the Divine Redeemer, Whom, with sacrilegious audacity, they
degrade to the condition of a simple and ordinary man…Enemies of the Church they certainly are, nor indeed would he be wrong in regarding them as the most
pernicious of all the adversaries of the Church. For, as We have said, they put into operation their designs for her undoing, not from without but from within.
Hence, the danger is present almost in the very veins and heart of the Church, whose injury is the more certain from the very fact that their knowledge of her is
more intimate. Moreover, they lay the axe not to the branches and shoots, but to the very root, that is, to the faith and its deepest fibers. And once having struck at
this root of immortality, they proceed to diffuse poison through the whole tree, so that there is no part of Catholic truth which they leave untouched, none that they
do not strive to corrupt [from Daughters of St. Paul edition. - Ed.].

That was in 1907. Forty years later, Pius XII in his encyclical Humani Generis against neo-Modernism or the "New Theology" wrote:

[i]t is apparent, however, that some today, as in apostolic times, desirous of novelty, and fearing to be considered ignorant of recent scientific findings, try to
withdraw themselves from the sacred Teaching Authority and are accordingly in danger of gradually departing from revealed truth and of drawing others along
with them into error.

There is another danger all the more serious because it is concealed beneath the mask of virtue. There are many who, deploring disagreement among men and
intellectual confusion, through an imprudent zeal for souls, are urged by a great and ardent desire to do away with the barrier that divides good and honest men.
These advocate an eirenism by which they set aside questions dividing men and aim not only at joining forces to repel the attacks of atheism, but also at reconciling
things opposed to one another in the field of dogma…Through their enthusiasm for an imprudenteirenism they consider as an obstacle to fraternal union things
founded on the laws and principles given by Christ and on institutions founded by Him, or which are the defense and support of the integrity of the Faith, the
removal of which would bring about the union of all but only to their destruction. [from the Daughters of St. Paul edition - Ed.]

Pius XII tells us these ruinous opinions were then being disseminated "among the secular and regular clergy, in seminaries and religious institutions."

That was in 1950. Today those Churchmen, deformed by neo-Modernism in the seminaries and religious institutions and having stage-managed the last Council, are in power in
the Church and occupy the key positions in the Catholic hierarchy, putting to work their "counsels of destruction" to unify the human race "in a common ruin." "Blind and
leaders of the blind...," says St. Pius X:

...puffed up with the proud name of science, they have reached that pitch of folly at which they pervert the eternal concept of truth and the true meaning of religion;
in introducing a new system in which "they are seen to be under the sway of a blind and unchecked passion for novelty, thinking not at all of finding some solid
foundation of truth, but despising the holy and apostolic traditions, they embrace other and vain, futile, uncertain doctrines, unapproved by the Church, on which,
in the height of their vanity , they think they can base and maintain truth itself” (Pascendi).

Amidst this Modernism, resistance by a Catholic, and most particularly by a priest, is a duty. It's a matter of choosing between aberrant and erroneous human judgments and the
infallible judgment of the Church, which for 2000 years has taught that...:

...nothing which pertains to the perennial and certain doctrine of the Church and which, in any way whatsoever, direct or indirect, relates to the truths of faith or
morals, nothing of the constitution of the Church, nothing of that which has been fixed by Christ and, through His mandate, by the holy Apostles is subject to
change (G .Siri, La Giovinezza della Chiesa, ed. Giardini, Pisa, 1983).

We repeat to these destructive clerics the words of St. Edmund Campion, martyr of the Anglican schism:

In condemning us, you condemn the Church of all times. For what is there that She believed and taught that we also do not believe?"

The current ordeal is one of extreme severity because "the masterstroke of Satan," as Archbishop Lefebvre has called it, has placed the authority of popes at the service of neo-
Modernism, and therefore the deception is much more grave and widespread. Nevertheless, the problem is not insurmountable. It is sufficient to recall that in the conflict
between Faith and authority the Faith will prevail because authority is at the service of the Faith and not the contrary.

For we can do nothing against the truth, but only for the truth (II Cor. 13:8).

Let us take the case of Fr . Werenfried van Straaten in the article "A Fruit of the Heretical Post-Conciliar Ecclesiology: the New Charity of Fr. Van Straaten" (Courrier de Rome,
March, 1995). To justify his total reversal of direction, he echoes Pope John Paul II:

Rightly the Pope has forbidden all forms of proselytism. In that case we must help in the formation of Orthodox priests in order that they would be capable of
instructing those that they are going to baptize (L 'echo de l'amour, Oct. 1994).

This premise must be proven and to prove it one must prove that the Vicar is superior to the Invisible Head of the Church, who has commanded that which John Paul II forbids!
Now, in the conflict between an inferior authority (a pope) and a superior authority (Our Lord Jesus Christ), obedience is owed to the superior authority. It is Catholic moral
theology which teaches this. In such a case the subject does not disobey the Superior, but he obeys an authority higher than the Superior: "I owe you my love," St. Bruno writes
to Pope Pascal II, "but I owe a greater love to the One who has created both you and me" (P.L. 163 col.463). But Leo XIII writes in two encyclicals:

 [w]hen...an order of authority is contrary to reason, to the eternal law, to the authority of God, then we wish to make it known, it is legitimate to disobey in order to
obey God (Libertas Praestantissimum, 1888).

And it would not be just to accuse those who act in this manner of disregarding the duty of submission to authority; for the princes whose wills are in opposition to
the will and the laws of God, thereby over-step the limits of their power. (Diuturnum Illud).

Obedience to the pope, the prince of the Church, does not evade the moral law: the duty to obey him always supposes that his order would be both licit and lawful, that is to say
that it would not be in opposition to reason, to the eternal law and to the divine order. On the other hand, the principle according to which one must "obey God rather than men"
applies to the pope just as to any other authority on earth. On this point Catholic theologians, although differing widely on the question of an "heretical pope," are in perfect
agreement.

Unlike yesteryear, it is necessary today to have these principles clearly in mind so one does not risk justifying what is contrary to the Gospel (as Fr. Van Straaten does) solely
because the pope said it, even though it means abandoning the Faith of the Universal Church to follow the private thought of a man simply because he sits on the chair of Peter
while Peter is not speaking by his mouth. St. Thomas teaches (Summa Theologica II, II, Q.2a) that the subjects also sin against the Faith when they follow the "authorities in the
Faith" [bishops and popes], even if at the same time they warn these authorities that they are falling away from the Faith of the Universal Church. In this case, subjects are
released from their normal ties of subjection and obedience and they have the duty and the right to defend their own Faith.

When the shepherd changes into a wolf, the first duty of the flock is to defend itself. Normally, without doubt, doctrine descends from the bishops to the faithful,
and those who are subjects, in the order of the faith, are not to judge their superiors. But in the treasure of revelation there are some essential points which every
Christian, by the very fact of his title as Christian, is bound to know and defend (The Liturgical Year, Vol. IV, Dom Guéranger; Feast of St. Cyril of Alexandria).

 

"BUT THE POPE IS INFALLIBLE"

Some will object, "But the pope is infallible." Be careful! First of all, infallibility has not been promised in order to add "novelties" to the "deposit of the faith," but solely to
preserve, explain and defend the truths already revealed:

The Holy Spirit has been promised to the successors of Peter not that they may make known, under His revelation, a new doctrine, but in order that, with His
assistance, they may piously preserve and faithfully set forth the revelation transmitted by the Apostles, that is to say the deposit of the faith. (Vatican I,
Constitution De Ecclesia Christi, D.1836).

Besides, the pope can express himself at four very distinct levels:

1.    at the level of the extraordinary infallible Magisterium ( ex cathedra).

2.    at the level of the ordinary infallible Magisterium.

3.    at the level of the ordinary non-infallible Magisterium.

4.    at the level of the theologian or of the private person. (This is the case in Crossing the Threshold of Hope, Pope John Paul II's recent book-interview.)

We immediately exclude from infallibility this last level, because it is evident that infallibility has not been promised to the pope as a private person.

The extraordinary infallible magisterium (ex cathedra) applies when the pope "fulfilling his charge as pastor and teacher of all Christians;...defines, in virtue of his supreme
apostolic authority, that a doctrine on faith or morals must be held by the entire Church" (Pastor Aeternus, see also Vatican I, D.1839, etc.).

The ordinary infallible magisterium applies when the truth being taught is proposed by the pope...:

...as having been previously defined, or as having always been believed or acknowledged in the Church, or as being attested to by the unanimous and continuing
consent of theologians as Catholic truth (Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, t. VIII col. 1705).

Thus, for example, Leo XIII is infallible when, in the encyclical Providentissimus, he teaches as always believed by the Church the absolute absence of errors in the faithfully
preserved texts of Sacred Scripture.

It is only at these two primary levels that the teaching the pope exposes is guaranteed to expose faithfully that which is truly contained in divine Revelation. There is, on the
other hand, the ordinary magisterium non-infallible, simply authenticated, wherein...:

...a teaching is praised, recommended, or simply affirmed [by the pope] without any indication of its belonging to revelation or to the constant and universal
Catholic tradition and without any indication of strict obligation imposed by the faith or by the submission due to the sovereign authority of the Roman Pontiff
(Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, to VII col. 1713).

Normally one also owes obedience, even if it is neither unconditional nor absolute, to the non-infallible and merely authentic magisterium of the pope. However, one does not
owe him any obedience whatsoever when, opposed to a non-infallible judgment of the Church or even of the constant and universal faith of the Church. In this case, resistance
is not only justified, it is a duty. It is born not of a spirit of error nor of rebellion, but rather of charity.

 

Fr. Van Straaten’s project to finance the
Russian Orthodox Church did not go down
well with some benefactors of the
association he founded, “Aid to the
Suffering Church.”… “They sustain that it
would be wrong to finance a ‘schismatic’
Church, separated from Rome and a slave
to the former Communist regime.”… “The
former Soviet Union is a mission field and
the western Church is not up to
evangelizing this vast territory,” he said.
“Only the Orthodox Church can do that and
we should help it with all the means -
financial and non - we have at our
disposal.” He is certain that the Pope will
approve his initiative. “John Paul II has said
that reconciliation with the Orthodox Church is the greatest task entrusted to
us at the end of this second millennium.  He has been informed of this
initiative of ours to guarantee an annual wage of $1,000 to each of the 6,000
priests of the Russian Church and he has urged us to press on,” said Fr. Van
Straaten. “They used to call me the last Cold War general,” he said. “I have
always had many enemies some of whom are priests with progressive ideas.
Now they are saying: look at that old conservative….what a surprise he has
turned out to be.”

- (30 Days, No.12, 1994)

 

The gravity of the current crisis is precisely owing to the lack of security in the faithful that, in normal times, was offered to them by the ordinary non-infallible magisterium of
the popes. It is true, however, that, at this level, Our Lord Jesus Christ did not promise any infallibility to Peter (Mt. 16: 18; Lk. 22:22) or to his successors “according to the
constant interpretation of theologians," but only concerning his ex cathedra teaching (Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, t. VII col. 1717). The assurance which in normal
times is derived from the non-infallible magisterium of the pope is only linked to the care that he takes not to deviate from the doctrine transmitted by the Apostles. Today this
care has disappeared because that "unchecked passion for novelty" of which St. Pius X spoke also corrupts the mentality of the one who sits on the throne of Peter and who so
wrongfully affirmed it at the beginning of his pontificate:

If the Lord has called me "with such thoughts...with such sentiments, it is in order that they ...find a resonance in my new and universal ministry (The Angelus,
March, 1979).

This is the same as saying, "It is no longer the pope who must conform himself to Tradition, but Tradition which must conform itself to the mentality of the pope."

One risks tremendous aberrations if these sad realities are ignored and one conducts himself as if all goes well without hindrance in the current ecclesiastical situation. From his
unproven and erroneous premise - "Rightly the Pope has forbidden all forms of proselytism" - Fr. Van Straaten deduces that Catholics must subsidize the proselytism of the
Orthodox churches, in aiding "the formation of Orthodox priests in order that they would be capable of instructing those that they are going to baptize." It is no indifferent
matter to God whether souls should be baptized in His one and only Catholic Church or in schism and heresy!

The Church has always condemned the subsidizing of non-Catholics as a grave sin against truth and charity (see Encyclopedia Cattolica, under the word Cooperation, col.
498). Fr. Van Straaten has forgotten his dogmatic and moral theology. He no longer seems to have the Faith which tells us the pope is there to keep and promote the Catholic
Faith and not to demolish it (II Cor. 10:8). All this because of a false concept of obedience improperly raised to the level of a theological virtue. Yet, it is a moral virtue in
which one can sin, yes, by default, but also by excess, in obeying "in matters contrary to a law or to a superior precept." This constitutes an "improper obedience" or, more
accurately, "servility" (Roberti-Palazzini, Dizionario di teologia morale, ed. Studium).

As we have written:

In practice, no one has ever explicitly imposed upon a Catholic in the name of obedience a denial of his very Faith…But they have and do impose on him a new
"course for the Church" which, in implying the negation of everything that the Church has taught and done on the basis of the doctrinal principles up until Vatican
Council II, leads straight to apostasy. (Courrier de Rome, March, 1990, "The Duty to Resist!").

In other words, to apostasy by way of "obedience," which is by nature a denial of reason. - Hirpinus
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An Abridged text of the discourse given by Bishop Tissier de Mallerais at Versailles, May 19, 1995.

Modernist Rome has declared us schismatics because we hold a supposedly false notion of Tradition. I am going to show that it is the faithful of Tradition who have the true
notion of Tradition and, consequently that it is those who declare us schismatics, the neo-modernists, who have a false evolutionary notion of Tradition, which they call "living
tradition."

Tradition is essentially immutable, unchangeable: That however does not prevent it from being living-we will show in what manner- nor from undergoing a homogeneous
development. To begin, let's look at the first point.

 

TRADITION IS ESSENTIALLY IMMUTABLE

Card. Billot, under Pope Pius XI, explained this in a work entitled: De Immutabilitate Traditionis Contra Modernam Haeresim
Evolutionismi, Concerning the Immutability of Sacred Tradition (1929). This is no invention or opinion, it is the most classic doctrine of the
Church: Tradition does not change. In fact, the word tradition comes from the Latin tradere which means to transmit. Tradition is the
transmission without change of that which has been deposited. If in the course of the transmission there is a change, then in deed there is a
breach of faith, there is a falsification of the deposit transmitted. We see this, for instance, if the transmission of popular tradition (i.e.,
folklore) ; but fidelity is so much more important in the transmission of the supernatural deposit of divine revelation, that is to say the
treasure of truths revealed by the prophets, Our Lord Jesus Christ and ending with the Apostles. The revealed deposit is completed at the
time of the death of the last Apostle

St Pius X in the decreeLamentabil {1907) condemns the following:

Revelation, constituting the object of the Catholic faith, was not completed with the Apostles [Proposition 21].

The proposition was condemned because it meant that there could have been other later revelations which could have been added to the
revelation given to the Apostles. The Magisterium of the Church has solely the role of preserving and faithfully explaining this deposit of
Revelation. This is what Vatican Council I says in the decree Pastor aeternus:

The Holy Spirit has not been promised to the successors of Peter that, under His revelation, they might make known a new doctrine,
but in order that, with His assistance, they sacredly preserve and faithfully set forth the revelation transmitted by the Apostles, that is to say, the deposit of the faith.

Pope Pius IX had many years before condemned the error of progression in matters of doctrine held by those who said doctrine must evolve as human knowledge advances in
his encyclical Qui pluribus (1846):

It is by as great a fraud...that these enemies of divine revelation, who bestow the highest praises on human progress, wish, with a truly reckless and sacrilegious
audacity, to bring it [the progressist error] into the Catholic religion, as if religion was not the work of God, but that of men, or was some philosophic discovery
that human methods could perfect.

Let us hold firmly to the essential immutability of the divine tradition.  It is a deposit to faithfully trasmit-and that’s that! Later we will explain in what way there is a certain
progress, but this principle must be clearly established and firmly held; otherwise, we cannot continue.

 

TRADITION IS LIVING BECAUSE EACH ONE OF US LIVES IN IT

This essential immutability does not prevent Tradition from being living. The modernists speak of "living tradition." We also speak of the living tradition, but not in the same
way, as we are going to see.

Here is what we understand by "living tradition":

That tradition is immutable does not prevent it from being living; that is to say that Catholics of yesterday, today and tomorrow live in it. Tradition is living because one lives in
it.

We are going to see the life and development of divine tradition first as it concerns the individual; then as it manifests itself in the Church considered as a whole. It is very
important to make a distinction between these two things.

Tradition is the revealed deposit. What is in the revelation? Essentially, the revelation is the intimate life of God which is communicated to us by grace and by the sacraments.
The intimate life of God is God displaying himself in three divine Persons, and the entirety of this life is communicated to us by grace, the sacraments, and Our Lord Jesus
Christ. That is the essential core of the Christian revelation, the very terms of this deposit one must keep. Living tradition is the same as saying that one lives the life of God,
that one is imbued with this divine life, that one lives it by the intellect, by the will, by faith, by hope, by charity and by all the virtues.

Now this Christian life-this life of tradition in our hearts, persons, and surroundings-is a participation in the immutable life of God. God does not change. The blessed in heaven
contemplate the immutable God in eternity which fills them with an immense joy for all eternity. They are delighted to contemplate the same and unchanging God forever, the
Source of an inconceivable and inexpressible life. This is their eternal rejoicing, and nevertheless they are fixed in the immutable. See then the error of the progressists, who
wish that this would not be constant change…. No! - The spiritual life is the most unchangeable! Look at the saints in their contemplation. They are fixed on God and that is
sufficient for them and nourishes their lives. I am not speaking of the ecstasies possible on earth with the body almost suspended. I am speaking of the soul who, while
conducting his ordinary activities, is completely immersed and transformed in God, firm and unchangeable. We understand well that the more we live this Tradition, the more
we will be fixed in the immutable who is God, and the further we will be removed from the evolution of perpetual change.

For the modem evolutionists on the contrary, life consists of perpetual change. It is very difficult for them to conceive that the highest life which already exists here on earth for
the saints, for the contemplatives and those who devote themselves to prayer and meditation, consists of the contemplation of the unchangeable-and yet, thus it is!

But this life of tradition, this contemplation of the unchangeable, should nevertheless progress within each one of the faithful. There is a progression, a progressive deepening in
the course of the spiritual life;

1) First, there is a development in the object of the faith. The faithful should not only learn more and more about the scope of all the revealed truths but also the
consequences of the revealed truths in practical life, e.g., the consequences of the divinity of Jesus Christ for social and political life, etc….

2) There is also a development in the intensity of the faith, in the extent that we live this revealed truth more vigorously (STI, II q.52). Great saints have a deeper
faith because they adhere more steadfastly to God and His revelation.

3) There is also another development as regards the individual. This is the advancement in the power of faith when the Christian submits his entire life to the rule
of the Faith. As Sacred Scripture says: "The just man lives by the faith" (Rom. 1:17).

4) Finally, in the individual, there is also a development in the fruits of the faith. A living faith is accompanied by charity and the entire retinue of the infused
virtues and gifts of the Holy Ghost, whose intrinsic law is to grow without ceasing, provided that the tendencies toward vice are fought. The Faith is then the root
of the progress of each Catholic towards holiness.             

It is undeniable that living tradition exists in each individual, provided that there has been authentic transmission, and that this tradition has been increased within the individual
by the deepening and fruitfulness of the faith.

 

FALSE IDEAS OF DEVELOPMENT

This development of the Faith, of Christian virtues, of the life of Tradition does not apply to the Church taken in her totality. In effect, neither in the sources of the spiritual life
nor in the case of the holiness of the most saintly among the Catholics, nor in the number of saints, can one establish a spiritual development.

1) Let us first consider the sources of this life of Tradition. These sources do not increase, do not change. The Church possesses from Her inception the seven
sacraments. N o one can add an eighth sacrament, as the charismatics do with their laying on of hands. No one can suppress one or another of the sacraments as the
modernists do, as for example in the case of Confirmation or of Penance. The sources of holiness are always the same. They are always as plentiful. One has only
to drink at them.

2) Can there be an evolution in the model of holiness? -No, there is no development. The model of sanctity no longer evolves because "the form of all perfection"
is Our Lord Jesus Christ, as it states in the ritual for the taking of the habit by religious sisters. Though saints may appear different, they are only variations on the
same theme,...different arrangements of the same flowers of the same bouquet, as St. Francis de Sales explains. Thus the code of the sanctity of the Church does
not change, just as the code of morality does not change. This is of equal value for all times. To wish to establish a new religious life in the 20th century is an
illusion. It is an error. Opus Dei, with that which could be its motto: "Work, Commitment, Influence" is the very example of this illusion.

3) Perhaps you could object: "But nevertheless, in the degree of sanctity there is a development in the Church. In the 20th century the saints are much more holy
than before! There are some great saints in the 20th century!"...Count them on the fingers of one hand! Martyrs have been canonised, it is true. St Pius X was
canonised, it is true, but that was before the Council. Padre Pio is just before the Council. After the Council does one find saints? Surely, there will always be some
of them, but they are few indeed and I promise that they are not of the conciliar Church! We are far from progress. In fact, there is a regression.

However, let us admit that an increase in sanctity in the Church lover time is not necessary. However, let us admit that an increase in sanctity in the Church over time is not
necessary. God raises up the saints as He wishes, when He wishes, to lift the level of each century, but one does not observe that one century regularly produces more great
saints than the preceding century .We do not have this imaginary progress in which the modernists believe. Let us then refute the ideas of this pseudo-progress.

In spite of everything, there is, in this immutable Tradition, an admirable capacity for application to all contingent circumstances. It is a matter of applying the eternal and
unchanging principles to the problems and necessities of each century .The Council of Nicea is not the same as the Council of Florence, the Council of Florence is not the same
as the Council of Trent, the Council of Trent is not the same as Vatican Council I. In each there is a different application, but the principles were always the same. Hence, we
see here that there is a vitality to tradition in that it is capable of applying itself to each era.

Tradition is alive in that it applies itself above all to struggling against the errors of each era, against the dangers which threaten the souls of each century .It was of this that
Pope Pius IX was speaking in Gravissimas Inter (1862):

The Church, because of her divine institution, must take the greatest care to keep intact and inviolate the deposit of the divine faith, keep unceasing watch over all
her efforts for the salvation of souls and pay great attention to driving away and eliminating everything which can be opposed to the faith and can put in danger, in
one way or another, the salvation of souls [His Excellency's emphasis added-Ed.].

Doctrine has this marvelous faculty of application!-to condemn, to eliminate, to reject everything which opposes the Faith and salvation of souls.

 

THE FALSE AGGIORNAMENTO OF V ATICAN II

After Vatican Council II, the opposite was done. No one any longer wished to condemn anything and there was talk of adaptation, of aggiornamento. But this is a false
adaptation! The proof of it was they did not wish to condemn the con- temporary errors such as Communism. The 400 signatures gathered by Archbishop Lefebvre to condemn
it remained in a desk drawer. They did not want to condemn the contemporary errors of Liberalism, of Modernism, etc…. They did not want to apply the revealed deposit to the
danger which was currently threatening souls. This unrealistic claim of adaptation on the part of the modernists is nonsense!

Vatican II wanted to make an adaptation that was a mutation a priori, artificial, with a Protestant and modernist interpretation. Catholic application is not a mutation. It is
simply the applying of unchangeable principles to contingent circumstances. The principles are living because they apply themselves! That is the important thing! It is precisely
because the transmission is living, that is to say applied, that the Church constantly draws new propositions from her own and immutable treasure...new condemnations of
heresies for example, or new dogmatic definitions. It is necessary at certain times to put the finger on certain errors, to add a certain dogmatic precision, as for example when
the Council of Trent defined (against the Protestant errors) the Mass. That is applying the immutable principle to the needs of the era. That is what Vatican Council II did not
do. It let the principles fall, under the pretext of adaptation, to the thinking of the modern world! Where there is a true adaptation, there is a battle in proportion to the errors to
be battled and to the dangers which menace the eternal life of souls.

It remains to be shown how, in this matter of application in the course of time, tradition undergoes a  homogeneous development.

 

THE HOMOGENEOUS DEVELOPMENT OF DOGMA

This application-this necessity to respond to the needs of each era and protect souls against errors properly constitutes, under the guidance
of the Holy Spirit, the divine force of a certain development of doctrine, e.g., new dogmatic definitions. But be on guard! This
development is homogeneous. It is not a mutation but a homogeneous development. This is contrary to the view of the modernists who
wish it to be an evolutionary development. The homogeneous progress of the Tradition of the Church is entirely a progress in l) precision,
and 2) explanation.

That is to say, that which had been universally believed in previous times is, in later years, isolated and embossed. It is like a rough
diamond, having been mined from the quarry and not yet very pretty, taken to the gem cutter who is going to chisel it into a thousand
surfaces in order that one can view it from all its angles with thousands of reflections. But it is the same diamond! There is simply a
development in the particulars-all the colors of the rainbow are going to be refracted but there is no development in substance. A gem
cutter who might want to re-chisel it afterwards would fail. This is development in precision.

There is also a development in explanation. There is a passing from the implicit to the explicit. That which one believed implicitly is going
to be believed explicitly. For example, the primacy of jurisdiction of the Pope over all the bishops of the world. This has always been
believed, but implicitly {otherwise the Church would not have survived). After Vatican Council I, this is now believed explicitly.

St. Thomas, while addressing the growth of the articles of Faith in the course of the Old Testament, sets forth a doctrine that can also, in a
certain way, be applied to the New Testament:

…..alone must say then that the articles of faith are never increased in their substantial content, as time goes by, because all that the
later men have believed had been contained, although implicitly, in the faith of the Fathers who preceded them [thus, that which Isaiah said was contained in the
faith of Moses, for example, was already in the faith of Abraham].

We must remember this very important doctrine of St. Thomas: in the Old Testament, the number of articles of the faith increased
because the Holy Spirit disclosed more and more explicitly the revealed truths {STII,II, q.l, a.7).

After the New Testament {with the death of St. John) there is no more revelation. But there is the proposition by the Magisterium of
the Church. In the Old Testament there had been an increase of the Revelation and thus of the articles of Faith. In the New Testament
there is an increase in the proposition by the organs of Tradition, especially the Magisterium, and hence a passage from the implicit
to the explicit. In the Old Testament it is God's Rev- elation itself which passes from the implicit to the explicit; in the New
Testament, Revelation is ended, it is the proposition by the Church which passes from the implicit to the explicit. There is then a
development, not in the articles of the Faith but in the explanation of the truths of the revealed deposit.

It is a homogeneous development. It is a development like a bud which blossoms...like a bud which opens up very beautifully, but
remains the same bud. There is an unfolding, but without alteration; a displaying of all that which had been contained within from
the outset. One calls this homogeneous because there is no mutation. It is the same living species, the same plant, it is a development
without mutation, it is the same reality unfolding itself and making explicit all its details, but it is the same reality.

 

THE UNSURPASSABLE SUMMIT

Finally, this homogeneous development leads to a point which cannot be surpassed, which is, precisely, the defined truth. Once a truth is
defined, for example, excathedra by a pope or in an ecumenical council, as was the Immaculate Conception (by Pope Pius IX) or the
Assumption of the Most Holy Virgin (by Pope Pius XII), that truth, thus defined, constitutes an unsurpassable peak. One cannot improve
upon it.

Catholic doctrine says that defined truths are irrevocable. They are no longer susceptible to development. They must always be believed in
the same meaning in eodem sensu eademque semper sententia as the Anti-Modernist Oath puts it. They have been stated precisely with the
assistance of the Holy Ghost. They are no longer subject to a subsequent development, even, I would say, in their formulation. The
dogmatic formulas, the words employed, are no longer subject to improvement. Take for example the word transubstantiation used to ex-
press the conversion of bread and wine into the Body and Blood of Christ at the Mass The word conversion is a very vague word in Latin.
It means change and/or passage from one condition to another, but it does not suffice. One must state precisely that it is a
transubstantiation: all the substance of the bread is changed into the Body of Christ, all the substance of the wine is changed into the Blood
of Christ. And indeed it could never be better stated. One cannot imagine of a new formulation which could say it better, because this is the
diamond finely crafted by the Holy Ghost. And all the subsequent heretics are going to try to find another word, for example Fr.
Schillebeeckx, who invents the word transignification and falls into heresy. Time and again, in each newly defined dogma, the Church
eventually attains an unsurpassable height. That is to say that the truths which have not yet been defined have not yet reached their
unsurpassable summit, and, therefore, they can still have an homogeneous development.

It remains no less true that, in the aggregate, the doctrine of the faith grows and develops itself homogeneously. It is open to development by a further preciseness in the
explanation of points which have not yet been defined.

 

DEVELOPMENT AND CHANGE

This is the way we must understand what St. Vincent of Lerins said in his celebrated Commonitorium" which affirms the
immutability of Tradition and at the same time homogeneous development, too.

But perhaps someone will say "is there then within the Church no progress in religion?" Assuredly there is, and a very great
progress, for who is there who would be so hardened against men and so hateful towards God that he would dare oppose such
a progress? It is however in this manner; there is a progress, there is in truth an advancement in the faith, but not a change.

St. Vincent of Lerins (d.445) remains very timely, replying to today's modernists that there is a development in the faith, but not a
change, not a mutation: "There is a development when a thing in itself is enlarged; there is a change when something is changed into
another thing" (RJ2174).

This change is inadmissible for tradition, for the deposit of the faith. St. Vincent wrote:

...[u]nderstanding, knowledge and wisdom must increase and powerfully grow in one and in all, both in each individual man
and in the Church, during the passage of time and of the ages, but grow solely within its own species, that is to say within the
same dogma, in the same sense and in the same meaning. In eodem dogmate, eodem sensu, eademque sententia [This
expression was lifted textually by Vatican Council I and for the Anti-Modernist Oath-Ed.]

Thus, St. Vincent of Lerins insists on continuity .There is a development he says, but a homogeneous development. There is no substantial change.

 

THE HOMOGENEOUS DEVELOPMENT OF THE LITURGY

The liturgy has also experienced a homogeneous development. The so-called "Mass of St. Pius V" is the result of centuries of liturgical developments which have, little by
little, sculptured the prayers of the Mass and the other liturgical prayers of the missal, to form that inestimable jewel that the holy Pope St. Pius V codified. The Canon, the
essential part of this Mass, was al- ready completed by the time of St. Gregory the Great (reigning 590- 604). There had previously been a whole development; and indeed
afterwards prayers were added, by no means secondary, such as those of the Offertory. We don't in the least assert that the Mass of St. Pius V "descended from heaven," for that
would not conform to reality. It was perfected during the 11th to the 14th century. But when St. Pius V codified it his bull Quo Primum (1570), it becomes an unsurpassable
summit. It is the completed liturgical expression of the dogmas of the Mass (e.g., Real Presence, Eucharistic Sacrifice, true sacrifice which is one and the same as the Sacrifice
of the Cross) and of the veneration which is due to that which is effected by the holy Mass. And St. Pius V codified this Ordo Missae precisely as the insurmountable barrier
raised up against the Protestant heresy and all subsequent heresies.

One must affirm then that this Mass is an unsurpassable expression of faith and adoration, and, therefore, we must affirm that the fabrication by Pope Paul VI of a new Mass-by
his experts, notably Mgr. Bugnini-by the reconstitution of ancient formulas which had fallen into disuse and which, in particular, had not been retained by St. Pius V, is
something artificial. It is not a homogeneous development. It is a thing artificially constrained and not a time-honored and spontaneous advancement. They attempted an abrupt
development, but this was erroneous.

This new Mass is no longer a precise manifestation of the Faith, rather it is a regression. The dogmas are less clearly manifested, the Real Presence is less affirmed, the
propitiatory Sacrifice is toned down. One passes from the explicit to the implicit, from the clear to the ambiguous. It is the opposite of an homogeneous development which is
an advancement in explanation. The New Mass is the opposite of true progress and that is why we do not accept it. That is the reason that we ask the faithful to not assist at the
New Mass except for reasons of expediency. And if one assists at the New Mass, at such a time, it is in a passive way. One cannot assist actively at the New Mass because the
Mass does not express the Faith and the respect due that which is taking place. This Mass "represents a striking departure from" the dogma on the Holy Mass, defined at the
Council of Trent (Session 22), as Cardinals Ottaviani and Bacci wrote to Pope Paul VI (The Ottaviani Intervention, Sept., 1969).

 

THE "LIVING TRADITION" OF THE NEO-MODERNISTS

What about the evolutionary concept of the so-called "living tradition" of the Conciliar Church. What do the modernists mean by this term?- They mean a non-homogeneous
evolution, hence, a change. By the term "living tradition," the Conciliar Church does not mean an inviolate transmission of a deposit which one lives and which progresses in a
homogeneous fashion through explanation. It is not that at all! What is it then?-It is an evolutive tradition! -evolutive via a twofold process:

1) The assimilation of elements foreign to the revealed deposit. (One is going to add exterior elements to the revealed deposit—extraneous elements.)

2) By regression from the explicit to the ambiguous, from the clear to the equivocal.

Regarding the second point, you have a clear illustration of this regression from the explicit to the ambiguous in the New Mass. In- deed the many mixed doctrinal declarations
(catholico-protestant and/ or catholico-orthodox) of recent years produce some ambiguous texts where truth and error blend together under the sign of equivocation.

Let's talk about the first process of the evolution of tradition as understood by modernists, that is, the assimilation of extraneous elements into the revealed deposit. Vatican
Council II, in a passage perhaps too little understood, makes a declaration of intention:

The Council intends above all to judge by this light [of the Faith] the values most highly esteemed by our contemporaries, and to link them again to their divine
source (Gaudium et Spes, #11 [emphasis added]).

What are those values esteemed by our contemporaries? ...Roger Aubert, a priest-precursor of the council, will tell us that they are democracy and freedom. It is a case then of
introducing them into the doctrine of the Church, by the re-linking of these values "to their divine source." The Council continues:

In fact, these values [of our contemporaries], to the extent that they originate in human nature, which is a gift of God, are very good, but the corruption of the
human heart often turns them from the requisite order, and that is why they need to be purified.

So, if one "purifies" these values of "liberty," of "democracy," of "the rights of man," etc, they are very good and can be assimilated into Catholic doctrine. This is to say that
the new profane "dogmas" of the French Revolution-liberty, equality, fraternity, democracy, the rights of man, all that-must be assimilated by Catholic doctrine. One is going to
find religious liberty, freedom of conscience, ideological pluralism in the State, and the free concurrence of ideologies (as proclaimed by Pope John Paul II when he spoke at
Strasbourg to the European Parliamentl in letting it be understood that Communism is ultimately a chance for the Church, a competition between two rival ideologies, etc.).

This assimilation of dubious elements, completely foreign to rev- elation, is an alienating hodge-podge and thus an execration which profanes the deposit of the Faith and,
moreover, has been condemned by the popes. Here is the authorised commentary on Gaudium et Spes (#11), that Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger proposes:

The problem of the 1960s was to acquire the better of the values drawn from two centuries of "liberal" culture. There are in fact some values which, although born
outside the Church, can find their place purified and corrected in its vision of the world. This is what has been done.2

Thus, under the pretext that Tradition and divine Revelation should be adaptable to the contemporary mentality, they want to introduce into Catholic doctrine these
contemporary ideas, these false principles of the contemporary spirit, which is to say the liberal, revolutionary spirit.

Now that which Vatican II says in Gaudium et Spes (#11), one finds in the works of Card. Congar (de- ceased), and also in those of Roger Aubert, a specialist in Church history
.Yves Congar and Roger Aubert were writing in that vein around 1950, 15 years before Gaudium et Spes. They are truly the precursors of the Council. Gaudium et Spes ( #11 )
is an implicit citation of Fr. Congar:

The progressivists of the 19th century [e.g., Abbe Felicite-Robert de Lamennais, the French liberal hero of the 19th century] too often took, just as they stood, ideas born in
another and often hostile world, ideas still laden with a hostile spirit, and tried to introduce them into Christianity-thinking, that is, to "baptise" them Reconciling the Church
with a positive modern world [which was ruled upon and condemned in its entirety by the Syllahusin 1864] could not be done by introducing the ideas of the modern world into
the Church just as they stood. That required a work in depth by which the permanent principles of Catholicism would take a new development by assimilating, after extracting
and purifying as necessary , the valid contributions of that modern world.3

Note that this last sentence will be repeated exactly in Gaudium et Spes (*II)!... It is thus a development of doctrine by assimilation of liberal ideas; an assimilation absolutely
inadmissible, absolutely impossible.

Secondly, it is an illusion to wish to "extract and purify" these ideas of the modern world. The popes have condemned them purely and simply. They did not seek to "purify"
them. But Yves Congar is mightier than all those popes! ? ...than Pius VI, Pius VII, Gregory XVI, Pius IX, Leo XIII and St. Pius X who have condemned these errors without
appeal.

In 1951, Church historian Fr. Roger Aubert takes up the Congarian thesis of purification and assimilation:

The collaborators of I’Avenir [the newspaper of De Lamennais] had not taken sufficient care in rethinking the principles which were going to permit them, by means of the
necessary discernments and purifications, to assimilate into Christianity the ideas of democracy and liberty, which, born outside "of the Church, had developed in a spirit hostile
to it.4

And so you see how modernists use, the tactic of copying one an- other in order to propagandize their false doctrine. Yet, despite this false credibility, the Church can never
rectify and assimilate elements foreign to Her and condemned by Her.

But a disciple of Fr. Congar and of Roger Aubert, Fr. Bernard Sesboue, SJ ., recycles the Congarian thesis and dresses it up as a critique, explicit this time, of the popes of the
19th century:

The drama of those pontifical declarations is that they had not discerned the element of Christian truth which lay hidden in demands that appeared at that time as attacks against
religion and as a revolt against the rights of God. ...Thus the ideal which was signified by "the rights of man" was blocked off for a long time because men did not succeed in
recognising there the distant heritage of the Gospel.5

The popes did not lack discernment! They condemned those errors. Those errors were condemned and remain condemned. The popes have declared these pseudo-values
incapable of being assimilated into Catholic doctrine.6 To claim that these popes had not known how to make the distinction, to assert that the condemnation of liberal "values"
is therefore a mistake, is an act of impiety against these popes; it is an injustice; it is a lie. The popes have done their duty, with the assistance of the Holy Ghost. They have
vigorously excluded any attempt at reconciliation between the Church and the principles of the Revolution. They have been genuine witnesses of Tradition, witnesses of a
Tradition which lives because it combats.

 

THE FRUITS OF STERILITY AND OF DEATH

The faithful transmission of Tradition is the necessary condition of its spiritual fecundity, just as sterility, when such is the case, is an infallible sign of infidelity in the
transmission of the deposit. It is an illustration of Our Lord's words on the false prophets:

By their fruits you will know them. Do men gather grapes from thorns, or figs from thistles? Even so, every good tree bears good fruit, but the bad tree bears bad
fruit (Mt. 7:17- 18).

Thanks be to God, there is good fruit amongst us. Therefore the tree is good and the Tradition authentic. It is fruitful in zeal for one's own conversion by the Spiritual Exercises;
for the conversion of one's neighbour by the work of the apostolate. It bears the fruit of families with numerous children, where the flame of the Faith is passed on to a whole
new generation. It is fruitful in priestly and religious vocations, etc….

On the contrary, we verify that wherever Tradition has been adulterated, there we find the fruits of sterility and of death. In general, the so-called conciliar Church is
languishing and dying of sterility. Parents no longer have children. Catholics no longer get married. There are no longer large families, thus no more vocations, and, as a result,
seminaries are closing. Novitiate houses are empty, churches also, and they are being sold. It is the apostasy of the young generation. The young are completely lost. They
abandon the Faith which has not been passed on to them. There has been a break in its transmission.

Let us remember this lesson. Tradition is alive as long as the deposit of the Faith is accurately transmitted. On the contrary, it dies of sterility where the transmission has been
interrupted. Neo-modemism has killed Tradition because it has not transmitted it. It has falsified it; it has adulterated it, disarming it when faced with error in order to join it to
the error. Archbishop Lefebvre had the great grace of simply passing on that which he had received, as was engraved on his tombstone at Econe, according to the words of St.
Paul (1 Co. 11:23): Tradidi quod et accepi…. I have transmitted that which myself have received. But to transmit it faithfully, what a struggle he had to carry on! What intrepid
resistance to all the pressures exerted on him to make him adopt the New Mass!-to prevent him from continuing the seminary and his work in 1975-76! What a heroic struggle
in 1988 to resist the enticement of a booby-trapped consecration and to proceed with "Operation Survival of Tradition," even against the wishes of the pope!

This is the fighting Tradition which assures, by its struggle, the necessary conditions of its integral transmission and of its vitality. It is especially the Holy Mass of all times,
which needs neither permission nor indult to remain in force and to make the Christian life fruitful. It is the Mass which constitutes "tradition at its highest degree of power and
solemnity," as our teacher Dom Guillon loved to say, following the lead of Dom Gueranger.7 By its permanence and its fruits in the midst of the "antiliturgical heresy,"8 it is the
traditional Roman Mass which sums up and focuses the essential struggle and the combative vitality of the authentic tradition of the Church. Pray then to God that He gives us
the grace of fidelity to this Mass, and this Mass will assure us of receiving the genuine Tradition and of transmitting it faithfully to a whole new generation.

Bishop Bernard Tissier de Mallerai.!
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THE TRANSFER OF AUTHORITY SINCE VATICAN II
 

My contribution to this Theological Congress of SISINoNo will be to explain that the crisis in the Catholic Church is the transfer of the authority of the universal Magisterium
to the authority of theologians. This transfer showed itself in the years immediately following the Second Vatican Council, and, over the last 30 years, the theologians have
done what they accomplished what they sought at the Council, i.e., that theologians themselves be participants in the teaching office of the Church. I have among my papers
many newspaper clippings which prove this desire continues to rear its head. I must admit the Council, at least on this matter, reaffirmed  the constant teaching of the Church.
The danger became apparent immediately afterwards, however. One must not forget the strategical method of the innovators, the bishops, and the Conciliar experts, that is, to
introduce into the texts of Vatican II ambiguous expressions which they planned to interpret innovatively only after publication of the documents. Concerning this fact there is
the statement of the Dutch Dominican, Fr. Edward Schillibeecx, recorded in my book Iota Unum [distributed by Angelus Press, Kansas City, MO. Price: $24.95]:

For us, ideas we held at heart were expressed diplomatically, but after the Council we derived implicit conclusions from them.

By this he means to say, "We use diplomatic language, i.e., double-entendre, in which the text is formulated first in an ambiguous manner which we then clarify or highlight as
it suits us.” This is how the Conciliar documents, admitting of loose and weak methodology, would reinforce their innovative pronouncements.

Pope Paul VI with the six
Protestant observers who

acted as experts at the
Second Vatican Council.
(from left to right) Drs.

George, Jasper, Shepherd,
Kunneth, Brand, and to the
right of Pope Paul VI, Max

Thurian.

 

It cannot be forgotten that the first and greatest scandal, which must be attributed to Pope John XXIII, came from the agreement that Protestant experts at the Council should
not merely observe the work of the Commissions but actually be consulted as authors. The results are that certain texts of the Council are the work not only of bishops or
theologians but also of Protestants.

The transfer of the authority of which we speak is one of the changes most deeply rooted in Rationalism, Humanism, and Naturalism. Its trademark principle is that the truths of
the Faith are inspired exclusively by the activity of the human intellect.

According to traditional doctrine, faith surpasses reason. In the doctrine of the Catholic Church, in order to believe, one must go beyond reason, for faith is extrinsic to it. Being
beyond reason does not mean being opposed to it, rather it is complementary to it, a necessary help, and it is precisely for this reason that faith surpasses it.

The purpose of the Church's Magisterium is to in still supernatural convictions in the minds of the faithful so they will learn them, apply them, and forever adhere to them. The
word teach means to act in such a way that one may know hat he did not know before. Moreover, the office of the Magisterium includes apologetics. Because the master must
defend what he teaches, he must defend it by employing motives supplied by biblical authority, hence from motives of the supernatural order, or even from motives of the
natural order. Also, to teach something means to ensure its retention by those to whom it has been taught because the master must see that his teaching be neither set aside nor
changed.

At the time of the Second Vatican Council the didactic principles recalled here were in the process of dissolving into uncertainty. In witness of this there is the statement of
Card. Heenan, Primate of the Church in England, who in one of the first sessions of the Council; said:

Today in the Church there exists no longer the teaching of bishops, they no longer serve as a point of reference in the Church. The only point at which the
Magisterial Office of the Church is still realised is the Sovereign Pontiff.

In other words, when no one teaches any longer, everyone teaches, and when there is no longer one truth taught, a multitude of opinions are circulated. But the Primate of
England understates the case! Today, the Magisterial Office is no longer exercised even in the pontificate! If, as we have seen, the Magisterium is the manifestation of the
Divine Word deposited in the Church, and the Church has as its mission and its duty to teach and to preach, then this manifestation of the Divine Word in the current pontificate
has failed or at least has declined. I wouldn't have written 57 critical commentaries on the document Tertio Milennio Adveniente if the Holy Father had always taught and
manifested the Divine Word which is itself the true "living Magisterium" in the Church, and, if he did not consistently fail to express clearly and directly the truth. I drafted
these commentaries precisely because the Holy Father no longer imparts to the faithful, in the full exercise of his Magisterium, the assistance which they expect from the
Supreme Teacher. He speaks, but he does not proclaim what he ought to proclaim. This is because even in the most important documents, every word of the Pope is no longer
the Magisterium, but recently, very often, it is nothing more than the views, thoughts, and reflections widespread within the Church today. I must state emphatically that the
Pope in his statements reflects entirely that system of thought in which mankind today takes such delight.

 

PRIVATE DOCTRINE

Private doctrine is the unique expression of an individual, but that is not the case here. Rather, this concerns teachings which have been circulated and become preponderant in
the greater part of theology. Thus, one reads in Tertio Milennio Adveniente of Pope John Paul II:

The Incarnate Word is thus the fulfillment of the yearning present in all the religions of mankind [emphasis in original] : this fulfillment is brought about by God
himself and transcends all human expectations [Pauline Books & Media Edition, §6] ln this Synod [i.e., a proposed Regional Synod for Oceania-Ed.] a matter not
to be overlooked, together with other problems of the region, would be the encounter of Christianity with the most ancient forms of religion, profoundly marked by
a monotheistic orientation [ibid., §38] ln this dialogue the Jews and Moslems ought to have a pre-eminent place. God grant that as a confirmation of these
intentions it may also be possible to hold joint meetings in places of significance for the great monotheistic religions [ibid., §53].

And in Ut Unum Sint:

Whatever relates to the unity of all Christian communities clearly forms part of the concerns of the primacy…. I am convinced that I have a particular
responsibility in this regard, above all in acknowledging the ecumenical aspirations of the majority of the Christian Communities and in heeding the request made
of me to find a way of exercising the primacy which, while in no way renouncing what is essential to its mission, is nonetheless open to a new situation [ Origins,
§95].

Even the pronouncements of Pope John Paul II have assumed a character foreign to that of the supreme Magisterial Office. When the Pope does not proclaim the Divine Word
which has been entrusted to him and which he is obligated to proclaim, he expresses his personal views in the sense mentioned earlier, but he does not express the Word of
God. Thus we find ourselves facing the decline of the ordinary Magisterium of the Church. The Pope ought to preserve and proclaim the full deposit of Faith and divine
revelation, but now he expresses them only partially.

From the moment the pope abandons his first duty, a great crisis arises in the Church, because Her heart has been struck. There exists no other corrective agent superior to the
Pontiff.

In the last 30 years, thousands of bishops, religious superiors, prelates of the Curia, and now the Supreme Pontiffs themselves have progressively weakened this doctrinal
foundation, thereby dynamiting the supernatural base of the Faith into a myriad of private opinions. This proceeds from the fact that the principle of the Roman pontificate is
the true principle of the Church. If the pope fails, the Church fails, and, if the pope is overthrown, so is the Church.

The Supreme Pontiff is the only principle of authority .He is the Vicar of Christ who has received from Christ the command to confirm his brothers in the Faith. "To confirm"
means "to render strong; to render firm."

Therefore, in the crisis of the Council, the Liberals made great strides to dole out the infallible Magisterium between the pope and the bishops. On the whole, the anti- papal
movement prevailed, because this anti-papal, anti-Roman, anti- authoritarian spirit was quite wide- spread. Even the faithful were convinced that infallibility must be
interpreted in a new way. More- over, as we have seen, Pope John Paul II himself made anti-papal statements in Ut Unum Sint:

I hear the request which has been addressed to me to find a manner of exercising the Primacy which without renouncing anything essential to its mission, opens
itself to new possibilities (Origins, §95).

This simply means that one must not renounce it, but, at the same time, one can renounce it. It is an absolute principle, but it is not an absolute principle. The infallibility of the
pope is an immovable rock, but when one says "but,..." the destruction of the principle is under-way. The new formula will be a modification of the truth which was previously
defined as unchangeable. Propositions already circulate of Lutheran theologians supported by Catholic theologians explaining how Protestants can accept infallibility if
understood as remaining a unique custom of the Roman Church. In the words quoted above, the Holy Father seems to accede to this idea. He appears ready to limit infallibility
in such a manner that, no longer being universal, it would cease to be a dogma of Faith. But by this the very nature of the Church would be thereby undermined, because if
certain dioceses believe and others do not, the essence of the doctrine is compromised. The Church and the Faith are one and the same thing. Whereas with this formula, the
faith of the Church would be one thing in Rome and another in Berlin, for instance.

During the last 30 years, papal supremacy has suffered more serious blows than those it suffered at the Second Vatican Council itself. This deadly assault has been concealed by
the fact that throughout the world, however, the moral authority of the pontiff has increased. This increase has no religious significance nor any supernatural qualities
whatsoever. The pope is revered insofar as he represents the humanitarian idea the basis of the New World Order, condemned in The Syllabus:

The Church must be separate from the State and the State from the Church (Prop. 55) The Roman Pontiff can and must reconcile himself and come to terms with
progress, liberalism, and modern civilisation (Prop. 80).

The Holy Father appears to support this idea because he speaks often of a "new world," of a world in which nations live and respect one another in their proper and distinct
traditions, of a world of concord and brotherhood in which peace will reign over all nations. Among world leaders, the Holy Father never speaks with the authority of Christ as
His representative on earth. He never speaks of Christ the King! Never! The discourses delivered at the UN were entirely humanitarian and only by obligation were certain
polite references made to Christ. The speech reeked with humanitarianism because its end was humanitarian.

The Holy Father still speaks of a "new evangelization." This does not refer to the Good News, but consists in the novelty of an humanitarian pronouncement which refers only
vaguely to the Catholic religious ideals professed with authority in St. Paul's letter to the Ephesians (Eph. 4:5): "One Lord, one faith, and one baptism." The Holy Father
sanctions an entirely human religiosity in which all religions deserve respect because they all tend to the good of humanity.

If our religion, however, dissolves into a form of universal religious sentiment, our religion exists no longer. If our religion has not pride of place, it is nothing. If it is not itself
the light, it is darkened.

Not one jot,
nor one tittle,

shall pass away.
Matthew 5:18

 

THE POPE AND MORALITY

Regarding the defence of moral precepts, such as the indissolubility of marriage, abortion, and the keeping of the Ten Commandments in general, the Holy Father has done his
duty. But in other matters, as we have seen above, especially those concerning dogma, the dissolution of doctrine into the mere personal opinion of the Pope is increasing.

The successes of the Holy Father in the world have been astounding. He generates thousands of reports and participates in meetings world-wide. The pope participates on equal
terms at ecumenical gatherings. This is significant, because, in this manner, Pope John Paul II has managed to conquer the world so to speak. The world is imbued with his
ideas on ecumenism; on the equal merit of all religions in themselves to lead to Christ; on the need for various people to associate while retaining their traditional practices and
own cultural convictions, etc. The Holy Father is greeted with enthusiasm, not because he is the Roman Pontiff, but because he is regarded as the highest representative of this
prevailing attitude concerning "the good world."

A special feature of the Holy Father is his peculiarity on the difficult matters of morality denied by the world. What the world fails to realise, however, because it is never
reminded, is that the rejection of moral teachings comprises the rejection of dogma. The moral law is a manifestation of the Divine Word made incarnate and known as Christ.

The moral law relates directly to the Divine Word. The denial of the moral law is an implied, though nonetheless real, denial of the Divine Word. The origin of the authority of
the Supreme Pontiff proceeds from its being the vicarious expression of the Divine Word. Papal authority must express the moral law according to the Incarnate Word. Today,
however, this fundamental truth has been placed in doubt. We read in the encyclical Tertio Milennio Adveniente how Christianity is a response to the aspiration which arises
from all religions: from Buddhism, Hinduism, and Islam.

When it is said or implied that man is saved without grace, without Baptism, simply by virtue of his actions as a good, sincere, just, and religious man, this approaches the spirit
of Pelagianism. Theologians ought to give great attention to the Pelagian system [which denies that original sin is inherited by the human race from Adam and Eve-Ed.],
because the world is infected with its spirit.

The final stage is the decline of the authority of the episcopal Magisterium. This relinquishing of authority to theologians is centered upon private opinions to the detriment of
the Universal Teaching and of Tradition.

 

THEOLOGICAL OPINIONS

There is, however, something even more troubling; there is a second reality, more extensive, caused by the resignation of the episcopal Magisterium which is circulating
through the whole world in the form of the most disparate, varied, and rich theological opinions.

These opinions are disparate, because one calls a thing disparate when it differs in something essential. These opinions are varied, because one calls a thing varied when it
differs in something accidental. Two disparate things are two things of a different type. Two varied things are two things which can apply to the same type. The same applies
to theological opinions which have sullied the post-conciliar Catholic world. These opinions split off from the one and holy doctrine because they are not derived from the same
supernatural roots which form Catholic doctrine. I call these theological opinions rich in the sense these theologians use it-i.e., there is a "richness" of theological thought when
the Catholic Froth is co-mingled with the spirit of alien religions like Protestantism, Judaism, Buddhism, Islam, and Animism.

Turning our attention then to these disparate, varied, and rich theological opinions, we can say that today teaching of the Faith is no longer one. The unity of the Church must
be essentially theological and doctrinal because it concerns matters of the intellect, and not a unity of merely appearance. Yet, the Holy Father maintains there exists a moral
unity among the various religions, all directed to salvation. Thus, all religions and cultures are "ideally" one, without doctrinal unity .This amounts to admitting they are
doctrinally disparate; it is merely in the details that theoretical differences are found.

 

THE UNITY OF THE FAITH

As for the unity of Faith, each one of us must have the a priori certitude that what he holds as true is the same as what all other Catholics of the world-past and present- hold as
true. I must have the certainty of believing what other Catholics believe without having to take a poll to ascertain what they profess. In my book, Iota Unum, speaking of
infallibility, I said that when a Catholic utters a truth of the Faith, he is infallible. For example, the Holy Father has proclaimed in- fallibly that the Virgin Mary was preserved
from original sin. Thus, when I repeat the definition of the Sovereign Pontiff, I am infallible.

This doctrine places in evidence the univocal aspect of the teaching of the Faith. I say "univocal" because of so many voices, of millions of voices, of myriads of men, all of
whom profess and have always professed the one doctrine of the Word Begotten of the Mind of the Father.

No man has seen God at any time: the only begotten Son who is in the bosom of the Father, he hath declared him (Jn. 1:18).

The Faith that is by nature one and univocal has become today that of the charismatics, which is not that of the Neo-Catechumenate Way, which is not that of Card. Ratzinger ,
which is not that of Card. Martini, and which is not that of the Pope. Furthermore, each one of them appears on radio and television and writes in journals and books, bearing
witness to his "particular" faith. All of these testimonies, all of these manifestations of faith, have in common a certain rapport with the Catholic Faith, but they are opinions
outside the Catholic Faith and contrary to it. Can we say that these theologians are still Catholic? Thirty years since Vatican II, we can prove to what extent this movement
prevailed because Catholics today interpret the Articles of Faith according to the manner expounded by these theologians.

 

WHAT CATHOLICS BELIEVE TODAY

I have examined various dogmas of Faith which are no longer believed by Catholics, precisely because they are denied by modern theology .This means these Catholics no
longer believe the dogmas of Faith according to the Nicene Creed. What do Christians believe today concerning Hell? They believe what theologians discuss in Avenire [an
avant-garde liberal French journal] or what Radio Maria warmly supports. For instance, they believe that there is no Hell, or, if Hell exists, it is not eternal. Thus, Hell is
probably empty [see Angelus Press English- Language Edition of SISINONO, Oct. 1993, No.4-Ed.]. But St. Gregory the Great in one of his homilies maintains with certainty
the dam- nation of Herod Agrippa:

And forthwith an angel of the Lord struck him, because he had not given honor to God: and being eaten up by worms, he gave up the ghost (Acts 12:23).

What do Catholics today believe concerning the Genesis account of Creation?-They believe it is merely a symbolic narrative. This is to deny the decree of the Pontifical
Biblical Commission of 1906 which confirmed the historical character of the sacred narrative of the Pentateuch! What do Catholics today believe concerning the Holy
Eucharist? - They believe that the Eucharist is not the real and personal presence of the Body of Jesus Christ, but the real presence of the Christian people. In the Sacrament of
the Eucharist the Lord is present they say, but the Lord who is present is mystically the Christian people. Thus, the Christian people are present in the Eucharist. That is today's
common opinion. What do Catholics today believe concerning predestinqtion? - Modern theologians totally distort this concept by speaking of it as an anticipation of things in
man, not as a determination of things in man on the part of God This is a serious falsification, because predestination concerns our last end, and our last end is the most
important thing there is. If the end of man is falsified, what remains of man?

Thus, we have just seen that the tendencies which appeared after Vatican II have been imposed, over turning the accepted teachings of Catholic Church. After 30 years, we can
confirm the success of these tendencies.

 

THE FRUITS OF THE LOSS OF UNITY

The Catholic Faith has shattered into a thousand opinions concerning the Last Things, the virginity of Mary, the Real Presence in the Eucharist, the sacraments, the Catholic
Church, the Primacy of Peter, and even the Trinity. No article of the Creed-the formula of Faith professed at Mass-has not been shattered by a multitude of opinions expressed
in spite of and contrary to the unchangeable nature of these doctrines. Thus, the Catholic loses his faith because unity is lost. There is no Faith if it is not one. This scattering of
opinion signifies the dissolution of the Faith.

The Summa Theologica defines well the break-up of the Catholic Faith:

Therefore, it is necessary to say that infidelity has for its formal object the fundamental T

Therefore, it is necessary to say that infidelity has its formal object the fundamental truths, insofar as it distances itself from them, and that its formal object,
understood as the end to which it tends, is the error which it comprises, and it is in that regard that it assumes a multitude of appearances. Thus, as charity is one
because it conforms to the Sovereign Good, whereas the vices opposed to charity are many because of the diversity of temporal goods which distance us from this
Sovereign Good, because of the various disordered practices in which man finds himself in relation to God, in the same way faith is also one because it conforms to
the fundamental truth, which is one, whereas there may be various infidelities because infidels embrace diverse errors [ ST; IIa-IIae, q.l0, ad.l].

Those who deny the articles of the Faith professed on Sundaymoming no longer accuse themselves in Confession! Formerly, there were Arians, Donatists, Sabellians, followed
by Lutherans, Calvinists, and Waldensians. Today, heretics remain Catholic {i.e., "pseudo-Catholics"), because there is no longer the fear of inconsistency nor have they the
decency to distinguish Catholic teaching from non-Catholic teaching.

Inconsistency is a serious matter. The principle of inconsistency is one of the first principles, and it is a matter most serious for existence, because it is in the most strict relation
to existence. If existence is serious, that is, if it is a first principle, then its contradiction, its opposition, is also serious. When we are in this order of thought, we are at its most
profound. One cannot go deeper. Thus we must pay attention to inconsistency. We must fear it and have a horror of it. Today, inconsistency does not frighten; one greets it; one
welcomes it; one embraces it. Everything is its contrary, and non-Catholics are also Catholics.

St. Augustine distinguishes three concepts in the act of faith-Credere Deo,. credere Deum,. credere in Deum. What opinion do theologians today have of these three aspects of
the act of Christian Faith? It seems to me that the concept that is becoming blurred is that of God as a thing believed, credere Deum, i.e., that God, taken as a matter of faith, is
dissolved. This is contrasted by believing in God, credere in Deum, i.e., to conform oneself by a movement of the intellect to the will of God. This even modem theologians
support. However, it is the concept nearest to the Lutheran idea of faith. St Thomas explains that "[o]ne approaches God by believing (ST, II-II, q.2, ad.2); "Faith is entrusted to
charity." If I do not believe in God, I cannot believe in God. In effect, if I do not believe in the existence of God as it is proclaimed in the Nicene Creed, how can I believe in
the force of its authority?

The decline of the Supreme Authority has led to the replacement of the teaching authority of the Church which, from the hierarchy of the Magisterium, has been transferred to
the mass of theologians. This represents the dissolution of authority, because by believing in it, faith is involved, since the motive of faith is "to believe what God has said." In
effect, if one doubts the providential existence of authority, one cannot believe that the Holy Scriptures derive their origin from it. Furthermore, today, the Holy Scriptures are
read as a genre of literature, analogous to those of Islam, Hinduism, and Judaism, which are nothing more than human traditions. They say God is not the Author of Holy
Scripture; He is merely their fruit and consequence.

All of these theologians believe what they believe only because their reasonings and opinions authorise them to believe. This is their authority. It is not the supernatural
Authority which has been revealed and which leads to a belief beyond reason, but a purely intellectual, thoughtful, scientific, and demonstrable authority.

St. Thomas Aquinas (ST, II-IIa, q.5, a.3) inquires if a heretic who denies an article of Faith can have an informed faith with regard to the other articles. St. Thomas responds in
the negative since the articles of Faith are believed because they are revealed by God. Men cannot reject one and accept others. If he proceeds in such a way he has already
denied the principle of Faith. All the articles of Faith are to be believed "because they have been revealed." To exclude an article of Faith is to deny that it is revealed, thus, the
general principle of the Faith, which is not within us [subjective] but outside us [objective, is endangered. St. Thomas teaches constantly that the formal cause of the Faith is
precisely the truthfulness of God. [A formal cause is the very essence of a thing which makes it to be what and how it is; e.g., a rational soul is the formal cause of man. - Ed.]

Today man wishes to believe only what he can understand. Because of this, his faith is rooted in himself and not where it ought to be, that is, in God, in Jesus Christ, in the
revealed Word, as the Apostle recalls:

Boast not against the branches. But if thou boast, thou bearest not the root, but the root thee (Rom. 11:12).

In general, the importance of the act of faith is underestimated. "To believe" seems to be merely an arbitrary psychological attitude. But in fact, "to believe," implies the
sacrifice of the supreme principle of man. We could not make a greater sacrifice. Why?-Because to sacrifice our intellect, the most exalted part of man, is an incredible action
that cannot be done without grace. The arrogance of personal reasoning is manifested in the conceit of choosing, "1 shall not believe this doctrine because it seems to me
neither reasonable nor possible. This one, on the contrary, I do believe because I find it reasonable and possible."

Heresy is a Greek word meaning "I take." Heresy is a selective "taking" of things to believe. This selection is made on the basis of individual criteria, whereas the articles of the
Faith must be believed be cause they have been revealed, and that's it! The role of theology is to clarify and to articulate well what we believe. For example, if we believe in the
Immaculate Conception, theology must explain the concepts of "immaculate" and "conception." It must apply a multitude of clarifications to all points of doctrine so that it may
be revealed in its totality and in all its depth.

On the contrary, innovative theologians rely on the principle that what we believe must be entirely understood by human reason alone. To arrive at this element of
intelligibility, they deny the substance of the Faith. As far as the new theologians are concerned, for anyone to claim they understand something concerning the dogma of the
Immaculate Conception is a heresy! To understand something, which, of itself, is above the intellect, is a thing they cannot comprehend. According to them, if you pretend to
understand it in your mind, then you are a heretic, you deny the supernatural order, and you deny the order of the Faith!

 

CAUSES OF THE DISSOLUTION OF DOCTRINE

Are there some general causes for this dissolution of doctrine into private opinion and for the replacement of the episcopal authority of the teaching office by private
inspiration?

There are some general moral causes in each act. Certain theologians succumb to pride, others to jealousy, and others to unreasonable motive. The causes of this New Theology
are as many as the disordered minds that promote it. Why does such a one become envious? Why does another seek vainglory and desire to shine? Regarding these individual
causes, we must blame the devil. On the contrary, the ultimate causes cannot be assigned to individuals. They are not something on which we can easily put our finger.
Definitely, it is the spirit of the world which has penetrated the Church The substance of the world no longer identifies itself with the substance of the Church, but it has
corrupted and continues to corrupt the substance of the Church. The conclusion of this evolution is a secret hidden in the heart of God.

One night, a short time ago, I dreamed I was in a doorway and the Holy Father, Pope John XXIII, was in the same doorway with me. There were other people present also
whom I could not distinguish. I heard them as they addressed themselves to him, "Holiness." After a while, I spoke distinctly and in a very loud voice, using these words:

Holiness, there is something of which the modem world has such great need: great, great, great, great need! I said it four times. Intelligence, intelligence,
intelligence, intelligence! (I said this word four times also.) Today, however, only love is preached, ignoring that the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Word, that is,
He proceeds from the Divine Intellect, or the Divine Reason. These days, neither our religion nor our priesthood makes mention any longer of this Divine Reason.

When I had finished, the Holy Father, who had a book in his hand, crossed the threshold and laid the book on a table.

This dream contains a doctrine that the men of the Church today pervert. This is the doctrine according to which the fundamental is intelligence and not love, not the will, not
emotion, not impulse, not piety, but reason, knowledge, truth, contemplation, thought, purpose: the Word.

Today, innovative theologians no longer hold as fundamental the Word, but rather Love. However, speaking this way, they can no longer maintain Love in its truth, and this
love is one that has been falsified. If Love abandons its essential relation with Reason, Love itself is distorted. Love without order confuses love of self with love of others and
love of each thing. Because it is rightly the Word which judges, it is the Divine Word which must set the limit, the foundation, and the horizon. On the contrary, Love by itself
is incapable of judgement. Thus, Love must always relate itself to what precedes Love, just as a river must flow in its bed and not overflow its banks. Love proceeds from the
Word and is measured by the Word.

These modern theologians have forgotten that their words are not, and ought not to be, their own, but ought to be words that are uncreated and divinely inspired: words revealed
by the Divine Word in His unique revelation of love accomplished in the spirit of truth. Isn't that exactly what the Divine Word said concerning the Spirit of the Father?

My teaching is not my own, but his who sent me (Jn. 7:16).

Romano Amerio

Courtesy of the Angelus Press, Kansas City, MO 64109
translated from the Italian

Fr. Du Chalard
Via Madonna degli Angeli, 14
Italia 00049 Velletri (Roma)
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OUR INDICTMENT

I don't intend here to make a critique of Molinari's book, although I may perhaps do that at some other time or place. I only wish to take the opportunity to state what is, it
seems to me, the true sin, the very great sin of John XXIII, which is the following: to be pleasing to everyone, he did not always make known, nor always sufficiently defend,
the truth and the discipline of the Church.

Of those authors who, to my knowledge, have recently applied themselves to pointing out some of the stains on Pope John's "halo," none have gone so far as to utter such a
grave accusation. This is why the duty that I undertake is new and of a very ticklish nature. I confront it with great anxiety, the more so because it seems to me almost to be
committing an act of ingratitude towards a dear person who held me in esteem (cf. Roncalli, A. Letters to the Bishops of Bergamo, Bergamo, 1973, p.133).

Convinced nevertheless that the truth, outweighs every other consideration, I wish to express my thoughts very clearly, even if by doing so I should appear to be presumptuous,
irreverent or shocking.

There were many who exploited the goodness and the kindness of Pope Roncalli during his lifetime. As he himself loved history, knowing that it was cruel and pitiless, he will
pardon me for this indictment, born of the grief caused by the chaotic condition of the present-day Church, a condition for which, it seems to me, he also was responsible. A
cardinal said after his death that it would take 50 years to repair the damage done during his pontificate. The statement was diplomatically denied, but, uttered or not, I believe
that it expresses a good bit of truth.

That which follows, naturally, is solely a matter of the reflections and the personal judgments of the author; judgments, moreover, not influenced by the recent publications, for
the good reason that they were implicitly expressed, even if only in private, from the time that the campaign for the canonization of the "good pope" was begun. Indeed, when I
was urged to sign the petition in favor of this cause, I refused, thereby stirring up the disapproval of the promoters.

The criterion which forced me to make such a disagreeable refusal was precisely that one which is diametrically opposed to the fundamental norm of our great man's actions; a
norm recently recalled by the Postulator himself in Osservatore Romano of July 4 [1975]:

He did not want to offend anyone, and it was precisely to avoid falling into the intentional error of displeasing someone, that he preferred to appear overly
credulous.

...and weak I might add!

Well, against this basic mode of behavior, practiced not only as a private person but even while occupying posts of supreme responsibility, I brutally oppose the practice and the
norm of St. Paul: "If I were still trying to please men, I should not be a servant of Christ"  (Gal 1:10).

One cannot set up "peace at any price" as a rule of government.

Since I have taken upon myself the thankless task of devil's advocate, I am going to try to proceed...in a scientific manner by recalling the classical, and apparently paradoxical
thesis according to which "the virtues, carried to their perfection, are necessarily connected in such a way that if just one is lacking, none are perfected, and one cannot
therefore speak of sanctity." My venerated teacher, Fr. Reginald Garrigou-Lagrange, under whose direction I wrote my doctoral thesis precisely on this theme of the connection
of the virtues, was insistent on the point that, in processes for canonization, one had to examine in depth to determine if the virtues had attained in the subject their degree of
perfection, their vital cohesion, their cooperative force, because if only one of them is not perfect, none of them will be. Consequently, if a man possesses the greatest charity
but lacks moral courage, or the virtue of fortitude or of prudence, he will be a good man, an excellent Christian, but certainly not a saint in the full meaning of the term.

In a lecture given to candidates for holy orders on December 12, 1945 (and which, I believe, remains unpublished to this day), the celebrated theologian developed his thought
in the following way:

The interconnection of the virtues, particularly of the dissimilar and apparently opposing virtues, constitutes an excellent criterion for judging the heroic degree of
the true virtues held, and thus of the sanctity of a person. When the intensity of a virtue proceeds not from human effort sustained by Grace, but from the natural
disposition, one will not find, at the same time and in an eminent degree, the virtue which, in a certain sense, is opposed to it, because this natural disposition is
only oriented towards one particular virtue (ad unum). He who, by nature, is inclined toward fortitude will not, by temperament, also be inclined toward mildness,
and vice-versa. Hence, if we encounter these "opposing" virtues in a soul, we will have to admit that there is, in that soul, a special intervention of God and of His
Grace. In effect, God alone, in His absolute simplicity, possesses the "dissimilar" perfections. He possesses, for example, in a supremely excellent mode and in a
marvelous unity, both infinite justice and infinite mercy, and that is why He can unite them in the soul of the just. If on the other hand, the "dissimilar" virtues, such
as fortitude and mildness, do not appear fused and united but, instead, isolated and apart, then, in that case, we don't have the triumph of grace and true sanctity, but
rather the triumph of human nature, that is to say of a single virtue without the counter-weight of the one which is its apparent opposite.

Listen to St. Thomas on this subject:

The natural inclination to a good of virtue is a kind of beginning of virtue, but is not perfect virtue. For the stronger this inclination is, the more perilous may it
prove to be, unless it be accompanied by right reason, which rectifies the choice of fitting means towards the due end. Thus if a running horse be blind, the faster it
runs the more heavily will it fall, and the more grievously will it be hurt (Summa Theologica, la lIae, Q.58, A.4, ad3).

Was that good-naturedness, so highly praised in Roncalli, always supported, accompanied and corrected by all the other virtues, especially by true prudence and true fortitude?
There, is the real basic theological problem in judging the sanctity of Pope John. Wishing at any cost to be benevolent, sympathetic and agreeable, did he not perhaps establish
a method of government which has weakened the discipline of the Church, as a consequence of which, along with many other causes, we now find ourselves immersed in a
frightful ideological, moral, liturgical and social chaos?

The reply, as far as I am concerned, is positive and the accusation is thus very grave: it is on me therefore that the burden of proof is incumbent. It is not a matter here of
revealing enormous or secret deficiencies in the way in which he directed the Church, but simply of recounting a few symptomatic acts which express a certain style of
government; a style which, emanating from such an elevated seat, was then fatally spread, by concentric circles, throughout the entire Catholic universe.

 

SYMBOLIC EPISODES

Here are a few of those symbolic episodes, significant of a style, of a method, of a system, concerning which I'm not sure that his most extreme panegyrists have given
sufficient thought.

Let us begin with an episode which in itself is rather modest, but which sets forth very nicely the personality of the protagonist. On February 12, 1962, the well known
Apostolic Constitution Veterum sapientia was published. It contained in its norms one stern law, that is, the chair will be taken from professors of theology who, over a period
of time, will not submit to giving their teaching in Latin. A German bishop, accustomed, as a good German, to always taking things very seriously, hurried to Rome, troubled
and distressed, to lay before Pope John his grave problem:

I must close my faculty of theology because my professors neither can nor wish to submit themselves to Veterum sapientia.

The Pope sent him away with a big smile accompanied by some benevolent words:

Don't worry about this point; pass over it and allow the teaching of theology in German.

The one who told me of this event is now dead, but he was a person worthy of being believed and very well informed on Roman affairs. The episode will seem to be of little
importance, but, in my eyes, it is revealing of a mentality and of a manner of acting which has little coherence and little firmness.

The following act is however of public knowledge and constitutes a far more grave indication of weakness in the government of the Church. The Dutch episcopacy, wishing to
prepare its people at the Council well in advance, issued a joint letter, which was quickly translated into several other languages. In it was suggested, and moreover in
sufficiently clear terms, the principle that the validity of the decisions of the coming Council would be dependent upon their reception or rejection by the faithful. Rome quickly
detected the implied but very certain democratization which would flow from these positions, and the letter was withdrawn from circulation, by order of higher authority. Card.
Alfrink, the Primate of Holland, immediately descended upon Pope John XXIII to point out to him what dishonor such a disciplinary measure would cast upon the episcopacy
of an entire nation:

Pope John, in order not to displease the Dutch, annulled the measure, thereby inaugurating that series of capitulations which would culminate later, under his successor, in the
non-condemnation of the notorious Dutch Catechism.

Given the fundamental norm of his private and public life, which was to never give offense to anyone, the Pope was, obviously, radically allergic to condemnations, and
especially to solemn and formal condemnations.

In this, he was certainly not faithful to the teachings of his master, Msgr. Radini-Tedeschi, Bishop of Bergamo, who, in one of his first pastoral letters, formulated his essential
duty in these words:

A bishop must steadfastly and courageously anathematize all error, combatting the many sophisms which, today more than ever before, are propagated in the name
of a license which they improperly call liberty….Fearless yet mild, vigorous yet gracious, he must, with the severity of the censor and the charity of a father,
confront the anger of his adversaries and endure the attack of the devil (cited by Molinari, op cit., p.160).

 

A COMPROMISING PAGE OF "HAGIOGRAPHY"

It will be useful to pause here a moment to more fully enlighten ourselves, with the aid of Roncalli's own words in his biography of Msgr. Radini-Tedeschi (3rd ed. Rome,
1963), on the saintly and energetic style of this bishop whom the future Pope saw as the image of the good shepherd:

The personal keynote of his nature was integrity: an integrity beyond any debate and surpassing any praise; an absolute love of that which is Good. From that came his
fearlessness, his ardor in battle, his attraction to danger, one could say, as well as his powerful activity. One saw, sometimes, in his speech and in his writings, both public and
private, great vehemence of language, some strong and scornful expressions,...but the Grace of the Lord had ennobled these natural gifts of man and rendered them more
fruitful and worthy of veneration in the priest and the bishop (p.l06).

Strong and vigorous government above all; this was the true reflection of his character and of his personal temperament:

That a bishop should be wise is the least that one can ask - as the renowned Card. Pie has said in a discourse on the subject: that he should be numbered among the
learned is a necessity. But neither wisdom nor knowledge will be sufficient for him if each of these qualities does not have its compliment in fortitude. All the
virtues of the Christian, all the virtues of the priest, are necessary for the bishop...you should say of the bishop that he is not wise enough if he is not also strong,
nor is he sufficiently learned if he is not at the same time vigorous and resolute: "The wise man is powerful, and the learned man is strong and vigorous" (Prov.
24:5) (p.107)…

He knew that excess must be avoided in everything: and, being considerate by nature, he also knew how to take into account the respect due to persons and to
institutions. But at the same time he was convinced that vigor in the leadership of a government entails less evil than weakness. He had for his value a sacred
horror of that popularity obtained at the price of weakness and feeble complacency. "Weak rulers - he often said - soon fall into low esteem, abandonment and
contempt: the strong on the other hand command respect; and on that respect flourishes, in time, admiration and love" (p.109-110).

Most certainly, in matters of principles and of ideas, he was, and would always remain, uncompromising, as all souls of superior intelligence, in whose lives
principles are valued and count for something, know how to be…For the purity of an idea, he would have given his life (p.112).

This citation should not be seen as an irrelevant matter, since it puts the finger on how the young Roncalli, under the teaching of his bishop, had some very clear ideas on the
inviolable duty of joining mildness with strength and, in case of necessity, giving primacy to the latter. However, I believe that no honest panegyrist could apply to Roncalli the
words that he wrote concerning Bishop Radini-Tedeschi.

 

OTHER ACTS OF WEAKNESS

Here is an example of his weakness. From the time that he was nuncio at Paris, he made no secret of his cordial detestation for the radically evolutionary doctrines of the
famous Jesuit, Teilhard de Chardin. But, elected Pope and solicited on all sides to put de Chardin's works on the Index - they were an abundant source (among others) of the
encroaching doctrinal confusion of today - he slipped away, limiting himself to approving the Monitum of the Holy Office of 30 June, 1962, (which was grave in its content but
ineffective in practice) and uttering the historic phrase:

Me, I was born to bless and not to condemn!

Jesus, St. Paul, St. John the Evangelist and numerous great and holy Popes did not limit themselves to blessing - an easy and sympathetic task - but also exercised the solemn
duty of condemning and anathematizing.

"The whip was not made for the hand of Roncalli" says Molinari (op. cit. p.149); however Jesus himself used the whip.

And thus it came about that an Ecumenical Council was summoned, which, for the first time in the history of the Church, did not dare to openly condemn the greatest error of
its day, atheistic Communism.

History and the future centuries will certainly never pardon Vatican II for failing to stigmatize, in a most peremptory and draconian manner, that atheistic Communism, or
Marxism, which constitutes the most powerful enemy of Christianity in the 20th century. Even the name itself never appeared in the authentic text of the Council! (Whoever
wishes to know the maneuvers by which, against the wishes of numerous bishops, they succeeded in not even mentioning atheistic communism in the Acts of the Council
should read The Rhine Flows Into the Tiber, by Fr. Ralph Wiltgen, TAN Books, 1985).

Some will say: but when Gaudium et Spes was voted, Pope John XXIII was already dead. Very true: but it was he who in the opening discourse announced, with the greatest
solemnity and the greatest clarity, that he wished, in avoiding condemnations, to make use of the medicine of mercy rather than that of severity, under the specious pretext that
it was better to expose the truth than to condemn the error, the more so since it would be a matter of errors that had already been condemned. Thus he ignored the laws of
human psychology according to which a formal condemnation, renewed under the threat of practical sanctions relative thereto, is far more efficacious than a brilliant theoretical
dissertation.

Pope John and Vatican II at that time set an example in such a way that, today, the hierarchy, at all levels, no longer has the healthy courage to put outside of the Church those
who openly deny the most sacrosanct dogmas. The Küng case demonstrates this.

The Dutchwoman Cornelia De Vogel, who converted to Catholicism in 1943, recounts (in her book Lettres aux Catholiques de Hollande et à Tous) how she appealed to Card.
Alfrink to reprimand those Catholics who were denying dogmas. Here is his response, which would henceforth become typical:

I should condemn? That would serve no purpose. They have already been condemned long ago. And besides, one no longer condemns; it's an out-of-date attitude.

The origin of this non-usage, brought into the Church for the first time, is found in the behavior of Pope John XXIII.

Under his reign, one began to consider the problem of condemnation no longer by paying attention to the common good and to the meaning of a book in its obvious and
objective terms, but rather to the personality and the intentions of the author, whose "sacred" individual rights, according to the new ecclesiastical ethics, take precedence over
those of the aggregate of the faithful.

But let's come back more directly to Pope John.

Shortly before the encyclical Pacem in terris, there appeared in Osservatore Romano the famous "Fixed Positions" which stigmatized any collaboration whatever with
movements ideologically founded on erroneous doctrines, for the obvious preventative reason that such a collaboration, by a sort of osmosis, would lead, with the passage of
time, to absorbing the doctrines on which they are based.

Pope John XXIII performing the "obedience" ceremony
in the Sistine Chapel on the day after his election.

 

But this classical and ineluctable law, always put forth by the preceding popes and especially by Pius XII, reaffirmed again under the eyes of John XXIII, would be radically
contradicted in his encyclical Pacem in terris (#55). Here are the precise liberalizing affirmations:

It must be borne in mind, furthermore, that neither can false philosophical teachings regarding the nature, origin and destiny of the universe and of man be
identified with historical movements that have economic, social, cultural or political ends, not even when these movements have originated from those teachings
and have drawn and still draw inspiration therefrom.

This is so because the teachings, once they are drawn up and defined, remain always the same, while the movements, working in historical situations in constant
evolution, cannot be influenced by these latter and cannot avoid, therefore, being subject to changes, even of a profound nature. Besides, who can deny that those
movements, in so far as they conform to the dictates of right reason and are interpreters of the lawful aspirations of the human person, contain elements that are
positive and deserving of approval?

It can happen, then, that a drawing nearer together or a meeting for the attainment of some practical end, which was formerly deemed inopportune or unproductive,
might now or in the future be considered opportune and useful.

It is true that in the immediate context, the conditions for such encounters are afterwards spelled out, but the conditions are partially contradictory and always blindly utopian,
as the history of the collusion between Catholic movements and Marxist movements of these past 10 years has abundantly demonstrated (and of which one will see more and
more in the future).

The cited text is fundamental for the Johannine turn-about and represents a veritable revolution in the practice of the Church; a revolution whose very grave and deleterious
consequences will weigh heavily on the future of civilization and of the world. We have here the ideological basis for the "historic compromise," not only for Italy, but for the
entire world.

What Giovanni Spadolini writes in his interesting book Le Tibre Plus Large (Milan, 1970), seems incorrect to me, when he affirms that, in Pacem in terris, one finds "nothing
new in regard to the preceding Pontificates."

On the contrary, #55 represents a radical reversal of direction when it legalizes collaboration by Catholics with movements born of anti-Christian ideologies - a collaboration up
until then positively forbidden for the simple reason that "he who goes with a lame man learns how to limp" (a fact we see verified every day). There is no need to be a
specialist in Marxism to perceive how many subtle infiltrations of this ideology have henceforth penetrated into the thought and action of different groupings of so-called
Catholics.

To please whom were the "Fixed Positions" approved? And to please whom was the revolutionary  #55 of Pacem in terris signed? In taking as a rule of government to never
displease anyone, one falls fatally into doctrinal contradictions and practical confusions.

 

TURNED TOWARDS THE COMMUNISTS AND….. THE SUPERIORS

There now comes an episode relative to the much discussed audience granted to Khrushchev's journalist son-in-law Adjubei; probably to please him (not to mention other
contingent and more decisive reasons): in any event, it was foreseeable that the audience would be utilized in favor of Communism.

Early one morning in May of 1963, I found myself on the piers of the port of Civitavecchia, awaiting the arrival of the boat from Sardinia which was bringing some people for
an audience with the Pope…While chatting with some longshoremen of the port, who of course were Communists, I heard them enthusiastically praising the Pope for having
received Adjubei. They were interpreting the gesture as a symbolic act of tacit approbation for the Communist movement, and all my attempts to dispel such an interpretation
were to no avail. Probably inspired by one of their leaders, they replied:

The Pope, not being able to explicitly approve Communism, has found this fashionable stratagem to make it understood. Both he and we understand it perfectly.
The Pope is with us.

That the behavior of Pope Roncalli may have at the same time weakened the restraints put on the advance of Communism in Italy, he himself has rendered account of, if it be
true that on the night the results of the elections of 1963 were released, he burst out in sorrow, exclaiming: "This, I did not wish! I did not want this!" But the policy of "being
pleasing" can lead to such results, and to many other disastrous consequences.

To "be pleasing" or to avoid displeasing someone can, in addition, be a source of the dissimulation of the truth or, at the very least, occasion of the lack of courage to express it.

Here is another little personal instance. In July of 1950, I was invited to lunch by the Nuncio Roncalli in Paris. For three hours at a stretch, he beguiled me with a most amiable
and interesting conversation which left me greatly enthused; an enthusiasm which later was partially mitigated when I realized that he was saying more or less the same things
to everyone. On this occasion, the Nuncio had some harsh words for the French Dominicans who had, in one of their publications, sharply criticized the affected and bookish
Latin (a Latin neither classic nor Christian) with which the Biblical Institute had translated the Psalter, by order of Pius XII:

They should not have done this because it caused the Pope much displeasure, since he was very attached to that translation….

 I allowed myself to say, weakly, that they had done well, since, in questions of philology, the pleasure or displeasure of the pope is of no account.

But the Nuncio himself basically thought as the Dominicans did; so much so that, once elected Pope, he gave the order to resume use of the former Psalter, correcting it only in
its less auspicious passages or where it corresponded poorly to the He- brew text. Here is the testimony on this subject of Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre in his book A Bishop
Speaks (Angelus Press, p.115):

John XXIII...did not like the new Psalter. He said so openly to the pre-conciliar Central Commission. He said to all of us who were there: "Oh, I'm not in favor of
the new Psalter!"

But if he had been less tactful, he would have been obliged to say it earlier to Pius XII himself.

By all indications, it seems to me that his obedience to his superiors was too passive. Thus, most certainly, by not contradicting them, even when it had been his duty to do so,
he was able to enjoy that "precious" interior and exterior peace which limits one, in large measure, to a life without turmoil.

Putting aside the fact that at the time of his formation and his employment "lack of moral courage was a plague in the Church," as A. Fogazzaro saw it, exaggerating a bit, in
his book The Saint (Milan 1906, p.243), there are some accusations which sharply point out the tendency towards an excessive submission.

Everyone is the offspring of his calling, and every calling inevitably entails a professional deformation, the more serious in proportion as the subject is the more malleable.
During almost all his life, the future pope Roncalli was a subordinate: secretary, delegate, nuncio. Molinari writes, not very tactfully, that:

It is in fact known that the young secretary thought with the brain of his bishop (op. cit., p.167).

He had been too obedient all his life to learn later, in his old age, how to command; for it is not at all true that he who has known how to obey knows how to command. In
reality, it is a case of two operations psychologically and morally structured in opposite ways. (And unfortunately John XXIII obeyed his iniquitous private secretary Msgr.
Capovilla).

In addition, in a letter from Istanbul to professor Donizetti, in March of 1938, the future pope wrote the following:

During these past four years, I can say that I have enjoyed the fruits of a system which corresponds well with my temperament, that is to say, the substitution of the
motto Flectar non frangar, May I be bent, not broken, for the motto Frangar, non flectar, May I be broken, not bent (cf. D. Cugini, Le Pape Jean Au Cours De Ses
Premiers Joursa motto II Monte, Bergamo, 1965, 2nd ed. p.72).

The irony of history! A man who, throughout his whole long life was always too submissive, has become, in spite of himself, the father of dispute.

Another reputation which has been wrongfully acquired is that of genial innovator. In reality, by temperament and training, he was an inveterate conservative and, in a certain
sense, even a restorer, as one can see in the Acts of the Roman Synod and also in the first schemas of Vatican II. In short, these documents were far more oriented towards a
recapitulation of the traditional ideas, in a modern style and sensibility, than towards the presentation of radically new ideas. In addition, the novelties did not spring forth from
the merits or demerits of the Bishops, but rather from the experts who were the true artisans of Vatican Council II. These latter, well prepared and well coordinated, knew how
to maneuver so cleverly that there remained almost nothing of the original schemas, those that we could call Johannine. (For the details, we return to the book by Fr. Ralph
Wiltgen, already cited).

As the reader will have perceived, our indictment does not concern certain tiny faults of John XXIII, such as could be found in any saint. It deals rather with a style of life and
of government too inclined towards the desire to please and towards attracting universal sympathy and good will. Too much of the behavior of "the good Pope" was not that of
a good pope.

Some will object: it is just a matter of mistakes in "technique," which does not invalidate the subjective sanctity. We reply that the true goodness of one who governs must
constantly be regulated by the prudence proper to those who govern, which, in its turn, must be sustained by the virtue of fortitude, given the requisite inter-connection of all
the virtues. Moreover, the future pope was aware of this weak side of his nature. Molinari observes that this is brought out in Roncalli's book Journal de l’Ame, where he
promises "not to give way too much to his peaceful and easy going temperament" (p. 139, Molinari, op. cit.). But, just as he never succeeded in correcting his fault of excessive
loquacity, neither was he able to fortify himself with the strength of soul needed to govern the Church and not to allow himself to be governed, thereby handing on to his
successor a very difficult heritage.

 

PAPAL SANCTITY IS A VERY DIFFICULT SANCTITY

Even though the Pope is given the title His Holiness, it is difficult to be holy in that position, because the duties are so serious, so complex and often almost contradictory. It is
not insignificant that John XXIII did not believe in the sanctity of Pius XII, as was reported to me by a very highly authorized member of the Holy Office. This source added
that when Pope John went down into the Vatican Grotto to make a visit to the tomb of his predecessor, he very openly said a De Profundis, to make known to those around him
that he did not consider Pope Pius XII canonizable, and, thereby, to put a brake on the movement which was already appearing. The Pope himself explained to him the
signification of his prayer for the dead.

That which for others (including the Postulator of the cause for Roncalli) is exquisite virtue, is for me (the undersigned) a vice, if it is erected into an accepted system of
governing; a very grave and dangerous vice!

But one could object that "the good Pope" did not always allow himself to be guided by the desire to please...and one could cite some of the vigorous gestures of reprobation
enumerated by Molinari on p.164 (op. cit.). But, aside from the fact that certain of them have been exaggerated, such as the "Spiazzi case" for example, they were momentary
outbursts of his visceral traditionalism and of his not very costly adhesion to the Curial program quieta non movere, Not to change things which are peaceful...If he had been
able to foresee, and he should have been able to foresee at least in part, the development and the consequences of Vatican Council II, I think that he would never have convoked
it. But in the matter of prevision, though many have called him a prophet, Pope Roncalli was rather lacking, as Carlo Falconi demonstrates so well in his inquisitive book (op
cit.).

From the testimony of his confessor, Msgr. Cavagua, I know that the Pope, in the last moments of his life, was very distressed to see how things were developing on the
ecclesiastical and the political levels.

There should have been less good nature and more constancy. On this point there comes to mind the long and ferocious critique that Nietzsche makes of the good man (he
should have said of "the good-natured man") in his posthumous Fragments:

He is indulgent, tolerant, filled with peace and kindness; he understands everything, shows his compassion to all; he is obliging, in order not to be hostile; in order
not to have to take sides, he practices benevolence and a very great delicacy, and for that reason he offers and receives consideration everywhere. He is the true
lamb of Christ.

For the German philosopher, this type of man is the most noxious. He continues...

My proposition: good men are the most noxious human types.  You reply: “But there are only a few good men"-Thank God,-You will say further: "There are no
perfectly good men." - So much the better! - I will always hold that to the extent that he is good, a man is also harmful (Oeuvres, vol.VIII, T.III, p.275pp., 370375,
Milan, 1974).

It is precisely these good and conciliatory people who become dangerous when placed in positions of authority, because they are easily manipulated by those who are stronger
and more deceitful than they are. However, that is not exactly Nietzsche's perspective when he says that the good are harmful. To understand his paradoxical affirmations, one
must place them within the concepts of the "super- man" and of the "will to dominate." Obviously, we do not subscribe to them, except in the curtailed sense of the popular
saying:

The compassionate doctor, that is to say the "good-natured" doctor, allows the wound to become gangrenous.

Here is how Ernest Hello describes the kindly doctor (who is, naturally, anything but a good doctor):

What should we say of a doctor who, guided by a sentiment of kindliness, makes use of circumspection towards his client's illness? Picture this personage so full of
consideration! He would say to the sick man; "After all, my friend, one must be charitable. The cancer which consumes you is perhaps of good faith. Let's see for a
little while. Be gentle, and try to develop a little friendship with it. One must not be intractable. Assist it in its nature. Perhaps there is in this cancer a little animal
who nourishes itself with your flesh and blood. Would you have the heart to refuse him that which he needs? The poor little one would die of hunger! Besides, I am
prepared to think that the cancer is of good faith and, I believe, performs a mission of charity in your service" (L 'Homme, Florence, 1928, p.70).

Hello, himself, in this context, makes allusion to the danger of compromise in the matter of teaching. He had in fact written a bit before:

He who compromises with error does not comprehend love in its fullness and its superlative power. Apparent peace, bought and paid for by compliance, is contrary
as much to charity as to justice, because it creates an abyss where previously there had been only a ditch. Charity always de- sires the light, and the light does not
tolerate even the shadow of a compromise.

There is in the same work an amazing passage in which he de- scribes the type of saint that the world would desire; and, on the matter of saints, it is the author of Physionomies
de Saints whose voice is heard here. This passage throws a beam of light on the universal sympathy that Pope Roncalli evoked even among men of the world, although, let it be
well understood, his moral character only coincided in a very reduced proportion with that of the model described by Hello:

Try to picture a saint who would not hate sin! - The very idea of such a saint is ridiculous. And nevertheless that is the way the world pictures the Christian that it
should canonize. The true saint has charity, but it is a terrible charity which burns and devours, a charity which detests evil because it wishes to heal. The saint
which the world fancies would have a sweet charity, which would bless anyone and anything, in no matter what circumstance. The saint that the world pictures
would smile at error, smile at sin, smile at everyone, smile at everything. He would be without indignation, without profundity, without eminence, without regard
for the unfathomable mysteries. He would be benign, benevolent, overly mawkish to the sick and indulgent of the sickness. If you want to be this saint, the world
will love you, and it will say that you make Christianity loved. The world, which has the instincts of the enemy, never asks that you abandon the thing that you
believe; it asks only that you compromise with that which is opposed to it. And then it declares that you make it love the Religion, which is to say that you become
acceptable to it by ceasing to be a reproach to it.

It affirms then that you resemble Jesus Christ, who pardoned sinners. Among all the confusion that the world cherishes, here is the one that it most greatly cherishes: it confuses
pardon with approbation. Because Jesus Christ pardoned many sinners, the world wants to infer that Jesus Christ did not greatly detest sin (E. Hello, L'Homme II; Les Alliances
Spirituelles, Montreal, pp.197 ff).

We come at last to the end of these bitter disputes and harsh considerations, (imposed by suffering in face of the decay which devastates the Church in the domains of the faith,
of practices and of discipline); in the presence of the frightful crisis of vocations, of the numerous defections of priests and religious, of the advance of atheistic communism -
all of which evils derive, at least in part, from the lack of firmness and clear-sightedness in the pontifical governance of John XXIII. I can easily imagine what a wave of
indignation is going to arise from those who are unreserved admirers of Pope Roncalli. In my partial exoneration, I will say that while the now-deceased Pope, "in order to
please everyone," did not always brutally speak the truth, or, more correctly, that which he thought, the undersigned, on the contrary, by temperament and conviction, judges it
expedient to manifest his thought harshly, even at the price of displeasing many, while however remaining prompt to retract if it is shown to him that he is wrong, since no one
is infallible, especially in matters of history and the more so when it is a matter of very recent events.

P. Innocenzo Colosio, O.P.
Convent of the Dominican Fathers
56027 S.Miniato (Pisa)
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Pope Paul VI arrives in Rome after his
pilgrimage to the Holy Land (1964).
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The Devil’s Advocate is the popular term given to the Promoter of the Faith, an official of the Congregation of Rites, whose business it is to scrupulously
examine all evidence, both of miracles and virtue, in the processes of beatification and canonization, so that no person may, through human enthusiasm or

error, receive the highest honors of the Church unless in every way worthy of them. Every objection must be answered satisfactorily before the case is
allowed to proceed.

 

In Milan, Italy, the diocesan stage of Paul VI's beatification has reached its conclusion by attributing to Pope Montini the title of "Prophet of the Council" (Avvenire, Feb. 21,
1995). Just as they wished to show, the authorities now want to canonize Paul VI, not because they believe in his sanctity, but solely for the purpose of "canonizing" Vatican
Council II. Avvenire gives us the following information:

And the devil's advocate remained idle throughout the proceedings: as regards Paul VI's sanctity, there is not much to discuss….

For ordinary people, he is called the "devil's advocate." His official title, however, is the "Promoter of the Faith." In processes of beatification, his task is to check
and doublecheck that everything be scrupulously done according to Canon Law, so that any personal "sympathy" toward the candidate for beatification not
interfere with the rigorous controls over his sanctity. This time, however, the "devil's advocate" was left quite unoccupied: there was general agreement on this very
point [which, however, did not authorize his remaining "inactive" as he did]: it is quite difficult to discuss any aspect of Paul VI's saintliness. He [the devil's
advocate] however, does not worry himself in the slightest degree over this. "Quite the contrary," Dom Luigi Mistò explains, "the fact of my remaining idle
throughout the procedures afforded me great pleasure indeed. One reason for this lies in those happy memories which bind me to Paul VI..."

Is Paul VI's sanctity really "something that is so difficult to discuss?" Yet, as Archbishop of Milan, Montini was already to
blame for some very foolish actions [not to mention those committed behind the back of Pope Pius XII. See Courrier de
Rome, Apr., 1995.] For example, according to Von Balthasar's testimony, while Archbishop of Milan, Montini encouraged
and upheld the "new theology," although this error had already been solemnly condemned by Pope Pius XII in his
encyclical Humani Generis [cf. Urs von Balthasar, La fonte del rinnovamento, (The Fount or Source of Renewal), Jaca
Book]; or again as Archbishop of Milan, when he penned some prefaces for books authored by the most scandalous of
modernists, such as Suenens and Alfrink, who later skillfully manipulated the Second Vatican Council (1962-65) [cf.
Eugenio Corli L'epoca di Paolo VI; Solfanella Editor, Chieti]. Again, as Archbishop of Milan, he frequently indulged in
those unbefitting theatrics which would still characterize him later on as Pope. For example:

...when, through some imponderable humanist liberality, he prefaced Mazzachelli's book on the Moniale de Monza
(i.e., The Nun of Monza), only to find himself obliged to withdraw his preface; or when at the velodrome he put on a
cyclist's crash helmet; or yet again when he addressed factory workers in his own archdiocesan courtyard which had
been "decorated" with an arch featuring a hammer and sickle.1  (Romano Amerio, published in SISINONO, Aug.
1987, under the title of Virtue of Humility or Humiliation of the Church and of the Papacy?)

And if the "devil's advocate," instead of wasting away his precious time had proved himself to be conscientiously faithful
to his duty, he would certainly have unearthed many other things in the actions and speeches of the one who was at that
time Cardinal Montini. But "from the Vatican," we read on in Avvenire's article:

...together with the list of people to interrogate as well as the questions to be put to them...there also arrived a
pressing invitation to do things well, but in all possible haste, since the process of beatification of Paul VI is...one of
those which John Paul II has especially at heart.

These are bizarre circumstances. It is the bounden duty under grave obligation that the "Promoter of the Faith," makes sure that the personal sympathy toward the candidate for
beatification not interfere in any way nor diminish nor weaken at all those rigorous controls over his [i.e., the candidate's] sanctity...

It now appears, on the contrary, that the beatification process has been carried away by the "sympathy" of the devil's advocate for Pope Paul VI. What will be, will be. In any
case, the pope would certainly be the first saint to be beatified with the full and easy endorsement of the devil’s advocate.

(From SISINONO, Sept., 1996)

1 Translators note – the hammer and sickle: the emblem of a sickle crossed by a hammer, adopted by the U.S.S.R. for its Soviet flag in 1923 as a symbol of the unity of interest
and purpose of worker and peasant.
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During his recent pastoral visit to France, John Paul II said “We have no other intention than to serve mankind in a spirit of universal
brotherhood.” This statement, which repeats a concept expressed so often by the present pope, perfectly summarizes the spirit that
has animated the Catholic Church since Vatican Council II: “to serve mankind.”

But shouldn’t the Catholic Church founded by our Lord, serve God first? And “to serve God” does not mean “to serve mankind.” Is
man to be served instead of God? By never speaking of the service that it must render to God, but only of what it wants to render to
man, the Conciliar Church has put man in the place of God, rendering to him divine honor.

The only “service” the Church can render to man is to convert him to the true Faith – or rather to Christ – for the salvation of his
soul. But of this service, however, it is no longer spoken. The clergy have allowed themselves to be seduced by a completely
erroneous idea of man, since they no longer concern themselves about his conversation and the salvation of his soul. In fact, they no
longer know how to recognize sinners; from considering their simple “differences,” they come to accept them in their “diversity”.
Dialogue with the erring, in order to lead them to repentance and conversion, has become dialogue with error. It is simply prohibited
to speak of Original Sin and its consequences.

This concept of a lay “universal brotherhood” – which is but a myth derived from the French Revolution and a rancid substitute for
Christian charity – is the wide and broad way in which the present hierarchy is so concerned to follow, anxious as they are to earn the
world’s applause. But they should not preoccupy themselves with the world, but rather with the Words of Christ, Who has
commanded them to convert the world:

Going therefore, teach ye all nations; baptizing them in the Name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost,
teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you…(Mt. 28:19-20).

The Church of today doesn’t want to remember this teaching any longer, which expresses its very reason for being. If it were
remembered, the worship of man would no longer be practiced. The Church would no longer bow before mankind, whom it has the
duty to convert, in order to draw him from sin to eternal life.

But these clergy do not repent, do not mend their ways, do not change. God is punishing them for this, permitting a secular humanism to run rampant inside the Church. It is
this secular humanism which corrupts vocations and the Faith, and which demands, with growing arrogance, the final dissolution of the Holy Catholic Church through the
marriage of priests, the institution of woman priests, and the annihilation of what still remains under the authority of the Supreme Pontiff.

This cult of man and of woman, professed with enthusiasm by the priest hierarchy, is the worship of idols, of Isis and of Osiris.1 And what happened to those who forgot the
one and true God – to Whom they owed everything – in order to worship idols?

Did you offer victims and sacrifices to me for forty years in the desert, O house of Israel? And you took unto you the tabernacle of Moloch, and the star of your god Rempham,
figures which you made to adore them. And I will carry you away beyond Babylon (Acts, 7:42-23).

But in this hierarchy’s Church, in this desert of Faith, does anyone remember this any longer?

Aegidius

(From SISINONO, Nov., 1996)

1 Osiris, an Egyptian god, ruler of the underworld, and his nature-goddess wife, Isis. Their cult gradually extended from Egypt throughout the Roman Empire to become one of
the chief religions. The worship of Osiris and Isis resisted the rise of Christianity and lasted until the sixth century AD.
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A story appeared in the Italian newspaper Il Giornale, Feb., 18, 1996:

Condoms have been excused or absolved yet once again. In the wake of the French Church, the Portuguese Church has also declared itself in favor of the
protection of sex against AIDS.

The “Dutch Church” followed suit:

The stand taken by the Portuguese came barely 24 hours after the public affirmations of a prince of the Church [i.e., a cardinal], the
present Archbishop of Utrecht, Adrianus Simonis, who, for the first time, has admitted the licit or lawful nature of the use of
protection against AIDS.

But enough of this. So many “Churches”: “French,” “Portuguese,” “Dutch”…instead of the one true Catholic Church in France, in
Portugal, in the Netherlands, etc., together with just as many different “morals” (which are utterly immoral). It is no longer a question of
“death rather than sin,” but, “sin, rather than death.”

It is also noteworthy that Msgr. Simonis was considered to be “conservative” in the ranks of the Dutch episcopacy. If such be the case with
a “conservative” bishop, we can only imagine what it must be like with those “selling out” the Faith to the enemy.

 

LOYALTY, BETRAYAL, & ECUMENICAL COMPROMISE

 

(A letter addressed to SISINONO)

On the occasion of Pope John Paul’s last voyage in the Far East, and in the course of the choreographic spectacle of Holy Mass, in the presence of one
million Philippine faithful, there was unfurled and held on center stage, by five young “patriot” priests, the red flag of that unspeakably vile Chinese
Communist regime universally well-known for its present persecution of its own peaceful citizens. These young clerics (if, indeed, they be truly such!)
have simply shown themselves to be traitors to the Faith by their oath of fidelity to Mao’s doctrine as well as by their repudiation of ecclesiastical unity
with the Roman Catholic Church. Surprise!

These individuals were then welcomed and reinstated by right in the Church and then admitted to concelebrate with the Pope and the other priests who
were also taking part in that mammoth meeting.

Faced with such a stupendous scandal, what will they say, those courageous priests and religious who, in order to remain faithful to Rome, have accepted
imprisonment, or condemnation to forced labor camps, or exile, or even death itself at the hands of their Maoist persecutors? Those true Catholics, who
are indeed the true Chinese patriots, must surely think that they have been betrayed by the very one whose duty it is, on the contrary, to praise and hold up
as an example those victims’ heroism. Today’s faithful Chinese Catholics could not, of course, go to Manila, seeing that they are forced to worship in the
underground Catholic Church at the cost of enormous sacrifices and under the threat of never-ending dangers.

If, at the time of the French Revolution (1789-1799), Pope Pius VI had also acted in this fashion with those priests who, in order to save their lives or to
retain their freedom, recognized the “Civil Constitution of the Clergy” by means of an oath of loyalty to the rabidly anti-Catholic Jacobinical government
and by thus separating themselves from Rome, would that have not constituted a solemn slap in the face to the great number of loyal, recusant priests who
absolutely refused to utter that thereby to exile or to certain death by the guillotine?

But we can also ask ourselves other questions: By whom were these very young Chinese priests ordained? Obviously not by a bishop loyal to the (Roman
Catholic) Church, but rather by a “patriot” bishop, or at best by some bishop himself ordained by yet another “patriot” bishop. This is also, strangely
enough, the case with the schismatic Orthodox whose bishops and priests are now recognized as legitimate by today’s Conciliar Church, unlike others
who, mind you, have been “excommunicated” for their heroic loyalty to the Church as well as to scared Tradition.

A Priest

 

 

Pope John Paul II and the Ecumenical Patriarch of Constantinople,
Bartholomew I, in the Vatican Basilica of St. Peter, June 29, 1995.

 

(From SISINONO, July-August 1996)
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Behold a virgin shall conceive and bear a son, and his name shall be called Emmanuel.

This famous text of Isaias (7:14) was the topic of the papal catechism [taught every Wednesday by the Holy Father-Ed.] on January 31, 1996. We read there:

In the context of the message of the angel who invites Joseph to take with him Mary, his wife, "for that which is formed in her is the handiwork of the Holy Ghost,"
Matthew attributes a Christological and Marian signification to the speech. In fact, he adds, " All this was done that it might be fulfilled which the Lord spoke by
the prophet saying, "Behold a virgin shall be with child and bring forth a son and they shall call his name Emmanuel, which being interpreted is, God with us" (Mt.
1:22,23).

St. Matthew the Evangelist writes under the inspiration of the Holy Ghost. Therefore, it is for the least improper to say that he "attributes a Christological and Marian
signification to the speech." It would be, on the contrary, precise to say that, under the divine inspiration, he gives the true signification concerning it. Moreover, this
signification is clearly manifested also by words of the prophet Isaias:

Behold thou shalt conceive in thy womb and shall bring forth a son and thou shalt call his name Jesus (Lk. 1:31).

 

THE HOLY FATHER'S "CATECHISM" OF THE PEOPLE CONTINUES:

This prophecy does not announce explicitly, in the Hebrew text, the virginal birth of the Emmanuel: the word used (almah), in fact, signifies quite simply a young
lady and not necessarily a virgin. Besides, we know that the Jewish tradition did not propose the ideal of perpetual virginity, nor has it ever expressed the idea of a
virginal motherhood.

The word almah does not signify "quite simply a young lady," but an unmarried young lady, a young girl for marriage and therefore, without exceptions, a virgin. The prophet,
in using almah (young girl for marriage), and not issah (a married lady) for the mother of the Emmanuel who shall conceive and shall bring forth a son means to indicate
clearly the virginity of this conception and of this childbirth…:

...so much so that it will be she who will give the name to her son, whereas it is normally the role of the father to do so.1

In Hebrew, it is true, betulah is the precise word employed for virgin. But in biblical usage, almah is, for motives that we have just explained, a synonym of betulah. Thus in
Genesis 24:43, Rebecca, before her meeting with Isaac is called almah, and in verse 16, betulah….In Exodus 2:8, Mary the sister of Moses, not even an adolescent, is called
almah. We can also refer to the Canticle of Canticles (1:3; 6:8), which distinguishes the young ladies, virgins, queens and the other wives of the king. See also Psalm 68:26.
"Isaias," writes L. Dennefeld, "preferred to name the mother of the Emmanuel, almah, signifying a young lady unmarried because a young unmarried lady should be considered
a virgin till proof of the contrary." Dennefeld brings to light that the signification of virgin is reminded to us by the context: Isaias obviously wants to express a unique privilege
which distinguishes the mother of the Emmanuel from all other mothers and this privilege cannot be one to be considered outside of marriage in the ordinary course of events,
because this instead of honoring, would rather dishonor the mother of the Emmanuel.2 That is why the translation in Isaias 7: 14 almah (or rather ha Almah, with the article) is
a virgin.

 

STEIMANN RESURFACES

In The Jerusalem Bible, Steimann also translates almah quite simply as "young lady." But this Steimann is not of "blessed memory," for his Life of Jesus was placed on the
Index,3  and the Holy Office, in a letter dated February 11, 1962, forbade the author to write or to publish on biblical themes. But behold, his very unfortunate translation, which
contradicted all Catholic tradition and biblical exegesis, now once again resurfaced in the "catechism" of Pope John Paul II.

Besides, it is true "that the Jewish tradition did not propose the ideal of a perpetual virginity," but it remains to be proved in a categorical manner that it "never has expressed
the idea of a virginal maternity. "On the contrary, J. Cales writes that in Isaias 7:14, the announcement of the Messiah, born of a virgin mother was not appearing for the first
time: Isaias speaks of "the virgin" (ha Almah, with the article) who conceives and gives birth. He presumes this to be known, that a virgin will conceive, by those whom he
addresses. In the parallel prophecy of Micheas (5:1 ff), we find a similar allusion to the virginal maternity, but which is even more unintelligible to those listeners who "know
nothing about" the virginal motherhood.

Micheas, in fact, in his famous words (brought to mind also by the catechism of Pope John Paul II) says:

And thou Bethlehem Ephrata... out of thee shall he come forth unto me that is to be ruler of Israel...and his going forth...from the days of eternity. It is for this that
Jahweh shall give them up to the mercy of the other one till the time where is she that travaileth shall bring forth.

"By the words 'wherein she that travaileth shall bring forth,' Micheas refers certainly to the famous prophesy of the virgin in Isaias 7:14; prophesy which he presumes most
well-known by his contemporaries," notes Fr. Vaccari. In this Fr. Vaccari is perfectly in line with J. Cales on the fact that the prophetical books of the Old Testament are nothing
but a synthesis more or less in fragments of the prophetical preaching in which "the idea of a virginal maternity" was far from being unknown.

 

THE CONFIRMATION

The confirmation comes from the Old Greek version of the Old Testament, in which the Hebrew translator has rendered the Hebrew ha almah by e parthenos, the virgin. This is
the way that the Syrian translator of the Peschitto [Syriac version of the Bible], translated the word as also did St. Jerome later in the Latin Vulgate. We can therefore conclude
with Angelo Penna:

...that in Hebrew we do not read the technical term as virgin but by a less known and more general term which signifies "young girl for marriage." We must
therefore admit that in times past the ancient Jews, in translating the passage into Greek (2nd century BC) showed clearly that they understood the text in the sense
of a childbirth from a virgin.4

In the "catechism" of Pope John Paul II, however, we read:

In the Greek translation, nevertheless, the Hebrew words were rendered by the term parthenos, virgin. In this fact, which could seem simply like a particularity in
translation, we must recognize a mysterious orientation given by the Holy Ghost to the words of Isaias to prepare the understanding of the extraordinary birth of
the Messiah.

But why complicate that which is so simple, with the result being to throw a shadow of doubt on the "queen of Messianic prophecies"?- No. It is not necessary to suppose "a
mysterious orientation given by the Holy Spirit," nor even a "particularity in translation." The explanation is evident: the ancient Jews in translating, even before the days of the
birth of Christ, almah by parthenos (=virgin) clearly showed: 1) that they considered almah (maiden) as a synonym of betulah (virgin), and, 2) that "the idea of virginal
maternity" was not at all absent from the Jewish tradition.

 

CONCLUSION

Pope John Paul II is not a Bible scholar and we have to presume therefore that behind this papal "catechism" there is an expert. An "expert" has cast a shadow on the term
almah - a term which is used very clearly as a synonym of betulah (=virgin). That a "catechism" should propose doubts and not certitudes seems to us very grave. The more so
since it is here a question of a "papal catechism" and that which is at stake is the "queen of all Messianic prophecies."

Paulus

(From Courrier de Rome, Feb., 1997)

1.  F. Spadafora, Il Libro Sacro, ed. Messagero, Padua, p. 124.

2.  Ibid.

3.  Enchiridion Biblicon, no.635.

4.  Angelo Penna, La Sacra Biblia, ed. Marietti, 1962, vo1.II, p.590.
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COMMUNION WITHOUT CONFESSION AND THE 1983 CODE OF CANON LAW

 

A CURIOUS QUSTIONS INDEED

In issue no.1, 1995, of Vita Pastorale, the Paulinians’ journal intended for parish priests and other “pastoral workers,” a priest, asks what meaning is to be given to St. Albert
the Great’s famous phrase:

The Eucharist [i.e., Holy Communion] is, above all, useful for the remission of sins and most profitable for those spiritually dead.

In this instance, it is quite clear that Albert the Great is referring to the Eucharist as sacrifice (Holy Mass), rather than as sacrament (Holy Communion). St. Thomas Aquinas
states:

The Holy Eucharist is, at the same time, both sacrifice and sacrament: it has the nature of sacrifice insofar as it is an offering and has the nature of sacrament in
view of the fact that it is received.1

Therefore the Eucharist may be offered (i.e., Holy Mass) even for those spiritually dead but, by divine right, it (i.e., Holy Communion) can only be received by those in the
state of sanctifying grace because:

...in the Eucharist we receive our Lord Jesus Christ as spiritual nourishment and which is not to be given to those dead in sin.2

Also, in order to receive Holy Communion, the state of grace obtained through a perfect act of contrition remains insufficient because, as St. Thomas observes:

...a person cannot know with certainty if he is indeed and truly contrite.3

What is required, therefore, is the state of grace obtained through sacramental confession by which are forgiven all of their sins, even the sins of those having but an imperfect
contrition; that is, one inspired not by the love of God, but only by the fear of eternal as well as temporal punishment, or simply owing to the wretchedness of sin.

 

A SHOCKING ANSWER

At the outset, Silvano Sirboni's answer in Vita Pastorale seems to be heading in an orthodox direction: St. Albert the Great is simply expressing the Church's constant doctrine
solemnly confirmed by the "Council of Trent in its session on the Mass." Immediately following this, however, Don Sirboni begins to speak of the Eucharist as communion and
then, shortly afterwards, invites disaster!

After having come to the conclusion that:

...forgiveness of sin is rooted in Jesus Christ's sacrifice made present through the celebration of the Eucharist...

Sirboni continues:

It is for this reason that Card. Cajetan, in 1525, even before the Council of Trent, could write: 'The person receiving Holy Communion without having repented of
his mortal sin or sins does, indeed, sin mortally…On the other hand, one who [in the state of mortal sin] received Holy Communion without going to sacramental
confession beforehand, if he has a reasonable motive for so doing, is excused since the precept of confessing oneself before receiving Holy Communion is not of
divine right' (Summa de peccatis...fol.24). It is upon this theological truth, never doubted, that canon 916 of the 1983 Code of Canon Law is based. This canon also
allows a person [in the state of mortal sin] to receive Holy Communion simply by first making a perfect act of contrition prior to taking the Eucharist.

 

A VERY GRAVE OMISSION

We note immediately that Don Sirboni has given here a very poor resume or rendition of canon 916 of the 1983 Code of Canon Law. According to his answer, as stated above,
the one and only condition required by a person in mortal sin to receive Holy Communion after an act of perfect contrition without prior sacramental confession, would simply
consist in the lack of opportunity of going to confession. Now, this is absolutely false and is not at all in keeping with the Church's constant teaching nor even with the 1983
Code of Canon Law. St. Alphonsus points out that:

...whoever is in the state of mortal sin must, under pain of yet still another mortal sin, go to sacramental confession before receiving Holy Communion if there be
no necessity of celebrating Mass, or of receiving Holy Communion and that there be no confessor available (both circumstances must exist simultaneously in order
to excuse the omission of prior confession according to the Council of Trent).4

Fr. Augustine Lehmkuhl, SJ., [(1834-1918) who taught Scripture and Moral Theology at Ditton Hall, Great Britain-Ed.] makes it even clearer:

For this to be permitted, both the possibility of sacramental confession must be lacking, and the necessity (necessitas) of celebrating Mass and of receiving Holy
Communion must be present at the same time. If these two conditions are not both present at the very same time, anyone (in the state of mortal sin) receiving the
Holy Eucharist without confession is guilty of a sacrilege.5

[Theologia Moralis, from which the above excerpt was taken, was first published in 1883 as Fr. Lehmkuhl's major work applying the principles of St. Thomas Aquinas and St.
Alphonsus de Ligouri to contemporary problems in moral  theology - Ed.]

 The 1983 Code of Canon Law, as a matter of fact, lays down yet another essential condition which, however, would require a longer and more detailed exposition.

 

A NOVELTY

Herein lies the novelty: the 1983 Code of Canon Law no longer mentions necessitas, but gravis ratio instead. Canon 807 of the 1917 Code of Canon Law stipulated:

A priest conscious of having committed a mortal sin, even though he considers himself to have true contrition, may not celebrate Holy Mass without first availing
himself of sacramental confession; if, in the absence of a confessor and [simultaneously] in a case of necessity, and after having made a perfect act of contrition, he
has indeed celebrated, he will go to sacramental confession as soon as possible.

In canon 856, we find that this is equally true for lay persons:

Anyone having a mortal sin weighing on his conscience must not receive Holy Communion without first having recourse to sacramental confession, even though
he considers himself to have true contrition; in the case of necessity and in the absence of a confessor, he must first make a perfect act of contrition.

By limiting ourselves to these two canons in particular, only a state of urgent necessity simultaneously joined to the impossibility of going to sacramental confession can excuse
the precept of prior confession (but not the obligation of having immediate recourse to a perfect act of contrition).

Both canonists and moralists give, an as example of urgent necessity, the case of a priest who is duty bound to celebrate in order to provide or ensure Mass for his flock on
Sundays or holy days; or to celebrate, in the absence of consecrated hosts in order to give viaticum to a dying person or one in danger of death. There is also the possible case
of a lay person who, just on the point of receiving Holy Communion, remembers an unconfessed mortal sin, or also the extraordinary case where one must save the Eucharist
from profanation. It is quite obvious, and moralists do note this fact, that the urgent necessity of a lay person receiving Communion occurs much more rarely than that of
celebrating Mass in the case of a priest.6

When we speak here of the unavailability of a confessor, we must not understand this to mean the absence of one's usual confessor or the one whom one simply prefers….It
means the unavailability of an authorized confessor at that time and place or the impossibility of reaching him elsewhere due to circumstances beyond one's will or control.7

In conformity with the democratic conception of the "people of God," canon 916 of the 1983 Code of Canon Law, on the contrary, making no distinction whatever between
priests and the ordinary faithful, states:

May no one conscious of being in the state of mortal sin dare to celebrate Mass nor receive Holy Communion without first going to sacramental confession, unless
there be a grave reason and there be truly no possibility of going to confession [nisi adsit gravis ratio et deficiat opportunitas confitendi]; in which case one is to
remember that he must make a perfect act of contrition which includes the firm intention of going to sacramental confession as soon as possible.

This new formulation or wording presents a notable watering-down of terms: nisi adsit gravis ratio instead of the si urgeat necessitas of the 1917 Code of Canon Law.
According to this attenuation or weakening of expression, it would no longer now be an urgent necessity, but simply a grave reason together with impossibility of going to
confession (a situation not mentioned by Don Sirboni) which would, henceforth, be deemed sufficient to allow one to receive Holy Communion following a perfect act of
contrition, without first going to confession, but with the intention of confessing oneself sacramentally as soon as possible (a condition also left unmentioned in Don Sirboni's
answer).

Now, the expression of "grave reason" is definitely of less weight than that of urgent necessity. In fact, the word "necessity" signifies the impossibility of acting in any other
way without causing grave harm or injury to oneself or to others. Thus, the priest could not avoid saying Mass for the faithful on Sundays and Holy Days of obligation without
harm to souls nor without a real danger of infamy or disgrace to himself, while the faithful in the state of mortal sin could not leave the altar rail without causing grave harm to
his good reputation. In short, necessity means a conflict between two duties (i.e., towards others and towards oneself), and a situation or something inescapable which the
expression "grave reason" does not necessarily have:

That is necessary which one cannot avoid or of which one cannot do without.

...and therefore canon 807 (of the 1917 Code of Canon Law) settles the conflict between the legal regulation forbidding a priest from celebrating Mass while still in the state of
mortal sin (i.e., without first going to sacramental confession) and his obligation of celebrating, at the same time, without having first gone to confession (i.e., while he is still in
the state of mortal sin). This canon allows one to overlook this interdiction at a time when the priest finds himself in an urgent necessity of celebrating Mass…. Also necessary
in such a case would be that such necessity be accompanied at the same time by the lack of a confessor and that before celebrating the priest strive to the utmost to recover the
state of grace by means of a perfect act of contrition (Naz, Dictionnaire de droit canonique, word necessite, cf. word excuse). Likewise, canon 856 resolved the conflict of
duties in which a lay person should find himself. Such circumstances would be much rarer indeed in the case of lay persons.

 

A SERIOUS QUESTION

The 1917 Code of Canon Law took up again substantially the teachings of the {doctrinal and therefore infallible) Council of Trent (Denzinger-Schonmetzer 1646, 1647) which
summed up the constant doctrinal teaching of the Church:

For this reason we must remind those intending to receive Holy Communion of the commandment found in St. Paul's Epistle to the Corinthians (1 Cor. 11:28):
"But let a man prove himself and so let him eat of that Bread, and drink of the Chalice." The traditional and immemorial custom of the Church has always been
unmistakably clear on this question: let a person wishing to receive Holy Communion truly examine his conscience and if he be in the state of mortal sin, let him
not receive Holy Communion (no matter how contrite he may consider himself to be) without first availing himself of sacramental confession.

That same holy council also decreed that this must always be observed by all Christians, even by priests duty-bound to celebrate, provided that they have prior
recourse to sacramental confession. That if, by reason of a case of urgent necessity, a priest be obliged to celebrate without the possibility of going to confession,
let him avail himself of sacramental confession as soon as at all possible.8

Canon 11 of that same session punishes with excommunication those who would dare teach, preach, affirm or publicly uphold the contrary. Canons 807 and 856 of the 1917
Code of Canon Law, therefore, are firmly based on the constant practice of the Church, and solemnly reaffirmed by the Council of Trent. On the contrary, just on what does
canon 916 of the 1983 Code of Canon Law base itself in order to abolish in fact the categorical and doctrinal prescription of the Council of Trent? Let him answer who thinks
he can.

 

A BIASED QUOTATION

Sirboni maintains:

God's forgiveness is rooted in Christ's sacrifice made present through the celebration of the Holy Eucharist. It is for this reason that Card. Cajetan could write in
1525, even before the Council of Trent (1545-1563): "He who receives Holy Communion without having repented of his mortal sin(s), sins mortally yet again….
On the other hand, he who communicates without first having confessed his mortal sin(s) and has a reasonable cause for doing so, is excused since the precept of
going to sacramental confession before receiving Holy Communion is not of divine right" (Summa de peccatis...fol.24). It is upon this theological truth, which has
never been brought up for discussion, that canon 916 of the 1983 Code of Canon Law is founded….

But just what is meant by "that theological truth which has never been brought up for discussion" upon which canon 916 of the 1983 Code of Canon Law pretends to be based?
This is not at all clear.

If it is a question of the fact that…:

...divine forgiveness is rooted in Christ's sacrifice made present in the celebration of Holy Mass...

...it also must be observed that given that Christ's sacrifice is the root of divine forgiveness it is also just as true that Communion is not the branch from which is plucked the
divine forgiveness of one's mortal sins, but Baptism and after Baptism, sacramental confession.

If, on the contrary, the…:

...theological truth, which has never been brought up for discussion...

…is Card. Cajetan’s second sentence:

On the other hand, he who communicates without having confessed his mortal sin(s)...

...several observations must be made at this point.

If Cajetan, as Sirboni leads us to understand, wrote before the Council of Trent, why doesn't Sirboni quote the Tridentine text directly, which carries much more authority and
which he has referred to above? The fact is that Cajetan does not say exactly the same thing as does the Council of Trent. Above all, because he speaks of a "reasonable cause"
which draws him closer to the 1983 Code of Canon Law and not of an "urgent necessity," and especially because of his affirmation where he maintains that..:

...the precept of going to sacramental confession before receiving Holy Communion is not a precept or law of divine right...

...a position never held by the doctrinal Council of Trent. Quite on the contrary, most theologians consider that that Council held the exact opposite view.

Thus does St. Alphonsus sum up this question:

Some people say that the precept of confession [before Holy Communion for the person conscious of a mortal sin, even though truly contrite [is only of an
ecclesiastical origin and they deduct this argument from these words of the Council of Trent: "Those wishing to receive Holy Communion must keep in mind his
[i.e., the Apostle's] commandment" [which consists in examining one's conscience in order not to eat and drink one's own condemnation]. However, the common
and true judgment, held by Suarez,...by Lugo and others, teaches that this precept is indeed divine. And the reason being that, on the one hand it results from the
fact that one's examination of conscience must precede one's receiving Holy Communion on account of Christ's law, given that the Apostle (i.e., St. Paul) testifies
that he received it directly from our Lord; on the other hand, from this same Council, it is clearly shown that the self-examination required consists in sacramental
confession. In fact, even if the eius praeceptum ["his commandment"] did refer to St. Paul, as it seems most probable to Lugo, nevertheless that Council of Trent
never said that this commandment has been introduced by way of ecclesiastical usage (declarat=clarifies) and that confession is therefore commanded by a divine
precept or law. And the fact that it is called the Apostle's command presents no problem whatever, since in reality it is simply a precept [or law] of Christ
promulgated by St. Paul [His apostle].9

 

IT IS A PRECEPT OF DIVINE LAW

At any rate, Card. Cajetan's judgment, as chosen by Sirboni to uphold canon 916 of the 1983 Code of Canon Law, is not at all the judgment commonly shared by theologians
and canonists who, in their majority, consider that the commandment being discussed here is indeed of divine right, that it is from God Himself:

In the case of a priest who has fallen into the state of mortal sin: not only is he required to regain the state of grace as soon as possible, but this state of grace must
be attained through sacramental confession. Therefore, any priest having fallen into mortal sin and then later, by a perfect act of contrition, recovers the state of
grace, must not because of this, [dare to] celebrate Holy Mass. This absolute prohibition does not originate from the commandment calling for the state of grace,
but from a new and special commandment of divine right, according to the most commonly held doctrine of theologians.10

And Fr. Cappello, SJ.:

Doctors are wondering whether the commandment of going to confession before receiving Holy Communion is of human or of divine origin. The most commonly
held judgment and, in my view, the most certainly true and trustworthy one, is to consider this command as being of divine right.11

In a footnote he cites Suarez, Lugo, Vasquez, St. Alphonsus. In the Dizionario di Diritto Canonico it says:

As genuine as contrition may be, is not sufficient except in the case of urgent necessity .The decision taken by the Fathers of the Council of Trent leaves absolutely
no room for doubt. Is this commandment of divine or of ecclesiastical origin? The great majority of authors consider that the commandment of first availing
oneself of the sacrament of confession before approaching Holy Communion is of divine origin.12

Those of the minority who do not share this view appeal not only to that argument refuted by St. Alphonsus as described above, but also to the vague and general character of
St. Paul's text quoted by the Council of Trent: "But let a man prove himself." The Pauline text, they claim, is not explicit (Cf. Naz Dictionnaire de Droit Canon, cit. col. 1130).

The Council of Trent, however, maintains that this text has indeed been made explicit by way of Church Tradition, which "explains" (declarat):

...that a thorough examination of conscience is absolutely necessary so as not to let anyone conscious of having a mortal sin staining his soul (and even though he
deems himself truly contrite) receive Holy Communion without having first availed himself of sacramental confession.

At any rate, the..:

...theological truth which has never been brought up for discussion...

...upon which, according to Sirboni, canon 916 of the 1983 Code of Canon Law would seem to be based, is not only very questionable, but is, in fact, indeed quite disputed and
is not at all according to the common opinion of the majority of theologians.

This common judgment of theologians according to which the obligation of receiving Holy Communion in the state of grace acquired through sacramental confession is
commanded by God, is confirmed by the fact that, in order to be excused from it, the Church as always demanded and insisted on nothing less than a true case of "urgent
necessity." In fact, in a case of necessity or in a case of physical or moral impossibility, divine law, be it positive or natural-positive, ceases to bind. This is not the case,
however, of the negative natural law: "Do not steal," "Do not kill," etc., which forbids intrinsically evil actions.13 And, in fact, it is in the sense of (urgent) "necessity" that the
Council of Trent pronounced itself definitively.  Also, for nearly two thousand years, this was the meaning of the Church Tradition favored and adopted.

 

A SLIPPERY SLOPE TOWARDS LUTHERANISM

This tradition of the Church was solemnly defended and confirmed by the Council of Trent against Luther who, contending
that the Holy Eucharist effects the remission of mortal sins as well (cf., DS 1655) repudiated:

...the whole of Christian Tradition which, based as it is on the particularly precise affirmations of I Cor. 11:29, imposes
the absolute necessity of abstaining from receiving Holy Communion when one has the moral certainty of being in
mortal sin.14

We always remained faithful to this Catholic tradition until Vatican II (1962-65).  Following this Council, on the contrary, we
now have this 1983 Code of Canon Law which, in canon 916, slides down the slippery slope from "urgent necessity" to the
lower regions of "grave reason." And now, here we have Sirboni who, in his answer, is sliding yet further down when he
declares that canon 916 now means:

If a person finds himself in the impossibility of going to confession [a person in the state of mortal sin], he may yet
[even without a "grave reason"] receive Holy Communion by first making a perfect act of contrition [without a firm
resolution of going to sacramental confession as soon as possible.]

Following this, in actual practice, however, this sliding towards Lutheranism has, for many years now, become more and more
obvious: everyone seems to be going to Holy Communion, yet exceedingly few people avail themselves of sacramental
confession nowadays (there where confessionals still exist).

THEY EAT AND DRINK TO THEIR OWN CONDEMNATION

Unwittingly, Sirboni himself (in Vita Pastorale, No.4, 1992) exemplified all of this when he published a letter sent to him by a
Sicilian priest, Don Francesco Amato who wrote:

Let me inform you of two events which to my mind, are nothing less than dramatic, to say the least.  First: three years ago, I flew to Toronto, Canada as a guest of
emigrants from the region where I carry on my ministry. They prepared a great welcome for me with a community Mass followed by community banquet. There
were approximately seventy faithful at that Mass and, to my joy, everyone received Holy Communion.  Later, I asked some of them if and when they had gone to
confession. They answered, to my anguish and desolation, that in Canada people are not in the habit of going to confession, and that they, indeed, have not
confessed their sins for many, many years.

The second episode happened only a few days ago. I was to celebrate the anniversary Mass for the repose of the soul of one of my parishioners.  Amongst those
present was the sister of the deceased, a former parishioner of mine who had flown in from Australia.  All of the relatives of the deceased had gone to confession
before Mass, but not the Australian. Shortly after Mass, this lady came to greet me in the sacristy, admitting: "Back there in Australia, everyone receives Holy
Communion without ever going to confession. I, myself, have not done so once in the last 25 years."

But it is no longer necessary to go to Canada or to fly in from Australia. Things are just as awful in Italy and parish priests are the first to push their sheep onto this slippery
slope. We ourselves, on at least two occasions and in two different cities, have heard the celebrant invite all of those present, without any discrimination whatsoever, to come
and receive Holy Communion. One of the two priests scrupulously specified "even if you have not been to confession." To this, the other priest added, with great warmth, to go
to confession only if one has committed "a sin of a truly very grave nature."

And here is Sirboni's answer to that deeply concerned priest in Sicily:

The practice of these last few decades which has been promoted by the conciliar reforms calls for "less confession and for more conversion" even though it does
not authorize [a lesser evil!] the abolition of the sacrament of confession of which man will always stand in need, at least for, the sake of checking and verifying the
sincerity of his contrition [and not to be forgiven by God]. Besides, Church law requires whoever is conscious of being in mortal sin to have recourse to
sacramental confession at least once a year.

It is quite evident from all of this that Sirboni does not consider these two episodes to be in any way "sensational" or "dramatic." No, he sees them as being normal or nearly so
in the present state of the Church. He also views these two cases as being more in conformity with the Italian priest's concerns as he is faced with:

...the practice of these last few decades which has been promoted by the conciliar reforms..

..thanks to which all manner of sacrileges are seen to have greatly increased while countless souls are now:

...eating and drinking judgment [condemnation] to themselves, not discerning the Body of the Lord.15

Augustinus

___________________________________________________________________

1. Summa Theologica, III, Q79, A.5

2. Summa Theologica, Ill, Q79, A.3, ad.2
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4. Theologia moralis, 'De Eucharistia," No.255
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7. See Fr. Augustine Lehmkuhl, op. cit.; F. Cappello, De Sacramentis, Naz, Dictionnaire de droit canonique

8. Sess. XIII, chap. VII, can.7

9. Theologia moralis De Eucharistia, no.256

10. Lanza-Palazzine, Principi di Theologia morale Sacramentale e Vita sacramentale, Vol.IlI, ed. Studium, Rome, p.126.

11. F.M. Cappello, SJ. Tractatus canonica-moralis, De Sacramentis, Marietti, 1945, p.402

12. V.H. Noddin, SJ.; Summa Theologiae moralis, Vol.I,1, Ill, q.8

13. In the Dizionario di Diritto Canonico (Dictionary of Canon Law) headed by Naz (t.IlI col.1129 sq.)

14. Tito Cento, O.P., in La Somma Teologica by the Italian Dominicans, vol.XXVIlI, p.232, note 1

15. Cf. St. Paul [I Cor. 11:29]

 

Summa Theologica, Part III, Q.80, A.4
In this sacrament [of the Holy Eucharist], as in the others, that which is a sacrament is a sign of the reality of the sacrament. Now there is a twofold
reality of this sacrament…one which is signified and contained, namely, Christ Himself; while the other is signified but not contained, namely,
Christ’s mystical body, which is the fellowship of the saints. Therefore, whoever receives this sacrament, expresses thereby that he is made one
with Christ, and incorporated in His members; and this is done by living faith, which no one has who is in mortal sin. And therefore it is manifest
that whoever receives this sacrament while in mortal sin, is guilty of lying to this sacrament, and consequently of sacrilege, because he profanes the
sacrament: and therefore he sins mortally. –[Summa Theologica, III, Q.80, A.4;corpus]

Summa Theologica, Part III, Q.79, A.3
It is written (I Cor.11:29): He that eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh judgment to himself: and a gloss of the same passage makes
the following commentary: He eats and drinks unworthily who is in the state of sin or who handles (the sacrament) irreverently; and such a one
eats and drinks judgment, i.e., damnation, unto himself. Therefore, he that is in mortal sin, by taking the sacrament heaps sin upon sin, rather than
obtains forgiveness of his sin.

I answer that, The power of this sacrament can be considered in two ways.  First of all, in itself: and thus this sacrament has from Christ’s Passion
the power of forgiving all sins, since the Passion is the fount and cause of the forgiveness of sins.

Secondly, it can be considered in comparison with the recipient of the sacrament, in so far as there is, or is not, found in him an obstacle to receiving the fruit of this sacrament.
Now whoever is conscious of mortal sin, has within him an obstacle to receiving the effect of this sacrament; since he is not a proper recipient of this sacrament, both because
he is not alive spiritually, and so he ought not to eat the spiritual nourishment, since nourishment is confined to the living; and because he cannot be united with Christ, which is
the effect of this sacrament, as long as he retains an attachment towards mortal sin. Consequently, as is said in the book De Eccles. Dogmat: If the soul leans towards sin, it is
burdened rather than purified from partaking of the Eucharist. Hence, in him who is conscious of mortal sin, this sacrament does not cause the forgiveness of sin.

Nevertheless this sacrament can effect the forgiveness of sin in two ways. First of all, by being received, not actually, but in desire; as when a man is first justified from sin.
Secondly, when received by one mortal sin of which he is not conscious, and for which he has no attachment; since possibly he was not sufficiently contrite at first, but by
approaching this sacrament devoutly and reverently he obtains the grace of charity, which will perfect his contrition and bring forgiveness of sin. – [Summa Theologica, III,
Q.79. A.3, sed contra;corpus]
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COMMUNION WITHOUT CONFESSION AND THE 1983 CODE OF CANON LAW

The Fideism of Cardinal Ratzinger, Perfect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith

 

On Oct. 27,1996, the Osservatore Romano published Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger's conference given to the "presidents of
the Commission for the Doctrine of the Faith of the Latin American Episcopal Conferences (Guadalajara, Mexico, May
1996)." The title of the conference was "Relativism has become today's main problem as far as Faith and Theology are
concerned." This conference made it unmistakably clear that the Prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith
has a very wide concept of "theology" as well as of "faith." So wide, in fact, that he includes everything: errors, heresies,
together with outright apostasies.

Let us now follow him, point by point, at least in the most important passages of his address.

 

POPE ST. PlUS X WAS ABSOLUTELY RIGHT

In the first part of his conference, Card. Ratzinger refers to "liberation theology" and to "theological relativism," especially
those represented by the "American Presbyterian J. Hick" and by "P. Knitter, a former Catholic priest, " as well as by the
"New Age" movement.

As is his wont, the Cardinal Prefect shows his considerable ability for synthesis and, in a certain measure, also for critique. Thus, for instance, he writes that in "liberation
theology," which he considers as being already out-of-date, "redemption became a political process [and therefore - we add - temporal and terrestrial or worldly] to which
Marxist philosophy provided its general direction or basic orientation."

Regarding "theological relativism," he tells us that it "starts from Kant's distinction between phenomena and noumena: we are not able to attain to ultimate reality in itself, since
we can only see it through diverse 'lenses' by our own way of perception."  Therefore, "the identification of a singular historical figure, Jesus of Nazareth, with 'reality' itself,
that is, with the living God, is rejected out of hand as being a lapse back into myth: Jesus is expressly relativized as just one more religious genius among so many others. That
which is absolute, or else He who is absolute, cannot present Himself in history, wherein are to be found only models, only ideal figures which refer us to something utterly
different, to that which we cannot apprehend or know as such in history. From this it is clear that the (Catholic) Church also, her dogmas and sacraments, cannot have any value
of absolute necessity."

Regarding P. Knitter's (a former Catholic priest) "primacy of orthopraxis over orthodoxy," Card. Ratzinger writes that such a primacy comes as a "logical consequence, once a
person abandons metaphysics: if knowledge becomes [more exactly: is erroneously considered] impossible, all that is left is human acts (or behavior)." Then follows
Ratzinger's critique: "But is this allegation true? From where can I get the impression that an action is just, if l have no idea of what is just…Praxis alone is no light…
Knitter...asserts that the criterion allowing him to distinguish between orthopraxy and pseudo-praxy, is man's liberty. But he still must explain, in a practical and persuasive
manner, just what is liberty and what it is that leads man to his real liberation."

Conclusion: "In the last analysis, Hick's relativism is based upon a rationalism [i.e., the error of those who reject all revelation and give assent to nothing but what can be
attained by the natural power of their own reason] which, in the Kantian fashion, pretends that metaphysics [i.e., that branch of philosophy dealing with the first principle of
things] cannot be known or grasped by human reason." Thus, Card. Ratzinger clearly indicates the root of these aberrations, which he later favors with the term "present day
theology," that rotten root of all modernism already revealed by Pope St. Pius X in his encyclical Pascendi: the agnostic and immanentist rationalism of Kant, "the philosopher
of Protestantism" (Paulsen).

 

THE RETURN OF PAGANISM, OR "NEW AGE"

Card. Ratzinger has also described remarkably well the neo-paganism of the "New Age," which "seeks to put forth a completely anti-rationalist model of religion - a modern
'mystique': Man cannot believe in the absolute but he may experience. God is not a Person...but consists in the spiritual energy which propagates itself in the Whole…Man's
redemption consists in ridding himself of his I...and returning to the Whole. The (pagan) 'gods' are back. They now appear more believable than God. We must bring up to date
those primordial [pre-Christian] rites by which the I is initiated into the mystery of the Whole and liberated of itself." In brief, the New Age says: "Let us now give up the
adventure of Christianity which has proven to be a failure, so let us now return to our pagan gods." Further on, Card. Ratzinger notes the influence that the "New Age" is
having on some Catholic "liturgies": "Nowadays, we have grown weary of wordy liturgies, [but how can one simply reduce Catholic liturgy to words?] approaching New Age
orientations: people are now looking for noisy and ecstatic experiences."

Having completed these remarks, Card. Ratzinger now turns his attention to the present-day "tasks facing theology." And this is where things really begin to spoil!

 

"CLASSICAL THEOLOGY": PRISONER IN THE DOCK!

At this point, what is the sensus fidei, or even simple common sense entitled to expect from the Cardinal Prefect directly responsible for the doctrine and protection of the
Faith? The very least he could do is to refute all of those false "theologies." In point of fact, theology is "the science which, in the light of reason as well as of that of divine
revelation, treats of God and of His creatures in their relationships with Him." It therefore comprises Revelation on God's part as well as Faith on the part of men…..As such, it
is to be distinguished from "theodicy" [or natural theology], a purely rational science of God. Theology is rooted in fundamental principles drawn, without question, from the
sources of Revelation" (Parente-Piolanti-Garofalo, Dizionario di Teologia dogmatica).

It is therefore quite impossible to even consider as "theologies" those heretical ravings of so-called "theologians": they are obviously lacking those essential qualities required
by the Faith. Instead of positively drawing from the fundamental principles of divine Revelation, they begin by questioning the very fact of that revelation by denying the
divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ, and, logically enough, each and every other dogma of the Catholic Faith. But things are such as they are: and it seems that for Card.
Ratzinger, any kind of discourse, even uttered and broadcast without faith and against the Faith, indeed happens to be "theology."

Moreover, the Cardinal Prefect of the Congregation for the Faith, far from denouncing those false "theologies," has actually gone so far as to incriminate Catholic theology. In
fact, he wonders:

How come classical theology has proven itself so little prepared to face these (modernist) events and circumstances? And where are its weak points which have
robbed it of its strength and efficiency?

Please note well: "classical theology," and not Catholic theology. The Cardinal Prefect avoids, even in his choice of words, any discrimination between the true and false
theologies. Why, indeed, did "classical theology" show itself so ill-prepared in facing those events and circumstances? Has not this "classical" theology simply been rejected
together with "classical" philosophy by those "new theologians" artisans of Vatican II? These "events," which are nothing but old heresies already condemned in various other
epochs in the history of the Church, have they not previously been refuted time and again by "classical theology"?

Or are we to understand that Card. Ratzinger has not sufficiently familiarized himself with Catholic theology?

As to the "ineffectiveness" of "classical theology," it must be realized that theology, in itself, can only be effective from a theoretical point of view. Its practical effectiveness
does not depend on theological speculation, but on the sincerity of those who are in error and, in the absence of such sincerity, it actually depends on the opportune as well as
efficacious intervention of Catholic authority, and in particular on that dicastery responsible for the protection of the Faith, over which Card. Ratzinger, after the Pope,
presides.  St. Thomas Aquinas, commenting on St. Paul's directive to Timothy, "...that thou mightest charge some not to teach otherwise" (I Tim. 1:3), points up the fact that the
duty of those in authority is a double one: (1) to restrain anyone from teaching error; (2) to prevent the faithful from following anyone teaching error.

To impute to "classical theology" the ineffectiveness of a defective or faulty (and even worse) authority signifies, on the part of the Cardinal Prefect of the Congregation for the
Faith, transferring to Catholic theology the responsibilities of his dicastery in the face of the triumph of heresy actually present in the Catholic world.

 

"MODERNIST EXEGESIS" IS AT THE ROOT OF "TODAY'S THEOLOGY"

In attempting to find an answer to his own question, "How come classical theology has proven itself so little prepared to face these 'events' and circumstances? Where are its
weak points which have rendered it so ineffective?"  Card. Ratzinger brings the discussion around to exegesis, and, once again, to Kantian "philosophy." Hick (but what has a
"Presbyterian" got to do with Catholic theology?) and Knitter (and what has a defrocked priest got to do with Catholic theology?) "appeal," Ratzinger says..:

...to exegesis in order to justify their destruction of Christology: according to these two, exegesis would seem to have proven that Jesus never considered Himself
to be the Son of God, God Incarnate, but that it was only some while later that His disciples laid claim to and first referred to His divinity [an argument which
modernists have borrowed and still borrow from their rationalist "separated brethren"] . Moreover, both of them claim to take their inspiration from philosophical
evidence. Hick assures us that Kant has irrefutably demonstrated that the absolute, or He Who is the Absolute [since God, for some of these heretics, is not even a
Person] cannot be known in history and cannot, as such, be found therein.

Therefore, at the very basis of "today's theology" as well as at that of neo-modernism, we find an exegesis, or better said, a pseudo-exegesis, taking its origin in the agnostic
rationalism of Kant, to whom "today's theologians" have attributed that charism of infallibility which they deny even to the Church. Nothing new here either: At the base of
modernism there was Loisy's "exegesis" modeled on Protestant rationalist exegesis, and at the root of neo-modernism, we now have the "new exegesis," yet again springing
from Protestant rationalism, and it is for this reason that we consecrate so much of our effort to the problem of exegesis.

Finally, Card. Ratzinger, at the end of his discourse, comes to the following conclusion:

I believe that the problem of exegesis as well as the limits and possibilities of our reason, that is to say, the philosophical premises of the Faith, actually constitute
the painful and grievous weak point of today's theology, through which the Faith - as also, more and more, the faith of ordinary folk - continues to fall victim to the
current crisis.

We are now made to understand that "liberation theology," "relativist theologies," with their "abolition of Christology," "New Age," etc., are, for the Cardinal Prefect for the
Faith, not heresies nor apostasies, but..."today's theology," different but not incompatible with "classical theology." He seems to consider all of the errors as some normal
variant alternative of true Catholic theology.

A little further on, we will see how Card. Ratzinger deals with "the problem of exegesis as well as the limits and possibilities of our reason," which is at the very base of the
present crisis of the Faith.

For the moment we simply wish to underline here that Card. Ratzinger is indeed conscious of the fact that "today's theology," without faith or in a crisis of faith, not only
"destroys Christology," but is actually in the process of demolishing - again, he is the one who admits it - ''as also, more and more, the faith of ordinary Catholics." And, as for
the Cardinal Prefect for the Faith, just what is it that he intends doing about this disastrous state of affairs?

 

THE "TASK" FACING THE AUTHORITIES

"I would simply like to try to outline here the task now facing us," declares Ratzinger, logically referring that "us" to the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith as well as to
the president of the Commission for the Doctrine of the Faith of the Episcopal Conferences, to whom his conference was addressed.

And this is where Card. Ratzinger engages in theoretical reflections on "modern-day exegesis." He begins by saying that Hick and Knitter, in order to sustain their assertion
that….:

...exegesis seems to have proven that Jesus never considered Himself to be the Son of God, God Incarnate, but that it was only some while later that His disciples
laid claim to and first referred to His divinity, can in no way at all, appeal to exegesis in a global manner, as if all of their suppositions constitute an indubitable
result universally recognized by all exegetes….But it is true that if we look at modern exegesis as a whole, we can come away with an impression quite similar to
that of Hick and Knitter.

Therefore, even at this point, for Card. Ratzinger, there does exist a "modern-day exegesis" different, to be sure, but not incompatible with "exegesis in a global manner"
(which, we hope and suppose, also included the (only) true and authentic exegesis: Catholic exegesis). This so-called "modern exegesis," radically denying as it does the very
divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ, has obviously "buried" Catholic exegesis. But this does not seem to present a problem for Card. Ratzinger, who now sets out in search of the
cornerstone of this "modern exegesis," for which, just as in the case of the older modern exegesis, Jesus is not God nor did He ever claim so to be (cf. St. Pius X, Pascendi).

"My thesis," he explains, "is as follows":

If many exegetes think as do Hick and Knitter, "reconstructing" in the same way the recorded history of Jesus Christ [that is, by their denial of Jesus Christ's
divinity] it is due to the fact that they share their philosophy. It is not exegesis which proves philosophy but it is rather philosophy which brings about exegesis."

A real discovery indeed! Who is not aware that it is rationalism, which denies the supernatural, which has given rise to the ravings of Protestant systems [Formgeschichte,
Redaktiong-eschichte, etc.], which it now seeks to pass off as "exegesis"? And who does not know that "modern exegesis," a Catholic copy of Protestant rationalist "exegesis,"
also shares its presupposed philosophy: that rationalism bent on denying the supernatural? This has always been well known to us. Except that, up until Vatican II, Rome never
honored the delirious wanderings of Protestant rationalism with the dignity of "exegesis" and, against such errors, never used to present theses, but would invariably condemn
them unequivocally in the most unmistakably clear terms. Thus did Pope Leo XIII define rationalists as the "sons and heirs" of the Lutheran "reformation" who "have utterly
rejected even the last traces of that Faith they had formerly received from their fathers." He especially warned the bishops while reminding them that these errors must touch
and give rise to their common pastoral solicitude so that to this new "science which does not even deserve such a title (I Tim. 6:20), they would oppose that ancient truth which
the Church received from Jesus Christ through His Apostles" (Leo XIII, Providentissimus). Nowadays, on the contrary, that "pastoral solicitude" trampled underfoot by the
"pastoral" Vatican II Council, is no longer touched and can no longer show and make itself felt, not even in the face of the scandal given to "ordinary Catholics." In fact, the
Prefect of the Congregation for the Faith, himself has nothing else to oppose to "modern-day exegesis," save his doctoral theses. And what is still worse: he has clearly declared
that since..:

...the presuppositions welling up from the Kantian theory of conscience are making themselves...felt...like a spontaneous key to hermeneutics guiding the
development and progress of critique,...ecclesiastical or Church authority cannot simply impose that we must find in Holy Scriptures a Christology of divine
filiation.

So that's it! Now only heretics are able to dictate their views and laws to the Church, and not the other way around, and against such people the Church is not to do what it has
always done by divine right from the very beginning by imposing its "rule of Faith" and excommunicating those who obstinately deny it:

And every height (person) that exalteth itself (himself) against the knowledge of God, and bringing into captivity every understanding unto the obedience of Christ.
And (we) having in readiness to revenge all disobedience, when your obedience shall be fulfilled ( II Cor. 10:5 - 6;  cf. also II Cor.13 : 2 sq.; I Cor. 4:18 - 21; II
Cor. 5 : 1 - 5; I Tim 1 : 20; Acts 5:1 - 10).

Of which Church is Card. Ratzinger speaking anyway? Clearly, he is not referring here to the indefectible, unchanging Catholic Church founded by our Lord Jesus Christ
almost two thousand years ago. No, Card. Ratzinger is speaking of the "Conciliar Church" which has adopted an erroneous concept of authority, distinctly characteristic of
liberalism and solemnly condemned by Pope Leo XIII in his encyclical Libertas:

Others, in fact, do recognize the Catholic Church...; they do not, however, admit its nature and its rights of a perfect society with its authentic power of legislation,
of judging and punishing. They only recognize her faculty of exhortation, of persuasion, and of governing those who spontaneously and willingly make themselves
subject to her. (See on "withdrawal" of authority since Vatican Council II, in Iota Unum by Romano Amerio.)

According to Card. Ratzinger , in fact, if:

...ecclesiastical authority cannot simply impose that we must find in Holy Scriptures a Christology of divine filiation [i.e., that Jesus Christ is also the Son of God], Church
authority can and must, however, make an appeal [it is all in this word! to kindly "appeal"] to critically evaluate the underlying philosophy of the method we choose to adopt.

The Cardinal Prefect of the Congregation for the Faith has made it manifest that he does not believe that our Lord Jesus Christ instituted, within His Church, a true and
authentic power of governing all of the faithful. No, he considers, in spite of Holy Scriptures and Church tradition, that our Lord merely instituted a charge of fraternal
exhortation. The double task entrusted to Church authorities of "restraining those teaching and spreading error" and of "preventing the faithful from following such false
teachers" has "now been sacrificed to the [false] principle of liberty," wrote Romano Amerio in his remarkable work, Iota Unum, (ch. 34, p.546).      

      

 POPE PlUS XII WAS ALSO RIGHT

Card. Ratzinger concludes:

The problem of exegesis coincides, to a great extent, with the problem of philosophy. Philosophical difficulties - that is to say, those difficulties with which human
reason directed in a positivist sense has been struggling - have now become difficulties of our Faith.

Better late than never. Card. Ratzinger is beginning to see not only that truth which Pope St. Pius X pointed out so clearly in Pascendi, as did his predecessor Pope Leo XIII in
Providentissimus, but also that which Pope Pius XII denounced equally clearly in Humani Generis, when he condemned the wanton claim of being able to express Catholic
dogmas using the categories of modern-day philosophy, "of those products of fevered imagination presently called immanentism, idealism…..or yet again, existentialism" or
any other one of such systems.

Theology (and the same can be said regarding exegesis, which applies those norms based on reason and theology known as "hermeneutics"), in truth, does not depend on any
philosophical "system"; what it does need is faith together with right reason, and, if the Church agrees with the "philosophy of the Fathers of the Church" and has adopted its
terms for the formulation of its doctrine, it is because this philosophy is the expression of right reason as well as of a "true knowledge of that which has been created" (Pope
Pius XII, Humani Generis) and that its objectives constitute "stable human notions" (Fr. Garrigou-Lagrange, O.P., La nouvelle théologie où va-t-elle?).  Pretending to base
divinely revealed truth on a sick and unbalanced philosophy continually straying farther and farther away from right reason as well as from good common sense, as in
Kantianism, can only end with the destruction of the Faith (that is, personal and not objective, as Ratzinger seems to understand it, even though in this destruction many, many
souls are indeed implicated). In order to avert such a disaster, the humble obedience on the part of the sovereign pontiffs to the magisterium would have been quite sufficient:

I thank Thee, O Lord, that thou hast hidden these things from the wise and prudent according to worldly standards and hast revealed them to the humble of heart.

 

THOMISM: the system of philosophy and theology of St. Thomas
Aquinas.

LATITUDINARIANISM: a false tolerance in religious matters. In
English, this term has been chifly used of those tendecies in
Protestantism which have now become openly modernist.

HERMENEUTICS: the principles governing the correct
interpretation of Sacred Scriptures nad Associated, therefore, with
the science of exegesis.

Having completed his diagnosis, what does Card. Ratzinger propose as a remedy in order to cure both exegesis and theology? Maybe a return to that "perpetually good and
valid philosophy: and to sound Christian realism? The very thought does not even cross his mind. Even though Card. Ratzinger's diagnosis coincides with that of Pope St. Pius
X as well as with that of Pope Pius XII, the same cannot be said with regard to his therapy. To false modern philosophy St. Pius X and Pius XII both {without mentioning other
Roman pontiffs) oppose traditional philosophy, and especially Thomism, which "is based upon a belief in the capacities of human reason, and rejects scepticism both partial
and complete" (R Amerio, op. cit., p.537). Card. Ratzinger, on the contrary, in order to liberate human reason, argues in favor of a "new dialogue between faith and
philosophy," but, precisely because he seeks such a "new" dialogue, he hastens to block any possible way or path toward any attempt of "restoring" "traditional philosophy." He
declares:

I believe that neo-scholastic rationalism [the sane and sound one that does not fly in the face of Faith, but on the contrary, serves it] has failed in its bid of trying to
reconstruct the “preambula fidei" through a purely rational certainty.

And not only that, but, Card. Ratzinger assures us, "all other attempts following this same route will end up with identical results." All of which means, in other words that, for
Card. Ratzinger, it is impossible to prove with arguments based on pure reason the two fundamental facts of Christianity: (1) the existence of God, and (2) that God has indeed
spoken to us. But why indeed, we wonder, would the "purely rational certainty" of the "preambula fidei" be inaccessible or out of our reach? Is this not tantamount to saying
that it is impossible for us to obtain metaphysical knowledge? And is this not precisely that very same Kantian postulate or supposition which he has previously been criticizing
up to this point in his conference? And thus do we find the Card. Ratzinger not only opposing one agnosticism to another, but also declaring the entire Catholic Church to be in
error, that same Church which, for almost two thousand years, has on the contrary, defended and taught the possibility of rationally justifying its act of Faith, beginning with its
divine Founder, who also appealed to our reason (Jn. 10:38): "But if I do, though you will not believe me, believe the works." And continuing in the same vein, we have the
Apostles (see I Pet. 3:15; Rom. 12:1, etc.) together with the apologists who defended the credibility of Christianity with arguments solidly based on pure reason as well as with
the Fathers of the Church (St. Augustine: Ratio antecedit fidem-Reason precedes faith). The dogmatic [i.e., infallible) Vatican Council I (1869-70) also taught that "sound
reason proves the foundations of faith" (DB 1799).  We should not forget that Pope Pius XII who, it should be mentioned, on the eve of Vatican II, countering the neo-
modernists of his day because of their obstinate refusal to admit the rational character of the Christian faith's "credibility" (rationali indoli "credibilitate" fidei Christianae
iniuriam inferunt), resolutely reaffirmed that…:

....it is indeed possible to prove with absolute certainty the divine origin of the Christian religion by means of the sole use of the natural light of human reason
(Humani Generis).

It therefore follows that for a Catholic, it is a matter of Faith that the credibility of revelation is proved through arguments based on pure reason. Moreover, if the Church had
indeed been in error for almost two thousand years concerning the rational justification of its act of Faith, and if the road of the "preambula fidei' is indeed foredoomed to
failure, then the only thing to do is to continue on this fateful "path of skepticism, whim and heresy" which will simply and fatally open on that same modernism solemnly
condemned by Pope St. Pius X in the encyclical Pascendi (Garrigou-Lagrange, O.P., art. cit. ) Regarding this modernism, St. Pius X wrote:

[From Kantian agnosticism] they infer two things: that God is not directly subject to scientific study; and that God has never revealed Himself as a Person in
history. After all of this, what is there left of natural theology, of the reasons for belief (or credibility) and of outside revelation? ...They [the modernists] have
purely and simply suppressed them (Pascendi).

And, as a matter of fact, even though he seems to take some distance from the "premises" or "theses" of modernism, that is, from Kantian agnosticism, Card. Ratzinger
continues, nevertheless, sharing in those very same consequences which modernists have understandably drawn and still coherently continue to draw, by setting aside, as they
do, the "preambula fidei": natural theology and motives or grounds for credibility.  Strangely enough, Ratzinger does accept the principle that "faith protects and frees human
reason from errors" (Vatican I, DB 1799). Yet, he does not accept another important principle also professed and approved by Vatican I, that is that "the fundamentals of Faith
can indeed be proven by sound human reason" (ibid); thus for him, Faith is based on no rational foundation whatsoever. But then, we wonder, how can human reason be
"cured" by a "faith" utterly lacking in any argument to justify itself before the bar of human reason?

 

FROM AGNOSTICISM TO LATITUDINARIANISM: "SUBSTITUTE FORMS" FOR THE FAITH

Up to the very end of his conference, Card. Ratzinger resolutely continues on this road of agnosticism and now logically comes to the most disastrous of conclusions. He
writes:

In conclusion, as we contemplate our present-day religious situation, of which I have tried to throw some light on some of its elements, we may well marvel at the
fact that, after all, people still continue believing in a Christian manner, not only according to Hick's, Knitter's as well as others' substitute ways or forms, but also
according to that full and joyous Faith found in the New Testament of the Church of all time.

So, there it is: For Card. Ratzinger, "Hick, Knitter, and others" who deny the divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ, His Church, His sacraments, and, in short, all of Christianity,
continue "despite everything" "believing in a Christian manner," even though they do so using "substitute forms of belief"! Here, the Cardinal Prefect of the Congregation for
the Faith leaves us wondering indeed, just what it is he means by "believing in a Christian manner."

Moreover, once the "preambula fidei" have been eliminated, that "full and joyous Faith of the Church of all time" which seems [for Card. Ratzinger] to be no different from
modern-day apostasies other than by its style and total character, is utterly lacking in any rational credibility in comparison with and in relation to what he refers to as
"substitute ways or forms" of faith. "How is it," Card. Ratzinger wonders, "in fact, that the Faith [the one of all time] still has a chance of success?" Answer:

I would say that it is because it finds a correspondence in man's nature…..There is, in man, an insatiable desire for the infinite. None of the answers we have sought
is sufficient [but must we take his own word for it, or must we go through the exercise of experiencing all religions?]. God alone [but Whom, according to Card.
Ratzinger, human reason cannot prove to be truly God], Who made Himself finite in order to shatter the bonds of our own finitude and bring us to the dimension of
His infinity [...and not to redeem us from the slavery of sin?] is able to meet all the needs of our human existence.

According to this, it is therefore not objective motives based on history and reason, and thus the truth of Christianity, but only a subjective appreciation which brings us to "see"
that it [Christianity] is able to satisfy the profound needs of human nature and which would explain the "success" [modernists would say the "vitality"] of the "faith" ["of all
time" or in its "substitute forms," it is of but little importance]. Such, however, is not at all Catholic doctrine: this is simply modernist apologetics (cf. Pope St. Pius X,
Pascendi), based on their affirmed impossibility of grasping metaphysical knowledge (or agnosticism or skepticism), which Card. Ratzinger seemed to want to shun in the first
part of his address.

Now we are in a position to better understand why Card. Ratzinger has such a wide-open concept of "theology" and of "faith" that he includes everything: theology as well as
heresies, faith and apostasy. On that road of denial of the human reason's ability of attaining metaphysical knowledge, a road which he continues to follow, he lacks the "means
of discerning the difference between faith and non-faith" (R. Amerio, op. cit., p.340) and, consequently, theology from pseudo-theology, truth from heresy:

All theologies are nullified, because all are regarded as equivalent; the heart or kernel of religion is located in feelings or experiences, as the Modernists held at the
beginning of this century (Amerio, op. cit., p.542).

We cannot see how this position of Card. Ratzinger can escape that solemn condemnation proclaimed at Vatican I: "If anyone says...that men must be brought to the Faith
solely by their own personal interior experience...let him be anathema" (DB 1812).

Romualdus

(From Courrier de Rome, April 1997.)
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THE RUSSIAN PARLAMENT CASTS OUT CATHOLICISM

Dispatches from the TASS news agency report that on June 23rd and July 4th (1997) the two Houses of the Russian Parliament (i.e., the Duma and the Council of the
Federation) approved a law which recognized only four religions as having a legitimate legal status in Russia because they are considered as belonging to the Russia tradition:
Russian Orthodoxy, Judaism, Islam, and Buddhism. All other religions are considered on the same level as the sects unworthy of protection.

The purpose of the law is to combat the “pseudo-religions,” especially the sects that have invaded Russia since the theoretical collapse of the Soviet Union. But in this law
(which was enthusiastically supported by the Orthodox Patriarch), Catholicism was put on the same level as a “pseudo-religion” such as the Unitarians or Jehovah’s Witnesses.

While the Pope wrote a letter of protest to Yeltsin, the US Senate went much further, passing a resolution to cut off all American aid to Russia if Yeltsin sanctioned the law. In
consequence of this, Yeltsin has refrained from affixing his signature to this controversial text. It is permissible to think that he is alarmed by the American threat of suspended
economic aid, which is so important for Russia today. However, the situation at the moments is changeable, and it is possible that a compromise solution may be reached - that
is, by “non-radical” modifications of the text, as declared by Russian Prime Minster Cernomyrdin.

Both the Pope and the US Senate have intervened in the name of religious liberty guaranteed by so-called “human rights.” The United States holds itself particularly
responsible to protect abroad the innumerable pseudo-religious sects that characterize its civil life. Some time ago there was almost a political crisis between Bonn and
Washington because the German authorities had placed strong limits on the activity of the controversial Scientology sect.

Whatever finally happens in this Russian incident, we mention it here because it seems to confirm, once again, that the three consecrations of Russia to the Immaculate Heart of
Mary, performed by Pope John Paul II between 1982-84 for the purpose of her conversion to Catholicism, were and remain entirely invalid because they were not conducted
according to Our Lady's very specific requests. In fact, what fruit have they produced? Where is the conversion of Russia? Can we not see some sign? On the contrary, 13 years
after the last consecration, the Russian Parliament has even tried to put Catholicism into exile - this "sect" which does not belong to the "Russian tradition."

 

OUR LADY'S REQUESTS UNFULFILLED BY THE POPES

As is well known, the official and solemn consecration of Russia to the Immaculate Heart of Mary, on the part of the Holy Father, "in union with all the bishops of the world,"
was Our Lady's request to the surviving seer of Fatima, Sr. Lucia of the Immaculate Heart in the convent of Tuy, Spain. This request of June 13, 1929, was duly sent to the
proper authorities. Its fulfillment was to be followed by the conversion of Russia to Catholicism: thus Our Lady promised in her apparitions at Fatima. And again at Fatima, the
Most Holy Virgin stated that if Russia were not converted, she would spread her errors throughout the world, "causing wars and persecutions against the Church," and in
consequence of this, "the good will be martyred, the Holy Father will have much to suffer, and several nations will be annihilated."

Here it would be expected that, faced with such a terrible announcement, yet which contains the promise of Russia's conversion to Catholicism (a fact of epochal historical
significance), the popes would have hastened to perform the requested consecration in the proper form. But it was not thus at all. Some have done absolutely nothing, such as
Pope Pius XI, Pope John XXIII and Pope Paul VI. Others have done something, but not according to the correct form: Pope Pius XII and Pope John Paul II. Either the world
and Russia were offered to Mary, rather than only Russia, or the explicit mention of Russia was missing, while retaining that of the world, or - in any case - the consecration on
the part of all the bishops was lacking. Russia therefore gave reason for anxiety, and even more because of the punishments prophesied by the Most Holy Virgin as a
consequence of her failure to convert!

To the reiterated criticisms of those who questioned the validity of his consecrations, the present Pope and the ecclesiastical authorities have reacted in the end with annoyance,
maintaining that it had already been done, and more times than necessary. But facts, as Pascal said, "are stubborn" and do not allow themselves to be modified by the words of
men. And here the facts are very clear, because what was requested and promised by the Most High is extremely simple and consistent: to one event (the consecration of
Russia in the correct form) will follow another (the conversion of Russia to Catholicism). It is a matter of an elementary causal connection between the two acts. In such a
causal relationship, the failure of the effect to occur implies a defect in the cause. And here the defect consists in the lack of compliance with the conditions of validity affixed
to the consecration. Therefore we do not see the sign of Russia's conversion. On the contrary, we note an increase of her deeply rooted hostility toward Catholicism.

 

THE GUILT OF TODAY’S CATHOLIC HIERARCHY

For all this, today's Catholic hierarchy bears responsibility: not only for the invalidity of the consecrations but also because of the so-called ecumenical politics pursued toward
the Orthodox Church-politics that have not protected and do not protect the rights of Catholics it any way.

As it is known, it was Stalin who forced, in 1944, the absorption o Russian Catholics into the Orthodox Church, which was enslaved to this regime. Today's Vatican has done
nothing to claim the restitution of its churches and confiscated goods. And nothing is done to spread Catholicism in Russia. In fact, any form of proselytizing b) the Catholics
(the Uniate Church) is prohibited, in order to not damage the "dialogue" with the Orthodox Church.

The invalid consecrations of Russia are understood still better in the light of Vatican politics, constantly outstretched to yield and to compromise to all kinds of false religions
for too many decades now. The fruits of these politics are clear to everyone. They show that the facts are going in exactly the opposite direction to that propagated by the
rhetoric of this so-called "dialogue."

Aemilianus
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Charles Darwin

Evolutionism or Teilhardism?

Teihard de Chardin

 

Pope John Paul II’s “Message” to the Academy of Sciences of Rome

 

MODERNIST TEMPTATIONS

The renowned geneticist Giuseppi Sermonti wrote:

Modernist temptations are dangerous. You risk accepting modernity just at the time when it is found to be in its death throes, and, for the love of the world,
becoming followers of Darwin just as Darwinism is on the wane. You risk establishing the moral law on the theory of man's evolution from monkeys, when this
theory has been henceforth refuted (Il Tempo on July 10, 1987).1

The above quotation seems to have taken on the marks of a prophecy today, ten years later, when we read the commentaries on John Paul II's "Message" to the "Pontifical
Academy of Sciences"2 in the journal La Nazione: "Faith and Science: Satisfaction for the Pope's words, which have served to give a facelift to Darwin's pet but still unproven
theory - soul or no soul, thanks to the monkey."3

As far as Darwin's theory is concerned, La Nazione's writer exaggerates, since that theory makes no exception for the soul, which must also be considered to be a product of
evolution. It is, however, quite certain that John Paul II's "Message" is indeed disconcerting for many reasons.

 

TWO DISCOURSES: BASED ON THE MAGISTERIUM?

We read in John Paul II's "Message":

I am quite pleased with the first theme which you have chosen, that of the origin of life as well as that of evolution. […] Before giving you a few more specific
thoughts on this theme, I would like you to remember the fact that the Magisterium of the Church has already pronounced itself on these themes, and in the limits
of its own competence, to be sure. I will now quote two addresses (documents).

Then the Pope quotes Pius XII's encyclical Humani Generis which does mention evolutionism; as well as his own speech (Oct. 31, 1992) to that same Academy of Sciences -
an address in which no mention is made of evolutionism, but of...Galileo and biblical exegesis.

We read in John Paul II's "Message":

As for me, while receiving (October 31, 1992) those taking part in the plenary assembly of your Academy, I had the opportunity, speaking of Galileo, of bringing
their attention to the need for the correct interpretation of the inspired Word of God, of the strictest observation of hermeneutics. We must properly define the true
meaning of Holy Scriptures while brushing aside those faulty interpretations which are wont to make them say that which they are not meant to say. In order to
encompass as well as possible the field of the object of their study, the exegetes, as well as the theologians, must continually keep themselves informed of those
results provided by the natural sciences (cf. AAS85, 1993, pp.761-772; Address to the Pontifical Biblical Commission, April 23, 1993, which preceded the later
document on "the interpretation of the Bible in the Church" (AAS86, 1994, pp.232-243).

One preliminary observation: Since it is a question of evolutionism, it would have been more to the point to remind the scientists of the limitations of natural science rather than
the exegetes' and theologians' duty of keeping themselves informed about those "findings (which are certainly not infallible) coming from the various natural sciences." This is
especially true in view of the fact that, in this matter, exegetes as well as theologians have already let themselves be over-imposed upon by some presumed "findings" (simple
hypotheses, in reality) of "sciences of nature," which have been strongly influenced - let us not forget - by a philosophy based on atheism.

And then Holy Scriptures, of which we would do well to "properly define the true meaning," are - to put it plainly - those first chapters of the Book of Genesis wherein are
revealed the origins of mankind. The above-mentioned "reminder" of the necessity of the "strictest observance of hermeneutics" is tantamount to saying, therefore, that up to
the present day, we have not yet been given "a correct interpretation" of Genesis and that the sacred texts have been twisted to say "that which they are not meant to say"
regarding the creation of mankind. Besides, the passing reference to the "document on 'the interpretation of the Bible in the Church'" that toxic fruit of the new Pontifical
Biblical Commission, simply boils down to saying: a) that this new "correct interpretation" of Genesis must now come to us through the new "Pontifical Biblical Commission"
whose members are to distinguish themselves "by their Catholic sensitiveness,"4 but are, quite on the contrary, regularly chosen from amongst the most notorious of new-
modernist exegetes;5  b) that this new and finally "correct" interpretation of the Book of Genesis should spring from that method falsely called "historico-critical method,"
which simply reduces Genesis to a mythological tale, a method conspicuously supported in the above-mentioned document: "The interpretation of the Bible in the Church."6

Fortunately, Card. Ratzinger, in the preface to this document, makes it clear that the "historico-critical method" (in actual fact, that same criticism corning out of the Protestant-
rationalist mold) is still being hotly debated and, above all, that the new Pontifical Biblical Commission "is in no way to be considered an organ of the Magisterium" (as, on the
contrary, was the previous Biblical Commission). It is, therefore, in any case, and for many reasons, quite inexact to speak of "two discourses" of the "Church's Magisterium"
on the themes of evolution and the origin of life. The one and only public address of the Magisterium on this question is and remains even today, Pope Pius XII's Humani
Generis, which, however, cannot be considered the final and definitive pronouncement on this theme.

On the other hand, we may well say that the Magisterium of the Church has indeed already pronounced itself "with two official discourses" on the "correct interpretation" of
Genesis:

1) With the Decree (June 30, 1909) of the Pontifical Biblical Commission, which was, at that time, an "organ of the Magisterium," a decree whereby it was guaranteed that the
literal-historical sense [i.e., meaning] of the first three chapters of the Book of Genesis cannot in any way be questioned (i.e., doubted) when it is a matter of facts concerning or
affecting the very foundations of the Christian Faith; including...the particular creation of man and the formation of the first woman from the first man.7

2) With Pope Pius XII's Humani Generis, which upholds the historicity [i.e. the historical authenticity] of the first eleven chapters of Genesis against the neo-modernists of the
"new theology," while reaffirming the value and merits of the following decree of the Pontifical Biblical Commission:

The first eleven chapters of the Book of Genesis, although, properly speaking, not conforming to the historical method used by the best Greek and Latin writers or
by competent authors of our time, do nevertheless pertain to history in a true sense.

Now the dastardly deed of handing over the "correct interpretation" of Genesis to the so-called "historico-critical method" which, in casting off into the trashpile the Catholic
doctrine on the inspiration and absolute inerrancy [i.e., infallibility] of Sacred Scriptures, has in effect, simply buried Catholic exegesis while even denying the historicity of the
Holy Gospels. All of which means establishing, in the Catholic Church itself, that mythological interpretation according to which Genesis is to be considered just a fabulous
tale, and so there is really nothing to be found in Holy Scriptures on the origin of mankind.

 

A LITTLE TOO MUCH AND A BIT TOO LITTLE

In John Paul II's "Message," the following is said concerning Pius XII's encyclical:

In his encyclical Humani Generis" (1950), my predecessor Pius XII had already declared that there was no opposition between evolution and the doctrine of Faith
concerning man and his vocation, providing that certain basic points be kept well in mind (cf. AAS42, 1950, pp.575-576)[...].

In view of the state of scientific research of those earlier days and also taking into account the particular requirements of Catholic theology, the encyclical Humani Generis
considered the doctrine of evolutionism as a serious hypothesis, worthy of research and of serious thought and this, just as much as its opposing hypothesis. Pius XII added two
methodological conditions: that this opinion be not adopted as though it were a certain and demonstrated doctrine and as if Revelation could be completely disregarded in
questions of this nature. He also mentioned the necessary proviso that this opinion be compatible with the Catholic Faith, a point upon which I shall return.

Today, nearly 50 years after that Encyclical, new knowledge leads us to no longer consider the theory of evolution as just a simple hypothesis. […] Pius XII had
underscored this essential point: if the human body takes [sic] its origin from living, pre-existent matter, the spiritual soul is immediately created by God (animas
enim a Deo immediate creari catholica fides nos retinere iubet, Encyclical Humani Generis AAS, 42,1950, p.575).

Frankly, it seems that John Paul II's message makes Pius XII say a little too much on the one hand, and a bit too little on the other.

A little too much, because Pius XII in Humani Generis is distinctly speaking of two evolutionisms. Of the first he writes:

Whoever closely observes those outside of Christ's fold will easily and soon discover the main paths travelled by a great number of scientists. In fact, they are the
very ones who make out that the so-called system of evolution can be applied to the origin of everything; now, the proofs of this system are in no way irrefutable,
even in the limited field of natural science. They do, however, accept it without any prudence whatsoever, without proper judgment, and we hear them professing
smugly and brashly that monist and pantheist hypothesis of some primeval and unique 'something' completely and fatally subject to a never-ending evolution. Now,
this is very precisely the very same postulate adopted by the partisans of communism so that, when the souls of men have been deprived of every idea of a personal
God, they may the more efficaciously defend and propagate their dialectical materialism.

The above quotation constitutes in simple terms the (Church's) official condemnation of evolution, be it materialistic, atheistic or pantheistic: all of which deny the dogma of
creation. In his message, John Paul II unfortunately neglects to recall the above-mentioned condemnation of Pius XII, and it is this omission which has probably prompted
those screaming headlines about Darwin's unmerited rehabilitation as was done in the previously-mentioned newspaper La Nazione.

 

EXEGESIS: the investigation and expounding of the true
sense of the Sacred Scriptures, that is, the truth actually
conveyed by them.

HERMENEUTICS: the principles governing the right
interpretation of the Sacred Scriptures and associated,
therefore, with the science of exegesis.

MONISM: materialist system according to which all things
proceed from only one principle, viz. matter, by way of
evolution.

PANTHEISM: a false philosophy, which consists in
confounding God with the world.

PATRISTICS: the study of the writings of the Fathers of the
Church and the science of their contents.

EPISTEMOLOGY: that branch of philosophy which is
concerned with the theory of the origin, nature, grounds,
method and limits of knowledge.

 

If atheistic and materialistic evolutionism was running rampant "outside the Christian fold" at the time of Pius XII, the so-called theistic evolutionism was, indeed, already
prevailing inside the fold of Christ. Since this last type of evolutionism admits God's influence upon evolution and the direct creation of the human soul, it was supposed that it
could be established in the Catholic Church itself. The theistic evolutionists, one of whom was Carlo Colombo (who later became Paul VI's theologian!) appealed to "progress"
of science which they used - we know not with what good faith - to turn hypotheses into absolute certainties.8 The background to all of this is well described by Card. Ruffini:

Through several Catholic circles there has spread the impression that the question of man's origin has recently received such encouraging results from paleo-
anthropological research, that we are now obliged, for the sake of truth as well as of prudence, to cast aside our previous convictions based on the Bible, the
doctrine of the Fathers of the Church, as well as the constant teaching of the Church.9

Unfortunately, the doctrine [or teachings] of the Fathers, even though carrying much weight, was not able, in this case, to settle the question once and for all.

Card. Ruffini, himself a cardinal member of the Pontifical Biblical Commission and zealous defender of the traditional and obvious
meaning of Genesis chapter 2 (7-24), writes in one of his fundamental works on evolutionism10   that there is lacking in the Fathers'
teachings one of the two indispensable conditions for declaring that the creation of the human body from the slime of the earth be
considered as belonging to the deposit of Faith. In fact, in order for the doctrine of the Fathers to be able to vouch for the divine and
apostolic Tradition and testify therefore in favor of divine Revelation, it is necessary that: 1) the Fathers show themselves
unanimous (at least morally) to attest to a truth; 2) they must attest to this truth as a truth of Faith, for example, by declaring guilty
of heresy anyone attacking it or else by affirming that such is indeed the teaching of the Church, or by any other equivalent way. As
to the direct creation of the human body from the slime of the earth, we have the unanimous accord of the Fathers, but in their texts,
there is lacking the second essential condition (with the exception of a doubtful text of St. Jerome) which explains the theologians'
state of uncertainty in qualifying this doctrine (for some a "de fide truth," for others, simply a "common judgment").

This enabled theologians as well as authorized exegetes or those close to Pius XII, such as Boyer, Pirot, Ceuppens and Bea, to
affirm that in the biblical narrative we must retain the fact (of God's special intervention in the creation of the human body) and
leave it to science to determine the way in which it was done: that is, if God formed the human body from inorganic or organic
matter (the latter being a nice way of saying: from an animal). In this case [i.e., from an animal], "slime of the earth" in the biblical
text would simply be understood in its figurative meaning, and not in its literal sense, as it has always been believed. Pirot, for
example, had written:

Whether God made use of the body of an animal to fashion the body of the first man (or not) remains a question to be
addressed not by exegesis, but by (the science) of anthropology.11

And Ceuppens, another qualified exegete:

I think that both theories can be equally justified or defended.12

Also Bea, who at the time was the Rector of the Biblical Institute:

This question belongs, as do many others, to that category of various problems which should constitute  the  object  of  research  in  the  applied  sciences of
paleontology, biology and  of  morphology.13

Finally, Boyer, who was then professor (and then rector) at the Pontifical Gregorian University:

They also exaggerate those who ...are most scandalized...by the idea that the founts of Revelation do not clearly exclude some kind of participation of some inferior
living species in the fashioning of the first human body.14

These assertions of authorized persons gave rise to a great deal of negative reactions on the part of theologians and exegetes equally qualified in these matters.

It was at this juncture that Pope Pius XII intervened with his encyclical Humani Generis when he wrote:

It remains for Us now to speak about those questions which, although they pertain to the positive sciences, are nevertheless more or less connected with the truths
of the Christian Faith. In fact, not a few insistently demand that the Catholic religion take these sciences into account as much as possible. This certainly would be
praiseworthy in the case of clearly-proven facts; but caution must be used when it is rather a question of hypotheses, having some sort of scientific foundation, in
which the doctrine contained in Sacred Scripture or in Tradition is involved. If such conjectural opinions are directly or indirectly opposed to the doctrine revealed
by God, then the demand that they be recognized can in no way be admitted.

For these reasons the Teaching Authority of the Church does not forbid that, in conformity with the present state of human sciences and sacred theology, research
and discussions, on the part of men experienced in both fields, take place with regard to the doctrine of evolution, in as far as it inquires into the origin of the
human body as coming from pre-existent and living matter - for the Catholic Faith obliges us to hold that souls are immediately created by God. However, this
must be done in such a way that the reasons for both opinions, that is, those favorable and those unfavorable to evolution, be weighed and judged with all necessary
seriousness, moderation and measure, and provided that all are prepared to submit to the judgment of the Church, to whom Christ has given the mission of
interpreting authentically the Sacred Scriptures and of defending the Dogmas of Faith.

And at this point, as a note, Pius XII refers to his Allocution to the members of the Academy of Sciences (Nov. 30, 1941, AAS, vol. XXIII, 1941, p.506) wherein he had
affirmed:

The numerous research works in the fields of paleontology, of biology as well as in morphology on other problems concerning the origins of man have, to date,
come up with nothing positively clear and certain. It behooves us, therefore, to leave to the future the answer to this question, if, perchance, science, enlightened
and guided by Divine Revelation, is able to provide certain and definitive results (answers) on such an important question.

It is, therefore, a bit of an exaggeration to say that Pius XII had "already affirmed that there was no opposition between evolution and the doctrine of the Faith." It is, on the
contrary, quite accurate to declare that in Humani Generis, the Roman Pontiff makes no pronouncement, leaving to the scientists and theologians the task of bringing forth
arguments both pro and con, while reserving to the "judgment of the Church" the last word once they have finally obtained (if possible) "certain and definitive results." And it
is still too much to have Pius XII say that "if the human body takes [sic] its origin from living, pre-existent matter, the spiritual soul is immediately created by God." Pius XII
never used the present indicative tense, the tense of reality and of certitude, and never would have done so. What he did say, since he was only speaking hypothetically, was that
even if the human body should have had its origin in an animal (which is still light years away from being a demonstrated fact) the immediate creation of the human soul would
remain firm and unaltered.

In the same vein, it is stretching the truth to pretend that Pius XII "considered the doctrine of evolutionism as a serious hypothesis, worthy of research and of serious thought
and this, just as much as its opposing hypothesis."

As a matter of fact, Pius XII does not say that theistic evolution is a serious hypothesis, but that it is a hypothesis to be studied with all "necessary earnestness (or seriousness)"
(which is, quite obviously, not the same thing at all); he maintains that it is a hypothesis not "worthy" but "which needs" to be weighed and judged "with all necessary
seriousness, moderation and measure" and that everyone is duty-bound to be submitted to the judgment of the Church. And lastly, it is too much to say that Pius XII considers
the evolutionist hypothesis "worthy of research and of serious thought and this, just as much as its opposing hypothesis." In fact, right after this, Pius XII deplores the case
where…:

...some, however rashly, transgress this liberty of discussion (i.e., that liberty of discussion allowed by Humani Generis), when they act as if the origin of the
human body from pre-existing and living matter were already completely certain and proved by the facts which have been discovered up to now and by reasoning
on those facts, and as if there were nothing in the sources of Divine Revelation which demanded the greatest moderation and caution in this question.

This last affirmation simply means that Pius XII does not at all consider theistic evolution "just as much as its opposing hypothesis" and that his obvious reservation of
judgment on this question is rather more negative (non-licet) than positive.

 

THE TRADITIONAL AND EVIDENT SENSE OF GENESIS

It is true, in fact, that the argument based on Patristics is not sufficient in this case to settle this question once and for all. However, the unanimous consent or agreement of the
Fathers concerning the formation of Adam's body from the slime of the earth has ever remained an argument of great weight and strength against the hypothesis pretending that
the human body was derived from some animal. Another argument of the first order remains the unanimous accord of theologians as well as of all of the Christian faithful on
the creation of the human body from the slime of the earth: a common doctrine, therefore, and, for many theologians, one of Divine Faith, up to the present time: "This question
of the origin of the human body stemming from the animal kingdom," Ludwig Ott writes, "only arose under the influence of evolutionism."15 This above all: it is not at all easy
to reconcile evolutionism, even of the theistic kind, with the sacred texts on the origins of the human body. Genesis teaches us that God created the soul of man directly and
formed his body from pre-existent matter [i.e., "slime of the earth," Gen. 2: 7] Organic or inorganic matter? Organic, that is, living matter, the evolutionists argue. However, the
most obvious and literal meaning given by the Bible is not that of some organic (living) matter, but that of some inorganic, inanimate (non-living) matter: " And the Lord God
formed man of the slime of the earth" (Gen. 2:7).  And to Adam following his sin, God did say: "Thou wilt return to the earth out of which thou wast taken: for dust thou art
and unto dust thou shalt return" (Gen. 3:19), without mentioning other texts supporting Genesis. Moreover, Genesis (2:7) informs us that God, after having fashioned man's
body, "breathed into his face the breath of life and man (Adam) became a living soul." The question which now arises is, therefore, that which, in his day, Card. Ruffini posed
in an article published in the Osservatore Romano just a little while before Humani Generis:

How are we to safeguard the unmistakably clear biblical account or testimony telling us that the body of the first man became alive through God's breathing upon
it, if, as the evolutionists claim, it [that body] was already alive before this.16

In turn, the exegete Francesco Spadafora observes that in order to support the evolutionist hypothesis, even of the most limited sort, one must "twist" the sacred texts.

Those exegetes who favor a mitigated evolutionism in fact translate Genesis (2:7): "God formed man of the slime of the earth and breathed into his face the breath of life, and
man became a living person," and no longer "a living soul" (or a living being). But the Hebrew "nefesh chajjah" in Genesis is always used with the meaning of "living being"
and is also applied to animals (cf. Gen. l: 21-24; 2:19; 9:10,12,15). How is it therefore possible to justify the translation "living person"? And, if the proper and precise
translation is, as it indeed is "living soul" (living being), it simply means that Adam's body, before his soul was infused into it by God's breathing, was not yet alive and
therefore inorganic matter, not organic; dust of the earth, not animal. Moreover, according to the evolutionist's type of exegesis, "dust of the earth" would mean: "an animal
already created from the dust of the earth" and, really now, this is a bit too much! 17 Conclusion: "theistic evolutionism which would also like to be considered Christian"18 is in
no way at all supported by the self-evident and natural meaning of the sacred text.

Moreover, this obvious meaning is also the meaning traditionally accepted by the Catholic Church, starting with the Fathers (of the Church); a meaning duly approved by
Church Authority (Provincial Council of Cologne, 1860, approved by the Holy See, retractions demanded of Leroy, Zahn, Bonomelli, etc., by the Holy Office); a meaning
which still remains, in spite of the evolutionist wave, the "most common meaning," which the exegetes, such as Galbiati himself, admitted.19  Mgr. .Spadafora writes that:

It is evident that the Biblical narrative presents some anthropomorphisms [=similitudes, not myths] (God who forms Adam from the dust of the earth); this the
Fathers noted down well and yet all of them have admitted and accepted the idea of a direct and particular intervention on God's part including His fashioning of
the first human body from inorganic [lifeless] matter….20

While Card. Ruffini warns:

To speak about the origin of man, while changing and modifying our beliefs of past ages, always constitutes a point which can lead, if not to blatant errors, at least
to a weakening and decline of those positions of the utmost importance for the Faith.21

Common sense together with prudence, as a matter of fact, require that even in the case of a non-defined question of exegesis, traditional belief be not argued without
sufficiently grave and well-grounded reasons. In any case, before evolutionism has ever rigorously proven its hypotheses and the evolutionist theologians and exegetes have
come up with arguments much more firmly grounded than their presumed simple-minded "scientific progress," with which they are light-years away from proving the case for
evolutionism, these (evolutionists) will have indeed shown themselves to be..:

...desirous of novelty, and fearing to be considered ignorant of recent scientific findings, they try to withdraw themselves from the sacred teaching authority (Pius
XII, Humani Generis).

 

A NOVELTY

We can now understand why this "intervention" of the Magisterium of the Church which is Humani Generis made no final pronouncement on theistic evolutionism, preferring
to postpone such a decision to a later date when both science and theology would be able to offer "certain as well as definitive indispensable proofs."

But now we have a novelty contained in John Paul II's recent "Message":

Today, nearly 50 years after the publication of that encyclical [of Pius XII] new knowledge leads us to consider no longer the theory of evolution as just a simple
hypothesis.

What is this "new knowledge"? The "Message" limits itself to saying that:

...the fact is remarkable that this theory has progressively imposed itself upon the attention of research workers, in the wake of new discoveries in diverse
disciplines of knowledge. The convergence, or coming together, unsought and unprovoked, of findings of independently carried out research, constitutes in itself a
significant argument in favor of this theory.

However, the "convergence" of those findings has yet to be shown because for a long time already, great difficulties have arisen against evolutionism, including those fields of
science which, only a short while ago seemed so favorable to it: embryology, genetics, geology, paleontology , etc...And that this convergence, if it does indeed exist anywhere,
be "unsought and unprovoked" remains to be seen, since it is in the habit of evolutionary scientists to twist their findings to fit into their hypotheses: "Many evolutionary
authors take into account only those elements which favor their own theoretical conceptions," admitted Professor Piero Leonardi of the University of Padua22 in his debate with
Mgr. Spadafora, a renowned exegete.

In any case, a "significative argument" does not in any way constitute a decisive proof nor a rigorous demonstration such as is demanded and required in the field of science,
and especially in the case of a question touching the Christian Faith in which we would find ourselves obliged to "put aside our previous convictions based on Sacred
Scriptures, on the doctrine of the Fathers as well as on the traditional teaching of the Church." The "Message" of John Paul II himself says, yes, that..:

...new knowledge leads us to no longer consider the theory of evolution as just a simple hypothesis.

But it is not at all said that this "new knowledge" leads evolution to be considered as a scientific certainty as the mass media deduced and proclaimed everywhere (a
misunderstanding easily foreseen and which those responsible for it had the duty to "nip in the bud"). The rest of the text of the "Message" is as follows:

What is the importance of such a theory? Touching this question means to enter into the field of epistemology. A theory is a meta-scientific elaboration, distinct (or
separate) from the results of observation but similar to them. Thanks to it [ i.e., a theory], a set of facts and data can be brought together as a whole and interpreted
in an integrated and undivided explanation. Theory shows its validity insofar as it is open to verification; it is constantly evaluated on the level of facts; and where
it is no longer demonstrated by facts, it manifests its limits and inadequacy. At this point it must be thought out again.

Now if all of this has been well understood, the "theory of evolution" must no longer be considered as a hypothesis, but as a...theory! And, since a theory, as the same
"Message" admits, must also itself be verified "on the level of facts" and eventually "rethought," it seems that evolutionism has gained absolutely nothing from such a
promotion (and that such a promotion has served only to create the above-mentioned misunderstanding).

 

A MYTH HENCEFORTH TORN TO SHREDS

It is all the more so since evolutionism "on the level off acts"- which the "Message" seems to ignore strangely - has already declared itself bankrupt.

We will limit ourselves to a few quotations, but which carry a lot of weight. In 1980, in a congress held in Chicago, 160 scientists from all over the globe acknowledged the
shipwreck of their system against the reef of the fixedness (or stability) of species:

The complete absence of any links between men and monkeys is but the most obvious in the series of illusions: the absolute non-existence of links of one species to another is
not at all an exception: this is the universal rule in nature. The more scientific researchers have tried to follow any traces of transition from one species to another, the more they
have been deceived and disappointed (Newsweek, Nov.3, 1980).

Again in 1980, in Italy, Giuseppe Semonti, a world-renowned geneticist and professor at the University of Perugia, together with Roberto Fondi, professor of paleontology at
the University of Sienna, published their work Dopo Darwin: Critica all'evoluzionismo - After Darwin: A Critique on Evolutionism (Rusconi, Milan) in which the "myth" of
evolutionism gets its so well-deserved scientific burial. In 1985 there followed, by the same Semonti, another work: Luna nel bosco - Moon in the Woods (Rusconi, Milan),
once more taking evolutionism to task. Finally, on August 25, 1992, the Corriere della Sera published an article entitled: "Scientists Meet in Congress: We Do Not Come from
Monkeys; Darwin Challenged on Evolutionism." The newspaper story was all about the annual congress of the British Association for the Advancement of Science, the very
same association to which was presented for the first time the theory of evolutionism. The author of the article was the English scientist Richard Milton, author of The Facts of
Life: The Myth of Darwinism Torn to Shreds. The Corriere della Sera wrote:

Milton is not alone in his challenge. Many indeed are the scientists who have seriously questioned Darwin's thesis.

(Which, moreover, never did convince all of the scientists). And all of this after a whole army of biologists, of paleontologists, of embryologists, of zoologists, of botanists, of
geneticists, of anthropologists from all nations exhausted itself for over a century in a vain attempt to flush out from under cover the faintest trace of a supposed evolution.
Together with Card. Ruffini we ask the "theistic" evolutionists, "Was it really worthwhile to wander off from the divinely revealed. path, a path so straight, so simple yet so
logical and rational even in its smallest details?"23

 

TEILHARD'S OMINOUS SHADOW

Things being as they are, we need to ask ourselves the (pertinent) question: why did John Paul II's "Message" to the Pontifical Academy of Sciences seek to undertake the
restoration of a myth henceforth completely discredited and lying in shambles before the world? The following seems to us to be probably the most likely answer: Amongst the
"mythomaniacs" of evolutionism stands the Jesuit Teilhard de Chardin, who, in order to try to justify his "weird and fantastic theology" (i.e., his "Christlike" evolutionism or
still, his evolutionism of "holy matter" towards the Omega-point, where Christ is reduced to a zenith of the process of "humanization"!), never hesitated in having recourse to
scandalous hoaxes: the "Piltdown Man," a fraud made up from a man's skull and the mandible of a monkey;24 and his "sinanthropus" of Peking (Peking Man...) fashioned with
the bones of monkeys killed by ...modem hunters!25

Teilhard's "theology," despite the monitum [i.e., a solemn warning] of the Holy Office against his works, triumphed at Vatican II, especially in Gaudium et Spes, thanks to the
efforts of De Lubac.

Now the Catholic hierarchy, starting with the Roman Curia, is teeming with highly-placed clergymen unfortunately infected with "acute teilharditis" - according to Gilson's
formula for De Lubac26 - and the first of all, as we have already so rigorously documented, is the Prefect of the ex-Holy Office, Card. Ratzinger, for whom, exactly as with
Teilhard, in Jesus Christ, it is not God Who was made flesh, but it is man becoming God.27 John Paul II himself following the example of Paul VI, does not hesitate to quote
Teilhard de Chardin. Above all, take the case recently quoted in a Passionist review..:28

...a letter written in 1981 by Card. Casaroli, John Paul ll's Secretary of State, to Mgr .Poupard, on the occasion of the public celebrations of Teilhard's centennial, indicated a
very favorable attitude toward him (i.e., Teilhard) on the part of the Holy See, thus dispelling all those fears propagated by great theologians of rare intelligence and of great
aggressiveness.

Thus are they depicted today, by the followers of Teilhard, all those great theologians who were so opposed to that Jesuit's condemned works, in particular Fr.
GarrigouLagrange, O.P., whom they will never forgive for having proved that their "new theology" proceeds unrestrained to heresy by the "path of shims and fancies."29

That Passionist publication forgets, however, the fact that, almost immediately, on July 22, 1981, a press release from the Holy See hastened to make it clear that the letter sent
by Casaroli "in the Holy Father's name" was not at all meant..:

...to constitute a revision of the previous stand taken by the Holy See vis-a-vis that author (Teilhard), and especially with reference to the Monitum of the Holy Office (of June
30, 1962) warning the faithful that that author's works were teeming with ambiguities and grave doctrinal errors.

What had happened? A group of cardinals of the Roman Curia had immediately and sharply protested against Teilhard's undeserved praise, and, consequently, this attempt at
rehabilitating that heresiarch suffered a partial setback.30

We sincerely hope to be mistaken, but we do fear that John Paul lI's "Message" to the Pontifical Academy of Science was not intended to be so much a restoration of
evolutionism already "in shreds," as a renewed attempt to officially approve or sanction the modernist error of Teilhardism, which is not only a form of evolutionism, but which
is, in fact, much more and much worse: for it is, in truth, a dangerous and radical distortion of Christianity, wherein the fundamental dogma would no longer be the Incarnation
of God, but the "ascent of man"31 with the consequent cult of Man made God instead of God made Man.

Paulinus

 (From Courrier de Rome, Mar. 1997)
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A LETTER FROM ONE OF OUR READERS

 

 

Reverend Father:

I would be much obliged if you could enlighten
me about the following question: The affirmation
according to which God, by eternal decree, has
predestined certain specific persons, in
anticipation of their grave sins, to eternal
reprobation; that is to say, the affirmation
according to which a certain number of human
beings are actually languishing and will continue
to languish forever in hell; is this, yes or no, a de
fide truth? If so, it is a matter of what kind of
truth (divine, divino-Catholic, ecclesiastical,
etc.)? Are there any passages in Holy Scripture
or in official documents of the magisterium
which touch on and unequivocally (i.e.,
doubtlessly or unquestioningly as to meaning or
intention) define this matter? And if so, what are
they?

Signed, ………….

 

 

OUR ANSWER

It is, indeed, a de fide truth that God, by eternal decree, has predestined certain persons, in anticipation of their grave (i.e., mortal) sins to eternal reprobation, and this is,
precisely, a (yet) undefined truth of divine and Catholic Faith.

Let us explain these terms:

(1)     A truth of divine Faith, because it is contained in the word of God (i.e., divine Revelation), both written and orally transmitted to us.

(2)     A truth of the Catholic Faith, because the Church, in its ordinary and universal magisterium, has always proposed it to the faithful.

(3)   Undefined, because it has not yet ever been solemnly defined either by a pope or by an ecumenical council (which does not prevent it from belonging to the
"deposit of Faith").

Let us now briefly examine Holy Scripture, Tradition, and the magisterium of the Church.

All of Holy Scripture unequivocally affirms that not all men are saved, but that some of them are lost by their own fault and will suffer eternal punishment. It is quite sufficient
here simply to recall the Last Judgment mentioned in Mt. 25:31ff., and especially from v .41 :

And when the Son of man shall come in His majesty...and all nations shall be gathered together before Him, and He shall separate them one from another...and He
shall set the sheep on His right hand, but the goats on His left. Then shall the king say to them that shall be on His right hand: Come ye blessed of my
Father….Then He shall say to them also that shall be on His left hand: Depart from me, you cursed, into everlasting fire which was prepared for the devil and his
angels ...and these shall go into everlasting punishment: but the just, into life everlasting.

And, in the same vein, in Jn. 5:28-29:

For the hour cometh, wherein all that are in the graves shall hear the voice of the Son of God, and they that have done good things, shall come forth unto the
resurrection of life; but they that have done evil, unto the resurrection of judgment (i.e., condemnation).

And in the Old Testament, we need only to refer to Daniel (12:2)..:

...and those that sleep in the dust of the earth, shall awake; some unto life everlasting, and others unto reproach, to see it always.

And thus it is throughout the Sacred Scriptures, both in the New as well as the Old Testament.

Against the Pelagians and semi-Pelagians, who (as some of today's modernists) reduced God down to the level of a simple spectator of man's salvation or perdition, St.
Augustine and his disciples have already defended predestination as a traditional teaching of the Catholic Faith:

The Church has always had faith in this truth of predestination, a faith which nowadays she defends with a renewed solicitude against the new heretics (St.
Augustine, De dono perseverantiae, 23, 65).

The Church, as the divinely authorized interpreter of Tradition and Holy Scripture: (1) has always and everywhere taught that not all men will be saved; (2) has always
defended and reaffirmed this truth against new and renewed heresies in various particular councils (Carthage, Milene, Orange, Arles, Quierzy, Valence, etc.); (3) presupposes,
and therefore implicitly speaks of predestination (of which reprobation is a part) in the Ecumenical Council of Trent, where we read:

Neither anyone, as long as he is living in [our present] mortal condition, is to so overrate the secret mystery of divine predestination so as to declare himself
absolutely certain of being counted amongst the definitive and final number of the predestined [for heaven]….In fact, there is no way of knowing those whom God
has chosen except through a special divine revelation (Dz. 805). If anyone affirms that a man born again [i.e., validly baptized] and justified is obliged by faith to
believe that he is certainly to be included in the number of predestined, let him be anathema (Dz. 825).

Therefore, without going into all the details of this great mystery, it is a divine as well as a Catholic certainty that, although God indeed wishes all souls to be saved, in actual
fact, not all men are saved. And this is the reason why it is impossible to truthfully say "hell exists, but it is empty," nor is it even reasonably possible to even "wish" that it were
empty. Modernists, as we have already had occasion to point out, have their way so easily from the fact that the dogma of predestination is so rarely preached upon in all of its
aspects, and is therefore presently so little known by the faithful. This does not, however, annul the fact that…:

...the Church, although opposed to the exaggerations of the "Predestinators" [who favor a predestination not only for the punishment but also for the sin] has,
however, always professed "the predestination of the elect to eternal life" (Dz 322 and Quierzy, ch.1, Ez. 316).

The Church has declared that God, through His divine grace, has predestined to eternal life those He has first known and for whom, first and foremost, He has prepared that
eternal life. As for the others, those who are lost through their own fault, God has certainly known them beforehand [otherwise, He would be neither eternal nor all-knowing],
but He has not predestined them to perdition, but only to eternal punishment, and therefore…...:

...as regards sin, reprobation is only a foreknowledge while punishment is in the nature of a divine predetermination [God, being eternal as well as omniscient, has,
from all eternity, pronounced His verdict: "Depart from me, you cursed"] (Bartmann, Manuale de Teologia dogmatica, vol. 2, p.273, and pp.276ff.).

The Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, in turn, gives the following resume of the constant teaching of the Church regarding eternal reprobation (i.e., damnation):

Against predestinationism as well as against the Protestant and Jansenist doctrines which renew it, the Church [in the above-mentioned councils] teaches: a) that
God does, in truth, and in a certain way, wish to save all men while making the accomplishment of His precepts possible to everyone; b) that there is no
predestination to evil, but God from all eternity has decreed the eternal punishment of damnation for those future sins of final impenitence, sins of which He is in
no way the cause but which He only permits.

The Church has always had faith in this truth of predestination,
a faith, which nowadays she defends with a renewed solicitude against the new heretics.

(St. Augustine, De dono perseverantiae, 23, 65)

 

Evidently, the doctrine of the Church against opposing heresies is summed up in the profound words of St. Prosper, words taken up exactly by the Council of Quierzy:

Quod quidam salvantur salvantis est donum [against Pelagianism and the semi-Pelagians ]; quod quidam pereunt perentium est meritum [against
predestinationism] - That some men are saved is the gift of the One who saves; that some are lost is the just salary of those who lose themselves.

This is exactly what is expressed in Holy Scriptures:

Perditio tua ex te, Israel tantum modo in me auxilium tuum -Destruction is thy own, O Israel: thy help is only in me" (Osee 13:9) (Cited in the Dictionnaire de
théologie catholique, word predestination, col. 2994).

Conclusion: To pretend that "hell is empty" or that we may hope that it be so, is to fly in the face of divine Revelation and to declare, also, the entire Church to be in error for
two thousand years.

 

ANOTHER LETTER ON THE SUBJECT

 

Dear Father:

The question raised by SI SI NO NO regarding the
lost souls in hell has left me quite perplexed. Since
the liturgy has much to do with theology, I have
always stuck to that which St. Augustine wrote on the
Psalms in the fifth lesson of the second nocturne of
Matins of Holy Thursday, an opinion which does not
seem to me to differ very much from that of Card.
Biffi in this matter, and well-founded in view of St.
Augustine’s authority, and the venerable antiquity of
the liturgy in question. Obviously, this “opinion” is
just as valid as its opposite, for it is quite
disconcerting to see compared to dogmas (which
were clearly and solemnly defined by ecumenical
councils or by popes) those theological conclusions
(even respectable) or the so-called common sentences
(even those approved by the popes). How then could
I be right in refusing certain Vatican II doctrines
(which is pastoral in name only), and not be right in
refusing those doctrines which carry an equal or
inferior theological weight? It is precisely the
experience obtained from Vatican II which has taught
me to base myself solely upon that which God has
directly revealed and which the Church (in a clearly
infallible manner-anathema included) proposes to our
belief, while considering that the infallible
declaration can possibly be poorly worded or
expressed without losing its validity. Among other
things (and always on the subject of hell) I think that
if God has seen fit not to reveal to us certain details.
It is for our own good and it is therefore improper to
rack one’s brains on a matter which He has not given
us to know. Moreover, and unless I am mistaken, the
proposition formulated by the theologians’ parallel
magisterium is ammunition in the hands of the neo-
modernists.

Signed, …………

P.S.   In the expression “theologians” used above, it is
evident that I do not include the Fathers of the
Church, whose unanimity is approximately
equivalent to Holy Scripture. But the era or age of the
Fathers, unless I am wrong, ended in the seventh
century.

 

 

OUR ANSWER

The fact that hell is not empty is not simply an "opinion," but a de fide truth. For example, Ludwig Ott, in his Précis de théologie dogmatique (ed. Marietti Herder, p.402)
writes:

God, by his eternal decree, has predestined certain persons, in anticipation of their [unrepented mortal] sins, to eternal reprobation [or punishment].

This is followed by the theological qualification "de fide."

De fide means that it is a truth immediately revealed by God Himself and not, as you have wrongly supposed, a "theological conclusion" or "a theologian's common sentence"
(which do, however, have their value, especially those "theological conclusions" which, if defined by the Church, do have the same degree of infallible certitude as have the
veritable dogmas). Therefore, that passage of St. Augustine's to which you have referred can in no way be interpreted in opposition with dogma; and any opinion or other
contradicting dogma should be rejected out of hand because contrary to the true Faith.

The patrimony of the Catholic Faith is not limited, as we shall see, to those "dogmas which were clearly and solemnly defined by ecumenical councils or by popes" and - which
will certainly surprise you - dogmas are not limited even to defined dogmas.

The dogmatic Vatican Council I (1869-1870) has infallibly declared:

According to the divinely revealed Catholic Faith, we are solemnly duty-bound to believe everything contained in God's word, be it written [Holy Scripture] or
transmitted by word of mouth [Tradition], and which the Church has proposed as divinely revealed for our belief, either by a solemn judgment or by its ordinary
and universal magisterium (Dz 1792).

MAGISTERIUM: The
Church’s divinely appointed
authority to infallibly teach the
truths of religion (DZ. 1972).

 

Dogmas are precisely those truths proposed by the Church for our belief as an article of "divine and Catholic Faith." In order to have a dogma, there must, therefore, be two
essential elements:

(1)   that this truth be contained either explicitly or implicitly in the sources of revelation (Holy Scripture and/or Tradition);

 (2)   that this truth be proposed by the Church for our belief (cf. L. Ott, op. cit. pp.13, 22). Contrary to your expressed opinion, it is not necessary that dogmas be
"already and solemnly defined by ecumenical councils or by popes," given that the proposition of the Church, as resulting from the above-quoted text, can occur in
two different ways: either through the extraordinary channel of solemn papal definitions or solely through the ordinary and universal magisterium of the Church.
The dogma of eternal reprobation is found in the second category and is, nevertheless, a true dogma indeed.

Ludwig Ott, as a matter of fact, after having declared the doctrine of reprobation to be" de fide" (e.g., Catholic dogma), adds:

The reality of reprobation has not been formally defined, but does constitute a common teaching [semper et ubique] of the Church.

Bartmann in turn writes:

Eternal reprobation has certainly not been formally defined, but it is, in truth, part of the general doctrine of the Church and can be proved through Holy
Scriptures,..

…...and continues:

Sacred Scriptures refer to the condemnation of the unrepentant sinners from the very beginning (Manuale di Teologia dogmatica, ed. Paoline, vol. II, p.277).

Also, the Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, basing itself upon the Holy Bible as well as upon the constant magisterium of the Church, concludes: "The fact that some souls
are [eternally] condemned is therefore absolutely certain and constitutes a certitude of the Faith (vol. XII, col. 3007. Refer also to the Encyclopédie catholique, word
prédestination).

(3) We are entitled to refuse Vatican II, or, better, certain texts of Vatican II, not because they carry a "theological weight" inferior to infallible declarations, but simply because
they are interpreted in contradiction with that which the Church has "semper et ubique" (always and everywhere) proposed to our belief or with the extraordinary magisterium
(solemn definitions), or again with the ordinary and universal magisterium, which is that "common teaching" referred to by Ludwig Ott, or that "general doctrine of the
Church" mentioned by Bartmann.

To make of this a question of a more or less great "theological weight" is an extremely grave error. In fact, the "deposit of Faith," that is to say, that doctrine entrusted by Jesus
Christ to His Church, cannot simply be reduced solely to defined truths of the Faith (which would be very few and which would exclude numerous...dogmas), but is, in reality,
much more wide-ranging, embracing everything, that God has revealed and which the Church has constantly believed and revealed (implicitly or explicitly). Our act of Faith,
in reality, is not limited to defined truths of the Faith, but is open to a general and universal act of Faith:

My God, I firmly believe everything which Thou hast revealed and which Thou teachest us through Thy Church [the Holy Church - obviously, but nowadays it is
important to make this point unmistakably clear - is not to be identified with the presently reigning Pope who is not speaking ex cathedra and who is not proposing
the constant doctrine of the Church, but only his own "opinions" which are at variance with that doctrine].

In a Brief dated December 21,1863, to the Bishop of Munich, Pope Pius IX summed up the situation in these words, where he declared:

Even if it were a question of that obedience which we owe (concretely) to divine Faith, that obedience should not be limited to those truths expressly defined by
decrees of ecumenical councils or of Roman Pontiffs or of this Apostolic See [i.e., defined dogmas], but should also extend to truths which, springing from the
ordinary magisterium of the Church, have been propagated throughout the world and have been transmitted as being divinely revealed; and therefore, by a common
and universal accord of Catholic theologians [note: Catholic and not modernist] these truths are to be considered as being a matter of Faith [undefined dogmas].

This clarifying statement coming from Pius IX was later solemnly ratified by Vatican I (1870) in a dogmatic declaration reported above in no.2. It follows from this that a
Catholic must not limit his Faith solely to defined dogmas, but, over and above those dogmas expressly professed in the Credo, he must embrace, in a general and universal act
of faith, the "deposit of Faith" in its entirety. Vatican II or, more precisely, the errors coming from Vatican II, cannot be included in the "deposit of Faith," because God does not
contradict Himself, and it is an absolute rule that Catholics must believe only that which does not stand in contradiction with the doctrine always and everywhere taught and
believed by the Church [Cf. Origen, PG., vol. XI, col. 116, and St. Vincent of Lerins, Commonitorium (See sidebar on facing page)].

(4 With regards to the question of hell, God has never revealed the number nor the names of the damned, (except for Lucifer, the multitudes of fallen angels or demons, as well
as for Judas, for whom - Jesus tells us - "it would have been better for him never to have been born," which can only be said of an eternally lost soul), because it would
certainly be proved to be "improper to rack one's brains" on the subject of the existence of hell as well as on the fact whether it be full or empty, since God has clearly revealed
to us that it does indeed exist and that it will be eternally inhabited not only by demons, but also by men damned through their own fault:

Depart from Me, you cursed, into everlasting fire which was prepared for the devil and his angels (Mt. 25:41).

(5)  The so-called "parallel magisterium" of the modernist pseudo-theologians has absolutely nothing to do with Catholic theology, which respects the rules of Faith and which
does not fly in the face of the true magisterium, but is led or guided "under the vigilance of the holy magisterium," by authorities of great minds and holiness, and to whom "the
magisterium of the Church has given, with its special authority, a so noteworthy approbation." This is so true that to scorn it [i.e., Catholic theology] is tantamount to despising
the magisterium of the Church itself (Pope Pius XII, Humani Generis - available from Angelus Press: Price $1.95).

The unanimity of the Fathers of the Church testifies in favor of Tradition, which, together, with the Sacred Scriptures, forms one of the founts of divine Revelation. But,
following the Fathers of the Church, there came the Doctors (i.e., teachers) of the Church who have, in common with the Fathers, an outstanding holiness together with an
eminent doctrine as well as the (implicit or explicit) approval of the magisterium. Such is the great theology, that theology "canonized" by the Church, and upon whose mark
authentic Catholic theology has always aligned itself (e.g, St. Thomas Aquinas first of all) and according to the will of the Roman pontiffs themselves. This same authentic
Catholic theology is presently being tragically and openly contradicted and opposed by the proponents of the "new theology" precisely because of its unswerving attachment to
Tradition and the magisterium of the Church, which the neo-modernists, on the contrary, hold in the utmost contempt (cf. Pope Pius XII, Humani Generis).

Dear friend, you are now in a position to fully evaluate the importance and gravity of the present crisis in the Church. In bygone times (before Vatican II), the faithful could
sleep peacefully in the loving arms of their Holy Mother the Church; nowadays, the specter of neo-modernism presents Catholics with a false and horrible caricature of the
Church while trying to treacherously convince them that such is their true Mother. Nowadays, Catholics are obliged to face up to problems and questions that they could
formerly (i.e., before Vatican II) ignore without blame. What, then, is the remedy for this tragic situation? It is quite a simple one, and within easy reach for those of good will:
Let us stick to and be well content with that Faith professed by the Church before the Council (i.e., Vatican II, 1962-1965) in less suspect times (such is the rule propounded by
St. Vincent of Lerins) while utterly and prudently rejecting all of the post-Conciliar novelties as we implore our Lord Jesus Christ to hasten the hour of His mercy, seeing that
the "little ones [such as all of us are] beg for the bread of Truth, and there is no one to give it to them in these tragic times."

(Taken from Courrier de Rome, March 1997.)

 

 

Would to God, then, they that now exercise us were converted and exercised with us: but let us
not hate them, thought they continue to exercise us; for we know not whether they will persevere
to the end in their wickedness. And many times, when you imagine that you hate your enemy, it
is your brother you hate, though you ignorant of it. The holy Scriptures plainly show us that the
devil and his angels are doomed to eternal fire. It is only their amendment we may despair of,
with whom we wage an invisible war; for which the apostle arms us, saying: Our conflict is not
with flesh and blood, that is not with the men you see before your eyes, but with the princes, and
powers, and rulers of the world of this darkness. And lest by his saying, of the world, you might
think perhaps, that the devils are rulers of heaven and earth, he added, of this darkness. By the
world, then, he meant the lovers of the world; by the world, he meant the impious and the
wicked; by the world, he meant that which the Gospel speaks of; And the world knew him not (St.
Augustine).

Detail from Appearance of SS.Jerome and John to St. Augustine, by Matteo
Di Giovanni.

 

 

Some men of this type traveling through provinces and cities, hawking their venal errors, came also to the Galatians. These, after having listened to the travelers, became
lukewarm, towards the truth, rejecting the manna of apostolic and Catholic doctrine and delighting in the dirt of heretical novelty. On this occasion, the authority of the
apostolic power asserted itself and decreed with utmost severity: “But though we, or an angel from heaven, preach a gospel to you besides that which we have preached to you,
let him anathema.”

Why does he say: “ But though we”? Why not rather: “But though I”? Because it is his understanding that even if Peter, or Andrew, or John, even finally, if the whole
community of Apostles “should preach a gospel to you other than that which we have preached to you, let them be anathema.” What tremendous strictness! To assure firmness
in the loyalty to the “first faith,” he is ready to spare neither himself nor his fellow Apostles. But he is not satisfied with that, for his words are: “Even if ‘an angel from heaven
should preach a gospel to you besides that which we have preached to you, let him be anathema.’” For the preservation of the traditional faith it was not sufficient for him to
look only on the condition of human nature; he also included the eminent angelic nature. “Though we,” he says, “or an angel from heaven.” Not that he thinks that holy and
celestial angels could sin. What he really means is: If that happened which cannot happen, let whosoever may attempt to change the traditional faith be anathema.

But, perhaps he pronounced these words incidentally, uttering them out of a quite human impulse rather than forming them under divine inspiration? This is far from the case.
He continues, and emphasizes his point with the whole weight of reiterated assertion: “ As we said before, so now I say again: If anyone preach to you a gospel besides that
which you have received. Let him be anathema.” He did not say: “If anyone announced to you something besides that which you have received, let him be blessed, praised,
welcome,” but: “let him be anathema.” That is, let him be separated, segregated, excluded, so that the horrible contagion of a single sheep may not infect the innocent flock of
Christ with its poisonous virus.

[St.Vincent of Lerins, The Commonitories (Commonitoria), Translated by Rudolph E. Morris, J.U.D. (Marquette University). New York, Fathers of the Church, Inc (1949)
pp.281-282.]

 

Courtesy of the Angelus Press, Kansas City, MO 64109
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THE "ASCETICS" OF THE SO-CALLED "NATURAL FAMILY PLANNING METHOD"

The headline of the article on page four of the Italian newspaper, Filrouge-Filo diretto con, caught our attention: "Natural family planning
methods as a way to humanization." After having affirmed "the precision as well as the validity" of the so-called natural methods of
contraception, the article goes on to illustrate the "...depth of the value of these methods, which are not to be considered as a simple
technique, free of side effects, (and) specifically meant to avoid procreation."

As a matter of fact, the article explains, these methods constitute, or are to be understood as being methods of asceticism: methods favoring:

...the exercise of self-control, that is, the ability to restrain our instinctive sexual urges, not for the sake of repressing them outright,
but...in order to submit them to the control of reason and to direct them in view of that which is good.

And what is that "view of that which is good"? It is simply that interpersonal love shared by the spouses themselves, "...only he or she who
is able to dominate his or her sexual urges is able to love," since, "...those instinctive sexual urges press every human being to satisfy both
his physical and emotional needs, and to come together in fruitful union of his beloved 'spouse.'" And this is why it is necessary:

....to exercise self-control which is able to achieve a self-renunciation in favor of a much higher and greater good: the love shared by
the husband and wife….. This interior attitude predisposing one to sacrifice in view of a higher good is a characteristic mark of a
liberated person: free of external as well as of internal (sexual urges) conditioning and also free to fulfill their love-centered way of
"conjugal" life.

Conclusion:

Natural methods, therefore - being much more than a form of birth control technique - consist in a couple's way of life with regard to their sexuality…People can
become educated to this lifestyle by instruction in these natural (birth control) methods, which thus become an opportunity for (spiritual) growth for those married
couples who take this road with commitment and who place themselves under the direction of qualified counselors for guidance in these methods...

And so, here we are in the presence of a Malthusian mentality which considers the "good of posterity" (bonum prolis) as an evil to be avoided, a mentality presently spread
unchecked far and wide in that Catholic world which is now becoming more and more "an enemy of the Cross" (St. Paul). Moreover, this contraceptive mentality is now going
about disguised, all the better to seduce souls, in the habit of an ascetic.

In this way, birth control is presented sub specie boni, that is to say, under the facade of respectability and of righteousness. However, under the "ascetic's" garb, flashes a
devil's tail: for, in fact, this is a question of an "asceticism" which flies in the face of the most elementary principle of true Catholic asceticism, a false austerity taking no
account whatsoever of the Magisterium of the Church and which is unmistakably oriented towards...contraception!

ASCETICISM: Rightly
understood, this is self-discipline
in all its forms, particularly those
voluntarily undertaken out of love
of God and desire for spiritual
improvement.

 

AN INAPPROPRIATE AND UNJUSTIFIABLE PROPAGANDA

We do observe, however, right from the outset, that the "apostles" of conjugal "asceticism," with their undiscerning and, even worse, unconditional propaganda of so-called
"natural methods," are trudging wearily along a path long ago condemned by the Magisterium.

Pope Pius XII, tackling the problem of the licit or illicit nature of those "natural methods" in his famous address to midwives (Oct. 29, 1951), alerted and strongly warned the
faithful against letting themselves "be carried along by an inappropriate and deceitful propaganda" of such methods. And the reason for this is clear as crystal: such methods are
deemed licit "only in cases of absolute necessity" (Pius XII, ibid.), cases the gravity of which must be examined most attentively, given the danger, for the majority of spouses,
of widening beyond measure those motives being invoked in favor of periodic continence. Hushing up the truth of these motives as well as their gravity, which alone can justify
or make licit what are known as "natural methods," simply constitutes an incitement to a life of sin under the pretext of "asceticism."

 

DECEITFUL LANGUAGE

These "natural methods," we are told, are not to be considered as just a technique specifically aimed at avoiding procreation (i.e., avoiding having children), without the risk of
side-effects.

"Natural methods"? And why not come out with it in all honesty and admit frankly that they are, in fact, speaking of "natural methods of contraception"? Because, in the final
analysis, this is what is really meant when a couple sets about calculating, with contraceptive intent, the wife's monthly fertile and infertile periods in order to avoid the first
while taking advantage of the latter. The systematic abstinence from conjugal relations, limited to the married woman's fertile period, is a clear indication of a will not to
procreate, that is, of not wanting to fulfill or accomplish the primary ends of matrimony.*

*The sacrament of Matrimony is a contract between a man and a
woman, both of whom are baptized and free to enter into the contract,
to live together for the purpose of begetting and rearing children, and
of cherishing one another in a common life. The ends of matrimony
are, therefore, primarily the procreation and bringing up of children;
secondarily, mutual support and affection and the satisfaction of
desire. - Translator's note.

Now, if this will of the couple is not justified through a moral or physical impossibility of fulfilling this duty (an essential condition "swept under the rug" by our "ascetics"),
the so-called "natural methods" remain precisely "a simple technique, free of any side-effects, of avoiding having children" and the alleged effort at this type of "asceticism"
finally reveals itself for what it really is indeed: a selfish plan, as well as a systematic seeking after free and unfettered sensual pleasure; in a word, the sin of "hedonism
presented under the guise of a pseudo-mysticism." 1

If, however, according to a reasonably and equitably formed judgment, there are no such serious reasons, personal or deriving from external circumstances, the will habitually
to avoid the fecundity of their union, though continuing fully to satisfy their sensuality, may only derive from a false evaluation of life and from motives not in harmony with
sound ethical canons (Pius XII, Address to Midwives).

A far cry, indeed, from an ascetic "lifestyle"!

 

ASCETICISM OR SHARED SELFISHNESS?

Just what kind of "asceticism" is this, anyway - we are still wondering - which seeks the perfection not of the love of God, but of a puny self-centered love? Of course, one's
love for his or her spouse, when raised to the level of Christian charity, does become a means of elevating oneself to the perfect love of God, but it remains a means, not an end
in itself, and often tends to become, as a consequence of original sin, an obstacle to our love for God: "I have married a wife, and therefore I cannot come" (Lk.14:20); whence
the evangelical counsel of perpetual chastity .

Making the love of one's spouse "the be-all and end-all" of one's asceticism is simply putting a creature in God's place; this is nothing but a form of idolatry, not of love.
Moreover, within the "couple's wilfully barren union" meant to constitute an "exercise in self-control" through "natural birth control methods," there is no place for children
[this is quite logical, since we are dealing with natural methods of contraception -  Ed.]. Who has not heard the refrain over and over again: "the beloved you"; that "love" for
one's husband and for one's wife; freedom for the starry-eyed spouses to lead a life of endless paradisiacal love, etc…. As though the love between husband and wife is
rekindled and cemented not by a generous attitude regarding procreation, but by a selfishness bent on avoiding having children in the first place! And, above all, as if conjugal
love had its own grounds for existence in itself and not in the procreation and education of children.

Quite the contrary, it is precisely in procreation, and not in a shared sterile and selfish sexual satisfaction that:

...egoism suffers a salutary defeat as the couple concentrates its attention on a third person who is also the weakest and most fragile of all (the new baby). Thus will
love become more binding, there will be less sensual attraction; there will be a greater unity of souls, of hope and of intentions.2

And this same communion of souls will, in turn, serve to carry out a task transcending the persons making up the couple:

Not only their common task of an exterior life, but also all of that personal enrichment, including all that is most profound and spiritual in wedded love as such, has
been placed, by the will of nature as well as that of the Creator, at the service of the couple's offspring.

By its very nature, perfect married life also entails the spouses' complete self-sacrifice for the children's benefit, and that conjugal love, in all of its strength and tenderness,
constitutes in itself a prelude of a most sincere solicitude with regard to the children as well as a guarantee of its fulfillment (Pius XII, ibid.).

 

BEHIND THE ROMANTIC TALE: AN ERROR ALREADY CONDEMNED

With this pseudo "asceticism" of "natural methods" of birth control, we are facing the full-fledged error of "personalism," an error which, contradicting the traditional doctrine
of the Church, places the primary end of marriage in the personal satisfaction and development in the couple's mutual love. In this mistaken perspective,

...if, from this complete union of the spouses, a new life is generated, this is a result which remains outside, or, at best, only at the surface of the "growing baby's
personal worth or value"; a result although not refused, but which many do not want to consider to be at the very heart of the spouses' sexual relations (Pius XII,
ibid.).

This error, which first appeared in Germany in the first half of this century, has been promoted and encouraged by numerous present-day authors of the "new theology,"

Romano Guardini, Max Scheler, etc.3 This same error was also condemned by the Holy Office (March 29-April 1, 1944) which repeated:

That which is manifest by the internal structure of natural disposition, also that which forms a part of Christian tradition together with that which has so often been
taught by the sovereign pontiffs (Pius XII, ibid.)...

...that is, that the primary end of marriage is the procreation and education of children, while the secondary end of marriage (fulfillment and mutual love of the couple) is
oriented toward and subordinated to the primary end of matrimony.

Pope Pius XII, who had already sounded the alarm against the "deadly consequences" of the "personalist" novelties in his Allocution before the Sacred Roman Rota (Oct. 3,
1941), personally took up the same question once again in his famous Address to Midwives on Oct. 29,1951:

Now, the truth of the matter is that marriage, as a natural institution and in virtue of the Creator's holy will, has as its primary and most intimate end, not the
spouses' personal fulfillment, but the procreation and education of new life. The other goals in marriage, although also designed and intended by nature, are not to
be found at the level of the primary end of marriage and, even less, are they to be considered superior to them, but are indeed essentially subordinated to them.

This holds true for each and every marriage, even when barren or infertile; just as in the case of every eye we may affirm that it has been formed and destined for
sight, although some unusual cases do sometimes occur where, through some circumstances, either interior or exterior, it happens that an eye may be struck by
blindness.

In the case of the "personalist" error, on the other hand:

...the selfish couple will have recourse to a whole litany of enticing remarks and observations as a foundation to a rosy pipe dream of a married life wherein the
spouses wastefully use up a whole wealth of particular natural gifts, qualities and energies which nature, together with God's grace, have so evidently designed and
directed toward the continuation and multiplication of human life.4

Again, beneath the "romantic" veneer of such a "love life" with one's "beloved," it is easy to perceive the miserable reality of the double-headed monster of twofold selfishness
against which Pius XII alerted newlyweds as being "the greatest enemy," "the deadliest poison" of conjugal love:

This shared selfishness on the part of the spouses abhors the very thought of self-sacrifice and prevents the establishment between husband and wife of that holy
friendship where they share the same ideals, where they hold everything in common, pain and joy, comfort and sorrow, need and help. Pride leads to dissension
between the spouses; and if the selfishness of the husband is not equal to that of his wife, the upshot will be that these two egotisms will form an alliance in this
grievous fault.5

And this is exactly what can be expected when a married couple resorts to the use of unjustified natural methods of contraception.

 

DISCREDITING AND DEFAMATION OF MARRIAGE

To hear the "ascetics of natural birth control methods" speak, those who do not systematically resort to such "methods" but who, on the contrary, give life to children wanted by
God as He wants, would not have the opportunity of "growing," nor a chance of exercising their "self-control," and would therefore be destined to remain at the mercy of their
"sexual urges" without the possibility of "submitting them to the control of 'reason' and of directing them towards that which is good."

Just what idea do these "ascetics" have regarding marriage, and especially marriage as a sacrament? Do they see marriage as an authorization favoring the unbridled
gratification of their "sexual urges"? Marriage, already seen as a simple natural contract, constitutes a victory of reason over instinct, because it subjects those sexual urges to
the law of morality, precisely "...not to reject them, but to subject them to the control of reason and to channel them in the direction of that which is good..." a good which is not
the couple's selfishness, but the bonum prolis, the good of those children whom the "natural methods" seek to limit, if not to eliminate altogether. It was not without reason that
Jean-Baptiste Vico, whose philosophy is called to mind by Ugo Foscolo in I Sepolcri (The Tombs) - "Marriage, tribunals, and the altar have made humanity charitable towards
itself and neighbor" - places marriage as one of the fundamental steps in the process of civilization by which man subjects instinct to reason, and from a "savage," he is made
human.

But Christian marriage is yet much more: it is a sacrament conferring upon the spouses an increase in sanctifying grace together with a right to all of the essential actual graces
needed to lead a holy life in the state of matrimony. And it is that sacramental grace in particular - and not the so-called "natural methods" - which enables the couple to acquire
the virtue of self-control.

With the Christians we are able to behold a sound as well as sensible self-control, continence is exercised, monogamy (one wife, one husband) is observed, and
chastity is esteemed and practiced...

...declared, without fear of contradiction, the apologists to the pagans,6 and those Christians were innocent of such "natural methods," while simply following St. Paul's
teachings:

But for fear of fornication, let every man have his own wife, and let every woman have her own husband. Let the husband render the debt to his wife, and the wife
also in like manner to the husband.... Defraud not one another, except, perhaps, by consent, for a time, that you may give yourselves to prayer [This is the only
"periodic continence" or rather, temporary continence, allowed by the Apostle - Ed.]; and return together again, lest Satan tempt you for your incontinency (I Cor.
7:2-5).

In this way - yes, a natural way - as well as by the heroic way of true ascetic continence, the first Christians together with all good Christians were able to attain to a sound self-
control, exercised continence, practiced chastity according to their state in life, and thus succeeded in transforming a pagan society into one steeped in Christianity. And if
today, this state of affairs no longer holds true, the reason is that Christians, no longer living their Christian life, have also neglected and put aside Christian marriage.

Be that as it may, marriage does not consist in giving free rein to one's unbridled sexual instincts, but in controlling them in view of the end for which God created human
sexuality, which is the procreation and education of those children of whom -in contracting marriage - the spouses assume such an important responsibility before God and
men. And herein indeed do we have "responsible paternity," which is light years away from "natural methods" of birth control. In marriage, the means (sexual urges) are
ordained to their end (procreation). With the systematic use of "natural methods," on the contrary, we have disorder entering the scene and separating the means from their
natural end. All of which has absolutely nothing to do with heavenly-minded asceticism!

 

DEPRECIATION AND BELITTLING OF FRUITFUL MARRIAGE

Just what is, therefore, such an asceticism which teaches married couples to avoid the accomplishment or, at least, the generous accomplishment of their duties in the married
state?

Asceticism is not an end in itself, it is but a means: its goal is to dispose the faithful to respect and carry out God's will, even when this costs a personal effort or sacrifice. The
love of God, however, does not lie in an "exercise in self-control," but rather in the accomplishment of God's holy will.

Now, then, where are we to find signified, expressed and concretely manifested this same God's will for each person? This is known or, at least, it should be: God's will is
concretely expressed and manifested in each person's duty of state in life, which determines for every soul how to observe, in a concrete manner, the commandments of God,
and in which measure we are to practice the evangelical counsels, which even lay people must, in a certain measure, love and practice in order to save their souls. And this is
precisely the measure dictated by one's own duties of state in life.

Now, the spouses' duties of state, their "specific obligations," consist in becoming authors and educators of new lives7 and it is along this path that they are to attain their
sanctification and salvation. "He who remains a slave to his instincts does not love," declare the "ascetics" of natural (birth control) methods. True enough, but it is also true
that each and every married person is called to liberate himself from his instincts and egoism (or selfishness) through the procreation or generation and education of children
(c.f., I Tim. 2:15). This liberation is realized according to the measure of generosity with which we take up our daily cross of responsibilities, of burdens and sacrifices involved
in fatherhood and motherhood, and certainly not be resorting to those so-called "natural methods" which are meant, on the contrary, to avoid or at least to limit those
responsibilities, burdens and sacrifices. The pretended "exercise of self-control" based on "natural methods" is thus seen for what it really is: a thinly veiled pretext to shirk
those duties pertaining to the married state, in which God has placed a superabundance of occasions for the spouses to exercise "self-control." Such "self-control" can include
that temporary continence due to pregnancy and childbirth, and which can even go so far as to require the sacrifice of the mother's life, and even up to the very last act of love
for her children, thus crowning a life spent for them in the generous giving and forgetting of self.

 

LIES AND ILLUSIONS

Conjugal life, the indissoluble bonds of marriage, require from the spouses that they sacrifice their pride on the altar of duty and of the love of God. They are to sacrifice their
self-esteem to that love of God, Who has elevated and consecrated the beating of their two hearts, and to the love of their children, for whom they have received both the
priest's and heaven's blessing….Before your child's cradle, dear young married couples, may your love receive a new consecration in the sacrifice of your pride and of all its
dreams (Pius XII, Address to Young Married Couples, June 17, 1942).

In actual fact, the very essence of our love for God is really unique, both for spouses in the married state and for those consecrated to the religious life, and it consists in
sacrificing one's own will, one's own selfishness, in order to embrace the will of God in the fulfillment of one's duties of state in life.

Our poor duties of state!….How often they are ignored!...and so poorly understood!...distorted and even perverted by illusions caused by self-interest!...How often
do people invent and impose upon themselves special duties, not at all legitimate, while putting off or brushing aside their certain and well-grounded duties! Ah! if
only I knew very well the duties of state in my life….Is God's will not wholly contained in my own duties of state? And outside my duties of state, what am I
seeking if not my own will while neglecting God's will?..Herein lies the treachery of the devil combined with the stupidity of my own pride. Presented in the false
light of a greater good, I am persuaded to do my own (selfish) will while losing sight of that one and supreme law grounded on the will of God.8

It is by these means of illusion and lies that the "ascetics" of "natural methods" shirk and teach others' to shirk that total self-denial required in raising a large family, if such be
God's will, with all of the sacrifices (including the economic ones) involved. We are looking here, therefore, at an "asceticism," known as "natural methods," which is actually
at the service of selfishness, and which even dares pretend its "self- control" is superior to that of those married couples who, generously and in a Christian manner, faithfully
fulfill their duties of state, without seeking to avoid responsibilities, expenses and sacrifices.

How far such a mentality - we declare together with Pope Pius XII - is opposed to God's ways and thoughts as well as to the language of Scripture, and even to sound reason
and to natural human feelings! If there arise conditions and circumstances where parents, without violating God's laws, are allowed to avoid the blessing of bringing children
into the world, it must always be kept in mind that such cases of absolute necessity do not authorize anyone at all to pervert ideas, to depreciate or belittle moral values, nor to
ridicule and sneer at the mother who has had the courage and honor of giving birth to each and every one of those children wanted by God.9

 

MALTHUSIANS, NOT CHRISTIANS

When Pius XII, on Oct. 29, 1951, delivered his famous address to midwives, he closed down that "wide road" which certain "theologians" wished to leave wide open by
approving the systematic use of natural methods of birth control, simply because they are natural. l0  Pius XII explains:

The simple fact that the spouses do not violate the nature of the act of procreation and are even ready to accept and raise a child who, despite their precautions,
should be born, is not in itself able to guarantee the rectitude or rightness of their intentions nor of the absolute morality of such motives (Pius XII, Address to
Midwives.)

Indeed, it is possible to respect the laws of nature, yet sin against the duty of procreation; it is possible to not sin in the means, while sinning with relation to the end in mind.
Marriage, Pius XII repeats, grants rights because it also imposes the duty of procreation, which is exclusively proper to the married state, and consequently spouses are excused
from this duty as from any other duty, only in those cases where, despite all of their good will, they find themselves in the physical or moral impossibility of meeting this
particular obligation.

But those theologians in favor of the "wide and easy road" have banished from their minds Pius XII's wholesome reminder of the bounden duty of procreation inherent to the
married state, where the large family is meant to be the rule, except in "cases of absolute necessity."

Result: Today's conjugal morality has been reduced to the one problem of family "planning," that is, how to limit the number of children by reconciling morality, convenience,
and pleasure. With this goal in mind, more and more married folk are having recourse to those "indications" (eugenic, medical, social) referred to by Pope Pius XII, while also
forgetting that such "indications" must be proportionately grave in relation to the duties from which they are dispensed, duties which consist in the obligation of procreation
which is proper to the married state.

This peculiar mentality of the "absolute minimum to be believed and practiced" (Cardinal De Lai) is nothing short of the "broad way that leadeth to destruction, and many there
are who go in thereat" (Mt. 7:13).

When our Lord Jesus Christ said: "Be you therefore perfect, as also your heavenly Father is perfect," He was not only speaking to the clergy and religious: He was speaking to
absolutely everyone, including married couples.

When He says: "Blessed are the poor in spirit!...Blessed are the clean of heart...Blessed are the meek," He is not speaking only to those living in convents and monasteries. No,
He is speaking to everyone indeed, including those living within the bonds of marriage. All Christians, even married couples, must, in order to be saved, love and practice, not
the three religious vows, but the three virtues to which religious tend through their vows: poverty, without renouncing possessions and property; chastity, without renouncing
the state of marriage; obedience, without giving up one's legitimate independence. And, everyone, in order to be saved, must love these virtues since they combat the three
great concupiscences of worldly goods, of the flesh and of the pride of life, virtues which preserve us from sin as they sweep away the three obstacles especially opposed to the
love of God and of our neighbor, and therefore to our own eternal salvation. Consequently, if the number of children obliges a family to eliminate unnecessary luxuries and
unjustified expenses, truly Christian spouses will accept this situation as an occasion for practicing the virtue of poverty according to their state in life, while carefully avoiding
having recourse to the non-existent pretext of a "socio-economic indication" (i.e., excuse).

And to prove that such a "socio-economic indication" is, as a general rule, non-existent, we only need to think about this: How come a large family did not frighten our
materially much poorer grandparents, while their present-day grandchildren, although much better off materially-speaking, are terrified at the very prospect of raising a large
family? Why is this? Evidently, the reason lies in the fact that their grandchildren have set their hearts on their physical comforts and are therefore fearful of bringing children
into the world because they are afraid of no longer being able to afford their dream automobile (or their several autos), their modern conveniences, expensive holidays, etc…..
In a word, they fear not having enough money nor liberty in order to enjoy this earthly life to the fullest possible extent.

And the same may be said with regards to what is called the "medical indications" (i.e., excuses). How then explain that numerous pregnancies did not frighten our
grandmothers who nevertheless could not count on medical or hospital assistance which their grandchildren can take for granted nowadays? Obviously, because our
grandmothers were more generous and more willing to sacrifice themselves than their grandchildren are at the present time.

We are not discussing here about pathological cases, and therefore truly exceptional cases diagnosed by a qualified Catholic doctor and in which sincere Christians will
perceive a call, even heroic, to the virtue of chastity according to their state in life (see Pius XII, Address to Midwives).

Not to mention, either, that pretext of not being able to provide their children with a suitable "education," a pretext beneath which lurks a fatherly as well as a motherly pride
whose ambition is to see their children setting out on a future lifestyle outside of that which was marked out for them by Divine Providence, often with the temporal ruin of
those same sons and daughters. The same may be said about the pretense termed the "eugenic indication"* an excuse utterly opposed to the truth: "...that men are born not for
this earth nor for fleeing time, but above all for heaven and eternity" (Pius XI, Casti Connubii)

.

* A likelihood of having sickly offspring. – Translator’s note.

We do not deny the possibility that, apart from those exaggerations of a "science" too often atheistic and puffed up with pride, there can be, and, in reality, there are cases which
need to be examined with all the seriousness owed to science, but also and especially to the light of superior moral norms.

We must, however, emphasize once more that such cases constitute an exception, and not the general rule, and that, therefore, when these various economic, social, medical and
eugenic "indications" are advanced by most people, not to say by everyone, we are led to believe that Christians are no longer Christians, but Malthusians: Malthusians in their
hedonism (i.e., pleasure-seeking or sensuality), and Malthusians in their lack of trust in Divine Providence:

Before categorically affirming or declaring an impossibility in this domain, we must make sure whether selfishness, the desire of a quiet undisturbed life, yielding to the instinct
of sensual pleasure and to the law of the least effort are not, when all is said and done, the determining causes of so much birth control.11

In cases of genuine, "absolute necessity," the feeling of good Christian spouses, the sure sign of their "good will" and of their sincere willingness to fulfill God's will in their
marriage, this feeling of theirs will be one of deep regret, just as in the case of those couples suffering from a physical impossibility of having children.

As Duval-Aumont so aptly put it:

To rejoice in being able to avoid, thanks to natural methods (of birth control), those whom the self-indulgent language of our modern world labels as so many "burdens," is not
the characteristic of good Christians...12

...but of thoroughgoing Malthusians.

Paulinus

(From Courrier de Rome, Jan. 1998)

 

For a further treatment of this issue see see article "Rhythm the Unhappy Compromise," The Angelus, May, 1993, p.12; also included in, Raising Your Children, p.91. [Both are
available from Angelus Press.]
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(An excerpt from Pope Pius XII’s Address to Midwives, Oct. 29, 1951)

Nowadays, another grave problem presents itself, that is, whether, and to what extent, the obligation of being ready for the service of maternity is reconcilable with a constantly
spreading recourse to the natural periods of sterility (the so-called “agenesic” periods in woman), which seems to be clear expression of a will contrary to that precept….[T]he
lawfulness of such conduct on the part of a husband and wife should be admitted or denied, according as the intention constantly to observe those periods is or is not based on
sufficient and reliable moral motives. The mere fact that the partners do not vitiate the nature of the act and are also ready to accept and to bring up the child that,
notwithstanding their precautions, might be born, would not of itself be sufficient to guarantee the uprightness of their intention and the unquestionable morality of their
motives.

The reason is that marriage imposes a state of life which, while it confers certain rights, likewise enjoins the accomplishment
of a positive task concerning that state. This being so, the general principle may be applied that a positive service may be
omitted if grave motives, beyond the control of the good will of those who are under the obligation to perform it, show that
its performance is inadvisable and prove that the petitioner (in this case mankind) cannot equitably claim it.

The marriage contract, which confers on husband and wife the right to satisfy the natural inclination, sets them in a specific
state of life, the matrimonial status. Now, on husbands and wives, who make use of it through the specific act of their status,
nature and the Creator impose the function of providing for the preservation of the human race. That is the characteristic
service which gives to their status its peculiar value, the bonum prolis – the good of posterity. The individual and society, the
people and the State, the Church itself, depend for their existence, in the order established by God, on prolific marriages.
Hence, to embrace the matrimonial state, to make use continually of the faculty peculiar to it and licit only therein, and, on
the other hand, to avoid its primary duty, always and deliberately, without a serious motive, would be to sin against the very
meaning of married life.

Serious motives, such as those not seldom appearing in medical, eugenic, and social so-called “indications,” may exempt
some from the positive, obligatory act for a long time and even, if necessary, for the whole duration of marriage. It follows from this that observance of the sterile periods may
be licit from the moral standpoint; and in the conditions mentioned it is so indeed. If, however, according to a reasonably and equitably formed judgment, there are no such
serious reasons, personal or deriving from external circumstances, the will habitually to avoid the fecundity of their union, though continuing fully to satisfy their sensuality,
may only derive from false evaluation of life and from motives not harmonizing with sound ethical canons.

[-From, The Pope Speaks: The Teachings of Pope Pius XII, (YN, Pantheon Books, Inc., 1957) pp.119-121.]
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A KIND OF MUTINY

It has been common knowledge for a long time that Pius XII (who died on Oct. 9, 1958) had already considered the possibility of
summoning an ecumenical council. He was succeeded by John XXIII who, at the time, was regarded as a transitional pope (transitional
from what to what?). Hardly three months after being elected, he announced his intention of convoking a council. The Curia and the
Preparatory Commissions began their preparation and, after 18 months' work, presented 73 "schemas" which were either rejected or
profoundly modified by the Council itself. The magazine La Croix, in a special issue in December, 1975, carried an interview with the
Dominican Fr. Yves Congar (who was subsequently made a cardinal and was one of the Council's "experts"). In this article, Fr. Congar
openly ridiculed these "schemas": "Seventy-three of them! Many of them reflected the theology of Pius XII and re-affirmed counter-
reformation doctrine…" It could not be clearer: those who pulled the strings of the Council did not want to hear any talk either of "Catholic
theology" (for there is no such thing as a personal theology of Pius XII) or of the council of Trent.

It was at that point that Pope John XXIII played a part which reminds one of the Sorcerer's Apprentice. The fact is that he was suddenly overtaken by events, giving the
impression that he was no longer capable of governing. According to the reports of Fr. Congar (and others), the Pope "had something simple in mind, a kind of kerygmatic1

theology of the Faith, with a very detailed adaptation of Canon Law." In the event, this Council, which Pope John XXIII intended to last for two months and be completed by
Christmas, continued for four years.

The Council had hardly begun, Fr. Congar tells us in the same interview, when "the bishops became more confident and very quickly, from
October 1962, a certain number of bishops had simply decided to reject the doctrinal schemas which had already been prepared."

Carried along by this tidal wave, it is reported that Pope John XXIII said to several cardinals (from whom Fr. Congar got his information):
"They didn't understand me." If this is so, it implies that he never regained control of the situation. Archbishop Lefebvre, in one of his first
addresses on this subject (1969), referring to events which in many ways resembled a mutiny, said:

The whole drama of this situation is this...and I am not the only one to think so: from the very first days, the Council was under siege
by the forces of progressivism….We were convinced that something abnormal was happening in the Council. It was scandalous how
people were trying to turn the Council from its purpose by attacking the Roman Curia and, thereby, Rome herself and the successor of
Peter.

 

THE "SPIRIT OF THE COUNCIL"

All the preceding councils, with the exception of the 4th (Chalcedon) and the 13th (Lyons), exhibit a rigorous pattern; the true doctrine is set forth and the opposite errors are
condemned. This is carried out in a logical sequence which means that these two parts are inseparable: the second flows necessarily and logically from the first. By contrast, the
acts of Vatican II are in the form of a series of addresses followed by recommendations, exhortations and vague suggestions, which are thus capable of being turned and applied
in the particular sense desired by the Council's manipulators. To understand Vatican II, one must bear in mind that the particular approach adopted in each area discussed in its
documents follows, in its turn, from a certain general approach which could be called the "Spirit of the Council"...astray and evasive like the spirit of modernity, twisting and
slippery as an eel. Accordingly, if one manages to catch a thread, one must follow it and not let it go. Such a thread might be, for instance, the special supplement of La Croix
of Dec. 1975, ten years after the Council, dedicated specifically to the "great new approach" of the Council. What we have here is a very interesting analysis of the conciliar
documents, followed by an even more interesting interview with Fr. Congar who, in the meantime, had been raised to the dignity of the Cardinalate...which gives his words the
weight and value of approval on the part of the Curia and the Sovereign Pontiff.

 

THE "MOST FUNDAMENTAL" TEXT

Fr. Congar, while he has no great opinion of the Declaration on Religious Liberty (Dignitatis Humanae) which he regards as a banal document with no other merit than having
"contradicted the Syllabus," exalts the merits of the Dogmatic Constitution on Divine Revelation (Dei Verbum) and regrets that this text did not have a greater impact.

We too admit that this document is of great importance but for reasons very different from those of Fr. Congar.

Passing over his laudatory commentaries on things he approves of, we shall concentrate on his statement that this constitution had "a considerable influence":

Although it is one of the shortest texts of the Council, this constitution is perhaps the most fundamental. By making Scripture the basis of preaching and theology,
it has indicated the direction to be taken by all the other texts of the Council. It has presided over the liturgical reform by allowing Christians to have access to a
wider choice of scriptural passages, both in the Mass and in the other sacraments. By refusing to ratify the theory of the two sources of revelation (Scripture and
Tradition), it permitted a rapprochement with Protestants [who evidently admit only scripture, not tradition - Ed.] and had a considerable ecumenical influence. Fr.
Congar was able to say that this constitution had put an end to the Counter-Reformation (i.e., the Council of Trent).

 

ALIGNMENT WITH LUTHERANISM

In other words, this conciliar constitution, which claims to be "dogmatic" and which has set the direction for all the other conciliar texts, which has presided over the liturgical
reform, which has had a considerable ecumenical influence, intends to impose - as a dogma - the liquidation of the Tridentine Counter-Reformation. Thus it prescribes
alignment with the Protestant Reformation, which the Council of Trent was (we must suppose) mistaken in opposing!

The new "pastoral" approach which the Council wanted to impose dogmatically (Dei Verbum is a "dogmatic constitution") is an invitation to ignore the Council of Trent, to act
as if it no longer exists, as if it no longer has any validity. This is the return to the Protestant principle of "sola Scriptura" - Scripture alone is the source of revelation -which
explains (and here Fr. Congar is right) the ecumenical strategy of the Council and the total reform of the liturgy, not only of the ritual but of the entire temporal cycle. This
explains the pre-eminent place given to the "Liturgy of the Word" and to biblical texts (sola Scriptura), going hand-in-hand with the disappearance of the systematic teaching of
religion according to a true Catechism (which is the Catechism of the Council of Trent, which formed the basis of the diocesan catechisms until 30 years ago). This explains the
return to the Memorial of the Last Supper, which does not need a true altar but only a simple table, and the de-natured function of the priest, who no longer sacrifices but has
become the president of the assembly.

An historic moment: January 25, 1959, in the Basilica of St. Paul-Outside-the-Walls,
Pope John XXIII announces that the Second Vatican Council will take place.

 

THE ECUMENICAL APPROACH

We are very well aware that the liturgical reform has been following scarcely camouflaged ecumenical objectives. The reformers, working together with well-known
Protestants, played on the ambivalence of the new rite and, by means of this subterfuge, toyed with the idea that the reformed missal could be used by both Catholics and
Protestants, together or separately.

This is intellectual dishonesty, which has created and maintained ambiguity in the hope of attracting Protestants. There is something in this which recalls Pascal's famous
"wager," in the sense that the catholic invites the non-Catholic to have some experience of Catholic religious practice, by substituting habit for faith. This is why, by the way,
certain philosophers consider Pascal a modernist before his time. The "experience" of Catholicism as a source of Faith is very close to modernist immanentism, if not identical
with it.

It is permissible to see similarities between Pascal's "wager" and what is called" communio in sacris," which the Council's Decree on Ecumenism, far from excluding, considers
positively as something to be "sometimes desirable" as a way of re-establishing Christian unity, a method to be used with " discernment," prudently, according to the judgment
of episcopal authority such precautions are more in the nature of a pious hope.

"Communio in sacris" means participation by non-Catholics in the sacred action, i. e., the liturgy, not only in prayer. There is more than a simple analogy between this practice,
which is growing more and more, and Pascal's "wager." The latter invites the non-believer, whom he would like to lead to the Faith by means of religious practice, to "wager"
on the existence or non-existence of God and then, on the basis of belief in God's existence, to draw the practical consequences for his life. After this, Pascal indicates what he
believes to be the "system" already followed by others:

Begin where they have begun, that is, by doing everything as if they were already believers, taking holy water, having Masses said, etc…. Naturally, that will bring
you to believe and help you to become accustomed (Pensées, No.233).

The justified objection to this method is that it has substituted external gestures for the internal act of faith and has given the non-believer license to perform sacred acts in
virtue of "experience," whereas these acts are reserved by the Church to those who have the Faith and the necessary purity of heart. Thus it has authorized the non-believer to
perform sacrilegious and gravely culpable acts). Applied to Ecumenism, this process consists, neither more nor less, in inviting Protestants and Orthodox to "act as if they were
Catholics," in Pascal's terms and to join in (communicatio) the Church's liturgy (in sacris) after having accommodated it in order to make it easier for them to take this step. In
other words, the liturgical reformers have lowered the threshold of orthodoxy so that the invited guests should not stumble at the first step.

The practical result, which is growing more and more evident, is that there are no conversions, while among Catholics, the view is more and more widespread that all the
Christian denominations and all the religions are of equal value. Thus, what people believe they can gain in the name of a misconceived charity, is lost at the level of Faith. Is
this a coincidence? The effect is contained potentially in the cause, and the cause can be correctly identified in what La Croix called "the Council's great new approach."

 

THE " ANTHROPOLOGICAL " APPROACH

A second current which has determined the reflections and acts of the Council Fathers is the so-called Theological Anthropology or Anthropological Theology, which has
transformed theology into sociology. The most authoritative witness to this approach is Pope Paul VI himself. On December 7, 1965, addressing the Council in its final session,
he said:

Secular humanism has finally appeared in its terrible dimensions and, in a certain sense, has defied the Council. The religion of God Who becomes Man has
confronted the religion of Man who becomes God! What was the result? A shock, a struggle, an anathema? It would have been possible but it did not happen….It
is the discovery of human needs...that has absorbed the attention of our Synod……

Has all this, and everything we could say about the human value of the Council, perhaps deflected the spirit of the Church in the Council towards the
anthropocentric thrust of modem culture? Not deflected, but given it an orientation. No one observing this predominant interest on the part of the Council, in
human and temporal values, can deny that this interest is due to the pastoral character which the Council has chosen as its program. Such an observer would have
to recognize that this same interest has never been separated from the most authentic religious interest, either by the charity which is its sole inspiration, or by the
close link, constantly affirmed and promoted by the Council, between human and temporal values and those properly called spiritual, religious and eternal: we
yield to man, to the earth, but we raise them up to the Kingdom of God (Homily, Dec. 7, 1965, Osservatore Romano, Dec. 8, 1965).

This is a confession of considerable weight: the Church has turned towards man.

Are we to understand that the Church has turned towards man by turning its back on God? Pope Paul VI says no; the hierarchy will certainly say no. But when, 30 years after
the end of the Council, we see that the bishops and their clergy have become sociologists and, in fact, no longer teach religion, one can and must wonder if, after all the
discussions and statements, this is not the reality of the situation: the Church, in the person of her ministers, has turned towards man by turning away from God.

The "Christian" philanthropy has infiltrated everywhere. It is even found in the Decree on Ecumenism, in the second chapter which deals with the practice of Ecumenism. Here
we find a section devoted to "collaboration with our separated brethren," who are invited to join in the crusade "against the afflictions of our times, such as famine and natural
disasters, illiteracy and poverty, lack of housing and the unequal distribution of wealth," all objectives within the competence of states and public authorities and not of the
Church.

So there is no surprise when we see the Pope calling the heads of the principal world religions together at Assisi to promote peace by common prayer. Projects of this kind are
perfectly in line with the approach set forth by the Council.

 

THE "SPIRIT OF INDEPENDENCE"

A third factor, which is more a mentality than a deliberate approach but which played its part at the Council and goes a long way towards explaining what happened "after the
Council," is the spirit of independence - which is at the root of Protestantism.

The first manifestation of the spirit of rebellion was the mutiny of an important segment of the episcopate at the start of the Council Immediately thereafter the modernists took
charge of the direction the Council was to take. Thanks to this initial revolt against authority, the bishops became infatuated with independence and "freedom." It was at this
time that one impertinent individual, having said that after Vatican I, the Church had had some great Popes, like Leo XIII, Pius X, Pius XI and Pius XII, dared to add that, with
the passage of time, the Roman Curia had become a perfectly effective...omnipotent...instrument of government and study...in other words, it had become tyrannical.

During the Council, Pope Paul VI seemed to share this blind opposition to supreme power.  In the interview already mentioned,  Fr. Congar gives this testimony:

When he (Pope Paul VI) intervened, he did so with great discretion. As he said several times, he would have preferred not to intervene at all but to leave the
Council free. But several times, he reminded us that he was at least one of the Council fathers. There is something unsatisfactory about the way the pope, with his
primacy, is related to the Council, of which the pope is a member. We lack a good theological and practical relationship between these two realities (and yet there
has been an excellent relationship between them for 2,000 years. One only has to remember that the pope is not a member of the Council but its head, and that he is
indispensable to the Council's validity.) Pope Paul VI intervened discreetly in some Commissions; he sent "modi" (modifications) to the Theological Commission
several times, but left it free whether to adopt them or not. Sometimes the Commission rejected these "modi": He also intervened to have 19 "modi" inserted into
the Decree on Ecumenism, which provoked a stir because the text had already been voted on by the whole Council. Of these 19 "modi, " only three or four were
really concerned with the text. Pope Paul VI had no idea that his intervention would give rise to such a storm of protest. Finally, he did not want to have to repeat
his action and asked that the texts should be given to him in good time, so that he could make his observations on them.

Here we must recall the episode of the Nota Praevia (Preliminary Explanatory Note) which was imposed by Pope Paul VI to make it clear in the traditional sense the term
"collegiality" was to be understood. The very existence of this Nota Praevia (see following page), quite independently of what it contains, is one proof among many of the lack
of intellectual rigor on the part of the Council's artisans. The most worrying thing, however, is the incoherent position of the Pope vis-a-vis the Council, as underlined by Fr.
Congar. This is the attitude of a Head who has no awareness of his authority and who dares not intervene. At all events, he does not intervene very much, nor does he do so in a
precise manner. We find an incoherent theological attitude here. On the one hand, from time to time, he is obliged to remind the fathers that he has the primacy, while on the
other hand it seems that, with his "discreet" interventions, he is trying to win acceptance as one Council father among others (which he is not).

Is not this attitude an implicit avowal of that "conciliarism" - an ancient heresy going back to the 12th century - which affirmed that the Council is superior to the pope and
which was condemned by Vatican I? Pope Paul VI has thus given the impression that he would be content with a simple primacy of honor: “primus in16 ter pares." This is
precisely what the Orthodox schism claims. In any case, this strange Council leaves us with the question: was Pope Paul VI in charge of it, or was it in charge of him?

THE MODERNIST TYRANNY

The sequel is in line with this desire for emancipation on the part of the bishops. They demand that the Roman Curia be "internationalized": it is granted. They demand the
reform of the Curia and of Church government: the reform was initiated on August 15, 1967, with the constitution Regimini Ecclesiae Universae, which satisfies those who
were complaining of the "tyranny" of Rome. The Holy Office, whose essential task was to guard the integrity of the doctrine of Faith - which was why it was feared by the
modernists - is liquidated to make room for a kind of Theologians' Academy without any coercive powers. The case of Hans Küng amply demonstrated this. The Consistory, a
disciplinary congregation (a kind of council of the Episcopal Order), was also liquidated and replaced by a Congregation for Bishops without coercive powers. Moreover, all
the congregations lose their autonomy and are now dependent on the Secretariat of State, which thus becomes the central organ of Church government, whereas the pope is
reduced to a figurehead, like the sovereign of a modern state where the king reigns but does not govern. From 1967 on, a reign of inverse tyranny begins in the Church. The
tyranny of the modernists, who have taken over all controls.

One beneficial effect of the new constitution Pastor Bonus of June 28, 1988, has been to restore to the Roman congregations a part of the autonomy which had been removed
from them by the constitution Regimini Ecclesiae Universae, but that does not mean that the Church is safe. The evil has been done and the damage has not been repaired.
Thirty years after Vatican II, the Church is 90% Protestant.

 

ATTEMPTS TO PROTESTANTIZE THE CHURCH

Once the boundaries were thrown down and the Roman guardianship shaken, the bishops, in their turn, saw their diocesan clergy adopting the same attitude towards them.
Then the faithful did the same towards their parish clergy, thanks to the bad example set by those above them. We must even say that it was the clergy themselves who pushed
the faithful to act in this way.

Thinking that they were doing well to adulate the laity, who were now invited to become “adult Christians,” bishops and clergy sowed the wind and reaped the whirlwind. In
turn, the faithful made themselves independent. Who cannot see the enormous difference between “adult Christians” and Christian adults? In the wake of the Council,
Christians who foolishly had been taught that henceforth they were “adults” grasped that this implied that they were to reject all tutelage, doctrinal and disciplinary, on the part
of their pastors. That is how the mentality of the Protestant “freedom of conscience” has been insinuated into people’s minds, without the need -as Luther did long ago, at
Wittenberg - to nail a series of theses to the Church doors, declaring the break with Rome. Luther's Protestantism was doctrinal; that of the modernists, for 30 years, has been
practical. It is a Protestantism of deeds, it is concrete, but the result is the same. Why should we be surprised at the attempts to rehabilitate Luther? And what is the purpose of
this rehabilitation? Perhaps to facilitate the return of Lutherans to the Catholic Church? ...Let's be serious for once!

And why should we be amazed at the demands made in the petition circulated last year in Germany by the group calling itself "We are Church”? The one thing follows directly
from the other!

Insofar as these faithful - though it must be questioned whether they belong to the Church - regard themselves as liberated from hierarchical tutelage, and insofar as their
thinking is unconsciously influenced by the democratic principles of modern society, they are only imitating the kind of false demands made by trade-unions in the economic
and social sphere. To show them that they are in error, one would have to go right up to the top of the ladder of ideas and there one would arrive at the testimony of Fr. Congar:

One day John XXIII said that he wanted to open wide the Church's doors and windows: de facto the power of speech had been given to the Church, whereas under
Pius XII, people were restricted to repeating the Pope's words.

In the world of ideas, there are some things as dangerous as grenades; when they are man-handled, they explode and the damage sometimes far exceeds all prediction.

 

BUT IT’S YESTERDAY’S POPES WHO ARE TO BLAME

Would the hierarchy have the courage, 30 years after Vatican II, to draw up the balance-sheet? Will it still say that, as some people have said, one has to distinguish between the
Council and what came after it?

On this matter, Fr. Congar gave an astonishing answer to the readers of La Croix in 1976: those responsible for the post-conciliar confusion, he suggested, were Gregory XVI,
Pius IX, Pius X and Pius XII, whose qualities as a very great pope he is quick to acknowledge, only to go on to attack him in what follows:

Many people have failed to take account of the radical change brought about by Vatican II. The Church of the period of Pius XII, who was a very great pope with
extraordinary prestige and influence, was submissive in a way that the youngest people of today have not the least idea. Rome then exercised an extremely
effective and rigorous control in all areas, based in part on a theology - Roman Scholasticism - but also on a canonical, ethical and cultural systems…The whole
drama of the post-conciliar period is due to the fact that things that had been blocked and kept at bay for too long by a Church which kept its doors and windows
closed, are now violently - and somewhat blindly - forcing their way in. A kind of vast thaw seems to be carrying everything away with it. To put it more precisely,
the 18th and 19th centuries produced some noble values and achievements: confidence in human effort, in science, in progress, in the desire for freedom and the
democratic awareness, in equality and social justice, in historical criticism…including that applied to the Bible. All this came about in a climate in which Man was
exalted, and clearly the Church could not approve of this. Some people, it is true, began to distinguish between what was true and what was unacceptable, but in
general, and particularly on the part of popes like Gregory XVI, Pius IX and, to some extent, Pius X, the Church's attitude was one of rejection - it was the
mentality of a city under siege. Today doors and windows are open. It is impossible to rehabilitate two centuries of history within the space of 20 or 30 years. What
we must do is acknowledge and accept things that have been forgotten for too long, while keeping in touch with the Faith. And here the Council gives us good
guidance. It is not the Council which is the cause of the crisis but rather the fact that people ignore the crisis or fail to respond to it.

Clearly, then, the distant origin of the post-conciliar disorder and confusion must be sought in the narrow mentality of the popes of the 19th and 20th centuries, including Pius
XII.

However, when one takes the trouble to analyze the "great new approach" of the Council, and when one has understood that this fundamental approach of rejecting Tradition,
the substitution of sociology for theology, and all-round emancipation explains both the Council and what came after the Council, one has also grasped the intellectual
continuity between them and the common cause they share.

 

CONCLUSIONS

It will be remembered that Fr. Congar was influential at the Council as a theologian, as one of its "experts." This is widely known. He himself was not slow to mention the fact
and the journalists who interviewed him were happy to underline it, in order to give importance and authority to his utterances. What he said on the approach adopted by the
Council, which is presented as a huge enterprise with a pastoral aim, and that had broken with the Counter-Reformation, cannot be neglected. The fact is that his observations
on the achievement of Vatican II have not been rectified by the French episcopate nor by Rome. Not only has Fr. Congar not been disavowed, he was conferred with the
cardinalitial dignity. This has given to his views, declarations, writings and publications, the highest guarantee he could have hoped for. Elevating him to the cardinalate, Pope
John Paul II and the cardinals of the Curia have ratified Congar's views and commentaries on the Council's whole approach, giving them an official certificate of authority.
From the simple religious he was in 1960, Cardinal Congar has thus become the Council's authorized interpreter, in the name of the hierarchy.

Having taken note of this, it will be easy to draw the following consequences - indeed, they are dazzlingly self-evident:

1.    In pursuing a "pastoral" aim which breaks with the Counter-Reformation, the artisans of Vatican II have first of all put themselves out of range of the assistance of the Holy
Ghost. It follows from this that Vatican II is merely a human work, a work of Churchmen. Its declarations must, therefore, be evaluated by reference to traditional doctrine.

2.   Everything in the Council texts (constitutions, decrees, declarations) which calls for the faith and assent of the faithful would not be there had there not been 20 previous,
authentic, infallible and irreformable councils. In other words, the Faith and adherence of the faithful has for its object, beyond Vatican II, all the doctrine formulated previously
and which is found scattered here and there, in fragmentary allusions, in the Council texts.  This means that the Council, as a point of reference, is not only incomplete and
therefore superfluous, but it is furthermore harmful insofar as it is contaminated by the modernist vein, which is a spiritual poison.                

Here it is appropriate to recall that the dogmatic constitution Dei Verbum, which deals with Divine Revelation and replaced the original schema entitled De Fontibus
Revelationis, is considered to be the most important document since it gave the direction for the other conciliar texts. It directed the liturgical reform and, by refusing to ratify
the theory of the two sources of revelation (Scripture and Tradition), it permitted - as they claim - a rapprochement with Protestants and exercised a considerable ecumenical
influence…This is the constitution which, according to Fr. Congar, has put an end to the Counter- Reformation.

3.   In spite of appearances, therefore, Vatican II is a pseudo-council. From a totally different point of view, one could say that it was useful in the life and health of the Church
in the way that, in the field of medicine, an abscess can be regarded as useful since it concentrates and localizes the organism's infection. Sooner or later, the "conciliar" men,
identified with the modernists, will be eliminated from the Church.

No true progress, no ecclesial development, can be accomplished outside of Tradition, let alone where it is rejected. Yet that is what the artisans of Vatican II wanted and that is
what they did. In this matter, Cardinal Congar has given us a formal, irrefutable testimony.

(Translated by Graham Harrison from Courrier de Rome, May 1998, for the Society of Saint Pius X's quarterly review in Ireland, St.John's Bulletin.)

1.Kerygma, kJ-rig'mJ(Gr. keryssein, to proclaim): The heralding or announcing of the king's coming. In the primitive Church it meant the proclamation of the Gospel as the
good news of salvation. Today this term refers to the emphasis to be given to preaching, catechesis and theology, as a proclamation of God's word among men, centered in
Christ. (Definition given in The Maryknoll Catholic Dictionary, 1965.)

 

 

ANNOUNCEMENT MADE BY THE SECRETARY GENERAL OF THE COUNCIL AT THE ONE HUNDRED AND TWENTY-THIRD
GENERAL CONGREGATION, NOV. 16, 1964

A query has been made as to what is the theological qualification to be attached to the teaching put forward in the schema The Church, on which a vote is to be taken.

The doctrinal commission has replied to this query in appraising the modi proposed to the third chapter of the schema The Church:

As is self-evident, the conciliar text is to be interpreted in accordance with the general rules which are known to all.

On this occasion, the doctrinal commission referred to its Declaration of Mar. 6, 1964, which we reproduce here:

Taking into account conciliar practice and the pastoral purpose of the present council, the sacred synod defined as binding on the Church only those matters of faith
and morals which it has expressly put forward as such.

Whatever else it proposes as the teaching of the supreme magisterium of the Church is to be acknowledged and accepted by each and every member of the faithful
according to the mind of the Council, which is clear from the subject matter and its formulation following the norms of the theological interpretation.

The following explanatory note prefixed to the modi of chapter three of the schema The Church is given to the Fathers, and it is according to the mind and sense of the note that
the teaching contained in chapter three is to be explained and understood.

 

PRELIMINARY EXPLANATORY NOTE

The commission has decided to preface its assessment of the modi with the following general observations.

1. The word College is not taken in the strictly juridical sense, that is, as a group of equals who transfer their powers to their chairman, but as a permanent body whose form
and authority is to be ascertained from revelation. For this reason it is explicitly said about the twelve apostles in the reply to modus 12 that Our Lord constituted them “as a
college or permanent group” (cf. modus 53,c). In the same way the words “Order” or “Body” are used at other times for the college of bishops. The parallel between Peter and
the apostles on the one hand, and the Pope and the bishops on the other, does not imply the transmission of the extraordinary power of the apostles to their successors, nor
obviously does it imply equality between the head and members of the college, but only a proportion between the two relationships: Peter – apostles and popes – bishops. And
therefore the commission decided to write in Art 2 not “in the same manner” (eadem ratione) but “in like manner”  (pari ratione).

2. A man becomes a member of the college through episcopal consecration and hierarchical communion with the head of the college and its members (cf. art.22. end of §1).

It is the unmistakable teaching of tradition, including liturgical tradition, that an ontological share in the sacred functions is given by consecration. The word function is
deliberately used in preference to powers which can have a sense of powers ordered to action. A canonical or juridical determination through hierarchical authority is required
for such power ordered to action. A determination of this kind can come about through appointment to a particular office or the assignment of subjects, and is conferred
according to norms approved by the supreme authority. The need for a further norm follows from the nature of the case, because it is a question of functions to be discharged by
more than one subject who work together in the hierarchy of functions intended by Christ. “Communion” of this kind was in fact a feature abiding in the varying circumstances
of the life of the Church through the ages, before it was endorsed and codified by law.

For this reason it is expressly stated that hierarchical communion with the head and members is required. The idea of communion was highly valued in the early Church, and
indeed it is today, especially in the East. It is not to be understood as some vague sort of goodwill, but as something organic which calls for a juridical structure as well as being
enkindled by charity. The commission, therefore, agreed, almost unanimously, on the wording “in hierarchical communion” (cf. modus 40 and the statements about canonical
mission in art.24).

The documents of recent popes dealing with episcopal jurisdiction are to be interpreted as referring to this necessary determination of powers.

3. There is no such thing as the college without its head: it is “The subject of supreme and entire power over the whole Church.” This much must be acknowledge lest the
fullness of the pope’s power be jeopardized. The idea of college necessarily and at all times involves a head and in the college the head preserves intact his function as Vicar of
Christ and pastor of the universal Church. In other words, it is not a distinction between the Roman Pontiff and the bishops taken together, but the Roman Pontiff by himself
and the Roman Pontiff along with the bishops. The pope alone, in fact, being head of the college, is qualified to perform certain actions in which the bishops have no
competence whatsoever, for example, the convocation and direction of the college, approval of the norms of its activity, and so (cf. Modus 18). It is for the pope, to whom the
care of the whole flock of Christ has been entrusted, to decide the best manner of implementing this care, either personal or collegiate, in order to meet the changing needs of
the Church in the course of time. The Roam Pontiff undertakes the regulation, encouragement, and approval of the exercise of collegiality as he sees fit.

 

4.   The pope, as supreme pastor of the Church, may exercise his power at any time, as he sees fit, by reason of the demands of his office. But as the Church’s tradition attests,
the college, although it is always in existence, is not for that reason continually engaged in strictly collegiate activity. In other words, it is not always “in full activity” (in acta
pleno); in fact it is only occasionally that it engages in strictly collegiate activity and that only with the consent of the head  (nonnisi consentiente capite). The phrase “with the
consent of the head” is used in order to exclude the impresssion of dependence on something external; but the word “consent” entails communion between head and members
and calls for this action which is exclusive to the head. The point is expressly stated in art. 22, §2 and it is explained at the end of the same article. The negative formulation
“only with” (nonnisi) covers all cases: consequently it is evident that the norms approved by the supreme authority must always be observed (cf. modus 84).

Clearly it is the connection of bishops with their head that is in question throughout and not the activity of bishops independently of the pope. In a case like that, in default of
the pope’s action, the bishops cannot act as a college, for this is obvious from the idea of “college” itself. This hierarchical communion of all bishops with the pope is
unmistakably hallowed by tradition.

N.B.: - The ontologico–sacramental function, which must be distinguished from the juridico–canonical aspect, cannot be discharged without hierarchical communion. It was
decided in the commission not to enter into questions of liceity and validity, which are to be left to theologians, particularly in regards to the power exercised de facto among
separated Eastern Christians, about which there are divergent opinions. [Austin Flannery, O.P., Vatican Council II: The Conciliar and Post-Conciliar Documents, Vol. 1.]

Courtesy of the Angelus Press, Kansas City, MO 64109
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"Sedevacantists" have always constituted a particularly distant group in the Catholic resistance to the error of modernism.
Their main characteristic is to be found in their manifest disregard of the Apostles' Creed in favor of their public support and
adherence to a rather odd, to say the least, theological thesis. There have been certain occasions where "sedevacantist
priests" have gone so far as to refuse the sacraments to faithful Catholics who sincerely profess the unchanging Creed of the
Church, but who show no enthusiasm for their sedevacantist redemptive thesis, i.e., the Thesis of Cassissiacum of which we
will now give an analysis.

BRIEF HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

In 1977, a former professor of theology at the seminary at Ecône, Fr. Guérard de Lauriers, published a fanciful thesis with
the intention of proving without a shadow of a doubt that Paul VI, Bishop of Rome, recognized and acknowledged by the
entire visible Church, was not, in fact, Pope at all. This thesis is known under the title of Thesis of Cassissiacum. This
Father had previously attained widespread notoriety thanks to his incomprehensible courses. This thesis ran true to form.
Literally no one could understand his "distinctions," for instance, between the "sessio" and the "missio." A handful of young
priests, just a little while before ordained by Archbishop Lefebvre and, to say the least, greatly lacking in experience,
imprudently gave themselves heart and soul to the defense and explanation of the Thesis of Cassissiacum. They referred to
themselves as "the syndicate." According to them, they were the true Thomists who simply could no longer put up with
Archbishop Lefebvre's doctrinal infantilism. They soon left the Society of Saint Pius X and the "syndicate" then began to
break up into rival tendencies, remaining united only in their deep-seated detestation of the very Bishop to whom they owed their ordination.

Around 1980, there appeared a new "popular version" of the "sedevacantist thesis," the so-called Blignières-Lucien version. While side-stepping the core and essence of the
earlier thesis, i.e., the distinction between "material pope" and "formal pope," it now concentrated on trying to make it plain for all to see that there had occurred a certain
breakdown of papal infallibility, thus proving that the person who then seemed to be the pope could not in actual fact be the pope indeed. And so off they went, mouthing their
inanities before an amazed audience made up of unqualified lay people full of admiration in the presence of such a great display of "theological science." Soon, in certain
traditional chapels, there were to be found self-proclaimed theologians repeating and re-echoing over and over their new password: "material-formal; formal-material." Thanks
to their grotesque errors, these efforts discredited them in the eyes of any learned, well-advised priest. Such erroneous teachings, forgivable to some extent for laymen, are
completely inexcusable for priests, especially coming as they do from those pretending to be radar beacons of theology.

 

SEDEVACANTISM AMERICAN-STYLE

American sedevacantists have since come up with an interesting novelty which is a new rehash of the original Thesis of Cassissiacum (see Sacerdotium, no.16). It is clear that
sedevacantist propaganda often seems to carry some weigh by its gravity as well as its extensive research. The keenest among the sedevacantists do not base their thesis on the
abovementioned theological fantasies. First of all, they seriously try to elucidate or to clear up that reality which should exist behind the distinction between "material pope"
and "formal pope." For those unfamiliar with philosophy, it seems worthwhile to explain the meaning of such a distinction:

A natural being is, in fact, composed of two essential co-principles: matter and form. In the same way, an accidental being (e.g., a football team, a community, a radio station) is
understood by analogy as a whole made up of two co-principles which are like matter and form. But then we have a superimposition of quasi-substantial or of almost-
substantial forms, and only the latter constitutes the compound being in its essence. For example, the rungs of a chair in kit form finally constitute or make up the chair only
after having been placed each in its own stable position, which is an accident of relation. This accident acts as the "form" of the chair.

In the present case, a pope is a man, that is, a bodily, created being, a man who has been baptized, a Catholic invested with an episcopal character, and finally, a bishop
designated and recognized as the legitimate Pastor of the Church of Rome. The human being constitutes the quasi-matter for the superimposed supernatural accidental form:
Baptism and supernatural life. A baptized male who has thus been elevated to a life of the supernatural order becomes the quasi-matter who receives the "quasi-form" of the
sacrament of Orders, etc. To every ordinary bishop, however, there is still lacking a "form" to become pope, that is, the legitimate appointment, the recognition or
acknowledgement of the Catholic faithful of his authority over the Church of Rome.

In the previously mentioned thesis, what is meant by the expression material pope?

Answer: It is a pope to whom would be lacking the ultimate "formality," meaning that ultimate accidental perfection which really and finally "activates" the papacy in a subject,
that is, the man. It is through this "formality" that the pope-not-yet-pope becomes pope-in-fact-and-in-deed. All this being understood, the whole question resides in knowing
for sure whether this superimposed accidental perfection actually exists outside the imagination of the sedevacantists.

The aforementioned sedevacantists attempt to prove that there is still something lacking to the bishop who has legitimately been designated to occupy the Chair of Peter in
Rome and who has so been acknowledged by the entire visible Church. It is obviously quite clear that Pope Paul VI as well as Pope John Paul II have indeed met these
conditions. What is therefore lacking to them? To make a long story short, we simply and briefly give the American sedevacantists' conclusion, which is that the distinction
between a material pope and a formal pope is the distinction between a legitimate pope without authority and a legitimate pope with full authority.

But is it really possible in fact to separate legitimacy from authority? Can a ruler be simultaneously legitimate yet without authority? Would it not be better to say that a ruler
loses his authority in the eyes of his subjects only after having lost his legitimacy and that one does not lose one without also losing the other? One needs only to consult the
treatise De legibus [Regarding Laws] to be convinced that that which requires obedience on the part of a subject is that which has been ordered by those enjoying legitimate
authority. In social philosophy, legitimacy and authority are inseparable. The distinction dreamed-up by the sedevacantists does not, in reality, exist at all.

 

THE FUNDAMENTAL ERROR

The American sedevacantists support their arguments by quoting some very good authors. But these good authors speak of something else. They speak of the authority of the
law, and not of the authority of the one who rules. There is a difference. It is common knowledge that the ruler is not infallible and that his subjects are also endowed with free
will. It can happen that an order contrary to reason or injurious to the common good might be given by the legitimate authority. If an individual comes to realize that the law is
harmful, he must not obey; for it is not, in truth, a law, but a tyranny.

In order to bolster their private judgment through the use of good authors, the sedevacantist propaganda jumps from the "intentio promulgendi errorem [intention of
promulgating an error]" to the "intentio evertendae Ecclesiae per promulgationem erroris [intention of overthrowing the Church by promulgating an error]" (Sacerdotium,
p.47).

The latter entails or leads to the first, but not vice versa (i.e., not reciprocally). The intention of a ruler (i.e., any superior, the father of a family, an employer, a teacher) to
promulgate or proclaim something objectively harmful to the common good is compatible with the intention of promoting the common good1 because it is possible that the
subject can sincerely, but erroneously, believe that it is useful. How is it possible for subjects to prove with moral certainty that their ruler, in his heart of hearts (i.e., within
himself), actually hopes and wishes to cause and bring evil upon his subjects and that it is on account of this evil will that he promulgates such evil laws? It is not possible. To
prove this proposal is as impossible a task as proving a Pope's well-known public material heresy is actually formal heresy. Of course, errores et disciplinae nocivae non sunt
leges [harmful errors and disciplinary regulations are not laws]! This only proves that a person invested with authority is mistaken. It does not at all prove that his authority no
longer exists.

How many acts contrary to the common good would it take on the part of the ruler in order for his subjects to infer that he does not wish, in a casehardened and habitual
manner, the common good and has, therefore, become a tyrant? Five bad or evil laws? Ten bad laws? It is true, however, that such a frequent and recurring will on the part of
the ruler to act against the common good gives rise to a legitimate suspicion which obliges us to closely examine those laws. Exactly in the same way, repeated teachings
suspiciously smacking of heresy inevitably lead to suspicions of heresy. But, that's all - neither more nor less. All of which gives rise to doubts which tend to discredit the law
but not the very existence of authority itself.

One gets the feeling that the sedevacantists have indeed caught a glimpse of the problem. They usually make at least two attempts to get around this difficulty:

Therefore, inasmuch as [authority] is a habit, it takes its species from its proper act and formal object. The primary and formal object, however, of the habit of
authority is the making, promulgation and execution of laws. The formal object of law, however, is the promotion of the common good. It follows that he who
enjoys authority must have the habitual intention of promoting the common good, as otherwise he cannot have authority (ibid., p.14).

We reply in the negative to this objection. We cannot justifiably make a mental leap from the absence of obligation of a bad law to the absence of authority of the ruler
promoting such a so-called "law." All of which simply means, in plain language, that he who rules and gives orders favoring evil at the expense of the public good, acts against
nature and sins, nothing more.

[I]t is not sufficient that he who holds authority intends in his will the common good of the community, but rather the good which he intends must be the true and
objective common good. The reason is that law is defined as an order of reason for the common good. Therefore in order that the will of a superior oblige in
conscience, it is necessary that he objectively intend the common good [emphasis in original] (ibid., pp.14,15).

If the sedevacantists were right in this case, he would prove too much! They would imply both constitutive infallibility as well as impeccability of all true authority!

The first sophism can be found in the word authority. The author has illogically leapt from legitimacy before God (i.e., the ruler acts virtuously by ensuring the common good
of his subjects through good laws) to the legitimacy before subjects (i.e., the order promulgated by the legitimate ruler must be obeyed). The ruler sins before God if he intends
to harm society which he commands by his evil laws. But this does not mean that he has thereby lost his authority. An objectively bad law binds no one, yet subjects must, in
conscience, obey as long as they truly believe them to be good, or even when they have doubts about it!2

The second sophism consists in leaping from the authority of such a bad law to the authority of the ruler in general.

The third sophism lies in the attempt to attribute such an absence of authority to the ruler, objectively provable the moment that it has been noted that a law is objectively bad.

There is, of course, to be seen a moral correlation running throughout all of these elements, that is to say, the praiseworthy intention of the leader before God, a good law, the
duty of conscientious obedience on the part of the subjects, together with the objective welfare or well-being of human society. But there is in no way a metaphysical link here
at all. Here we see sedevacantists theorizing metaphysically in spite of the fact that they are dealing, in truth, with the physical political order.

 

THE VERY SAME DEAD-END AS WITH THE DEMONSTRATION OF THE POPE'S

HERESY

A ruler's authority can be understood either in its relation to I) God, or 2) the society over which it is exercised.

1) The ruler (i.e., the person invested with authority) as an individual subject, extends God's authority while
constituting a channel through which courses the common good when he objectively desires that good through
beneficial laws. The Latin word auctoritas takes its origin from the Latin root, auctor, meaning he who begets or
generates, increases, or adds to. The right of commanding stems from the good generated. If the ruler enacts laws
lacking the proportionate good or well-being of his subjects (despotism) or which cause damage or injury to the
community (tyranny), he simply has no such right before God, and if he realizes his fault and is quite conscious of it,
he is in the state of sin and has no authority to continue in such a manner.

2) Does this automatically give his subjects the right of disobeying such a leader? No, not until they have positive
proof or evidence of the evil(s) befalling their community.

The subject's obedience is not due to the inner dispositions of the leader, but rather to the law, to the order coming
publicly from legitimate authority, together with the necessary conditions required to make it a law in deed. The social
relationship of subject and authority therefore remains, even in the case of the inner sinful dispositions of the ruler.

 

THE FATAL FLAW

We have now come to the flaw which warps the Thesis of Cassissiacum: subjects do not owe obedience to the inner dispositions of their leader, but to the recognized social
authority, legitimate in the social body. Social function is inseparable from legitimacy, while the conformity of the ruler's will to the will of God can be separated from the
question of his legitimacy.

American sedevacantists are able to explain this with remarkable precision without noticing, I suppose, that the entire "proof” of their theory has thus been struck and dashed to
pieces:

Every society is a moral person, and by analogy to a physical person, a society has its intellect and will. Therefore it is possible and it often happens that a fact is
able to be true in the real order, and even most evident, but is not recognized as such by society. For example, someone is able to commit a murder, in front of
many witnesses. Although the witnesses know that such a man is a murderer, nevertheless, before the law, he is held as innocent until he should be condemned by a
court of law. In other words, in the eyes of society, he is not a murderer until he is convicted, even if it is absolutely certain to the witnesses that he is a murderer.

Another example: in matrimony a spouse simulates [i.e., pretends - Ed.] consent. Before God and in reality, there is not a bond of matrimony in this case; but
before the Church, the marriage is valid until it can be proven that the consent was simulated. If the priest should discover, by the confession of a spouse, that the
consent was simulated, he must forbid the spouses the use of matrimony, because before God the bond does not exist, although before the Church the bond does
exist until it shall be declared null by a legal declaration......Because of this distinction between a real fact and a legal fact, the Church - and every society - is
distinguished from a mere mob (ibid., pp.49,50).

These very precise and apt remarks are aimed at those intending to prove the deposition of the pope through Canon 188, §4 of the 1917 Code of Canon Law.

American sedevacantists have done an excellent job on the canonical meaning of heretical notoriety (ibid., pp.62-65; 72-74). In the canonical sense, "notorious heresy" means
heresy acknowledged by society, that is to say, a pertinacious heresy (i.e., persistent and determined to the point of stubbornness). One's own personal subjective convictions
concerning the pope's writings have no social effects.

This point must be made unmistakably clear: it means, for example, that a priest must celebrate Mass in union with the pope, no matter what intimate conviction that such a
priest may entertain regarding the pope's "heresy" or "schism," since the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass is not a private prayer, but an act of the Church's official public worship as
such, and the pope remains pope as long as he be so acknowledged legitimacy. He remains pope before the public as long as he has not been proven pertinacious. This is why
the priests of the Society of Saint Pius X include the name of the current pope when celebrating Holy Mass.

A heretical pope remains pope as long as he is not pertinacious. Pertinacity is determined by the public acknowledgement of the heresy by the legitimate authority. Is this
possible in the case of the pope who has no superior here on earth? - Maybe, as in the case of his rejection from the communion by the moral unanimity of the episcopacy. This
is what occurred at the Council of Constance (1414-1418).

In human society, legitimacy is inseparable from authority. The loss of the one in the social order entails the loss of the other. The sudden changes and reversals of fortune
encountered, for instance, at the Council of Constance constitute a classic case. Things had reached a point where, in the eyes of all of the bishops, even in the view of his own
personally-appointed cardinals, a pope's obstinacy in prolonging the Great Schism was incompatible with the will to promote the common good, and caused the loss of all
legitimacy and thus all authority.3

To lose social legitimacy means exactly the same things as to lose authority.

We take our conclusion from the American sedevacantists themselves. As long as the Catholic episcopacy does nothing, there is no one capable of providing the certainty of
conscience that the presently-reigning pope has been stripped of his authority:

Our problem today - which is indeed horrendous - is that all the sees of authority, at least apparently, teach the errors of Vatican II as the magisterium [doubtlessly
meaning here as belonging to the revealed Deposit of Faith - Ed.], and all electors of the pope4 participate in the errors of Vatican II, in such a way that there is no
one who, in a legal way, is able to recognize or ascertain the fact of error in the magisterium, and therefore the absence of authority in those who promulgate it
(ibid., p.51).

 

THE REAL QUESTION

Sedevacantists are truly obsessed by the question of the papacy. One may well wonder if in many of them this is not due to some psychological trauma. Their understandable
ancestral veneration for the pope seems to unleash a veritable panic at the idea of contrasting their cherished, idealized image of the papacy with such popes as Paul VI and
John Paul II.

Sedevacantism appears to be more of a psychological than a theological problem. It would be both easy and cruel to evoke here some of the variations, as well as the successive
divisions fostered by their numerous cliques and the astounding reversals and turnabouts coming from their inconsistent motives.

But why be so harsh with them? Are not those reproaches, which they make regarding the Pope's teaching, his pastoral approach, including some erroneous Vatican II
teachings, indeed well founded? Admittedly, some indulgence could be shown for some theological error which, for the moment, has but little practical consequences, if we
were not to note and observe the dire consequences brought upon the faithful. We now see only too well what effects those theological outpourings produce in passionate
Catholics. They now have become their own pope. They judge their own priests. No longer do many of them have recourse to the sacrament of Confession. No longer do they
hearken to the Church's infallible teachings. They generally bring moral ruin on their own families. [These are the self-titled and self-styled "home-aloners."- Ed.]

We used to know truly pious Catholics. After a few years we met them again only to find them marked by a psychological behavior found in types such as the Jehovah's
Witnesses or in protestants in general: haughty, understanding everything, seeing everything through their jaundiced and obsessed eyes, unceasingly shaking their rattles of
definitive, final, and unanswerable arguments which they do not understand themselves. Beware the time when they lose their God-given Faith and give up on everything.

How can one explain such a breakdown in the Christian spirit? We may well wonder if sedevacantism may not prove to be even more grave, more serious than it first seemed.
Experience has proved that that which is understood by most of those Catholics won over to the sedevacantist camp turns out to be quite a simple idea: an unworthy pope is no
longer pope. This strangely resembles the unhinged teachings of Wycliffe and of John Hus: A pope in the state of mortal sin is no longer pope, a bishop in the state of mortal
sin is no longer bishop having authority in his own diocese, nor does a pastor in such a state have any authority over his parish. And the same for a king over his country, etc.
We may think that John Hus was sincere in his errors. His death does not seem to be one of a formal heretic. But this fact changes nothing with regard to the eventual ugly
consequences. The followers of Jan Hus later became bloodthirsty wolves feeding on their exploited fellow citizens as they hunted to death those bishops, pastors, kings and
princes whom they thought were not worthy of life.

Rank speculation? A strange mixture of ideas? Do not be too sure. Let those who know of the appalling affair of the lnstitut Cardinal Pie think deeply about this: a half-crazed,
self-appointed leader had applied the Cassissiacum thesis to the French political system. He preached that those in power had no intention of working for the common well-
being of their people, and therefore their power was only a sham, their places in government were vacant and required being taken over by right-thinking men. "I," said their
leader, "know what is necessary for the welfare of France. This is my desire and intent and I therefore constitute the legitimate power of the country." And thus was founded a
secret society levying taxes on its members, passing judgments by internal tribunals, and spying on its associates. Of course, such nonsense could not last and soon fell apart.
But the sudden appearance and taking form of such a project and the seduction it was able to exert over intelligent men and women proves that the spirit of sedevacantism is
indeed harmful to souls.

 

Dionisius

(Abridged and editied by Rev. Fr. Kenneth Novak)

(Translated from Courrier de Rome, April, 1997)

1. This is readily admitted by American sedevacantists without their fully realizing it: "The condition of accepting authority sine qua non is that he who receives it have the
intention of promoting the common good of the community over which he rules" (Sacerdotium, no.16, p.54). Here it is a question of the subjective intention of promoting the
common good, which means that the candidate can be mistaken. Otherwise we would be forced to acknowledge the personal infallibility (?!) of every candidate seeking public
office or power.

2. This holds as a general rule. We have seen above that many laws contrary to the common good give rise to legitimate suspicions. At such a moment, doubt can militate
against the law.

3. See Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, article "Constance"; and Le Concile de Constance au jour le jour [The Council of Constance Day by Day] by P. Glorieux, Descleé,
1964.

4. Here we take up and note one of the many errors of American sedevacantists: They maintain that legitimacy depends upon the regularity of the election as well as upon the
orthodoxy of the voting cardinals. This is a false and legalistic idea of legitimacy. The enthronement ceremonies serve to clearly establish the leader's legitimacy, but do not
constitute legitimacy itself. Some popes were installed by force, for example, by the empress of Constantinople or by factions of Roman nobility (9th and l0th centuries). They
were true popes, however, because their Roman episcopacy was acknowledged and accepted by the faithful and the Catholic episcopate. The election of Pope Alexander VI
Borgia, although tainted with simony, gives rise to no doubt as to his legitimacy even today. This legitimacy follows from the de facto acknowledgment of his authority by the
Church. Indeed, this is a classic theological thesis.
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Fr. Guérard des Lauriers was a Dominican theologian asked by Anchbishop Lefevre to be one of the professors at Ecône in the early 70’s. In the mid-70’s, he developed his
theory distinguishing between “a material pope and a formal pope.” Archbishop Lefebvre strictly forbade him to teach this theory. In a retreat which he preached to the
seminarians at Ecône (Sept., 1977) he defied the Archbishop and taught it anyway. Archbishop Lefebvre expelled him as a professor at Ecône.

In 1981, he was dubiously consecrated "bishop" by the aging Bishop Ngo Di Thuc in a secret ceremony, and has since died.

Fr. Olivier De Blignières and Fr. Bernard Lucien were seminarians at Ecône in the early 70's.

Fr. de Blignières left the Society of Saint Pius X as a seminarian and was ordained by Archbishop Lefebvre in 1977 under the condition of remaining under obedience to Dom
Gérard (of Le Barroux), who at the time was both fully traditional and supportive of the Society of Saint Pius X. But he later violated this condition, and in 1979 started a
religious community on his own, modeled after the Dominican life. This community was openly sedevacantist from the beginning. For that reason, Archbishop Lefebvre
always refused to ordain the members of that community, even though it celebrated the Latin Mass.

Fr. de Blignières pretended to "prove" that the Pope was not Pope because of the "contradiction" between the teachings of Vatican II (especially on the issue of religious liberty)
and the encyclical Quanta Cura of Pope Pius IX. In 1987, Fr. de Blignières made a flip-flop, and announced that there was no direct contradiction between the two and
therefore the Pope was Pope, that one was not entitled to resist him, and Archbishop Lefebvre should not perform the consecrations of bishops (1988).

After the issuance of the motu proprio Ecclesia Dei following upon those consecrations, Fr. de Blignières sought to put himself under the Ecclesia Dei commission. His
community was officially recognized under the name of the Society of St. Vincent Ferrer. Numbering about a dozen members (1979) when Fr. de Blignières started his group,
they have not grown either before or after his flip-flop. Fr. de Blignières has published an essay defending the Religious Liberty of Vatican II.

Fr. Lucien was ordained in 1978 in the Society of Saint Pius X but in 1979 he was forced to quit the Society because of his sedevacantism, and became "vagus" [a wandering
priest]. He too made a flip-flop a few years after Fr. De, and is now a member of the Priests of Christ the King of Mgr. Wach, essentially an "Indult" group.-Ed.
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The Infallibility of the Ordinary Magisterium of the Catholic Church

 

The publication of these two essays responds to the general ignorance which exists concerning the Ordinary Magisterium of the
Catholic Church.  Catholics know about the Extraordinary, Solemn, or ex cathedra Magisterium, and the conditions for it to be
infallible.  However, they are very confused concerning the Ordinary Magisterium.  Is it infallible, and is it always so?  If it is
infallible, are there any conditions?  If it is infallible, does not this make the pope personally impeccable and infallible?

The answer to these questions is a timely and necessary one.  It has been brought to the fore particularly since the Second Vatican
Council.  For the documents of the Council and the subsequent letters and constitutions of the post-Conciliar popes pretend to
impose new teachings on religious liberty, ecumenism, collegiality, and relations with the modern world, in contradiction to the
teachings of pre-Conciliar popes, and this in the name of the Ordinary Magisterium.  If these teachings are infallible, then either of
two alternatives follows as an immediate consequence:  Either the popes of the past were wrong, or the post-Conciliar popes, who
pretend to issue such “infallible” documents, are not popes at all.  Put another way, if we are to accept the infallibility of all papal
documents, for they make up the Ordinary Magisterium, then in the present crisis in the Church we must accept either the popes of
the present, and reject the Church of the past, or we must accept the Church of the past, and maintain that the post-Conciliar popes
are but anti-popes.  Those who read these studies on the Ordinary Magisterium will realize how false this disjunction really is and
that we must in fact embrace both the papacy and the Church, without separating one from the other.

77pp. Color Softcover. Angelus Press Publication. STK#6715
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For the first time in history, a
pope makes an official visit to

a synagogue.
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Analyzing “Christianity and the World Religions,”
the Incredible Document From The International Theological Commission

 

In its issue of April 6, 1997, Documentation Catholique published the document, "Christianity and the World Religions," [hereafter
abbreviated CRW] prepared by the International Theological Commission (ITC) with the approbation of its president Joseph Cardinal
Ratzinger, the Prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith.

According to the Pontifical Year-book, the International Theological Commission "...is composed of theologians from diverse schools and
nations, renowned for their knowledge and their fidelity to the magisterium of the Church,...." up to a maximum number of 30, named by
the Holy Father on the proposal of the Cardinal Prefect of the Congregation for the Faith, after consultation with the Bishops' Conferences.
The Yearbook says that:

the task of the Commission is to aid the Holy See, and specifically the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, in examining the
most important doctrinal questions.

In order that the "dialogue among religions may bear fruit," the ITC proposes in its document, "Christianity and the World Religions," to
establish "some theological principles" which may help "to clarify how religions are to be evaluated theologically" (CRW, §31). The
document explains that it is not a matter of establishing "if men can attain salvation even if they do not belong to the visible Catholic
Church" or, more exactly, if each man can belong to the Church in all invisible way and thereby attain salvation. This possibility is in fact
already "considered as theological certain" (CRW, §64). On the contrary, in "Christianity and the World Religions," it is a matter of
establishing if the religions as such [i.e., in themselves - Ed.] can have a value in the order of salvation (CRW, §§81,82). [The emphasis on
"as such" is by the author of the article - Ed.] This is to say that the evaluation concerns itself not with the subjective level of the good faith
or of the invincible ignorance of the individual, but with the objective level of religions considered in themselves, precisely "as religions."

The document concludes (CRW, §§118,119) that inter-religious dialogue [that is, the dialogue with the false religions - Ed.] raises anew the
question of "evangelical preparation." According to "Christianity and the World Religions," the function of inter-religious dialogue is not to
be compared to that of the Old Testament, which, in fact, "was the preparation for the very coming of Christ," but that the non-Catholic
religions “as such” can act as a preparation for "the salvific event already accomplished." That is to say, the false religions in themselves
can be quite as much "teachers as the Christ" (St. Paul). Like the Old Testament! This is enough to leave one dumbfounded.

 

NOT RELIGIONS, BUT APOSTASIES FROM THE ONE TRUE RELIGION

If the members of the International Theological Commission were really what they ought to be, that is, theologians "renowned for their knowledge and their fidelity to the
magisterium of the Church,” they would know that the evaluation of false religions ''as such" was given by God Himself in Sacred Scripture and that it has been given, with
perfect fidelity to the Word of God, for 2000 years by the Holy Catholic Church. The Church's evaluation is absolutely negative, and the International Theological
Commission's favorable evaluation in "Christianity and the World Religions" is in manifest contradiction to it. What are the false religions "in themselves"? They are the fruit
of apostasy [in the literal sense of the word, i.e., defection - Ed.] from the one true religion, either in its original revelation or in its definitive revelation.

Divine Revelation tells us (see the Book of Genesis) that, from the very beginning, God revealed the one true religion to Adam, then to the patriarchs who transmitted it, along
with the promise of the Redeemer, to their posterity. In the general corruption of society which followed, since mankind had lost even the knowledge of the true God by
creating for itself false gods to adore, God chose a people that He would govern with a special providence in order that the one true religion could be preserved on earth until
the coming of the Savior, who would perfect it and entrust it to His Church until the end of time.

That which is attested by Sacred Scripture concerning the original revelation is amply confirmed by studies of religion in the earliest times. Monotheism, and not polytheism, is
the highest stage of religion. Polytheism appears afterwards as a degeneration of the original monotheism.2

If the false religions of the pagans, polytheists and idol-worshippers (Buddhism, Hinduism, etc…) are the fruit of the estrangement from the early divine revelation, the other
false religions (Judaism, Islam, heretical and/ or schismatic sects, etc.) are the fruit of the total or partial rejection of the divinely defined revelation, that is, of the Christian
revelation.

The Pope meets with Muslim leaders.

 

THE JUDGMENT OF SACRED SCRIPTURE AND THE CHURCH

Sacred Scripture (see the Book of Wisdom, chaps. 13,14) teaches that the cause of the false religions lies in the darkening of reason and the disorder of the passions. It renders a
very severe judgment of what the false religions are "in themselves." They are the worship of non-existent divinities "introduced into the world by the vain thoughts of men"
(Wis. 14:13-14); "sources of impiety" and of "corruption of life” (Wis. 14:12), because all false religions are a way of "thinking false of God" (Wis. 14:30). St. Paul will go on
to say that the pagans are "unjustifiable because they have exchanged the truth of God for a lie" (Rom 1:25) and erroneous knowledge of God leads to moral perversion just as
the true knowledge of God leads to a recovery of morality (Wisdom, chaps. 14,15; Romans, chap. 1).

In evaluations of the false religions "as such," the Fathers and the Doctors of the Church do not, as we shall see, deviate in the least from those of Sacred Scripture. The Church
has always taught that false religions "in themselves" are effectively sins against the first commandment,3 that they are not "religions,” but rather are vices opposed to the virtue
of religion, which requires that the divine worship be rendered only to the One to whom it is due and in the manner in which it is due.4 In reality, the false religions are
institutionalized superstitions and organized manifestations of infidelity (or incredulity) by means of an improper external worship. After the hatred of God, they are objectively
the most grave sins because they do grievous injury to the rights of God over man.5

 

ERROR IS THE CHARACTERISTIC PROPERTY OF FALSE RELIGIONS

If, among so many errors, one finds bits of the true and of the good in the false religions, it is a matter either of reflections of sound reason (which is the light of the Word in the
natural order) or of residue from the original revelation or from the Christian revelation (which is the light of the Word in the supernatural order). This residue, however,
clearly does not belong to the false religions "as such," but rather it belongs legitimately and in its own right to the Catholic Church, to whom it had been given as a deposit in
trust. About the great Greek philosophers, St. Justin wrote, "All the good thing, they have taught belong to us, to us Christians!" (Apol. II, §10). One must say the same thing, a
fortiori, of the residue of revealed truths, of Sacred Scripture, and of the sacraments still traceable in the heretical and/ or schismatic sects and of the residue of the true and the
good that one finds in the Qur'an. Thus, even though God may use this residue of truth to impel certain individual souls toward salvation, it can never be said that He utilizes
the false religions "in themselves." Rather one must say that He uses the elements of the true religion which had survived in the false religions.6 That being said, it must be
noted that the Church has always relied little on this residue of truth in converting false religionists, and that she has always deployed her missionary zeal, without sparing the
blood of her most generous sons.7

Thus, only the errors by which they distinguish themselves and oppose themselves to the true religion belong by right to the false religions "in themselves." The false religions
''as such” are an obstacle, not a preparation for the Gospel, as the International Theological Commission would have it. The following, which one can read in the same
document (CRW, §§78,79), is alien and injurious to the Catholic Church:

To the extent that the Church recognizes, discerns, and makes her own the true and the good that the Holy Spirit has accomplished in the words and actions of non-
Christians, she becomes more and more the true Catholic Church.

This implies the Catholic Church is not yet fully the true Catholic Church and the Holy Spirit has accomplished something among the non-Christians that He has not
accomplished within the Catholic Church!

The Pope with leaders of the Orthodox Church,
including the Patriarch of Constantinople.

 

AN INEXCUSABLE EQUIVOCATION

The ITC, to avoid the foreseeable objections, strains to establish a continuity between its novelties-fruit of Vatican II - and the tradition of the Church. In fact, one of the
subtitles in "Christianity and the World Religions" is "Motifs from the Tradition Cited in Recent Statements of the Church's Magisterium." It pretends to discover in the false
pagan religions those "seeds of the word" of which the Fathers of the Church spoke.

Under this subtitle, the document says:

The semina verbi, "seeds of the word," can be found outside the limits of the visible church and specifically in the different religions:…

In support of this, three documents of Vatican Council II are cited (Ad Gentes §11,15; Lumen Gentium §§16,17; Nostra Aetate §2) and the encyclical letter Redemptoris Missio
of John Paul II (§56). Concerning these citations, nothing more is said. Immediately afterwards, however, it is affirmed that "[T]he theology of the seeds of the word stems
from St. Justin Martyr." The document also cites Clement of Alexandria and St. Irenaeus. We vigorously dispute that St. Justin, St. Clement of Alexandria, and St. Irenaeus can
be invoked in support of the affirmation that "the seeds of the word" can be found in a concrete manner in the false religions! In fact, those Fathers of the Church, when they
spoke of "the seeds of the word," were not speaking of the false religions, but of sound philosophy, and precisely of "that small number of the elect...who have a sound and
upright philosophy" (St. Clement, Strom. I. c. XIX), and, far from identifying it "in a concrete manner" with the false religions, they opposed this sane and upright philosophy
to the false religions and used it to combat them.8

 

THE CONTRADICTIONS OF THE DOCUMENT

Contradictions appear throughout "Christianity and the World Religions" of the ITC, which, however, does not seem to perceive them.

Faced with the polytheism of the Greek world, Justin sees in philosophy an ally of Christianity since it has followed reason;...(CRW, §§42,43).

Thus St. Justin places sound philosophy, which has followed right reason, in opposition to the false religions, which are a deviation from that right reason which is always
capable of ascending from the knowledge of created things to the one true God, their creator (Romans, chap. 1; Wis. 13:1-5).

The document quotes St. Clement of Alexandria:

But God has been sowing since the beginning of time, so that different parts of the truth are to be found among the Greeks and among the barbarians, especially in
philosophy considered in its totality, even though alongside the truth there has been darnel as well (CRW, §43).

Even St. Clement, accordingly, speaks of the natural light of reason, which among the pagan ancients (Aristotle, Socrates, Plato, et al.) especially manifested itself in their
sound philosophy:

We do not accept without distinction all the philosophers,...but only that small number of the elect...of whom Socrates speaks in Plato,...those of whom Socrates
said had a sound and upright philosophy (Strom., op. cit.).

St. Clement said elsewhere, "Philosophy in the sense which we intend it is that which attains the truth in philosophizing" (Strom. VI. c. XVIII). What he is referring to is the
matter of the religious truths accessible to natural reason [i.e., the existence of God, His oneness, the immortality of the soul, etc. -Ed.] which constitute the preambula fidei,
otherwise understood to be the bedrock upon which the truth can be built, and which then can serve as a preparation for the Gospel. Clearly, the saints are not supporting false
religions in themselves, against which these same Fathers justly oppose the right usage of reason.

St. Justin says that Socrates, in order to remain faithful to right reason, was not concerned about being considered an "atheist" in the idolatrous milieu in which he lived (Apol. I,
§46):

He drove out of his republic the malevolent demons and the deities who were committing the offences described by the poets, and he turned men away from them
and exhorted men to seek, through the use of reason, to recognize that God which they did not know [Apol. II, §10).

St. Clement of Alexandria also said that even "for those who were righteous men according to philosophy [that is to say who followed the rule of reason and the natural law -
Ed.] it was still necessary not only to have faith in the Lord, but also to renounce idolatry" (Strom. VI. c. VI.,P.G.,t.IX,col.265).

 

A NOT VERY HONORABLE PRECEDENT

One does not see how the ITC can call upon those Fathers to support its unorthodox thesis, according to which

[t]he universal significance of Christ has been expressed in different ways in the church's tradition from the earliest times…The semina verbi, "seeds of the word,"
can be found outside the limits of the visible church and specifically in the different religions;... ["Christianity and the World Religions," (CRW, §40)].

No! This thesis has foundation neither in Sacred Scripture nor in Tradition, but contradicts both of them. Its only foundation rests on the texts of Vatican Council II and of Pope
John Paul II cited in the document. It has a precedent which certainly does not do honor to the members of the ITC, that is, the program of the modernists in which they initially
take things out of context (specifically from St. Justin and St. Clement), play on "ambiguities," and seek to justify their heterodox thesis that all religions are true in themselves.

 

THE HERESY OF UNIVERSALISM

"Christianity and the World Religions" promotes another falsehood:

The Son of God has united himself to every man (cf. Gaudium et Spes, §22; Redemptoris Missio, §6, among many other places). The idea is repeated frequently in
the fathers, who take their inspiration from some passages in the New Testament…."The Word became flesh and dwelt among us" (Jn. 1:14), has also been
interpreted on not a few occasions in the sense of dwelling "within us," that is to say, within each person; from the idea of his being in us one can go easily to that
of being in him. Containing us all in himself, he can reconcile us all with God the Father. In his glorified humanity we can all find resurrection (CRW, §46)
[emphasis added].

The ITC goes on to cite a text of St. Gregory of Nyssa in which the lost sheep (cf. Mt. 18: 12-24; Lk. 15: 1-7) "is identified with the erring human race, which Jesus has come
to seek out (CRW, §46) [emphasis added]. Is it possible that it has escaped the theologians of the ITC that it is one thing to speak of "every man," and quite another to speak of
the "erring human race"? Certainly, by the Incarnation, our Lord Jesus Christ joined together (in action) His own individual humanity and (in authority) the entire human race
as His Mystical Body, but the latter only in authority. That is to say that each man can save himself (objective universal redemption), but to truly save himself he must make
this union actual by his personal and free adhesion to the Savior (subjective individual redemption). It is not possible to confuse two plans so totally different without falling
into the heresy of "universalism" or "the restoration of all things." [This is also known as the heresy of Apocatastasis, which was initially the heresy of Origenism, then of
certain Protestants, and is now that of the "New Theology." These promote universal unconditional redemption of all men whether they will it or not, and whether they are
aware of it or not.9 - Ed.]

 

A DOGMA DOWNGRADED AND A CHRIST SEPARATED FROM HIS CHURCH

The worst thing about the document is the fact that it downgrades the dogma that there is no salvation outside the Church to a simple exhortation or preaching applicable solely
for Catholics. Therefore, one reads in "Christianity and the World Religions":

In this way the [Second Vatican Council] aligned itself in continuity with the teaching of Pius XII, but emphasized more clearly the original parenthetical character
of this expression (CRW, §67).

Here is the conclusion of the International Theological Commission following upon the conception of Vatican Council II:

Thus the original meaning is restored to the expression extra ecclesiam nulla salus [outside the Church there is no salvation - Ed.], namely, that of exhorting the
members of the church to be faithful (CRW, §7O).

This is to deviate from the original sense of the Church since she has always declared that it is of faith that belonging to the Church is necessary for all, from a necessity of
means [not of precept - Ed.], in order to attain salvation. The true sense of extra ecclesiam nulla salus is taught in two Church councils (Lateran IV and Florence III, see
Denzinger [hereafter abbreviated Dz] 430, 714; The Sources of Catholic Dogma) and in repeated acts of the Magisterium (Innocent III, Dz423; Boniface VIII, Dz468; Clement
VI, Dz470b; Benedict XIV, Dz1473; Pius IX, Dzl647; Leo XIII, Dz1955; Pius XII, Dz,2286,2288).

Evidently, the members of the ITC do not believe in the infallibility of the Church.

 

THE DOGMA OF SUBSTITUTION

And what is the new "dogma" proposed by the International Theological Commission? Read again the first sentence of §70 from the document and the sentence which
concludes it:

Thus the original meaning is restored to the expression extra ecclesiam nulla salus, namely that of exhorting the members of the church to be faithful. Once this
expression is integrated into the more universal extra Christum nulla salus [outside of Christ there is no salvation - Ed.], it is no longer in contradiction to the
universal call of all men to salvation (CRW, §7O).

We ask: when was this? The Catholic Church has always preached the call of all men to salvation as well as the necessity for all to belong to the Church, without ever believing
it was obliged to eliminate the second dogma to keep the first one in existence. It is a question solely of stating precisely the manner of belonging.

For those who know the Church in her nature and her requirements, there is need of a visible and explicit belonging. For those who, in good faith, do not know it, and are of
good will, belonging "in voto " can suffice, that is to say a belonging of desire, even implicit, by means of supernatural faith and charity .10 The distinction between these two
modes of belonging having been made, it remains true that for all, and not merely just for Catholics alone, there is no salvation outside the Church. In fact, those who
eventually work out their salvation in the sects or in the false religions, are saved by virtue of the one true Church, in which dwells the only Savior, and notwithstanding their
visible belonging to a sect or a false religion.11

Clearly this Catholic doctrine does not allow us to value the other religions "in themselves." That is why the ITC has dealt with it in such a manner. It has paved the way for a
Christ heretically separated from His Church. Such is the heresy of Tielhard de Chardin:

A general convergence of the religions towards a universal Christ, which, in the main, satisfies them all: such seems to me to be...the only form imaginable for a
religion of the future.

This is the heresy of De Chardin that his supporters were circulating in France in the years preceding Vatican Council II.12 The Teilhardians of today, in power in the Church
since the Council, impose it from on high.

We are in agreement with the ITC on one thing only, and that is where it declares "the truth of the Faith is not at our disposition." That is as it ought to be and the ITC ought to
obey its own declaration. "For we can do nothing against the truth, but only for the truth," as St. Paul wrote (II Cor. 13:8). Unfortunately the whole of the document
"Christianity and the World Religions" is there to give the lie to this solemn affirmation.

Author's Notes:

N.B.:       "Interreligious dialogue" is dialogue with the "non-Christian" religions. With the "Christian" religions the dialogue is called "ecumenical." Today it is given as a
certainty that the heretical and/or schismatic sects also are the essence of the Christian religion and therefore, of the Catholic Church, which is to be restructured, in
consequence, starting with the primacy of the pope.

N.B.:      With the document that we have just analyzed, the International Theological Commission has said it intends to put a check on the explosion of "ecumenical" heresies
which go so far as to deny the unique and indispensable mediation of the Word Incarnate. We make the observation that one does not combat error by opposing it with other
errors, even if they be lesser errors, but in opposing the truth to it. One does not combat merely with theoretical declarations, but uses the coercive power which Christ has
given to His Church to fight against the pertinacity of the heretics.

Antonius M

(Translated from Courrier de Rome, Sept., 1997; edited by Rev. Fr. Kenneth Novak)

 

1.Sections designations are taken from the version of "Christianity and the World Religions" published in Origins (Aug 14, 1997, vol.27, no.10).

2. W. Schmidt, Der Ursprung der Gottes idee, Munster, 1926-1936, and by the same author, Manuale di Storia comparata delle religione, Brescia, 1938; see also R. Bocassino,
"La religione dei primitivi" in I'Histoire des Religions of Fr. Tacchi Venturi.

3. V. E. lone, Compendio di Teologia Morale, ed. (Marietti, 1955), p.118sq.

4. St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, Ila-llae, Q,94.

5. Ibid, IIa-llae, Q,94, a.3.
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In its Letter to the Editor column, the Paulinian review for "pastoral workers" (Vita Pastorale, no.6, 1997), published a letter
from a worried reader requesting a "reassuring answer" regarding Cardinal Ratzinger's declarations in his auto- biography
(La mia vie-My Life)

...on the tragic error made by Paul VI with the proscription of the use of Pope St. Pius V's Missal together with the
approval of the "new" Missal which was to prove to be a break in the Church's liturgical tradition (pp.lO5-116).

Rinaldo Falsini, O.F.M., counsellor to the Congregation of Sacred Rites (Divine Liturgy) writes, amongst other things:

Paul VI had to abolish the use of St. Pius V's Missal..., Pius V's Missal had diminished to the point of becoming an
almost dried-up trickle of water, quite unable to water and nourish the faith and piety of the Christian people.

The so-called 0rdo Missae of St. Pius Vamere dried-up trickle of water? (In that case, what can be said about Paul VI's mini-
Ordo?) And how 'could the Rite of St. Pius V have ever become "unable to water and nourish the faith and piety of the
Christian people," after having watered and nourished it in a truly remarkable manner for so many centuries upon centuries,
including so many canonized saints?

Cardinal Ratzinger gives his viewpoint in his autobiography:

I was dumbfounded upon hearing about the interdiction of the old Missal, since such a move had never been seen in
the entire history of Catholic liturgy. The impression was given that this was all quite normal. The previous Missal had
been realized by Pope St. Pius V, in 1570, immediately following the Council of Trent (1545-1563); it was therefore
considered normal that, after 400 years and a new Council, a new Pope should therefore also publish a new Missal. However, the historical truth is another matter
altogether. Pius V had limited himself to republishing the Roman Missal then in use just as it had always been down through the centuries of history. Also, many of
his successors, following his example, had also had the Missal republished, without ever opposing one Missal to another. It has always been a continuing process
of historical growth and purification in which, however, essential continuity had never been destroyed. There does not exist, nor has there ever existed, a Missal
completely made up by Pius V. There was only a new elaboration ordered by him, constituting merely a phase in a long process of historical growth.

Following the Council of Trent, the new reality was of a quite different nature: the eruption of the Protestant "reform" had occurred especially under the form of
liturgical "reforms"...; so much so, in fact, that the limits between that which was still Catholic and that which was no longer so, were often difficult to define. In
such a confused state of affairs, resulting from a lack of uniform liturgical norms, together with a liturgical plurality inherited from the Middle Ages, the Pope
decided that the Missale Romanum, that is, the liturgical text then in use in Rome, was to be introduced everywhere that there existed a liturgy dating back to less
than 200 years previously. The reason for this was that the timeless Roman liturgy was most assuredly Catholic in every sense of the term. Wherever it could be
done, the preceding liturgy (i.e., that dating back 200 years or more) was allowed to be maintained since its truly Catholic character could be considered to be
absolutely certain (Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, La mia vita, pp.lll,112.).

Pope St. Pius V, therefore, did nothing more than to extend to all western countries the traditional Roman Mass of all times as an in-surmountable barrier to Protestantism. On
the contrary, Fr. Falsini falsely writes:

Pius V abolished all Missals dating back to less than 200 years. Paul VI had to abolish the use of Pius V's Missal, because it was totally inadequate for achieving
the pastoral ends of the Second Vatican Council, and as well because the content of the Eucholog [i.e., Missal - Ed.] as well as the structure of the celebration
merge together in the new rite [i.e., the Novus Ordo Missae - Ed.].

The comparison between what Pope St. Pius V did and Pope Paul VI did does not hold up.

We contend that Pope Paul VI "had to abolish" the traditional Roman Rite because the so-called "pastoral ends" of the Council did not concern Catholics, as they should have
done, but Protestants. Although mindful of Cardinals Ottaviani and Bacci's Brief Critical Examination accurately denouncing Paul VI's Novus Ordo for its "impressive
departure from the Catholic theology of Holy Mass," we cite a quote from an even more authorized and irrefutable source: "The prayer of the Church must not be seen as a
stumbling block for anyone," wrote Mgr .Bugnini in the Osservatore Romano (Mar. 17, 1965) . Since it was inevitable that the "prayer of the Church" clashed with those
outside the Church, he followed this up by saying that the Catholic Church, therefore, had to:

remove every stone which could represent even a shadow of a risk of a stumbling block or [even] of some displeasure for our separated brethren.

Not quite two years later, Osservatore Romano (Oct. 13, 1967) announced that the operation could be considered a success:

The liturgical reform has made a giant step forward and we have drawn quite close to the liturgical forms of the Lutheran Church.

In this, then, it becomes unmistakably clear that Fr. Falsini's comparison is lacking in all validity. Pope St. Pius V never abolished the traditional Roman Rite, but only all of the
other rites dating back to less than 200 years, and he did so because these had become suspect of Protestant pollution or accretions. What he did was to extend to all of the
western nations the Roman Missal since it was "most assuredly Catholic." Pope Paul VI, however, did quite the contrary by "abolishing" the traditional Roman Rite, and he did
so because it was too Catholic, while promulgating a new Protestantized Missal. The difference is momentous.

Liturgical Experimentation in the sanctuary. From Paolo VI beato?,
sac. Luigi Villa, (Brescia: Editrice Civilta, 1998), pp. 268-269

 

Under what pretense is it to be claimed that Pope Paul VI did, indeed, abolish the use of Pope St. Pius V's Missal? This has never been proven. Also, it must be demonstrated
beyond doubt that he had any right at all to abolish the most venerable Rite of the Latin Church and this, solely to please Protestants.

In fact, in Paul VI's constitution Missale Romanum, nowhere is there to be found a solemn and imperative act of abrogation (i.e., a total repeal of a law} which is recorded in
Pope St. Pius V's Quo Primum (SISINONO, vol. I, No.9, p.5), but merely:

"Ad extremum ex iis quae hactenus de novo Missali Romano exposuimus quiddam nunc cogere et efficere placet," which translates as follows:

Finally, concerning that which we have heretofore exposed regarding the new Missal, we are pleased to draw a few conclusions.

However, self-seeking liberals hastened to translate very liberally (i.e., erroneously) the all-important phrase:

Finally, We wish to give force of law to that which We have heretofore exposed regarding the new Roman Missal.

In addition, the very idea that Pope Paul VI, in promulgating his Novus Ordo Missae, also "abolished" the use of Pope St. Pius V's Missal was so vague that inquiries on this
matter came pouring in from all over the world to the Holy See, as testified by one of the principal artisans of the Novus Ordo Missae, Mgr. Annibale Bugnini, in La reforma
liturgica ( CLV-Edizioni Liturgiche, Rome 1983).

Also, it is even more doubtful that Pope Paul VI was at all authorized to abolish a rite of essentially Apostolic origin and this, for no stronger intention than of simply pleasing
non-Catholics. In God's Holy Catholic Church, less than anywhere else, just laws do not depend on a superior's caprice, whims, or fancies. It is on this very account that a
question was raised by a liturgical expert (unaffiliated with the Society of Saint Pius X - Ed.], Mgr. Klaus Gamber, Director of the Ratisbonne Institute of Liturgical Sciences
(1979) and honorary member of the Pontifical Liturgical Academy in Rome: "Is the Pope entitled to change a Rite having its origins in Apostolic Tradition?" (Die reform der
Romischer Liturgie Vorgeschichte und Problematik). "History," he writes, "teaches us that no pope has ever done such a thing." He continues:

All changes or alterations to the Roman Missal in the course of al most 1400 years have never touched the Rite of Mass: on the contrary, these have always merely
constituted an enrichment through the addition of feasts, propers of Masses as well as of simple prayers (ibid).

And today Cardinal Ratzinger echoes his words: "Such a state of affairs had never before occurred throughout the entire history of Catholic liturgy" (La mia vita).

In order to come across anything similar to Pope Paul VI's "liturgical reform," we must step out of the limits of Catholicism and examine a precedent, scandalously
dishonorable for Pope Paul VI, in Martin Luther's "liturgical reform," which "destroyed the Roman Mass while retaining various external forms," including Gregorian Chant
(Gamber, loc. cit.). Even though "the content and the structure" of the traditional Roman Rite were merged into the new rite, it would still not be sufficient. Mgr. Gamber has
written:

That some few parts of the former Missal be incorporated into the new one is not at all sufficient,...in order to be able to speak of a continuity of the Roman Rite"
(op. cit.).

And now we hear Cardinal Ratzinger echoing those very same words. With Pope Paul VI's "liturgical reform" more than a simple "revision" of the former Missal has happened.
Says Cardinal Ratzinger:

They have pulled down our ancient edifice and have replaced it with another one, even though using the old materials as well as the previous projects (La mia vita,
p.112).

On this point we are in complete agreement with the Cardinal Prefect of the Congregation for the Faith.

We are certainly aware that Suarez, along with Cajetan and other outstanding theologians, proposes as an example of malfeasance in office a pope who reaches the point "of
changing all of the Church's rites based on and strengthened through Apostolic Tradition" ("si vellet omnes ecclesiasticas caeremonias apostolica traditione  firmatas evertere"
[De Charitate disput., 12, I.]). It is obvious therefore that Suarez, in company with other eminent theologians, refuses to recognize the spurious authority which Pope Paul VI
attributed to himself in his "ecumenical" obstinacy. Be that as it may, it remains absolutely certain that the authority entrusted to the pope exists, just as and even more so than
any other authority in the Church, for the building up and sanctification of the Mystical Body of Christ, not for its ruin and destruction.

Gorgonius
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PART I

Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger’s Milestones
 

In 1996, Cardinal Ratzinger published an in-depth interview of himself titled Salt of the Earth1 and in 1997 an autobiography called
Milestones: Memoirs 1927-1977.2 These books are important if we consider the high post the Cardinal holds in the Vatican. In this
article, which will be printed in two parts (Part II to appear in The Angelus, May, 1999), we will review Milestones to better
understand the current crisis in the Catholic Church.

Joseph Ratzinger was born into a very Catholic family April 16, 1927 at Marktl am Inn in Bavaria. He was the third of three children,
two boys and a girl. His father was a policeman and staunchly anti-Nazi. When he was about 11, his pastor "urged him to enter the
minor seminary [at Traunstein in Bavaria] in order to be initiated systematically into the spiritual life" (ibid. p.25). After some
hesitations due to the family finances,...

....the decision was made, and at Easter of 1939, I entered the seminary. I did so with joy and great expectations because my
brother had told me many exciting things about the place and because I developed good friendships with the seminarians in my
class. However, I am one of those people who are not made for living in a boarding school. While at home I had lived and
studied with great freedom, as I wished, and had built a childhood world of my own. Now I had to sit in a study hall with about
sixty other boys, and this was such a torture to me...(ibid.).

When he entered the minor seminary, Ratzinger was about 12 years old. It seems that his entry into the seminary was chiefly urged by
the village pastor and by his brother and a few friends. But he was disappointed, and he candidly admits that he was bored by seminary
life. And he declares, with a touch of pride, that he considers himself to be "one of those people who are not made for living in a
boarding school."

The outbreak of the World War II (1939) brought about the transformation of the minor seminary into "a military hospital, so now,
together with my brother, I again began to live at home and walk to school. But the director found alternate quarters for the seminary..." (op. cit., p.26)… "It was the kind of
happy life boys should have. I came to terms, then, with being in the seminary and experienced a wonderful time in my life. I had to learn how to...come out of my solitary
ways and start building a community with others..." (op. cit., p.27). After the attack against Russia (June 22,1941) the minor seminary's temporary quarters were confiscated for
a military hospital. "My brother and I now came home for good. It was also clear, moreover, that the war would last for a long time yet….My brother was seventeen years old,
and I, fourteen (op. cit., p.28). And, as it happened, his brother was drafted into the army as a radio operator, and in 1944 was sent to the Italian front. "Despite the grimness of
the historical situation, I was facing a good year at home and at the gymnasium in Traunstein. The Greek and Latin classics filled me with enthusiasm…. Above all, I now
discovered literature...and read Goethe with delight..." (ibid, p.29).

Juridically, young Ratzinger was enrolled in the boarding school or minor seminary, the property of which had been confiscated, and was thus able to stay at home and study
what he wanted, as he wanted. But in 1943, at age 16, he was drafted into one of the anti-aircraft defense batteries along with other seminarians, while at the same time being
allowed to attend a certain number of classes at the renowned Maximilians-Gymnasium in Munich (op. cit., p.35).

In 1944, young Ratzinger, having reached military age, was released from the anti-aircraft defense battery. After a period of service in the Reich's labor detail, during which
time he managed to avoid being enrolled into the SS by publicly declaring his intention of becoming a priest, he was at last called to arms at the end of that year (op. cit., p.33).
Apparently, he was enlisted in the Landsturm, troops of the last hour comprising the young and the less young, and fathers of families who, after a summary training and with
light armament, were generally employed in the defense of fixed points (i.e., streams, bridges, etc.). Nevertheless, Joseph Ratzinger never had to engage in combat:

Hitler's death finally strengthened our hope that things would soon end. The unhurried manner of the American advance, however, deferred more and more the day
of liberation. At the end of April or the beginning of May - I do not remember precisely - I decided to go home (op. cit., pp.35-36).

What remained of the German army at the end of the war (May 7, 1945) was in disarray. Despite the fact that he had been at home for several days wearing civilian clothing, he
was identified by the Americans as a soldier, and was taken prisoner. He was liberated June 19, 1945 and was able to return home for good (op. cit., p.45).

As a result of the war years, Ratzinger's education was irregular and full of holes, since much had been left unavoidably to his own personal initiative. It was thus that he
imbibed much of profane culture, not at all suited to someone destined for the priesthood. In the account of these events, the thing that strikes the reader is the noticeable
absence of any aspiration towards the supernatural, towards God. He writes, for example, that right after the war "we who had returned home were all the more grateful for the
gift of life and for the hope that again rose high above all destruction" (op. cit., p.40), and that at the seminary of Freising, where he continued his studies, "we were all bound
together by a great sense of gratitude for having been allowed to return home from the abyss of those difficult years (op. cit., pp.41- 42). But the Cardinal never mentions to
whom the gratitude was owed - to God? It would appear to be a generic gratitude, an ecumenical gratitude, of a kind that can be shared by believers and unbelievers alike.

 

A CURIOUS COURSE OF STUDY; PROFANATION OF SEMINARY STUDIES

At the end of 1945, at 18 years old, Ratzinger finally entered the major seminary at Freising, located in buildings still partly requisitioned as a field hospital for foreign
prisoners of war (ibid.). "This was a very mixed group indeed, the 120 or so seminarians who now came together in Freising to set out on the road to the priesthood" (op. cit., p.
41). The situation was still difficult, but they managed.

Gratitude and a will to make a new start, to be active in the Church and for the sake of the world: these were the feelings that characterized the seminary
community. Together with this came a hunger for knowledge that had grown in the years of famine, in the years when we had been delivered up to the Moloch of
power, so far from the realm of the spirit. Books were, I repeat, a rarity in a Germany that was destroyed and cut off from the rest of the world. Nevertheless,
despite the bomb damage that had taken place here too, a rather good reference library had been preserved that could, so to speak, take the edge off our hunger. Our
interests were varied. We wanted not only to do theology in the narrower sense but to listen to the voices of man today. We devoured the novels of Gertrude von Le
Fort, Elisabeth Langgässer, and Ernst Wiechert. Dostoyevsky was one of the authors everyone read, and likewise the great Frenchmen: Claudel, Bernanos,
Mauriac. We also followed closely the recent developments in the natural sciences. We thought that, with the breakthroughs made by Planck, Heisenberg, and
Einstein, the sciences were once again on their way to God…. In the domain of theology and philosophy, the voices that moved us most directly were those of
Romano Guardini, Josef Pieper, Theodor Häcker, and Peter Wust (op. cit., pp.42-43).

They experienced, then, "a hunger for knowledge," which is quite normal in young people who had undergone the tragic experience of war and defeat, but, note well, "We
wanted not only to do theology in the narrower sense." Moreover, this "hunger for knowledge" seemed to be directed towards the profane. Where was the inspiration to serve
God and to save souls by leaving everything else? On the contrary, a large place was accorded to literature and to contemporary philosophico-scientific thought, erroneously
qualified as research "on the way to God." Since when has modem science been "on the way to God"? Moreover, which "God"? In the case of Einstein it consisted in a gross
imitation of the pantheism of Spinoza:

It is the sense of mystery, mingled with fear, which begot religion…I cannot conceive of a God who rewards and punishes his creatures and who exercises a will
like that which we exert over ourselves. I can neither conceive nor desire that an individual might survive his physical death. Let weak souls, whether from fear or
self-centeredness, fortify themselves by such ideas. For me, the mystery of the eternity of life, the consciousness of and insight into the admirable structure of the
world in which we live are enough, as is the unceasing effort needed to comprehend even the slightest particle of the Reason which is manifest in nature.3

The cultural interests pursued at the seminary of Freising were joined to the study of a theology infected by existentialism, beginning with the writings of Romano Guardini.
Among the authors preferred by Ratzinger was the Jewish philosopher Martin Buber. Ratzinger loved St. Augustine, but never St. Thomas Aquinas: "By contrast, I had
difficulties in penetrating the thought of Thomas Aquinas, whose crystal-clear logic seemed to be too closed in on itself, too impersonal and ready-made" (op. cit., p.44). This
aversion was mainly due to the professor of philosophy at the seminary, who "presented us with a rigid, neo-scholastic Thomism that was simply too far afield from my own
questions" (ibid.). According to Cardinal Ratzinger, whose current opinions appear unchanged from those he held as a seminarian, the thought of Aquinas was "too closed in on
itself, too impersonal and ready-made," and was unable to respond to the personal questions of the faithful. This opinion is enunciated by a prince of the Church whose function
it is to safeguard the purity of the doctrine of the Faith! Why, then, should anyone be surprised at the current disastrous crisis of Catholicism, or seek to attribute it to the world,
when those who should be the defenders of the Faith, and hence of genuine Catholic thought, are like sewers drinking in the filth, or like gardeners who cut down a tree they
are supposed to be nurturing? What can it mean to stigmatize St. Thomas as having a "too impersonal and ready-made" logic? Is logic "personal"? These assertions reveal, in
the person who makes them, a typically Protestant, pietist attitude, like that found in those who seek the rule of faith in personal interior sentiment.

In the two years Ratzinger spent at the diocesan seminary of Freising, he studied literature, music, modern philosophy, and he felt drawn towards the new existentialist and
modernist theologies. He did not like St. Thomas Aquinas. The formation described does not correspond to the exclusively Catholic formation that is necessary to one called to
be a priest, even taking into account the extenuating circumstances of the time, that is, anti-Christian Nazism, the war and defeat, and the secularization of studies within
seminaries. It seems that His Eminence, with all due respect, gave too much place to profane culture, with its "openness" to everything, and its critical attitude...Joseph
Ratzinger loved the professors who asked many questions, but disliked those who defended dogma with the crystal-clear logic of St. Thomas. This attitude would seem to us to
match his manner of understanding Catholic liturgy. He tells us that from childhood he was always attracted to the liturgical movement and was sympathetic towards it. One
can see that for him, the liturgy was a matter of feeling, a lived experience, an aesthetically pleasing "Erlebnis," but fundamentally irrational (op. cit. passim.).

Now, what do we mean when we speak about the secularization of the seminaries [i.e., the corruption of seminary studies by the inclusion of a worldly curriculum]? We mean
that there was a reigning spirit of heterodoxy, clearly manifested by the availability of literary and philosophical works not at all suitable for the religious formation of future
priests. Did the seminarians enter in order to be instructed in modern contemporary literature? Often improper reading was done with the complicity and even the
encouragement of superiors. If there is any doubt on this score, it suffices to read the testimony of the Jesuit Peter Henrici, nephew of Balthasar and now bishop: "In the
seminary exercises, Kant, Hegel, Heidegger, and Blondel were read; Kant and Heidegger especially were the omnipresent guideposts." At Louvain, "the Prefect of Studies
advised the seminarians to begin by reading the first two chapters of De Lubac's The Supernatural, the most banned book of the Index" (Communio, no.114, Nov.-Dec. 1990).

(From left to right) Martin Heidegger, Maruice Blondel, Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, Alfred
Loisy, Martin Baber, Albert Einstein, Henri de Lubac, Immanuel Kant.

 

MORE THEOLOGIAN THAN PRIEST

After spending two years at the diocesan seminary of Freising, Ratzinger, who had avoided the "strict Tridentine" seminary of Eichstatt, asked and obtained from his bishop
approval to enroll at the Theological Faculty of the University of Munich (op. cit. p.4 7 ff). There he was under the influence of a teaching body clearly liberal and modernist in
outlook. One of Ratzinger's teachers had him read the works of Henri de Lubac, an author who exercised a considerable influence on him (op. cit., pp.98 ff). Some of the
passages of Milestones are especially revealing.

1.) The Cardinal writes that liberal [i.e., modernist - Ed.] exegesis, headed by Fr. Alfred Loisy, which had attempted to call into question the credibility of the Gospels, had set
forth "a problem that is far from having been resolved today" (op. cit., p.51). [Loisy believed dogma was simply symbolic, a symbol of what Catholics believe, and by faith he
meant something purely subjective, not something which was an accurate expression of objective reality. He abandoned his priesthood in 1906, broke with the Church after
Pope Pius X published Pascendi Gregis, and was formally excommunicated in 1908. - Ed.] With such assertions the Cardinal seems to grant a certain merit to the heresies of
Loisy and the modernists which had already been amply refuted by exegesis faithful to Catholic dogma. The Magisterium already had resolved the "problems" posed by liberal-
modernist exegesis [e.g., Lamentabili], of which the Prefect of the Doctrine of the Faith should be a pillar.

2.) In recalling his professor of exegesis, a man of liberal tendencies, Ratzinger attests to his merits: "A characteristic fruitfulness came from the balance between liberalism and
dogma" (op. cit., p.52). Note well his point: the balance is not found in the defense of dogma against liberalism, but by finding an equilibrium between liberalism, which seeks
to subject dogma to the critique of natural reason, and dogma itself. How such an unnatural balance could be struck, the Cardinal does not say. He tells us, though, that he was
heavily influenced by the idea of the search for this balance (ibid.). We take him at his word, because up to the present such an "impossible" balance has characterized his
actions as Prefect for the Doctrine of the Faith. In order to justify this balance between liberalism and dogma, Ratzinger also refers to the concept of Tradition as a "living
process" of the work of the Holy Ghost, a concept to which we shall return later.

3.) Speaking about the way we are to understand the link between the Old Testament and the New, as taught at the Theological Faculty of Munich, the Cardinal states:

For the most part, only after World War II did we begin to understand that the Jewish interpretation [of Scripture - Ed.], too, in the time "after Christ," of course
possesses a theological mission of its own (op. cit., p.54).

While it is not clear what exactly "theological mission" signifies, it is sufficiently clear for us to be able to state that, by the light of the Catholic Faith, it is totally unacceptable.
For in fact, if the interpretation given to the Scriptures by the Jews - who denied and still deny the divinity of the Lord - is true, then the interpretation which the Church has
always given is false. Yet, according to Cardinal Ratzinger, at Munich "theology was done both critically and with faith" (op. cit., p.59).

In the summer of 1950, after passing the final examination in his theological studies at the University of Munich, young Ratzinger entered the seminary of Freising [which
today no longer exists - Ed.]. At the end of October he was ordained to the sub-diaconate and the diaconate, and he had to ready himself to be ordained to the priesthood. He
writes: "The seriousness of this preparation demanded the whole person, without any reservation, and yet I had to try to combine it with the writing of my theme" (op. cit.,
p.99). He is referring to a theological essay competition he was working on. The theological work that received the prize would be accepted as a dissertation with mention
summa cum laude. A professor from the Theological Faculty of Munich had encouraged him to submit a work on the chosen theme, "The People and the House of God in
Augustine's Doctrine of the Church." Ratzinger found himself in a difficult situation because he had to find the time to work both on his dissertation and his preparation for
priestly ordination. In other words, he was tom between his ambition to become a theologian and his obligation to be ordained. He sought a compromise:

My brother, who was with me on the road to the priesthood, did everything possible to relieve me of all practical tasks relating to our preparation for priestly
ordination and our first Mass. My sister...used her free time to produce in exemplary fashion a clean copy of the manuscript, and so I was able to hand in my work
by the required deadline. I was very happy when I was finally free of such an engaging and yet burdensome task, and I could now dedicate myself completely for
at least the last two months to preparing for the big step: ordination to the priesthood, which Cardinal Faulhaber would confer on us (ibid., p.99).

Ratzinger was able to devote himself completely to this preparation for only two months, instead of the year he should have had at his disposition preparing for his ordination.

Be that as it may, Ratzinger the priest served in this capacity at Munich for only one year, as associate pastor of the parish of the Most Precious Blood. On October 1, 1952, he
was summoned to the seminary of Freising:

On the one hand, this was the solution I had desired, the one that would enable me to return to my theological work, which I loved so much. On the other hand, I suffered a
great deal, especially in the first year, from the loss of all the human contacts and experiences afforded me by the pastoral ministry…I now had to give a series of lectures to the
last-year students on the pastoral aspects of the sacraments, and although the experience I could draw on was rather limited, at least it was recent and fresh in my mind....Above
all I had to complete my doctorate, which at that time was no mean proposition (ibid. p.102).

The doctoral examination took place in July 1953, with good results.

 

AN ERRONEOUS CONCEPT OF REVELATION

At 26, the future cardinal was a doctor of theology. His next step was to work towards obtaining the habilitation, the degree that qualifies a person to hold a chair at a German
university. [It is obtained by writing a weighty scholarly book that proposes and defends a thesis and then receiving approval for it from an academic committee. - Ed.] This
degree he obtained Feb. 21, 1957, at nearly 30 years of age, but not without controversy. The "critical" part of his thesis was, in fact, rejected, in such a way that he was obliged
to truncate and edit it, and present to the committee just the "historical" part of the original, centered on the analysis of the relation between St. Bonaventure and Joachim of
Flora, a monk of very doubtful orthodoxy, whom Ratzinger describes as a "pious and cultivated monk."

What especially interests us is the reason for the opposition he encountered from the competent professor, Professor Michael Schmaus. The work by Ratzinger on the concept
of revelation as it occurs in the works of St. Bonaventure and the interpretation of this concept were accused of being unfaithful to the texts as well as manifesting "a dangerous
modernism that had to lead to the subjectivization of the concept of revelation" (ibid. p.l09). The charge was serious: the subjectivist concept of revelation was typical of
modernists. Effectively, Joseph Ratzinger was being accused of having heretical tendencies.

Cardinal Ratzinger still denies the validity of Professor Schmaus’s criticisms, but his defense is not convincing. He maintains that in the writings of the medieval authors,
including St. Bonaventure the concept of revelation did not mean what it does for us today, that is, "all the revealed contents of the faith." In his opinion, in medieval times,
"revelation" always connotes the idea of action, that is, the word denotes the act by which God reveals Himself, and not the objectified result of this act.

Because this is so, the concept of "revelation" always implies a receiving subject: where there is no one to perceive "revelation," no re-vel-ation has occurred,
because no veil has been removed. By definition, revelation requires a someone who apprehends it [emphasis added]. These insights, gained through my reading
of Bonaventure, were later on very important for me at the time of the conciliar discussion on revelation, Scripture, and tradition. Because, if Bonaventure is right,
then revelation precedes Scripture and becomes deposited in Scripture but is not simply identical with it. This in turn means that revelation is always something
greater than what is merely written down. And this again means that there can be no such thing as pure sola scriptura ["by Scripture alone"], because an essential
element of Scripture is the Church as understanding subject, and with this the fundamental sense of tradition is already given. (ibid., pp.l08,I09)

We leave to Cardinal Ratzinger the responsibility for the assertion that "in the language of the High Middle Ages" the word revelation was understood to convey the idea of
action, in other words, that it only signified the act by which God shows Himself and not the "objective result." It is clear, though, that by such a distinction, he wants to
separate the act from its objective "result." This is clearly absurd. It would be like separating the act of speaking from what is said.  What is said in fact is nothing other than
what was spoken in its "objectified result, " to use the terminology of His Eminence. By arbitrarily separating the act of revelation (which comes from God) from its "result"
Ratzinger can then affirm that "the receiving subject is always also a part of the concept of 'revelation.'" Note that he does not say that revelation is for the receiving subject
(which is true: revelation certainly is not for plants and animals!), because God reveals what we are able to understand about Him and what He demands of us, for our
salvation, in His mercy towards us. Rather, he says that "the receiving subject is always also a part of the concept of 'revelation.' Where there is no one to perceive 'revelation,'
no re-vel-ation has occurred, because no veil has been removed."

This is something quite different. It is one thing to say that revelation, which neither adds nor removes anything from God and which He mercifully desires for our salvation,
undoubtedly exists as an objective fact by the act of God, regardless of our perception of it or our opinion about it. It is quite something else to say, on the contrary, that without
the participation of the "receiving" subject, there is no revelation, and that hence revelation exists as an objective fact thanks to the participation of the knowing subject of man.
Conceived in this way, revelation becomes a fact of the consciousness of the subject, it is subjectivized, and, as Professor Schmaus pointed out, without the participation of an
understanding subject, it is not what it is, it is not revelation.

Let's think a minute! None of the enemies of Christ believe that He is the Son of God and thus they do not believe in revelation. If they fail to receive revelation, then, if we
apply Ratzinger's logic, there is no revelation! In the case of pagans, there is no "receiving subject." Many men do not know or have refused or do refuse revelation. They either
cannot or do not want to "enter into possession" of this revelation. Are we to conclude that, because of this negative response, revelation ceases to be what it is and that it loses
its intrinsic worth? Ratzinger's logic results in a conclusion which is absurd. It would be like saying that a fountain did not exist because there was no one to drink from it!
Anyone with common sense can understand to what absurdities the subjectivist concept of revelation must lead.

Revelation comes from the Triune God, and it is contained in Sacred Scripture and in Tradition, as the Magisterium of the Church has kept them. It is the "deposit of the Faith"
immutable throughout the centuries. Ever since the Apostles, the Church has simply recognized and guarded revelation, while testifying that it is a supernatural source, that is,
an ensemble of acts and significations which are valid for us, precisely, as objective results of the supernaturally manifested goodness of God (cf. Denzinger, The Sources of
Catholic Dogma, 1785). And these acts and significations have already been fixed and established once and for all (Jude, chap.3) by the preaching of Christ and the Apostles,
preaching which comes down to us directly from Sacred Scripture and Tradition, or indirectly from documents bearing witness to a continuous belief vouched for in an
uninterrupted line since the first age of Christianity. Such is the case, for example, for belief in the existence of Purgatory from the earliest age of Christianity, a proof that
Purgatory was preached from the beginning by the Apostles.

 

AN HISTORICIST NOTION OF TRUTH

Revelation is for men, but its intrinsic worth does not depend upon its being grasped by man, because human reason has nothing to do with its coming. As truth, which,
moreover is absolute because supernatural, revelation has its own existence and meaning in itself, in a way that is entirely independent of "receiving subjects," that is, the men
for whom God destined it. But Cardinal Ratzinger obviously does not believe in the existence of truth per se, that is, he does not believe in the principle of right reason as
taught by St. Thomas Aquinas. St. Thomas teaches that supernatural truth is independent of the subject seeking to know it. Truth has an objective, intrinsic value completely
independent of any external circumstance or knowing subject.

To acquire truth, strictly speaking, means to recognize it in the thing, as it is in itself and not, on the contrary to create it in the thing by the very act in which we know it. And
this applies all the more when the "thing" being known is the revelation that comes from God! By writing that there is no revelation if no one perceives it, for which reason the
perceiving subject is always a constitutive element of the concept of revelation, Cardinal Ratzinger shows that he is using the concept of truth promoted by the insane modern
philosophy that does not conceive of truth as independent of the thinking subject. According to this perverted philosophy, our concept constitutes the truth of what is thought,
as if the mind created it by the very act of thinking! To them, our intellect does not recognize the truth which is already in the thing, but creates its own truth!

Similarly, for Cardinal Ratzinger, the "perceiving subject" must be considered as a constitutive element of the concept of revelation. This is to affirm that revelation is not true
in itself, but exists only if the "perceiving subject" "takes possession" of it. This contradicts the perennial philosophy of the Catholic Church. While it is true that whether a man
"takes possession" of revelation or not (i.e., whether he believes or not) can affect the effectiveness of revelation at a particular period in time, it certainly cannot affect the
revelation itself, which remains unchanged and independent as absolute truth of divine origin.

The subjectivist conception of truth erroneously maintains that man's thought, by its own act, constitutes the very truth of what is known and believed. Since the "perceiving
subject" is historically determined (i.e., influenced by historical changes), the door is opened to the assertion that the content of revelation cannot be tied to the initial act in
which it appeared, but it must depend necessarily on the historically changing self-awareness which the "perceiving subject" possesses. [This "perceiving subject" can be
individuals, groups, or the entire Church! - Ed.] Clearly, there can be no end to the variations, since at any point in time one must take into account the awareness of the
"perceiving subject," which progresses ad infinitum. The door, then, is open to the false conviction, widespread today, that revealed truth is still open to subsequent
understandings and hence subsequent and new developments on the side of the "perceiving subject," which is the Church. To these supposed developments within the
"perceiving subject" must correspond developments in revealed truth, as it is assumed that it is not what it is without the participation of the subject.

 

THE PROTESTANT ROOT

This subjectivist misconception reflects the idea, of Protestant origin, of “salvation history," which is founded upon the subjectivism of modern thought which we have been
explaining. To reiterate, the modern idea holds that truth, constituted by the (changing) thought of the perceiving subject, becomes itself by degrees, in relation to the advance
of history or to the subject's own awareness, and thus this becoming of truth is an unending process, ever open to novelty, that is, to new determinations of what is considered to
be true, according to the spirit of the age.

This is the understanding of truth that was at the basis of the aggiornamento willed by Pope John XXIII and effected by Vatican II. This is the same notion Joseph Ratzinger
explicitly declares he held when he was preparing his controversial thesis:

At this time the idea of salvation history had moved to the focus of inquiry posed by Catholic theology, and this had cast new light on the notion of revelation,
which neo-scholasticism had kept too confined to the intellectual realm. Revelation now appeared no longer simply as a communication of truths to the intellect
but as a historical action of God in which truth becomes gradually unveiled. (op. cit., p.l04).

It should be remarked that this gradualist notion of salvation in which "truth becomes gradually unveiled" contradicts the specific characteristic of the orthodox conception of
revelation summarized correctly by Cardinal Ratzinger in the phrase, "a communication of truths to the intellect." Obviously, he finds this expression inadequate because it is
too objective. Contrary to his subjectivist theology, the Church's definition leaves nothing to the feelings of the "receiving subject."

Cardinal Ratzinger's objection that neo-scholasticism had kept [revelation] too confined to the intellectual realm is false. There is no question of "intellectualism." Revelation
is, after all, just this: truths of supernatural origin (an adjective which the Cardinal forgets to employ), having been communicated and revealed to man, to which the reason,
with the help of God's grace, must give assent by accepting them and putting them into practice, that is, according to the meaning which has been given to them, not by us, but
by God Himself, and which is guaranteed by the Magisterium of the Church assisted by the Holy Ghost.

By nature, these truths are not adaptable to the world; rather, it is the world that must be converted to them. It is in this that the work confided by the Lord to the Church
consists.

 Aegidius

(Part II of this article is to appear in The Angelus, May 1999.)

(Translated from Courrier de Rome, Dec. 1998)

 

1. Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, Salt of the Earth; The Church at the End of the Millennium, an interview with Peter Seewald (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1997). Cited passages
are taken from this English language version.

2.  Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, Milestones; Memoirs 1927-1977(SanFrancisco: IgnatiusPress, 1998). Passages cited refer to this English language version.

3. Albert Einstein, Anthologie, in S. Bergia, Einstein e la relativita, Bari, 1980, p.164.
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Cardinal Ratzinger during an interview for
Milestones in the audience hall of the

Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith
(from the book).

Cardinal Ratzinger, as Prefect of the
Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith,
at the signing of the Apostolic Constitution
that promulgated the 1983 Code of Canaon
Law, Vatican City, January 25, 1983 (from

the book).
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PART II

Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger’s Milestones
 

In 1996, Cardinal Ratzinger published an in-depth interview of himself titled Salt of the Earth1 and in 1997 an autobiography called
Milestones: Memoirs 1927- 1977.2 These books are important if we consider the high post the Cardinal holds in the Vatican. In this
second article (Part I appeared in The Angelus, March, 1999), we continued our review of Milestones to better understand the current
crisis in the Catholic Church.

 

A NOVEL NOTION OF TRADITION

There is a need, therefore, to be on guard: When Cardinal Ratzinger defends the Catholic position against the "sola scriptura" of the
Lutheran heretics, it is necessary to pay attention to what he means by "revelation" and "tradition." In the passage from Milestones in
which he rebuts the criticism that seminary professor Schmaus had levied against him earlier, Cardinal Ratzinger establishes, in fact,
as we have seen, a link between revelation and tradition, but he does so in the light of the subjective concept of revelation that he
professes. He writes that "an essential element of Scripture is the Church as understanding subject, and with this the fundamental
sense of tradition is already given" (p.109).

How is this affirmation to be understood? It must be taken according to the notion of revelation which we have seen earlier (see
SISINONO, March 1999). He is not talking about the Church which, aided by the Holy Ghost, keeps the deposit of revealed truth
unchanged down the ages, explaining it, indeed, but without the power to alter it by a jot or tittle. What he does mean, on the
contrary, is the Church which, taken as "understanding" or "perceiving" subject, is necessary for revelation to exist. He means the
Church conceived as subject, which for that reason becomes a constitutive element of revelation by taking possession of it, and plays

an active, creative role in its relation to revelation. Under this perspective, the Church's tie to revelation means that Scripture depends upon the Church as "knowing subject" in
order to be Revelation. The Cardinal writes, in fact, that Revelation "is not simply identical” to Scripture, it is always greater than "what is merely written down" (op. cit.,
ibid.).

Note, though, that what is outside Holy Scripture is not, according to the Cardinal, provided by oral tradition ("sine scripto traditiones").

To highlight this fact, compare his notion to what was set forth by the Council of Trent and reiterated by Vatican I. Of tradition it is said that the Church "holds...also the
traditions themselves, those that appertain both to faith and to morals, as having been dictated either by Christ's own word of mouth, or by the Holy Spirit, and preserved in the
Catholic Church by a continuous succession" (Denzinger, The Sources of Catholic Dogma, 783). And from the same place: "...[p]erceiving that this truth and instruction are
contained in the written books and in the unwritten traditions, which have been received by the apostles from the mouth of Christ Himself, or from the apostles themselves, at
the dictation of the Holy Spirit, have come down even to us, transmitted as it were from hand to hand ….…"

Not so, according to the Cardinal. For him, what is not contained in Sacred Scripture is not given objectively by tradition, as that has always been understood and defined by
the Church through the centuries. On the contrary, it is given by the "understanding subject" (the Church) which, making up a part of Revelation as an essential constitutive
element, relies only upon itself (and hence on its history or evolution from the "primitive community of believers") for its determination of the truth of Revelation itself.

So, according to the point of view expressed by the Cardinal, the "essential meaning to be given to tradition" is not the result of an immutable truth revealed by God, but results
from the truth which the "perceiving subject" constitutes in Revelation in an historically gradual, progressive way because the development of the "receiving subject" in its own
self-awareness is gradual and progressive.

The notion that truth only exists thanks to the thinking subject, who imparts truth to its object, is necessarily associated with the other powerful notion in secular thought: that
of progress, understood as progress in consciousness...and which can never have, resting as it does on such a basis, a final term or transcendent goal.

The will to introduce into the concept of Revelation the notion that the subject to whom it is addressed constitutes the message's meaning, leads necessarily to a corruption of
both concepts, Revelation and Tradition. Revelation is no longer taken as a self-contained body of events and teachings of exclusively supernatural origin, which the subject for
whom it is destined - for the salvation of whom these "deeds and values" have been revealed - must accept and keep without any alteration whatsoever, because he finds
himself presented with truths which do not depend upon himself, but which come from God. Likewise, tradition is falsified by this conception, because it no longer expresses
the idea of a "deposit of Faith" divine in origin, kept for 19 centuries and resulting from Scripture and Tradition preserved and taught by the Church's magisterium. It no longer
signifies a "depositum" to which no new interpretation can be given.

On the contrary, this new notion of tradition expresses an idea that is not Catholic. Rather, it has a secular and Protestant origin. It is the idea that the Church, as receiving
subject, even as it constitutes essentially and by degrees the truth of Revelation, equally constitutes by degrees the truth of tradition in the framework of a process, of which one
can see no end "ad quem," and which has no other point of reference than the consciousness that the Church is supposed to have of itself, a Church which examines itself by
using the categories which come from profane philosophies (Kant, Heidegger, and the like, instead of St. Thomas Aquinas).

The effect of this rethinking came to the fore at Vatican Council II, when we saw a new definition of the Church given, a definition that contradicts what the Church herself has
taught (by her true tradition) for 19 centuries. We are referring to the notorious "subsistit in" of Lumen Gentium §8, according to which the Catholic Church is no longer the one
and only Church of Christ, but that it subsists in her in the same way as in other entities capable of leading to salvation (the so-called "separated brethren" and perhaps even the
non-Christians). Cardinal Ratzinger himself confirms, in the above-cited passage, that during the debates at the Council on the topics of Revelation, Scripture and Tradition, he
contributed to this new understanding. The ultimate result of this change is to be seen in the theological and liturgical chaos currently prevailing in the Church.

 

AN IRRATIONAL NOTION OF TRADITION

Tradition thus understood is also presented as a "living process" of the Church, which "becomes history" by opening towards new understandings and which is opposed to the
idea of Revelation held by neo-scholastic intellectualism, which would merely be the product of the "pre-fab" logic of St. Thomas. Cardinal Ratzinger uses this concept of
"development" when he recounts the opposition which the Theological Faculty of Munich formulated against the proclamation of the dogma of the Assumption. The opposition
was based on the affirmation of an "expert," Professor Altaner, patrologist, according to whom "the doctrine of Mary's bodily Assumption into heaven was unknown before the
fifth century; this doctrine, therefore, he argued, could not belong to the ‘apostolic tradition'" (op. cit., p.58). The affirmations of the specialist in question are contested, and can
also be explained by the desire, which was then quite keen in certain Catholic circles, to enter into the good graces of the Protestants, notoriously hostile because of their heresy
concerning the person and the cult of the Blessed Virgin. Cardinal Ratzinger observes that, in this case, Professor Altaner was using a restricted conception of tradition,
because, in fact, "they were identifying tradition and textual proofs."

How then does Cardinal Ratzinger justify the dogmatic definition given by Pope Pius XII?  with, perhaps, the same arguments which Pope Pius XII used to justify it, namely,
that the Assumption of the holy Mother of God is a truth that has always been believed and taught by the Church, since, in the writings which have come down to us, the holy
Fathers and ecclesiastical writers have spoken of it, not as something new, but ''as a truth supported by Sacred Scripture and which is rooted in the hearts of the faithful”
(Dogmatic Bull Munificentissimus Deus)?  Not by a long shot. Here is the Cardinal's argument:

But if you conceive of "tradition" as the living process whereby the Holy Spirit introduces us to the fullness of truth and teaches us how to understand what previously we could
still not grasp (cf. Jn. 16:12-13), then subsequent "remembering" (cf. Jn. 16:4, for instance) can come to recognize what it had not caught sight of previously and yet was
already handed down in the original Word (op. cit., p.59).

In this passage, tradition is defined as "a living process" of which the Holy Ghost is the artisan. The "process" therefore is not linked to texts or even facts. Tradition, according
to the Catholic meaning of the word, however, has never been understood as a process or a reality detached from facts (which is what the dogmatic definition of the
Assumption demonstrates). The idea of "process" contains the idea of truth which develops by degree thanks to the thinking of man, and this development is here attributed to
the Holy Ghost. The Holy Ghost would be operating as the pedagogue of the "understanding subject," and would act gradually by keeping Revelation open! The Catholic
notion of tradition, on the contrary, contains the idea of conservation, of the transmission of the deposit of the Faith which has been given once and for all (cf. Jude, v.3), against
every possible novelty or subsequent contradictory development.

In the case of the Assumption, they were faced with a fact: the cult which, from the origin of Christianity, professed the bodily assumption of the Blessed Virgin Mary into
heaven, and included the veneration of her empty tomb (which is, even to this day, guarded by Christians, albeit the Orthodox). The question was whether to sanction this faith
by a dogmatic definition. The fact was the same for 19 centuries, a mystery of Faith continuously and universally professed by the faithful. It had nothing to do with some
"process" or "development." The dogmatic definition of the Assumption has no need to be seen as the expression of a "vital process," which succeeded by degrees in creating a
new content of faith, which for a long time had been certified by witnesses and felt to belong to dogma. No novelty was introduced. What the Cardinal writes when he says
"subsequent 'remembering' can come to recognize what it had not caught sight of previously and was already handed down in the original Word," does not seem to us to fit the
case. Here there is no question of "subsequent remembering" because the belief in the Assumption has always existed. It has always remained constantly living and efficacious.
For this same reason - the perpetuity of this faith and this devotion - it is certainly not possible to speak of something "not caught sight of previously." The fact is that Cardinal
Ratzinger, even as he criticizes Professor Altaner, seems to justify him by speaking of a "subsequent remembering," that is to say, something fabricated" post festum." Later on,
even if he judges him to have been wrong and justifies the definition of the Assumption, he does so on the basis of its being the expression of the "living process" which,
according to him, is of the essence of tradition; he accepts it, that is, as an expression of the creativity of the Church, "receiving subject" (and hence constitutive) of Revelation.
The Church would be, it seems, a theologian who constructs Revelation in the same manner as did the first "primitive community."

 

A "NEW EXEGESIS" FOR THE "NEW THEOLOGY"

The interpretation of this dogmatic declaration, as everyone can see for himself, is rather peculiar. In fact, it presents the typical traits
of the New Theology. The Cardinal's theology is not Catholic theology; it is the new theology because it makes the supernatural
depend upon man's own thought in order to keep Revelation open. It is not for nothing that he was profoundly influenced - as he
himself recognizes - by Henri de Lubac!

In commenting on this passage, it is necessary to add that Cardinal Ratzinger's justification of his argument concerning the role of the
Holy Ghost is not supported by the Scripture passages to which he refers. The first is the text in which the Lord announces to the
apostles that "the Spirit of truth...will teach you all truth,“ even “things that are to come.” We do not believe this “teaching,” which
also includes prophesy, applies to the case at hand. The second text contains an announcement even more specific, which surely does
not apply here. It is when He is announcing to them ahead of time the persecution they will suffer at the hands of the Jews.  The Lord
says to them: “But these things I have told you, that when the house shall come, you may remember that I told you of them” (Jn.
16:4). The "remembering" of which St. John speaks does not refer to past facts, but is linked to future events: it is linked to the
prophetic announcement of the coming persecution for the faith: You will remember tomorrow, Jesus says, what I am telling you
today! You will remember a specific event that took place before witnesses. It has absolutely nothing to do with the "living process"
or nebulous "remembering" mentioned by the Cardinal, notions which, taking their origin in the "existential philosophies" of laymen
and literature, fade into something indeterminate, and which, in any case, display not only a completely irrational notion of tradition,
but also one that is completely foreign to true Catholic theology - which is certainly not the theology of the liberal and modernist
masters from whom Ratzinger has constantly drawn his inspiration.

 

APOLOGIA PRO DOMO

Another essential aspect of Cardinal Ratzinger's autobiography is his attempt to disown any responsibility for the modernist
deviations that followed upon Vatican II. During the Council, he was the theological advisor of Cardinal Frings, Archbishop of
Cologne, one of the prominent representatives of the progressive wing, who had chosen him for this delicate and important task
precisely because of the "modern" orientation of his theology.

Young Professor Ratzinger, then just 30 years old, took part in the Council from the inside, aligned with the most radical progressive theologians (the Rahners, de Lubacs,
Congars, etc.), those forming the "Rhone Alliance." In his memoirs he seeks to downplay his participation in this "Sodalitium." He writes that "the theological and ecclesial
drama of those years [does not] belong in these memoirs" (p.121), but he makes exception in order to comment upon certain questions about which he clearly wishes to make a
few points.

THE PREPARATORY SCHEMAS

We learn that Joseph Rat zinger was not in favor of rejecting all the preparatory schemas, rejection which marked the first manoeuver of the progressives at the Council.

He [Cardinal Frings] now began to send me these texts regularly in order to have my criticism and suggestions for improvement. Naturally I took exception to certain things,
but I found no grounds for a radical rejection of what was being proposed. It is true that the documents bore only weak traces of the biblical and patristic renewal of the last
decades, so that they gave an impression of rigidity and narrowness through their excessive dependency on scholastic theology. In other words, they reflected more the thought
of scholars than that of shepherds. But I must say that they had a solid foundation and had been carefully elaborated" (p.121).     

       

THE LITURGY

On the question of the liturgy, the Cardinal seeks to defend the Council by maintaining that the prevailing orientation was not especially revolutionary. His defense of the
Council on this point rests upon the following argument: no one then could have foreseen the subsequent subversive and revolutionary developments of the liturgical reform,
developments which were not justified (according to him) by the texts approved by the Council.

I became a partisan of the liturgical movement at the beginning of the Council...I saw in the elaboration of the Constitution on the Liturgy, which incorporated all the essential
discoveries of the liturgical movement, a magnificent start for the Church assembly, and I counselled Card. Frings accordingly. I could not foresee that the negative aspects of
the liturgical movement would reappear more vigorous than ever, leading straight to the self-destruction of the liturgy.

According to the Cardinal, then, the Council approved, without having well calculated the dangers, a document that was going to allow the negative developments which we
well know and which are still at work. The Cardinal says that neither he nor others could foresee it. Yet, according to the Cardinal's own ideas, a conciliar document should be
understood as the expression of the "living process" directed by the Holy Ghost, which for him is the essence of tradition. One wonders how this "living process" could have
been suddenly stricken by a spontaneous, long-term necrosis. If the conciliar document on the liturgy indirectly contributed to the negative effects which followed, this would
mean that it contained ambiguities or dangerous laxities. Is it to be thought, then, that the drafting of this text, which directly or indirectly is not good (because, one way or
another, it has served as a cover for the "auto-destruction" of the liturgy), was inspired by the Third Person of the Most Blessed Trinity?

We also find another demonstration of the way in which the Cardinal's concept of tradition was not Catholic: the creativity of the Church, constitutive subject of Revelation,
which is actualized by degrees in the course of "salvation history," would have allowed initiatives which have shown themselves to be disastrous, because they have allowed
the ruination of the liturgy. In fact, the preparatory schema on the liturgy was the only one not rejected by the progressives who dominated in the Council, but only because it
had already been corrupted by the "essential conquests of the Liturgical Movement, " that is to say, by a manner of understanding the liturgy which only initially fits into
Catholic tradition.

The question of the liturgy justifiably occupies the thoughts of the Prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. Confronted with the prevailing liturgical chaos,
what can be the remedy? Most certainly, he avoids highlighting the theologically ambiguous character of the Mass of Pope Paul VI, which is one of the principal causes of the
current chaos. Nonetheless, in his Milestones, there is a telling page on the topic, concerning the promulgation of the Novus Ordo Missae of Pope Paul VI. The Cardinal
declares himself to be "dismayed by the prohibition of the old missal, since nothing of the sort had ever happened in the entire history of the liturgy" (p.146). (The fact is that
the Missale Romanum codified by Pope St. Pius V was never prohibited by Pope Paul VI.)

In any case, Cardinal Ratzinger recounts the truth concerning the missal of St. Pius V, which was not created by this Pope, for it was not a new missal. Faced with Protestant
infiltrations into the liturgy, in 1570, Pope St. Pius V:

...decided that now the Missale Romanum - the missal of the city of Rome - was to be introduced as reliably Catholic in every place that could not demonstrate its liturgy to be
at least two hundred years old….The prohibition of this missal that was now decreed,...introduced a breach into the history of the liturgy whose consequences could only be
tragic…[T]he old building was demolished, and another was built…[T]his has caused us great harm (op. cit., p.148).

His remarks are quite true. What is to be done?

A renewal of liturgical awareness, a liturgical reconciliation that again recognizes the unity of the history of the liturgy and that understands Vatican II, not as a breach, but as a
stage of development: these things are urgently needed for the life of the Church. I am convinced that the crisis in the Church that we are experiencing today is to a large extent
due to the disintegration of the liturgy, which at times has even come to be conceived of etsi Deus non daretur…Then the community is celebrating only itself, an activity that is
utterly fruitless…This is why we need a new Liturgical Movement, which will call to life the real heritage of the Second Vatican Council (ibid.).

After making a substantially correct analysis, Cardinal Ratzinger comes to a disconcerting conclusion: what is needed is a new "liturgical movement," one that will "call to life
the real heritage of the Second Vatican Council"! He cannot let go of Vatican II, which would appear to be the anchor of salvation. The solution is not to go back to the genuine
tradition of the Church; no, it is necessary to return to the real Vatican II, whose authentic meaning has still not been understood!

The Cardinal does not know how to think in terms other than evolution towards the new: Vatican II must not be seen as a break with tradition (which, in fact, it was) but rather
as a "moment of evolution," a stage of development. Pressed to identify the term of the development, the answer is, towards something new, and in this particular case, towards
a "new liturgical movement." The "liturgical reconciliation" of which he speaks does not in any way express a recognition of the rights of the true Catholic tradition. It means,
on the contrary, reconciliation with Vatican II, by allowing the genuine innovative development (which is, of course, not the same as that of the destroyers of the liturgy) thanks
to a new liturgical movement!  We must "return" to the (merely pastoral) Council which denied, in black and white, that the Catholic Church is the one Church of Christ, the
one ark of salvation! We must return to the Council, which sought to establish the truth of religion on individual liberty of conscience, and not on revealed truth! We must
"return" to the Council, which sought to deny the responsibility of the Jews in the crucifixion of the Lord, in contradiction to the categoric testimony of the Gospels. The
solution would be a new liturgical movement, as if the horrific errors of the first one were not enough. It is quite possible that the encouragement given by the Cardinal to the
charismatic movements which are daily making inroads in the Church by infecting it with a corrupt spirituality originating in the worst Protestant sects (Quakers, Pentecostals,
etc.) should be seen in the light of an attempt to give rise, whatever it may take, to "a new liturgical movement." These remarks describing the Council as a "stage of
development" and a "new movement" which would complete the process show that we are witnessing a recrudescence of progressive vigor .

 

THE COUNCIL

Finally, our author repeats almost as a refrain that Vatican II has not been understood. Concerning the document Dei Verbum, the
Constitution on Divine Revelation, he says that it "has yet to be truly received."  In general, "we still have before us the task of
communicating what the Council actually said to the Church at large and, beyond that, of developing its implications" (ibid, p.129).
So, 32 years after the Council's closure, they tell us that it has still not been properly understood and that it is necessary to rediscover
its authentic meaning. It remains to ask how the Council has not been understood, and by whose fault.

The Cardinal places himself in parallel with the Council: just as the latter has not yet been understood, neither has he. We have seen
that he was not in favor of the progressives' integral rejection of the preparatory schemas. Moreover, we learn that his own
opposition to the official schema on the Sources of Divine Revelation has not been correctly appreciated either, because actually he
had wanted to express the concept of Revelation he holds to be in harmony with tradition. Just as at the time when he was defending
his doctoral thesis, his thinking had not been understood by Professor Schmaus, so also, the Cardinal maintains, it was not well
understood at the Council.

He was filled with consternation by the increasingly revolutionary development at the Council:

The impression grew steadily that nothing was now stable in the Church, that everything was open to revision. More and more the
Council appeared to be like a great Church parliament that could change everything and reshape everything according to its own
desires. Very clearly resentment was growing against Rome and against the Curia, which appeared to be the real enemy of
everything that was new and progressive. The disputes at the Council were more and more portrayed according to the party model of
modern parliamentarism….For believers, it was a remarkable phenomenon that their bishops seemed to show a different face in
Rome from the one they wore at home. Shepherds who had been considered strict conservatives suddenly appeared to be spokesmen
for progressivism. But were they doing this all on their own? The role that theologians had assumed at the Council was creating ever
more clearly a new confidence among scholars, who now understood themselves to be the truly knowledgeable experts in the faith
and therefore no longer subordinate to the shepherds….But now in the Catholic Church all of this - at least in the popular
consciousness - was up once again for revision, and even the Creed no longer appeared untouchable but seemed rather subject to the
control of scholars. Behind this tendency to dominance by specialists one could already detect something else: the idea of an
ecclesial sovereignty of the people in which the people itself determines what it wants to understand by Church... (ibid, pp.132-134).

Cardinal Ratzinger effectively evokes the terrible spirit of revolutionary agitation which at a certain point seized the majority of the
Council members, and, without intending it, he confirms the remark that Archbishop Lefebvre made, that, at a certain point, Satan
had taken hold of the Council. The will to change everything, the mania for novelty at any price born of hatred against the principle
of authority, against Rome and the institution of the papacy: Were we to conclude that such things were inspired by the Holy Ghost?

They could only come from the Devil. The agitation which took possession of the Church then has still not abated; moreover, it is hard to imagine what pressure from the
Vatican or what authority could effectively curb bishops and theologians today.

Concerned by the direction events were taking, Ratzinger, at a conference held at the University of Munster, "tried to sound a first warning signal, but few if any noticed"
(p.134). He was even so insistent in the remarks he delivered at the Catholic Day held at Bamberg in 1966 that Cardinal Dopfner was "astonished" by the "conservative accent"
that he perceived (ibid).

On the basis of these incisive declarations, the Cardinal places himself on the side of those who, in the terrible post-conciliar period, "had redefined their positions," concerned
for the future of the Faith. But, let us note, for him, there was no question of "redefining" his position: From the moment when he claimed that he had not been well understood,
that is to say, from the time of his study of the writings of St. Bonaventure, there has been no change. It is clear that Cardinal Ratzinger considers that his position in the post-
conciliar period, and even now, is substantially the same as the one he held as a researcher when he was accused (and quite rightly) of wanting to elaborate a subjectivist
conception of Revelation. What is striking is that in this autobiography, there is no self-criticism: those who accused him of being a liberal and a modernist simply have not
understood his thinking. Likewise, those who accuse Vatican II because of the disastrous situation in the Church which has resulted also have not understood Vatican II. Or
rather, the history - and the analysis - of Vatican II are yet to be accomplished.

 

CONCLUSION

His remarks come across as a fastidious apologia. Cardinal Ratzinger seems to have learned nothing from all that has happened. He is only concerned with showing the
continuity of his theology, believing that by so doing he is defending both himself and Vatican II. From this defense a certain image of Cardinal Ratzinger as restorer of the
Faith has been created; and it is an image in which many still believe. However, it is only blatant mystification.

The best known work of the Cardinal is the book, Introduction to Christianity, published in 1968 and translated into 17 languages. He speaks of it with satisfaction. Not
withstanding, the Christology that he sets forth is scarcely orthodox. Sometimes he only very narrowly avoids the theology of heretics, which has been passively absorbed by
the majority of Catholic theologians. He also affirms that Jesus the Messiah is a product of the faith of the primitive community: "He is the One who died on the cross, and
Who, to the eyes of faith, rose" (Italian ed., Brescia, 1971, 4th ed., p.171) .The Resurrection is not then an historical fact, but a simple belief of the disciples. Like examples
from the book could be multiplied.

The reputation of Ratzinger as restorer of the Church does not rest on his works. It is probably owing to the fact that several times he has quite clearly described certain
disorders, and that he has always dissociated himself from the most extreme factions. But this takes away nothing from the modernist foundation of his theological vision:
"Ratzinger is always like that: To counter the excesses, from which he keeps his distance, he never proposes Catholic truth, but rather an apparently more moderate error,
which, nevertheless, in the logic of error, leads to the same ruinous conclusions" (SISINONO, no.6, 1993, p.6).

Some commentators have compared the Second Vatican Council to the Estates General of the French Revolution. Developing the analogy, one might say that Cardinal
Ratzinger is a Girondist. The members of that faction were certainly more politically moderate than were the Jacobins, and especially their left wing (to which, in theology, we
could compare the Kungs, Drewermanns, etc.), but they were no less revolutionary. They wanted to accomplish the same objectives, only in a more gradual, pragmatic manner.
Their vision of the world, though, was identical: human reason exalted and placed in the center of the universe, democracy, bourgeois individualism; identical, too, was their
hatred of Christianity, their desire to confiscate the goods of the Church, etc.

Neither his autobiography nor his book-length interview shows us a Ratzinger different from the one we have known. We can only hope for a miracle, that he might one day
soon decide to become an effective Prefect for the Doctrine of the Faith, and intervene authoritatively according to the Church's own theology (and not his own personal one)
against the Reign of Error which has been installed in the Catholic world for too long.

Aegidius

(Translated from Courrier de Rome, December 1998)

 

The SiSiNoNo article reviewed by Bishop Richard Williamson in his monthly Letter to Friends and Benefactors (April 2, 1999) will appear here in its English translation
starting in July, 1999.

1. Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, Salt of the Earth; The Church at the End of the Millennium, an interview with Peter Seewald (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1997). Cited passages
are taken from this English language version.

2.  Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, Milestones; Memoirs 1927-1977(SanFrancisco: IgnatiusPress, 1998). Passages cited refer to this English language version.
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This issue of the Angelus English-Language edition of SISINONO begins a series of two studies - one theological and one canonical -
regarding the "state of necessity" invoked by Archbishop Lefebvre to justify his consecration of four bishops on June 30, 1988. These
remarks are for those who admit the existence of an extraordinary crisis in the Church but do not know how to justify the extraordinary
action of Archbishop Lefebvre on June 10, 1988 when, lacking permission from Pope John Paul II, he transmitted the power of episcopal
orders to members of the Fraternity founded by him.

 

THEOLOGICAL STUDY – PART I

Archbishop Lefebvre justified his act by appealing to the state of necessity .The force of this excusing cause was not undervalued by
Vatican authorites, who did not contest it on the doctrinal level, but responded with an argument of fact, namely, that there was not a state
of necessity,1  knowing full well that, if it had been, the action of Archbishop Lefebvre would have been fully justified, even as much as it
concerns the "no" of the Pope, according to Catholic doctrine on the state of necessity.

The strength of the justification adduced by Archbishop Lefebvre escapes, on the contrary, most people through the simple fact that
Catholic doctrine on the state of necessity is little known. We will try to explain it. The principles we will use are found in any traditional
treatises regarding moral law or canon law. It is an absurdity to admit an extraordinary crisis in the Church and, at the same time, to
pretend to measure what has been done in such extraordinary circumstances with the rule of norms valid in ordinary circumstances. It is
contrary to logic and to the doctrine of the Church. Law, in fact:

...ought to be established on the more ordinary conditions of social life and, in consequence, necessarily leaves out of
consideration those things which occur only rarely [emphasis added].2

St. Thomas Aquinas reinforces this principle:

Universal laws...are established for the good of the whole. Therefore, in establishing them the legislator bears in mind that which
happens ordinarily and in the greater number of the cases (Summa Theologica, II-II, Q.147, A.4) [emphasis added].

Therefore, in cases "that happen rarely" and in which "one happens to have to act outside the ordinary laws," "it is necessary to judge on the basis of principles higher than the
ordinary laws" (ST, II-II, Q.51, A.4). These "higher principles" are the "general principles of divine and even human law" (Suarez, De Legibus 1. VI c. VI n.5) which supply
for the silence of positive law.

The Church is authorized to apply said principles when, because of cases not foreseen by the law, it defers to the general principles of law and to the common and constant
judgment of the Doctors, which, precisely because common and constant, must be considered canonized by the Church.3

That having been set forth, we offer for the convenience of readers a summary of the arguments that we will treat here in succession.

 

I. DUTIES AND POWERS OF A BISHOP IN THE STATE OF NECESSITY

A. State of Necessity and Its Various Degrees

The state of necessity consists in "a threat to the spiritual goods of life, of liberty or other earthly goods."4

If the threat regards earthly goods, we have material necessity; if it regards spiritual goods, we have spiritual necessity, a necessity all the "more urgent than that material" to
the extent that spiritual goods are more important than material goods.5

In reality various degrees of spiritual necessity can be given, but theologians commonly distinguish five of them:

1)  ordinary  (or common) spiritual necessity is that in which any sinner finds himself in ordinary circumstances;

2)  grave spiritual necessity is that when a soul finds herself threatened in spiritual goods of great importance (e.g., faith and morals);

3)  spiritual necessity almost extreme is the status of a soul which, without someone else's help, could be rescued only with great difficulty;

4)  extreme spiritual necessity is that status of a soul is situated which, without the help of someone else, could not be able to be saved or would be able to so with
such difficulty that her salvation would considered morally impossible;

5)  grave general (or public) spiritual necessity is that when several souls find themselves threatened in spiritual goods of great importance (e.g., faith and morals).
Canonists and theologians commonly adduce  as examples of grave general or public spiritual necessity epidemics and the public spreading of a heresy  [emphasis
added].6

 

B. Today's State of Grave General Spiritual Necessity

Today a state of grave general (or public) spiritual necessity exists because many Catholics are threatened in faith and morals by the public and undisputed spreading neo-
modernsim or self-styled "new theology," already condemned by Pope Pius XII as the assembly of error which "threaten to destroy the foundations of the Catholic Faith,"7 a
revival of that modernism previously condemned by Pope St. Pius X as "the synthesis of all heresies."8

This public diffusion of errors and of heresies was dramatically denounced by Pope Paul VI who went so as to speak of the "auto-destruction" of the Church9 and the "smoke of
Satan in the temple of God,”10 and was admitted by Pope John Paul II at the beginning of his pontificate on the occasion of a Congress on missions people:

There is need to admit realistically and with a deep and sober sensibility that Christians today, for the most part, are dismayed, confused, perplexed and even
frustrated; ideas conflicting with revealed and constantly taught Truth have been scattered by handfuls; true and real heresies in the sphere of dogma and morals
have been spread, creating doubts, confusions, rebellions; the liturgy has been violated; immersed in intellectual and moral "relativism," and therefore in
permissiveness, Christians have been allured by atheism, by agnosticism, by a vaguely moralistic enlightenment, by a socialistic Christianity, without defined
dogma and without objective morals.11

There is, therefore, a state of grave public or general necessity: grave, because faith and morals have been threatened; public or general, because these spirit goods,
indispensable to salvation, have been threatened among a large part of the Christian people. The situation has grown worse after 20 years of Pope John Paul II:

It was believed [Pope Paul VI once acknowledged] that after the Council there would have come a sunny day in the history of the Church. There came, on the
contrary, a day of clouds, of storm, of doubt.10

Under these "clouds," in this "storm," amidst these "doubts," souls nevertheless must direct their course to the harbor of eternal salvation in the brief time of trial allotted to
them. Who can deny that today, generally, many souls live in a state of "grave spiritual necessity?"

 

1. 1st Principle: the Grave Necessity of Many Is Equated with the Grave Necessity of the Individual

It is the common doctrine of theologians and canonists that the grave necessity of many (either general or public) must be equated with the grave necessity of the individual (P.
Palazzini, Dictionarium Morale et Canonicum, vol.1, p.571). This is a fundamental principle because it means that that which is lawful in the extreme necessity of the
individual is lawful in the grave necessity of many. Theologians explain the reasons for this:

1)     because among many persons in grave necessity individual souls in the state of extreme necessity are not lacking, e.g., in an epidemic souls not capable of an
act of perfect contrition are not lacking and that in order to be saved, therefore, have need of sacramental absolution. Likewise, if a heresy has been spread, souls
unable to defend themselves from the sophisms of the heretics are not lacking and hence are in danger of loosing their faith; 12

2)     because the grave spiritual necessity of many is a threat as well to the common good of Christian society . Not only is there not a spiritual necessity of many
which does not become extreme for individual persons, but "in such kind of necessity the Christian religion itself and its honor are very nearly always in grave
danger."13

The common good must be considered in danger not only when 1) many effectively suffer harm, but also 2) when they are able to suffer it. In the first application to our case,
people lose the faith; in the second, they are able to lose it if, in fact, only one objective cause exists which renders this damage possible.14 The spread of errors and heresies
already condemned by the Church is sufficient for judging the danger to the common good. These expose the old generations to the loss of faith and deprive the new
generations of the integral transmission of doctrine. Both old and young are robbed of the goods due to them by the hierarchy according to the norms of divine law, natural and
positive, and also according to the norms of ecclesiastical law (1917 Code of Canon Law, can. 682; 1983 Code of Canon Law, can. 213), doctrine, and the sacraments, the rites
of which today have been left to "creativity," as denounced by Pope Pius XII:

Private individuals, therefore, even though they be clerics, may not be left to decide for themselves in these holy and venerable matters [Mediator Dei (1947),
available from Angelus Press. Price: $2.50].

This is enough to say that today not only do many souls live in the state of grave necessity. The "double end which the Church pursues: the good of the religious community
and the eternal salvation [of souls]"15 has been compromised and "the very sense and scope of the whole life of the Church [Pope Pius XII]"16 and, hence, the common good, is
at stake.

 

2. 2nd Principle: The Grave General Necessity Without Hope Of Help On the Part of Legitimate Pastors Imposes an Obligation of Assistance Upon
Clerics

Who is responsible for helping souls in the state of necessity? By way of justice (ex officio) it belongs to the legitimate pastors, but if, for any reason, their help happens to be
lacking, this duty falls, by way of charity (ex caritate), up on anyone who has the possibility of offering help.6 St. Alphonsus and Saurez observe that the power of order adds to
the duty of charity a duty of state, that is, the duty of the sacerdotal state - instituted by Our Lord precisely for assisting the spiritual needs of souls.17

Note that the duty of charity imposed by the need of souls is a duty under pain of mortal sin. In fact, the greatest commandment, the commandment of charity, obliges coming
to the aid of one's neighbor in necessity, especially spiritual, and demands it under pain of mortal sin in extreme or near-extreme necessity of the individual and in the grave
necessity of many, which is equivalent to it.l8 Rev. Fr. E. Genicot, SJ., writes that:

...it can be a grave [thus "sinning mortally by omitting it - Ed.] obligation to aid people who otherwise, through the efforts of heretics and unbelievers, would lose
the faith, especially because at times it is morally impossible for the more simple to recognize their sophisms and hence many will probably be in extreme
necessity.19

This duty of charity in some cases can oblige also at the risk of one's own life, reputation, and goods. St. Alphonsus says that grave public or general spiritual necessity obliges
in this way and that therefore:

...one is held at the risk of life to administer the sacraments to people who otherwise would be in danger of losing the faith.20

Suarez is of the same mind:

If I knew that a heresy is being preached among the people by heretics, I would be held to oppose myself to it even in spite of peril to me.21

At his time, Billuart writes:

...[I]f a heretic perverts a whole community with a false doctrine, a private individual [e.g., the simple faithful or the priest who is not officially invested with the
care of those souls - Ed.] is held, when he is able to do it, to obstruct it at the risk of his life. If, in fact, anyone is bound to assist at the risk of life the common
temporal good, [how much] greater reason is the spiritual good. All the more in the case where many individuals are found in extreme necessity.22

 

a.) Today's State of Grave General Necessity Without Hope of Help on the Part of Legitimate Pastors

The grave general or public necessity for the souls of today is without hope on the part of the legitimate pastors because these generally are swept away or paralyzed by the
neo-modernistic course of the Church. Contradiction to revealed truth is championed by the hierarchy or it is silent or in collusion.

...[I]deas conflicting with revealed and constantly taught Truth, true and real heresies in the sphere of dogmas and morals [through which] Christians today are
dismayed, confused, perplexed,… 11

The Church finds herself in a time of unrest, of self-criticism, it could even be said of auto-destruction. It is almost as if the Church assaults her very Self [Pope
Paul VI] .9

This last admission amounts to saying that today the Church and souls are attacked by the very ministers of the Church as at the time of Arianism, when "the priests of Christ
were contending against Christ."23

Romano Amerio in Iota Unum [available from Angelus Press. Price: $24.95] has been able to document the doctrinal deviations of the Vatican Council II with conciliar texts,
acts of the Holy See, papal allocutions, declarations of cardinals and bishops, pronouncements of Episcopal conferences, and articles from L 'Osservatore Romano.

That is to say, traditional Rome condemns neo-protestant Rome with "official or unofficial disclosures of the Church hierarchy"24 arriving at the conclusion that:

...the doctrinal corruption has ceased to be a phenomenon of little esoteric circles and has become a public action of the ecclesial body in sermons, books, schools,
and catechisms.25

In Iota Unum Romano Amerio illustrates the renunciation on the part of the Holy Father to exercise the power received from Christ Our Lord in order to condemn error and
extirpate the ones erring.26 Pope Paul VI admitted:

So many expect from the Pope outspoken actions and energetic decisions. The Pope cannot consider any other possibility [of action] than that of confidence in
Jesus Christ, for Whom His Church matters more than anything else. It will be to up to him to calm the tempest.9

Fine and good, but this does not exempt Peter from maintaining the place of Christ in the government of the Church by taking hold of the rudder again and straightening it out!

Regarding the pontificate of Pope John Paul II, the following declaration of the prefect of the Congregation of the Doctrine of the Faith, Joseph Card. Ratzinger, to the Chilean
Episcopal Conference (1988) says it all:

...[T]he myth of Vatican harshness in the face of progressivist deviations has been shown to be an empty speculation. Basically, as of today, only admonitions have
been issued [which are] in no case fully canonical in the proper sense.27

The abandonment of utilizing supreme papal authority in the face of error and the ones erring endorses the abandonment of every other authority in the Church. Cardinal
Ratzinger continued at the same episcopal conference:

The same Bishop, who, before the [Second Vatican] Council, used to have an irreproachable professor expelled for somewhat uncouth speech, is in no position to
remove, after the Council, a teacher who is denying openly some fundamental truth of the Faith.

Now, whenever souls are not able to hope for help from the legitimate pastors, there is imposed upon anyone having the possibility the duty under pain of mortal sin of offering
help to Catholics in large part tempted by atheism, by agnosticism, by a sociological Christianity, without defined dogma and without objective morals, and this duty falls first
of all upon the bishops and then the priests, because the failure to help souls in the state of spiritual necessity is a matter not only contrary to the precept of charity, but is also a
matter "directly inconsistent with the episcopal and sacerdotal state,...in direct conflict with the episcopal and sacerdotal state (Suarez)."

 

b.) The Duty of Temporary Substitution on the Part of Bishops

This duty of assistance is especially imposed upon the Bishops. Cardinal Journet writes that the papacy and the episcopate:

...are two forms, one independent...; the other subordinate to one and the same power that comes from Christ and is ordered to the eternal salvation of souls.28

In plain words, the pope and bishops are in the Church through divine positive law as husband and wife are in the family through divine natural law. The bishop is subordinate
to the pope, just as the wife must be to her husband, but both ordered to the same end, that is, the good of the Church and the salvation of souls. As the duty is imposed upon
the wife to substitute (within the limits of her capabilities) for her husband if, with or without fault, he is delinquent in his office, so the duty is imposed upon bishops to
substitute (within the limits their capabilities) for the pope if, with or without fault, does not provide for the necessity of souls.

 

3) 3rd Principle: The Obligation of Assistance Is Coextensive With the Power of Order (But Not of Jurisdiction). The Power of Jurisdiction Springs
From the Necessity of the Faithful.

In necessity one is bound to offer help, while it is needed, within the limits of one's possibilities, which, for a priest or bishop, means within the limits of their own power of
Order. It is on account of this that in the extreme necessity of the individual and in the grave necessity of many, any priest is bound under pain of mortal sin to give sacramental
absolution, even if deprived of jurisdiction.6 St. Alphonsus writes that even:

...the excommunicated vitandus, if he can validly administer the sacraments, is bound to administer them in danger of death on account of divine and natural
precept to which the human precept of the Church would not be able to oppose itself.29

In brief, as long as the extreme necessity of the individual or the grave necessity of many demands it, one can lawfully, indeed, one must under pain of mortal sin do all that he
is able to do validly in virtue of the power of order. The necessary jurisdiction is acquired at the request of souls. The 1917 Code of Canon Law (can. 2261, §§2,3) states that the
faithful can "on account of any just cause" demand the sacraments from an excommunicated priest [whom the Church has deprived of jurisdiction] and at that time the one
excommunicated, so requested, can administer them. Fr. Hugueny, O.P. remarks that "the demand [of the faithful] gives to the excommunicated priest the power of
administering the sacraments."30 This means that, in necessity, the exercise of the power of order to the full extent necessary is called into act not by the will of the hierarchical
superior, but directly by the state of necessity. "The action otherwise prohibited...is rendered licit and permitted by the state of necessity. [Catholic Encyclopedia, on "Necessity
(State of)"].

In such extraordinary circumstances, the jurisdiction lacking is said to be supplied by the Church. The Council of Trent (Sess. XIV, c.7) [Denzinger, 903] assures us that it is
contrary to the mind of the Church that souls be lost by reason of jurisdictional reservations or limitations:

But lest anyone perish on this account, it has always been piously observed in the same Church of God that there be no [jurisdictional] reservation at the moment of
death [i.e., grave necessity of the individual thus equated with grave necessity of many - Ed.].31

And Pope Innocent XI, cutting off every argument on the subject, establishes definitively that in necessity the Church supplies jurisdiction lacking even to heretical, infamous,
and excommunicated vitandi priests.32

The thought and practice of the Church has as its principle that in necessity there is imposed, through natural and positive law, a grave duty of charity and that against the
divine and natural law the Church does not have any power. In addition to St. Alphonsus already quoted above, Suarez writes, “Justice or charity command avoiding...harm to
neighbor, and to this [divine] mandate human law cannot be reasonable opposed.33 St. Thomas Aquinas says that "the disposition of human law cannot ever infringe upon the
natural law and the law of God (ST; ll-ll, Q.66, A.7).

This is valid above all for human ecclesiastical law which is meant to facilitate the exercise of charity, not obstruct it. Fr. Cappello writes that it is certain that the Church
supplies jurisdiction in order to provide either for the extreme necessity of the individual or "for the public or general necessity of the faithful.34 The reason, says St.
Alphonsus, is that otherwise many souls would be lost and therefore it is reasonably presumed that the Church supplies jurisdiction.35 In other words, as in material necessity
things revert to their primary end, which is the benefit of all men in general, so in spiritual necessity the power of Order reverts to its primary end, which is that of providing for
the necessity of all souls in general, and the limitation (or total deprivation) of jurisdiction arising from ecclesiastical laws vanishes.36 St. Thomas Aquinas explains.

In virtue of the power of order, any priest has power indifferently over all [men] and for all sins. The fact that he is not able to absolve all from all sins depends on the
jurisdiction imposed by the ecclesiastical law. But since necessity is not subject to law [c. Consilium de Observ. Ieiun., De Reg. Iur. (V Decretal.) c.4], in case of necessity, he is
not impeded by the discipline of the Church from being able to absolve even sacramentally provided that he has the power of order [Supplement, Q.8, A.6].

 

a.)   The Doctrine on "Supplied Jurisdiction" Is Applied Regarding a Bishop Who in an Extraordinary Necessity Consecrates Another Bishop. The
Primacy of Jurisdiction of the Pope.

The doctrine on supplied jurisdiction is ordinarily treated in regard to the sacrament of Penance because the lack of jurisdiction renders confession not only unlawful but also
invalid. This doctrine, however, can also be applied to other areas through analogy.37 As a priest in the extreme necessity of the individual or in grave public necessity without
hope of help from the legitimate pastors can and must absolve sacramentally "given that he has the power of order" (St Thomas, op. cit.), so a Bishop, if a grave and general
necessity of souls without hope of help from the legitimate pastors demands it, is able and duty-bound of transmitting the episcopacy, given that he has the power of order.

Fr. Cappello says that it is certain that the Church supplies jurisdiction in order to provide for the "public or general necessity of the faithful" in all those cases "in which she has
manifested either expressly or at least tacitly being willing to supply it."38 Now, it is evident from history that the Church has manifested, at least tacitly, her will to supply
jurisdiction through the consecration of other bishops in case of grave general or public spiritual necessity. Recent history records that "clandestine" bishops were consecrated
without Pontifical approval in order to provide for the grave general necessity of souls. Longer ago, during the Arian crisis, St. Eusebius of Samosata and other bishops, not
only consecrated but even established other bishops in episcopal sees,39 and the Church has not hesitated to proclaim his sanctity .

Cardinal Billot writes that Our Lord instituted the primacy, but left in some way the limits of episcopal power undefined, precisely because:

...it would not have been fitting that those things which are subject to change would be unchangeably fixed by divine law. Some things are indeed subject to change
because of the variety of circumstances and of times and because of greater or lesser facility of recourse to the Apostolic See among other such-like things [De
Ecclesia Christi, Q.XV, §2, p.713]

History confirms that the state of necessity extended not only the duties of bishops, but also their power of jurisdiction. Dom Grea whose attachment to the pope is above all
suspicion testifies (De l’Eglise et de sa divine consitution, vol. I) that not only at the beginning of Christianity did the "necessity of the Church and the Gospel" demand that the
power of the episcopal order be exercised in all its fullness without jurisdictional limitations, but that in successive ages extraordinary circumstances required" even more
exceptional and more extraordinary manifestations" of episcopal power (ibid., p.218) in order "to apply a remedy to the current necessity of the Christian people" (ibid. and
ƒƒ.), for whom there was no hope of aid on the part of the legitimate pastors nor from the Pope. In such circumstances, in which the common good of the Church is also at
stake, the jurisdictional limitations vanish and "that which is universal" in episcopal power "comes directly to the aid of souls" (ibid., p.218):

Thus in the 4th century St. Eusebius of Samosata is seen passing through the Oriental Church devastated by the Arians and ordaining Catholic Bishops for them
without having any special jurisdiction over them" (op. cit. p.218).

Palazzini recalls that:

...today jurisdiction [over a diocese] is conferred [upon bishops] directly and expressly by the Pope…Formerly, however, it used to derive more indirectly from the
Vicar of Christ as if from itself it flowed from the Pope onto those bishops, who were in union and peace with the Roman Church, mother and head of all churches
[emphasis added].40

Jurisdiction "as if from itself" seems to have flowed from the Pope in the history of the Church whenever a grave necessity of the Church and of souls demanded it. In such
extraordinary circumstances, says Dom Grea, the episcopacy proceeded "resolute in the tacit consent of its Head rendered certain by necessity" (op. cit. vol.I, p.220). Dom Grea
does not say that the consent of the pope rendered the bishops certain of the necessity. On the contrary, the necessity rendered them certain of the consent of the pope. Precisely
why did the necessity render the consent of their Head "certain," consent that in reality those bishops were ignoring? - Evidently because in necessity the positive judgment of
Peter is owed. If from Christ, on the strength of his primacy, Peter has the power of extending or restricting the exercise of the power of episcopal order, from Christ he also has
the duty to extend or restrict it according to the necessity of the Church and of souls. In the exercise of the power of the keys, Christ remains always the "principle agent" and
"no other man can exercise [the power of the keys] as principle agent" (St. Thomas, Supplement, Q.19, A.4), but only "as instrument and minister of Christ" (ibid., Q.18, A.4).
The keys of Peter are also "keys of ministry," and therefore not even Peter can use the power of the keys arbitrarily, but must be attentive to the divine order of things. The
divine order is that jurisdiction flows to others by means of Peter, yes, but such that it is supplied "in a manner sufficient for the salvation of the faithful" (St. Thomas, Contra
Gentiles, Bk.4, c.72). Therefore, if Peter prevented it from being supplied sufficiently for the need of souls, he would act against the divine order and would commit a most
grave fault (St. Thomas, Supplement, Q8, AA.4-9ƒƒ.).

Primacy is none other than the fullest possession of that "public power of governing the faithful so that they may attain eternal life."41 It is the fullness of that power of
jurisdiction which is "granted not for the advantage of the trustee, but for the good of the people and for the honor of God" (ibid., Q8, A.5, ad.1) and:

...no principle of law and no sense of equity stands when that which has been salutarily instituted for the advantage of men is turned to their harm [Digesto, cit. in
ST; II-I, Q.96, A.6; II-II, Q.60, A.5, ad.2].

Therefore, Dom Grea writes that the extraordinary manifestations of episcopal power do not call into question the doctrine on the primacy, because necessity without hope of
help from the legitimate pastors takes the "extraordinary action" of the episcopate back to "the essential laws of the hierarchy" which are not at all weakend by the ordinary
jurisdictional laws.

Illustrating the hierarchical constitution of the Church, St. Thomas writes:

...[H]e who has universal power [i.e., the Pope - Ed.] can exercise upon all the power of the keys. Those, [i.e., the bishops - Ed.], on the other hand, who under him
have received a distinct power, are not able to use the power of the keys on just anyone, but only on those who have fallen to them by lot, save the cases of
necessity (Supplement, Q.20, A.1).

That means that the hierarchical constitution of the Church, and hence the primacy, is not put into question by "action otherwise prohibited and which is rendered licit and
permitted by the state of necessity."42

 

b.)   Refutation of Objections

In connection with the case of Archbishop Lefebvre, those eager to save the papal primacy (which, when the state of necessity is involved, is not in question) have protested to
include the bishops' duty to help within the strict limits of the power of jurisdiction. For example, according to a little work published by the Fraternity of St. Peter,43 the
problem posed by the episcopal consecrations of Archbishop Lefebvre must be dealt with not only from the standpoint of the power of order, but also from the aspect of the
power of jurisdiction. Hence it is in the "order of things willed by Christ Himself" that it belongs always and only to the Supreme Pontiff"to elevate the inferior...to the level of
successor of the Apostles while conferring on him a limited jurisdiction" (Du sacre episcopale contra la volonte du Pape, p.15). Archbishop Lefebvre did not do this. He
specified clearly his intention was to transmit only the power of order, not that of jurisdiction. This book argues that in no case, not even in the case of necessity, can a bishop
ordain another bishop without papal mandate. The rigor of this exclusion is illustrated by the authors using an example from the sacraments:

Thus he who does not have water for baptizing is not able to baptize the dying child with orange juice [and] he who is not a priest is not able to give absolution to
one dying even if he would have need (ibid., p.57).

This is incompetent theology and horrible logic! We leave the response to St. Thomas:

Baptism owes its efficacy to the consecration of the sacramental matter [and therefore no one will ever be able to baptize with orange juice - Ed.]...On the other
hand, the efficacy of the sacrament of Penance [just as of the sacrament of Holy Orders - Ed.] derives from the consecration of the minister (Supplement, Q8, A.6,
ad.3).

Therefore, no one but a priest can absolve, not even in the case of necessity, because only the priest has the power of order. And, not having the power of order, he doesn't have
the duty to do it. On the contrary, he who has the power of order functions validly and in the case of necessity, when there is need, is lawfully able to, indeed must, do all that he
is able to do validly, that is, a priest must absolve and a bishop consecrate another a bishop "given that he has the power of order" (St. Thomas, op. cit.). The laws limiting the
power of episcopal order are not invalidating or incapacitating laws, that is, those that render the act null or render the subject incapable of accomplishing it validly [which are
rather divine laws governing the matter and minister of the sacraments - Ed.), but are jurisdictional laws and therefore ecclesiastical. St. Alphonsus says that concerning the
matter and the form of the sacraments the Church has no power, but concerning jurisdiction the Church is able to supply and is presumed to supply certainly for the good of
souls.44

In the whole history of the Church no one can be found baptized with orange juice. What is found, on the other hand, are bishops nominated, consecrated, and instituted though
"Peter being unadvised" (Suarez) and even during the period of a vacant see.45 Such a thing could not have happened if it were included in the "order of things willed by Christ
Himself” that it belongs always and only to Peter to nominate and institute bishops and "in no case" to another bishop. If it was really such, the "order of things willed by Christ
Himself” would have been repeatedly violated by the Church through the centuries, which is indefensible.

The authors of Du sacre episcopale contre la volonte du Pape, confronting historical proof that bishops consecrated bishops without the pope's express approval, assert
(p.63.ƒƒ) that this demonstrates "the Church knows how to be realistic" and the Council of Nicea (325), while designating the metropolitans as competent in the appointment
and installation of bishops, speaks "especially of the difficulties of a geographic nature" (p.64). The assertion is a contradiction. Regarding a question of the "order of things
willed by Christ Himself," the Church is not able to be "realistic." It is not allowed to the Church to be "realistic" about the minister or about the matter of the sacraments and
thus has never been able for "geographic reasons" that a priest ordain a bishop46 nor that in the countries where grapes aren't grown Mass be able to be celebrated with matter
different from wine. If, therefore, the Church, concerning the appointment and installation of bishops, has been "realistic" and taken account of the "difficulties of a geographic
nature," it is a sign it is not in the "order of things willed by Christ Himself” that the nomination and installation of a bishop belongs always and only to the Roman Pontiff. It is
not true that "in no case" -not even in the case of necessity - can one bishop nominate and institute another. As in the day, for example, when the Arian heresy was threatening
the whole Church, so also in our day in Eastern Europe. As long as grave necessity without hope of help for souls and for the Church demanded, bishops have consecrated
other bishops not only validly but also lawfully, despite failure to receive a mandate from the Pope. These bishops have exercised their episcopal power not only validly but
also licitly because the necessity of the Church and of souls demanded it. It is significant that some theologians, hypothesize that the Church tacitly supplies jurisdiction also to
the schismatic Orthodox bishops, so that with the consecration of other bishops as well as with the ordination of other priests, the necessity of so many souls is provided for.47

Therefore, the problem of the episcopal consecrations of Archbishop Lefebvre, must certainly be dealt with not only from the standpoint of the power of order, but also from
the aspect of the power of jurisdiction, without exclusion of the Catholic doctrine of "supplied jurisdiction" in extraordinary circumstances. In the Church, jurisdiction is for
souls and not souls for jurisdiction. The erroneous course taken by the authors of Du sacre episcopale contre la volonte du Pape leads them to conclude that "the question of the
consecrations is a fundamentally dogmatic matter and therefore [emphasis added - Ed.] unchangeable in its solution, whatever may be the circumstances," and consequently,
unconstrained application of the principle "positive law does not oblige in a grave inconvenience" seems too rapid a conclusion to justify the episcopal consecrations (op. cit.,
p.7).

The fact here is that "grave inconvenience" as it applies to Archbishop Lefebvre is not treated here. But, his absolute moral impossibility to obey either the law or the legislator
is hastily brushed aside with the "therefore" of the authors' statement: "It is a fundamentally dogmatic matter and therefore unchangeable in its solution [emphasis added]."

A disciplinary law [and such are the jurisdictional laws which regulate the exercise of the power of order - Ed.], even if fundamentally dogmatic, does not lose its nature of a
disciplinary law and become a dogmatic question and "therefore unchangeable in its solution."

In canon law there are laws "proposed" by the Church (e.g., the norms of divine natural and positive law, among which is the canon on papal primacy), and laws "established"
by the Church (among which are the norms restricting the exercise of the power of episcopal order, e.g., the papal reservation on episcopal consecrations).48 Law constituted by
the Church is fundamentally dogmatic because dogma is the presupposition and the guide of the canonical norm,49 but the canonical norm remains quite separate and
distinguishable from its dogmatic foundation. The distinction is made by looking at the initial legislator of the norm.50 It is evident that papal primacy is of divine law, because
it was initiated by Our Lord Jesus Christ, but the papal reservation on episcopal ordinations is an ecclesiastical law because it was initiated directly by the Pope himself. It is for
this reason that, as the following quote exemplifies, the modification of ecclesiastical discipline is possible.

By the 11th century..., because of the abuses that arose on the part of the Metropolitans at times, the consecration of bishops gradually began to be reserved in some
places to the Supreme Pontiff, and then by the 15th century reservation became universal [and only in the Latin Church].51

You see that episcopal reservation is fixed in time, having been introduced belatedly in the Church motivated by abuses and not from divine law. Certainly, the Pope instituted
this reservation in virtue of his primacy, and the Primacy is therefore the dogmatic foundation of this canonical norm, but it is not lawful on account of this to identify the
canonical norm with its dogmatic foundation and thus conclude the norm is "unchangeable" on the same level as its dogmatic foundation! This amounts to making void every
distinction between divine law and human ecclesiastical law, and, between dogmatic laws and jurisdictional laws. Declaring a canonical norm "unchangeable in its solution,
whatever the circumstances may be" only because it has a “dogmatic foundation" means rendering unchangeable all or most of Canon Law and absurdly annulling the doctrine
on causes excusing from the obligation of the law!.

Since Our Lord Jesus Christ had instituted the papal primacy but has not directly determined the limits of episcopal jurisdiction and has left these instead to the Roman Pontiff,
it is certain that the papal reservation on episcopal ordinations is not of divine law, but ecclesiastical law, and hence is not "unchangeable whatever the circumstances may be."
On the contrary, we invoke the following clause applicable to all ecclesiastical law, that is, law constituted by the Church, which otherwise must be followed except:

...for the common good and the salvation of souls prudently examined in a particular and extraordinary case; [a clause which] being universal and arising from the
nature of things through force of reason, is omitted from die particular determination of law, without, however, really ceasing to prescribe the matter and obligation
determined by every human law.52

 

(Part II of this theological study of the 1988 Episcopal Consecrations will appear in the Sept. 1999 SiSiNoNo insert in The Angelus.)
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This issue of the Angelus English-Language edition of SISINONO is the second part of a series of two studies - one theological and one
canonical - regarding the "state of necessity" invoked by Archbishop Lefebvre to justify his consecration of four bishops on June 30,
1988. These remarks are for those who admit the existence of an extraordinary crisis in the Catholic Church but do not know how to
justify the extraordinary action of Archbishop Lefebvre on June 30, 1988 when, lacking permission from Pope John Paul II, he
transmitted the power of episcopal orders to members of the Fraternity founded by him.

 

THEOLOGICAL STUDY – PART II. SOLUTION OF THE PROBLEM POSED BY THE POPE’S “NO”

A.     The Pope's "No"

We saw in the first installment of this article (SISINONO, "The 1988 Consecrations: Part I," The Angelus, July 1999) that a bishop who
experiences a state of grave general necessity of souls and consecrates another bishop "given that he has the power of Order" (St. Thomas
Aquinas, Supplement, Q.20, A.1, op.cit. in, "The 1988 Consecrations: Part 1") is not questioning the primacy of jurisdiction of the pope.
We have seen that he has every right to presume support for such an act required by extraordinary circumstances "in order that adequate
provision be made" (ST, op. cit. in Part 1) for the salvation of souls and for the common good. The salvation of souls is in fact the
supreme law of the Church and it is certain that the Church "supplies" the jurisdiction lacking whenever it is a question of providing for
the "public and general necessity of the faithful" (F.M. Cappello, SJ ., Summa Juris Canonici, vol. I, p.258, n.258, §2, op. cit. in Part 1).

It makes no difference to what we have just said if recourse to the pope is made materially impossible by external circumstances, as in the
historical cases recalled by us [in Part 1].

But it is the pope himself who is favoring or promoting a course for the Church infected by neo-Modernism which threatens the goods
fundamental to souls, goods indispensable for the salvation of souls, e.g., faith and morals. If the pope himself is the cause or partial-
cause, and even, given his supreme authority, the ultimate cause of the grave and general spiritual necessity in which there is no hope of
help from the lawful pastors, then what effect will recourse to the pope obtain in such circumstances? He will be physically accessible,

but morally inaccessible. Recourse to him will be certainly physically possible but morally impossible, and if it be attempted, it will result naturally in the pope's saying "No" to
the act which the extraordinary circumstances require "in order that adequate provision be made" (ST, op. cit. in Part 1) for the grave general necessity of souls. Any different
behavior on the part of the pope presupposes, in fact, repentance and a humble admission of his own responsibility given that the act in question - i.e., the consecration of
bishops -would not be required if the pope himself was not in some measure co-responsible for the state of grave and general necessity.

Therefore, it remains for us to ask if the subject in such circumstances is bound to obey the "No" of the pope despite the harm threatening so many souls. In other words, does
the "No" of the pope exonerate him from the duty under pain of mortal sin imposed by divine law upon whomever has the possibility to provide help for souls in the state of
grave and general necessity where there is no hope of help from lawful pastors? This is the question that finds its answer in the Catholic doctrine on the state of necessity. This
will become clear as we explain the fourth, fifth, sixth, and seventh principles of the Church's teaching on this point. [The first, second, and third principles were discussed in
Part l-Ed.]

 

1. 4th Principle: In necessity the duty to help is independent of the cause of the necessity and hence is binding be it the superior himself who is
placing souls in the state of necessity

In the state of necessity the duty to provide help arises independently of the cause of that necessity, because "charity does not look where the necessity comes from, but is only
interested in the fact that there is necessity."1 Thus, in the example we gave above in the sphere of natural law, the wife has the duty to supply for her husband even if it be the
husband himself who is placing the family in the state of necessity (SiSiNoNo, "The 1988 consecrations: Part 1," p.20).

Likewise, the duty sub gravi [under pain of mortal sin- Ed.] of helping souls in the state of grave necessity is binding even if it is the bishop of the diocese who is spreading or
favoring Modernism, or, similarly, if it is the pope promoting or favoring Modernism in the universal Church. On the contrary, as we have already seen, it is precisely this
circumstance that gives rise to the grave duty of charity because then the state of necessity of souls is without any hope of help from those who ex officio should be providing
for people's ordinary and extraordinary needs.

These circumstances, however, will have the effect of rendering the duty of help more difficult and perhaps even heroic on account of the easily foreseeable consequences. It
will be denied that there is any state of necessity! The rebuke implied in the act of helping the people will draw down upon whoever does so revulsion and unjust accusations.
And, since we are dealing with the person of the pope himself, the subject runs into "even graver danger" because "from the abuses of lesser prelates recourse can always be
had to the pope,"2 but against the pope the only recourse is to God (St. Catherine of Siena).

 

2. 5th Principle: It is the character of the state of necessity to suspend the superior's power of binding, and if, nevertheless, he attempts to bind,
what he commands is not binding

Further applying the example already given regarding natural law, this principle is illustrated by the case of a husband who not only placed his children in necessity or failed to
provide for them, but, who, moreover, prevented his wife from providing for them as far as was in her power. It is obvious that in such a case the husband's power to bind
would be suspended, and if he attempted to bind, his command would not be binding upon his wife.

The fact that in the case of Archbishop Lefebvre the superior is the pope does not nullify this principle. The Vicar of Christ first and foremost has the duty to provide for the
needs of souls, and if he does not provide for them (or, worse, if he himself is the cause or part-cause of the grave and general state of spiritual necessity), that does not entitle
him to prevent others from providing as far as they can for the needs of souls. This is especially applicable if the duty to supply is rooted in their own sacerdotal or, still more,
episcopal state.

The authority of the pope is indeed unlimited, but from below, not from above. >From above, papal power is limited by divine law, natural and positive. The authority of the
pope is "monarchical...and absolute within the limits, however, of divine law, natural and positive" and for that reason "the Roman Pontiff himself cannot act against divine law
or disregard it."3 Now, in the state of necessity, divine natural and positive law imposes a duty of charity under pain of mortal sin upon whoever is able to provide help, and in
the state of spiritual necessity it imposes this duty above all on bishops and upon priests {as well as on the pope). The pope, as like any other superior, does not have the power
to oppose this duty {Suarez: " deest potestas in legislatore ad obligandum" De Legibus, L. VI, cap. VII, n.ll).

That is why it is said that "the state of necessity carries its own dispensation with it because necessity is not subject to law" {SI; I-II, Q.96, A.6). This is not to mean that in the
state of necessity it is lawful to do whatever one wishes, but that "the action otherwise prohibited is rendered lawful and permitted by the state of necessity ."4 This is in order to
safeguard higher interests than obedience to the law or to the Superior. In such a case it is not within the power of any superior to demand the observance of the law in the usual
way, because to no superior {and still less to the pope) is it granted to exercise authority harmful to anyone else, especially if that harm is spiritual and involves many souls and
violates one's duty of state, especially that of a priest or bishop.

Not even God, the Supreme Legislator, is bound in the state of necessity ."That is why Christ Himself excuses David, who in grave danger ate the breads of proposition which
the laity were forbidden to eat by Divine Law."5 According to this principle, not only do human laws cease to oblige in a state of necessity, but even divine-positive and
affirmative divine-natural law cease (e.g., "Honor thy father and mother"; "Remember to keep holy the Sabbath Day"). The only law binding in the state of necessity is negative
divine-natural law {e.g., "Thou shalt not kill," etc.) . This is because negative divine-natural law prohibits actions that are intrinsically evil and hence forbidden because they
are evil, as opposed to actions which are evil only because they are forbidden, such as the consecration of bishops without pontifical mandate.

 

3 .6th Principle: It is the character of necessity to place the subject in the physical or moral impossibility of obeying

It is certain that God binds nobody in a state of necessity, but the human legislator "can say 'no' without reason and in violation of natural and eternal law"6 and therefore they
can in fact forbid an action required by the state of necessity. But, since the pope's "No" is powerless to do away with the grave general necessity of souls and hence the
associated duty sub gravito go to their help, the subject, especially if he is a bishop or priest, then finds himself in the moral and absolute impossibility of obeying, because he
could not obey without himself sinning and harming others. Hence, it is the character of the state of necessity "to create a sort of impotency whereby it is impossible to do
something commanded or not do some- thing forbidden."7

This is not, in fact, the case of authority not being bound to oblige because" summum ius summa iniuria," or one which issues an inopportune command lacking in prudence,
but which nevertheless people could be bound to obey all the same in view of the common good. This is, on the other hand, the case of authority that cannot oblige, because its
command is opposed to a precept of divine and natural law "more grave and obliging."8 In such a case to obey the law or the legislator would be "evil and a sin" (Suarez, De
Legibus, L. VI, c. VII, n.8). St. Thomas calls obedience in such a case "evil" (SI; 11-11, Q120, A.1). Cajetan refers to it as a "vice" (Cajetan in 1.2, q.96, a.6). Hence, refusal to
obey becomes a duty (i.e" inoboedientia debita).9

The reality of such a case is not that the subject is disobeying. It is better said that he is obeying a higher and more compelling command issuing from divine authority, which
"commands us to regard higher interests."10 Human authority , in fact, "is neither the first nor the only rule of morality ."6 Earthly authority is a" norma normata, "that is to say,
a rule itself regulated by divine law, and hence when human authority, "contrary to natural and eternal law,"6 says "No," then disobeying man in order to obey God becomes a
duty."11

4. 7th Principle: He who, constrained by the state of necessity, does not obey, is not questioning the lawful exercise of authority

For there to be disobedience, the command or prohibition must be lawful. This is the case when the Roman Pontiff or the Ordinary have the power to make the command or
prohibition and, at the same time, the subjects are bound to obey the command or prohibition.12 But, we have seen: 1) that even for the pope the principle holds that, when the
application of a law "would be contrary to the common good or to natural law [and in our case even divine-positive law-Ed.]...it is not in the power of the legislator to
oblige,"13 and, 2) that the state of necessity, especially the necessity of which we are speaking, creates in the subject "a condition of impotency or impossibility [in this case
morally and absolutely-Ed.] of doing a thing commanded or not doing a thing forbidden."7

Therefore, the command or prohibition of a superior which, by reason of extraordinary circumstances, results in harm to souls and the common good, as well as being contrary
to the state of the subject (cf. Suarez, De religione, LX, cap.IX, n.4), loses its character of lawfulness and absolves the subject from his duty to obey, "...nor are those who
behave in such a way, to be accused of having failed in obedience, because if the will of leaders is repugnant to the will and the laws of God, these leaders exceed the measure
of their power."14

We have already quoted St. Alphonsus that in the state of necessity there is imposed a "divine and natural law to which the human law of the Church cannot be opposed," and
hence not even the command of the pope. The primacy of jurisdiction of the pope, therefore, is not in any way called into question by a violation of a jurisdictional law (as we
have already seen), nor is it called into question by disobedience motivated by a state of necessity. In fact, the priest or bishop who, constrained by necessity, does not obey the
pope is not thereby denying his own subordination to the pope outside the case of necessity, and so he is not refusing authority in its lawful exercise. Similarly, a wife is not
denying the authority of her husband outside of the case of necessity, in which she has the duty to supply for him against his unreasonably opposed will.

St. Thomas says that whoever acts in a state of necessity "is not setting himself up as a judge of law" or of the legislator, nor is he even claiming that his point of view is better
than that of authority, but he is merely "judging the particular case in which he sees that the words of the law [and/or the command of the legislator - Ed.] must not be
observed," because their observance in this particular case would be gravely harmful. Hence, the state of necessity frees the subject from the accusation of arrogating to himself
a power that does not belong to him (ST, I-II, Q.96, A.6, ad. 1,2). G. Gerson, for his part, reminds us that "contempt of the keys must be evaluated on the basis of legitimate
power and the legitimate use of power."14

Hence, a priest who does not obey the pope forbidding him to absolve in a state of necessity, or a bishop who does not obey the pope forbidding him to consecrate bishops
required by the grave spiritual necessity of many souls threatened in their faith and morals and without hope of help from their lawful pastors, cannot be accused of "contempt
of the keys." This is so because the pope's action against divine law (natural and positive) is not making "lawful use" of his authority.

The primacy of the pope means blind submission "without examination of the object" exclusively "in matters of faith and morals," and when the pope expresses himself at that
level on which his authority is infallible; otherwise, submission to the pope would be subject to the moral norms which regulate obedience. Hence, if the pope exceeds the
"measure" of his power, the subjects who obey "God rather than man" are not to be accused of having failed in obedience (cf. Leo XIII, Diuturnum Illud, available from
Angelus Press. Price: $0.75).

In the case we are considering, Archbishop Lefebvre did not question the right of the Vicar of Christ to exercise control, by virtue of his primacy, over the power of the
episcopal order. He simply questioned whether the papal control over episcopal consecrations was able, in the present extraordinary circumstances, to be respected without
grave harm to many souls and without grave fault on his own part. These are circumstances in which, as Pope John Paul II himself recognized, "ideas opposed to the revealed
and constantly taught truth are being scattered by handfuls," when "true and genuine heresies are being spread in the realm of dogma and morals," and when Christians "in large
part...lost, confused, perplexed, while being tempted by atheism, by agnosticism, by a vaguely moralistic humanism, by a sociological Christianity without defined dogmas and
without objective morals,"11...are generally without hope of help from their lawful pastors.

Likewise, Archbishop Lefebvre did not question the Pope's power to command bishops in the interests of the Church and of souls, but he simply questioned whether in the
present extraordinary circumstances he could obey the Pope without grave harm to the Church and to souls, and without himself committing a grave sin, since he was under the
grave duty of supplying, a duty imposed by charity and rooted in his episcopal state. And, in materially violating the disciplinary norm and the command he had received, he
took care to affirm the dogmatic foundation of the primacy of the Holy Father and confine himself strictly within the limits of Catholic doctrine on the state of necessity. This
was done in such a way that Cardinal Gagnon himself announced that "Archbishop Lefebvre has not in fact made the claim, 'I have the power to act in this realm.'"15

To maintain that by resisting the Pope's "No" Archbishop Lefebvre was denying the primacy of the Pope, one would have to claim that whoever resists a harmful command on
the part of authority is denying authority itself, which is false.

These things having been said, we may now judge the position of those critics of Archbishop Lefebvre who would agree that the pope ought never to forbid an action necessary
to save a man in peril of physical death, yet who simultaneously claim the pope has power to forbid an action necessary to help souls exposed to danger of eternal spiritual
death. They defend his power [to prohibit an action] in order to safeguard the very primacy that is granted to the pope to save souls, not to damn them.

Gerson says that they are "weak-hearted" who think "that the pope is a god who has all power in heaven and on earth,"2 but the critics of Archbishop Lefebvre make the pope -
or so it seems to us - more than a god, because not even God issues any command harmful to souls, nor does He insist on being obeyed when souls are being harmed. In reality,
these unjust critics are making the primacy of Peter into the supreme law of the Church, which it is not, because that primacy has for its purpose the saving of souls. These
critics are bringing papal primacy down to the level of a tyranny and the obedience due to the pope to the level of slavery, and they are making obedience the greatest of all
virtues, which it is not, at least according to Catholic doctrine, for which obedience, even to the pope, is subordinate to the exercise of the theological virtues, charity being in
the first place.16 St. Thomas, answering the objection that "sometimes to obey we must omit doing what is good," replies that "There is a good which a man is bound to do
necessarily, such as loving God or other similar things. And that good may in no way be neglected out of obedience" (ST,II-II, Q.I04, A.3, ad.3) [emphasis added]. Among
these "other similar things" there are in the first place the duties of one's state of life (especially if one is a Catholic bishop) and the love of neighbor, contained as a secondary
object within the love of God. In fact, everything in the Church, with its hierarchical constitution, the primacy of Peter and the laws that control the power of Order, have
charity as their final purpose, and if "necessity is not subject to law" (ST, cit.), it is because it is subject to the supreme law, which is charity. To the law of charity are subject
even the Vicars of Christ who have, yes, the primacy of jurisdiction and hence the right to control all other jurisdiction within the Church, but:

...by the divine, indeed even natural, precept of charity, they are bound in this to provide sufficiently for the needs of the faithful (Suarez, De poenitentiae
sacramento, disput. XXVI., Sect. IV, n.7).

In Archbishop Lefebvre and the
Vatican you will find a complete
set of the documents exchanged
between Rome and Archbishop
Lefebvre in the time leading up
to and immediately following his
episcopal consecrations of June
30, 1988. Available from
Angelus Press. Price $12.95 plus
shipping and handling.

 

B. A Word on Epikeia

That which is called by the Church "necessary" epikeia, or "epikeia without recourse to the superior"17 rests upon the four principles cited above in this second part of our
theological study (pp.18,19). Epikeia is being taken here in its broad and correct sense in which it is to be identified with equity, which is the highest form of justice (ST, II-II,
Q.120, A.l). This true epikeia is a virtue concerning precisely “duties arising in particular cases out of the ordinary” (ST, II-II, Q.80), and which therefore comes to be identified
in Canon Law with the norms of “cessation ‘in itself’ of the law in a particular case” and of “causes excusing“ observance of the law and/or obedience to the lawmaker.18 

[Epikeia (or equity) is a favorable and just interpretation not of the law itself but of the mind of the legislator, who is presumed to be unwilling to bind his subjects in
extraordinary cases where the observance of the law would cause injury or impose too severe a burden. – Ed.]

In his Dictionary of Canon Law, Naz writes that of St. Thomas Aquinas:

…the coming into play of epikeia is subordinate to the existence of a right. In fact, in certain cases, the law loses its power to bind – as where its application would
be contrary to the common good or to natural law – and in such a case it is not in the power of the legislator to bind or to oblige.19..There is a place for epikeia
because the will of the legislator either is not able or is not bound to impose the application of the law to the case in question.20

The state of necessity in the case of Archbishop Lefebvre is precisely the case in which the lawmaker cannot impose the application of the law because it has become, by force
of particular circumstances, contrary to the common good and to the divine natural and positive law. On his part, under the pressure of a precept of divine natural and positive
law, “…the subject [e.g., Archbishop Lefebvre – Ed.] not only may, but he is bound not to observe the law, whether he asks or does not ask for permission to do so from the
superior.”21

Regarding seeking permissions from the superior, Suarez explains (speaking precisely of the pope) that here, “it is not a question of interpreting the will of the superior, but [a
question] of his power” in order to know what is not necessary to ask the superior, because it is permitted to make use of “doctrinal rules” or “principles of theology and law,”22

given that “one knows with more certitude the power [of the superior] which is not free, rather than his will, which is free [emphasis added].”23 For that reason the subject,
having prudently examined the circumstances and been informed by the “doctrinal rules” or by the “principles of theology and law” that is “beyond the power of legislator”24

to bind anyone to respect the law when it causes grave harm to so many souls, and that to obey in such a case would be “evil and a sin,”25 he may not - indeed, he must not -
submit to the law or to the command“on his own authority,”26 “by his own judgment.”27 Hence, by his own initiative, he refuses submission “without recourse to the superior,”
28 that is to say, without any dispensation or approval on the part of the said superior. The reason, writes Suarez, is:

that in such a case the authority of the superior cannot have any effect; indeed, even if he were to will that the subject, after having had recourse to him, should
observe the law, the latter would not be able to obey him because he must obey God rather than man and hence in such a case its is out of place (“impertinens”) to
ask for permission.29

Such would be the case of the wife who, faced by the grave necessity of her children, does not need the consent of her husband to fulfil her duty to supply, and even were her
husband to forbid her to do so, she would not owe him obedience, and hence it would be out of place to ask for his consent, knowing him to be hostile.

Asking if the danger of harm to oneself or to others excuses from obeying, Suarez replies that

…one does not presume in the lawmaker that he has the will to bind in such case and even if he had, it would be without effect. On this point all doctors are agreed
who treat of obedience and of laws.30

For the reason, when it is established for certain that the law in a particular circumstance has become unjust or contrary to another command or virtue which is
more binding, then the law ceases to oblige and on his own initiative he can disregard the law without having recourse to the superior,31 given that the law in that
case could not be observed without sin nor could the superior bind his subject to respect it without sin.32

There remains, however, the duty to avoid scandal of neighbor, and for that reason every opportune and humble means must be attempted with regard to the Supreme Pontiff.
But if a humble insistence serves no purpose, then it is necessary to exercise a manly and courageous liberty.2

 

C. REFUTATION OF MORE FALSE OBJECTIONS

Hence, it is not true that “it is only permitted to use epikeia if the legislator is inaccessible,” as we read in the tract, Du sacre episcopal contra la volonté du Pape (p.49),
published by the Fraternity of St. Peter. What it says is true for epikeia in the strict or improper sense, but not for epikeia in the broad and proper sense. In the case of its
improper (or popular) sense, epikeia persumes that authority – out of its kindness – does not wish to oblige, although it has the power to do so and hence, if the lawmaker is
accessible, there is the duty to ask him, given that it is a question of “his will which is free” (Suarez, cit.). On the other hand, epikeia in the broad and proper sense concerns
those cases in which authority cannot oblige, even if it wishes to do so, and the subject finds himself in the moral impossibility of obeying. Hence, epikeia is “necessary”
(Suarez), and therefore recourse to the legislator is per se not obligatory. Indeed, it must be left out whenever it is foreseen that the superior would try to make his command
binding despite the harm to the person making the request or to anyone else. In such a case, in fact, we are dealing not with the will of the superior, but his “power, which is not
free” (Suarez, cit.).

Even less true is what we read in De Rome et d’ailleurs that a “state of necessity” arises when it is impossible to contact the superior, which presupposes a certain urgency in
the decision to be taken.34 This is true for epikeia in the improper or popular sense, but even then it is true only in part because the state of necessity does not arise from the
impossibility of contacting the superior, but it exists independently of that impossibility of contacting him, and it persists independently of an eventual refusal from the superior.

To settle the question, we quote Fr. Tito Centi, O.P.:

Moralists have sought to fix the criteria to be laid down for the application of epikeia. In substance, these criteria come down to the three following cases: a) when
in a particular situation, the prescriptions of the positive law are in opposition to a superior law which binds one to regard higher interests [i.e., epikeia in the proper
sense]; b) when, for reason of exceptional circumstances, submission to the positive law would be too burdensome, without there resulting a good proportionate to
the sacrifice being demanded; c) when, without becoming evil as in the first case and without imposing an unjustified heroism as in the second case, the observance
of the positive law runs into special and unforeseen difficulties which render it, as it turns out, harder than it should have been according to the intention of the
legislator.35

The grave spiritual necessity of many souls comes under the first case "a)" above, the case of positive law which by the force of extraordinary circumstances becomes "evil"
because "it is in opposition to a superior law binding one to regard higher interests" (i.e., epikeia in the proper sense - Ed.). The authors of the tract, on the contrary, like the
writer of the article in the above-mentioned publication, seem to admit only the second and the third cases, "b)" and "c)" (i.e., epikeia in the improper or popular sense), which
have nothing to do with the case of Archbishop Lefebvre. In the first case "a)," which is the case of Archbishop Lefebvre, epikeia coincides with equity, and, hence involves the
moral impossibility of obeying and is, as we have already seen, a right [besides being a duty]. On the other hand, in the second and third cases noted in "b)" and "c)," epikeia is
simply identified with clemency or moderation in the application of laws and in the exercise of authority.18

We are in exceptional circumstances and, therefore, must ascend to higher principles which are not preached every day and which, therefore, are unknown to many, but which,
nevertheless, are able to be found succinctly summarized in any treatise on the general principles of law or moral theology. Thus for example, in the Institutiones Morales
Alphonsianae of Fr. Clement Marc we read:

A place is given to epikeia whenever the law makes itself harmful or too burdensome. In the first case [i.e., harmful], the superior really could not oblige and hence
epikeia is necessary [(§174) which is the case as it concerns us here - Ed.].

In Regarding Principles of Moral Theology (III, n.199), Noldin says:

It is said that the purpose of the law ceases "contraire" [through contrary custom - Ed.] when its observation is harmful. If the purpose of the law in a particular
case ceases "contraire," the law ceases [to oblige]. The reason is that if the purpose of the law ceases "contraire," then one has the right to use epikeia.

Finally, any manual explaining the principles of Canon Law deals with the cessation "ab intrinseco" of the law, that is to say, with the law that ceases to oblige out of the simple
fact that it is in such-and-such a case harmful, and not because the lawmaker decrees that it should cease, or grants a dispensation from it. Such is exactly the case of the state of
necessity, which is the strongest reason excusing one from obedience and strict observance of the law.36 This is especially true when this state of necessity arises from the duty,
rooted in one's state, to help many souls in grave spiritual necessity, because "the salvation of souls is, for spiritual society, the ultimate end towards which all its laws and
institutions are oriented."16 This is true for the entire hierarchy of the Church, top to bottom.

 

D. CONCLUSION

The conclusion of our study is that either one denies the state of necessity - the way chosen by the Vatican - or, if one admits there is a crisis, then one must approve the action
of Archbishop Lefebvre. His decision, no matter how out of the ordinary it may seem, must be judged in relation to the out-of-the-ordinary situation in which it was carried out.
Therefore, "it is necessary to judge [it] on the basis of higher principles than ordinary laws" (ST, II-II, Q.54, A.4). From these principles which we have laid out over the two
parts of this theological study, it follows that:

Archbishop Lefebvre had the duty under pain of mortal sin [sub gravi], at least out of charity [ex caritate], rooted in his episcopacy, to aid souls turning to him for help in
the present state of grave general necessity, in which they could not and still cannot hope for help from their lawful pastors;

Archbishop Lefebvre, while the actual extraordinary circumstances required, had the duty, "given that he had the power of Holy Orders to do so" (ST, cit.), to consecrate
other bishops in order to insure (through other priestly ordinations) for the faithful in grave general necessity that which they have a right to demand from the hierarchy
[i.e., sane doctrine and sacraments - Ed.]. It is lawful and dutiful to help one's neighbor in a state of necessity as far as one's powers permit"37;

It was morally impossible for Archbishop Lefebvre to obey the "No" interjected by the Pope because he would have sinned by omission against the commandment of
charity, rooted in his episcopal state, a commandment "greater and more binding" than obedience to the law or to the lawmaker (Suarez, cit.). The sin of omission, in fact,
consists in not providing a good which is on some account due whenever there would be time to provide it (ST, II-II, Q.79, A.3ff). In the case of Archbishop Lefebvre,
this is the claim of charity rooted in his episcopal state. Any law whatsoever per se ceases to bind without dispensation nor consent of the superior if the harm deriving
from the law is general and great [Suarez, De Legibus, L. VI, c.IX, n.19];

The action of Archbishop Lefebvre out of grave and general necessity of souls, compelled by a precept of divine natural and positive law, neither denied the Pope's
primacy of jurisdiction nor disobeyed the Pope who himself "cannot act against divine law nor disregard it."3

The fact that the Vatican has denied there is any state of necessity does not annul the grave necessity in which so many souls are presently to be found. Rather, its denials
confirm that this state of necessity is, at least for the time being, without any hope of relief from the Holy See. For that reason, to the authors of Du sacre episcopal contre la
volonté du Pape who object that "St. Eusebius [of Samosata) acted without the pope's consent but not against the pope's consent, " we reply that only a question of fact is at
stake, not of principle. We concede that St. Eusebius was not faced with the "No" of a pope who promoted and favored Arianism, and demanded respect for laws which would
have deprived of help souls placed in grave spiritual necessity. But, had St. Eusebius found himself in that position, he would have had to follow the moral principles recalled
above and to fulfil, not "against" the pope's "No" but despite the pope's "No," the most serious duty of charity laid upon his episcopacy by the grave and general necessity of
souls.

The authors of the tract criticize what they call arguments of an "illuminist" or "charismatic" kind, meaning by this those who have made with simplicity an act of confidence in
the uprightness of Archbishop Lefebvre. They are theologically wrong to do so. St. Thomas writes:

In cases that happen rarely, and in which it is necessary to depart from the ordinary law...a virtue of judgment is needed based upon these higher principles, a virtue
which is called gnome and which implies a particular perspicacity of judgment (ST, II-II, Q.51, A.4).

This special "perspicacity of judgment," says St. Thomas, can be possessed only by virtue of holiness:

The spiritual man receives from the habit of charity the inclination to judge rightly of everything according to divine laws, arriving at his judgment by means of the
gift of wisdom, even as the just man arrives at his judgment in accordance with the rules of law through the virtue of prudence (ST, II- II, Q.60, AA.l,2).

In this continuing study we are leaving to the side the sanctity of Archbishop Lefebvre to confine ourselves to the general principles of theology and Canon Law, so that the
truth is clear to all those admitting there is a crisis in the Church. This truth is that in the present extraordinary circumstances, one need not believe in obedience at all costs
(even if it cost the Faith or the salvation of souls). Nor need one accept the non-provable "sedevacantist" theses. There is a third way: to observe what the Church teaches
concerning the "state of necessity." That is exactly what Archbishop Lefebvre did.

Hirpinus (edited by Rev. Fr. Kenneth Novak)

 

(This article ends the theological aspect of this continuing study of the 1988 Episcopal Consecrations. Part 3 will appear in the November 1999 SISINONO insert in The Angelus taking up the
canonical arguments supporting the validity of Archbishop Lefebvre's action to consecrate four bishops.)
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This issue of the Angelus English-Language edition of SISINONO is the first installment of the second half of a double study regarding the “state of necessity” invoked by
Archbishop Lefebvre to justify his consecration of four bishops on June 30, 1988. In our issues of SISINONO of July and September of 1999, we discussed the theological
aspects. With this issue and the ones to follow, we will discuss the canonical aspects. These remarks are for those who admit the existence of an extraordinary crisis in the
Catholic Church but do not know how to justify the extraordinary action of Archbishop Lefebvre on June 30, 1988 when, lacking permission from Pope John Paul II, he
transmitted the power of episcopal orders to members of the Fraternity founded by him.

 

CANONICAL STUDY – PART 1

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Dogma Is Defended By Maintaining the Mass of All Time

1. Archbishop Lefebvre and the So-Called "Lefebvrists"

Ten years ago, 83-year-old Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre, sensing that he was approaching the hour of his death, consecrated four bishops without waiting for the pontifical
mandate (promised in exhausting negotiations, but always postponed or subjected to destabilizing conditions) in order to provide for the survival of the Society of Saint Pius X.
The Society had been founded by him in November 1970 at the request of a group of French seminarians who asked his assistance to maintain sound Catholic doctrine, to
preserve the Catholic seminaries imbued with that faith, and to celebrate the Holy Mass of the so-called Tridentine rite. As a consequence of these episcopal consecrations,
Archbishop Lefebvre, already considered "rebellious" for refusing to do away with the Society as the local Ordinary [H.E. Bishop Mamie] had arbitrarily ordered him to do and
suspended a divinis for having ordained priests, was excommunicated ipso facto and doubly accused of being disobedient to the Pope and schismatic.

By this excommunication, the Holy See sent Archbishop Lefebvre and the Society founded by him [with Rome's canonical approval and blessing - Ed.] into exile. The so-
called "Lefebvrists," a label applied to clerics and laity, were made unpopular. We say "so-called" Lefebvrists because a "Lefebvrism" does not exist and never existed. A
"doctrine" of Archbishop Lefebvre, in fact, does not exist. His enemies have tried to write him off as "schismatic" or even "heretical," but as anyone knows who has studied the
facts, these accusations are false.

Archbishop Lefebvre is not the head of a sect. He never wished to establish one. He is not to be considered the head of "traditionalists" in general. His religious thought, which
is known from his sermons and various exegetic and homiletic writings, is absolutely orthodox and permeated with zeal for Catholic Truth. He has been marginalized and
persecuted because he wished to remain loyal in faith and work to the constant teaching of the Church, without respect of persons. The so-called "Lefebvrists" are nothing but
Catholics faithful to what the Church has taught for almost 20 centuries up to the Second Vatican Council. Strictly speaking, therefore, it is not correct to call them
"traditionalists." It is better said that they are faithful to Catholic Tradition. The Tradition in Catholicism is precisely fidelity to the dogma consecrated by the Magisterium of
the Church.

 

2. A Corrupt Liturgical Rite

Anyone who wishes to be faithful to dogma must be obedient to the principle of salvation proclaimed by our risen Lord, "Be you faithful until death and I will give you the
crown of life" (Apoc. 2:10). The novelties which have emerged from Vatican II are disturbing and cannot be accepted.

Here is a council of the Church held with the express purpose of opening the Church up to the world [i.e., aggiornamento], an intention unlike any other in the history of the
Church. It declared itself only a pastoral council and not a dogmatic one, hence a trustee of a spurious magisterium. It is responsible for disseminating grave ambiguities in
doctrine. It gave a new "ecumenical" definition of the Catholic Church, promoted a "collegiality" of a democratic or semi-conciliarist sort, and advertised freedom of
conscience of the liberal-Jacobean variety. The "spirit" of this council conceived the Novus Ordo Missae, that is, the "Mass of Paul VI," with its idea of a table in order to be
theologically agreeable to the protestant heretics of which six participated in its very formulation. There is a question whether this Mass is theologically dubious and necessarily
an ambiguous rite since it was supposed to please the heretics.

 

3. The "Celebrating" People

It is true that corrections were made to the scandalous first edition of the New Mass (1969). These were instigated by the indignant and documented criticisms of theologians
and scholars headed by Cardinals Bacci and Ottaviani. But one notes the presence of all the same protestant heretical concepts in the definitive text of 1970.

The first of these protestant concepts is to equate the ordained priesthood with the faithful by speaking of the faithful's participation in the celebration of the Holy Sacrifice in a
new manner. There is ground for a new mentality believing the Mass is a "concelebration" of priest and people. This idea was condemned with great clarity by Pope Pius XII in
Mediator Dei.1As a consequence of this, the priest is no longer considered the exclusive minister of the Holy Eucharist, a Catholic teaching defined by the Magisterium. The
minister becomes, on the contrary, the "people of God," which "has to send the prayers of the whole human family up to God," as if it exercised a sort of priestly mediation in
behalf of all humanity which is understood to include, therefore, non-believers, non- Catholics, and atheists.2

As a consequence of Vatican II, the Holy Mass - the "sacerdotal" prayer of the "people of God" - has acquired an ecumenical significance and, therefore, the stamp of
heterodoxy. The "people of God" is identified with humanity, a realization of the unity of the human race, of which unity the Holy Mass becomes a signal moment.3

The new rite expresses a depreciation of the ministry of the priest and an erroneous concept of the common priesthood of the faithful because the expiatory sacrifice celebrated
by the presider is conceived as celebrated by the people, which "alone...enjoys a true priestly power, while the priest acts merely through the office entrusted to him by the
community," a thesis condemned by Pius XII in Mediator Dei (Dz.2300). This new definition of the Sacrifice of the Mass appears in the clearest fashion in the notorious
Article 7 of the Instruction of the Novus Ordo Missae 1970, in which it is dared to be written:

In Missa seu Cena dominica populus Dei in unum convocatur, sacerdote praeside personamque Christi gerente, ad memoriale Domini seu sacrificium
eucharisticum celebrandum - ln the Mass or the Lord's Supper the People of God are called together in one place where the priest presides over them and acts in
the person of Christ. They assemble to celebrate the Memorial of the Lord, which is the sacrifice of the Eucharistic.

Notice three things: 1) the celebrant, even if representing the person of Christ, is only the president of the Assembly, as if he were a Protestant minister; 2) it is the assembly
that is gathered together in order to "celebrate" the memorial of the Lord; and 3) the memorial of the Lord is called a "eucharistic sacrifice," but not a propitiatory one. This
distinction would not have pleased the protestants. The text ineffectively expresses the idea of expiatory sacrifice required by the Faith. [It should be mentioned that the 1970
version of the Instruction of the Novus Ordo Missae was a revision under pressure from more traditional bishops of the 1969 version which is theologically worse than the
1970! (See Pope Paul's New Mass, "Revisions to the Instructio Generalis," by Michael Davies. Price: $19.95) - Ed.]

 

4. An Ambiguous "Real Presence"

One would think the rest of Article 7 (1970) would recall the dogma of transubstantiation. On the contrary, it is never mentioned. Instead, we find it replaced by an ambiguous
"Real Presence," acceptable to protestants who reject transubstantiation. The 1970 text continues:

Hence the promise of Christ: "Wherever two or three are gathered together in my name, there am I in the midst of them" (Mt. 18:20) applies in a special way to this
gathering of the local church.

For in the celebration of the Mass whereby the Sacrifice of the Mass is perpetuated, Christ is really present in the very community which is gathered in His name,
in the person of His minister and also substantially and continuously under the eucharistic species.4

This definition speaks as if the "Real Presence" is no longer reserved to the unique presence that results from transubstantiation, but is extended to the presence (non-
sacramental) of Christ in the "assembly," in the "person of the minister," and in His Word. This same presence, which is "in a substantial and permanent manner" under the
Eucharistic species, depends, according to the text, not on transubstantiation, about which it does not speak, but on the assembly being gathered together "in the name" of
Christ.

Doesn't all this recall the consubstantiation of the Lutheran heretics, who deny, as has been noted, that Holy Mass really renews the expiatory sacrifice of our Lord on Calvary?5

The lack of reference to transubstantiation helps us understand why all the traditional signs of faith [e.g., interior gold-plating of the sacred vessels, kneeling for Holy
Communion, etc. - Ed.] have been taken away.6

 

5. A New Type of "Faith"

Except for the Creed, mention of the Holy Trinity has disappeared from the invocations and prayers of Holy Mass. Liberal protestants do not like it; Jews and Muslims detest it.
The Holy Trinity has been replaced by an anonymous "God of the universe." It is true that the celebrant may bring up such a subject matter in his homily, but it is so vast it is
frequently skipped.

As Archbishop Lefebvre insisted, the new rite is a "corruption" of the Catholic Mass. How can a rite which pleases heretics and non-Christians be suitable for Catholics? It
represents for the priests that celebrate it the faith which was taught to them in seminaries drenched with liberalism and modernism. This is a new type of faith. It is ecumenical,
and, even if preserving vestiges of the old Catholic faith, is syncretistic and poisoned with heresy. It is the cult of Humanity and dialogue with error placed side by side with the
adoration owed to the Holy Trinity, while not yet taking its place.

A corrupt liturgical rite is a grave danger to the souls of those who assist at it. The new Mass has been one of the most bitter fruits of Vatican II. And all official Catholicism
that somehow has survived the ambiguity and repeated infidelity shows signs of a seriously diseased body. Once Catholic societies and nations are suffering declines in
birthrate, rebellion, vice and corruption, false religions, a variety of sects, and invasion without reprieve by Muslims.

 

6. The Merit of Archbishop Lefebvre

Having thought it put Archbishop Lefebvre out in the cold with its arbitrary excommunication of him, the Vatican might have thought it succeeded dissolving the bastion of
fidelity to dogma represented by the Society of Saint Pius X.  But this is not the case.  Despite material difficulties of every kind, the Society today numbers about 400 priests,
has 180 seminarians in training, 120 sisters, 65 oblates, and 55 brothers.  It maintains five international seminaries. It is alive and kicking, for which it thanks the Lord. A few
years ago, Cardinal Ratzinger admitted his astonishment regarding the extension and apostolate of the Society.

Catholics faithful to dogma relish being able to assist at the Mass of All Times in the churches and chapels of the Society of Saint Pius X to the great and inestimable benefit of
their souls. They are not constrained to recognize - against their conscience - "the legitimacy and the doctrinal correctness" of the missal promulgated by Pope Paul VI,7 as
happens on the contrary to whomever frequents the Tridentine Mass conceded by the Indult of Pope John Paul II, in which Indult, for the record, this condition is found
formulated. It is a matter of a recognition, which, even if implicit, is dangerous for the salvation of souls, given that the "doctrinal correctness" of the Mass of Paul VI is, as has
been seen, doubtful.

We do not know if the lack of doctrinal correctness is such as to have to consider the new rite invalid a priori. We don't have the authority to make a definitive judgment in the
matter. We know, however, that if we hold to the salvation of our soul, we must avoid the new rite at all costs, with its hyper-politicized priests and the secularized ambience
that engulfs it. We are aware of owing the inestimable benefit of being able to attend the truly Catholic Mass to the persevering defense of the Faith undertaken in their times by
Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre and Bishop Antonio de Castro Mayer, the only two Bishops who forthrightly defended it, and by the Priestly Society of Saint Pius X founded by
Archbishop Lefebvre. We await with unchangeable faith in the work of God for the day when the Holy See, having returned to the sound doctrine of all time, will wipe away
the unjust condemnations.

In the meantime, we thank our Lord also for saving us from the seductions laid by Rome to lead back into the "flock" those of us who persist in preferring the true Catholic
Mass to that of Pope Paul VI. We make reference to the Motu proprio Ecclesia Dei Adflicta, issued by Pope John Paul II on the occasion of the invalidly applied
excommunication of Archbishop Lefebvre. It is the tenth anniversary of that document, the anniversary that some have made the object of triumphant declarations in light of
the success of the so-called " Ecclesia Dei Latin Mass communities," established according to the directives and the promises contained in the papal motu proprio. It is true that
over the last ten years since Ecclesia Dei Adflicta was released, some 15 priests and 30 seminarians have left the Society of Saint Pius X. But it has held its ground for ten
years, please God, even though the competition of the "Ecclesia Dei” communities has invariably moved in nearby.

Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger poses with the monks of the traditionalist
Abbaye Ste. Madeleine in Le Barroux France, after offering the Tridentine Mass

there on September 24, Accompanying the Cardinal was Msgr. Camille Perl
(3rd from right), Secretary of the Pope's Ecclesia Dei Comission.

Text below picture: Le Barroux, France- The second most important man in the Vatican didn't spell out the purpose of his visit to the abbaye Ste. Madeleine here on September 22, 23 and 24, but
he didn't have to. Everyone -from the traditional Benedictine monks who inhabit this extrordianry Roamanesque monestery, to the hudnreds of visitors who filled every corner of its church for
the Pontifical Tridentine Mass offered by Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger - heard the message loud and clear. As one monk explained to a visitor: "This is Rome's way of saying that they approve of
us: that they haven't abandoned traditionalists." Not that the Cardinal was mute during his visit, but whatever words of encouragement he gave to the monks (whose priest-members say the
traditional Mass exclusively) were said behind closed doors. His homilies -both to the Benedictine nuns of the nearby Abbayne Notre-Dame de l'Annonciation du Barroux, were he said a
Tridentine Mass on Saturday: and to the monks and their visitors on Sunday -offered the kind of doctrinal richness one would expect from the Prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the
Faith, but nothing in the way of newsmaking quotes. Neither were any provisions made for interviews with the press: indeed,....

 

B. The Illusion of “Ecclesia Dei”

1. The Motu Proprio Ecclesia Dei Adflicta

Why do we say this motu proprio has given life to an illusion? Consider the facts. Issued on July 2, 1988, as if for a comment on the excommunication applied against
Archbishop Lefebvre, the document warned all those who until that moment "had been tied in some way to the movement created by Archbishop Lefebvre" to recognize their
duty to not support the named "movement."8 At the same time they held out their hand. How?

In paragraph five of the document, the Pope manifested his will, to which he asked all the Bishops and those invested with the pastoral ministry of the Church to associate
themselves, that "ecclesial communion" for the sake of the faithful who are "bound to former liturgical and disciplinary forms in the Latin tradition," by establishing measures
that would guarantee their "just aspirations.”9 Therefore, the Pope established the beginnings of a commission [i.e., the Ecclesia Dei Commission - Ed.] preside over by an
appointed cardinal and composed of members of the Curia charged with collaborating with the competent organs and interested parties on all sides in order to facilitate "full
ecclesial communion" of priests, seminarians, religious communities and individuals up till now affiliated with the Society of Saint Pius X, who desired to remain united to the
Successor of Peter "preserving their spiritual and liturgical tradition, in light of the Protocol signed on May 5, 1988 by Cardinal Ratzinger and Archbishop Lefebvre."10 [For the
text of this Protocol of Accord and the archive of all the documents exchanged between Rome and Archbishop Lefebvre in the time leading up to and immediately following
his consecration of the four bishops, see Archbishop Lefebvre and the Vatican available from Angelus Press. Price: $12.45 - Ed.]

This famous Protocol of Accord, though not taking effect at the time, constituted the juridical base for organizing those structures which have since been called "Ecclesia Dei
communities." These are generally societies of apostolic life composed initially of refugees from the Society of Saint Pius X to whom the privilege of celebrating the aforesaid
Mass of St. Pius V and of maintaining "the previous liturgical and disciplinary forms" is granted. Among the first and more notable of these communities are the Benedictine
Abbey of St. Madeleine of Le Barroux, France, and the Fraternity of St. Peter.

In various aspects the autonomy accorded to these institutions, however, is rather limited11. An important point must be recalled here. In the Protocol of Accord of May 5,
1988, the Holy See acknowledged

for practical and psychological reasons, the consecration of a member of the Society as a bishop appears useful. This is why, in the framework of the doctrinal and
canonical solution of reconciliation, we suggest to the Holy Father that he name a bishop chosen from within the Society, presented by Archbishop Lefebvre…
(Protocol of Accord, II,5.2)

This means that Rome had in principle accepted the consecration of a bishop faithful to Tradition. Upon reflection, Archbishop Lefebvre doubted Rome's sincerity. In any case,
having maintained the Protocol of Accord as the basis for the recognition of the "Ecclesia Dei communities," the official promise of a future bishop was understood. By now,
such a consecration for these communities is long overdue. But, up to now there has not been even a hint. In other words, the promise has not been kept.12

 

2. An Indult Gravely Conditioned and Without a Reason for Being

We turn now to the text of the motu proprio. In concluding his instruction, the Pope affirmed that there was a need to respect the "spiritual desire" of the faithful "who feel
attached to the Latin liturgy, by applying in a broad and generous way the directives adopted some time ago by the Apostolic See for the use of the Roman Missal according to
the typical edition of 1962."13 To what was the Pope referring? -Answer: To his indult Quattuor Abhinc Annos, issued on March 10, 1984 and already cited by us, which
established, for priests and faithful who had applied to their bishop for it, the possibility of receiving the privilege of celebrating and assisting at the so-called Tridentine Mass.
Naturally, the granting of the privilege was subject to some conditions among which were that the petitioners would accept "the legitimacy and the doctrinal correctness of the
Roman Missal promulgated in 1970 by the Roman Pontiff, Paul VI" and that such a celebration would take place "only for the use of whoever asked for it" and in the places of
worship and under the conditions established by the local ordinary. Parish churches were excluded from concession of the privilege, save extraordinary cases.14 The exercise of
the privilege was subjected to notable limitations and the bishops showed themselves quite deaf to the requests of the faithful for it.15 The faithful bound in conscience to
Tradition continued to assist in great number at the Masses celebrated by the priests of the Society of Saint Pius X.

In 1986, the Pope established a commission of eight cardinals of the Curia with the task of examining the situation and of preparing norms which would establish a new
regulatory form for the Indult, valid for the whole Church. These norms, however, were never promulgated.16

Perhaps the most important work of this commission [which included Alfonse Cardinal Stickler - Ed.] concerned the question of the suppression or non-suppression on the part
of Pope Paul VI of the so-called Tridentine Mass. According to these cardinals Pope Paul VI never formally suppressed this Mass on which account "no bishop has the right to
prohibit a Catholic priest from saying the Tridentine Mass."17

Though it wasn't its express purpose to do so, the conclusion of this commission, which holds up under canonical scrutiny, deprives the Indult of any significant necessity. If the
Tridentine Mass has never been formally suppressed and continues therefore to exist as a perfectly valid liturgy of Holy Church, celebrating it and assisting at it is a right, not a
privilege, and the Indult of Pope John Paul II, which concedes the privilege for it is canonically superfluous.

 

3. The Passive Resistance of Bishops and the Interpretation of the Holy See

However it may be, the invitation extended to the bishops by the Pope to be "generous" in conceding the permission to celebrate the Tridentine Mass has not been welcomed.
The evidence is extremely clear. The bishops turn a deaf ear. At the same time, the demand for that Mass seems to increase, perhaps because the faithful are fed up with the
"liturgical anarchy" which, thanks to the Mass of Pope Paul VI, reigns in almost all the parishes universally, though degree and intensity may vary, especially in France.18

The attitude of the bishops, however, contradicts that of the Holy See only in appearance. This is the point. The Holy See has made promises, for example, the appointment of a
"traditional" bishop, which it has not kept. It established the aforementioned commission of cardinals but its norms, valid for the whole Church and which contain a new
regulatory form, have never been promulgated. We give here the first three of the six norms cited in the commission's summary:

1) In the offices of the Roman Rite, there ought to be accorded to the Latin language the honor due to it. The bishops must try to have at least one Mass in the Latin
language in every important locality of their diocese on Sundays and Holy Days. Nevertheless, the readings of the Mass will be able to be done in the vernacular.

2) All priests are able to say, at any time, their private Masses in Latin.

3) For every Mass said in Latin - be the faithful present or not - the celebrant has the right of freely choosing between the Missal of Pope Paul VI (1970) and that of
Pope John XXIII (1962).19

Norm No.3 makes it possible to celebrate the Mass named from Pope St. Pius V, overstepping the limits of the Indult! It is obvious why a norm of this kind has never been
promulgated. It would have demonstrated plainly the failure of the liturgical reform by officially putting the "spirit of the Council" in crisis.

On October 13, 1993, the then President of Una Voce, Dr. Eric de Saventhem, asked the Pope to command the authorization of the Mass and the Sacraments according to the
ancient rite to be freely accessible throughout the whole Church and thereby bypass the passive resistance of the bishops. He was answered January 17, 1994 by the deputy in
charge of general affairs for the Secretary of State, Msgr. Giovanni Battista Re, who wrote that the Ecclesia Dei Commission had conceded the use of the Roman Missal...

...under certain conditions. The diverse dispositions taken after 1984 aim at facilitating the ecclesial life of a certain number of faithful, without however rendering
perpetual the previous liturgical forms [i.e., the Tridentine rite and the traditional Sacraments - Ed.]. The general law is that of using the rite revised after the
Council, on account of which the use of the previous rite must be understood as being in the order of a privilege which has an exceptional character.

This is the writing on the wall. The purpose of the Ecclesia Dei Commission was only that of "facilitating ecclesial life" for the faithful attracted to the Tradition, but it was not
allowed to "render (the ancient rite) perpetual." This phrase means that the ancient rite was being temporarily tolerated so as not to offend the sensibilities of certain faithful,
but it was not to be considered a rite destined to remain. The conclusion of the letter was extremely clear in its intention. After having paid formal homage to the "safeguarding
of the values which constitute a precious patrimony for the liturgical tradition of the Church," Msgr. Giovanni Battista Re continued by declaring with forceful clarity that...

...the first duty of all the faithful is that of welcoming and probing the wealth of the meanings which are found in the liturgy in force, and of doing it in the spirit of
faith and obedience to the Magisterium, by avoiding all opposition harmful to ecclesial communion.20

The letter concludes by reminding Dr. de Saventhem that the Holy Father hopes Una Voce [whose current international president is Mr. Michael Davies - Ed.] will contribute to
this end.

By the way, Dr. de Saventhem replied to Msgr. Re with two follow-up letters which remained however without an answer. In the first of these letters he wrote:

That at which the faithful assist is nothing other than the innumerable different forms of eucharistic embellishments which have multiplied in the Church for 25
years, appealing to the legitimacy more or less well-grounded of the different editions of the Roman Missal of Paul VI and to the multiple options provided
there……In the majority of parishes these celebrations have been simply imposed. That's why the faithful, discouraged, had no other way of avoiding them except
the silent exodus…. Finally, it is shown by the polls of the last 25 years that a progressive erosion of the faith, even among those who still frequent churches, must
be taken into account. Since lex credendi follows lex orandi [i.e., the law of belief follows on the law of prayer - Ed.], is there no need to conclude, then, that the
Faith is no longer nourished by the reformed liturgy or even that this latter has accelerated the loss of faith?21

 

 

PROTOCOL 1411
Excerpts from the July 1999 statement issued by the
Vatican which changes the direction and character of the
Fraternity of St. Peter. Not included is an accompanying
letter to the Fraternity’s superior general effectively
suspending his control over the traditionalist order and
cancelling the extraordinary chapter, a meeting of
leading Fraternity priests elected according to Vatican
norms to discuss the order’s constitution.

•From the answer to Question 1, which asked whether
traditionalist priests may “freely use the Missal promulgated by
the Supreme Pontiff Paul VI”:

“…the Missal in force is that promulgated after the Second
Vatican Council. Moreover, the above mentioned priest [of the
FSSP or similar groups] must celebrate with the post-conciliar
Missal if by chance a celebration takes place in a community
which uses the modern Roman rite…in order that there be no
confusion or inconvenience to the faithful…”

•From the answer to Question 2, which asked, “Can superiors
of whatever rank [in traditionalist communities] prohibit
priests from using the post-conciliar Roman Missal?”

“No. The use of the Roman Missal of 1962 consists of an
indult” and “cannot be imposed on communities which
celebrate the Eucharist according to the renewed Missal.”

•From the answer to Question 3, which asked, “Can a priest
belonging to a community which enjoys this indult concelebrate
a Mass according to the new order of the Roman rite without
any impediment?”:

“Affirmative… Moreover, he cannot and must not be prohibited
from con-celebration by his superior.”

(The Latin Mass, Fall 1999)

 

4. A "Parenthesis of Tolerance"

The text of Msgr. Re should be taken as an authentic interpretation of the motu proprio Ecclesia Dei. The commission born of this document has not in the least intended to
genuinely restore the ancient rite or to even put it on a level of parity with the new rite. It was only a case of being a "pastoral gesture" of Pope John Paul II when faced with the
sensibilities of certain faithful "anchored to the past." It is a "parenthesis of tolerance"22 which does not aim at "rendering perpetual" the ancient rite within the official liturgy
of the Church. On the contrary, the clear mandate from Rome is that all the faithful fulfill their duty to follow uncritically the new rite since this is and remains the will of the
Pope.

The importance of this letter, of this official interpretation of the motu proprio, is confirmed by the fact that the bishops often cite it in refusing to concede the Mass by means
of the Indult.23 The overwhelming mentality of the present hierarchy is that the Indult to celebrate the Tridentine Mass is nothing other than a parenthesis destined to be closed
one day. On account of this we say Ecclesia Dei itself is an illusory carrot which many have bitten, hoping that the present Pontiff would effectively command the full
restoration of the ancient rite of Holy Mass with equal dignity in respect to the new.

But the day of a rude awakening is drawing nigh. The recent demands sent to the "Ecclesia Dei communities" by the Secretary of the Ecclesia Dei Commission, Msgr. Camille
Perl, demonstrate this. In a document he issued in the summer of 1998 (perhaps in anticipation of celebrations commemorating the Commission's tenth anniversary), Msgr. Perl
mandated that: l) in the Tridentine Masses celebrated by reason of the Indult, the celebrant from now on be seated during the reading of the Epistle; 2) that the Prologue of St.
John's Gospel read at the end of Mass [i.e., the Last Gospel - Ed.] be abolished; and 3) that the so-called "universal prayer" begin to be recited during the Mass.24

We judge this an attempt to mutilate the Tridentine Rite and to contaminate it with the new rite of Pope Paul VI. For what reason would the priest have to sit while the Epistle is
read? Where else is this type of thing generally seen? It is the priest-presider of the protestant Novus Ordo Mass who remains seated while laity of various sort read the
passages of the Old and New Testament inserted into the so-called "Liturgy of the Word." To demand the celebrant to sit during readings that he has traditionally stood to read
himself is to make necessary the presence of someone else other than the celebrant to do the reading. A nun? A layperson? You see the groundwork being laid.

Why is the cutting out of the Last Gospel wanted? What's the problem? It is very clear. On five counts, the Last Gospel is radically un-ecumenical and not politically correct
because: 1) it reaffirms the divine nature of Christ; 2) it recalls that the world and those of "its household," namely the Jews, "received Him not"; 3) it reminds us that the world
is inimical to Christ and must be converted; 4) it is a bitter yet pitiful reminder to the Jews of their sin against the Holy Ghost; and 5) it proclaims Christians superior to the sons
of Abraham because, thanks to faith in Christ, they have become the chosen "sons of God."

The so-called "universal prayer," finally, is a prayer worded according to various formulas, in accordance with which the "ecumenical" spirit is introduced explicitly into the
Mass, as the "conciliar Church" born from Vatican II understands it.25

This letter of Msgr. Perl shows that the Holy See has decided to pick up the pace. The "restoration" is done for. Unless they appease the authorities by further compromises,
hard times are around the corner for the" Ecclesia Dei communities." Their superiors will perhaps attempt to resist and defend the Mass of All Time from the excisions and the
corruptions. But will they succeed? For how long? They will leam that, in retrospect, they should not have let themselves be seduced in 1988. They should have taken
exception to the manifest invalidity of the condemnation of Archbishop Lefebvre. This has been officially proposed by the American priest, Rev. Fr. Gerald Murray, in his
"thesis for a licentiate" in Canon Law, argued and approved with the highest mark (July 1995) at the Pontifical Gregorian University. We will discuss this thesis in the next
installment of this canonical study of the 1988 episcopal consecrations of Archbishop Lefebvre. Our work hopes to make a contribution to the truth by doing our part, God
willing, in dispelling the cloud of lies and false interpretations which surround the person and work of Archbishop Lefebvre.

Causidicus (edited by Rev. Fr. Kenneth Novak)

(This article begins the canonical aspect of the double study of the 1988 Episcopal Consecrations. The SISINONO issues of July and September 1999, dealt with the theological aspect. The
next installment of the canonical study will appear in January 2000.)

 

1. Cf A.A.S. 1947, p.553, cited in Arnaldo Xavier da Silveire, La nouvelle Messe de Paul VI: Qu'en penser? translated from the Portuguese of C. Salagnac, Chireen-Nontreuil,
1975, p.103. This work, which develops a fundamental analysis of the Novus Ordo Missae 1969 & 1970, contains in an improved translation three studies having appeared in
1970 & 1971. The analysis of the Novus Ordo of 1970 is on pp.100-124. We have abundantly availed ourselves of this essay. We have likewise availed ourselves of Romano
Amerio's Iota Unum. Studio sulle variazioni della Chiesa cattolica nel secolo XX Milano-Napoli 1986 2nd ed., Chapters XXXVII;XXXVIII, pp.496-548. [Available in its
English translation from Angelus Press. Price: $24.95 - Ed.]

2. La nouvelle Messe de Paul VI, cit., pp. 103 - 105. The text of the Novus Ordo in question is in Article 5 of the Prologo of the same.

3. On the idea of the unity of the human race as an end of the Catholic Church coming from   Vatican II, see P. Pasqualucci Un 'intrusione laica nel Vaticano II: il concetto di
unita del genere           umano in Italian edition of SISINONO, 1998 (XXIV) n.11.

4. Quare de huiusmodi sanctae Ecclesiae coadunatione locali eminenter valet promissio Christi: "Ubi sunt duo vel tres congregati in nomine meo, ibi sum in medio eorum"
(Mt. 18:20). In Missae enim celebratione, in qua sacriflcium Crucis perpetuatur, Christus realiter praesens adest in ipso coetu in suo nomine congregato, in persona ministri,
in verbo suo, et quidem substantialiter et continenter sub speciebus eucharisticis. - The 1969 and 1970 Latin texts of Article 7 are reported in Pope Paul's New Mass, pp.285-
287.

5.   La nouvelle Messe de Paul VI, loc. cit., and ch. V: Le nouvel ordinaire de la Messe et la repas protestant.

6. For a detailed list, see Breve esame critico del Novus Ordo Missae, pp.20-21.

7. The Indult Quattuor abhinc annos of March 10, 1984 (text in the appendix to Enquete sur la Messe traditionelle, 1988 - 1998 in the article, "Dixieme anniversaire du Motu
proprio Ecclesia Dei," special issue of La Nef, 1988, edited by Christopher Geffroy and Philip Maxence

8. We cite the text published in Enquete, cit., Appendix, pp.373-374.

9. Op. cit., p. 74

10. Ibid.

11. Official Bulletin of the French District of the Society of Saint Pius X, n. 29 of 29 Sept. 1988 for some details of the accord between Dom Gerard and Rome on the occasion
of the recognition of the Abbey of Le Barroux.

12. The fact was noted by M. deJaeghere in his intervention reported by Enquete, cit. on p.279.

13. Text can be found in the Appendix to Enquete, cit., p.374.

14. Text cited in Enquete, p.375.
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16. A summary of these "norms" given in the Appendix to Enquete, cit. p.39.

17. The source of information is Alfonse Cardinal Stickler, in La Nef (1995) 53, pp.8-11 (see note n. 54 on p.53 of Enquete). The review reprints an interview of the Cardinal
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18. Enquete, cit., p.264; pp.103,261,274.

19. Enquete, cit. p.391.

20. Enquete, cit., p.385.

21.  The text is in the Appendix of Enquete, cit., p.385.

22 The expression is from Fr. Claude Barth, Enquete, cit., p.249.

23. The testimony is from Fr. Jean-Paul Argouarch, Superior of the Institute of Pontifical Rite "Santa Croce" of Riaumont [France], one of the" Ecclesia Dei communities,"
cited in Enquete, pp.90-91.
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This issue of the Angelus English-Language edition of SISINONO is the second installment of the second half of a double study regarding the “state of necessity” invoked by
Archbishop Lefebvre to justify his consecration of four bishops on June 30, 1988. In our issues of SISINONO of July and September of 1999, we discussed the theological
aspects. Starting with the November 1999 we are discussing the canonical aspects. These remarks are for those who admit the existence of an extraordinary crisis in the
Catholic Church but do not know how to justify the extraordinary action of Archbishop Lefebvre on June 30, 1988 when lacking permission from Pope John Paul II, he
transmitted the power of episcopal orders to members of the Fraternity founded by him.

 

CANONICAL STUDY – PART 2 

II. A CONTESTED EXCOMMUNICATION

A. The Facts and Some Solid Points

1. The Facts

In his "Thesis for a Licentiate" in Canon Law which was argued and approved with the highest grade (July, 1995) at the Pontifical Gregorian University, Rev. Fr. Gerard
Murray, an American priest who has no connection with the Society of Saint Pius X, held that the excommunication latae sententiae, declared at the time against Archbishop
Lefebvre, Bishop de Castro Mayer, and the four bishops consecrated by Archbishop Lefebvre without pontifical mandate, is not valid according to strict canonical law , nor is
the connected accusation of schism valid in the formal sense. As of yet, his thesis for the licentiate has not been published, but a summary of it and an interview with its author
is available in the American magazine, The Latin Mass.1

Two facts must be mentioned: 1) Fr. Murray made a partial retraction of his own thesis (Summer, 1996); and 2) the Pontifical Council for the Interpretation of Legislative Texts
has published its opinion that the excommunications were justified. Though the council is entrusted with interpreting the laws of the Church, it is not a font of law itself and its
opinion, in any case, was anonymous. The "Murray Thesis" is not even considered for, it said, "It is impossible to evaluate the Murray Thesis because it has not been published
and the two articles [of the magazine- Ed.] which appeared about it are confused."2

Could it be that the thesis is contrary to the public policy of the Gregorian University? Since it has never been made available in the original, we are forced to discuss the
arguments based on what appears in the magazine articles, despite the fact that the pontifical council asserts they are "confused." Without a doubt, a scholarly analysis would
have considered the thesis of Fr. Murray, but the council's denial has silenced its viewpoint. On the other hand, Fr. Murray published his retraction one year before the
appearance of the opinion attributed to the Pontifical Council. Why on earth would this council have to say anything regarding arguments already formally, even if partially,
retracted by their author?! - Retracted, by the way, even before a wider public with authoritative knowledge had been able to read it.

 

2. Solid Points

1. Whatever may be the changes of opinion of Fr. Murray about his own work and the motives for not publishing it, the fact remains that the thesis had been
approved with the highest grade by the professors of the Gregorian University, conferring on this work exceptional value. This approval must be held in due
regard.3

2. The extract of the "Murray Thesis" which appeared in The Latin Mass is sufficient to understand, namely, that the American priest, with Code of Canon Law in
hand, denies - or if you prefer, places into doubt - the validity of the excommunication ipso iure applied to Archbishop Lefebvre because he acted in a state of
necessity without bringing into being any schism. According to Fr. Murray, it is necessary to recognize that, on the basis of the canon law in force, the
excommunication of Archbishop Lefebvre is substantially invalid and the schism does not exist. It is thesis undoubtedly courageous and above all founded on law,
even if we may not agree with the hypothesis of Fr. Murray that Archbishop Lefebvre was able to have been mistaken in good faith about the existence of the state
of necessity which authorized him to proceed with the consecrations. In any case, the partial retraction of Fr. Murray concerns only the admissibility of the state of
necessity, not the existence of a schism in the formal sense.

 

B. Precedents

Fr. Murray is not the first to maintain the invalidity of the unjust excommunication declared against Archbishop Lefebvre and the non-existence of the so-called "schism"
imputed to him. We recall the reader to the canonical study of the German canonist, Rev. Fr. Rudolf Kaschewski, which appeared in Is Tradition Excommunicated? [available
from Angelus Press. Price: $7.95], on the aspect of the episcopal consecrations without papal permission.4 This study, published shortly before the episcopal consecration of
Archbishop Lefebvre and by an author independent of the Society of Saint Pius X, demonstrates unequivocally that, on the basis of the 1983 Code of Canon Law, the episcopal
consecration without pontifical mandate cannot be punished with excommunication. In fact, the author writes at the conclusion of his essay:

Therefore, the widely spread opinion that the consecration of one or several bishops without papal mandate would cause an automatic excommunication and would
lead to schism is false. Due to the very terms of the law itself, an excommunication for the aforementioned case could not be applied, neither automatically nor by
sentence of a judge.5

The article appearing in the original Italian SISINONO of July 1988 (XIV) 13, titled "Neither Schismatics nor Excommunicated" [reprinted in Is Tradition Excommunicated?,
pp.1-39] demonstrates how, in the case of the episcopal consecrations for the Society of Saint Pius X, all five of the conditions required for taking advantage of the law
corresponding to the state of necessity had been realized. They are namely: 1) the existence of the state of necessity; 2) attempts having been made to remedy it with ordinary
means; 3) the "extraordinary" action not being based on an act intrinsically evil nor harmful to neighbor; 4) having remained within the limits of the requirements actually
imposed by the state of necessity; and 5) never having put into question the power of the competent authority, the consent of which it would have been able to presume in all
legitimacy in normal circumstances.6

Though the Vatican officially denies its existence, a bleak picture of the real state of necessity in the present-day Catholic Church was painted by Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger in
his speech to the Chilean Episcopal Conference (July 13, 1988) on the latest developments of the "Lefebvre case." The discourse, printed by the weekly Il Sabato of July 30,
1988, was reproduced by the Italian edition of SISINONO, November 15, 1988, (XIV) 17, with the title, "Cardinal Ratzinger Demonstrates the State of Necessity in the
Church."

The same Cardinal Ratzinger states in his discourse that Rome is not carrying out its necessary and indispensable functions and the bishops do not make use of or
have made it utterly impossible to make use of that power which by divine right they possess in the Church for the eternal salvation of souls. It is the same Cardinal
Ratzinger documenting that state and that law of necessity, to whom His Excellency Msgr. Lefebvre made his appeal when on June 30 he took advantage of a
juridical competence outside of the ordinary.7

The passage of the speech of the Cardinal to which reference is made is the following:

Criticism for the choices of the post-Conciliar period is not tolerated: but, where the ancient rules, or the great truths of the faith - for example the bodily virginity
of Mary, the divinity of Jesus, the immortality of the soul, etc. - are at stake, we do not react at all or we do it with extreme moderation. I myself was able to see,
when I was a professor, how the same bishop who before the Council had expelled an irreproachable professor for his somewhat uncouth speaking, was not able to
remove, after the Council, a teacher who was openly denying some fundamental truth of the Faith. All this drives many people to wonder whether the Church of
today is really that of yesterday, or if it has been changed into another without informing them…."8

We have to help us the essay "Neither Schismatics nor Excommunicated," the work of Fr. Kaschewski, Dr. Georg May's "The Disposition of Law in Case of Necessity Within
the Church," [see both in Is Tradition Excomunicated?, pp.1-39; 111-113], the discourse of Cardinal Ratzinger, together with an article on the correct idea of tradition and with
three appendices have finally been combined into one volume entitled Is Tradition Excommunicated? [available from Angelus Press, Price: $7.95]. Nor can we forget the
careful study of Fr. Gerard Mura, Les sacres episcopaux de 1988. Etude theologique, which we mention in the competent synthesis published in French by the magazine Sel de
la Terre, in four issues, in 1993 and 1994.9The salient contribution of this study, which is built on a prevalently theological plane, is on the thesis that "the pontifical prohibition
for the celebration of the consecrations ought to be maintained as null and not having happened" because "contrary to the common good of the Church, a factor for the defense
of the faith; defense of the faith which, aware of the state of necessity in which the Church exists, was demanding the consecrations done by Archbishop Lefebvre.

The book of the American Catholic lawyer, Charles P. Nemeth, The Case of Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre: Trial by Canon Law [Angelus Press, Kansas City, 1994. Price:
$9.95], must be mentioned. It presents a strictly juridical analysis which denies the validity of the excommunication and of the accusation of schism, reaching the same
conclusion as Fr. Kaschewski.10

We have wished to mention these precedents also in order to draw attention to the fact that Fr. Murray concludes to a point substantially similar to Fr. Kaschewski's. It can be
said, in fact, that Fr. Murray applies them to a concrete case. In our mind this shows that the tone of the norms of the Code of Canon Law is clear enough to have de facto
permitted the establishment of opinions that are "on the same beam." As laid down by strict law, the excommunication could not be declared nor could the censured act be
maintained as schismatic.

 

III. JURIDICAL TERMS CONCERNING THE QUESTION

A. Excommunication

Let us consider the strictly juridical terms concerning the question so the reader is able to get the clearest picture possible.

Archbishop Lefebvre has been condemned for having consecrated four bishops without papal mandate. On this argument let us follow the commentary of Fr. Kaschewski:

1. Episcopal consecration occupies the highest place in the hierarchy of consecrations:…The bishop enjoys two powers: I) the power of Order (in which is included
the power to consecrate priests and bishops); and 2) the power of Jurisdiction, which he cannot exercise if he is not in possession of a diocese. The episcopal power
is a power of divine right which confers on the bishop a proper authority and assures him of a juridical-constitutional autonomy which not even the pope can
suppress or modify.11

This autonomy which the bishop enjoys depends on the nature of his power, which springs directly from Our Lord because bishops are the successors of the Apostles and hence
enjoy that power which was conferred personally by Christ.

The autonomy of the episcopal power, nevertheless, does not mean independence. The submission of bishops to the authority of the Pope was affirmed in a very clear manner
by the 1917 Code of Canon Law (Canon 329,§1):

Bishops are the successors of the Apostles and through divine institution are at the head of the local church, which they govern with ordinary power under the
authority of the Roman Pontiff.12

In the 1983 Code of Canon Law, as a consequence of the democratic applications that Vatican II wished to exercise in the Church, the principle of submission to the pope, even
if present, is stated in an ambiguous manner (e.g., in Canon 375,§1). Yet, while maintaining a millenary practice (from Gregory VII on), even the 1983 Code of Canon Law
affirms that it is forbidden to consecrate a bishop without episcopal mandate, that is, without the previous authorization of the pope. And in fact the text of Prof. Kaschewski
continues thus:

2. It is licit for no one to consecrate a bishop without Pontifical mandate (1983 Code of Canon Law, Canon 1013). He who acts contrary to this canon incurs
excommunication latae sententiae reserved to the Apostolic See (1983 Code of Canon Law, Canon 1382). One incurs latae sententiae excommunication ipso facto
[by the fact itself], that is, at the very moment the offense is committed, and it is not necessary that the penalty be inflicted through a decree. For the illicit
consecration of a bishop the [1917 Code of Canon Law] threatened only suspension [See 1917 Code of Canon Law, Canon 2370; "They are suspended by the law
itself until the Apostolic See shall have dispensed them." - Ed.]. Only with the decree of the Holy Office (August 9, 1951), in consequence of the tragic turn of
events of the Church in the Chinese Communist Republic [where bishops of the Chinese "Patriotic Church" were being appointed by the governing communists -
Ed.], was the penalty of ipso facto excommunication introduced, reserved to the Holy See specialissimo modo [in a most special manner-Ed.]13

The 1983 Code of Canon Law does not give the definition of excommunication, which must be taken from the 1917 Code of Canon Law (see Canon 2257ƒƒ.). It consists in the
(external) "exclusion" from the "communion of the faithful." It belongs to that class of penalties called censures which are: excommunication, interdict, and suspension (1917
Code of Canon Law, Canon 2255,§1). Censures are "medicinal" penalties because they are meant to serve as a medicine for the one being disobedient so that he may be
convinced of his error and make amends. At the moment in which the offender or "contumacious one" recedes from his disobedience, the penalty ought to be remitted for
him.14Medicinal penalties are distinguished from those called "vindictive" [a.k.a. "expiatory" in the 1983 Code of Canon Law - Ed.] which have instead as their essential
purpose not the correction of the offender, but the restoration of the violated juridical order.15

The effects of excommunication are grave because it involves the prohibition of administering and receiving the sacraments. Yet, it is an administrative type of sanction that
can be removed by the same authority that has inflicted it. Moreover,….

...the communion from which one is excluded is not that internal [communion], inhering in the soul and embracing the goods of the theological life, as grace and
the virtues of faith, hope and charity , by nature invisible, but those external visible goods, entrusted to the Church and ordained to produce the internal spiritual
goods or the other external goods that are inseparably connected to the internal goods (e.g., sacraments, sacrifice, ecclesiastical power, etc.). Radical or ontological
communion, which makes us members [by means of baptism - Ed.] of the Mystical Body of Christ is not called into question by excommunication. 16

B.    Unjust Excommunication

Rev. Fr. Gerald E. Murray

A species of excommunication used to exist and still does exist among theJews17 and St. John tells us that those Jewish leaders, who were favorable to Jesus, did not dare to
declare that He was the promised Messias, for fear of being expelled from the synagogue, that is, of being formally excluded from the community of believers by decree of the
proper authority.18

The possibility exists therefore that excommunication may be inflicted unjustly. The "excommunications" which the unbelieving Pharisees and persecutors were threatening or
preparing to inflict upon the disciples of Our Lord, are an example of unjust excommunication:

They will put you out of the synagogues: yea, the hour cometh, that whosoever killeth you, will think that he doth a service to God. And these things they will do
to you; because they have not known the Father, nor me (Jn. 16:2,3).

Another well-known example is the excommunication inflicted by Pope Alexander VI on Savanarola.19

 

C. Excommunication Latae Sententiae and Ferendae Sententiae

There are two types of excommunication: I) latae sententiae is that excommunication where a sentence has been passed; and 2) ferendae sententiae, an excommunication
where a sentence needs to be passed. These classifications give the two most general categories of the penal law of the Church, which find application even in the case of
excommunication. A canonical penalty is called latae sententiae when "one incurs it by the very fact of having committed a crime."20 This means that the penalty inheres, so to
speak, in the criminal deed, without having to wait for a judge or a superior to inflict it by means of a sentence or a decree. On account of this it is said that excommunication
latae sententiae is applied automatically. The application of the penalty therefore has only declarative value, because the decree or the sentence which contains it is limited to
declaring the existence of it. This is so much the case that the juridical effects of the latae sententiae penalty are produced "from the moment in which the criminal deed was
completed" (1917 Code of Canon Law; Canon 2232,§2) and not from the moment of the sentence or declaration.

The excommunication ferendae sententiae" is, on the contrary, that which "must be inflicted by the judge or by the superior."21 "This occurs as a rule after a trial. In this case,
the sentence or the decree are constitutive of the penalty: they are not limited to declaring the existence of a penalty that already inheres in a certain behavior, but they cause it
to come into being, they constitute the term of the trial, which could, in fact, also be concluded with an absolution. Therefore, the juridical effects of the ferendae sententiae"
penalty are produced "from the moment of the sentence or decree," and not from the moment in which the deed was committed. No retroactivity exists here. In contrast to the
situation in the latae sententiae penalty, in the former case of the ferendae sententiae penalty there cannot be a penalty without a trial and consequent sentence or decree. The
difference is not small. The difference is so great that the 1917 Code of Canon Law specifies that "the penalty must always be understood ferendae sententiae,' unless it is
explicitly affirmed that it must be understood as latae sententiae.22

 

D. Imputability and Latae Sententiae Penalties

Every modern penal law takes into consideration the subjective element of the offense. In order that someone may be able to be considered punishable, it is not enough that he
has committed the criminal act, but it is necessary that he be imputable, that is to say that the breaking of the law can be ascribed to him as an action of a subject capable of
understanding and willpower. In other words, that the subject acted with a will freely directed to a determined end. In order that there be full imputability, it is necessary that the
subject has acted with the intention of offending [animus laedendi] or, as the Roman jurists used to say, "with an evil intent." In fact Canon 1321,§2 of the 1983 Code of Canon
Law says: "A person who has deliberately violated the law or precept is bound by the penalty prescribed in that law or precept…..

A weakened form of imputability is that which considers not the malice, but the fault, understood as the disposition of the subject who does not show the animus laedendi, but a
simple "omission of due diligence." The distinction is clear from the second sentence of Canon 1321,§2 of the 1983 Code of Canon Law, the first part of which we quoted
above: "...If, however, the violation was due to the omission of due diligence, the person is not punished unless the law or precept provides otherwise." In the case of a culpable
violation of the norm, the punishability can be lessened.23  

In the law of the Church the subjective element has always enjoyed a particular importance. This is derived from the very character of the religious and moral conception that
the Church has practiced, defended, and developed through its own juridical system.

In order that the subject be punishable he must be imputable. The 1983 Code of Canon Law states:

No one can be punished for the commission of an external violation of a law or precept unless it is gravely imputable by reason of malice or of culpability (Canon
1321, §1).24

The full imputability of the penalty is valid, therefore, for whoever has deliberately violated the law with full consciousness and intention. For such a motive, the 1983 Code of
Canon Law demands that, in the case of latae sententiae penalties which, as we have defined them, are applied without a judgment, malice and full imputability are always
presumed.

The condition of malice is required by Canon 1318 of the 1983 Code of Canon Law, which says:

A legislator is not to threaten latae sententiae penalties, except perhaps for some outstanding and malicious offenses which may be more grave by reason of
scandal or such that they cannot be effectively punished by ferendae sententiae penalties. He is not, however, to constitute censures, especially excommunication,
except with the greatest moderation, and only for the more grave offenses.25

The invitation of the Code to prudence and to caution in a matter so delicate is substantiated in the specification of three conditions necessary for the imposition of latae
sententiae penalties: 1) there must clearly be malice on the part of its author; 2) the offense must provoke grave scandal among the faithful; 3) the offense must not be
punishable through ferendae sententiae penalties.26

For the purposes of our discussion, it is of interest that the Code of Canon Law desired to place the accent on the presence of malice as a necessary requisite for the imposition
of a latae sententiae penalty. But malice can be demonstrated only if the subject is fully imputable, since only to a fully imputable subject can the moral fault of having
deliberately wished to violate the law be attributed. Therefore, if full imputability is lacking, the latae sententiae penalty of excommunication cannot be legally applied.

The requirement of full imputability of the offender naturally comes into play in every malicious crime. This is a general principle of every modern penal system. All the more
is it valid for latae sententiae penalties, given their exceptional character. And, in fact, Canon 1324,§1 [1983 Code of Canon Law], in ascribing ten circumstances attenuating
imputability, delineates in §3 of the same canon that in all ten cases "...the offender is not bound by a latae sententiae penalty ."27

 

E. Attenuating Circumstances and Exemptions

Attenuating circumstances do not eliminate imputabulity, but they do reduce it. They prevent the imputability from be characterized as "full." As a consequence of this, a
mitigation is had of the penalty already established or the substitution of it by other sanctions, for example penances. Penances are not technically penalties by definition, but
replace or increase them [1983 Code of Canon Law; Canon 1312,§3). Canon 1324 states in §1:

The perpetrator of a violation is not exempted from the penalty, but the penalty prescribed in the law or precept must be diminished, or a penance substituted in its place, if the
offence was committed by: 1° one who had only an imperfect use of reason; ……

The list of nine other attenuating circumstances follows the first listed in the above quote.28 Among these nine other attenuating circumstances two are of interest to us:
Numbers 5 and 8. Number 5 considers the case of one who was "compelled by grave fear, even if only relative, or by reason of necessity or grave inconvenience, if the act is
intrinsically evil or tends to be harmful to souls."29 The meaning of this part of Canon 1324 means that whoever has completed an action "intrinsically evil or tends to be
harmful to souls," not deliberately, but only on account of having been forced or from grave fear, necessity, or grave inconvenience, is entitled to have take these circumstances,
which attenuate his imputability, taken into consideration. This requires that the penalty not be imposed in its fullness and/or it be substituted by another type of sanction, as for
example, a penance.

But why doesn't the attenuating circumstances of Number 5 of Canon 1324 eliminate all imputability? - Because the action to which they have felt forced to perform was itself
"intrinsically evil" or tending to be "harmful for souls." Given this nature of the action, it necessary that a form of sanction be maintained in view of the common good. Among
the penalties which cannot be maintained. however, is excommunication.

In Number 8 of Canon 1324 on attenuating circumstances, there is considered, on the other hand, the case of one "who erroneously, but culpably, thought that some one of the
circumstances existed which are mentioned in Canon 1323, Numbers 4 or 5."30 It reads:

No one is liable to a penalty who, when violating a law or precept acted only under compulsion of grave fear, even if only relative, or by reason of necessity or
grave inconvenience, unless, however, the act is intrinsically evil or tends to be harmful to souls; [or] acted, within the limits of due moderation, in lawful self-
defense or defense of another against an unjust aggressor.

Besides these two circumstances, Canon 1323 of the 1983 Code of Canon Law gives five other circumstances that exempt the agent from all imputability, rendering the
application of the penalty impossible. The exemptions mentioned are those according to which the law has been violated through grave fear even if relative, necessity, and
grave inconvenience when the act performed is not intrinsically evil or does not tend to be harmful to souls or has been performed through legitimate defense.31 Therefore, for
that which regards the state of necessity [the category which is important for us to analyze - Ed.], when a norm has been violated with an act intrinsically evil or harmful for the
salvation of souls, there is had a circumstance only attenuating, sufficient however for excluding the application of excommunication which ought to be substituted for by
another penalty or by a penance. On the other hand, if the norm was violated with an act neither intrinsically evil nor harmful for souls, then imputability absolutely does not
exist and neither can a penalty nor another form of sanction be inflicted. If the subject erroneously thought himself to be within the conditions given in Numbers 4 and 5 of
Canon 1323 [1983 Code of Canon Law], namely of being forced to act in a state of necessity [or through grave fear, grave inconvenience, or legitimate defense - Ed] without
his action constituting something wicked in itself or harmful for the salvation of souls, then he has a claim on the attenuating circumstances. This means that even if the action
warrants excommunication, this cannot be declared because it must be substituted by another penalty or by a penance. When the error of judgment takes place without fault on
the part of the acting subject, then, rather than laying claim to an attenuating circumstance, the subject has claim to an exempting circumstance:

No one is liable to a penalty who, when violating a law or precept thought, through no personal fault, that some one of the circumstances existed which are
mentioned in Numbers 4 or 5 [1983 Code of Canon Law; Canon 1323, n.7].

 

Causidicus  (edited by Rev. Fr. Kenneth Novak)

[This article continues in a second episode the canonical aspect of the double study of the 1988 Episcopal Consecration of Archbishop Lefebvre. The SISINONO issues of July and September
(1999) dealt with the theological aspect. The third installment of the canonical study will appear in the March 2000 issue of SISINONO. - Ed.]
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but for their definition it is necessary to go back to the former 1917 Code of Canon Law. The "fixed" penalty is that established especially by a norm addressed to all [law] or
individually specified persons [precept]: "Poena dicitur: Determinata si in ipsa lege ver praecepto taxative statuta sit' [Canon 2217, cit.l, 1°].

21.  Canon2217,§2, 2°, 1917 Code of Canon Law, cit.

22 Canon 2217 cit., §2, "Poena intelligitur semper ‘ferendae sententiae,' nisi expresse dicatgur eam esse latae sententiae vel ipso iure contrahi, vel nisi alia similia verba
adhibeantur." The concept is reaffirmed in the 1983 Code of Canon Law, which in Canon 1314 reassumes the exposition of the 1917 Code: "Poena plerumque est 'ferendae
sententiae’, ita ut reum non teneat, nisi postquam irrogate sit; est autem 'latae sententiae, ' ita us in eam incurratur ipso facto commissi delicti, si lex vel praeceptum id expresse
statuat." [See p.753 of the Commento cit.: "The penalty is generally ferendae sententiae, such that it does not oblige the guilty one if it has not afterwards been inflicted; but it
is latae sententiae such that it is incurred through the very fact of the offense having been committed, if the law or the precept expressly establish it."] On the declarative and
constitutive significance of the act of the condemned, see Commento cit., p.489.

23. The whole of Canon 1321 of the 1983 Code of Canon Law reads: "1) No one can be punished for the commission of an external violation of a law or precept unless it is
gravely imputable by reason of malice or of culpability. 2) A person who deliberately violated a law or precept is bound by the penalty prescribed in that law or precept. If,
however, the violation was due to the omission of due diligence, the person is not punished unless the law or precept provides otherwise. 3) Where there has been an external
violation, imputability is presumed, unless it appears otherwise." [On this canon and its relation to the 1917 Code see Commento, cit., pp.758-759. The definitions present in the
1917 Code are clearer: cf. 1917 Code of Canon Law, Canons 2199; 2200.]

24. The canon has already been reported in its entirety in footnote §13.

25. This canon re-echoes Canon 2241, §1, of the 1917 Code of Canon Law: "Censures, especially latae sententiae, most of all excommunication, are not to be inflicted, except
moderately and with great circumspection."

26. Examine Commento, cit., on p.756.

27. Commento states: §3 [of Canon 1324 of the 1983 Code) articulates a general principle that every diminution of imputability frees from latae sententiae penalties otherwise
demanding full imputability [cf. Canon 2218,§2 of the 1917 Code.] When it is a question of latae sententiae penalties, the judgment of whether one of the causes (cited in
Canon 1324) exists is the concern of the delinquent himself. This is different from what happens in ferendae sententiae penalties in which there is a judge to establish whether
or not the cause exists [Commento, cit., pp.765-766]. If §3 of Canon 1324 states a general principle, this ought to be valid then for all cases in which a latae sententiae penalty
is foreseen, even for apostasy, heresy, and schism [1983 Code, Canon 1364,§1). Lacking full imputability, they would never be able to be punished by incurring a latae
sententiae excommunication.

28. “Violationis auctor non eximitur a poena, sed poena lege vel praecepto statuta temperari debet vel in eius locum paenitentia adhiberi, si delictum patratum sit: lº ab eo, qui
rationis usum imperfectum tantum habuerit." See also Commento, cit., pp.763 ƒƒ.

29. See Commento, cit., p.762: "The general principle of Canon 125,§2 [1983 Code under "Title VlI:Juridical Acts" - Ed.] decrees that an act performed as a result of fear
which is grave and unjustly inflicted is valid unless the law provides otherwise. However, in a penal matter whether absolute or relative, having taken into account the subject
who places the threat and whoever undergoes it, it frees from every penalty."

30. “...ab eo, qui per errorem, ex sua tamen culpa, putavit aliquam adesse ex circumstantiis, de quibus in can. 1323, nn.4 or 5."

31. "...metu gravi, quamvis relative tantum, coactus egit, aut ex necessitate vel gravi incommodo, nisi tamen actus sit intrinsece malus aut vergat in animarum damnum. "
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This issue of the Angelus English-Language edition of SISINONO is the third installment of the second half of a double study regarding the “state of necessity” invoked by
Archbishop Lefebvre to justify his consecration of four bishops on June 30, 1988. In our issues of SISINONO of July and September of 1999, we discussed the theological
aspects. Starting with the November 1999 we are discussing the canonical aspects. These remarks are for those who admit the existence of an extraordinary crisis in the
Catholic Church but do not know how to justify the extraordinary action of Archbishop Lefebvre on June 30, 1988 when lacking permission from Pope John Paul II, he
transmitted the power of episcopal orders to members of the Fraternity founded by him.

 

CANONICAL STUDY – PART 3 

F. The State of Necessity

From what has been seen in Part II of this canonical study of the 1988 Consecrations by Archbishop Lefebvre (SiSiNoNo, #36 in The Angelus, Jan. 2000), it is certain that
through the 1983 Code of Canon Law the attenuating and exempting circumstances have not only objective force, but also subjective force. This means that the canon is to be
applied even if the situation of crisis, such as the state of necessity, of grave fear, etc., exists merely in the mind of the acting subject, that is to say, be it the fruit of his own
erroneous judgment, an error which can even be due to his own fault, namely to a culpable ignorance which leads the subject to a "false judgment about some thing."1 Let us
return to the text of canon lawyer Fr. Rudolf Kaschewski, whom we have been quoting from in this series [see Is Tradition Excommunicated?, "The Episcopal Consecrations: A
Canonical Study," available from Angelus Press. Price: $7.95].

Even if one were to call into question, or actually deny altogether, the existence of a situation of emergency, as we have described it [i.e., his analysis of the dreadful situation
of today's Catholic Church - Ed.], the following would still apply:

No one will deny that a bishop who, in the aforementioned situation, consecrates another one, would be at least subjectively of the opinion that he is in a situation
of necessity such as we have described above. Thus one cannot speak of a premeditated violation of the law: for one who goes against the law but believing even
Wrongly that his action is legitimate, does not act in a premeditated way. The New Code [of 1983] is even clearer:

a) The person who thought, without fault on his part, that a circumstance foreseen in Canon 1323, Numbers 4,5, and 7 applied when he was breaking the law or an
administrative order, does not incur any punishment.

b) The violator of the law is not exempt from all penalty but the penalty laid down in the law or in the administrative order must be mitigated, or a penance must be
substituted, if the offense was accomplished by someone believing through an error, even if culpable, that he was in a circumstance foreseen in Canon 1323,
Numbers 4 and 5 (Canon 1324, § 1,No.8)….

Thus those who would suppose that the emergency exists only in the fantasy and the imagination of the bishop concerned could hardly argue that this supposedly
erroneous conception would be punishable.

Even if someone were to put it to him that he was guilty for having arrived at such a mistaken notion of the existence of an emergency (not, in fact, existing), still:

1) The automatic excommunication could not follow as mentioned in Canon 1382 [i.e., it could not be automatic].

2) In any case, an eventual penalty which a judge might apply would have to be more clement than that foreseen in the law, so that here, too, an excommunication
would be out of the question.2 [All emphasis in original.]

How can it be denied that, in the case of consecrations imposed by necessity, "a bishop is at least subjectively convinced that it is a question of a state of necessity detrimental
to souls"? The 1983 Code of Canon Law protects this very consideration by establishing a true and proper presumption of good faith, since it protects it even when it is
erroneous, that is, even when it may be the result of an error of judgment to be ascribed to the acting subject and not to the circumstances. It is evident that the current law
renders the application of a latae sententiae excommunication to the consecration of a bishop without mandate practically impossible, and that, therefore an excommunication
declared in contempt of that 1983 Code of Canon Law (especially of Canons 1323,1324) must be considered completely invalid with the consequent intrinsic nullity of all the
effects which canon law attributes to it.

How was the Holy See able to make such a mess of the case of Archbishop Lefebvre? - It has judged him to have had bad faith. Perhaps, while violating the principle that the
Church does not judge internal matters, the Church has conducted a trial on the intentions of Archbishop Lefebvre, something that only God can do.

The "Notice" that appeared in L 'Osservatore Romano (June 30 – July 1,1988) addressed the fact that in some circles the latae sententiae excommunication was considered
completely invalid. L 'Osservatore Romano took action against Archbishop Lefebvre's intentions by accusing him of bad faith. It said that in this situation "Canon 1323 [of the
1983 Code of Canon Law] cannot be applied," which considers, as we know, the state of necessity among those reasons that exempt one from penalty. L 'Osservatore Romano
proposed that even the supposed "state of emergency" in the Church was deliberately created by Archbishop Lefebvre in order to preserve his position of defending tradition
within the Catholic Church!3 This insanely ludicrous proposal does nothing more than show the bad will of L 'Osservatore Romano! It is clear! Obviously, it felt it necessary to
embrace this proposal because saying so means Archbishop Lefebvre acted in bad faith, preventing the application of Canon 1323 and thereby justifying the bogus
excommunication!

The "Notice" in question does not mention Canon 1324 at all, which establishes the ten famous attenuating circumstances exempting one from penalty, even in the presence of
error imputable to the acting subject. That which we have called the subjective relevance concerning the state of necessity, as conceived by the 1983 Code of Canon Law so as
to exclude every action against intentions, is passed over in silence by L 'Osservatore Romano.

It is sure that the Vatican authorities know canon law. The silence on Canon 1324 has, according to us, a specific reason. Please tell us, how can the supposed bad faith of a
bishop who believes (even erroneously!) in a state of necessity in the Church and who acts as he feels he must as a consequence be proven conclusively? It is a proof that can
follow only from judgments against his intentions, that is, a proof that is impossible to make. Yet the allusion to bad faith is quite clear in the "Notice." From this, the
antagonists will advance the proposal that this "bad faith" arose from a schismatic will which they attribute unjustly to Archbishop Lefebvre. The "Notice" says that the
consecrations of bishops in Ecône which were "performed expressly against the will of the Pope," are to be absolutely considered an "act formally schismatic according to the
norm of Canon 751 [of the 1983 Code], by holding that Archbishop Lefebvre openly refused submission to the Supreme Pontiff and communion with the members of the
Church subject to him."4 The so-called "schismatic will" of Archbishop Lefebvre will then be used to "prove" his bad faith in invoking the "state of necessity" in the Church.
The whole circular argument boils down to its central point: What is schism?

Before analyzing schism from the juridical point of view, we want to observe how the non-mention of Canon 1324 [which was heavily discussed in Part II of this canonical
study in SiSiNoNo #36, The Angelus, Jan. 2000 - Ed.] is tantamount to the exclusion by the Conciliar Church of every possible attenuating circumstance useful to defending
Archbishop Lefebvre and those others who, such as Bishop Antonio de Castro Mayer, maintained and are maintaining themselves faithful to the dogmas of the Faith. This has
become a constant in the Conciliar Church which has provoked a distorted representation of Canon 1324 of the 1983 Code of Canon Law.

With this in mind, we make reference to the opinion of the Pontifical Council for the Interpretation of Legislative Texts which attempts to debunk the well-founded thesis of
canonist Fr. Gerald Murray regarding the validity of the latae sententiae excommunication of Archbishop Lefebvre. Fr. Murray is an American priest who has no connection
with the Society of Saint Pius X. The "Murray Thesis," receiving the highest grade at the Pontifical Gregorian University in Rome, holds that the excommunication latae
sententiae declared against Archbishop Lefebvre, Bishop Antonio de Castro Mayer, and the four bishops consecrated, was not valid according to strict canonical law nor is the
accusation of schism valid in the formal sense (see SiSiNoNo, #36, The Angelus, Jan. 2000, p.18). Against the Murray Thesis, the Pontifical Council said:

Nevertheless, the validity of the excommunication of the Bishops, declared by the motu proprio and by the decree, cannot be reasonably doubted. In particular, the
possibility of looking for attenuating or nullifying circumstances concerning the imputability of the offense (Canons 1323,1324 of the 1983 Code of Canon Law)
does not seem admissible. As far as concerns the state of necessity in which Archbishop Lefebvre would have been able to find himself, it is necessary to
remember that such a state must exist objectively and that the necessity of consecrating bishops contrary to the will of the Roman Pontiff, head of the College of
Cardinals, never happens [emphasis added].5

This "clarification" clearly contradicts what is established in the 1983 Code of Canon Law. It affirms, in fact, that for the 1983 Code the state of necessity "must objectively
exist," but in fact, according to the same 1983 Code, the state of necessity, as we have already shown, can exist only subjectively. Hence, the "clarification" misrepresents the
norms in force, as if the 1983 Code considered the state of necessity only in its objective reality, as is the case of the 1917 Code of Canon Law. The Pontifical Council passes
over in silence the attenuating circumstances that the Holy See should have legitimately considered had it wanted to, in order to prevent the application of a latae sententitae
excommunication that was not only unjust but also invalid.

 

G. Schism, and Consecration Without Mandate

What was written by Prof. Kaschewski and reported above (SiSiNoNo, Jan. 2000, p.18; also in this issue, p.18) shows how consecration without pontifical mandate and
schism are two totally independent things which by their very nature are not related. They are governed by two distinct canons of the 1983 Code of Canon Law [i.e., Canon
1382 for consecration without pontifical mandate, and Canon 1364, §I for schism - Ed.] even if the penalty provided is the same.

Nevertheless the documents which declare or explain the condemnation of Archbishop Lefebvre all contain the accusation of schism, and of schism in the formal sense,
beginning with the already cited anonymous "Notice" from L 'Osservatore Romano of June 30 - July 1, 1988, published two days before the official documents of the Holy See.
In the "Notice," it is affirmed that, since to "no bishop is it permitted to consecrate anyone as Bishop, unless it is first established that a pontifical mandate has been issued
(1983 Code, Canon 1013 ), the episcopal consecrations which took place:

were performed expressly against the will of the Pope with a formally schismatic act according to the norm of Canon 751 , he [Archbishop Lefebvre] having
openly refused submission to the Supreme Pontiff and communion with the members of the Church subject to him.

 

 

"We are not schismatic and we do
not want to found a new Church.
Our attachment to the ternal
Church is obvious. But today
there is an emergency situation.
The "modern" Church is
apostatizing: it is not doing what
it was founded to do. What the
Churchhas always condemend is
now permitted: liberalism and
communism are acceptable:
ecumenism is in the process of
destroying our Faith. If I too were
to teach error, I would aid in this
destruction and the loss of souls."

 

 

As a consequence of this, the "Notice" says that:

he cannot even apply Canon 1323, any relevant matter foreseen by him not being verified in this case, since even the alleged "necessity" was deliberately created
by Archbishop Lefebvre in order to preserve a posture of separation from the Catholic Church, notwithstanding the offers of communion and the concessions made
by the Holy Father John Paul II.6

The official declarations of excommunication on the part of Cardinal Gantin Guly 1, 1988) affirm likewise that Archbishop Lefebvre has "...performed a schismatical act by the
episcopal consecration of four priests without pontifical mandate and contrary to the will of the Supreme Pontiff..."7 Also the motu proprio of the Pope, Ecclesia Dei Adflicta
July 2, 1988), condemns the consecrations of Ecône as a "schismatic act" using the same faulty theological and canonical reasoning as that in the "Notice":

...In itself, this act was one of disobedience towards the Roman Pontiff in a very grave matter and of supreme importance for the unity of the Church, such as is the
ordination of bishops whereby the apostolic succession is sacramentally perpetuated. Hence such disobedience - which implies in practice the rejection of the
Roman primacy - constitutes a schismatic act. [A citation of Canon 751 of the 1983 Code of Canon Law defining "schism" is inserted here. - Ed.] In performing
such an act, notwithstanding the formal canonical warning sent to them by the Cardinal Prefect of the Congregation for Bishops on June 17 last, Archbishop
Lefebvre and the priests Bernard Fellay, Bernard Tissier de Mallerais, Richard Williamson, and Alfonso de Galarreta, have incurred the grave penalty of
excommunication envisaged by ecclesiastical law… [The reference to Canon 1382 is inserted here which, as we know, provides for latae sententiae
excommunication for consecration without pontifical mandate.8]

Only the anonymous "Notice" of L'Osservatore Romano speaks expressly of a "formally" schismatic act. As already mentioned, this "Notice" furnishes the so-called "canonical
motivation" for the condemnation which would appear in the same paper two days later (July 3) with the simultaneous publication of the Decree of the Office of the
Congregation for Bishops (see Archbishop Lefebvre and the Vatican, p.126) and of the motu proprio, Ecclesia Dei Adflicta. The "Notice" is therefore of extreme importance
because it makes clear that the Vatican did not consider applying the nullifications provided by Canon 1323 of the 1983 Code of Canon Law because it accused Archbishop
Lefebvre of giving life to a true and proper schism in the formal sense, which, by definition, is manifested by the denial of the primacy of Peter and the creation of a parallel
"Church." This being the mindset of the Vatican, it is not possible for it to invoke any circumstance nullifying imputability. This imputation of schism by the Vatican was not
repudiated by the Decree of the Office of the Congregation for Bishops nor by Ecclesia Dei Adflicta, although both use the adjective "schismatic" without the adverb
"formally."

Archbishop Lefebvre has been charged twice over, that is, with both disobedience and schism in the formal sense. Be it the one or the other, they cause the acting subject to
incur excommunication ipso iure. If two offenses have been imputed to Archbishop Lefebvre, has he incurred two excommunications at the same time? The dean of the faculty
of Canon Law at the Institut Catholique (Paris, France) maintains that schism is not created per se by the consecration of a bishop without papal mandate. What causes schism
is the subsequent conferral of an Apostolic Mission upon this bishop, a symbol of the usurpation of power of the Supreme Pontiff proving one wishes to constitute a parallel
Church.9

On the same note, the canonist Neri Capponi of the Faculty of Jurisprudence of the University of Florence states that in order to consummate a schism, Archbishop Lefebvre
would have had to establish his own hierarchy.10 Theological and canonical doctrine hold that the essential requisites for a schism in the formal sense consist in 1) the express
denial of the papal primacy; 2) the denial of communion with members of the Church, and 3) the conferral of the power of jurisdiction.11

The first two requisites do not necessarily have to concur; only one of them is enough. And if they are not explicitly affirmed, by themselves or together, the act of the
conferring of the power of jurisdiction is sufficient to create schism. This act, implying the establishment of an official ecclesiastical jurisdiction over a determinate territory,
causes a proper hierarchy to be born, created with that act and therefore distinct from that of Holy Church and parallel to it. Here we have a formal rupture of unity. The act of
disobedience alone (such as an episcopal consecration without papal mandate) does not create schism through itself. Not every act of disobedience is schismatic, but only
those that meet any or all of the three aforementioned criteria. In the case of the episcopal consecrations for the Society of Saint Pius X, nothing done applies to be called
"schismatic." Though, yes, the act was disobedient (through force of events), no act conferring any "apostolic mission" was ever performed.

The act imputed to the Archbishop was only one according to the terms of law - the consecration of bishops. The excommunication is, therefore, one only. But the fact that one
unique act has received two imputations of illegality - i.e., "disobedience" and "formal schism" - shows that the Holy See wanted to establish an intrinsic relation between the
consecration without mandate and schism. For the excommunication to be valid from the point of view of the 1983 Code of Canon Law, the connection of these two different
imputations must find its foundation in the one act performed by Archbishop Lefebvre.

 

H. The "Mandate" at Ecône

The episcopal consecrations for the Society of Saint Pius X took place without the mandatum, that is, the authorization of the pope. Nevertheless a mandatum was read during
the ceremony. With what right? - With the right that springs from the state of necessity, correctly understood. At the beginning of the rite of consecration of the four bishops,
the following dialogue took place between the consecrating bishops and the Archpriest who presented the bishops-elect for consecration:

Do you have an apostolic mandate?
We have it!
Let it be read.

We have this Mandate from the Roman Church, always faithful to the Holy Tradition which She has received from the Holy Apostles. This Holy Tradition is the Deposit of
Faith which the Church orders us to faithfully transmit to all men for the salvation of their souls….12

If the authorities of the Church refuse their permission for an episcopal consecration required by the state of necessity created by a Catholic clergy infected with postmodernist
errors and which no longer transmits the deposit of the Faith, then it is totally legitimate to hold that the "Roman Church" of 19 centuries (excluding Vatican II) "orders" those
who have remained faithful to the Magisterium to "faithfully transmit" the Deposit of the Faith for the salvation of souls. The "authorization" of Archbishop Lefebvre to
consecrate these bishops comes from the Catholic Church of All Time and its Head of All Time. Our Lord Jesus Christ is the Head of the Church, not properly the Holy Father,
who by definition is only its Vicar pro tempore. If, in a case like the consecration of these four bishops, the earthly ruler refuses to authorize an act required by the public and
general necessity and totally in accordance with the Church of All Time, it is lawful to maintain that the Church supplies jurisdiction.

A mandatum conceived in this manner is totally legitimate from both the theological and canonical points of view.

After having declared in the first part of the mandatum the Authority which conferred this mandate, the dialogue continued:

...Since the Second Vatican Council to this day, the authorities of the Roman Church are animated by the spirit of modernism. They have acted contrary to the Holy
Tradition since "...there shall be a time, when they will not endure sound doctrine;…..and will indeed turn away their hearing from the truth, but will be turned to
fables...," as says St. Paul in second Epistle to Timothy (II Tim. 4:3-5). This is why we reckon of no value all the penalties and all the censures inflicted by these
authorities.13

That which is affirmed here is not a refusal of submission to the Pope nor a refusal of communion with the members of the Church. And neither is it the denial of the authority
of the present hierarchy, insofar as it is the legitimate Catholic hierarchy. More simply, validity is denied to "penalties and censures" inflicted or declared by an authority which
at the present moment is infected by a postmodernist spirit and professing grave errors and ambiguities such as to lead souls into error.

In this case, the understanding of the authority of the Holy Father to govern the Catholic Church is not taken in a purely formal sense, that is to say that, as though his authority
extends to making valid everything the pope says or does simply by the fact alone that he is formally invested with the authority of the papacy. This simplistic idea of authority
has never been Catholic. On the contrary, the perennial principle prevails, that is, "The corruption of law is not law." Therefore it is not enough that authority be legitimate, it is
also necessary that its commands are legitimate and do not contradict the reason for being of the authority itself. The sole reason for papal authority is that the Holy Father
propagate the Faith and extirpate heresy.

If authority is clearly infected by a postmodernist spirit, the spirit of heresy which has penetrated the Church through Vatican II documents like Lumen Gentium [which gives a
new definition of the Catholic Church (§8) contrary to that given by the Church herself for 19 centuries and thus placing the Church in contradiction with herself - Ed.]; if
legitimate authority shows itself by consistent and various acts and declarations to have lost the sense of the Catholic Faith, then let it be resolved that it is lawful to often ask
how much value ought to be attributed to the decisions of the Conciliar Church and if it ought to be always unquestionably obeyed as expressing the will of the God.

All actions made in the spirit of postmodernism and hence manifestly in contradiction with the purposes of the Church are "devoid of weight" and therefore invalid. On the
contrary, when Pope John Paul II reaffirms in conformity to Tradition the prohibition against women being ordained priests (L 'Osservatore Romano, May 30-31, 1994), this
action is unquestionably valid because it corresponds to the doctrine and purposes of the Holy Church of All Time. When, however, the same Pontiff declares Archbishop
Lefebvre - a bishop most faithful to the papal primacy, whose desire owing to the urgency of the age was to consecrate bishops to preserve the life of his priestly fraternity
which Rome had enthusiastically approved and which was found unreproachable in doctrine and ecclesiastical discipline, devoted to the formation of priests for the purpose of
helping souls in the state of grave general necessity - to have incurred a latae sententiae excommunication, we call this action invalid in the substantial plane, considered apart
from the formal plane already examined [i.e., constituted by conformity to what has been established expressly by the pertinent canons of the 1983 Code of Canon Law, which
nevertheless we claim exclude the possibility of Archbishop Lefebvre's excommunication ipso iure - Ed. ]. The action is invalid and without weight because it wishes to
exclude from the Catholic Church the defenders of Tradition with totally unfounded theological and canonical imputations because these defenders do not accept the New
Theology's concept of "living" Tradition professed by Pope John Paul II and other members of the present hierarchy.

Rejecting the validity for "penalties and censures" inflicted with a "modernist spirit" by Vatican authority does not indicate a rejection of the legitimacy of this authority insofar
as with this denial we do not confess any act of schism. It indicates that we declare unacceptable and invalid every act of authority that is contrary to the preservation and
perpetuation of the doctrine of the Catholic Faith.

Among these acts considered invalid are the suppression of the seminary of Ecône and subsequent suspension of Archbishop Lefebvre a divinis. The latter is to be judged
invalid because the Vatican did not consider the state of necessity in which Archbishop Lefebvre found himself as a consequence of the illegitimate suppression of the Ecône
seminary.

The mandatum of the episcopal consecrations reaffirmed a truth in the form of a general principle which implies, in the concrete case, the invalidity a priori of the penalties and
censures already inflicted or to be declared by an authority that is fundamentally postmodern and acting with a false notion of Tradition.

The Vatican's false notion of Tradition shows up in an explicit manner in the motu proprio Ecclesia Dei Adflicta where Archbishop Lefebvre is accused of having accomplished
an act to be considered schismatic for not having sufficiently embraced "the living character of Tradition." l4 In the language of modernism, "living tradition" is tradition as
understood by the New Theology, not the tradition which the Magisterium of the Church has always understood. "Living tradition" moves (that is, lives) by a dynamic concept,
moving to see truth evolve and see that evolution applied to Church doctrine, whose content is no longer unchanging but must be updated to the times. Thus in the already cited
§8 of the Vatican II document, Lumen Gentium, the notion of the Catholic Church is adapted to the demands of ecumenism, fundamentally denying that the Catholic Church is
the one and only Church of Christ, that the Christian denominations which cut themselves off from Her are not the Church of Christ. The notion of "living tradition" in the New
Theology is nothing more than passing off as being in harmony with true Catholic Tradition any adaptations to the falsehoods of heretics and schismatics by the Conciliar
Church of the past 40 years.

The mandatum concludes with the explicit, official motivation of the episcopal consecrations of 1988:

As for me, "I am even now ready to be sacrificed: and the time of my dissolution is at hand" (II Tim. 4:6). I heed the call of souls who ask for the Bread of Life,
Who is Christ, to be broken for them. "I have pity upon the crowd" (Mk. 8:2). It is for me therefore a grave obligation to transmit the grace of my episcopacy to
these dear priests here present, in order that in turn they may confer the grace of the priesthood on other numerous and holy clerics, instructed in the Holy
Traditions of the Catholic Church.

It is by the Mandate of the Holy Roman Catholic Church always faithful, then, that we elect to the rank of bishop in the Holy Roman Church the priests here
present as auxiliaries of the Priestly Society of Saint Pius X: Fr. Bernard Tissier de Mallerais, Fr. Richard Williamson, Fr. Alfonso de Galarreta, Fr. Bernard
Fellay.15

The text is most clear. On account of the state of necessity in which he had come to find himself, Archbishop Lefebvre knew he had to "transmit his episcopal grace" without
further delay to other priests, satisfying the legitimate expectations of seminarians and faithful, for the salvation of their souls. To the bishops consecrated by him he gave the
power of order, not the power of jurisdiction, so that they "might be best called "auxiliaries" of the Society of Saint Pius X.

Archbishop Lefebvre was consistent with the general stance taken and maintained by him for a long time. In the letter addressed to the future bishops, already prepared on
August 28, 1987, in which he was inviting them to take upon themselves this grave responsibility, it was declared in an explicit manner that he would confer on them only the
power of order:

[T]he principal object of this transmission [of my episcopal grace - Ed.] is that of conferring the grace of the sacerdotal order for the continuation of the True
Sacrifice of the Holy Mass and to confer the grace of the sacrament of Confirmation to children and the faithful who ask it of them.16

So you see, there is no intention to create a parallel hierarchy, and therefore, no power of territorial jurisdiction conferred. The jurisdiction that he did confer was unicamente
supplita ad actum, that is, a jurisdiction on a case-by-case basis at the request of souls in the state of necessity.

Even more important for showing the consistency and good faith of Archbishop Lefebvre is what he wrote Pope John Paul II (Feb. 20, 1988) six weeks after a presumably
favorable report had been given the Holy Father by Edward Cardinal Gagnon, President of the Pontifical Council for the Family, who had been assigned by the Vatican to make
an Apostolic Visitation to seminaries, schools, and priories of the Society of Saint Pius X. Told by Cardinal Gagnon the Pope had read the report and yet not receiving any
response from the Holy Father, Archbishop Lefebvre wrote this letter to Pope John Paul II expressing once again the three requirements he understood to be necessary for a
happy resolution of problems: 1) a Roman Secretariat composed exclusively of members chosen from within Tradition; 2) consecration of several bishops to be decided on or
before June 30, 1988; and 3) exemption vis-à-vis the local Ordinaries. It is the part of this letter which talks about the second of these requirements that we quote:

2) The consecration of bishops succeeding me in my apostolate appears indispensable and urgent

For the first designation, and while waiting for the Roman Office to assume its functions, it seems to me that you can entrust it to me, as is done with the Eastern
patriarchs.

If this is agreed to in principle, I will present the names [of the episcopal candidates - Ed]. to Cardinal Gagnon.

The second point is the most urgent one to be resolved, given my age and my fatigue. It is now two years that I have not done any ordinations at the seminary in
the United States [in Ridgefield, CT at the time - Ed.] The seminarians ardently aspire to be ordained, but I no longer have the health to be crossing oceans.

This is why I entreat Your Holiness to resolve this point before June 30 of this year .

These bishops would be in the situation vis-à-vis Rome and vis-à-vis their Society [i.e., the Society of Saint Pius X - Ed.] that the missionary bishops were vis-à-vis
the Congregation for the Propagation of the Faith and their own Society. Instead of a territorial jurisdiction, they would have a jurisdiction over individuals.

It goes without saying that the bishops would always be chosen from among priests of Tradition.17

From this text, the state of necessity for the Church and in the person of Archbishop Lefebvre himself clearly appears. What is more interesting is the qualification he gives
concerning the jurisdiction of the future bishops. There is no question here of threatening a schism. Archbishop Lefebvre is inspired with the precedent familiar within the
Church of the "missionary bishop," a prelate devoid of territorial jurisdition. with a jurisdiction only over individuals. These individuals are not predetermined by belonging
to any particular diocese, but are those who would be qualified before the bishop as persons in need of an act of his power of order.

Archbishop Lefebvre remained faithful to this letter to the Holy Father and to the mandatum of the consecrations by conferring only the power of order upon the four bishops
consecrated by him. While it can be maintained that the bishops consecrated by him are not exactly identical to "missionary bishops," it can be said that the "auxiliary" bishops
of the Society of Saint Pius X are effectively "missionary," because they have received (only) a power of order to be exercised with a supplied jurisdiction over individuals.18

 

Causidicus (edited and abridged by Rev. Fro Kenneth Novak)

[This article continues in a third episode the canonical aspect of the double study of the 1988 Episcopal Consecration of Archbishop Lefebvre. The SiSiNoNo
issues of July and September (1999) dealt with the theological aspect. The fourth installment of the canonical study will appear in the May 2000 issue of
SiSiNoNo. - Ed.]

 

1. This is the doctrinal definition of "Error" as found in Commento ai Codice di Diritto Canonico [a.k.a., Commento], p.761: "Error, which is in reference to an action done out
of ignorance, is a false judgment about some thing." As regards ignorance, it is "the lack of due knowledge, that is, an habitual state." It can be culpable (i.e., "slight, grave,
crass or supine, affected or fully deliberate"). Ignorance that "removes all penal imputability is only that which is inculpable" (op. cit., p.761).

2. See Is Tradition Excommunicated?, "The Episcopal Consecrations: A Canonical Study," by Rev. Fr. Rudolf Kaschewsky, pp.108,109 [available from Angelus Press. Price:
$7.95], translated from Una Voce Korrespondence, March-April 1988.

3. L 'Osservatore Romano, cit.

4. L 'Osservatore Romano, cit. Canon 751 of the 1983 Code of Canon Law reads: "Heresy is the obstinate denial or doubt, after baptism, of a truth which must be believed by
divine and catholic faith. Apostasy is the total repudiation of the christian faith. Schism is the withdrawal of submission to the Supreme Pontiff or from communion with the
members of the Church subject to him."
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"Schismatique" in the Dictionnaire de Droit Canonique, col. 886,887.
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17. Archbishop Lefebvre and the Vatican, pp.42,43.

18. The bishops consecrated as "auxiliaries" of the Society of Saint Pius X are not to be included in the category of "auxiliary bishop" without "right of succession," referred to
in Canon 403, § I of the 1983 Code of Canon Law. These latter enjoy the power of jurisdiction over the territory of a diocese, being placed alongside [a latere] the diocesan
bishop when "he is not able personally to fulfil all the episcopal offices as the good of souls would demand" (Commento, cit., p.241). It must be remembered that jurisdiction in
actu supplita is not the same as in actu expedita referred to in §2 of the Nota Praevia affixed to Lumen Gentium, this latter always resulting from a canonical mission. That
which justifies jurisdiction supplita in actu is especially the state of necessity, in particular in the case of grave error and of heresy which have been publicly spread, also and
above all on account of a temporary cessation of the authority of the official Church. In a similar situation, grave necessity of the many which is effected by a danger of
seduction to error is equated by unanimous teaching to the extreme necessity of the individual as can be had in the danger of death.
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This issue of the Angelus English-Language edition of SISINONO is the fourth installment of the second half of a double study regarding the “state of necessity” invoked by
Archbishop Lefebvre to justify his consecration of four bishops on June 30, 1988. In our issues of SISINONO of July and September of 1999, we discussed the theological
aspects. Starting with the November 1999 we are discussing the canonical aspects. These remarks are for those who admit the existence of an extraordinary crisis in the
Catholic Church but do not know how to justify the extraordinary action of Archbishop Lefebvre on June 30, 1988 when lacking permission from Pope John Paul II, he
transmitted the power of episcopal orders to members of the Fraternity founded by him.

The bulk of Part 3 of this ongoing canonical study of the 1988 episcopal consecrations (The Angelus English-Language Edition of SiSiNoNo, March 2000, #37) dealt with the
notion of "mandate." It was conceded that these consecrations took place without the mandatum ("mandate"), that is, the authorization of the Pope. Despite this, we proved in
Part 3 that these consecrations were not, therefore, a formally schismatic act. In any case, a mandate was read at the consecrations ceremony in Ecône. With what right?-We
answered in Part 3, "With the right that springs from necessity, correctly understood."

Do you have an apostolic mandate?
We have it!
Let it be read.
We have this Mandate from the Roman Church, always faithful to the Holy Tradition which She has received from the Holy Apostles. This Holy Tradition is the
Deposit of Faith which the Church orders us to faithfully transmit to all men for the salvation of their souls....[Archbishop Lefebvre and the Vatican, Angelus Press,
p. 123]

In this part of our canonical study, Part 4, we will attempt to better understand what "schism" actually means.

 

CANONICAL STUDY – PART 4 

Understanding "Schism" in the Formal Sense;
Virtual Schism, and "Legitimate" Disobedience

If we analyze the mandate read at Ecône on the occasion of the episcopal consecrations, no will to be "schismatic" appears. No desire to establish a parallel hierarchy emerges,
neither from the words nor from the actions of Archbishop Lefebvre. And it is known that, subsequent to the ordinations, he never conferred any "canonical mission" upon the
bishops. In the years since 1988, none of the four bishops consecrated that day has behaved as if he were titular of a diocese.

The accusation of schism in the formal sense contained in the Vatican documents is based on the text of the mandate of Ecône and on the act represented by it. The
consecrations performed (by necessity, we argue) against the will of the Pope are considered by the Vatican to constitute an act of disobedience further considered by it to be
"schismatic." This opinion is contrary to the accepted principles according to which, as we have seen, it is necessary always to distinguish between "disobedience" and
"schism." This appears in a clear manner from the decree of Card. Gantin (see the Angelus English-Language Edition of SiSiNoNo, Nov. 1999, §35, pp. 20ff.) who speaks of an
act "by its nature" schismatic. In the opinion of the Cardinal, the consecration without mandate is an act "in itself of disobedience, and this disobedience, regarding a most grave
matter concerning the unity of the Church through apostolic succession, involves a true repudiation (“vera repudiatio”) of the Roman Primacy and for this reason is to be
considered a "schismatic act." His claim is because it denies the unity of the Church "this disobedience effects a schismatic act."

The sense of the text is clear: the disobedience of Archbishop Lefebvre was so serious it implied a refusal of the primacy of Peter, putting into doubt the unity of the Church,
and therefore, must be considered "schismatic." In fact, the Cardinal has attributed a new quality to disobedience which makes him now consider the disobedience to be
"schismatic." The Archbishop found himself accused of a "schismatic act" in the objective sense, an accusation derived from the assumed quality of the act alone attributed to
it by Cardinal Gantin, which, through itself, is not schismatic! In addition, there exists no declaration of will by Archbishop Lefebvre to be schismatic, nor of further acts
necessary to prove the existence of schism in the formal sense.

This concept of schism is totally unknown either to canon law or to theology. The Holy See made an innovation with regard to the current law, enforcing against Archbishop
Lefebvre a notion of schism in the formal sense, different from what is admitted by Church doctrine and the 1983 Code of Canon Law. This new notion of schism is
unacceptable because it does not distinguish between disobedience and schism, that is, between legitimate and illegitimate disobedience. Instead, it interprets any act of
disobedience as an act in itself schismatic.

In the case of these episcopal consecrations, can a schism in the purely objective sense exist? That is to say, can a schism exist in the absence of a will annunciated and in the
absence of the institution of a parallel hierarchy through an illegitimate "canonical mission"? No canonist or theologian would admit the existence of a schism thus conceived.
It is true that the 1983 Code of Canon Law does not define the specific "schismatic act," but merely the concept of schism which refers substantially to St. Thomas Aquinas, but
that does allow the Holy See to invent a new category of schismatic act, moreover one which is contrary to what doctrine has always maintained!

Of course, the Pope, supreme legislator and foremost teacher of the Church, has the power to innovate with respect to the Code. But, for him to do so, he must proclaim he is
doing so, namely, by establishing and defining a new type of offense. Whatever he may call it-"objective schism," or "objectively schismatic disobedience"-he cannot sneak
around doing so nor establish a proper procedure as if it were a question of the mere application of the law in force. The fact that the Code does not define "schismatic act" does
not mean that the supreme authority can establish, between today and tomorrow, without creating new norms to which it assumes legislative responsibility, that a determinate
act must be considered "by its nature" schismatic. On the contrary, it means that the Code of Canon Law must be interpreted by deferring the determination of a "schismatic
act" to the consolidated canonical and theological doctrine of the Church and her practice through the ages. The supreme authority cannot ignore this deferment without falling
into arbitrariness.

What is then the notion of "schism" in the formal sense? In Canon 751 of the 1983 Code of Canon Law "schism" is defined as "the withdrawal from submission to the Supreme
Pontiff or from communion with the members of the Church subject to him."1

This withdrawal gives life to a separation from the body of the Church and represents a rupture of the unity of the Church. It is to be noted that, on the conceptual plane,
schism can be had also by withdrawing oneself from communion with members of the Church only, who are subject to the Pope, without, at the same time withdrawing oneself
from subjection to the Pope, or vice versa. The sin of schism is contrary to charity because it "directly and through itself opposes unity," given that not accidentally, but through
its nature, a schismatic "intends to separate himself from the unity which charity produces." Schismatics are those who, in violating the command of charity, separate
themselves from the Church willfully and intentionally. The unity of the Church must be considered in two ways in themselves linked together: 1) "in the mutual connection or
communion of the members of the Church" and, 2) "in the subordination of all the members of the Church to the one head according to Colossians 2:18-19." The head "is
Christ Himself, whose Vicar in the Church is the Supreme Pontiff." That is why St. Thomas Aquinas says:

[S]chismatics are those who refuse to submit to the Supreme Pontiff, and to hold communion with those members of the Church who acknowledge his supremacy.2

He gives therefore the concept of schism just as we find it even today in the Code of Canon Law.

Schism is a special type of sin in itself that demands proper qualifications. It cannot be reduced to simple disobedience as such, as the Vatican wishes, inasmuch as
disobedience is the source of every sin, as St. Thomas Aquinas recalls in this objection to which he then proceeds to reply:

Further, a man is apparently a schismatic if he disobeys the Church. But every sin makes a man disobey the commandments of the Church, because sin, according
to St. Ambrose, is "disobedience against the heavenly commandments." Therefore every sin is a schism.3

The reply of St. Thomas to this objection hinges on his indisputable reasoning that in disobedience that gives life to schism there must be a "certain rebellion" ("rebellio
quaedam"):

The essence of schism consists in rebelliously disobeying the commandments: and I say rebelliously, since a schismatic both obstinately scorns the commandments
of the Church, and refuses to submit to her judgment. But every sinner does not do this, wherefore not every sin is a schism [Summa Theologica, II-II, Q.39, A.I,
Obj.2].

For one to be in schism, there must be a manifestation of a rebellion which must appear from the fact of "despising with pertinacity the teachings of the Church and of refusing
to submit to its judgment. And every sin does not have this attitude in it. Therefore every sin is not schism."4

Schism is a "special" sin, which is to say, it can't be assimilated to another sin simply on the grounds of the principle that in every sin there is a disobedience. For St. Thomas,
schism must be characterized by "rebellion." If expressed by a "rebellion," then the schism is a question of illegitimate disobedience, for if the disobedience is legitimate, then
there is no question of rebellion! Torquemada says that theologians of at least the 14th century and later:

point out that schism is an illegitimate separation from the unity of the Church; they assert in fact that there could be a legitimate separation, as in the case of him
who refuses to obey the Pope, if the Pope commands of him something evil or illegal [emphasis added].5

In such a case, as in an unjust excommunication, "there would be a purely exterior and putative separation from unity."6

Doctrine has therefore elaborated the concept of schism as the illegitimate refusal of submission and communion. This refusal must be understood in an act or in acts in which
an illegitimate disobedience (or, rebellion) to authority is unequivocally manifested. In formal schism, the intention of the acting subject must be clearly manifest to
consciously deny submission and communion on which is founded the unity of the Church. Otherwise schism is virtual; it is present, that is, in the intention, but not yet
brought into action, not yet carried into an effective separation. It can already be a sin, even if it does not fall under the sphere of the norms of the 1983 Code of Canon Law.

Therefore by the notion of virtual schism is meant not only the attitude or the intention of the potential schismatic (schismatic in potency), but also behavior (conduct) that
objectively reveals a non-participation in the communion of the Church's members, even in the absence of an actual schism in the formal sense. This behavior, which manifests
a separation in fact, would reveal the existence of a situation of virtual schism. According to Fr. Gerald Murray in his interview published in The Latin Mass (see the Angelus
English-Language Edition of SlSlNoNO, Jan. 2000, #36), this is the situation of the priests of the Society of Saint Pius X and of the Catholics who attend the Tridentine Mass
in the churches and chapels of the Society. They cannot be defined as schismatics in the formal sense, because Fr. Murray denies that Archbishop Lefebvre can be considered
schismatic in the formal sense, but they would be presumed nevertheless to be considered as separated from the official Church and therefore as schismatics in the virtual sense,
canonically not condemnable but theologically reprehensible.7

This consideration, however, is totally erroneous. At the same time, however, the concept of virtual schism is also used in connection with heresy. St. Thomas reminds us that
while schism is a sin opposed to charity, heresy is a sin opposed to the faith. Schism and heresy are different vices, although whoever is a heretic is also schismatic.8 In this way
a grave doctrinal error can be professed which per se implies a virtual separation from the Church. In substance, this is precisely the accusation Archbishop Lefebvre charged
against the hierarchy that was condemning him as schismatic. Afflicted itself with the modernist heresies, the present hierarchy is to be considered virtually excommunicated
because the modernists have been formally excommunicated by Pope St. Pius X.9 Insofar as it is afflicted with a grave error such as that of §8 of Lumen Gentium about the
notion of the Church, an error that breaks per se unity with the doctrine taught for almost 20 centuries by the Church, we can apply this concept to mean that the present
hierarchy has placed itself outside the Church of All Time and put itself in a position of virtual schism.

Let us now put aside virtual schism and discuss the notion of a "schismatic act," the decisive point for the concept of schism in the formal sense. Yves Congar, a Vatican II
liberal theologian, summarized St. Thomas this way:

The schismatic act is therefore that evil act which has directly, properly, and essentially as its specific object one thing contrary to ecclesiastical communion, that is
to say, to that unity which, among the faithful, is the proper effect of charity. An act, in effect, is characterized through the object to which it tends per se, through
the fact itself of what it [i.e., the act-Ed] is. An act will show therefore the quality of a schismatic act when, through its very own nature, it will have as its object
the separation from unity, the spiritual fruit of charity.10

A schismatic act is, and cannot not be, that which has as its object the rupture of Church unity "directly, properly and essentially." Note that an indirect approach is not
applicable. Therefore, it can be said that a schismatic act has this aim, it has a certain sign, given not by disobedience as such, but by "the will of constituting through one's own
account a particular Church," according to the clear enunciation of St. Thomas.11 It is not enough "not to preserve concord," nor is disobedience alone. The manifest will of
constituting a separate Church is necessary. A schismatic act cannot be confined to mere disobedience, such as an episcopal consecration without papal mandate; on the
contrary, a schismatic act will be that which institutes a hierarchy of a parallel church with "canonical mission." But if this were to happen, such an act certainly aims at a
"separation from unity, the spiritual fruit of charity." It is the absolutely sure sign. Such an act is schism in the formal sense because with it one withdraws himself formally
from submission to the Pope, denying him the authority as Supreme Pontiff, namely as the head of the universal Church.12 This was the case with King Henry VIII of England
who by his own will set himself up as head of a self-styled national "Catholic" Church with its own hierarchy after having degraded the authority of the Pope to that of a simple
bishop of Rome at a session of the English Parliament (Nov. 3, 1534).

Without the schismatic act, without the "canonical mission," schism in the formal sense is impossible. And when is it that a schism in the virtual sense can be had?-Certainly
not when an exterior separation imposed by necessity is had. For a virtual schism, it is necessary that there be an effective will for schism, though in time it has not yet come to
happen. This certainly was not the case of Archbishop Lefebvre, nor of his priests and of the faithful who attend the Latin Mass at the centers of worship of the Society of Saint
Pius X. Contrary to the opinion of Fr. Gerald Murray, the Society maintains that it is incorrect to speak of it in regard to its being schismatic in the virtual sense. The signs of
any will of schism whatever are lacking on its part. In this case, any separation is imposed by the existing state of necessity and does not express a schismatic will of any kind.
The separation is not willed; it is endured. It is the price that must be paid for being able to celebrate a non-ambiguous Mass (as is the Novus Or do Missae), surely Catholic,
which preserves intact the Roman Rite which dates to the first centuries of Christianity, in order to be able to administer the sacraments, as for example Confirmation, with a
rite which is certainly Catholic. It is the price that must be paid in order to assist at this Mass and in order to receive those sacraments. It is the price that must be paid in order
to be faithful to the Church of All Time.

It is a separation de facto from the official Church provoked by the official Church itself. The official Church obstructs those who desire to be able to celebrate and assist at the
Tridentine Mass without having to pledge against their conscience to the "doctrinal correctness" of the protestantized rite of Pope Paul VI. There is separation because the
character of the official ecclesial society and of the faithful themselves is gravely corrupted by modernism in all its various forms-theological, moral, political, etc.-so as to
place the faith of the Catholic who would be constrained to have contact with it in grave danger (see the Angelus English-Language Edition of SiSiNoNo, Nov., 1999, #35). We
are here considering a Catholic who considers the salvation of his soul as the most important thing for him. Are we to define him as a "virtual schismatic" who is not able in
conscience to have anything to do with the priests of the present hierarchy nor with the laity who gravitate around them, given their corrupted faith? Can we say he who is at
least uncertain and constrained in an unprecedented state of necessity to live in such a condition of separation is virtually schismatic? We don't think so.

If he is a virtual schismatic, then so were those who were kept separated from the Arians while the Arians were ruling over the official Church of that time. Even St. Athanisius
would have to be considered a virtual schismatic. His famous passage, "They [the Arians] have the churches, we have the faith," reveals that such a separation was there even in
the absence of a new rite of Mass.

Therefore, there is no virtual schism for the priests of the Society of Saint Pius X nor for the faithful who attend their functions and listen to their teachings in the sermons,
spiritual exercises, and catechism classes. Their position is simply that of him who, on account of the state of necessity, is forced into a temporary legitimate disobedience.

It is legitimate disobedience to disobey the implicit and explicit command to consider Vatican II doctrinally correct and to behave accordingly. It is legitimate disobedience to
disobey the command to assist at the Mass of Pope Paul VI, so protestantized and so agreeable to heretics and non-Christians. Legitimate disobedience has always been
admitted by theologians when the legitimate Catholic authority orders the doing of things contrary to the faith or which put into danger the salvation of the soul. "Justified
separation from the orientations of the hierarchy for the time," which are in contradiction to the Magisterium of All Time, is not equivalent to "separation from the Church."
The separation now is only for a time from the error unfortunately professed by the hierarchy and has been amply reaffirmed and illustrated by the essay, "Neither Schismatic
Nor Excommunicated" to which we defer.13 (See Is Tradition Excommunicated? Available from Angelus Press. Price: $7.95.)

By those forced to exercise it, this disobedience is conceived as temporary because it is imposed by the state of necessity which will last as long as the crisis in the Church lasts.
One day, however, the crisis will end and the Catholic hierarchy will return to sane doctrine. It is of faith: "the gates of hell will not prevail against it." The present state of
necessity will faint away along with its right to disobey the illegitimate commands of formally legitimate authority.

 

The imaginary schism

Therefore, the schism declared against Archbishop Lefebvre is not included in any category known and recognized as schism. There is no schism in the formal sense; there
cannot be schism in the virtual sense. The judgment of condemnation of the Holy See was fabricated from a "pseudo-category" on theological and canonical planes. We find
ourselves confronted with a monster. But such arbitrariness always tries to defend itself as good law by using appealing arguments which seem to have foundation. In our case,
the monster uses two arguments. We will proceed to give those two arguments here and then shoot them down. Let us begin with the first:

1) On the grounds that Vatican II has approved of a new concept of collegiality, it is maintained that bishops receive at the moment of episcopal consecration the power of
jurisdiction (1983 Code of Canon Law, can.375, §2). It follows from this that a consecration without mandate would be ipso facto schismatic. In consecrating without mandate,
the acting subject (i.e., Archbishop Lefebvre) would ipso facto confer on the candidates the power of jurisdiction without mandate.14 But if the power of jurisdiction is also
given, then there is schism. The fact that, once consecrated, the bishops were not given effective jurisdiction by Archbishop Lefebvre would not prevail to avoid schism
objectively on account of Canon 375, §2 already cited.

We answer that this argument is totally unacceptable. What in fact is the logic of Canon 375, §2 of the new Code? Let's read it:

By their episcopal consecration, Bishops receive, together with the office of sanctifying, the offices also of teaching and of ruling, which however, by their nature,
can be exercised only in hierarchical communion with the head of the College and its members.

This canon contains two propositions; one principal and one relative depending on it. The principal proposition states: "...Bishops receive, together with the office of
sanctifying, the offices also of teaching and of ruling,...."15

The age-old dispute, whether a bishop at consecration receives ipso facto the power of jurisdiction or only at its exercise, seems to have been resolved by the 1983 Code of
Canon Law in a way favorable to the thesis that maintains the ipso facto position. In this matter the new Code has expressly applied the directive of Vatican II, as appears in
Lumen Gentium (§21) and in the Decree Christus Dominus (§23).16 The text of §21 of Lumen Gentium is taken word for word by the 1983 Code:

...Now, episcopal consecration confers, together with the office of sanctifying, the duty also of teaching and ruling, which, however, of their very nature
can be exercised only in hierarchical communion with the head and members of the college....

Note that both Lumen Gentium (§21) and Canon 375, §2 of the 1983 Code of Canon Law begin with the same primary proposition delineating the episcopal offices and also
include the same relative proposition regarding the exercise of those offices: "which [offices-Ed], however, by their nature, can be exercised only in hierarchical communion
with the head of the College and its members."17 The texts distinguish therefore between the powers received with the consecration and their exercise. This is a traditional
distinction, that between possessor of a right (i.e., a power) and its exercise.18 The realization of this exercise needs an act that authorizes it. It is not left to the whim of the
consecrated bishop. The exercise of episcopal "offices" must take place "in hierarchical communion with the head of the College and its members," namely, in communion with
the Pope and the members of the College of Bishops. In practice that means as related in the nota praevia in Lumen Gentium, that these powers can be exercised only uiuxta
normas a supreme auctoritate adprobatas." That means that communion is "hierarchical" and requires for its "activation" respect for the qualifications guaranteed by the
canonical mission related expressly by §24 of Lumen Gentium.19

Let us not enter into this arena on the merit of the erroneous semi-Conciliarist conception of collegiality which Vatican II attempted to introduce.20 For our purpose, it is
important to indicate the following point: if the power of jurisdiction given the bishop at his consecration must have also the "canonical mission" in order for that power to be
exercised [a mission which has not been completely abolished by the 1983 Code of Canon Law-Ed], the canonical mission is always necessary for the institution of a hierarchy.
And since schism in the formal sense is, as we have seen, the separation of oneself in order to institute the hierarchy of a parallel church, then for formal schism to be had an
illegitimate "canonical mission" is always necessary, too. It is true that with the system established by Vatican II, the qualification for "canonical mission" has changed: from
the act that confers a power (of jurisdiction) is derived the act that confers the exercise of a power, which would already be intrinsically present in the bishop from
consecration. But, despite this new system, for the purpose of the concept of schism there has been no change because the "mission" always remains the preeminent schismatic
act. It is the "mission" alone which confers the exercise of that power of jurisdiction from which a parallel hierarchy is derived. According to the current Code, lacking such an
act, as in the case of the consecrations carried out by Archbishop Lefebvre, there is no schism.21

Let us proceed to the second possible argument:

2) The condemnations declared against Archbishop Lefebvre point out how he, besides having acted without mandate, proceeded against the express will of the Pope, who on
June 29, 1988 requested him "paternally and firmly" to postpone the consecrations.

Now, it can happen that a consecration without mandate is not necessarily against the will of the Pope. If there is a state of necessity when it is not possible to obtain the
mandate, one can proceed to the consecration relying on the fact that the Pope will approve post factum. This is what happened for the bishops ordained secretly under
communist regimes.

But, in regard to the consecrations of Ecône, it is true that Archbishop Lefebvre received an "invitation"-in reality a warning-from the Pope not to proceed which was
communicated to him the day before the date established for the ceremony. Therefore against Archbishop Lefebvre weighs the double accusation of having acted not only
without the authorization, but also against the express will of the Pope. Does the action of the Archbishop against the express will of the Pope have an effect on the
determination of the criminal charge imputed to him? It is inquired here, therefore, whether his having acted against the will of the Pope was able to have made the action itself
make a leap of quality such as to confer on it the nature of a schismatic act. The argument is for a new type of schism through the declaration of censure "by the law itself," a
composite of two elements: 1) a consecration without mandate, and 2) a consecration against the expressed will of the Pope. This is the juridical and theological monstrosity
that has been instilled into the soul of the simple faithful so summarized: "Archbishop Lefebvre disobeyed the express will of the Pope; therefore he is a schismatic!"

The fact that, beside the absence of the mandate, there has also been a negative will expressed by the competent authority, does not change the quality of the unlawful act,
which remains always an act of disobedience, but of its nature alone not schismatic. It must not be forgotten that the Code includes in it a canon quite distinct from that which
establishes the penalty for schism, and that the link between the two types is not possible on the basis of other canons, according to the principle of systematic interpretation.22

That which makes the consecrations become schismatic is not the absence of the mandate for the consecration, as we have made clear by now, but its conjunction with an
illegitimate canonical mission. Neither does a declaration by competent authority make the action schismatic, which, besides the absence of the mandate, discloses also the
contrary will of him who must admit it. The presence of this declaration of will can constitute at most an aggravating circumstance for the disobedient subject, but only in the
internal forum, from the moral point of view, since the 1983 Code of Canon Law does not consider it among the aggravating circumstances.

In the case of Archbishop Lefebvre we do not believe the existence of an aggravating circumstance of the kind can be admitted, since he was acting in the state of necessity.
The state of necessity renders just every possible aggravating circumstance of this type, because the lack of the will of the legitimate authority [that which Professor Romano
Amerio calls "systematic desisting," in Iota Unum, available from Angelus Press. Price: $24.95-Ed.] to carry out the particular acts necessary for the maintenance of sound
doctrine and for the salvation of souls, is in a certain sense really the major cause of the necessity in which a bishop faithful to dogma comes to find himself. It is irrelevant to
the purposes of the imputation ascribed to Archbishop Lefebvre that the so-called lack of will in authority may be implied or unexpressed or manifested under the form of
prohibition. It is always a question of simple disobedience, nevertheless performed owing to a cause beyond control and therefore not imputable.

In any case, the fact that it has been manifested under the form of prohibition of an act in itself legitimate and necessary for the salvation of souls, is not able to justify in any
way the charge of a new type of schism and in the formal sense.

Due to the exceptional circumstance faced by Archbishop Lefebvre to work even against the express will of the Pope, undue consequences have been drawn. It is falsely
maintained, for instance, that his act, precisely due to that exceptional circumstance, is not limited to violating only "ecclesiastical law," but has represented a "break with
tradition," reasons for which what he did is to be considered "intrinsically evil" and totally "unjustifiable." Archbishop Lefebvre has been rendered responsible "for the
intrinsically evil act of an episcopal consecration against the will of the Pope."23 If this particular assertion corresponded to truth, we would be dealing with a new type of
offense springing from an unprecedented new category of "intrinsically evil acts." This is an untenable interpretation. Sound moral theology teaches us that an "intrinsically evil
act" is prohibited because it is evil; it is not evil because it is prohibited. It is a question of an act that is an evil in itself according to the "negative natural law" which prohibits
doing it even if danger to one's very life is present. For example: blaspheming, perjury, lying, murdering an innocent person.24 Disobedience to a command of a superior,
however grave, certainly cannot be compared to an act of such a kind, in itself evil, through its nature, independently from the law which punishes it. The consecration of a
bishop, done for the salvation of souls, according to the intention of the Church, is certainly not an "intrinsically evil act." If, in the specific circumstance, it is preliminarily
prohibited, it only means that in consequence of this prohibition it belongs, if anywhere, in that category of acts that are evil because forbidden, and not to that category of acts
evil in themselves and therefore "intrinsically evil."

The thesis critiqued here presents still another aspect which is quite deviant from what has ever been known in the Church: that of placing the express prohibition from the
Pope to carry out the consecration on the same level as natural law, that is, the Ten Commandments. If disobedience to a pontifical warning expressly directed to a person who
disobeys is said to be an "intrinsically evil" act, the same value is given to this warning as is given to the negative natural law [e.g., "Thou shalt not kill," etc. -Ed], since only
their prohibitions are applied to the act in itself evil. The warning of a pope is only one of the ways in which the supreme power of jurisdiction that he has in the universal
Church is expressed. This is a power which, even though founded on the divine constitution of the Church, is certainly subordinated to the natural law created by God and
occupies a position clearly inferior to it.

The consideration of those who say that no theologian or council has ever maintained the legitimacy of an episcopal consecration against the express will of the Pope25 is
irrelevant. The proof is obvious: what theologian or council could ever have been able to maintain the principle that the pope must be refused in order for the faithful to obey
God?! Even speculatively, the question was never posed. But, that is because there has never been a situation as that of today! No theologian or council could have foreseen a
crisis such as the one which has raged throughout the Church since Vatican II, a crisis more grave than the Arian crisis. Church theologians and councils aim to resolve the
problems of the time in the light of dogma. While the problem in question has never been posed practically by the Church, it does not automatically mean that it never could be
posed. On the contrary, what we are living through today demonstrates that the pinnacle of the present Church prefers novelties that contradict Tradition instead of defending
Tradition against the novelties and the innovations. Immersed in these novelties, the Church has deprived itself of comprehending a consecration which had to be done against
the express will of the Pope, since the same express will of the reigning Pope has itself systematically defended the novelty of the new rites, the new concept of the Church, the
new humanist concept of the liberty of man, and all the other novelties of the "conciliar" Church which are contrary to Tradition.

The critics of Archbishop Lefebvre are constrained to maintain contorted and even deviant theses because they want to make the facts say something that the facts do not
demonstrate. It is false reasoning to claim that the supposed "intrinsic evil" of the episcopal consecrations of Ecône is such as to render them "an act in themselves schismatic"
in accord with the untenable thesis of the Holy See.

Causidicius (edited and abridged by Rev. Fr. Kenneth Novak)

[This article continues in a fourth episode the canonical aspect of the double study of the 1988 Episcopal Consecration of Archbishop Lefebvre. The SiSiNoNo issues
of July and September (1999) dealt with the theological aspect. The fifth installment of the canonical study will appear in the September 2000 issue of SlS/NoNo.-Ed.]
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This issue of the Angelus English-Language edition of SISINONO is the fifth and final installment of the second half of a double study regarding the “state of necessity”
invoked by Archbishop Lefebvre to justify his consecration of four bishops on June 30, 1988. In our issues of SISINONO of July and September of 1999, we discussed the
theological aspects. Starting with the November 1999 we are discussing the canonical aspects. These remarks are for those who admit the existence of an extraordinary crisis
in the Catholic Church but do not know how to justify the extraordinary action of Archbishop Lefebvre on June 30, 1988 when lacking permission from Pope John Paul II, he
transmitted the power of episcopal orders to members of the Fraternity founded by him.

 

CANONICAL STUDY – PART 5 

The Specifics Of The “Murray Thesis”

Rancor towards Archbishop Lefebvre continues despite the passing of over a decade since his actions. It has fomented unfounded accusations against the Society of Saint Pius
X.

It would be illusory to expect anything different in the actual climate of decadence of the Church and of once-Catholic societies. Nevertheless, an exception was had with the
"Murray Thesis" sanctioned by the Pontifical Gregorian University [see The Angelus English-Language Edition of SISINONO, Jan. 2000, #36 - Ed.] which does justice to the
distorted charges against the Society. We will attempt to analyze the essential nucleus of it, just as it appeared in the summary of The Latin Mass Magazine (see "Gaps in the
New Code?," Fall 1995).

An unauthorized consecration of a bishop cannot be described as an intrinsically evil act, nor would it necessarily be described as tending to the harm of souls,
apart from a consideration of particular circumstances  which define more specifically the nature of the act. In our case, the direct violation of the Holy Father's
express will that the consecrations not occur gives this act of consecration a particular objective character (prescinding here from subjective considerations on the
part of Archbishop Lefebvre, which also legally condition the nature of the act in question, as we shall see), i.e., that of disobedience of a schismatic nature, as
stated by the Supreme Authority in the Church. A truly schismatic act always has the character of an act harmful to souls.

Therefore, Archbishop Lefebvre could not simply claim prima facie that §4 exempts him from the penalty. A prior question needs to be addressed, though: Can he
legally claim that a state of necessity existed at the time? Does the law grant him that faculty?1

Therefore, we are not in the presence of an "intrinsically evil" act and not even one "harmful to souls" unless it is proven that this act, in that it was carried out against the
express will of the pope, presents a "particular objective character," that is, of a "schismatic nature." But Fr. Murray recalls that, for the purpose of a correct juridical evaluation
of the act, the "nature of the act in question" does not arise only from the judgment which the Holy See has given to it, it arises also from the evaluation which the author has
given to it. In our case, this was Archbishop Lefebvre, who always invoked the existence of a grave state of necessity in order to justify it. The view expressed here by Fr.
Murray seems absolutely correct, according to the law, because, for the 1983 Code of Canon Law the juridical relevance of the act in question depends essentially on the
valuation which the acting subject (Archbishop Lefebvre) has given to it, much more than on the valuation of the authority (the Holy See).

But when do you have a "state of necessity"? A state of necessity results, recalls Fr. Murray, every time that there is "a conflict between a subjective right and a canonical
norm." But this "conflict" must not be seen only in the case of "ordinary" or "common" necessity, that is, when there is danger of "losing a good which is not indispensable to
existence." The state of necessity is also that in which one is constrained "to act against that which is prescribed in order to avoid the danger of an evil ensuing from the
fulfillment of this disposition."2 A state of necessity exists, not only when, by obeying the norm, one risks losing a good, but also when one risks incurring an evil. In each case,
a state of necessity always implies disobedience to a norm and therefore to the will of the legislator, which can be that already embodied in the norm of the Code of Canon Law,
or which is manifested in the form of an individual precept toward those who feel themselves to be constrained to transgress it.

We must examine the criterion necessary to establish the actual existence of the state of necessity. What needs to be done, from the juridical point of view, is to analyze the
relationship between the necessity invoked by Archbishop Lefebvre and Canon 1323,§7 of the 1983 Code, which dictates that he is not subject to any penalty who has violated
the law or the precept, while considering as present, without fault on his part, any of the circumstances provided for in Numbers 4° and 5° of the same canon, or in the cases of
superior or irresistible force, among which is the circumstance of necessity, and legitimate defense [see The Angelus English-Language Edition of SISINONO, Jan. 2000, #35 -
Ed.].

Canon 1323,7° contemplates the possibility of an error on the part of the subject who invokes necessity, but of an error without fault, a blameless error. In this case also, the
subject must not be considered culpable, and is exempt from the penalty.

Fr. Murray examines the position of Archbishop Lefebvre in the light of Canon 1323,7° because the existence of the state of necessity is contested by the Holy See, which
charges that the "necessity" was artificially created by the Archbishop. Was this state invoked following a diligent judgment on the part of Archbishop Lefebvre (Canon
1323,7°) or a negligent one (Canon 1324,§7,8°). The opinion reached must be formed by means of an analysis totally in accord with the express norms and with the principles
of canon law. The logical progression followed by Fr. Murray appears to us to be the following: 1) Archbishop Lefebvre invoked Canon 1323,4° which concedes the exemption
from penalty to whomever acted having been constrained by grave fear, even if the fear was only relative, or through necessity, etc., provided that the act not be intrinsically
evil (i.e., lying, swearing falsely, etc.) or harmful to souls; 2) the Supreme Authority, on the contrary, has conferred on this act a "particular objective character," that of "a
disobedience of a schismatic nature"; 3) a schismatic act is always "harmful to souls"; 4) if the act is "harmful to souls" then number 4 of Canon 1323 [invoked by the
Archbishop] does not apply, because in this case one is not totally exempt from penalty , even though having the right to attenuating circumstances.3

The evaluation of the conduct of Archbishop Lefebvre must therefore be twofold, because it is a question of seeing whether 1) his conduct essentially falls into the subject
matter of Canon 1323,7° according to which an error without fault is admitted as a cause exempting from penalty, or, 2) it falls into the subject matter of Canon 1324,8°, which
concedes simple attenuating circumstances sufficient to exclude latae sententiae excommunication. Fr. Murray says:

Culpability is not a question of moral fault nor even of malice, but of an imprudent attitude deriving from the lack of diligence. According to Fr. Murray, it is sufficient that this
fault not be "grave."4

Was Archbishop Lefebvre gravely culpable of a fault for thinking that there was a state of necessity authorizing him to perform the episcopal consecrations? If
culpability is defined as the "omission of due diligence" (Canon 1321,§2), it would be hard to claim that Archbishop Lefebvre acted without some measure of due
diligence in studying his decision to perform the episcopal consecrations based on what he claimed was a necessity of acting for the benefit of the Church.

His judgment was proclaimed to be faulty by the Holy See, but does that determination in itself mean that he was gravely culpable - in the sense of forming a
judgment in a negligent way - for continuing to hold his judgment? It would seem not.5

"It would seem not," because, as Fr. Murray points out, the law in force obliges one to here consider the situation also (and especially) from the point of view of the acting
subject:

The issue here is not simply the actual state of things as understood by the Holy See, but rather also the subjective appreciation of the person who violated the law.
If he exercised due diligence, and indeed thought there was a state of necessity involving the securing of the good of the Church, then [Archbishop Lefebvre]
would seem to be exempted from a penalty for the episcopal consecrations, according to Number 8 of Canon 1323.

Who is to judge if Archbishop Lefebvre exercised due diligence in thinking about and forming a judgment on this matter? Since it involves a question of the
internal forum, i.e., his thoughts, then we have to leave that judgment to his conscience as manifested by his statements…[I]t would seem that the presentation of
credible evidence  that he acted with due diligence...would exclude both the presumption of culpability, and  moreover, culpability itself.5  

The Murray Thesis maintains that in the case of the consecrations of Ecône, one can apply Canon 1323,7°, which excludes from all penalty one who has only believed himself
to be obliged to act in the state of necessity, provided that there was not a grave lack of diligence on his part. But the declarations of Archbishop Lefebvre do not allow the
possibility of maintaining that there was a lack of that kind. His behavior proves this also, given that he consulted at successive stages with different persons on the matter [see
Archbishop Lefebvre and the Vatican available from Angelus Press. Price: $12.45].

At this point, from a consideration of general character, it could be asked: if the subject exercised due diligence, where is the error in the evaluation? Doesn't that diligence
exclude it? In truth, Canon 1323,7° does not explicitly mention error, but denotes a subjective judgment which may or may not correspond to the facts.

An absolutely certain state of necessity was the one which today is recognized as having been present in the Church at the time of the Arian crisis, when heresy had corrupted
the faith of a substantial part of the hierarchy. This is an uncontestable fact. Equally certain was the state of necessity of the Church at the time of its public persecution, for
example in Protestant England or in revolutionary France. It is so in the case of supplied jurisdiction for the salvation of the soul of one dying. A state of necessity implied by
the crisis of faith, and therefore of the Church, will, however, be denied by those whose faith is no longer solid because they have been seduced by heresy. And so today, many
admit the crisis of faith and of the Church, but almost no one dares to draw the necessary conclusion, namely, that souls find themselves in the state of necessity. This means
that whoever, as Archbishop Lefebvre and Bishop de Castro Mayer, has proclaimed the state of necessity of souls, finds himself part of a small minority , and his judgment
appears only his own, even if objectively based on the actual state of affairs. But this judgment, even if considered erroneous by the majority (therein is included the formally
legitimate authority), is nevertheless safeguarded by the 1983 Code, provided it is a matter of a diligent judgment. This latter is not as such necessarily precise, because
diligence shows the good faith of the subject, not the truth of his conviction. Naturally, the diligent judgment can be true, even if it can present the appearance of error when it
is the judgment of an individual only or of a minority against the huge majority .The diligent judgment receives complete protection from the 1983 Code of Canon Law, with
exemption from penalty; a negligent judgment, invalidated by an error due to the subject's fault, receives a lesser protection, but nevertheless exemption from latae sententiae
excommunication.

This last benefit is that contemplated in Canon 1324, §1,8°, upon which the Murray Thesis naturally rests. After concluding that Archbishop Lefebvre and the four bishops
consecrated by him could not be penalized, in accordance with the provision of Canon 1323,7°, Fr. Murray says:

This canon [1324, §1,8°] offers to Archbishop Lefebvre and to the bishops consecrated by him perhaps the strongest argument that they are not excommunicated.
Number 8 of paragraph 1, like Number 7 of Canon 1323, refers to the thoughts of the person who committed the offence. The legal value given to an individual's
subjective estimation of the existence of a state of necessity by the 1983 Code of Canon Law seemingly renders the incurring of a latae sententiae penalty
impossible in the case of a person who violated a law or precept, either culpably or not, and without malice, while thinking that the state of necessity required or
simply permitted him to violate a law or precept.6

This is therefore the conclusion of a general character, perfectly based on the positive law in force in the Church. Naturally, the subject must have acted without malice or deceit
whatsoever. The negligent judgment about which Canon 1324, §1,8° speaks is almost always due to negligence, not to malice. The Holy See, however, as we know, has
accused the Archbishop of bad faith and therefore of a malicious attitude. Here is Fr. Murray's reply:

If law A allows one to violate law B in certain circumstances with impunity, is a violation of law B in those circumstances really a violation? It would seem not,
since an act cannot be authorized and not punishable, and yet be prohibited at the same time. If there is no prohibition, then there can be no violation. Law B falls,
law A prevails, the act regulated by law B is not subject to a prohibition or a penalty; hence its completion involves no deliberate violation, and therefore malice is
not involved.7

The first argument of Fr. Murray in favor of the impossibility of accusing Archbishop Lefebvre of malice is based on the observation that the exempting causes (and attenuating
circumstances) make the very concept of deliberate violation of the law disappear, with the consequent impossibility of imputing any malice to the acting subject. Moreover,
whoever violates the law on account of the state of necessity, is convinced of doing it for safeguarding a superior good: the purpose of his action is not to violate the law
(something that he does unwillingly), but to protect this good, and such a purpose shows the absence of that which is commonly understood by malice.

The second argument is the following:

Furthermore, if the judgment of the applicability of law A is not legally reserved to a superior, but is rather left up to the individual judgment of the person who
violates law B, then his appeal to law A [which exempts him from penalty - Ed.] is not illegitimate and cannot simply be gainsaid by the superior. The Code has
given the person in question the capacity, if not the right, to judge the circumstances, and then mitigates or exempts him from the penalty attached to a violation of
law B based on the legal qualification of his subjective appeal to, for instance, necessity.

If this supposition is correct, then Archbishop Lefebvre cannot be alleged to have acted with malice. It can plausibly be maintained that his intent was not to violate
a law, but rather to act, with legal sanction, in a way that would, according to his judgment, secure the good of the Church, by means of a necessary transgression
of Canon 1382 [already cited by us, which provides for "latae sententiae" excommunication for consecration without mandate - Ed.] in the extraordinary
circumstances he alleged to exist in the life of the Church. This intent to obtain the good of the Church by means of disobeying in this particular instance, but not
rejecting, the authority of the Supreme Pontiff and the submission due to him [insofar as the Holy Father - Ed.], would also exclude any direct intent to commit a
schismatic act.

If Archbishop Lefebvre thought, even culpably, that he needed to act because of the necessity of the Church, he is furthermore not subject to a latae sententiae
excommunication according to Canon 1324, §3. And as we saw, the code of Canon Law does not presume malice, but rather imputability (Canon 1321, §3). This
presumption of imputability falls "if it appears otherwise" (nisi aliud appareat). Such an "appearance," indicating at the least a possible lack of imputability, can
reasonably be asserted to exist in this case.13

This point of the Murray Thesis is important. It points out how Canon 1321 of the 1983 Code of Canon Law, with regard to the infliction of a penalty, presumes "grave
imputability through malice or through fault." The external violation of the law or of the precept must be referred to an imputable subject. Once the violation has occurred,
"imputability is presumed, if it does not appear otherwise."14 And in the case that interests us this "otherwise," which causes imputability to fail, did with reasonable probability
appear, according to Fr. Murray. But why is this remark so important? -  Because it reminds us that, through canon law, that which must be presumed, in the case of a violation
of the law, is imputability, not malice: malice must be demonstrated. In the case of Archbishop Lefebvre, the Supreme Authority has proceeded in a way exactly opposite: it
has presumed malice, without first making sure of the actual existence of imputability. But the latter was excluded or diminished on the bases of Canons 1323,7° and
1324,§1,8° and therefore malice cannot be presumed! Therefore the Holy See has fallen into a true and proper error of law, such as to allow us to consider invalid the
pronouncement of excommunication against Archbishop Lefebvre invalid. Fr. Murray continues:

Hence, it would seem incumbent upon the competent authority first to establish Archbishop Lefebvre's imputability, and then his malice in performing the
episcopal consecrations before declaring that the law has been violated in such a way as to incur a latae sententiae penalty. Whereas these two facts [imputability
and malice -Ed.] have not been established with juridical certainty, then there exists a well-founded argument to reasonably contest the validity of the declaration of
the latae sententiae excommunications against Archbishop Lefebvre and the other bishops involved….

 The administrative declaration of the Holy See appears to have failed to take into proper account the revised penal law of the Code of Canon Law, especially as
regards the mitigation of and exemption from latae sententiae penalties. Juridical malice has been presumed on the part of Archbishop Lefebvre and the bishops
consecrated by him. Subjective convictions on their part as to an alleged state of necessity are simply dismissed in an unsigned communique, whereas the Code of
Canon Law stipulates that holding and acting upon such a conviction, even erroneously, in effect prevents one from incurring a latae sententiae penalty.10

Therefore, according to Fr. Murray, there has been here also a possible violation of Canon 220 of the Code of Canon Law, which safeguards the "good reputation" which one
enjoys, because a person is branded as "schismatic," when there is on the contrary the well-founded reason to maintain that this person has not incurred the penalty.  Such an
action, an arbitrary attribution, "would be a violation of that person's fundamental right to his good reputation, which is guaranteed by the Code itself."11

Essentially, this is the Murray Thesis, a thesis absolutely correct in point of law which spells out the illegality of the procedure followed. The partial retraction made of it
afterwards by its author is incomprehensible to us.

In relation to the appointment of a bishop apparently conceded by the Holy See to the Society, it behooves us to underline that it was in
reality a concession subjected to burdensome conditions. In his letter of May 30, 1988, Card. Ratzinger wrote that the Pope declared that
he was "disposed" to nominate a bishop selected by the Society, but on precise conditions: 1) He demanded additional names on the list
of candidates, in order not to be conditioned in his freedom of choice.12 This was an entirely new demand being put forth, which, by
leading in fact to an extension of time, removed with one hand what was conceded by the other, i.e., the date of August 15 for the
consecration; 2) He demanded that the Archbishop write a letter to ask pardon and offer submission,13 a request that had already been
advanced before, but was now augmented by new requests, so that Archbishop Lefebvre would have had to publicly take a pledge not to
carry out the announced consecration of three bishops and to defer to every decision of the Holy Father in this matter. This request
indicated a lack of trust in Archbishop. Pope John Paul II did not concede the date of August 15th for the consecration of a traditionalist
bishop: he said only that he was disposed to concede, and only on certain conditions which made clear what Rome meant by
"reconciliation": a reabsorption, perhaps gradual, which strikingly resembled unconditional surrender. This "concession" of Rome did not
convince Archbishop Lefebvre that the state of necessity in the Church (or in the Society) had passed. In a manner totally consistent with
his convictions and in light of his accurate appreciation of the circumstances, the Archbishop asserted in his letter to the Pope of June 2,
1988, that "the moment for a frank and efficacious collaboration" with Rome had "not yet arrived." He had to continue down the path of
providing for the "state of necessity" in souls.14

 

The Law Authorized By The State Of Necessity

State of Necessity in the Church After the Council

We must discuss the right which is born of the state of necessity. The state of necessity exempts us from imputability, but does it engender for us an actual right? Prof. May in
The Disposition of Law in Case of Necessity Within the Church (see The Angelus English-Language of SISINONO, Jan. 2000, #36; also Is Tradition Excommunicated?
available from Angelus Press. Price: $7.95) draws attention to the fact that the 1983 Code of Canon Law

...does not say what is meant by this item [i.e., "state of necessity" - Ed.]; it leaves to jurisprudence and lawyers the task of giving it a precise meaning. But it is
clear from the context that necessity is a state wherein goods necessary for life are put in danger in such a way that to come out of this state the violation of certain
laws is inevitable.15

The "violation of certain laws" is not free in the case of necessity as in the case of one who commits a crime, but is "inevitable," because imposed by necessity.

The observance of the laws is clearly a good thing. Catholics know they must "serve the Commandments" not only in faith and morals, but even the norms of the positive law
of the Church and of civil authority. Nevertheless, there are goods superior to observance itself, and these are "the goods necessary for life," whose value is primary and
essential. When there is a danger these goods may be injured and their necessary possession impeded, then it is lawful to violate the established norm - for example, through an
act of disobedience - to prevent that from happening.

A situation in which "the goods necessary to life" are put in danger is clearly an exceptional situation of necessity. The juridical significance of a situation of that kind is
admitted by all the modern legal codes, especially with its importance from the standpoint of morality.16With regard to the Church, what form can it assume? Dr. May says:

In the Church, as in civil society, it is conceivable that there arrive a state of necessity or urgency which cannot be surmounted by the observance of positive law.
Such a situation exists in the Church when the endurance, order, or activity of the Church are threatened or harmed in a considerable manner. This threat can bear
principally on ecclesiastical teaching, the liturgy, and discipline.17

The "endurance, order, or activity of the Church" represent per se fundamental goods, because they are "necessary to life," that is, the supernatural life of the faithful, since
without the Church there is no salvation. The good of souls demands that the Church be maintained according to its nature and the intention of its Founder. The most basic sign
of this conservation will be its fidelity to the deposit of the Faith. The Church cannot be lost to the faithful for any reason. But this good is threatened in its three forms of
existence [i.e., "endurance, order, activity" - Ed.] when "teaching, liturgy, and ecclesiastical discipline" are corrupted.

In consequence of Vatican II these three forms of existence of the Church have entered into the most acute crisis, because doctrine has been attacked, on account of the
heterodox conciliar novelties; the liturgy has been revolutionized in an ecumenical and Protestant manner; discipline has been relaxed and adulterated by the democratization
of hierarchy and the relationship between the hierarchy and the faithful.

This situation has produced from inside the Church and is allowed to persist by the Church's hierarchy. The danger to the goods of faith and salvation is caused either through
that which the hierarchy does and wants to be done, or through that which the hierarchy does not do and does not want to be done. In the first case we have an unlawful use of
authority, because it orders the faithful to observe things contrary to the faith and to the salvation of souls, beginning with ecumenism and the secular form of freedom of
conscience. In the second case (the cessation of authority) we have a culpable (and therefore morally illicit) omission of authority, which does not keep watch over the deposit
of the Faith, but allows corruptions and errors to creep into doctrine, liturgy, and discipline. The corrective interventions of the Magisterium are in general limited to blatant
excesses and only in a substantially feeble manner; they never give the impression that an effective change of course is sought. The only exception was the prohibition of the
priesthood to women. The abeyance of authority persists because the authorities do not want to battle the revolution introduced by Vatican II, but merely to limit its excesses.

 

From The State Of Necessity Is Born The Law Of Necessity

The state of necessity exists for priests and the faithful knowing they must keep the Faith and secure the salvation of their soul. They suffer from unlawful commands and the
spectacle of disintegration within the Church. They cringe at seeing faith in contradiction to obedience, and obedience to the Magisterium of All Time in contradiction to the
current Magisterium, corrupted in the faith, even if formally legitimate.18

The situation is not hopeless. When objectively existing, the state of necessity carries with it its own proper right, the right to act in order to protect the threatened vital good,
even if for this purpose one has to violate some norms of the positive law in force. The action performed in the state of necessity is therefore the action of whoever has the right
to act in that way, a right instituted by the necessity itself. And whoever acts by exercising a right is evidently not able to be imputable of a penalty. Hence the words of Prof.
May: " A state of necessity justifies the law of necessity. The law of necessity in the Church is the sum total of juridical rules which apply in case of a menace to the perpetuity
or activity of the Church."19

There are rules in force which are not expressly laid down by positive authority, but are imposed by the nature of things. The thing here is the situation that has come into
being, which threatens "the perpetuity or the activity of the Church.”

"Perpetuity" of the Church refers to the spiritual and material continuity of her doctrine which cannot be interrupted. It is spiritual on account of its content and quality; it is
material on account of the activity of the Church, which can be materially interrupted in whole or in part by persecution. The spiritual continuity is the continuity of fidelity to
dogma, guaranteed by the constant handing down of the Magisterium of the Church.

When errors are introduced into the doctrine itself and therefore into the teaching, then the perpetuity of the Church is endangered even if error is not in every specific act of the
official Magisterium. On this account there has always been an objection to Vatican II in the name of fidelity to dogma. The number of objectors may be numerically small, but
what counts is that it has maintained the continuity of Catholic doctrine. It is an indisputable fact that the marks of authentically Catholic doctrine are found integrally in the
seminaries of the Society of Saint Pius X, and in a way as to be rendered practically inefficacious, in those of the official Church.20

 

Application Of The Law Of Necessity To The Concrete Case

The persistent threat to the perpetuity of Catholic doctrine represented by a teaching imbued with errors permits the application of the law of necessity. This justifies the
Catholic who, by disobeying the commands of the authority infected by error, attends the seminaries, the functions, the catechism classes, etc., of the Society of Saint Pius X
which has as its proper object that of providing for the serious state of necessity that has been caused in the Church.

The logical succession, which justifies the coming into being and the exercise of the law of necessity, can be represented thus:

1) The rite of Pope Paul VI and of the Novus Ordo, concocted by a commission of experts with the collaboration of Protestant heretics, is ambiguous and
theologically doubtful, after having acceded to the requests of the same heretics and even possibly of non-Christians.

2) As a consequence, this rite represents a grave danger to the Faith for everyone.

3) Catholics are obligated to attend this rite even though the Tridentine Rite has never been formally abrogated, just as they are obliged to accept all the decisions
of Vatican II and to conform to its spirit, which is at the origin of the Mass of the "New Order."

4) Commands that require doing something that places the faith in danger are to be considered, essentially, morally illicit and juridically invalid, (even if formally
valid because emanating from the formally legitimate authority).

5) The faithful find themselves in a state of grave necessity, because the primary goods of the Faith and of the salvation of the soul are greatly threatened by the
order to attend a rite per se dangerous to the Faith.

6) The faithful have the moral duty to defend the Faith, their own faith, and that of others, according to their capacities; this is a duty that is required of us by our
Lord in the sacrament of Confirmation.

7) Besides this duty, right reason, supported by the customary practice of the Church, recognizes a true and proper right to act in order to defend the Faith, a right
produced by the objectively existing state of necessity in which one may find themselves.

8) The need to safeguard the primary goods of the Faith, endangered by the commands of pastors themselves, authorizes the faithful to disobey the order of the
official authority to attend the Mass of the Novus Ordo or the Tridentine Mass according to Indult.

9) Disobedience is legitimate because necessitated, because it is the exercise of that right which springs from necessity .

10) Insofar as it is legitimate, disobedience is not imputable and hence not punishable.

11) Insofar as it is legitimate, disobedience is not schismatic.

 

A Repugnant Compromise

It is necessary to disobey even the order to assist at the Tridentine Mass conceded by the Indult by exercising the right that necessity ascribes to us. The Indult of Pope John
Paul II grants permission to celebrate or attend the Tridentine Mass on condition one admits "the legitimacy and the doctrinal correctness of the Roman Missal promulgated in
1970 by Pope Paul VI."21 Refusing to go to the Indult Mass is not to deny the authority of the Pope; it is to legitimately disobey his command, "If you want to attend the
Tridentine Mass, you must attend only that with the Indult granted by me", because he orders us to participate in a function in which the danger of losing the Faith is already
present in the condition required.

 

The "Extraordinary Competence" Of The Clergy In The State Of Necessity

The teaching of the catechism and in seminaries, the ordination of priests, the consecration of bishops, etc., are expressly allowed by the custom of the Church in cases of
necessity or grave danger. They are manifestations of that "juridical competence" which the state of necessity ascribes to priests. With these acts the void created by the official
authority is filled.

It is a matter of extraordinary competence, thanks to which a bishop is authorized to perform ordinations against the will of the pope, and the faithful to attend Mass in the
Tridentine rite (not of the Indult of the Holy Father). The character of "extraordinary competence" in the case of the state of necessity means that one can act not only in the
absence of a declared will on the part of the legitimate authority, but also in the presence of its will which forbids performing the act although authorized by the state of
necessity. This is because it is a matter of an act "necessary and indispensable" for the salvation of souls. The authorization does not arise here from a norm of positive law, but
immediately from the reality [i.e., "the right springs from the fact" -Ed.) and indirectly from a claim superior to that of positive ecclesiastical law, that is, the claim represented
by the will of our Lord and which we must qualify as normative. That right has, then, its ultimate foundation in the divine constitution of the Church itself.

However, the law of necessity must respect the "principle of proportionality." It can be resorted to "only when one has exhausted all possibilities of re-establishing a normal
situation relying on positive law," and it must be exercised only in that measure "necessary for a restoration of functions in the Church".22 It has a sphere that is not obviously
predetermined by the norms, but which must come about unmistakably from the nature of the thing, that is, from the necessity of the situation, without exceeding it. The respect
on the part of Archbishop Lefebvre for the "principle of proportionality" and his scruple of always following the requirements and competencies of the law of necessity are
demonstrable. When it is said, "Necessity knows no law," it does not justify any action whatever, but only that it forces one to ignore for a time the positive law in force. The
rights devolving from the law of necessity are not general, but flow from a specific necessity; therefore the action it justifies must be proportionate to the exigencies of the
situation. 

Archbishop Lefebvre's rejection of the "sedevacantist theory" finds its broadest juridical justification in a correct interpretation of the state of necessity: the competence that
springs from it, however, inasmuch as it is proportioned to the effective necessity, is not such as to permit anyone to take advantage of it to declare the Papal Chair vacant.

The competence established by the state of necessity, since it concerns the safeguarding of specific and determined goods, is limited to conferring on the subject the right to
point out those errors professed and put into practice by the hierarchy, errors which place those goods in danger, and to legitimately disobey explicit or implicit commands
which are equally dangerous for the aforesaid goods.

 

Causidicus [heavily edited and abridged by Fro Kenneth Novak]

[This article concludes the seven-part series on the 1988 Episcopal Consecrations of Archbishop Lefebvre. The SISINONO issues of July and September (1999)
dealt with the theological aspect. The SISINONO issues of November (1999), January, March, and July (2000) dealt with the canonical aspect. - Ed.]
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With the publication of Missale Romanum almost thirty-two years ago (April 3, 1969), the very venerable, ancient, and sacred Mass of the Roman
Rite was displaced by the Novus Ordo Missae of Pope Paul VI. On the Feast of Corpus Christi of that same year, Pope  Paul VI was presented with
the Brief Critical Examination of the Novus Ordo Missae with a cover letter by Cardinals Ottaviani and Bacci which affirmed the principle: “The
subjects for whose benefit a law is made have always had the right, nay the duty, to ask the legislator to abrogate the law, should it prove to be
harmful" (The Ottaviani Intervention, p.28).

 

The two cardinals did not mince words why the Novus Ordo created a duty to request its cancellation. The new rite of the Mass, "represents, both as
a whole and in its details, a striking departure from the Catholic theology of the Mass as it was formulated in Session 22 of the Council of Trent."

Such "a striking departure from the Catholic theology of the Mass" had already been noticed and condemned in the liturgical movement which
preceded the Second Vatican Council. In Mediator Dei (1947) Pope Pius XII had written,

we observe with considerable anxiety ...that...certain enthusiasts, over eager in their search for novelty, are straying beyond the path of sound
doctrine and prudence. Not seldom, in fact, they interlard their plans and hopes for a revival of the sacred Liturgy with principles which
compromise this holiest of causes in theory or practice, and sometimes even taint it with errors touching Catholic faith and ascetical doctrine
(§8).

With this encyclical Pope Pius XII sought to "distance from the Church" "false opinions. . . altogether contrary to sacred and traditional doctrine,"
"errors touching Catholic faith and ascetical doctrine," "exaggerations and over-statements which are not in agreement with the true teaching of the
Church" (§94). A glance through Mediator Dei reveals that these condemned aberrations are the very soul of the liturgical "reform" of Pope Paul
VI, and of all the various developments which flow from it, whether formally sanctioned or otherwise in conformity with the "Spirit of the Council."

 

A "Formal and Violent Rupture"

In Mediator Dei, Pope Pius XII reiterated a fundamental principle of liturgy, "Legem credendi lex statuat supplicandi - let the rule for prayer determine the rule of belief” (§48).
"The entire liturgy, therefore, has the Catholic faith for its content, inasmuch as it bears public witness to the faith of the Church" (§47). Consequently, the ceremonies with
which the Church surrounds the Sacrifice of Christ conserve the faith and distinguish between true and false Christians, and from heretics.

But within only 18 years Pope Paul VI's so-called liturgical "reform" provides the liturgy with a new fundamental principle. "The prayer of the Church should not generate
discomfort to anyone," and therefore the Church must "discard any stone that risks becoming a stumbling block or displease our separated brethren." So writes Fr. Annibal
Bugnini, guiding member to the Consilium in charge of preparing the Novus Ordo Missae and all other liturgical revisions, in the L'Osservatore Romano of March 19th, 1965.1
Thus the rule of prayer will now be based on an "ecumenical" principle, which will inform the new beliefs of the post-Conciliar ecumenical Church. No longer will the liturgy
evidence the public faith of the Church, but rather evidence the ecumenical sensitivities of certain churchmen.

All the essential features of the Novus Ordo are contained in that statement and constitute a "formal and violent rupture with all the rules which guided Catholic liturgy up to
Vatican II."2 Needless to say, the new rites will not "preserve the faith," nor "distinguish true from false Christians."

 

A “Tragic Choice”

Founded on this ecumenical intention, the new liturgy was scrupulously preserved inviolate, with the assistance of six Protestant observers, from any "discomfort" or stones
which might be a "stumbling block" to the "separated brethren." That "entire abomination, the so-called Offertory" (Luther), was eliminated in its entirety. Guido Ceronetti
described the result of this "major amputation passed off as a reform" to be, inevitably, a liturgy no longer Catholic, but Protestant (La Stampa, July 18, 1990). The new liturgy
is "a Mass cut down to Protestant dimensions" according to J. Green, himself a convert from Protestantism ( Ce qu'il faut d'amour à l'homme).

This satisfied the liturgical "reformers," whose goal was "to facilitate spiritual and psychological union."3 "The liturgical reform has made major advances in the ecumenical
field, and approaches the liturgical forms of the Lutheran church" reported L'Osservatore Romano of Oct. 13, 1967. Cardinals Ottaviani and Bacci note the obverse side of this
coin, that the new rite "represents, both as a whole and in its details, a striking departure from the Catholic theology of the Holy Mass..." (quoted above).

In truth, the central problem posed by the Novus Ordo to the Catholic conscience is not one of nostalgic attachment to the historic rite, it is a problem of belief. "It is clear that
the Novus Ordo does not intend to present the faith of Trent. To this faith, the Catholic is in conscience bound unto eternity. With the launching of the Novus Ordo a true
Catholic is forced into a tragic choice" (Brief Critical Examination). The faith of Trent is none other than the "ancient faith founded on the holy Gospel, on the traditions of the
apostles, and on the doctrines of the holy Fathers" (Denzinger, The Sources of Catholic Dogma, 947), and this alone justifies refusing to accept a Novus Ordo Missae which
"does not intend to present the faith of Trent" and which "approaches liturgical forms of the Lutheran church."

Christ the King Parish, Kansas City, MO, was far ahead of its time
when construction of a new church began in 1952.

A freestanding altar was the center of attention when Archbishop O’Hara
celebrated the first Mass after the church was dedicated on May 9, 1954

(A History of the Diocese of Kansas City-St. Joseph, Missouri).

 

Luther's Shadow on the Liturgical "Reform" of Pope Paul VI

In Mediator Dei, Pope Pius XII writes:

For there are today ...those who, approximating to errors long since condemned [by the Council of Trent], teach that in the New Testament by the word "priesthood" is meant
only that priesthood which applies to all who have been baptized ....Hence they assert that the people are possessed of a true priestly power, while the priest only acts in virtue
of an office committed to him by the community. Wherefore they look on the Eucharistic Sacrifice as a "concelebration," in the literal meaning of that term, and consider it
more fitting that priests should "concelebrate" with the people present than that they should offer the Sacrifice privately when the people are absent (§83)...Some in fact
disapprove altogether of those Masses which are offered privately and without a congregation ,...moreover, there are some who assert that different priests cannot offer Mass at
different altars at the same time, because by doing so, they separate the community of the faithful and imperil its unity; while some go so far as to hold that the people must
confirm and ratify the Sacrifice if it is to have its proper force and value (§95).

Against such errors associated with Luther, Pope Pius XII repeats the Catholic faith, the faith of Trent. "The visible, external priesthood of Jesus Christ is not handed down
indiscriminately to all members of the Church in general, but is conferred on designated men, through what may be called the spiritual generation of Holy Orders" (§41), "one
of the seven Sacraments" (§42). "Hence he [the priest] goes to the altar as the minister of Christ, inferior to Christ but superior to the people" (§84). When "speaking of the
people offering with the priest," the Church means only that the people “unite their hearts in praise, impetration, expiation and thanksgiving, with the prayers and intention of
the priest, even of the High Priest Himself..." (§93).

Furthermore, regarding attacks on private Masses, Pope Pius XII repeats the faith of Trent, namely that the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass,

necessarily and of its very nature, has always and everywhere the character of a public and social act, in as much as he who offers it, acts in the name of Christ ...and he offers it
to God for the Holy Catholic Church, and for the living and the dead. This is undoubtedly so, whether the faithful are present ...or are not present, since it is in no wise required
that the people ratify what the sacred Minister has done (§96).

Clearly the Novus Ordo Missae - with its "people of God assembled ...to celebrate the sacred Eucharist," and with the priest reduced to the role of "president of the assembly,"
(and hence facing the people, §27); with the consecration altered into a simple "narration" or "presidential prayer" (§ 10), and hence said "clearly and out loud" (§ 10-12); and
with a people no longer adoring in silence, but ratifying out loud the "mystery of the faith"; with its marked favor for "concelebrated services" which may or may not build
community, but certainly reduce the number of private masses - this all certainly "represents ...a striking departure from the Catholic theology of the Holy Mass" (Brief Critical
Examination), and a major slide into Protestant theory.

An 11 year-old-altar boy reading a missal in the sanctuary
of St. Thomas Apostle Roman Catholic Church in Los Angeles

(The New York Times, June 1, 1994).

 

“A Supper of Brotherly Union”

Closely linked with the aberration of the "priest president" and the heresy of the "celebrating people" is the error "holding that it is altogether necessary for the faithful to
receive Holy Communion as well as the priest," to which end, writes Pope Pius XII, the innovators "put forward the captious argument that here there is question not of a
Sacrifice merely, but of a Sacrifice and a supper of brotherly union, and consider the general Communion of all present as the culminating point of the entire celebration" (§
114). This too, warns Pope Pius XII, is another false doctrine which the Council of Trent, "supported by the doctrine which the uninterrupted tradition of the Church has
preserved," thus condemns: "If anyone shall say that Masses in which the priest only receives Communion, are unlawful, and therefore should be abolished, let him be
anathema" (§ 113). Receiving Holy Communion, in fact, "is obligatory for the priest who says the Mass, it is only something earnestly recommended for the faithful" (§ 115).
Neither is Mediator Dei deficient in condemning another asserted "necessity," namely that the people receive hosts consecrated during the very same Mass. This proposal has
the same heretical roots as the previous, and Pius writes that, "they really and truly take part in the Sacrifice should they receive a Host which has been duly consecrated at a
previous Mass" (§ 118).

Even these two asserted "necessities" condemned by Pope Pius XII on the strength of the "faith of Trent" find a home in the liturgical "reform" of Pope Paul VI. The second,
regarding hosts consecrated at the same Mass, finds mention in Article 55 of the Constitution on Sacred Liturgy, and was satirized by the Italian author Tito Casini, with the
ironic contrast "Fresh Christ" versus "Stale Christ.”4

 

Liturgical Activism

From the heresy of the "priest president" and the "celebrating people" is also born the "false opinion" concerning the active participation of the faithful at the Mass. Pope Pius
XII praises those seeking to promote greater liturgical participation with chant, dialogue response, and by providing the people with missals. But he cautions that these ways of
participating in the Sacrifice "are by no means necessary to constitute it a public act or to give it a social character" (§ 106). Furthermore, and very wisely, he notes that "so
varied and diverse are men's talents and characters that it is impossible for all to be moved and be attracted to the same extent by community prayers, hymns, and liturgical
services. Moreover, the needs and inclinations of all are not the same, nor are they always constant in the same individual" (§ 108). Thus it is possible to fruitfully participate in
"some other method which proves easier for certain people, for instance, they can lovingly meditate on the mysteries of Jesus Christ or perform other exercises of piety or recite
prayers which, though they differ from the sacred rites, are still essentially in harmony with them" (§ 108).

Here, too, the liturgical "reform" of Pope Paul VI, in which activism by the faithful is above all an external reality rather than an inner devotion, banishes other forms of
participation, especially the Rosary, and is clearly contrary to Mediator Dei. It should also be said that in contrast with the pastoral wisdom of Pope Pius XII, the "pastoralism"
of Pope Paul VI's liturgical "reform," which regiments the faithful with no regard for personal needs, is revealed for what it really is, a convenient and superficial pretext.

 

Pan-Liturgism

Pope Pius XII's condemnations extend also to "new theories touching a so-called ‘objective' piety," which "tend to belittle, or pass over in silence, what they call ‘subjective' or
‘personal' piety" (§28): "...they feel that all other religious exercises not directly connected with the Sacred Liturgy and performed outside public worship, should be omitted"
(§29). On the contrary "the work of Redemption ...requires a serious interior effort on our part if we are to achieve eternal salvation" (§31). "In the spiritual life ...there can be
no opposition between the action of God [the ‘objective' element, ...and the tireless collaboration of man [the ‘subjective' element], who must not render vain the gift of God" (§
36); furthermore, these exercises of devotion and pious practices "are not only highly praiseworthy, but absolutely indispensable" (§32) because "[they] enable them [the
faithful] to participate in the august Sacrifice of the altar with better dispositions. They now receive the Sacraments with more abundant fruit" (§35) which is the point of
"active participation" in the liturgy.

Among the many exercises of devotion, Pope Pius XII highlights and recommends meditation, examination of conscience, ritual prayers, visits to the Blessed Sacrament, the
Rosary, spiritual exercises and "other practices of piety which although not strictly belonging to the Sacred Liturgy are, nevertheless, of special import and dignity, and may be
considered in a certain way to be an addition to the liturgical cult" (§ 182). Among these Pope Pius XII notes "are the prayers usually said during the month of May in honor of
the Blessed Virgin Mother of God, or during the month of June to the most Sacred Heart of Jesus; also novenas and triduums, Stations of the Cross and other similar
practices" (§ 182). These excite Christians to frequent the Sacraments and the Sacrifice of the Mass, and "hence he would do something very wrong and dangerous, who would
dare to take on himself to reform these exercises of piety and reduce them completely to the methods and norms of liturgical rites" (§ 184).

Also on this point the liturgical "reform" of Pope Paul VI signals the triumph of "new theories" condemned by Pope Pius XII, with the discouragement of "other practices of
piety ...not strictly belonging to Sacred Liturgy" and as such merits the anticipated rebuke as "very wrong and dangerous."

Pope Pius XII had already noted an insidious attack on Eucharistic adoration if separated from the Sacrifice of the Mass, such as visits to the tabernacle, Benediction of the
Holy Sacrament, solemn civic processions, Forty Hours, etc.; which practices have all been discontinued, discouraged, if not eliminated with the liturgical "reform" of Pope
Paul VI. But Pope Pius XII also noticed a menace to Marian devotion and to the salutary practice of sacramental Confession. These threats generated his cry of alarm to the
Bishops:

Do not allow - as some do, who are deceived under the pretext of restoring the liturgy or who idly claim that only liturgical rites are of any real value and dignity - that churches
be closed during the hours not appointed for public functions,...where the adoration of the august Sacrament and visits to Our Lord in the tabernacles are neglected: where
confession is discouraged: and devotion to the Virgin Mother of God, a sign of "predestination" according to the opinion of holy men, is so neglected...Such conduct most
harmful to Christian piety is like poisonous fruit, growing on infected branches of a healthy tree, which must be cut off so that the life-giving sap of the tree may bring forth
only the best fruit (§ 176).

The auditorium of the Tenth Street School in Oakmont, PA, was the setting for an
ecumenical pryer service Jan. 21, celebrating the annual Week of Prayer for

Christian Unity. Auxiliary Bishop David Zubik spoke at the event, which is sponsored
by the Oakmont/Verona Ministerial Association and attended by members of various

area denominations (Pittsburgh Catholic, Jan 26, 2001).

The cross with a hole in it belongs to the Diocese of Pittsburgh.

 

Exalting Christ Glorified and Slighting the Suffering Christ

In Mediator Dei, Pope Pius XII condemned "the temerity and daring of those who introduce novel liturgical practices" such as "those who make use of the vernacular in the
celebration of the august Eucharistic Sacrifice," (§59) [1) Latin is a beautiful sign of unity, 2) as well as an effective antidote for any corruption of doctrinal truth (§60) - Ed.],
"those who would transfer certain feast days ...to other dates" (§59). Also, one "would be straying from the straight path were he to wish the altar restored to its primitive
tableform; were he to want black excluded as a color for the liturgical vestments, were he to forbid the use of sacred images and statues in Churches; were he to order the
crucifix so designed that the Divine Redeemer's Body shows no trace of His cruel sufferings." (§62). There is no need for explicit demonstration that these deplorable theories
have all been put into place with the liturgical "reform" of Pope Paul VI.

Pope Pius XII returns at length on this last point: the slighting of the Passion of Christ and exaltation of the Resurrection. They "dare to assert" he writes,

that attention should be paid not to the historic Christ but to a "pneumatic" or glorified Christ. They do not hesitate to assert that a change has taken place in the
piety of the faithful by dethroning, as it were, Christ from His position; since they say that the glorified Christ ...has been overshadowed and in His place has been
substituted that Christ who lived on earth.  For this reason, some have gone so far as to want to remove from the Churches images of the Divine Redeemer
suffering on the cross (§ 162).

And here the rebuke: "But these false statements are completely opposed to the solid doctrine handed down by tradition....In the sacred Liturgy, the whole Christ is proposed to
us in all the circumstances of His life..." (§ 163).

Since His bitter sufferings constitute the principle mystery of our Redemption it is only fitting that the Catholic faith should give them the greatest prominence.
This mystery is the very center of divine worship, since the Mass represents and renews it every day, and since all Sacraments are most closely united with the
Cross (§ 164).

 

The Freeing of Liturgy from Authority: “Creativity” and “Liturgical Experiments”

From the fundamental principle "the law for prayer determines the law of belief" noted by Pope Pius XII, follows the logical consequence of the Holy See’s exclusive authority
in liturgical matters. Since "the purity of the faith and of morals must be the normative character of this matter," "private individuals, therefore, even though they be clerics,
may not be left to decide for themselves in these holy and venerable matters, involving as they do the religious life of Christian society along with the exercise of the priesthood
of Jesus Christ and worship of God" (§58).

"Only the Supreme Pontiff” has the right to legislate on liturgical matters. The bishops have the duty to ensure that liturgical law is strictly obeyed.

The Church has further used her right of control over liturgical observance to protect the purity of divine worship against abuse from dangerous and imprudent
individuals and particular churches. Thus it came about - during the 16th century, when usages and customs of this sort had become increasingly prevalent and
exaggerated, and when private initiative in matters liturgical threatened to compromise the integrity of the faith and devotion, to the great advantage of heretics and
the further spread of their errors - that in the year 1588, Our Predecessor Sixtus V of immortal memory established the Sacred Congregation of Rites, charged with
the defense of the legitimate rites of the Church and with the prohibition of any spurious innovation (§57).

Thus in his conclusion, Pope Pius XII urges the bishops to be vigilant: "Let everything be done with due order and dignity, and let no one, not even a priest, make use of the
sacred edifices according to his whim to try out experiments" (§ 109).

Here too, there is no need to cite chapter and verse to prove that the "reform" of Pope Paul VI is firmly set on the deviant path condemned by Pope Pius XII, with the result that
in the name of "creativity" the liturgy has been abandoned to arbitrary experiments, not only diocese by diocese, but liturgy by liturgy, and that not only by the clergy but also
by the laity!

Thus what Pope Paul VI did not directly accomplish with his "reform," was achieved indirectly in the name of "creativity," with "private initiatives" threatening "to
compromise the integrity of the faith and devotion, to the great advantage of heretics and the further spread of their errors," notably a Protestant mindset of "religion without
authority," even in liturgical matters.

 

The Liturgical Movement: Forerunner of Pope Paul VI’s Liturgical “Reform"

Mediator Dei anticipates and condemns the "liturgical reform" with such clarity because these "false theories," "exaggerations and betrayals of the truth," "errors touching on
the Catholic faith and ascetical doctrine," had long been snaking through the liturgical movement, and Pope Pius XII wished to protect the Church from them.

Already in 1943, Msgr. Conrad Gröber, the Archbishop of Freiburg, had raised the alarm in a memorandum to the German episcopate.5 The liturgical movement, he writes,
creates a wedge within the clergy, and slides towards Protestant errors; despises scholasticism and finds congenial company with false modern philosophies; criticizes, under a
pretext of return to origins, every bequest from centuries past, as though every doctrinal and liturgical development, which had occurred under the guidance of the Holy Spirit,
was merely an arbitrary deformation and falsification; contains concealed Protestant influences, notably Karl Barth [the idol of the new theologians]; is open to the sects "in
order to rebuild church unity"; thinks of the Church, in the Protestant way, as an invisible organization rather than as a visible hierarchy; favors a false "mysticism"
(charismaticism); highlights the "priesthood of the faithful" and slights the ministerial priesthood of the clergy; considers liturgy a universal panacea; unfetters liturgical
celebrations from every authority and obligation, which rules are trashed as so many "rubricisms"; agitates for the Mass in the vernacular; and is a fount of heresies.

The threats denounced by the Archbishop of Freiburg are a sad reality today. In fact, during the last Council two movements clashed: the liturgical movement and the Marian
movement. The latter was poised to advance a uniquely Catholic development against the Protestant world, and was in line with the counter-reformation of Trent; the former,
the liturgical movement, was in alliance with all the "aggiornamento" groups intent on terminating the counter-reformation and intent on opening towards the "separated
brethren.6 After the Council, a disciple of Karl Rahner confessed that the liturgical movement in Germany was just one of many movements created to break the so-called
"Roman system."7

The "liturgical reform" which took place thus represents the triumph of such madness within the liturgical movement, so infiltrated with Protestantism, and which had already
been condemned first by Msgr. Gröber and then by Pope Pius XII in Mediator Dei.

 

Daughter of Disobedience to the Roman Magisterium

Pope Pius XII closes his encyclical by ordering the promoters of the liturgical movement "to imitate in their thoughts and actions the Christian doctrine which is in harmony
with the precepts of the Immaculate Spouse of Jesus Christ, the Mother of saints" (§207).

In fact, the liturgical "reform" of Pope Paul VI, and all subsequent actions, is the daughter of disobedience to the Church and the Pontifical Roman Magisterium. We cannot say,
as Pope Paul VI said, that the "Pope of today" has the same authority as the "Popes of yesterday." The contradiction is not between Pacelli and Montini; the contradiction is
between the "Faith of yesterday" and the "Faith of today," and neither should differ from the "Faith of all time." The popes have equal authority in matters pertaining to
discipline, the effectiveness of which may change with different historic circumstances, although even here, this authority should not be exercised arbitrarily. But as regards the
Faith, and all that which touches the Faith, of which liturgy touches more than all else, the popes have equal authority to defend and explain the "deposit of the Faith"; but none
has the authority, whether directly or indirectly, to undermine the Faith. "We have no authority to challenge Truth, only to defend Truth."

Marcus

 

1. See also Bugnini's book, La riforma liturgica.

2. A. X. Da Silveira, La Novelle Messe de Paul VI: Qu’en penser? p.335.

3. La riforma liturgica.

4.Tito Casini, La tunica straciata.

5. The major part of the text in Ami du Clergé (1950), p.258ff. See also Una Voce of Paris 25/69.

6. E. Fouilloux, "Mouvements theologico-spirituels et Concile " in A la veille deVatican II, (Louvain, 1992), pp.188-198; also SiSiNoNo, Italian edition, (Sept. 30, 1998) p.5.

7. H. Vorgrimler, Karl Rahner verstehen [Understanding Karl Rahner], p.74ff, cited in SiSiNoNo, Italian edition, (April 15, 1998) p.3.
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“It’s always the Pope and the Catholic Church who are asking for forgiveness: the others just keep quiet” (Le Figaro, Oct. 3, 1997).

Pope John Paul II uttered this complaint in a meeting with journalists on his first visit to Brazil. This puts us in mind of another complaint,
that of Pope Paul VI, concerning “the smoke of Satan” which has penetrated God’s Holy Church through the very windows that had been
thrown wide open by the Council and through which this Pope expected to see bright sunshine streaming into the Church. Pope Paul VI’s
bitter admission was the fruit of a cruel disillusionment. He acknowledged having tenaciously pursued a utopian scheme, namely the
aggiornamento of the Church and the triumph – this is the illusion which was supposed to result from it in the world and especially in the
world of culture, which is increasingly hostile to Our Lord Jesus Christ. This was nothing other than the utopia of Modernism, which had
been welcomed and nourished by the "intellectual" Pope Montini ever since his youth. Our Divine Master warned us: "Do not be
astonished if the world hate you: it hated Me before you." The Modernists, by contrast, are "intellectual" Christians who have not resigned
themselves to being despised by the world along with Christ.

The complaint of Pope John Paul II also expresses a further disillusionment; namely, disillusionment with another utopia that had been
pursued with equal tenacity: the "ecumenical," "world-wide," non-Catholic utopia. Its aim was to bring about the unity and concord of the
human race – this is the illusion – by means of "dialogue" with the sects which had become separated from the Catholic Church by schism

and heresy, and even with pagan religions. But, as St. Paul says, "non sunt facienda mala ut eveniant bona" – “we must not do evil, even in order that some good may come."
Therefore this Ecumenism which proceeds along a path of a "brotherhood" and a peace which are not those of Christ, this Ecumenism which, by its aim, betrays revealed Truth
and humiliates God's Holy church, cannot be blessed by God. It is the modern Tower of Babel: sooner or later, God will scatter those who are building it.

The evil of Ecumenism is revealed, however, in its sterility. In fact, the complaint of Pope John Paul II, bitter though it is, does not reflect the whole bitter reality, because "the
others," i.e., those taking part in the "dialogue," "who have been installed in prominent Catholic positions ever since Vatican II, are not content to keep silence": they are taking
action and what they do is more eloquent than a declaration of war - to people who are not blinded by the ecumenical utopia.

 

Not Even Thirty Pieces

For years, the Catholic hierarchy has been wasting its breath, beating its communal breast and saying mea culpa on behalf of a Church that is accused of being responsible for
anti-Semitism (which existed, in any case, well before there was a Church – just read Horace's Satires!) a Church which, while having to defend itself against the hostility of
Jews down the centuries, has always defended them against the hostility of different nations. And how do the Jews respond to this "dialogue" which sacrifices both revealed
truth and historical truth for the sake of an ecumenical utopia? The facts will tell us.

In 1963, at the very moment when the Jews were putting pressure on the Council to exculpate them from the charge of Deicide, the State of Israel's High Court of Justice,
rejecting the appeal of the Carmelite Fr. Daniel (Oswald Rufeisen), a converted Jew, declared that Jews who convert to Christianity cannot have Israeli nationality, even if they
had emigrated to Israel and are prepared to observe its legal code (Oikoumenikon, Jan. 1, 1963, p.93, and, Jan. 15, 1963, p.90).

The hostile attitude to Christianity has not changed after 35 years of ecumenical "dialogue." As we read in the review Missioni Consolata of June 1990,

The Israeli High Court of Justice has declared that no-one who believes in Christ, even if he is not baptized, can obtain Israeli citizenship.

On this occasion, the judgment concerned a young Jewish couple, Gary and Shirley Beresford, who had emigrated from Zimbabwe to Israel and "who have been refused
citizenship simply for believing in Christ." Their appeal to the High Court of Justice was rejected, the judges having "decided that it was irrelevant that, quite apart from not
having been baptized, they were Jews by birth and had declared that they kept all the Jewish traditions" (ibid.). In the same periodical, we learn that the same High Court of
Justice confirmed the sentence handed down by an Israeli tribunal against a Jewish soldier, Richard Sorko-Ram, "for having publicly expressed his admiration for the figure of
Jesus."

Any commentary seems superfluous. However, let us quote the word of the Apostolic Nuncio, Andrea Cordero Lanza di Montezemolo, who, on the occasion of a series of
attacks on Catholic places of worship in the Holy Land, declared:

It is not a question of securing compensation for damage, or of guaranteeing police protection. The problem is much deeper and involves the whole education
system as well as the dominant values of this State. What needs to be combated is intolerance and hostility against non-Jews…sentiments which are more and more
widespread among the Israeli population. Actions hostile to Catholic institutions are on the increase. In recent times, scandalous articles about us have appeared in
the press. It is essential that the reciprocity of our accord should be respected. The Israelis cannot keep on demanding that the Church should condemn anti-
Semitism while doing nothing themselves to combat local anti-Christian sentiment (La Terre Sainte, May 1995, p.52).

Here too, in fact, the reality is worse than the Nuncio says – for he is not a diplomat for nothing. It is not true that the Israeli authorities "do nothing" – they actually do a lot of
things, as we have seen, and these Jews are fuelling the sentiment of intolerance and hostility which predominates in Israel “against all non-Jews" and particularly against the
Catholic Church: this is serious "anti-Christian sentiment."

La Croix of May 31, and Aug. 20, 1998, gave an account of the most recent manifestation of this anti-Christian sentiment when it revealed a "projected Israeli law which aims
to outlaw the New Testament." "Will it be held to be a crime, in Israel, to have a copy of the Gospel?" – this was the title of the review Jesus of last September (p.30), which
also printed the photo-montage published by the Israeli review Galilee which provoked protest from Christian circles. The latter represents the Madonna with a cow's head and
(so that there should be no doubt) in her arms the Infant Jesus. This is how our "elder brothers" respond to the "dialogue" of those who have humbled themselves before them,
regarding themselves as their "younger brothers." This is the reward for betraying the revealed truth.

Ecumenical Opening of the Holy Door (Jan. 18. 2000).
Rev. George Carey, Anlican Archbishop of Canterbury (left),

Pope John Paul II, Orthodox Metropolitan Athanasiaus (right).

 

Not a "Sister" But an Enemy

The so-called "sister church" – another recently-discovered "relative" – has shown herself no less hostile than the "elder brothers." Here again, for the sake of "dialogue" with
the self-styled "Orthodox church," the Catholic hierarchy is sacrificing the revealed truth and historical truth, as well as the most elementary forms of charity and justice
towards the true Oriental Church, the true Orthodox Christians of the East, who are the "Uniates," the Greek-Catholics or Catholics of the Greek Rite ("The Catholic Eastern
Church Condemned to Death by Ecumenism," Courrier de Rome, July/Aug. 1994, p.4). Let us recall the cry of anguish addressed to Pope John Paul II by the Roman Apostolic
Administrator, Msgr. George Gutiu, the day after the Balamand Agreement [see The Angelus, Dec. 1997, pp.33-37], in the name of all the Greek-Catholic Bishops of Romania:
after having endured the cross of Communism, they have had to take up the harder cross of Ecumenism. Nor is this all. The "Bacon Priest" (Fr. Werenfried van Straaten),
treating "truth and error equally" is using contributions made to his work in order to finance, consolidate and expand, in Russia, the schismatic sect which usurps the name of
the "Orthodox Church" (cf. the Review, Mondo e Missione, January 1995). In similar vein, the Italian Dioceses of Trent, Milan and Verona have been practising religious
indifferentism for years, sending financial aid to the "sister church." As the "Patriarch" Alexis himself said this help "has contributed to the restoration of the Orthodox
Churches of Moscow, St. Petersburg, Novgorod and Push kin," and to the expansion of the "Ecclesiastical Academies of Moscow and St. Petersburg" (cf. Avvenire, December
9, 1994). They all forget, both the Italian Bishops and Fr. van Straaten, that financing a schismatic sect or schismatic worship is a form of co-operation with evil and as such, is
never permitted, not even if one's intention is to achieve the most praiseworthy of ends (cf. Catholic Encyclopedia on "Co operation with Evil").

An exchange of gifts – this is how these financing schemes to "sister churches" are described (if Vita Pastorale, No.1, 1995), even if
the giving is all on one side, and to a recipient who is by no means destitute (cf Panorama of Nov. 6, 1997).

Money? Filled with the Spirit. How the wealthy Orthodox financial holding company operates…the Russian Orthodox Church…is…
also a first-rank economic enterprise with an annual turnover of two thousand million dollars. In 1990, its very strong Department of
Economics and Finance created a holding company, the ______, which received press accolades in Italy when it offered one
thousand million dollars to participate in the privatization of the Bank of Rome. This bid was blocked, for the moment, by the IRI.

So much for the economic sphere. Things are much worse in the area of religious relations: at every opportunity, the "sister church"
engages in ferocious and insolently hostile attacks, as a result of the way the Balamand Agreement is interpreted. These attacks
involve a rejection of "Uniatism," i.e., the return to union with Rome, by denying the Primacy and so signing the death-sentence of
the true Catholic Oriental Church (cf. SISINoNo, Italian ed., May 15, 1995, p.7). However, the ultimate gift of our Moscow brothers
(if Vita Pastorale, No.11, 1993) has just arrived: in a letter signed by 49 "Orthodox" Archbishops, Alexis, the Russian "Patriarch,"
unleashing a vicious attack on the Vatican, which he accuses of "religious deceit" and "brazen proselytism," demands (and gets) from
Yeltsin the ratification of the law which marginalizes the Catholics of Russia (cf SISINONO, July/Aug. 1997).

" Approval of the Law Gagging Catholics," "Pope, Come to the Rescue!" – these are some of the press headlines (Corriere della
Sera, Sept.25, 1997, and Panorama, June 11, 1997). The Apostolic Administrator of European Russia, Msgr. Tadeusz
Kondrusiewicz, himself declares that he is "very anxious about the future of the Catholic Church in Russia" and says he "cannot see
many opportunities for us Catholics" (reported in the Review Sounti, October 1997).

Not the kind of behavior one associates with a "sister church"!

 

Monologue with the Muslims

And so we come to the Muslims, to whom European Catholics are offering "ecumenical hospitality" by turning even Catholic Churches into Mosques (the sins of co-operation
with evil and of the profanation of holy places). For the sake of good relations with Muslims, the Catholic University of Milan (cf the Review Presenza, 2/1996) has organized
a course entitled "Introduction to Islam" for official students of the Guardia di Finanza – who have never been given an "Introduction to Christianity." Pope Paul VI allowed
these same Muslims to erect one of the biggest mosques in the world right opposite St. Peter's in Rome; and, while Saudi Arabia was building its mosque in Rome, it repeated
its ban on the building of Christian Churches on its own territory (cf. SISINoNo, Italian ed., Feb. 28, 1993, p.8). Even the Jesuit Khalil Samir, an ecumenist and promotor of
"dialogue," had to admit that, in all the Muslim countries, there is a "difficult climate" for Christians (Avvenire, Nov. 27,1990). Recently, too, the Jesuits of La Civilta Cattolica
have been obliged to make the same bitter discovery with regard to emigré Muslims: " All those who do not profess Islam are infidels and so are hated by God, which means
that the Muslim cannot love them or join with them" – this is the response to "dialogue" one finds in La Via del Musulmano-" The Way of the Muslim, " a book intended for
emigré Muslims in Italy and for Italians wanting to get to know Islam, members of the USMI (Union of Muslim Students of Italy) and published by the Milan Islamic Centre-
an action which differs markedly from Cardinal Martini's magnanimous ecumenical hospitality – and the UCOII (Union of Islamic Communities and Organizations in Italy).
This is rather far from the notion that "we have the same God as the Muslims"! (cf. SISINONO, Italian ed., Sept. 15, 1997). What we have here is not a "dialogue" but an
obstinate and humiliating monologue on the part of the Catholic hierarchy.

As for the ultimate humiliation, we learn of it in the Bolletino Salesiano (Salesian Bulletin) of November 1997: beneath a photograph of the "very Catholic" President Scalfaro
inaugurating the Rome mosque, we are informed that, in Arabia last July, the President of the Republic of Italy was not permitted to hear Holy Mass "even in private" because
it is not allowed to celebrate Mass on the "holy ground" of that country – that country which has built a mosque on the genuinely holy ground of Rome. Nonetheless, observes
the Salesian Bulletin, at Istanbul, Scalfaro "asked to be accompanied to the mosque, where he remained in prayer with his shoes off” –like a good Muslim!

 

The Central Issue

For our part, however, we are not complaining about the Jews, the Orthodox or the Muslims, who are simply showing what, as far as the Catholic Church is concerned, they
have always been. Our lament before God and men is about the Catholic hierarchy, our pastors; what we lament is that, for 35 years, they have been sacrificing Divine
Revelation, the Holy Church of God, the Faith of more or less simple souls and also the money given through the charity of Catholics, to the Moloch of "ecumenism." As for
this Catholic hierarchy, even the rector of the mosque has written: "Which Christianity are we supposed to dialogue with? Which representatives are we supposed to talk to?
Today, unfortunately, Christianity is undergoing a disquieting change. The Church is giving more and more ground Indeed, some of those whom the Church once called 'God's
soldiers' have become deserters" (Sri Hamza Boubakeur, Traité moderne de théologie islamique, p.115). Every Catholic could subscribe to this view today: we need only
change "deserters" for the word –albeit a harsh word–"traitors."

(Courrier de Rome, No. 203, July/August, 1998)
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The Honor of God

The admirable Ruysbroeck said, "to desire the honor of God, to seek it and love it, this is the whole of eternal life; at the same time it is what God requires of us as our first and
highest offering to him." The Church has no other mission than to place souls, even in this life, within this supernatural perspective, reminding them incessantly that the natural
life and the supernatural life are inseparable. True, their interpenetration is not easy, but it is part and parcel of faith's battle; indeed, it is perhaps the most important part. Our
wounds and failings are beyond counting, but, by the power of divine grace, they can become a ladder leading us to the vision of God in eternity.

 

Laicism, the Grave of the Masses

Nowadays the mass of the people, while they are the beneficiaries of material progress, are nonetheless alienated from spiritual goods thanks to modern institutions which have
deprived revealed truth of its authority in order to impose the totalitarian demands of an invasive laicism. According to this, it is not necessary for man to know that he comes
from a thought in God's mind, nor that eternal life is his ultimate end. The only realities which should concern him are this life here and now, his freedom, his person and
society. Nothing is spared to impose this view on the entire planet; every means is used to make the victim accept this lying indoctrination and be a willing accomplice in it.
The ideological bombardment is so insidious and persistent that only a small minority are prepared to risk escaping from it and resisting it.

Of course, the imposed lie can produce only an artificial and forced unity; but it takes time for souls, duly conditioned, to notice this. It seems that the confusion of ideas and
the aggravation of situations of conflict have to reach a certain degree of intensity before man is able to turn back and learn that his strength is principally it prayer.

 

Hell Is Our “I”

Theologians tell us that hell is an inextinguishable and devouring fire, accompanied by the torments of remorse. It is not necessary, surely, to emphasize that this refers to the
prolongation of our obstinate egocentrism, of which we refused to free ourselves during our life on earth. To this is added an eternal resentment against this defeated "I" which
is the author of our misfortune, and the memory of the dazzling Divinity which we glimpsed before losing it forever. This shows us the falsehood of the verdict that "hell is
other people." No. Hell is first and foremost the “I” which refused God. The other damned souls comes second.

 

Liturgy and Living Languages

The use, on a massive scale, of vernacular languages in the Catholic liturgy, has introduced into the liturgy the sad procession of the human passions. It could not be otherwise,
for every language is primarily the expression and explosion of the "I." It always tries to put itself on a pedestal instead of being the servant of revealed Truth. The same can be
said of those musical compositions which are all too human. None of these hasty innovations contribute solidly to the unity and peace of Christianity. History makes it
abundantly clear: heresies and schisms have found particular nourishment in analogous linguistic trends, even if the latter were not the principal cause of the continuing
doctrinal splintering.

I do not want to be accused of wishing the disappearance of the languages which human beings are accustomed to use. Every spoken form of expression is a practically
indispensable language. But if it is to be used at the level of liturgical prayer and in the propagation of the Faith, where it performs a priceless service, language must operate at
a higher, universal level, and be the fruit of humility, prayer, and divine transcendence; these are the components of a sacred language. This "added value" is only fully
understood, of course, when it has been abandoned through weakness, impiety or some other unworthy motive; the result is an accelerated loss of the sense of the Divine.

 

Sedevacantism

A strange theory! Certainly, the confused, vacillating behavior of recent Popes provokes comments without number. But, among the accusers, who has ever been able to
demonstrate conclusively that these popes were "absent" from their See? It remains true and it is grotesque fact, still very much in evidence – that there is an intolerable
contradiction between their vacillating, ambiguous behavior, and the perfectly clear mission which the Savior assigned to Peter and his successors. Each time ambiguity has
prevailed over the limpid clarity which this peerless function requires, great evils have descended upon souls and upon the Church. We only need to recall St. Paul's reaction
when he saw the first instance of such behavior; this lent a firmness to the bark of Simon Peter for centuries.

In periods of great confusion in the Church, it is good to cling to the data of faith and to facts, and to be very suspicious of opinion, the favorite playground of the "I" which
does not hesitate, when required, to move from a hard position to the opposite, soft position.

 

Human Solidarity and Divine Transcendence

The problems posed by human solidarity are complex and recurrent, but they are not insoluble: the human spirit is adequate to deal with them. Things are different, however,
with Divine Transcendence: we are radically incapable of approaching it unless the divine initiative comes to assist our efforts and to help us in the encounter.

Right from the start, the creature's reaction varies: some accept this dependence with humility, love, and even gratitude (Abel); others resent it, rebel against it and reject all
sovereignty (Cain). Our age tries a third tactic, which it no doubt thinks to be cleverer: man fraternizes with God, addresses Him familiarly, "manipulates" Him. This new
fashion, this affectation, also applies to churchmen: they may appropriate to themselves the sacred goods entrusted to them; but they have no right to alter them or alienate
them. This affectation is not unknown - strangely enough - even to atheists and deists, who think that they can merit Heaven's kindness while behaving with the uttermost
nonchalance in the face of the divine demands, of which, for the most part, they are ignorant. We are faced with a misleading and irreligious euphoria in attitudes towards the
Divine Transcendence. No doubt we should include this euphoria among the "precepts and commandments of men" stigmatized by the Divine Master (Mt.15:9). Nevertheless,
this attitude, deliberately promoted for 30 years, considers itself to be irreversible because everything is organized to prevent its "turning back." One is lost in conjecture in
trying to explain such recalcitrance, such a refusal to say "mea culpa," such an attempt to justify the unjustifiable simply on the basis of authority. And what of the showy,
highly publicized politics? Is this not perhaps a ploy to perpetuate the illusion, to cover up the disaster and delay the unmasking of the lie? Let our present-day authorities
rediscover the sense of Divine Transcendence and understand that, as of now, It judges all our acts, ours and theirs.

 

Evolution and Revolution

In his time, Pope Leo XIII, no doubt pushed in this direction, was at pains to smooth over the difficulties with laicism that had been pointed out to him, by conceding certain
"advanced" practices that could be later neutralized by firm doctrinal admonitions. This was to fail to grasp human perfidy. Diplomatic compromises are accepted by
revolutionary minds only as useful springboards, as entirely provisional arrangements. They are interested only in the total subversion of principles, institutions and customs
(e.g., the revolutions of 1789 and 1917). Hence their successful efforts, for decades, in assembling competent agents at the highest level of the Church's government. The
consequences of this are before our very eyes.

 

Human Science and Divine Science

A modern musician in the evening of his life lamented: "What saddens me in the idea of death is that I shall not be able to learn any more." Inanities of this kind are not rare,
given the state of ignorance of our age. There was a time when the humblest Christian knew that in God were to be found all the treasures of science and wisdom (cf. the Litany
of the Sacred Heart), and that Paradise (finally!) gives us access to this infinite ocean of knowledge.

 

Irreligion and Irrationalism

They go together, whether in the powers-that-be or in the man-in-the-street. Very soon the ordinary means of protection will not suffice to protect honest people, abandoned to
every form of evil.

 

We and the Future

"Homo laicus" is saturated with absurdity. He is proud of his own freedom, but nonetheless does not disdain to try to penetrate what transcends him. While rejecting
supernatural reality, he embraces the false comforts of an "illuminism," thus proving Léon Bloy right, who said that, for every priest who disappears, others would rise up,
ready to offer their services to tell the future. If we are Christians we must let God have the absolute initiative in revealing and unfolding the future, without trying foolhardily
to see what is coming, except by using those lights generally available to us through written Revelation and Tradition.

We cling totally to the will of God as regards our personal and social future by sanctifying as best we can the present moment, in faith, hope and charity. In fact, preferring this
path, a path both ordinary and sublime, makes the Christian more disposed to accept in full consciousness and simplicity any extraordinary interventions of Heaven which may
take place.

 

Tradition and Fidelity

 In the 16th century the heretical reformers gravely amputated the revealed doctrine: they accepted Scripture, but rejected Tradition. This entirely arbitrary action was perfectly
in accord with the principle of "free enquiry": a written text cannot react to the violence inflicted upon it. "Sola scriptura et ego cum illa," one might say – “Scripture alone and
myself alone."

It is a very different matter with sacred Tradition, permanent and immutable, taught with authority and in an unchanging meaning under the authority of the infallible
Magisterium. At times the most skillful innovators conceal their rejection of Tradition, pretending that they are deeply rooted in the Church. This is how contemporary
modernism operates: it strives to create "another Tradition," and, having introduced its deformations, it pretends to submit to the teaching of Popes, Fathers and Doctors down
the centuries. To this end it uses all the ambiguities of modern thought and the most ambiguous formulas. Once they have become masters of the Temple, everything is
possible. The civil authorities give their approval. The "passion of the Church" has begun. Are they also, perhaps, preparing its disappearance – apparent and temporary – by
dissolution or by fusion with foreign bodies, in the same way that the Passion of Christ preceded his death on the Cross?

 

The Death of God?

Once it was the case that a few brave minds announced it and others prepared for it. Today this battle would even seem obsolete, since the existence of the living God has been
replaced by the simple "idea" of a God who is flexible enough to be bent in any direction, according to our whim or imagination. Let us not deceive ourselves! This is only a
new phase of that permanent rebellion, right from the start, by the creature against his Creator, in a battle that is continually being re-launched and continually being lost. Only
once in history was deicide able to assume a concrete form in a violent battle in which no quarter was given: when the Divine Word was made flesh. Ever since that
manifestation, in the Bethlehem stable, a savage desire to eliminate Him has made itself felt. The desire grows more and more acute, the more disturbing His Presence
becomes, and the more clearly His Divinity is revealed (cf. the resurrection of Lazarus). The first three centuries of Christianity, marked by bloody persecution, were nothing
other than hatred directed against the Risen One, who had escaped from his enemies once and for all. The increasing laicism of society and of that party which governs the
Church is only the current episode of this senseless struggle. It is leading men to eternal death without God, diverting them from eternal Life with Him. More and more, things
are organized in such a way as to render God absent from our lives and our chief concerns.

God, however, is not going to die. It is we who imagine that we can make Him disappear, whereas we only exist by virtue of Him. As we already observed: irrationality and
irreligion are fitting companions.

Ignatius
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In his response to its publication, Superior General of the Society of Saint Pius X, Bishop Bernard Fellay, conceded that Pope John Paul II's declaration, Dominus
Jesus (Aug. 6, 2000), was a forceful reminder of traditional Catholic doctrine on the unicity and salvific universality of our Lord Jesus Christ and the Catholic

Church.

 

At the same time, he said that these
truths of Faith are "strongly
moderated" by principles that have
Vatican II as their only source
(SiSiNoNo, Reprint #40, in The
Angelus, March 2001). These
principles concern the relations of the
Catholic Church with other religions,
both Christian and non-Christian,
which introduce another theological
tradition that is clearly divergent from
the one known in the Catholic Church
up until Vatican II.

This issue of SiSiNoNo gives
expanded treatment on how Dominus
Jesus breaks with Tradition by its
fundamental thesis and incoherences
while also explaining its effect on the
Protestant sects.

 

DOMINUS JESUS: A DECLARATION THAT IS
“PERFECTLY IN LINE WITH VATICAN II”

 

On August 6, 2000, the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith made public the declaration Dominus Jesus on the unicity and salvific universality of Jesus Christ and His
Church. This Declaration provoked opposition from "ecumenical" Catholics and was enthusiastically welcomed by certain Catholics who desire to be, and to remain, simply
Catholic. It seems to us, however, that both those who oppose the Declaration and those who welcomed it either have not read it in its totality, or have not read it with due
attention. In fact, this document is "perfectly in line with Vatican II" (Bishop d'Ornellas, auxiliary bishop of Paris) and accords with the aims of the "moderate" modernists who
want neither a return to Tradition nor the headlong flight of the avant-garde (cf. Cardinal Ratzinger in The Ratzinger Report). To that extent, contrary to the superficial and
hasty observations in the press, with the publication of this document "nothing has changed" (Bishop Ennio Antonelli, Secretary of the Italian Episcopal Conference). In fact, as
we shall see, there are certain "innovations" in this document which make it ecumenically even more pointed than Vatican II.

 

Significant Omissions

In order to set forth “the fundamental contents of the profession of the Christian Faith,” the introduction to the Declaration Dominus Jesus uses the Creed of Constantinople
(Dz. 150), which lacks the Filioque. The Filioque was legitimately added to the Creed "because of those heretics who are going about saying that the Holy Spirit is the Spirit of
the Father alone" (Synod of Friuli 796; on the Filioque, cf. Courrier de Rome, March 1998: "Stupidité oecuménique: Le 'Filioque’: Une question de dogme et non une simple
formule”)

Why does Dominus Jesus quote from the Creed lacking the Filioque? Clearly, it does so for ecumenical reasons, in order to gain the goodwill of the Orthodox, who made this
addition a pretext for schism. By doing this, however, the document obscures the Catholic Faith, offers a grave offense to the Catholic Church, and confirms the Orthodox in
their conviction that the Filioque was “a diabolical invention” and “a perverse dogma,” as said Photius about the Roman Church.

A further omission is the absence of any reference to the dogma “Extra Ecclesiam nulla salus" ("Outside the Church there is no salvation") in a Declaration which deals
primarily with inter-religious dialogue, i.e., dialogue with religions which are not even "Christian" in name, a dialogue which today, the document says, "does not replace, but
rather accompanies" the Church's missionary activity (§2).

These are important omissions. In reality, as we shall see, despite the apparent firmness of certain affirmations which are intended to put a brake on avant-garde, Dominus
Jesus, vitiated as it is by the “ecumenical” goal, alternates truths of faith with things that are in irreconcilable contradiction with Catholic dogma. This too is in perfect accord
with the "spirit" and the texts of Vatican II, and with the documents which followed it.

 

The Fundamental Thesis

The declared intention of the Declaration Dominus Jesus is to "set forth again the doctrine of the Catholic faith" with regard to "the unicity and salvific universality of the
mystery of Jesus Christ and the Church" (§3) against "specific positions that are erroneous or ambiguous" (ibid.).

The fundamental thesis of the whole Declaration is given in §5, where it is said:

In fact, it must be firmly believed that, in the mystery of Jesus Christ, the Incarnate Son of God, who is "the way, the truth, and the life" (Jn. 14:6), the full
revelation of divine truth is given: "No one knows the Son except the Father, and no one knows the Father except the Son and anyone to who the Son wishes to
reveal him" (Mt. 11:27); "No one has ever seen God; God the only Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, has revealed him" (Jn. 1:18); "For in Christ the whole
fullness of divinity dwells in bodily form" (Col. 2:9-10)....

Thus, the Encyclical Redemptoris Missio [much cited in the document-Ed.] calls the Church once again to the task of announcing the Gospel as the fullness of
truth: "In this definitive Word of his revelation, God has made himself known in the fullest possible way. He has revealed to mankind who he is. This definitive
self-revelation of God is the fundamental reason why the Church is missionary by her very nature. She cannot do other than proclaim the Gospel, that is, the
fullness of the truth which God has enabled us to know about himself [Redemptor Missio, §5]. Only the revelation of Jesus Christ therefore, "introduces into our
history a universal and ultimate truth which stirs the human mind to ceaseless effort" [Fides et Ratio, §14].

The fundamental thesis, therefore, is that in Christ we have a fullness of revelation not only vis-à-vis the Old Testament (which is true), but also vis-à-vis the false religions
(which is false)—for this implies that the divine revelation is simply given less fully in the latter.

In other words, the whole universe of religions (pagan religions, but also the sects) could be in some way related "to the mystery of Christ"; the difference is that in the Catholic
Church the revelation is found in its fullness, whereas, in the other religious "belief," it is not full, but more or less incomplete. In pagan religions, therefore, this whole universe
of religions

"...serves as a preparation for the Gospel and can only be understood in reference to Christ, the Word who took flesh by the power of the Spirit, 'so that as perfectly
human he would save all human beings and sum up all things'" [Redemptor missio, §29] (§12).

So Christ recapitulates all religions, i.e., the true religion and the false religions! Having made this obligatory link with Christ (and His Church), which actually usurps the
dogma "Extra Ecclesiam nulla salus" the Declaration thinks it has protected the "unicity and salvific universality of the mystery of Christ and the Church"!

 

The Fundamental Ambiguity

As regards pagan religions, the perspective is mistaken at the outset because of an erroneous view of their belief:

If faith is the acceptance in grace of revealed truth, which "makes it possible to penetrate the mystery in a way that allows us to understand it coherently" [Fides et
Ratio, §§31,32], then belief, in the other religions, is that sum of experience and thought that constitutes the human treasury of wisdom and religious aspiration,
which man in his search for truth has conceived and acted upon in his relationship to God and the Absolute (§7).

This would suggest that man, down the centuries, has done nothing other than search for the truth, given that in virtue of his natural disposition he is orientated towards the
absolute and the divine; whereas, on the contrary, the history of religions shows us man's apostasy, right from the earliest revelation. We see a gradual falling-away, in all
peoples, from the original monotheism.1 Two things that are not mentioned in the document—as in the most emphatic naturalism-are the work of the devil (who is never
spoken about) and the consequences of original sin.

The "human treasury of wisdom and religious aspiration" recalls a certain Wednesday catechism audience at the Vatican when we were told that,

the different religions arise from man's primordial openness to the notion of God. Not infrequently we find that their founders, with the aid of the Holy Spirit,
underwent a most profound religious experience.

According to this naturalist and immanentist perspective (which we have already refuted on other occasions2 and which is not directly the subject of this study), the false
religions—which are a fruit, not of man's "openness," but of his primordial closed-ness towards God and of the human perversion which it entailed—must be treated " with
sincere respect" by the Church.

If the Church's highest authorities were to examine these religious beliefs in the light of Holy Scripture and Tradition, they would deny them all respect, as the Church has
always done. They would see "the human treasury of wisdom and religious aspiration"-or the few swamped and distorted truths which it contains-for what it really is: either a
fruit of the natural light of reason, or the remains of the primitive revelation made by God to Adam and the Patriarchs, or else borrowings [i.e., theft], down the centuries, from
the definitive revelation of Jesus Christ.3. That is why the Church has never acknowledged that any religion whatsoever has a single truth to call its own.

 

The "Sacred" Books of Pagan Religions Are Also Inspired—Or, Almost

In §7 the Declaration rediscovers the distinction (which had been obliterated for decades) between theological faith, "by which men freely entrusts his entire self to God,
'offering the full submission of

intellect and will to God who reveals and freely assenting to the revelation given by him,'" and "belief (human and erroneous) in the other religions. We have already seen that
this "belief is presented in an absolutely positive light in the Declaration. In the following section (§8) there is an attempt to bridge this "gulf between human and divine
revelation, between fallen nature and what is supernatural.

By going directly to speak of the hypothesis of the "inspired value of the sacred writings of other religions," the Declaration neglects the opportunity to repeat clearly that it is
only the sacred books of Christianity which are inspired. It is merely said that "The Church's tradition...reserves [sic] the designation of inspired texts" to the Old and New
Testaments, adding that:

Nevertheless, God, who desires to call all peoples to himself in Christ and to communicate to them the fullness of his revelation and love, "does not fail to make
himself present in many ways, not only to individuals, but also to entire peoples through their spiritual riches, of which their religions are the main and essential
expression even when they contain "gaps, insufficiencies and errors" [Redemptoris Missio, §55]. Therefore, the sacred books of other religions, which in actual fact
direct and nourish the existence of their followers, receive from the mystery of Christ the elements of goodness and grace which they contain (§8).

Behind the diplomatic circumlocutions there is clearly an attempt to recognize the "sacred books" of the false religions as enjoying some kind of inspiration, like that of Sacred
Scripture, even if "less intense" or inferior in degree. This is because God is supposed to make himself "present" in some unspecified way by means of these religions, and their
"sacred" books "receive from the mystery of Christ the elements of goodness and grace" [sic] which "direct and nourish the existence of their followers." A little earlier we read
that, by means of these "elements... countless people throughout the centuries have been and still are able today to nourish and maintain [sic] their life-relationship with God."
In short, pagan beliefs constitute quasi-Christian religions (as we shall see), and their "sacred" texts, contrary to what was always said and should always be said, are quasi-
inspired.

This optimistic and unrealistic view of pagan religions contradicts what the Church, on the basis of Holy Scripture and Tradition, has always taught, and what the Catechism of
Saint Pius X explains and summarizes, quite simply, in its Short History of Religion: since man's end is supernatural,

one can understand...that from the beginning, religion had to be revealed, that is to say, taught by God to man.

In fact, God revealed religion to Adam and to the first Patriarchs that followed him...until the day when God formed to Himself a people who conserved this
primitive religion until the coming of the Savior Jesus Christ, the Word of God incarnate. Jesus did not destroy it, but rather He completed it, perfected it, and
confided its keeping to the Church for all time.

The history of religion, as it blends, so to speak, with the history of mankind, proves [man's need of a religion revealed directly by God]. It is clear, consequently,
that all that bears the name of religion besides the one true religion revealed by God, are inventions of men and deviations from the Truth, of which some contain
certain fragments, but united to many lies and absurdities.

 

Incoherences

If the Declaration (§8) presents us with a Christ who bestows "elements of goodness and grace" even upon the "sacred" books of the pagans (Moslems, Hindus and others), it is
hard to see how (§9) it is possible to condemn those theological reflections (which are merely "more advanced," but also, in their error, are more logical) which present Christ
as a historical figure "who reveals the divine not in an exclusive way, but in a way complementary with other revelatory and salvific figures."

It seems to us, in fact, that the necessary consequence of the view taken by §8 is precisely to include Christ among the "other revelatory and salvific figures," even if they are
inferior to Him and dependent on Him (but not excluded from Him, as § 14 clearly says—which we shall examine shortly). This subordination can safeguard Christ's primacy
(Christ has no need of secondary roles) and the exhaustive character of His work (Christ has no need of "complementary" ways; but it cannot safeguard His "exclusivity" and
hence His "unicity"-if these words are to mean anything.

The conclusion of §10 also seems to involve contradiction: here it is urged that,

...the theory which would attribute, after the incarnation as well, a salvific activity to the Logos as such in his divinity, exercised "in addition to" or "beyond" the
humanity of Christ, is not compatible with the Catholic faith.

In fact, salvific activity of the Logos "in addition to or beyond the humanity of Christ, after the incarnation as well" is affirmed by the same Declaration when it tells us that
"God does not fail to make himself present," not only to each individual, but also to peoples "through" their false religions—here again with the habitual, imprecise reference to
the "mystery of Christ." We see, therefore, that this Declaration, from the highest Roman Congregation, is profoundly contradictory at the very point where it wanted to show
greatest firmness.

 

An Unheard-Of Novelty

As usual, the defense of the "unicity and salvific universality of the mystery of Jesus Christ and the Church" is in fact gravely undermined by the desire to promote—even at
the price of truth—the "causa unionis" not only with the denominations which call themselves Christian, but also with all religious beliefs.

This ecumenical intention is clearly expressed in §14:

Bearing in mind this article of faith, theology today, in its reflection on the existence of other religious experiences and on their meaning in God's salvific plan, is
invited to explore if and in what way the historical figures and positive elements of these religions may fall within the divine plan of salvation. In this undertaking,
theological research has a vast field of work under the guidance of the Church's magisterium. The Second Vatican Council, in fact, has stated that: "the unique
mediation of the Redeemer does not exclude, but rather gives rise to a manifold cooperation which is but a participation in this one source" [Lumen Gentium, §62].

The content of this participated mediation should be explored more deeply.

As we see, Vatican II and the documents which followed in its wake have manufactured a continuity between Christ and pagan belief, obliterating the gulf which had been
pointed out by the Magisterium hitherto. Instead of being viewed as adversaries and enemies, the false religions are placed, as at Assisi, alongside Christ and in continuity with
Him.

As a result, the document does not wish to repeat, firmly and univocally, that there is only one way of salvation, i.e., that established by Christ in His Church. Instead it gives us
to understand, through its equivocations, that we must admit that "historical figures and positive elements of these [other] religions may fall within the divine plan of salvation,"
and that, according to Vatican II, the false religions can be seen to exercise "a manifold cooperation" and even a "participated mediation" in the one mediatorship of Christ.
There is one reservation, however: these "participated forms of mediation...cannot be understood as parallel or complementary to his." In fact, the concept of parallel [equal]
complementarity is very different from that of participated [subordinate] mediation.

This concept of participated, subordinate mediation has always been intrinsic to the Catholic religion. What is new in the Declaration, and what is unheard-of in the Catholic
religion, is that this participated mediation is now no longer reserved to the Most Blessed Virgin, the Saints and the members of the Mystical Body, but extended to all the false
religions (the sects and the pagan religions). This is in harmony with the "new theology," which no longer understands the Mystical Body to be coextensive with the visible
Church (plus the individual exceptions in the case of souls united to the Church "in voto," by implicit and explicit desire), but broadens and expands Christ's Mystical Body to
embrace all humanity with all its false religious beliefs.

The fundamental concept of ecumenism can be reduced to this: "All religions are orientated to salvation, which is one, and is of Christ. These religions are ranked according to
each one's degree of participation in the fullness of truth and salvation which is found in its highest degree in Christ and his Church." This is the basis supporting the
superstructure of the Declaration Dominus Jesus, and we cannot see in what way it differs from the thesis of Modernism, namely, that God reveals Himself "in the life of all the
religions, individually and collectively, but most of all in the life of Christianity" (George Tyrrell, Per la sincerità in Rinnovamento [For Sincerity in the Renewal] July-Aug.
1907.

Discipulus

 

1. See, for example, W. Schmidt, Manuale di Storia comparata delle religioni: [Manual of religions] (Brescia, 1938), and, R. Boccassino, La religione dei primitivi [Primitive
religion], in  Storia delle Religioni [History of religions] by Fr. Tacchi Ventura.

2. See Courrier de Rome, January 2000, pp.4-6, "L'Esprit-Saint à l’origine des...fausses religions."

3. See Courrier de Rome, September 1997, pp.1ff
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The NEGATION of one of the most important and clearest dogmas

 

A Quasi-Rediscovery

The Declaration Dominus Jesus operates with an entirely new concept of ecclesial "communion." It is a concept without center or principle, and it lacks a foundation in the
Papacy, and hence it lacks unity of faith and government. Applying this new concept, Dominus Jesus defines the status, i.e., the relationship vis-à-vis the Church, of the
Protestant sects:

On the other hand, the ecclesial communities which have not preserved the valid Episcopate and the genuine and integral substance of the Eucharistic mystery
[Unitatis Redintegratio, §22], are not Churches in the proper sense; however, those who are baptized in these communities are, by Baptism, incorporated in Christ
and thus are in a certain communion, albeit imperfect, with the Church [ibid., §3]. Baptism in fact tends per se toward the full development of life in Christ,
through the integral profession of faith, the Eucharist, and full communion in the Church [ibid., §22] (§17).

We should note that the expression here is simply "Church," not "Catholic Church" which the document used two sentences earlier in the same paragraph section (§17). This
gives rise to the same grave doubts we mentioned earlier: Is this "Church," to which the Declaration refers, the Catholic Church? At all events, something has been
rediscovered, namely, the distinction (obscured by ecumenism) between sects and individuals, a distinction which applies not only to Protestants, as the Declaration intends, but
also the "Orthodox." The Church, in fact, has always taught that the communities separated from the unity of faith and/or government are not the Church, nor are they parts of
the Church. Individuals, by contrast, are incorporated into the Church by baptism (which properly belongs to the Catholic Church), provided it is administered validly. It is
appropriate to note here that, as far as Dominus Jesus is concerned, all the Protestant sects without exception baptize validly. These individuals, however, separate themselves
from the Catholic Church when they personally adhere to the heresy and/or schism of the sect in which they were baptized. When, as a result of doctrinal, historical and
practical incoherences of their sect, such individuals discover a doubt in their hearts as to whether they are in the true Church, they are bound to take steps to inform themselves
correctly. It is only those who, through invincible ignorance (which is not the same thing as culpable ignorance or negligence in a matter of such importance for salvation)
remain in good faith in a heretical and/or schismatic sect, who remain part of Christ's flock in virtue of their valid baptism. Nonetheless they are "sheep scattered abroad by
disunion," as Pope St. Pius X called them, speaking-be it noted-of Eastern schismatics (Ex quo, non labente); "wandering sheep, whom the Shepherd knows not," as Pope Pius
XII called them, of whom we can only say that there are "other sheep which are not of this fold... and that they need to be brought to the divine Shepherd so that there may be
one flock and one Shepherd" (Sommamente Gradita, Sept. 20, 1942).

Dominus Jesus, however, draws no distinctions. It does "rediscover" the distinction between communities and individuals, but it tells us that all the baptized in the "ecclesial
communities" which "are not Churches in the proper sense" (only because they lack valid episcopate and Eucharist) are "in a certain communion, albeit imperfect, with the
Church" solely in virtue of baptism which is assumed to be always valid.

 

"One of the Most Important and Clearest Dogmas" of the Faith

As we have seen, Dominus Jesus thus manages to deny "one of the most important and clearest dogmas" of the Faith, as Pope Gregory XVI lamented in opposing the
Modernists who, even in his time, were daring to attack this dogma "with unprecendented audacity" in their attempts to promote "mixed marriages":

You know as well as We do how constantly our Fathers made every effort to inculcate that article of faith which the Modernists dare to deny, namely, the necessity
of the faith and Catholic unity for salvation (Summo Jugiter Studio).

Contrary to what Dominus Jesus would have us believe, it is not simply the lack of a "valid episcopate" and a "valid Eucharist" which causes the sheep living outside the one
fold to be "wandering astray." In fact, even those who have a valid episcopate and a valid Eucharist are astray. It is the lack of "the faith and Catholic unity," which are
indispensable "for salvation." That is why Pope Pius X, speaking not to Protestants, but to Eastern schismatics, looked forward to a time when "the sheep that are scattered by
dissension will come together in the one profession of the Catholic faith, under a single supreme Pastor" (Letter Ex quo, Dec. 26, 1910).

 

The "Vain Hope" of Baptism Alone

Baptism alone does not profit for salvation, no more than the valid episcopate alone or the valid Eucharist alone. As the Athanasian Creed says:

Whosoever will be saved, before all things it is necessary that he hold the Catholic Faith. Which Faith except every one do keep whole and undefiled, without
doubt he shall perish everlastingly....

Pope Gregory XVI repeated it in Mirari Vos:

The Apostle warns us: "One Lord, one faith, one baptism." Let them tremble then who imagine that every creed leads by an easy path to the port of felicity; and reflect
seriously...that consequently they will perish eternally without any doubt, if they do not hold to the Catholic Faith, and preserve it entire and without alteration.

And since this is impossible outside Catholic unity, "those who are not united to the Chair of Peter are in error in flattering themselves that they too are regenerated in the water
of salvation." St. Augustine would reply to them in the same terms: "The branch lopped off has the shape of the vine; but what avails the form if it have not the root?" (Pope
Gregory XVI, Mirari Vos; cf. also Pope Leo XIII, Eximia Laetitia).

Today the baptized who are not united to the Chair of Peter are confirmed in their vain hope by "ecumenical" Catholics. The latter, whose love is not so much for souls, as for
the fantasy of a "union" made by man and not by God, find the transparent language of truth too hard; by the same token they also find the Holy See's language of charity too
hard (up to and including Pope Pius XII): "The one fold of Christ is the Church founded on Peter, Prince of the Apostles"; outside this one fold there can only be "wandering
sheep, unknown to the Shepherd, limbs who are not part of a life-giving body, but separated, arid and deprived of spiritual nourishment" (Pope Pius XII, Sommamente Gradita,
Sept. 20, 1942).

Hirpinus

 

(Both articles translated by Mr. Graham Harrison from Courrier de Rome, Feb., 2001, exclusively for Angelus Press)
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The Holy Father loves Germany very much. What else can explain the fact that this very country was honored with four fine new cardinals nominated at the consistory of
February 21, 2001, unless the appointments are treated not as an honor but as a symptom of a particularly acute crisis in the land of Luther, Lehmann, and Kasper?

In reality, the situation of the Church in Germany, a nation of 84 million people, is very serious, even though the number of nominal Catholics has recently surpassed that of
Protestants.

 

A Tormented Church

Germany thrives on fragmentation, tensions and divisions. In 1871, the united national movement, representing internal Prussian colonialism (the German Piedmont), elevated
the Hohenzollern monarchy to German Empire. It then quickly burst out of the wings as Kulturkampf—a. struggle for culture-which weighed heavily on Catholics, and
continued to make waves. And even before this, the 1701 elevation of the Prussian dynasty to monarchy, on the secularized corps of the Teutonic Order, was not recognized by
the Holy See for a long time. A hundred years later, the monarchy avenged itself when the Holy Roman Emperor was buried and the ecclesiastical state was secularized. The
consequences of this theft of ecclesiastical goods-perhaps the most remarkable in the entire history of the Church—are making themselves felt again today.

The Prussian king, who also added "Summits Episcopus” to his title reinforced the subordination of religion to the State. A note on this is that the last Prussian king, William II,
even delivered sermons in Church on Sunday. By order of the monarchy, Calvinism and Lutheranism were unified, and this is why German Protestantism desisted from
dogmatic controversy, so as to transform itself into simply a bulwark, in the sense of its being obliged by the monarchy to be a civic, bourgeois decoration.

Only much later, in the 19th century, did the Catholic Church rally from blows inflicted on it by secularization. Statist rewards conferred on parishes and bishops ought, in
effect, to have made up for it, but this always brought with it a considerable dependency on the state. Moreover, the Catholic Church was always suspect because it was
governed by an ultramontane entity [Rome-Ed.]. Thus, "Kulturkampf” was only a reflection of the secularized Protestant point of view, which saw the Pope as Antichrist
(Luther). Because it is the Prussian-Protestant surrogate for God, the German state tolerated no dissidence, and so the Catholics were culturally marginalized. Today, when the
Catholic Bishops are constantly and vigilantly on guard against "ghettoization," it is because there was a time when our Holy religion was defamed as the religion of female
servants and obscurantists.

 

And, Today, a Church That Is Too Rich

Today, the Catholic Church and Protestant confessions, each comprising a third of the population with another third made up of atheists, particularly the German communists or
ex-DDR [former East Germany-Ed.], have a high level social organization:

1. pastors are paid very well by the state; they make more than a Cardinal of the Curia;

2. a separate Faculty of Theology in state universities, with paid assistants, libraries, and funds for study;

3.   princely incomes thanks to a State-imposed tax. For instance, the annual budget of just the Archdiocese of Cologne is around half a million dollars; this is why
there are funds to pay professionals, even to maintain a school of liturgical dance;

4. well paid lay theologians who are adjuncts in such a way as to constitute a second hierarchy;

5. state financing of schools, hospitals, etc.

In Germany, after the state, the Catholic Church and the Protestant churches are the largest employers. There's a bad joke in circulation that says the Church in Germany would
be able to survive for ten years or more after the death of the last Catholic. In the Protestant community, there is another sort of reality. I myself know an evangelical pastor who
attends the Catholic Mass on Sundays because no one in his community comes to hear his sermons.

Because of all of this, extrinsic criteria, particularly economic ones, predominate in the Catholic Church's government. Not long ago, the Bishop of Treviri, whose antecedents
were at one time among the main electors of the Holy Roman Emperor, was called into court as a witness. The director of a huge organization of the Episcopal Caritas to had
been sentenced to seven years in prison because he had financed the strangest projects, diverted funds, and corrupted politicians. The Bishop, who was the president of a related
checks and balances organization of Caritas, was saved by the miracle of being a witness for the prosecution. This case is significant as an illustrative symptom of the problems
of a Church that is too rich.

 

The "License to Kill"

The situation becomes really difficult when morality is a factor, and even more so when the Roman Curia is involved. Many have noted the problem.

In Germany, after the horrors of the Nazi era, the federal constitution or "fundamental law" strongly suppressed the influence of Catholic natural law. But Germany also has a
strong juris-positive tradition that was reinforced after the unification of the two Germanys via the welcoming reception for "the defeat of socialism."

Let's take the example of abortion. German jurisprudence on abortion is unique in the world. The Court has ruled that the unborn are human beings and have the right to life
from the moment of conception; therefore abortion is a crime. But, then, at this point, enter the Hegelian dialectic: crime yes, but non-punishable when the abortion occurs
following counseling. In fact, this represents the abolition of all limitation on abortion, because the only impediment favors abortion. This impediment-a veritable fig leaf-can
be easily eliminated by obtaining a certificate from an approved counselor that proves the consultation took place, and so, favors abortion.

These counseling centers are maintained by very diverse organizations, including those within the Church. Thanks to state recognition, they receive public funding. But the
condition for being recognized and state-funded is the distribution of the certificates. And to do this is nothing less than to be complicit in decriminalized abortion.

 

Vatican Intervention Nullified

This gross behavior has been occurring since 1994. The Vatican has criticized this practice, and at the start, even criticized Bishop Lehmann since he is president of the German
Episcopal Conference. Various letters from the Secretary of State, Cardinal Ratzinger and even from the Pope were sent prohibiting the distribution of this license to kill. But
Bishop Lehmann, as president of the German Episcopal Conference, interpreted these letters according to his own light, made distinctions, and changed the perspective of the
Pope's clearly expressed directive until it had nothing to do with this homicidal system. Then he turned to the laity. The question, "What do you think of the certificate system?"
became the litmus test of the Catholic conscience.

As of the beginning of the year, the Bishops had stepped away from the murderous system, except for one, Kamphaus, the Bishop of Limburg. In the past, the "parallel
hierarchy" set up by the Central Commission of German Catholics, a co-opted web of associations and politics, among them many influential socialists, Greens and Christian
Democrats, was openly ranged against the Pope. Thanks to Bishop Lehmann's latitude, it put into place a veritable network of counseling centers which still distribute the
notorious certificates, cynically called "donum vitae” [gift of life-Ed.].

The fact is that Catholics, through their professional occupations, notably the state-subsidized lay theologians, who are often open unbelievers and who also work for the
Church, have known perfectly well that the State would not maintain a Church which contradicts it in moral matters. A Socialist minister often made it clearly understood that
Germany needs a Church that makes abortion acceptable.

 

The Trauma of Good Catholics

The Bishop of Limburg still hesitates from exiting the system, and in the Limburg Diocese there is still abortion, covered by the certificate, and with the Episcopal stamp of
approval; and so abortion can be obtained by interested mothers, or better, by their husbands.

In recent years, having lost faith in the German hierarchy, many good Catholics, and "Pro-Life" advocates have looked to Rome. At the moment, the Vatican has given the
Bishop of Limburg another year, notwithstanding the months during which Cardinal Sodano had raised the problem of the certificate system's incompatibility with the
Magisterium's position, and Cardinal Ratzinger had spoken of schismatic tendencies implicit in the ongoing distribution of the "donum vitae."

This concession has traumatized honest German Catholics. The Vatican is not acting because it fears a schism. But now it has even elevated the two principal protagonists in
this case, Kasper and Lehmann, to Cardinals. But whoever believes that the Cardinal's hat makes someone faithful to Rome is grossly mistaken.

The nominations of Cardinals Lehmann and Kasper seem a farce. Some say that, in both cases, the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, presided over by Cardinal
Ratzinger, may not have been consulted. It also struck one as strange to see Fr. Leo Scheffcyzk, a meritorious German theologian who has written decisively against the
Catholic-Protestant Declaration on Justification, a product of "ecumenical consensus" approved by Cardinals Lehmann and Kasper, in the pre-chosen list. Probably this choice
would say to the few true German Catholics, "We have not forgotten you after all."

Cardinal Lehmann was named by the Secretary of State only after massive pressure was applied by the German State, not only by ex-Chancellor Kohl, but also by the national
president, the Protestant, Rau, and by Thierse, President of Parliament. SiSiNoNo has reported indiscrete leaks from the Holy Father's circle, according to which this pressure
was applied just a few days before the second announcement of nominations.

We have already illustrated in previous issues of SiSiNoNo the nature of the "theology" of Cardinal Kasper, Küng's ex-assistant, and of Cardinal Lehmann, Rahner's ex-
assistant. Here, two notes suffice. For Cardinal Kasper, dogma is for the stupid, superficial and authoritarian; for Cardinal Lehmann, Luther is a "master" of the Faith, above all
in his catechesis.

In the eyes of German Catholics, the nomination of these two individuals is an auto-diminution of papal authority. Even Cardinal Meisner, who, like Cardinal Ratzinger, is Pope
John-Paul II's man, sought, even two weeks before the event, to stop Lehmann's nomination. In an interview, Cardinal Meisner conveyed to the public that for years Lehmann
has opposed the Pope's expressed wish that the German bishops revise their so-called "Declaration of Konigstein," which de facto authorizes German Catholics to use the birth
control pill.

Too, Kasper and Lehmann take the side of those German Bishops who would like to give Holy Communion to the remarried divorced. And this long, scandalous, obstinate
rebellion against the Church is now rewarded with the purple biretta! This is a misfortune for the Catholic Church in Germany, which in the last decades Cardinal Lehmann has
yoked to the anti-Catholic path. It is also a misfortune for the defense of life in today's debate on bioethics, since the "Pro-Life" movement has lost reliable supporters not just
in the German Bishops, but also in the Vatican.

(Translated exclusively for Angelus Press by Suzanne Rini from the Italian edition of SiSiNoNo, No.9, May 15, 2001.)
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Recently we have seen that Pope John Paul II appointed as Cardinals two German Bishops, Walter Kasper and Karl Lehmann. On what merits? We have illustrated them in the
past, but since time has passed, it is well to recall them in order to better understand the gravity of these appointments vis à vis the facts.

For Walter Kasper, the miracles narrated in the Gospels are not historical facts related as eyewitness testimony by two Apostles, and as testimony heard by two of the Apostles'
disciples, nor are they "segni certessimi” of Our Lord Jesus Christ's divinity as defined by Vatican I dogma. Rather, they are "instead, a problem which makes Jesus' activity
strange, and difficult for modern man to understand."1,2 So, in homage to "modern man," or to be precise, to prideful man who believes only in himself, Walter Kasper deems
himself authorized to put into perspective the "undeniable tradition which witnesses these miracles to us."3

Let us pass over the process that Kasper employs because we've previously treated it,4 and because it is just the parroted echo of the gratuitous assertions of the worst Protestant
rationalist "criticism." Instead, let us move on to the conclusions: For Kasper, the new purple biretta, what are Jesus' miracles?

"These non-historical stories," he writes, "are statements of belief in the salvific meaning of the person and message of Jesus."5 Briefly, for Walter Kasper, Jesus never raised
either Jairus' daughter or the widow of Naim's son from the dead, nor did He even call Lazarus from his tomb. Neither did He ever calm tempests, nor multiply the loaves, nor
walk on water, etc.

According to Kasper, the evangelists invented these "non-historical stories" the way that our grandmothers made up fables at the fireside when there was no television to
corrupt children. And just as our grandmothers' fables only sought to inculcate a "morality," so too the Evangelists' "fables" about Jesus' miracles "did not intend to present
Jesus as Lord over life and death."6

In any case, for Walter Kasper, also as to his assumption that the miracles did occur-which, like all of the "new theologians" he firmly doubts-Jesus could not have performed
miracles simply because he was not God. Jesus, he says, never advanced such "claims," and at Caesarea Philippi, Peter merely confessed, "You are the Messiah," and Jesus also
proclaimed this before the Sanhedrin.7 But when the first Christian community confessed that Jesus is the Son of God, it did not in fact mean that Jesus really is the Son of
God, but only wished "to express the idea that God manifests and communicates Himself in an absolute and definite way in the story of Jesus." End of story. In fact, the first
Christian community did not intend "to acknowledge a dignity for him that would further his claims." Naturally, it was St. Paul's and St. John's habit to further Jesus' "claims."8

In our day, we are fortunate to have the Dutch Catechism to sort out all of this for us. Kasper partakes of its heresy, namely that "the doctrine of Jesus' divinity and humanity
constitutes a development of the original conviction that this man is our divine salvation."9

You have read it correctly: salvation is "divine,” but Jesus is simply "this man"! And this would be "the original belief of the faith," indeed, the primitive Church's belief and
faith!

We could stop here because we don't see how a man can still exercise his priestly function, be made a Bishop, and today even be made a Cardinal who, in his writings, negates
fundamental Christian doctrine, i.e., Our Lord Jesus Christ's divinity, which, rather than heresy ought to be called apostasy.

If Jesus is not God but was made so by his later followers, there can logically be no resurrection. And in fact, Walter Kasper negates the Resurrection. For him, "the empty
tomb represents an ambiguous phenomenon, open to different possibilities of interpretation."10 And interpretations of the Resurrection are "beliefs and testimonies produced by
people who believe," and who, via the "new theology's" strange logic, necessarily lie, and who also simply attest to whatever facts that they have been lead to believe.

Undoubtedly, he continues, a certain "grossly erroneous type of assertion that Jesus was touched by their hands and ate at the table with his disciples...runs the risk of justifying
a too coarse Paschal faith."11 But fortunately, as to the spiritualization of this "coarse" Paschal faith which has been the Church's faith for 2000 years, lo and behold, we have
Walter Kasper to inform us that these apparitions were nothing more than "meetings with Christ present in the Spirit."12Clear, no?

So, for Walter Kasper, Our Lord Jesus Christ was not divine, there were no miracles, no resurrection and, therefore, no ascension.13 And in error's inexorable "logic," there was
no Immaculate Conception or divine maternity. Consequently, Walter Kasper actually teaches the windy rehabilitation of Nestorius. Isn't that also logical? If, for Kasper, Jesus
is not God, then Nestorius was wrongly condemned for having denied Mary the title, "Mother of God."14Everything squares in the new Cardinal's "logic." What a pity that it is
the logic of apostasy and of total rejection of Revealed Truth!

Karl Lehmann is the other new purple biretta. Lehman's "faith" is specifically exemplified for us in the document of the 1986 Working Group on Justification, and Priestly
Ministry (Fribourg in Br.-Göttingen), which he directed along with the Protestant, Pannenberg. On this subject, we shall also limit ourselves to the minimum while referring the
reader to a long article published in the September 15, 1987 edition of SiSiNoNo, titled, "Germany: A Disgusting Document of Ecumenical Treason." Lehmann reveals himself
to be this document's true "father" or, at least, the standard bearer of the shameful "Joint Declaration on the Doctrine of Justification," signed two years ago by Catholics and
Protestants.15

For Lehmann, the Council of Trent's anathemas have no value, because as he and his "separated brethren" say, that Council judged and condemned the "first" Luther. This, so
that the "second" Luther might be tidied up and covered over!

Naturally, with satisfaction, the document emphasizes that the "departure from Trent" has been established in the Catholic Church. Obviously, here Lehmann confuses the
Catholic Church with the "new theology," which is philo-Protestant and heretical. For this reason, we can understand why he says, "what is decisive in the reformers'
conception of faith" no longer constitutes "any problem for today's Catholic theology."16

According to Lehmann, today, the Protestant theses—among which however there is no "departure" from Luther-no longer fall under Trent's anathemas. And, no matter that
you might level them again, given that he has denied, par excellence, any value to that dogmatic Council.

In this same document, Protestant heresies are blasphemously and impudently placed on the same plane as Trent's infallible definitions, and Protestant sects' human and
heretical "traditions" are put on the same level as the Church's Divine, Apostolic Tradition. Therefore, it is not surprising that just as Carlo M. Martini, S J. would like to send
us to the Jews' schools to understand Sacred Scripture,17 so Lehmann would like to send us to the Protestants' school "in order to more profoundly understand the Church's
doctrines and their roots."

Regarding this more profound "understanding," he presents proof composed of really many Protestant heresies, including sola Scriptura, which has no component of Tradition
and no Magisterium, and is abandonment to private interpretation; and dogmatic relativism, by which a dogma can be true for Catholics and false for Protestants and vice-
versa, and so also means that there are only diverse confessional "traditions," all of them respectable, despite the principle of non-contradiction.

Looking forward to Catholics allowing themselves to be instructed by Protestants, Lehmann rejoices that "in reality, the exegetical praxis of both Churches have become largely
similar." And for him it is of little importance that the "Catholic" exegetes have aligned themselves with the Protestants, and not vice-versa.

Karl Lehmann speaks of a plurality of "churches," but in reality he partakes of the heresy of the "Church divided," which retains the unity of the Church destroyed by the
schisms, against Sacred Scripture and Tradition, which, as faithfully transmitted by the Magisterium, teaches that the schism did not corrode the unity of the Church, exactly as
when a dry branch that falls from a tree or is chopped off leaves the integral unity of the tree intact. Karl Lehmann not only unites himself to "the separated brethren" in
exalting Luther, but he also unites himself to them in the denigration of the Catholic Church, her doctrine and her "very often unenlightened practices"18

If, then, we consider the document's content relative to doctrine on justification, merit, and on the sacraments, the picture becomes even more distressing: Or, doesn't Karl
Lehmann know Catholic doctrine, or does he want to sacrifice it to an imaginary and illusory "consensus" at the expense of, and damage to Divine Revelation?

Here is just one example: Luther reduced the traditional seven sacraments to two, and Lehmann concedes that the relevant condemnation of Trent "can today only have value in
a limited way."19 Let us ask: For Lehmann, are there seven or two sacraments? Or better, does he consider the sacraments to be a human or a divine institution? Similarly,
Lehmann concedes that the Protestant critique regarding "the Roman Mass's canon's sacrificial thesis" is "understandable"!20 We ask: For Lehmann, is the Mass really a
sacrifice, as the Catholic Faith defined it at Trent, or is it only a memorial, as his "separated brethren" want to say? Another cunning condescension: Today's Protestants'
position would no longer fall under Trent's anathema only because—playing on words—they speak of the "real presence" in the Eucharist. But by "real presence," they really
mean the "personal," spiritual presence and not at all the corporeal presence of Our Lord Jesus Christ.21

Also, in Vatican II texts, the absence of the term "transubstantiation" was hailed as a prudent distancing,22 naturally, from Catholic doctrine. And it doesn't matter at all that the
same Pope Paul VI in Mysterium Fidei forced himself to undo this omission of the Council. For Lehmann, the "devotion before the Tabernacle"23 —notice that he puts it in
quotation marks-and the Corpus Christi procession, are considered "forms of still conserved medieval devotions." And he supports the liturgical reform's operative reductions,
thus confirming that Protestantization of the liturgy denounced by Cardinals Ottaviani and Baci to Pope Paul VI in their Breve esame critico. He also slips toward Protestant
theology on Purgatory, which doesn't exist for Protestants; on Communion, which for Protestants is a means of remission of mortal sins; on Confirmation, Extreme Unction,
Marriage, and on Ordination. He equivocates on the word, "Sacrament," which Protestants will adopt, but who mean by it something totally different from the Catholic faith's
meaning. All of this is either serious or a betrayal, and both of these possibilities are unforgivable in a minister of God, a priest, who ought never to have become a Bishop, and
instead, is now even a Cardinal.

If such is Rasper's and Lehmann's faith, it is not difficult to intuit what has become of morality in their hands: abortion, divorce, contraception, abolition of priestly celibacy,
etc. Regarding the "remarried divorced," we have stressed here that Cardinals Kasper and Lehmann want to allow them to receive Communion, even if culpable and
impenitent, "after an examination of conscience" and "a meeting with a prudent priest-expert." This statement provoked the intervention of the Congregation for the Faith.24

It is superfluous to say that Cardinals Kasper and Lehmann are enemies of the Roman Primate.25

Is it possible that Pope John Paul II is ignorant of much of what we have reviewed here about Kasper and Lehmann? Unfortunately, this is not so. In fact, in Kasper's case, he
has treated one of his books that has circulated undisturbed for years in Italy. And in Lehmann's case, he has been treated in an official document on "ecumenical dialogue" in
Germany. In any case, to prove that Pope John Paul II was well enough informed, his letter, a monitum that was sent to the German Cardinals at the time of the last consistory,
suffices.

The first report on the letter was published on March 12, 2001 by the German daily, Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung. It reported that in the February 22nd letter, the Pope spoke
of "confusion and abuse" and of "the decline in human and Christian values in Germany." He deplored an upsurge in liturgy, preaching, catechesis, in management of the
community that does not correspond to disciplinary directives and Church teachings; and then, as to ecumenism, the German Bishops are called to guidelines recently presented
in Dominus Jesus. Also while praising the German Church's "solid organizational structure," John Paul II warned of the risk of "gutting the Church from within by means that
seem strong from the outside, but internally always [cause the Church] to lose ever more strength and credibility.

On May 16, Vatican Radio confirmed the same letter's content, as had been widely purveyed by the German mass media, and carefully repeated by Ansa. Vatican Radio added
that the Pope had referred the new German Cardinals to the teaching of Humanae Vitaeand to the Congregation for the Faith's letter on the exclusion of the remarried divorced
from Holy Communion; it otherwise noted that "confusion and abuses" were lamented, "particularly in the area of intercommunion with Protestants."

Therefore, John Paul II knew and disapproved many things. What sense then is there in making the two Cardinals, warning them within the same act of creating them as such?
In his speech, the Pope told the new Cardinals: "Isn't the red of the vestments you wear the burning fire of love for the Church, which ought to nourish in you readiness, if
necessary, for the supreme witness to life?" But how can one love the faith and love it " usque ad effusionem sanguinem” if one doesn't have the faith? And can the Cardinal's
purple biretta perform the miracle of transforming "Bishops without faith"26 into Cardinals burning with faith unto martyrdom? Won't appointing them Cardinals have the
singularly terrible effect of placing them in a position to do major damage to the Church, and no longer only in Germany?

Hirpinus
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What worries Catholics most in the current crisis in the Church is precisely the "problem of the Pope." We need very clear ideas on this question. We must avoid shipwreck to
the right and to the left, either by the spirit of rebellion or, on the other hand, by an inappropriate and servile obedience. The serious error which is behind many current
disasters is the belief that the "Authentic Magisterium" is nothing other than the "Ordinary Magisterium,"

The "Authentic Magisterium" cannot be so simply identified with the Ordinary Magisterium. In fact, the Ordinary Magisterium can be infallible and non-infallible, and it is
only in this second case that it is called the "Authentic Magisterium." The Dictionnaire de Théologie Catholique [hereafter referred to as DTC - Ed.] under the heading of
"papal infallibility" (vol. VII, col.1699ff) makes the following distinctions: 1) there is the "infallible or ex cathedra papal definition in the sense defined by Vatican I"
(col.1699); 2) there is the "infallible papal teaching which flows from the pope's Ordinary Magisterium" (col.1705); 3) there is "non-infallible papal teaching" (col.1709).

Similarly, Salaverri, in his Sacrae Theologiae Summa (vol. I, 5th ed., Madrid, B.A.C.) distinguishes the following: 1) Extraordinary Infallible Papal Magisterium (no. 592ff); 2)
Ordinary Infallible Papal Magisterium (no. 645ff); 3) Papal Magisterium that is mere authenticum, that is, only "authentic" or "authorized" as regards the person himself, not as
regards his infallibility (no.659ff).

While he always has full and supreme doctrinal authority, the pope does not always exercise it at its highest level, that is at the level of infallibility. As the theologians say, he is
like a giant who does not always use his full strength. What follows is this:

1)     "It would be incorrect to say that the pope is infallible simply by possessing papal authority," as we read in the Acts of Vatican I (Coll.L ac. 399b). This would be equivalent to saying that the pope's authority and
his infallibility are the same thing.

2)    It is necessary to know "what degree of assent is due to the decrees of the sovereign pontiff when he is teaching at a level which is not that of infallibility, i.e., when he is
not exercising the supreme degree of his doctrinal authority" (Salaverri, op.cit., no.659).

 

Error by Excess and/or By Defect

Unfortunately this three-fold distinction between the Extraordinary Magisterium, the Ordinary Infallible Magisterium, and the authentic non-infallible Magisterium, has fallen
into oblivion. This has resulted in two opposite errors in the crisis situation of the Church at the present time: the error by excess of those who extend papal infallibility to all
acts of the pope, without distinction; and the error by defect of those who restrict infallibility to definitions that have been uttered ex cathedra.

The error by excess actually eliminates the Ordinary Non-Infallible or "Authentic" Magisterium and inevitably leads either to Sedevacantism or to servile obedience. The
attitude of the people of this second category is, "The pope is always infallible and so we always owe him blind obedience."

The error by defect eliminates the Ordinary Infallible Magisterium. This is precisely the error of the neo-Modernists, who devalue the ordinary papal Magisterium and the
"Roman tradition" which they find so inconvenient. They say, "The pope is infallible only in his Extraordinary Magisterium, so we can sweep away 2000 years of ordinary
papal Magisterium."

Both of these errors obscure the precise notion of the Ordinary Magisterium, which includes the Ordinary Infallible Magisterium and the ordinary, "authentic," non-infallible
Magisterium.

 

Confusion and Controversy

These two opposing errors are not new. They were denounced even before Vatican II. In 1954, Fr. Labourdette, O.P., wrote:

Many persons have retained very naive ideas about what they learned concerning the personal infallibility of the sovereign pontiff in the solemn and abnormal
exercise of his power of teaching. For some, every word of the supreme pontiff will in some way partake of the value of an infallible teaching, requiring the
absolute assent of theological faith; for others, acts which are not presented with the manifest conditions of a definition ex cathedra will seem to have no greater
authority than that of any private teacher (Revue Thomiste LIV, 1954, p.196)!

Dom Paul Nau has also written about the confusion that has arisen between the pope's authority and his infallibility:

By a strange reversal, while the personal infallibility of the pope in a solemn judgment, so long disputed, was definitely placed beyond all controversy, it is the
Ordinary Magisterium of the Roman Church which seems to have been lost sight of.

It all happened - as is not unheard of elsewhere in the history of doctrine - as if the very brilliance of the Vatican I definition had cast into shadow the truth hitherto universally
recognized; we might almost say, as if the definition of the infallibility of the solemn judgments made these henceforth the unique method by which the sovereign pontiff would
put forward the rule of faith [Pope or Church? Angelus Press, 1998, p.13].

On the temporary fading of a doctrine from Catholic consciousness, see the entry "dogme" in DTC (vol.IV).

Dom Nau also mentioned the disastrous consequences which flow from this identification of the pope's authority and his infallibility:

No place would be left, intermediate between such private acts and the solemn papal judgments, for a teaching which, while authentic, is not equally guaranteed throughout all
its various expressions. If things are looked at from this angle, the very notion of the Ordinary Magisterium becomes, properly speaking, unthinkable [Pope or Church? p.4].

Dom Nau considered from where this phenomenon had developed:

Since 1870 [the year of Vatican I - Ed.], manuals of theology have taken the formulae in which their statements of doctrine have been framed from the actual
wording of the Council text. None of these treated in its own right of the ordinary teaching of the pope, which has accordingly, little by little, slipped out of sight
and all pontifical teaching has seemed to be reduced solely to solemn definitions ex cathedra. Once attention was entirely directed to these, it became customary to
consider the doctrinal interventions of the Holy See solely from the standpoint of the solemn judgment, that of a judgment which ought in itself to bring to the
doctrine all the necessary guarantees of certainty (ibid., p.13).

This is partly true, but we should not forget that liberal theology had already been advertising its reductive agenda. That is why Pius IX, even before Vatican I (1870) felt
obliged to warn German theologians that divine faith's submission "must not be restricted only to those points which have been defined" (Letter to Archbishop of Munich, Dec.
21, 1863).

The naive ideas entertained by many on the question of papal infallibility after Vatican I played into the hands of the liberal theology. In fact, while the two errors are
diametrically opposed, they are at one in equating papal authority and papal infallibility. What is the difference between them? The error by excess, regarding as infallible
everything that comes from papal authority, stretches the pope's infallibility to the extent of his authority. The error by defect, considering only those things authorized that
emanate from the ex cathedra infallibility, restricts papal authority to the scope of the infallibility of the pope's Extraordinary Magisterium. Thus both errors have the same
effect, namely, to obscure the very notion of the Ordinary Magisterium and, consequently, the particular nature of the Ordinary Infallible Magisterium. It is essential for us to
rediscover this notion and its nature because they are of the greatest importance in helping us to get our bearings in the time of crisis.

 

The Ordinary Magisterium in Shadow:
Humanae Vitae and Ordinatio Sacerdotalis

The lack of clear ideas on the pope's Ordinary Magisterium appeared in full with Pope Paul VI's encyclical, Humanae Vitae, and more recently with Ordinatio Sacerdotalis, in
which Pope John Paul II repeated the Church's refusal to ordain women.

When Humanae Vitae came out, various theologians indicated that the notion of ordinary papal Magisterium was obscured. Generally speaking, those who supported the
infallibility of Humanae Vitae deduced "the proof [of this infallibility - Ed.] on the basis of the Church's constant and universal Authentic Magisterium, which has never been
abandoned and therefore was already definitive in earlier centuries." In other words, on the basis of the Ordinary Infallible Magisterium (E. Lio, Humanae Vitae ed infallibilità,
Libreria Ed. Vaticana, p.38). They should have noticed that even the notion of the Ordinary Infallible Magisterium and its particularity [its constancy and universality - Ed.] had
been effaced from the minds not only of the ordinary faithful but also of the theologians. Cardinal Siri commented:

By presenting only two possible hypotheses for the case in question [the encyclical Humanae Vitae - Ed.], namely, an ex cathedra definition [which was avoided -
Ed.] that is, proceeding from the solemn Magisterium, and that of the Authentic Magisterium [which does not of itself imply infallibility - Ed.], a grave sophism in
enumeration has been committed. It is in fact a serious error, because there is another possible hypothesis, i.e., that of the Ordinary Infallible Magisterium. It is
very strange how certain people are at pains to avoid speaking about this….It is necessary to realize that there is not only a solemn Magisterium and a simply
Authentic Magisterium; between these two there is also the Ordinary Magisterium which is endowed with the charism of infallibility (Renovatio, Oct.-Dec., 1968).

The same "sophism of enumeration" was pointed out 30 years later by Msgr. Bertone, speaking against the opposition to Ordinatio Sacerdotalis. On this occasion he explicitly
denounced the tendency "to substitute de facto the concept of authority for that of infallibility" (L'Osservatore Romano, Dec. 20, 1996).

In fact, it is not only the Ordinary Infallible Magisterium which has fallen into oblivion, but, since authority and infallibility have been equated, the distinction between
Ordinary Infallible Magisterium and the ordinary Authentic Magisterium has also been consigned to oblivion. After Vatican I, as Dom Nau wrote,

Catholics have no longer any reason for hesitating about the authority to be recognized in the dogmatic judgments pronounced by the sovereign pontiff: their
infallibility has been solemnly defined in the Constitution Pastor Aeternus ....But definitions of this sort are relatively rare. The pontifical documents which come
most frequently before the Christian today are encyclicals, allocutions, radio messages which usually derive from the Ordinary Magisterium or ordinary teaching of
the Church. Unfortunately, this is where confusions remain still possible and do occur, alas! all too often (op.cit. p.3).

Thus, we will devote ourselves, not to the Extraordinary Magisterium (whose infallibility is generally acknowledged), but to the Ordinary Magisterium. Once we have
illustrated the conditions under which it is infallible, it will be clear that outside these conditions we are in the presence of the "authentic" Magisterium to which, in normal
times, we should accord due consideration. In abnormal times, however, it would be a fatal error to equate this "authentic" Magisterium with the infallible Magisterium
(whether "extraordinary" or "ordinary").

 

The Point of the Question

The infallible guarantee of divine assistance is not limited solely to the acts of the Solemn Magisterium; it also extends to the Ordinary Magisterium, although it does not cover
and assure all the latter's acts in the same way" (Fr.Labourdette, O.P., Revue Thomiste 1950, p.38).

Thus, the assent due to the Ordinary Magisterium "can range from simple respect right up to a true act of faith." (Msgr. Guerry, La Doctrine Sociale de l'Église, Paris, Bonne
Presse 1957, p.172). It is most important, therefore, to know precisely when the Roman pope's Ordinary Magisterium is endowed with the charism of infallibility.

Since the pope alone possesses the same infallibility conferred by Jesus Christ upon his Church [i.e., the pope plus the bishops in communion with him, cf. Dz.1839), we must
conclude that only the pope, in his Ordinary Magisterium, is infallible in the same degree and under the same conditions as the Ordinary Magisterium of the Church is.

Thus the truth that is taught must be proposed as already defined, or as what has always been believed or accepted in the Church, or attested by the unanimous and constant
agreement of theologians as being a Catholic truth [which is therefore strictly obligatory for all the faithful ("Infaillibilité du Pape," DTC vol.VII, col.1705).

This condition was recalled by Cardinal Felici in the context of Humanae Vitae:

On this problem we must remember that a truth may be sure and certain, and hence it may be obligatory, even without the sanction of an ex cathedra definition. So
it is with the encyclical Humanae Vitae, in which the pope, the supreme pontiff of the Church, utters a truth which has been constantly taught by the Church's
Magisterium and which accords with the precepts of Revelation (L'Osservatore Romano, Oct. 19, 1968, p.3).

No one, in fact, can refuse to believe what has certainly been revealed by God. And it is not only those things that have been defined as such that have certainly been revealed
by God; the latter also include whatever has been always and everywhere taught by the Church's Ordinary Magisterium as having been revealed by God. More recently, Msgr.
Bertone reminded us that the Ordinary Pontifical Magisterium can teach a doctrine as definitive [bold emphasis in original] in virtue of the fact that it has been constantly
preserved and held by Tradition.

Such is the case with Ordinatio Sacerdotalis when it repeats the invalidity of the priestly ordination of women, which has always been held by the Church with "unanimity and
stability" (L'Osservatore Romano, Dec. 20, 1996).

Cardinal Siri, still speaking of Humanae Vitae in the issue of the review Renovatio to which we have referred, explains as follows:

"The question, therefore, must be put objectively thus: given that [Humanae Vitae] is not an act of the Infallible Magisterium and that it therefore does not of itself
provide the guarantee of "irreformability" and certitude, would not its substance be nonetheless guaranteed by the Ordinary Magisterium under the conditions
under which the Ordinary Magisterium is itself known to be infallible?

After giving a summary of the Church's continuous tradition on contraception, from the Didache to the encyclical Casti Connubii of Pope Pius XI, Cardinal Siri concludes:

This Encyclical recapitulated the ancient teaching and the habitual teaching of today. This means that we can say that the conditions for the Ordinary irreformable
[i.e., infallible - Ed.] Magisterium were met. The period of widespread turbulence is a very recent fact and has nothing to do with the serene possession [of the
Magisterium - Ed.] over many centuries (Renovatio, op.cit.).

It is an error, therefore, to extend infallibility unconditionally to the whole of the Ordinary Magisterium of the pope, whether he is speaking urbi et orbi or just addressing
pilgrims. It is true that the infallibility of the Extraordinary Magisterium is not enough for the Church; the Extraordinary Magisterium is a rare event, whereas "faith needs
infallibility and it needs it every day," as Cardinal Siri himself said (Renovatio, op.cit.). But Cardinal Siri is too good a theologian to forget that even the pope's infallibility has
conditions attached to it. If the Ordinary Magisterium is to be infallible, it must be traditional (cf. Salaverri, loc.cit.). If it breaks with Tradition, the Ordinary Magisterium
cannot claim any infallibility. Here we see very clearly the very special nature of the Ordinary Infallible Magisterium, to which we must devote some attention.

 

The Special Nature of the Ordinary Infallible Magisterium

As we have seen, Cardinal Siri observes that the Humanae Vitae, even if it is not an act of the ex cathedra Magisterium, would still furnish the guarantee of infallibility, not "of
itself," but insofar as it recapitulates "the ancient teaching and the habitual teaching of today" (Renovatio, ob.cit.). In fact, in contrast to the Extraordinary Magisterium or the
Solemn Judgment, the Ordinary Magisterium

does not consist in an isolated proposition, pronouncing irrevocably on the Faith and containing its own guarantees of truth, but in a collection of acts which can
concur in communicating a teaching.

This is the normal procedure by which Tradition, in the fullest sense of that term, is handed down; ...(Pope or Church? op. cit. p.10).

This is precisely why the DTC speaks of "infallible papal teaching which flows from the pope's Ordinary Magisterium" (loc.cit.). So, while a simple doctrinal presentation [by
the pope] can never claim the infallibility of a definition, [this infallibility] nonetheless is rigorously implied when there is a convergence on the same subject in a series of
documents whose continuity, in itself, excludes all possibility of doubt on the authentic content of the Roman teaching (Dom Nau, Une source doctrinale: Les encycliques,
p.75).

If we fail to take account of this difference, we are obliterating all distinction between the Extraordinary Magisterium and the Ordinary Magisterium:

No act of the Ordinary Magisterium as such, taken in isolation, could claim the prerogative which belongs to the supreme judgment. If it did so, it would cease to
be the Ordinary Magisterium. An isolated act is infallible only if the supreme Judge engages his whole authority in it so that he cannot go back on it. Such an act
cannot be "reversible" without being plainly subject to error. But it is precisely this kind of act, against which there can be no appeal, which constitutes the Solemn
[or Extraordinary] Judgment, and which thus differs from the Ordinary Magisterium" (ibid., note 1).

It follows that

the infallibility of the Ordinary Magisterium, whether of the Universal Church or that of the See of Rome, is not that of a judgment, not that of an act to be
considered in isolation, as if it could itself provide all the light necessary for it to be clearly seen. It is that of the guarantee bestowed on a doctrine by the
simultaneous or continuous convergence of a plurality of affirmations or explanations, none of which could bring positive certitude if it were taken by itself alone.
Certitude can be expected only from the whole complex, but all the parts concur in making up that whole (Pope or Church? op. cit., p.18).

Dom Paul Nau explains further:

In the case of the [Ordinary] universal Magisterium, this whole complex is that of the concordant teaching of the bishops in communion with Rome; in the case of
the Ordinary pontifical Magisterium [i.e., the pope alone - Ed.], it is the continuity of teaching of the successors of Peter: in other words, it is the "tradition of the
Church of Rome," to which Msgr. Gasser appealed at Vatican I (Collana Lacensis, col.404).

About this subject, A.C. Martimort wrote:

Bossuet's error consisted in rejecting the infallibility of the pope's Extraordinary Magisterium; but he performed the signal service of affirming most clearly the
infallibility of the Ordinary Magisterium [of the pope] and its specific nature, which means that every particular act bears the risk of error ....To sum up: according
to the Bishop of Meaux, what applies to the series of Roman popes over time is the same as what applies to the episcopal college dispersed across the world (Le
Gallicanisme de Bossuet, Paris, 1953, p.558).

In fact, we know that the bishops, individually, are not infallible. Yet the totality of bishops, throughout time and space, in their moral unanimity, do enjoy infallibility. So if one
wishes to ascertain the Church's infallible teaching one must not take the teaching of one particular bishop: it is necessary to look at the "common and continuous teaching" of
the episcopate united to the pope, which "cannot deviate from the teaching of Jesus Christ" (E. Piacentini, O.F.M. Conv., Infaillible même dans les causes de canonisation?
ENMI, Rome 1994, p.37).

The same thing applies to the Ordinary Infallible Magisterium of the Roman pope on his own: this Ordinary Magisterium is infallible not because each act is uttered by the
pope, but because the particular teaching of which the pope's act consists "is inserted into a totality and a continuity" (Dom P.Nau, Le encycliques, op.cit.), which is that of the
"series of Roman popes over time" (Martimort, op.cit.).

We can understand why, in their Ordinary Magisterium, the Roman popes have always been careful to associate themselves with their "venerable predecessors," often quoting
them at length. "The Church speaks by Our mouth," said Pope Pius XI in the Casti Connubii. Pope Pius XII in Humani Generis, emphasized that "most of the time what is set
forth and taught in the encyclicals is already, for other reasons, part of the patrimony of Catholic doctrine."

The very particular nature of the pope's Ordinary Infallible Magisterium was quite clear until Vatican I. While this Council was in session, La Civiltà Cattolica, which
published (and still publishes) under the direct control of the Holy See, replied in these words to Fr. Gratry, who had criticized Pope Paul IV's Bull Cum ex Apostolus:

We ask Fr. Gratry, in all serenity, whether he believes that the Bull of Paul IV is an isolated act, so to speak, or an act that is comparable to others of the same kind
in the series of Roman popes. If he replies that it is an isolated act, his argument proves nothing, for he himself affirms that the Bull of Paul IV contains no
dogmatic definition. If he replies, as he must, that this Bull is, in substance, conformable to countless other similar acts of the Holy See, his argument says far more
than he would wish. In other words, he is saying that a long succession of Roman popes have made public and solemn acts of immorality and injustice against the
principles of human reason, of impiety towards God, and of apostasy against the Gospel (vol.X, series VII, 1870, p.54).

This means, in effect, that an "isolated act" of the pope is infallible only in the context of a "dogmatic definition"; outside dogmatic definitions, i.e., in the Ordinary
Magisterium, infallibility is guaranteed by the complex of "countless other similar acts of the Holy See," or of a "long succession" of the successors of Peter.

 

Practical Application

Because it declared itself to be non-dogmatic, the charism of infallibility cannot be claimed for the last Council, except insofar as it was re-iterating traditional teaching.
Moreover, what is offered as the Ordinary Pontifical Magisterium of the recent popes - apart from certain acts - cannot claim the qualification of the "Ordinary Infallible
Magisterium." The pontifical documents on the novelties which have troubled and confused the consciences of the faithful manifest no concern whatsoever to adhere to the
teaching of "venerable predecessors." They cannot adhere to them because they have broken with them. Look at the footnotes of Dominus Jesus; it's as if the Magisterium of
the preceding popes did not exist. It is clear that when today's popes contradict the traditional Magisterium of yesterday's popes, our obedience is due to yesterday's popes: this
is a manifest sign of a period of grave ecclesial crisis, of abnormal times in the life of the Church.

Finally, it is evident that the New Theology, which is so unscrupulous in contradicting the traditional teaching of the Roman Pontiffs, contradicts the Infallible Pontifical
Magisterium; accordingly, a Catholic must in all conscience reject and actively attack it.

 

The Almost Total Eclipse of the "Authentic" Magisterium

The Church's current crisis is not at the level of the Extraordinary or Ordinary Infallible Magisterium. This would be simply impossible. Furthermore, it is not at the level of the
Extraordinary Infallible Magisterium because the Council did not wish to be a dogmatic one, and because Pope Paul VI himself indicated what theological "note" it carried:
"Ordinary Magisterium; that is, it is clearly authentic" (General Audience of Dec. 1, 1966: Encycliques et discours de Paul VI , Ed.Paoline,1966, pp.51,52). Lastly, it is not at
the level of the Ordinary Infallible Magisterium. The turmoil and division in the Catholic world have been provoked by a break with this doctrinal continuity. Such a break is
the very opposite of the Ordinary Infallible Magisterium. Thus Paul VI's Humanae Vitae, or John Paul II's intervention against women's ordination in Ordinatio Sacerdotalis
caused no dismay to the Church's obedient sons.

The present crisis is at the level of what is presented as the simply "authentic" Magisterium, which, as Cardinal Siri reminds us, "does not of itself imply infallibility"
(Renovatio, op.cit.). But are we really dealing with the "authentic" Magisterium?

The author of Iota Unum [available from Angelus Press. Price: $24.95] wrote:

Nowadays it is no longer the case that every word of the pope constitutes Magisterium. Now, very frequently, it is no more than the expression of views, ideas and
considerations that are to be found disseminated throughout the Church,...and of doctrines that have spread and become dominant in much theology ("Église et
Contre-Église au Concile Vatican II," Second Theological Congress of SISINONO, Jan. 1996).

The Magisterium, however, even in its non-infallible form, should always be the teaching of the divine Word, even if uttered with a lesser degree of certitude. Nowadays, it is
very often the case that "the Pope does not manifest the divine word entrusted to him," but rather "expresses his personal views" which are those of the New Theology. Here we
are faced with a "manifestation of the decadence of the Church's Ordinary [`authentic'] Magisterium," a decadence which "is creating a very grave crisis for the Church,
because it is the Church's central point which is suffering from it" (ibid.).

Can one really speak of the "authentic" Pontifical Magisterium, or would it be more accurate to speak of an almost total eclipse of the Authentic Pontifical Magisterium in the
face of an analogous crisis at the level of the episcopal Magisterium?

 

The Danger of Being Drawn into Error

Catholic are least prepared to meet the crisis of the Authentic Pontifical Magisterium because of the confusion in their minds regarding the distinction between the pope's
Ordinary Infallible Magisterium and his simply "authentic" Ordinary Magisterium. This problem was pointed out before Vatican II; it has caused and continues to cause
Catholics to be drawn into error who wrongly believe that they should give equal assent to the pope's every word, neglecting the distinctions and precise conditions which we
now review.

"The command to believe firmly and without examination of the matter in hand....can be truly binding only if the authority concerned is infallible" (Billot, De Ecclesia, thesis
XVII). That is why a firm and unconditional assent is demanded in the case of the Infallible Magisterium (whether Extraordinary or Ordinary).

As regards those non-infallible doctrinal decisions given by the pope or by the Roman congregations, there is a strict duty of obedience which obliges us to give an internal
assent ...that is prudent and habitually excludes all reasonable doubt, but this assent is legitimized [not by infallibility, but rather] by the high degree of prudence with which the
ecclesiastical authority habitually acts in such circumstances" (entry "Église" in DTC, vol.IV, co1.2209).

This is why we owe the "authentic" Magisterium not a blind and unconditional assent but a prudent and conditional one:

Since not everything taught by the Ordinary Magisterium is infallible, we must ask what kind of assent we should give to its various decisions. The Christian is
required to give the assent of faith to all the doctrinal and moral truths defined by the Church's Magisterium. He is not required to give the same assent to teaching
imparted by the sovereign pontiff that is not imposed on the whole Christian body as a dogma of faith. In this case it suffices to give that inner and religious assent
which we give to legitimate ecclesiastical authority. This is not an absolute assent, because such decrees are not infallible, but only a prudential and conditional
assent, since in questions of faith and morals there is a presumption in favor of one's superior....Such prudential assent does not eliminate the possibility of
submitting the doctrine to a further examination, if that seems required by the gravity of the question (Nicolas Jung, Le Magistère de L’Èglise, 1935, pp.153,154).

Unfortunately, all these truths have disappeared from Catholic consciousness, just as the notion of the "authentic" Magisterium has. The Catholic world is all the more in danger
of being drawn into error, since it nourishes the naive and erroneous conviction that God has never permitted the popes to be mistaken, even in the Ordinary Magisterium (and
here no distinctions are drawn), and so imagine that the same assent should always be given to the papal Magisterium - which in no way corresponds to the Church's teaching.

 

Infallibility and the "Grace of State"

Our discussion of the "grace of state" of the sovereign pontiff proceeds in the context of the Authentic Magisterium. When the pope engages his infallibility, he enjoys a divine
assistance that is entirely special, over and above the grace of state. Nonetheless, even infallibility does not reduce him to the level of an automaton. In fact:

The Divine assistance does not relieve the bearer of the infallible doctrinal power of the obligation of taking pains to know the truth, especially by means of the study of the
sources of Revelation (Dz 1836).

That is why, in his Infallible Magisterium, the pope enjoys: 1) the positive assistance of the Holy Spirit so that he can attain the truth, and 2) the negative assistance which
preserves him from error. Ultimately, in a case where a pope, by negligence or ill will, were to fail in his duty of seeking out the truth by the appropriate means, infallibility
guarantees that God, through a purely negative assistance, would prevent the proclamation ex cathedra of an error.

This guarantee does not exist in the case of the Authentic Magisterium because it does not enjoy the charism of infallibility. That is why everything is entrusted to the grace of
state alone, which impels the pope to act with that "high degree of prudence" which, normally, shines forth from the Authentic Magisterium of the successors of Peter. If,
however, a pope were to fail to attain this, no divine promise guarantees God will intervene and stop him.

In such a case, indeed, the Catholic world would run the risk of being drawn into error. But it would not be because the pope lacked infallibility; under the due conditions, he
would enjoy infallibility just like his predecessors. Nor would it be because he was deprived of the grace of state, but rather that he had not laid hold of that grace. The risk of
this is all the greater since the principles we are here setting forth have fallen into oblivion.

When the Catholic world had a clear grasp of these principles the danger of being drawn into error was far less. In the history of the Church, we find it was the justified
resistance of cardinals, Catholic universities, Catholic princes, religious, and simple faithful which blocked the faux pas of a number of popes, such as Popes John XXII and
Sixtus V, concerning whom St. Robert Bellarmine wrote to Clement VIII:

Your Holiness knows the danger to which Sixtus V exposed himself and all the Church, when he undertook to correct Holy Scripture according to the lights of his own personal
knowledge. Truly, I do not know whether the Church has ever been subject to a more grave danger (entry "Jésuites: travaux sur les Saintes Écritures" in F. Vigouroux,
Dictionnaire de la Bible, vol.III, cols.1407-1408).

This danger was identified and rejected by the Catholic world. In reality, those who attribute infallibility always to the pope are doing a service neither to themselves, nor to the
Church, nor to the pope himself, as the present times are plainly showing us. A pope's faux pas are a severe trial for the entire Catholic world.

 

Normal Times and Abnormal Times

In normal times the faithful can rely on the "authentic" Pontifical Magisterium with the same confidence with which they rely on the Infallible Magisterium. In normal times, it
would be a very grave error to fail to take due account of even the simply "authentic" Magisterium of the Roman pope. This is because if everyone were permitted, in the
presence of an act of the teaching authority, to suspend his assent or even to doubt or positively reject it on the grounds that it did not imply an infallible definition, it would
result in the ecclesiastical Magisterium becoming practically illusory in concrete terms, because the ecclesiastical Magisterium is only relatively rarely expressed in definitions
of this kind (DTC, vol.III, col.1110).

It must not be forgotten (as it has been forgotten nowadays) that the security of the Authentic Magisterium is not linked to infallibility, but to the "high degree of prudence"
with which the successors of Peter "habitually" proceed, and to the "habitual" care they take never to swerve from the explicit and tacit teaching of their predecessors. Once this
prudence and care are missing, we are no longer in normal times. In such a situation it would be a fatal error to equate the Authentic Magisterium of the Roman pontiff with his
Infallible Magisterium (Ordinary or Extraordinary). These abnormal times are rare, thanks be to God, but they are not impossible. If we are not to be drawn into error, we
urgently need to remember that the assent due to the non-infallible Magisterium is

...that of inward assent, not as of faith, but as of prudence, the refusal of which could not escape the mark of temerity, unless the doctrine rejected was an actual
novelty or involved a manifest discordance between the pontifical affirmation and the doctrine which had hitherto been taught (Dom P.Nau, Pope or Church?
op.cit. p.29).

Dom Nau makes it clear that this prudential assent does not apply in the case of a teaching that is "already traditional," which would belong to the sphere of the Ordinary
Infallible Magisterium. However, in the case of a teaching which is not "already traditional," the reservation which interests us does apply: "unless the doctrine
rejected...involved a manifest discordance between the pontifical affirmation and the doctrine which had hitherto been taught." Such a situation would legitimize the doctrine's
rejection and would imply no "mark of temerity." Is this kind of "discordance" an impossible hypothesis? Dom Nau, whose attachment to the papacy was without doubt, wrote:

This is not a case which can be excluded a priori since it does not concern a formal definition. But, as Bossuet himself says, "It is so extraordinary that it does not
happen more than twice or thrice in a thousand years" (Pope or Church? p.29).

In such a case, refusing one's assent does not only not manifest temerity: it is a positive duty. The "discordance" with "doctrine which had hitherto been taught" dispenses the
Catholic from all obligation to obedience on this point:

The general principle is that one owes obedience to the orders of a superior unless, in a particular case, the order appears manifestly unjust. Similarly, a Catholic is
bound to adhere interiorly to the teachings of legitimate authority until it becomes evident to him that a particular assertion is erroneous (DTC, vol.III, col.1110).

In the case we are examining, evidence of error is provided where an act of the Authentic Magisterium is discordant with the Extraordinary or Ordinary Infallible Magisterium,
i.e., discordant with the traditional doctrine, to which the Catholic conscience is bound for eternity.

 

Faith Does Not Require the Abdication of Logic

In conclusion we shall excerpt the text of a theologian, whose passing is much to be regretted, who had a very clear grasp of the doctrine we are recalling here, and who knew
well that it had been brought into confusion by the New Theologians. In arguing against Joseph KIeiner on the manifest contradiction between Pope Pius VI's Auctorem Fidei,
which condemns concelebration, and Pope Paul VI's Instructio, which encourages it, Fr. Joseph de SainteMarie, O.C.D., wrote:

Has it ever been known for the Magisterium to intervene against a declaration of the Magisterium? In his mind [i.e., ofJoseph Kleiner - Ed.] the reply must be in
the negative: No, for the sake of the infallibility of the Magisterium. This infallibility does imply, of course, that the Church cannot contradict herself, but only
under a condition which our author has forgotten, namely, that she engages the fullness of her infallibility in such an act; or, in the case of the Ordinary
Magisterium (and we must take great care not to minimize the latter's authority), provided that it conforms to what the Infallible Magisterium teaches, either in its
solemn acts or in its constant teaching. If these conditions are not respected, there is nothing impossible about one "intervention" of the Magisterium being in
contradiction with another. There is nothing to trouble one's faith here, for infallibility is not involved; but people's Catholic sensibilities are right to be scandalized
at it, for such facts reveal a profound disorder in the exercise of the Magisterium. To deny the existence of these facts in the name of an erroneous understanding of
the Church's infallibility, and to deny it a priori, is to fly in the face of the demands of theology, of history, and of the most elementary common sense.

The facts are there. They cannot be denied. We have given an example of them, and others could be given. It will suffice to recall...the Institutio Generalis which introduces the
Novus Ordo Missae, particularly its celebrated Article 7. There the dogmas of the Eucharist and the priesthood were presented in such ambiguous terms, and so obviously
orientated towards Protestantism - to say no more - that they had to be rectified. This Institutio, however, constituted an "intervention by the Magisterium." Should it be
accepted on that account, when it was going in a direction manifestly contrary to that of the Council of Trent, in which the Church had engaged her infallibility? If we were to
follow the approach urged by Joseph Kleiner and so many others, the answer would be: "Yes." But to do this we would have to swallow the contradiction by denying that there
is a contradiction - which is in itself contradictory. This would be a real abdication of the intellect, and it would leave us defenseless in the face of a principle of authority that
would be totally outside the control of truth. Such an attitude is not in conformity with what the Magisterium itself requires of the faithful....Faith demands the submission of
the intellect in the face of the Mystery that transcends it, not its abdication when confronted with the demands of intellectual coherence which pertain to its sphere of
competence; judgment is a virtue of the intellect. That is why, when a contradiction is evident, as in the two cases we have just cited, the believer's duty (and, even more, the
duty of the theologian) is to address the Magisterium and ask for the said contradiction to be removed (L’Eucharistie, salut du monde, Paris , ed.du Cèdre, 1981, p.56ff).

To this, nothing need be added, except perhaps to invite readers to pray the Divine Pity, through the intercession of the Immaculate Heart of Mary, to remove, as soon as
possible, this exceedingly severe trial from the Catholic world. - Hirpinus

This article was translated by Graham Harrison for Angelus Press, edited and abridged by Fr. Kenneth Novak. For a more all-encompassing study, see Pope or Church? Essays on the Infallibility of
the Ordinary Magisterium (65pp.), available from Angelus Press. Price: $7.95.
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Archbishop Lefebvre's Letter to Eight Cardinals About Assisi I986

Your Eminence,

Confronted with events taking place in the Church that have John Paul II as their author and faced with those he intends carrying out at Taizé and Assisi in October,
I cannot refrain from addressing you and begging you in the name of numerous priests and faithful to save the honor of the Church never before humiliated to such
an extent in the course of her history.

The speeches and actions of John Paul II in Togo, Morocco, and the Indies cause a righteous indignation to rise up in our heart. What do the Saints, the holy men
and women of the Old and New Testaments make of this? What would the Holy Inquisition do if it were still in existence?

He who now sits upon the Throne of Peter mocks publicly the first article of the Creed and the first Commandment of the Decalogue.

The scandal given to Catholic souls cannot be measured. The Church is shaken to its very foundations. If faith in the Church, the only ark of salvation, disappears,
then the Church herself disappears.

Is John Paul II to continue ruining the Church, in particular at Assisi, with the planned procession of religions in the streets of the town of St. Francis and the
sharing out of religions in the chapels of the basilica with a view to practicing their worship in favor of peace as conceived by the United Nations?

It is what Cardinal Etchegaray, in charge of this abominable congress, has announced.

Is it conceivable that no authoritative voice has been raised in the Church to condemn these public sins? Where are the Machabees?

Eminence, for the honor of the one true God and of our Lord Jesus Christ, make a public protest, come to the help of the still faithful bishops, priests and Catholics.

Eminence, if I took the step of contacting you it is because I do not doubt your sentiments in this matter.

I am also addressing this appeal to those Cardinals named below so that eventually you may be able to work together.

May the Holy Ghost come to your aid, and please accept, Eminence, my devoted and fraternal greetings in Christ and Mary.

Archbishop Lefebvre, Emeritus Bishop-Archbishop of Tulle

Econe, August 27, 1986

 

 

It is a truism that men come to accept anything if they see it often enough; hence it is good to recall the theological criteria by which to judge this kind of undertaking. The
review SISINONO published an excellent study in 1986 which is reprinted here because of its timeliness.

 

What Should We Make of Assisi?

It has been said, with undoubtedly unintended exactness, that the "prayer meeting" at Assisi is a "personal initiative" of Pope John Paul II. In so far as it is only a "personal"
initiative, it does not engage his mandate as "pastor and teacher of all Christians" (Vatican I). By conforming itself to the political theme set by the United Nations, which
proclaimed the year 1986 an "international year of peace," neither does it concern doctrine.

At Assisi, next October 27, not only will the Catholics gather at Assisi, but also "the representatives of the world's other religions" will join them in an assembly for peace.1
Those whom Pope John Paul II has called "the representatives of the other religions" the Church has always more appropriately called infidels. "Broadly speaking, infidels are
those who do not possess the true faith; in the strict sense infidels are the unbaptized. They are divided into monotheists (Jews and Moslems), polytheists (Hindus, Buddhists,
etc.), and atheists."2 What Pope John Paul II has called the "other" religions, the Church has more properly called the false religions. A false religion is any non-Christian
religion "in so far as it is not the religion that God revealed and wants to see practiced. Moreover, every non-Catholic Christian sect is false in so far as it neither accepts nor
faithfully practices the entire content of Revelation."3 This having been said, in light of the Catholic Faith, the prayer meeting of religions at Assisi can be considered
tantamount to: 1) an insult to God; 2) a denial of the universal necessity of Redemption; 3) a lack of justice and charity towards the infidels; 4) a danger and a scandal to
Catholics; and 5) a betrayal of the Church's and Peter's mission.

I)   An Insult to God

All prayer, including petition, is an act of worship.4 As such, it must be addressed to Whom it is due, and in the right way. To whom it is due: The one true God, Creator and
Lord of all men, the one to whom the Lord Jesus Christ has brought them back (I Jn. 5:20) by confirming the first commandment of the Law. "I am the Lord thy God ...Thou
shalt not have strange gods before me ....Thou shalt not adore them, nor serve them..." (Ex. 20:2-5).5In the right way: Thus, it must be prayer that corresponds to the fullness of
Revelation without admixture of error: "But the hour cometh and now is, when the true adorers shall adore the Father in spirit and in truth. For the Father also seeketh such to
adore him" Jn. 4:23).

Prayer which is addressed to false gods or inspired by religious opinions differing in whole or in part from divine Revelation, is not an act of worship, but of superstition. It
does not honor God; it offends Him. At least, objectively, it is a sin against the first commandment.6 To whom are the persons to gather at Assisi going to pray, and in what
way? Invited in their capacity as "representatives of the other religions," "everyone will pray in his own way and customary style." This was explained by Cardinal
Willebrands, President of the Secretariat for Non-Christian Religions.7 This was confirmed last June 27 by Cardinal Etchegaray at a press conference published by
Documentation Catholique of September 7-21, 1986, under the rubric "Acts of the Holy See": "It involves respecting each one's prayer, and allowing everyone to express
himself in the fullness of his faith, of his belief."

On October 27 at Assisi, superstition will be widely practiced in its most serious forms, from the "false worship" of Jews who, during the era of grace, pretend to honor God by
denying His Christ,8 to the idolatry of Hindus and Buddhists who offer a cult to creatures instead of to God.9

The Catholic hierarchy's apparent approbation of this is especially insulting to God, for it supposes and allows it to be supposed that He looks with equal complacency upon
acts of true worship and acts of superstition, upon manifestations of faith and manifestations of incredulity, upon the true religion and upon the false religions; in short, upon
truth and upon error.

2)   Denial of the Universal Necessity of Redemption

There is but one Mediator between God and men: the Lord Jesus Christ, Son of God and true man (I Tim. 2:5). By nature, men are "children of wrath" (Eph. 2:3); by Him, they
have been reconciled with the Father (Col. 1:20), and it is only by faith in Him that they can have the boldness to approach God with entire confidence (Eph. 3:12). To Him was
given all power in heaven and on earth (Mt. 28:18), and at His name every knee must bend, in heaven, on earth, and under the earth (Phil. 2:10,11). No one goes to the Father
save by Him (Jn. 14:6), and there is no other name under heaven given to man by which he must be saved (Acts 4:12). He is the Light that enlightens every man who comes
into the world (Jn.1:9), and whoever does not follow Him wanders in darkness (Jn. 8:12). Who is not with Him is against Him (Mt. 13:30), and who does not honor Him also
dishonors His Father who sent Him (as the Jews do) (Jn. 5:23). To Him has the Father given the judgment of men, but he who refuses belief has already been judged, because
he has not believed in the name of the Only Son of God (Jn. 3:18), nor in the Father who sent Him (Jn. 17:3). He is, moreover, the Prince of Peace (Is. 9:6),11 for divisions,
conflicts, and wars are the bitter fruit of sin from which man cannot free himself by his own virtue, but only in virtue of the Redeemer's blood.

What place will the Lord Jesus Christ have at Assisi in the prayer of the "representatives of the other religions"? None, for to them He remains either unknown, or a stumbling
block, or a sign of contradiction. The invitation that was addressed to them to pray for peace in the world supposes, and inevitably allows it to be supposed, that there are
people - the Christians - who must approach God by the mediation of the Lord Jesus Christ and in His name, and others - the rest of the human race - who can approach God
directly and in their own name, without regard to the Mediator; that there are some men who must bend the knee before the Lord Jesus Christ, and some who are exempt; some
men who must seek peace in the reign of the Lord Jesus Christ, and others who can obtain peace outside His reign and even in opposing it.

This is the idea that comes from the declarations of the two cardinals quoted above: "While for us Christians Christ is our peace, for all believers peace is a gift of God" 12; "for
Christians, prayer goes through Christ."13

The "prayer meeting" of Assisi, then, is the public negation of the universal necessity of Redemption.

3)   A Lack of Justice and Charity Towards the Infidels

"Jesus Christ is not optional," said Cardinal Pie. There are not some men who are justified by faith in Him, and others who are justified without regard to Him: Every man is
either saved by Christ or is lost without Him. Nor are there any purely natural ends for which a man can opt instead of his unique supernatural end. If, gone astray in sin, he
finds himself out of Christ, the unique Way (Jn. 4:6) by which to attain the end for which he was created, all that is left him is everlasting ruin.

Real faith, and not mere "good faith," is the subjective condition for salvation for everyone, even for the pagans. Since it is a necessity of means, "if it is lacking (even
involuntarily) it is absolutely impossible to effect eternal salvation."14 Voluntary infidelity, St. Thomas explains, is a fault and involuntary infidelity is a punishment. In fact, the
infidels who are not lost because of the sin of incredulity, that is, by the sin of not having believed in Christ about whom they never knew anything, are lost by their other sins,
the remission of which cannot be given to anyone without the true faith."15

Nothing, then, is more important for man than to accept the Redeemer and union with the Mediator: it is a matter of eternal death or life. This is what the infidels have a right to
hear announced by the Catholic Church, in conformity to the divine command.16 And this is what the Catholic Church has always announced to the infidels by praying, not
with them, but for them.

What will happen at Assisi? They certainly won't pray for the infidels, thus presuming implicitly and publicly that they no longer need the true faith. Instead of that, they will
pray in union with them, or rather, according to the rabbinical subtlety of Radio Vatican, they will pray near them, presuming thus implicitly and publicly that prayer dictated
by error is received by God as much as prayer made "in spirit and in truth." "It involves respecting each one's prayer," Cardinal Etchegaray explained in his brief declaration.
That means that the infidels who will gather at Assisi, who, let us be clear, are not "savages brought up in the forest" who have "never known anything about the faith," as the
theologians hypothesize when discussing the problem of the salvation of infidels,17 will be "respectfully" left "in the darkness and in the shadow of death" (Lk. 1:79).

Authorized to pray in their distinctive costumes as "representatives of the other religions" and in conformity with their erroneous religious beliefs, they are even encouraged to
persevere in sins, at least material, against the faith: infidelity, heresy, etc…  Invited to pray for peace in the world, defined as a "fundamental" and "supreme" good,18 they are
turned away from the eternal goods towards a temporal good, towards a secondary natural end, as if they didn't need to procure their supernatural last end, which really is
fundamental and supreme: "Seek first the kingdom of God and His justice, and all these things shall be added unto you" (Mt. 6:33). For all these reasons, the "prayer meeting"
of Assisi is, at least viewed from the outside, a lack of justice and charity towards the infidels.

4)   A Danger and a Scandal to Catholics

True faith is indispensable for salvation. Catholics are thus obliged to avoid every proximate danger to their faith. Among the exterior dangers is contact with infidels when it is
not the result of genuine necessity. This contact is illicit in virtue of divine and natural law even without considering ecclesiastical law, and even in the case where ecclesiastical
law does not prohibit it, for example in social relations: Haereticum hominem devita (Avoid the heretic) (Tit. 3:10).

Moreover, out of maternal concern, the Church has always forbidden not only what might be a danger to the faith but also an occasion of scandal.19 As for the false religions,
the Church has always refused them the right to public worship. She has tolerated it when it was necessary, but tolerance always means "in relation to an evil to be allowed for
a proportionate reason."20 In any case, she has always avoided and forbidden any apparent approval of non-Catholic rites.

What is going to happen at Assisi? Catholics and infidels "will gather to pray" (even though it will not be "to pray together"...). That simply means that they will pray together
at Assisi, first simultaneously in their own residences, and then, by turns when united at the closing ceremony before the basilica of St. Francis. And this is not being done in
order to protect the faith of Catholics or to at least avoid scandalizing them. Rather, it is to allow all to pray "according to their own manner and style," and to "respect each
one's prayer" and to "allow everyone to express himself in the fullness of his faith, of his belief."21 All this constitutes at least an exterior approbation of: 1) false religions, to
which the Church as always denied any right; 2) religious subjectivism, which she has always condemned under the names of indifferentism or latitudinarianism, and which
"seeks to justify itself under the pretended claims of liberty, failing to recognize the rights of objective truth which are made manifest either by the lights of reason or by
Revelation.22

Religious indifferentism, which is "one of the most deleterious heresies" and which "places all religions on an equal footing," inevitably leads one to consider the truth of
religious belief as merely a matter of utility for a well-regulated life .... "One ends by considering religion as an entirely individual thing which can be adapted to the
dispositions of each one, letting everyone form his own personal religion, and by concluding that all the religions are good even though they contradict each other." 23 But with
this point of view we are outside the Catholic act of faith, and have reached something ...like an act of incredulity towards divine Revelation.

Revelation is a reality, a fact, a truth accredited by God by sure signs, because error in this domain would have had disastrous consequences for men.24 But in the presence of
an undeniable fact or of an evident truth, one cannot be tolerant to the point of approving the attitude of those who consider them to be non-existent or false. That would
suppose that we do not really believe or are not fully convinced of the truth of our position, or that we are (or deem ourselves to be) dealing with a matter that is absolutely
banal or indifferent, or that we would consider truth and error to be purely relative positions.25

And since the "prayer meeting" is characterized by all of that, it is an occasion of scandal for Catholics and of grave danger to their faith. Because of ecumenism, they find
themselves united to the infidels, but in their "common ruin."26

5) Betrayal of the Mission Confided to Peter and to the Church

The Church's mission is to announce to all nations that 1) there is one true God, who revealed Himself for the benefit of all men in our Lord Jesus Christ; 2) that there is only
one true religion, the only one by which God wishes to be honored, because He is Truth, and everything in the false religions which goes against the truth is repugnant to Him:
doctrinal errors, immoral laws, unseemly rites; 3) that there is only one Mediator between God and men, by whom men can hope to be saved, because all are sinners and remain
in their sin if they are deprived of the Blood of Christ; 4) that there is one true Church, the perpetual guardian of this Blood, and that "it is necessary to believe that no one can
be saved outside the apostolic Roman Church, which is the unique ark of salvation, and those who do not enter it will perish in the deluge27; moreover, among their moral
dispositions must be the desire, explicit or implicit, to fully accomplish the will of God, if their ignorance is truly invincible.28

The Church's proper mission is to announce all this: "Going therefore, teach ye all nations: baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost,
teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you" (Mt. 28:19-20). "He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved: but he that believeth not shall be
condemned" (Mk. 16:16).

So that the Church could accomplish with assurance this mission throughout the centuries, our Lord Jesus Christ conferred on St. Peter and his successors the mission of visibly
representing Him (Mt. 16, 17-19; Jn. 21:15-17)

The Vicar of Jesus Christ is not charged with establishing a new doctrine with the help of new revelations, nor of creating a new order of things, nor of instituting new sacra-
ments: such is not his function. He represents Jesus Christ at the head of His Church, whose constitution has been finalized. This essential constitution, that is to say, the
creation of the Church, was Jesus Christ's proper task which He, Himself, had to conclude, and of which He said to the Father: "I have finished the work which thou gavest me
to do" (Jn. 17:4). Nothing more needs to be added; it only remains to maintain this creation, to assure the Church's work and preside over the functioning of its organs. Two
things are necessary for this: govern it, and perpetuate the teaching of the truth. Vatican Council I reduced to these two points the supreme function of the Vicar of Jesus Christ.
Peter represents Jesus Christ under these two aspects.29

There is no power in the Church like Peter's, but it is power as vicar, and as such, is no wise absolute, but limited by the divine right of Him whom he represents. "The Lord
confided to Peter, not Peter's sheep, but His own in order to pasture them, not in his own interest, but God's."30 It is not within Peter's power, therefore, to promote initiatives in
disaccord with the mission of the Church and of the Roman Pontiff, as clearly is the "prayer meeting" of Assisi. The Vicar of Him who said: "Begone, Satan, for it is written,
‘The Lord thy God thou shalt adore, and him only shalt thou serve’" (Mt. 4:10; Deut. 6:13), cannot invite "the representatives" of the false religions to pray to their false gods in
places consecrated to the faith in the true God. The Successor of him who obtained the primacy by his act of faith when he said, "Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God"
(Mt. 16:16; cf. Jn. 6:69-70), cannot authorize anyone to treat Jesus Christ as irrelevant. The Successor of him who received the commission to confirm his brethren in the faith
(Lk. 22:32), has no right to be a stumbling block for their faith.Ω

 

1. Cf. L'Osservatore Romano, Jan. 26-27, 1986.

2. Roberti-Palazzini, Dizionario di teologia morale, p.813.

3. Ibid.

4. Summa Theologica, II-II, Q.83.

5. . Mt. 4:3-10; Jn. 17:3; Tim. 2:.5. See also on this topic Pietro Cardinal Palazzini, Vita a virtu cristiane, p.52, and Garrigou-Lagrange, De Revelatione (Rome-Paris: 1918),
vol. 1, p.136.

6. Cf. Summa Theologica, II-II, QQ 92-96.

7. See L'Osservatore Romano, January 27-28, 1986, p.4.

8. Summa Theologica, Il-II, Q92, Art.2, ad 3, and I II, Q10, Art. 11

9. Cf. Acts 17:16.

10. Cf. Summa Theologica, II-II, Q94, Art. 1.

11. Cf. Eph. 2:14 and Mich. 5:.5.

12. Cardinal Willebrands in L'Osservatore Romano cited above.

13. Cardinal Etchegaray, cited above in Documentation Catholique.

14. Dizionario di teologia morale, p.66.

15. See Mk. 16:15-16; Jn. 20:31; Heb. 11:6; Council of Trent in Denzinger 799 and 801; Vatican II, Dz. 1793. Cf. Summa Theologica, II-II, Q. 11, Art. 1.

16. Mk. 6:16; Mt. 28:19-20.

17. St. Thomas Aquinas, De Veritate, 14, 11.

18. John Paul II and Cardinal Willebrands in L'Osservatore Romano, April 7-8, and Jan. 27-28, 1986, respectively.

19. See the 1917 Code of Canon Law, canons 1258 and 2316; and Summma Theologica,II-Il, Q. 10, Art. 9-11.

20. Dizionario de teologia morale, p.1702.

21. See the declarations of Cardinals Willebrands and Etchegaray cited above.

22. Dizionario de teologia morale, p.805.

23. Ibid.

24. Pope Leo XIII, encyclical letter Libertas, 1888.

25. Dizionario di teologia morale, p.1703.

26. Pope Pius XII, Humani Generis, 1950.

27. Pope Pius IX, Dz.1647.

28. Ibid.

29. Dom Adrien Gréa, De l’Eglise et de sa divine constitution; cf. Vatican I, constitution Pastor Aeternus, Ch. 4

30. St. Augustine, Sermon 285, No.3.

 

 

 

 

Courtesy of the Angelus Press, Kansas City, MO 64109
translated from the Italian

Fr. Du Chalard
Via Madonna degli Angeli, 14
Italia 00049 Velletri (Roma)

Home | Newsletters | Library | Vocations | History | Links | Search | Contact

 

https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/SiSiNoNo/2002_February/What_Should_We_Make_of_Assisi_2002.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/SiSiNoNo/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/SiSiNoNo/2002_February/What_Should_We_Make_of_Assisi_1986.htm#8B
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/SiSiNoNo/2002_February/What_Should_We_Make_of_Assisi_1986.htm#10
http://www.angeluspress.org/
https://www.sspxasia.com/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Newsletters/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/Society_of_Saint_Pius_X/Vocations/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/index.htm#History
https://www.sspxasia.com/Links.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Search/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Contact.htm


What should we make of Assisi 1986? << first article
Index

            

February 2002 No. 45

 

Press Release from Bishop Bernard Fellay, Superior General of the Society of Saint Pius X, Concerning the Interreligious Day of Prayer in Assisi on January 24, 2002.

Pope John Paul II is inviting all the major religions of the world, the Moslems in particular, to a great prayer meeting in Assisi, in the same spirit of the first meeting for peace
that took place there in 1986. We are deeply distressed by this event and condemn it totally.

Because it offends God in His first commandment.
Because it denies the unity of the Church and Her mission of saving souls.
Because it can only lead the faithful into confusion and indifferentism.
Because it deceives the unfortunate infidels and members of other religions.

The problem does not lie in the object of the prayers-peace. To pray for peace and to seek to establish and strengthen peace between peoples and nations is a good thing in
itself. The Catholic liturgy is full of beautiful prayers for peace. We pray these prayers with all our hearts. Moreover, given the fact that the angels announced, on the birth of
our Lord .Jesus Christ, peace on earth to men of good will, it is totally fitting to ask the faithful to implore the One True God to grant us a gift of such great value at this stage in
the year.

The reason for our indignation lies in the confusion, scandal and blasphemy that result from an invitation from the Vicar of our Lord Jesus Christ, sole mediator between God
and man, to other religions to come to Assisi to pray for peace.

It has been stated that to avoid any syncretism, those attending will not be praying "together," but that each religion will pray in separate rooms in the Franciscan convent at
Assisi. Cardinal Kasper went so far - and rightly so - to affirm that "Christians cannot pray with members of other religions." (Osservatore Romano, Jan. 5, 2002). However,
this affirmation is not enough to dissipate the dreadful uneasiness and confusion caused by the event; it cannot be denied that all kinds of religions will be praying "each in their
own camp" to obtain from these prayers said at the same time, but in different locations, the same result: peace. The fact that all have been invited to pray, at the same time and
in the same town, for the same intention is clear proof of the desire for unity. On the other hand, the fact that the prayers will be offered in separate locations betrays the
contradictory and impossible nature of the project. In reality, the distinction is false, even though, thanks be to God, it avoids a direct communicatio in sacris. However, the
syncretic nature of the operation is obvious to all. Recourse to deceitful words has made it possible to deny the painfully obvious reality. But words do not mean anything any
more: we will be going to Assisi, not to pray together, we are going there together to pray ...no syncretism, etc.

The establishment of civil (political) peace between nations by congresses, discussions, diplomacy, with the intervention of influential persons of different nations and
religions, is one thing. It is another to claim to obtain the gift of peace from God by the prayer of all (false) religions. Such an initiative is completely inconsistent with the
Catholic Faith and goes against the first commandment.

This is not a question of individual prayer, that of one man, in his own particular relationship with God, whether as Creator or Sanctifier, but the prayer of different religions, as
such, with their own particular rite addressed to their own particular divinity. Holy Scripture, (both the Old and the New Testaments) teaches us that the only prayer pleasing to
God is that of Him, whom He established as sole mediator between Himself and men, and that this prayer can only be found in the one true religion. God considers an
abomination all other religions, especially idolatry, the summum of all superstitions.

Moreover, how can one hope to claim that religions that fail to recognize the one true God can possibly obtain anything from Him? St. Paul assures us that these false gods are
fallen angels and demons.

But the things which the heathens sacrifice, they sacrifice to devils and not to God. And I would not that you should be made partakers with devils. You cannot drink the
chalice of the Lord, and the chalice of devils: you cannot be partakers of the table of the Lord, and of the table of devils (I Cor. 10: 20-21).

Inviting these religions to pray is inviting them to make an act that God reproves, that He condemns in the first commandment, one God alone shall you adore. It is leading the
members of such religions into error and condoning their ignorance and misfortune.

Worse still: this invitation implies that their prayers might be useful, or even necessary, in order to obtain peace. Almighty God made it perfectly clear what He thinks of this,
via the words of His apostle St. Paul:

Bear not the yoke with unbelievers. For what participation hath justice with injustice? Or what fellowship has light with darkness? And what concord hath Christ with Belial?
Or what part hath the faithful with the unbeliever? And what agreement hath the temple of God with idols? For you are the temple of the living God; as God saith: "I will dwell
in them, and walk among them; and I will be their God, and they shall be my people" (II Cor. 6:14-16).

"We will never fully understand the struggle between the good and the wicked throughout history, as long as we do not see it as the personal and unyielding battle for all time
between Satan and Jesus Christ" wrote Archbishop Lefebvre in all his wisdom (Spiritual Journey, p.37 [available from Angelus Press, Price: $7.95]). This fundamental truth, as
far as war and peace are concerned, would appear to have been totally forgotten in the thinking behind the initiative in Assisi.

At one point during the day, everyone will be gathered together. When, then, will the participants hear the cry of the first Pope, St. Peter: "Neither is there salvation in any
other. For there is no other name under heaven given to men, whereby we must be saved" (Acts 4:12). The same Jesus Christ, sole Savior, is also the sole author of peace. But
will anyone dare point out these elementary truths to guests who are strangers to Christianity? Fear of hurting their feelings will mean that this absolutely essential condition for
true peace will be overlooked or reduced to a purely subjective belief ("for us Christians, Jesus Christ is God," etc.)

As we have just pointed out: Not only is there only one true God and "so that they are inexcusable" (Rom. 1:20), but there is also only one mediator (I Tim. 2:5), one sole
ambassador authorized by God, who intercedes ceaselessly on our behalf (Heb. 7:25). Religions which refuse to recognize His divinity explicitly, such as Judaism and Islam,
have no chance of having their prayers answered, because of so fundamental an error.

Who is a liar, but he who denieth that Jesus is the Christ? This is Antichrist, who denieth the Father and the Son. Whosoever denieth the Son, the same hath not the Father. He
that confesseth the Son, hath the Father also (I Jn. 2:22-23).

Despite monotheistic appearances, we do not have the same God, we do not have the same mediator. Only the mystical bride of Christ (Eph. 5:32) has the prerogative of
obtaining from God, in the name of, and through, our Lord Jesus Christ, any favors, in particular that of peace. Such is the faith that the Church has taught and believed
constantly, throughout the ages and from time immemorial. This is, by no means, a question of intolerance or of disdain for one's neighbor, it is a question of an unchangeable
truth. "No one comes to the Father but through me" (Jn. 14:6).

To make gestures, or to get others to make them, that no longer express this, is to deceive oneself. It offends God, our Lord Jesus Christ in whom He is well pleased, and His
Holy Church (Mt. 16:18). How can those who refuse this mediation - as do the Jews and Moslems explicitly, in refusing to recognize His divinity - possibly hope to have their
prayers answered? The same goes for those who refuse to accept the Church's role as mediator.

John Paul II has attempted to justify the prayer meetings in Assisi on several occasions. In fact, one of his arguments is founded on the definition of prayer. "All authentic
prayer comes from the Holy Ghost, who dwells mysteriously in every soul." Inasmuch as one attributes the correct meaning to the word "authentic," one could accept the first
part of the sentence. But it is obvious that one cannot say that the prayer of a Buddhist, before an idol of Buddha, or that of a witchdoctor smoking the peace pipe, or that of an
animist, is authentic.

The only authentic prayer is true prayer addressed to the true God. It is totally wrong to qualify a prayer addressed to the devil as authentic. Can the prayer of a fanatical
terrorist, before crashing into the Manhattan tower, "Allah is great," be called authentic?

Wasn't he convinced that he was doing the right thing, doesn't that make him sincere? It is clear that a purely subjective way of looking at things is not sufficient to make a
prayer authentic.

The second part of the sentence: "the Holy Ghost dwells mysteriously in every soul," or in every man, is certainly false. The word "mysteriously" can be misleading: in
Catholic theology, as in Holy Scripture, the dwelling of the Holy Ghost is directly linked to the presence of sanctifying grace. One of the first formulae used in baptism consists
of commanding the devil to leave the soul in order to let the Holy Ghost enter it. This demonstrates quite clearly that the Holy Ghost did not dwell in the soul before baptism.
And so, the justification for the interdenominational day of prayer at Assisi is based on a false premise.

Those wishing to promote dialogue, which requires considering the other party in a highly positive light, argue that there is much good in other religions, and, given that God is
the sole source of good, God is at work in other religions. This is pure sophistry, based on the lack of distinction between natural order and supernatural order. It goes without
saying that, when one speaks of the action of God in a religion, one implies a work of salvation. This means God who saves by His grace. His supernatural grace. On the other
hand, the good referred to in other religions, (non-Christian ones at any rate) is merely natural; in such cases, God is acting as Creator, who gives being to all things, and not as
savior. The determination of the Vatican II Council to dispense with the distinction between the order of grace and natural order bears, in this respect, its most poisonous fruits.
The result is the worst sort of confusion, that which leads people to think that any religion can finally obtain the greatest favors from God. This is a huge fraud, a ridiculous
error.

It is in keeping with the Masonic plot to establish a grand temple of universal brotherhood above allreligions and beliefs, "Unity in diversity," a concept so dear to the New Age
and to globalization.

We were excommunicated by Clement XI in 1738 because of our interdenominational principles. But the Church was definitely in error, if it is true that, on October 27, 1986,
the present Pope gathered together men of all religious confessions in Assisi to pray for peace. What else are our brothers looking for when they gather together in temples,
than love between men, tolerance, solidarity, defense of the dignity of the human being, considering themselves equal, above political and religious beliefs and the color of their
skin? (Grand Master Armando Corona, of the Grand Lodge of the Spring Equinox, Hiram- Voice of the Grand Orient of ltaly, April 1987)

One thing is certain: there is no better way to provoke the anger of God.

This is why, despite our strong desire for the peace of God, we will have absolutely nothing to do with this day of prayer on January 24th, in Assisi. Nullam partem.

+ Bernard Fellay

January 21, 2002
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On April 3,2001, Il Giornale's interview with Cardinal Ratzinger treated some of the subject matter on the agenda of the Extraordinary Consistory scheduled by the Pope for
the end of May that year. In the interview, Cardinal Ratzinger spoke favorably of a more "communitarian" guideline for the Church, saying, "It is necessary to find more
effective ways to exercise collegiality in the Church." As always, necessity springs from ecumenical reasons. Cardinal Ratzinger was also quoted as saying:

The Orthodox think that the Catholic Church has rather falsified communion by becoming an absolute monarchy, but this is not true. [The Catholic Church] is a
community of local churches, with the pope as the reference point. It is important that this great communitarian reality be brought to light; the pope is not the
bishops' monarch but the community's servant, who confirms his brothers in the faith.

At this point, the interviewer, noting that Pope John Paul II in his letter, Ut Unum Sint, said he was inclined to open a discussion on forms for exercising his primacy, inquired,
"Seven years later, what has come of this proposal?" Cardinal Ratzinger replied:

In Protestant and Anglican circles, there are some indications as to what these forms might be. But it is difficult to say if any might be incepted. Every pope has his
charisma, and to plan the future is never easy. What is important to understand is the Petrine primacy's permanent nucleus. The forms this primacy assumes can
change, leaving the same nucleus in place.

 

The "Nucleus"

But is it about the "forms" in which the primacy is exercised being the "same nucleus" or not? Or is it rather the very nature and scope of the primacy that is contested by the
so-called separated brethren? On the nature and scope of the papacy, we have Vatican I's infallible definitions, which are the Faith's "unchangeable norms," Thus, Pope Pius IX,
in Inter Gravissimas Afflictiones, issued on October 28, 1870, wrote:

We teach and declare that the Roman Church, through Our Lord's direction, possesses ordinary power over all of the other Churches, and that this jurisdictional
power of the Roman Pontiff, which is truly Episcopal, is immediate. To this power the pastors {i.e., the bishops], and the faithful of every rite and of every station,
both individually and collectively, are bound by a necessity of hierarchical subordination and true obedience, not only in what concerns the Faith and customs, but
also in what relates to the discipline and governing of the Church all over the world...This is the Catholic doctrine from which no one can distance himself without
prejudicing his faith and his salvation.

And from this, the anathema:

Therefore, whoever would affirm that the Roman Pontiff has only the duty of overseeing or of directing, but not full and supreme jurisdictional power over the
entire Church, not only in matters regarding the faith and customs, but also in matters regarding the discipline and governance of the Church throughout the world,
and who otherwise affirms that the Roman Pontiff has only a very important share, but not the entire fullness of this supreme power; or who would say that his
power is not ordinary and immediate, both over each and every church, and over each and every pastor and faithful, is excommunicated.

In Chapter IV, the First Vatican Council recalled the previous Councils of Constantinople, Lyons, and Florence, which say essentially the same thing, because, as Pope Leo XIII
wrote in Satis Cognitum:

Wherefore, in the decree of the Vatican Council as to the nature and authority of the primacy of the Roman Pontiff, no newly conceived opinion is set forth, but the
venerable and constant belief of every age.

This then is the Petrine primacy's nucleus. It is an already defined nucleus that can no longer be redefined because it is treated by dogmatic definitions; and every pope,
whatever might be his "personal charisma," is authorized to watch over and defend, and not to touch  "the ancient and constant faith of all of the centuries of Christendom"
infallibly defined by various ecumenical and dogmatic Councils.

A Connection?

A pope without primacy: an altar without a tabernacle?

 

The Forms

It is clear that whoever admits to this nucleus has nothing more to say on the forms in which, up to the present, the Roman pontificate has been exercised, because whether
broad or narrow, these forms have all supported that nucleus and are logically derived from it.

It is also clear that, since the so-called separated brethren reject this nucleus, every modification of the papacy's form is either useless or merely a pretext for destroying the
nucleus, but without letting this be apparent.

The variations of the forms, or the pope's means of exercising them, observable in the history of the Church, originate in the fact that our Lord Jesus Christ has given the
Church both a solid and supple constitution; has subjected the Apostles to Peter, and so, the bishops to the pope, vi primatus. But the episcopal power did not have limits
directly placed upon it, so that the pope, vi primatus, per force of the primacy, might be able to widen or restrict these limits in a way that in all times, places, and in all
circumstances would provide for this "in ways sufficient to the salvation of the faithful."1 But whatever a pope's personal charisma might be, 1) it will never widen the bishops'
power to the point of loosening them from that bond of submission and obedience, which, by divine right, binds them to Peter;  and 2) this power (and necessity) must be
exercised by widening or restricting the limits of episcopal power according to the intrinsic necessities of the Church (the good of the faithful) and not for reasons extrinsic to
it, such as unfounded actions against the primacy brought by heretics and schismatics. But those who are "more open" to revisions are not inclined to recognize the pope as
having more than an honorary primacy, which falls under Vatican I's anathema (sess. IV and I):

[W]hoever would assert that Blessed Peter the Apostle was not made Prince of all the Apostles and head of the entire Church militant by Christ, our Lord, and that
Peter also received from our same Lord, Jesus Christ, directly and immediately, an only honorary primacy but not a real and specific jurisdiction, is
excommunicated.

Therefore, what about those who put the forms up for discussion when it is the nucleus that is being contested?

 

The "Nucleus" in Danger

While there is no change among the Orthodox, we see, however, that in the post-Conciliar Catholic world's consensus, the Protestants and Anglicans have increasingly put this
nucleus in danger.

The same Cardinal Ratzinger, Prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, seems to have an entirely different idea for shedding light on the primacy. He speaks of
"collegiality": "It is necessary to find more effective ways of exercising collegiality." Which collegiality?

Whoever discusses the universal Church's government-as Cardinal Ratzinger knows and ought to know-doesn't talk about collegiality because, as Pope Pius XI wrote in Ecclesiam Dei,  in His Church, our Lord Jesus
Christ established "the rule of one of the Apostles over all the others." And as Pope Leo XIII  wrote in Satis Cognitum:

Christ constituted [Peter] not only pastor, but pastor of pastors; Peter therefore feeds the lambs and feeds the sheep, feeds the children and feeds the mothers,
governs the subjects and rules the prelates, because the lambs and the sheep form the whole of the Church (quoting St. Bruno, Episcopi Signiensis Comment,
onjohn, partiii., ch.21, n.55).

"That all bishops are called by God to govern the [universal] Church, not only the pope" is a proposition already condemned by the Church (see Pius VI, Super Soliditate
Petrae).

As witnessed by Cardinal Siri, who was an authoritative witness of Vatican II:

Some came to the Council proposing that the Church live Protestantly, without Tradition and without the Pope's primacy....The first aim created a lot of confusion; and through
the second aim they tried to toy with the argument of collegiality,2 but it is also true that their intention was thwarted by Lumen Gentium's Explanatory Note, which disallowed
the bishops from claiming governing powers other than those that were always allowed, without discussion.3

Even less permitted is discussion relating to releasing bishops "from the need for hierarchical subordination and true obedience," which, through divine right, "both individually
and collectively" binds and subjects them to the pope (Vatican I, Denzinger-Schonmetzer, 1827), thus assuring the Church's unity, because this subordination belongs to that
nucleus of the primacy which the same Cardinal Ratzinger admits ought to remain "in place."

Cardinal Siri also wrote: "Any attempt at diminishing the Roman pontificate's primacy is an attempt against the Church's survival";4 and today, given the times, he also said
that there is "no need to find more effective ways of exercising collegiality." On the contrary, there is a need to find more effective ways of exercising the primacy and
exercising it for the ends for which our Lord Jesus Christ instituted it.

 

Monarchy and "Absolute Monarchy"

In His Church our Lord Jesus Christ instituted "the rule of only one over all" (Pope Pius XI, Ecdesiam Dei) and this form of government, since time immemorial, is called
monarchy. Therefore, as Pius VI wrote in Super Soliditate Petrae, "that Jesus Christ did not immediately establish the monarchical form in the Church" is a proposition already
condemned many times.

But Cardinal Ratzinger negates the pope as the "Bishops' monarch" and also that the papacy is an "absolute monarchy," and he describes the Catholic Church as "a community
of local churches with the pope as a reference point."

But the primacy's nucleus, infallibly defined by Vatican I, which the same Cardinal Ratzinger says should remain in place, recognizes that the pope, by divine right, has a
veritable governing power that is universal, supreme, complete, ordinary, episcopal and immediate over all members of the Church, both bishops and faithful. Let's specify
these powers:

1) Actual Power to govern or of jurisdiction, not just a faculty for overseeing or direction. The corresponding aspect of this real power on the part of the faithful
(bishops and faithful) is that they owe actual obedience and submission, and not just respect or deference, to the pope;

2)  Universal Power, which is personally extended over each and every bishop and each and all of the faithful ["shepherds and sheep" (Jn. 21:15-17)];

3)  Supreme Power because it supersedes that of each individual bishop and all of the bishops as a group, because there is no possibility of appeal against the pope;

4)  Full Power, that is, that the pope possesses the complete fullness of governing power, and thus is able to regulate every single thing without the approval of
either the bishops or of the entire Church;

5)  Ordinary Power, that is, inerrancy via divine will, of the papal office, through which the pope can always exercise it and not only in exceptional cases, for
example, when a bishop transgresses his own power within his own diocese, as Febronius wished;

6)  Episcopal Power, that is, the pope is the bishop of the entire Church, the "universal bishop" and not the "first among bishops," exactly as the Bishop of Rome is
"episcopus urbis et orbif and, so, he has legal, judicial and penal power over the entire Church, just as each bishop has the same over his own diocese;

7)  Immediate Power, that is, the Pope can directly exercise his power over the bishops and faithful without intermediaries.

Cardinal Siri wrote that all of this could be summarized as follows:

The Roman Pontiff has power over the entire Church, can exercise power over all, whether over the whole or over one; he can exercise power without being
limited by anyone, neither Pastor nor faithful.5

However, Cardinal Ratzinger believes he can re-summarize this power by presenting the Church as "a community of local churches with the pope as the reference point." Is this
what he means by "keeping the papacy's nucleus in place?"

 

Roman Communion, Not Headless Communion

After presenting the Church as a federation of local churches with the pope as merely a reference point, Cardinal Ratzinger says that

it is necessary to make this great communitarian reality known; the Pope is not the Bishops' King, but the community's servant who confirms his brothers in the
faith.

But, then, the pope-like it or not-is, by divine right, the king of all, including "King of the Bishops," for in the Catholic Church the communion was never simply a communion
of local churches with a vague point of reference in the pope, but was always the Roman communion, that is the communion with Peter and under Peter. In Quartus Supra
Vigesimum, to the Armenians (Jan. 6, 1873), Pope Pius IX wrote:

For any man to be able to prove his Catholic faith and affirm that he is truly a Catholic, he must be able to convince the Apostolic See of this. For this See is
predominant and with it the faithful of the whole Church should agree (St. Irenaeus, Adversus Haereses, chapter 3, 3). And the man who abandons the See of Peter
can only be falsely confident that he is in the Church (St. Cyprian, De Unitate Ecdesiae, 4). As a result, that man is already a schismatic and a sinner who
establishes a see in opposition to the unique See of the blessed Peter (St. Optatus of Milevis, De Schisma Donatist, book 2, n.2J, from which the rights of sacred
communion derive for all men (St. Ambrose, Epist. XI, ad Imperatores).

Thus, it is not the Catholic Church which has "rather falsified communion," but the Orthodox who have done so, and not just a little, by rejecting the papacy, which is the
foundation that, as Pope Leo XIII wrote in Satis Cognitum, "effects and involves unity of communion, [and] is necessary jure divino" (see Vatican I, dz 1821).

Since the Orthodox say that the Catholic Church has "falsified" communion, are we also authorized to falsify it? If the Orthodox reject the "absolute monarchy" of the papacy,
which their fathers believed, we Catholics reject the dispersion of their headless episcopate into "a confused and disorderly multiplicity" (Pope Leo XIII, Satis Cognitum), and
we reject it because this is not what our Lord Jesus Christ wished, which is:

[S]o that all of the multitudes of believers be conserved in the unity of the Father and communion, the blessed Peter was put in charge of the other Apostles,
establishing in him the perennial principle and the visible foundation of thorough unity (Dz 1821).

And this also shares in the nucleus of the papacy, infallibly defined by the dogmatic council, Vatican I.

Certainly, the Pope ought to render to the Church "the service" of maintaining Her in the unity of the faith, but this does not demote him from being the "King of the Bishops"
to being a "reference point," and even worse, to being "a servant of the community," as the heretical Synod of Pistoia wished and which was condemned by Pope Pius VI in
Auctores Fidei.  In the broad sense, all authority is service, but it is a service rendered precisely while exercising authority, not by resigning it, in which case whoever possesses
the authority no longer serves but damages the Church, as we note in this era of resignation of authority in every camp (except those to Modernism's benefit).

 

A Balance Sheet of Desolation

As the custodian and not the owner of the deposit of faith, the Pope is then the steward and not the owner of the Church's divine constitution, whatever might be the spirit of the
times, and whatever might be the heretics' and schismatics' complaints. In fact, the absolute monarchy of the papacy is not arbitrary and despotic as it would be if the power of
Peter were absolute from below, and not absolute from above; from above is restricted by Divine right. As II Corinthians 10:7,8 says:

If any man trust to himself, that he is Christ's let him think this again with himself, that as he is Christ's, so are we also.

For if also I should boast somewhat more of our power, which the Lord hath given us unto edification and not for your destruction, I should not be ashamed.

Today, it is a case of remembering that the ecumenical self-destruction is impending upon the papacy.

In Quartus Supra Vigesimum, Pope Pius IX wrote:

Jesus Christ, Our Lord, who is charity (Jn. 1:4,8) has openly declared that those who do not listen to the Church should be regarded as pagans and public sinners
(Mt. 18:17).

And we not only call them "separated brethren" but we look to them in matters of faith, and listen to those who do not listen to the Church. And this for a goal that is illusory
and outside the Church, which is to facilitate those who intend to stay outside the Church and who do not wish to subject their intellects to the infallible Magisterium. For
nearly 40 years we have been accumulating ruin inside the Church, ruin obscuring Catholic Tradition, throwing the unity of the faith into turmoil, weakening authority,
humiliating the papacy, and breaking the bonds of the unity of communion. And now we have arrived at what St. Augustine called "exquisite impiety" and "insensible
arrogance": to lay hands on the divine constitution of the Church. Therefore, whoever tampers with "this foundation no longer preserves the divine and Catholic Church, [but]
attempts to make a human church." (Pope Leo XIII, Satis Cognitum, quoting St. Cyprian).

 

Hirpinus

(Translated by Suzanne Rini from SiSiNoNo, April 30, 2001, Vol.27, No.8, pp.1-4.
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The Declaration Dominus Jesus [hereafter DJ] published on August 6, 2000, by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith was particularly
connected with the Pope and the Holy Year, as Cardinal Ratzinger has pointed out:

The Pope has followed every stage of the development of this Declaration with great attention, desiring to mark the culmination of the Holy Year
with a great, solemn profession of faith in the Lordship of Jesus Christ; in doing so he wished to focus on what is essential and avoid the
trivializing of issues which so often accompanies such events. (Die Tagespost, Sept. 22, 2000, p.51)

We can be certain, therefore, that DJ is the mindset of the Pope and his ecumenical theology.

Conservatives have warmly welcomed this resolute and entirely "inopportune" proclamation of the absolute claim of Jesus Christ and the Catholic
Church, while enthusiasts for ecumenism have for the most part decisively and indignantly rejected it. The traditional claim to the uniqueness and
universality of Christ and the Catholic Church, which are thus exalted far above all other religions and denominations, is felt to be arrogant, pre-
Conciliar and antiquated.

In fact, the document is noteworthy for its calm and objective style, and for its perceptive rejection of those theologies which arose in connection with
inter-religious and interdenominational dialogue, and which present a danger to the Faith. But what of the argument that the publication shows an
insensitivity in the matter of timing?

Coming as it did at a time when a very lively process of ecumenical rapprochement was going on, DJ causes us to ask what moved Rome to make such
a clarification at this particular time? The answer comes from the document itself: it is the devastating consequences of this dialogue to the life of faith
of the Church. DJ explicitly deals with these consequences. The destruction wrought by post-Conciliar ecumenism in theology and the Church's life
has given Rome a shock. The Church's leadership has been forced to put a brake on wayward tendencies so that the desired ecumenical dialogue can
still continue though within the framework of DJ.

Unmentioned in the document, however, is that Rome itself, in the wake of the last Council, set the example by initiating and promoting the very ecumenical dialogue whose
destructive influence on Faith it now deplores. Not only did Rome do all it could to promote dialogue with all religions and denominations, it actually laid the foundation for
inter-religious prayer and worship. DJ, however, contains no "mea culpa" for Rome's own contribution to the devastating consequences of ecumenism.

 

Regarding the Introduction

The Introduction to DJ announces its various themes and presents its outline (DJ §1).

DJ is a missionary document. It begins with Christ's missionary command: "Go into the whole world and proclaim the Gospel to every creature. He who believes and is
baptized will be saved; he who does not believe will be condemned" (Mk. 16:15-16).

Christ's missionary command to the disciples is reproduced in the Church's universal mission, which is realized down to our own day "in the proclamation of the mystery of
God, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, and the mystery of the incarnation of the Son, as saving event for all humanity" (DJ §1). In this way DJ starts out by reviewing the
Incarnation and the Trinity. Then follows the text of the Creed of Constantinople (which lacks the "Filioque")and an insistance that the unabridged totality of the Catholic Faith
must also be the content of the Church's missionary preaching.

Since, to date, the Church's mission is far from completion, DJ devotes special attention to the Church's missionary task, "above all in connection with the religious traditions
of the world" (DJ §2). It follows that the relationship of Christ and the Catholic Church to these "religious traditions" is the main theme of DJ. We see how the Congregation
for the Faith understands and wishes to present this relationship in the following passage, which, in virtue of its importance for the whole DJ, is given in full (DJ §2):

In considering the values which these religions witness to and offer humanity, with an open and positive approach, the Second Vatican Council's Declaration on the
relation of the Church to non-Christian religions states: "The Catholic Church rejects nothing of what is true and holy in these religions. She has a high regard for
the manner of life and conduct, the precepts and teachings, which, although differing in many ways from her own teaching, nonetheless often reflect a ray of that
truth which enlightens all men" (Nostra Aetate [NA] §2). Continuing in this line of thought, the Church's proclamation of Jesus Christ, "the way, the truth, and the
life" (Jn. 14:6), today also makes use of the practice of inter-religious dialogue. Such dialogue certainly does not replace, but rather accompanies the "missio ad
gentes" directed toward that "mystery of unity," from which "it follows that all men and women who are saved share, though differently, in the same mystery of
salvation in Jesus Christ through his Spirit" (Dialogue and Proclamation §29:AAS 84 (1992) 414-446; Gaudium et Spes §22).

In other words, the Congregation for the Faith's Declaration is dealing with the same topic as NA, i.e., the relationship between the Church and the non-Christian religions.
Here, the Congregation for the Faith resolutely declares the absolute claims of Christ and the Church, but at the same time adopts an "open and positive" view of the other
religions in its fostering of inter-religious dialogue. The latter is distinguished from the Church's specific mission, which is the mission to the nations, which aims at conversion
in the traditional sense (cf. DJ §22). Inter-religious dialogue, however, does not aim directly at conversion but at the positive evaluation of the elements of truth in the other
religions and so leads to "an attitude of understanding and a relationship of mutual knowledge and reciprocal enrichment, in obedience to the truth and with respect for
freedom" (DJ §2).

A dialogue that is only concerned with "positive evaluation of elements of truth" and avoids dealing with elements of contradiction is grasping only half of the situation and is
deceptively one-sided. What DJ says, however, is that dialogue does not replace missio, but accompanies it. This parallel thrust has its dogmatic roots in the mystery of unity,
which must be understood as the unity of God's saving work in Jesus Christ for all mankind.

The "mystery of unity" is the basic theological principle of all of DJ and the key to understanding it. An absolute claim is made for this "mystery of unity," not (as in tradition)
in an exclusive sense [i.e., excluding sects, schismatics, and non-Christians from the Church-Ed.]but—and this is what is new—in an "open and positive," that is, inclusive and
integrating sense, so that now all, though in different degrees, have a share in the absolute mystery of unity. As DJ often says, this mystery embraces all mankind and includes
not only all men, but also all religions. So it can say that "all men and women who are saved share, though differently, in the same mystery of salvation in Jesus Christ through
his Spirit" (DJ §2). The formulation is ambiguous. "All men and women who are saved" can quite easily be understood in the sense of universal redemption, as if salvation
were guaranteed to all ["anonymously," without the need to convert to Catholicism; this is one of the most pernicious errors of the "New Theology"-Ed.].

DJ does not set out to explain the uniqueness and salvific universality of Christ and the Church in an organic way, but insists on those truths of the Faith which are endangered
by erroneous theological theories (DJ §3). The whole array of these inalienable and yet endangered truths of the Faith is included in the Introduction. The six chapters of the
encyclical (of which I treat in the subtitles ahead) treat them fully alongside the erroneous theologies which are in conflict with them. First we will reproduce the brief summary
of the endangered truths of faith (DJ §4): Erroneous are relativistic theories which seek to justify religious pluralism, not only de facto but also de jure (or in principle). As a
consequence, it is held that certain truths have been superseded; for example, the definitive and complete character of the revelation of Jesus Christ, the nature of Christian
belief as compared with that of belief in other religions, the inspired nature of the books of Sacred Scripture, the personal unity between the Eternal Word and Jesus of
Nazareth, the unity of the economy of the Incarnate Word and the Holy Spirit, the unicity and salvific universality of the mystery of Jesus Christ, the universal salvific
mediation of the Church, the inseparability—while recognizing the distinction—of the kingdom of God, the kingdom of Christ, and the Church, and the subsistence of the one
Church of Christ in the Catholic Church.

DJ also gives a brief mention of the "roots" of these ideas, which "hinder the understanding and acceptance of the revealed truth" (DJ §4). These roots are philosophical and
theological:

...the conviction of the elusiveness and inexpressibility of divine truth, even by Christian revelation; relativistic attitudes toward truth itself, according to which what is true for
some would not be true for others; the radical opposition posited between the logical mentality of the West and the symbolic mentality of the East; the subjectivism which, by
regarding reason as the only source of knowledge, becomes incapable of raising its "gaze to the heights, not daring to rise to the truth of being"; the difficulty in understanding
and accepting the presence of definitive and eschatological events in history; the metaphysical emptying of the historical incarnation of the Eternal Logos, reduced to a mere
appearing of God in history; the eclecticism of those who, in theological research, uncritically absorb ideas from a variety of philosophical and theological contexts without
regard for consistency, systematic connection, or compatibility with Christian truth; finally, the tendency to read and to interpret Sacred Scripture outside the Tradition and
Magisterium of the Church.

I propose to isolate DJs theological core and answer the following question: How is the relationship of Christ and the Catholic Church to the other religions and denominations
to be understood as both absolute and yet "open and positive" and what kind of consistent theological view of DJ flows from the "mystery of unity"?

 

I. The Fullness and Definitive Nature of the Revelation of Jesus Christ

DJ begins with the principles of theological knowledge, with revelation and faith, and compares them, in this context, with the other religions. Using many quotations from
Scripture, Council texts, and the encyclical Redemptoris Missio [RM], DJ affirms the traditional truth of the definitive and complete nature of the revelation of Jesus Christ (DJ
§5}. The deepest layer of this truth of faith is the fact that God Himself has become man in Jesus Christ. It concludes that nothing the other religions say about salvation can be
put on the same level as this, nor can they be regarded as complementary to Christianity (DJ §6).

Man's response to God's final and complete revelation in Jesus Christ is the obedience of faith, a grace-given assent to the God who reveals Himself and to the truth He has
revealed (DJ §7). In the other religions this "theological faith" is replaced by "inner conviction." The latter is defined (DJ §7) as "that sum of experience and thought that
constitutes the human treasury of wisdom and religious aspiration, which man in his search for truth has conceived and acted upon in his relationship to God and the Absolute"
(DJ §7). Compared with theological faith, the "inner conviction" found in other religions [this is a purely subjective conviction that is not founded on revealed truth-Ed.] is
imperfect; it is "still searching" for the absolute truth and it lacks the "assent to [the] God who reveals himself."

The Declaration goes on to contrast the Holy Scriptures of Christianity with the holy writings of other religions (DJ §8). The canonical books of the Old and New Testaments
are inspired scriptures. They "firmly, faithfully, and without error, teach that truth which God, for the sake of our salvation, wished to see confided to the Sacred Scriptures"
(Dei Verbum §11). [This is the notorious passage of Dei Verbum which is contested because of the ambiguous and unnecessary phrase "for the sake of our salvation"-Ed.] On
the contrary, the holy writings of the other religions are not inspired at all, although one can find in them many elements which are "de facto instruments by which countless
people throughout the centuries have been and still are able today to nourish and maintain their life-relationship with God" (DJ §8).

DJ concludes by saying why and how God makes Himself present not only to individuals, but also in the non-Christian religions and their holy books:

Nevertheless, God, who desires to call all peoples to himself in Christ and to communicate to them the fullness of his revelation and love, "does not fail to make
himself present in many ways, not only to individuals, but also to entire peoples through their spiritual riches, of which their religions are the main and essential
expression even when they contain 'gaps, insufficiencies and errors'" (RM §6).Therefore, the sacred books of other religions, which in actual fact direct and nourish
the existence of their followers, receive from the mystery of Christ the elements of goodness and grace which they contain (DJ §8).

From what DJ says, given that God is present not only in the individual but also in the spirituality of the non-Christian religions, and that the latter possess many elements that
come from the mystery of Christ, enabling non-Christians-now as in the past-to nourish and maintain their religious life-relationship with the Triune God, it follows that the
non-Christian religions, even if only in an imperfect manner, are genuine paths of salvation leading to God. In fact they can most definitely be termed "anonymous
Christianity."

In DJ, the full and definitive nature of the revelation of Jesus Christ is indeed absolute, but in a sense which does not exclude, but rather includes, the other religions. On the
basis of the all-embracing, absolute "mystery of unity" in Christ, all men and religions, by participating in this mystery, also share in the elements of grace that lead to salvation.

 

II. The Incarnate Logos and the Holy Spirit in the Work of Salvation

The second chapter of DJ (DJ §§9-12) begins by opposing those theological opinions which see Jesus of Nazareth as "complementary with other revelatory and salvific
figures." To substantiate the universality of the Christian salvation and religious pluralism, erroneous theologians distinguish between a more universal economy of salvation of
the Eternal Word which takes effect even outside the Church and without any relationship to her, and an economy of salvation of the Incarnate Word which is limited to
Christians (DJ §9). Basing itself on Scripture, the Councils of Nicaea and of Chalcedon, Vatican II and of Pope John Paul II, DJ stresses the traditional truth of the personal
union between the Eternal Word and Jesus of Nazareth. From this personal union flows, naturally, the unity of the one, all-embracing, divine economy of salvation in Christ
(DJ §10).

However, the text of Gaudium et Spes (§22), quoted in support of the Declaration, does not teach that Catholic doctrine. The text is quoted as follows (DJ §10):

...the Second Vatican Council states that Christ "the new Adam...image of the invisible God" (Col. 1:15) is himself the perfect man who has restored that likeness
to God in the children of Adam which had been disfigured since the first sin …

According to the Church's teaching, Adam's supernatural likeness to God was not only disfigured by original sin, it was forfeited for all Adam's descendants. If this likeness to
God was not forfeited but only disfigured, mankind would still exhibit this likeness to God even after the original sin, albeit in a defective manner. This, however, is not
Catholic teaching but a particular form of the heterodox theory of universal pardon, according to which grace is given “a priori”to all men.

Next, DJ relates the perfect revelation of the Logos (who became man for the salvation of all men) to the spiritual treasures of the nations, found primarily in their religions (DJ
§10):

In the process of discovering and appreciating the manifold gifts-especially the spiritual treasures—that God has bestowed on every people, we cannot separate
those gifts from Jesus Christ, who is at the center of God's plan of salvation (RM §6).

Since, in the Declaration, the spiritual treasures of the religions are identified as "semina Verbi," [literally, "seeds of the Word"] it follows that they cannot be separated from
Christ.

Christ's central position, which is inseparably linked with the Holy Spirit, has further consequences for the relation with the non-Christian religions. These are drawn out in §
12 of DJ. The starting point here is what the theologians propose as "the hypothesis of an economy of the Holy Spirit with a more universal breadth than that of the Incarnate
Word, crucified and risen" (DJ §12). The response of DJ is the following:

This position also is contrary to the Catholic faith, which, on the contrary, considers the salvific incarnation of the Word as a Trinitarian event. In the New
Testament, the mystery of Jesus, the Incarnate Word, constitutes the place of the Holy Spirit's presence as well as the principle of the Spirit's effusion on humanity,
not only in Messianic times (cf. Acts 2:32-36; Jn. 7:39, 20:22; I Cor. 15:45), but also prior to his coming in history (cf. I Cor. 10:4; I Pet. 1:10-12).

While DJ rightly rejects the hypothesis of a universal economy of salvation of the Holy Spirit, it puts forward the view that the Holy Spirit is sent forth upon all of mankind.
The Scripture adduced in no way justifies that the Holy Spirit has been sent upon mankind since the beginning of history. The farewell discourse of Jesus in the Gospel of John
shows that Christ promised to send the Holy Spirit only to His disciples and the Church. He did not send the Holy Spirit to the world or to mankind as a whole, which, insofar
as it does not believe, could not and cannot receive this Holy Spirit. As a result of the intimate bond between the mystery of Christ and the mystery of the Holy Spirit, DJ
deduces a twofold salvific operation of Christ with and through the Holy Spirit in the Father's plan of salvation (DJ§12): 1) The entire work of building the Church through its
Head, Jesus Christ, in fellowship with the Holy Spirit down the centuries; 2)The salvific work of Jesus Christ with and through the Holy Spirit beyond the visible borders of the
Church.

This second work gives all men of goodwill the same life of grace that those who believe in Christ already possess (DJ §12). DJ sums up its view of the collaboration of Christ
and the Holy Spirit in the work of salvation as follows (DJ §12):

Hence, the connection is clear between the salvific mystery of the Incarnate Word and that of the Spirit, who actualizes the salvific efficacy of the Son made man in
the lives of all people, called by God to a single goal, both those who historically preceded the Word made man, and those who live after his coming in history: the
Spirit of the Father, bestowed abundantly by the Son, is the animator of all (cf. Jn. 3:34).

This text of DJ fixes the idea that all men experience the Holy Spirit's operation. This can be understood, all too easily, in the sense of universal redemption. This is not all,
however. The Declaration sees the Holy Spirit's salvific work not only in individual human beings, but also in the religions. It affirms this by the words of Pope John Paul II
(DJ §12):

The Spirit's presence and activity affect not only individuals but also society and history, peoples, cultures and religions....The Risen Christ "is now at work in
human hearts through the strength of his Spirit".. .Again, it is the Spirit who sows the "seeds of the word" present in various customs and cultures...(RM §§28-29).

It is therefore one and the same Spirit who was operative in the Incarnation and is at work in the Church and the other religions for the salvation of all men and in relation to
Christ (DJ §12):

Whatever the Spirit brings about in human hearts and in the history of peoples, in cultures and religions, serves as a preparation for the Gospel and can only be
understood in reference to Christ, the Word who took flesh by the power of the Spirit "so that as perfectly human he would save all human beings and sum up all
things" (RM, §29).

The Declaration sums this up as follows (DJ §12):

In conclusion, the action of the Spirit is not outside or parallel to the action of Christ. There is only one salvific economy of the One and Triune God, realized in the
mystery of the incarnation, death, and resurrection of the Son of God, actualized with the cooperation of the Holy Spirit, and extended in its salvific value to all
humanity and to the entire universe: "No one, therefore, can enter into communion with God except through Christ, by the working of the Holy Spirit" (RM §5).

In criticism of this section the following must be said: it is true that there is only one, single economy of salvation of the Triune God which is founded on the mystery of Christ
and the Holy Spirit; but according to Scripture the Holy Spirit was not poured out upon all mankind, nor is the Holy Spirit present in all religions, which [allegedly] lead to
Christ and to God.

 

III. The Saving Mystery of Jesus Christ Is One and Universal

The unicity and salvific universality of the mystery of Christ is a permanent element of the Church's deposit of faith, as the Declaration recalls (DJ §13): It is firmly to be
believed that

Jesus Christ, Son of God, [is] Lord and only Savior, who through the event of his incarnation, death, and resurrection has brought to fulfilment the history of
salvation which has in him its fullness and center.

DJ supports this article of faith with many passages from the New Testament and goes on to point out that "the universal salvific will of the One and Triune God is offered and
accomplished once for all in the mystery of the incarnation, death, and resurrection of the Son of God" (DJ §14). What is astonishing is that DJ, having set forth the truth of
faith that God wills the salvation of all men invites theology to "explore if and in what way the historical figures and positive elements of these religions may fall within the
divine plan of salvation" (DJ §14). It is asserted that Vatican II set the course for such exploration by saying that "...the unique mediation of the Redeemer does not exclude but
rather gives rise to a manifold cooperation which is but a sharing in this one source" (Lumen Gentium [LG]§62). Pope John Paul II also expressed the same idea in RM (§5):

Although participated forms of mediation of different kinds and degrees are not excluded, they acquire meaning and value only from Christ's own mediation, and they cannot
be understood as parallel or complementary to his. (DJ §14)

The Declaration also holds fast to the claim of the unicity and universality of Jesus Christ's salvific mystery vis-a-vis the other religions. This claim flows from the sources of
faith: the divine work of salvation in Christ has the aim of giving "revelation (cf. Mt. 11: 27) and divine life (cf. Jn. 1:12; 5:25-26; 17:2) to all humanity and to every person"
(DJ §15). Yet it grants that in connection with the unique mediatorship of Christ there are other mediations, which are to be regarded as participations in Christ's mediatorship.
In this way the other religions become also mediators of salvation through their participation in the mediatorship of Christ.

If Christ is operative in all people and religions through the Holy Spirit, uniting men with God and pointing them to Himself through the "semina Verbi" it follows
from the mystery of unity that all religions participate in the unique, universal mediatorship of Christ.

 

IV. The Church Is Unique and One

In this chapter DJ deals with the Church's uniqueness and oneness (DJ §16), and in this context speaks of the Catholic Church's relation to the Orthodox and Protestants.

It follows from the unicity and universality of the salvific mystery of Jesus Christ that the Church founded by Christ and united to him in one Body is also unique and universal.
According to the traditional Catholic faith, the Church's essential unity consists in the unity of faith, of hierarchical order, and of cult. The historical continuity of the Church
founded by Christ has its roots in the unbroken apostolic succession (DJ §6).As traditionally understood, the unity of faith is destroyed by heresy, and the unity of communion
is destroyed by schism. The Church's uniqueness and unity were understood in an absolute and exclusive way. The Declaration wishes to overcome this exclusivity by a new
and modified inclusivity. Its starting-point here is the famous passage in LG (§8):

This Church, constituted and organized as a society in the present world, subsists in [subsistit in]the Catholic Church, which is governed by the Successor of Peter
and by the bishops in communion with him. (DJ §16)

DJ teaches us that by the use of the term "subsistit in" the Council wished to express three things: 1) The Church of Christ continues to exist fully only in the Catholic Church;
2) outside of her structure, many elements can be found of sanctification and truth, that is, in those Churches and ecclesial communities which are not yet in full communion
with the Catholic Church; 3) but with respect to these, it needs to be stated that "they derive their efficacy from the very fullness of grace and truth entrusted to the Catholic
Church" (Unitatis Redintegratio [UR]§3).

Thus, according to DJ, the Catholic Church's relation to non-Catholics is analogous to her relation to non-Christians: the Catholic Church's absolute claim is not to be
understood as being exclusive and separating, but inclusive and uniting. There is a, full and a less full communion with the one Church of Christ. There is the fullness of truth
and grace in the Catholic Church and an imperfect participation in it in the non-Catholic communities.

This said, DJ distinguishes between Orthodox and Protestants. Both are "not in perfect communion with the Catholic Church...." (DJ §17), that is, they are linked to the
Catholic Church in an imperfect communion and so are not really separated from her. The Orthodox are closer to the Catholic Church. They "remain united to her by means of
the closest bonds, that is, by apostolic succession and a valid Eucharist." They are "true particular Churches" in which the Church of Christ is "present and operative," even
though they lack full communion with the Catholic Church since "they do not accept the Catholic doctrine of the Primacy," which, as DJ teaches, is "the will of God."

The other Christian communities, who have preserved neither the Episcopate nor "the genuine and integral substance" of the Eucharistic mystery, "are not Churches in the
proper sense" (DJ §17). This verdict, which has created such a stir, follows entirely logically from the Catholic concept of the Church. Nonetheless, "those who are baptized in
these communities are, by Baptism, incorporated in Christ and thus are in a certain communion, albeit imperfect, with the Church." The result (DJ §17)of all this is that the
Church of Christ is neither the sum of churches and ecclesial communities, nor a goal to be sought by them. Complete fullness is already given in the Catholic Church, not in
other communities. In God's saving plan, however (DJ §17), "the spirit of Christ has not refrained from using them as means of salvation which derive their efficacy from the
very fullness of grace and truth entrusted to the Catholic Church" (UR §3).

The only logical consequence to be drawn from the Declaration's position would surely be that people should be clearly summoned to return to the bosom of the Catholic
Church in order to attain there the fullness of grace and truth. It is difficult to regard heresy and schism—which have destroyed the unity of the Church-as means of salvation in
the divine plan of salvation.

 

V. The Church, the Kingdom of God, and the Kingdom of Christ

According to DJ, the meaning of the expressions "kingdom of heaven," "kingdom of God," and "kingdom of Christ" "in Sacred Scripture, the Fathers of the Church, and the
Magisterium, is not always the same, nor is their relationship to the Church, which is a mystery that cannot be totally contained by a human concept" (DJ §18). Nonetheless, DJ
lists the following truths which flow from revelation:

Firstly, it must be held fast that the kingdom of God cannot be separated from Christ or the Church (RM§ 18). The inseparable relationship between Christ and the
kingdom does not signify that the kingdom of God "is identified with the Church in her visible and social reality" (DJ §19). In fact, "the action of Christ and the
Spirit outside the Church's visible boundaries" must not be excluded (RM §18).

Therefore, DJ sees the kingdom of God as open to the world, to all mankind, for the kingdom includes everyone, that is

individuals, society and the world. Working for the kingdom means acknowledging and promoting God's activity, which is present in human history and transforms
it. Building the kingdom means working for liberation from evil in all its forms. In a word, the kingdom of God is the manifestation and the realization of God's
plan of salvation in all its fullness. (RM §18)

DJs thesis that the Holy Spirit has been given not only to the Church but to the whole of mankind (DJ § 12) is here applied to the concept of the kingdom of God, to which all
men are regarded as belonging. It embraces all mankind. The indwelling of the Holy Spirit is the "divine dynamism" (i.e., "God's activity") that not only animates the Church
but transforms the entire history of mankind. We are all involved in building up this kingdom, freed from all forms of evil. This is the ultimate realization of the fullness of
God's plan of salvation. However, this thesis plainly points to a kingdom of this world, one of the New Age, not the New Testament.

 

VI. The Church and the Religions in the Context of Salvation

DJ is intended to indicate the direction theology should take "as it explores the relationship of the Church and the other religions to salvation" (DJ §20). In accord with the New
Testament (Mk. 16:16; Jn. 3:5), DJ underscores the traditional teaching that the Church, faith, and baptism are necessary for salvation. But in the same breath it adds (DJ §20):
"This doctrine must not be set against the universal salvific will of God" (cf. I Tim. 2:4). Quoting the words of John Paul II, DJ formulates the problem this way: "It is
necessary to keep these two truths together, namely, the real possibility of salvation in Christ for all mankind and the necessity of the Church for this salvation" (RM §9).

This is also the view of tradition. Tradition has resolutely taught the general necessity of the Church for salvation while at the same time envisaging that individuals who do not
actually belong to the Church can attain salvation if they are in a state of invincible ignorance of the true religion. In such a case actual membership of the Church can be
replaced by the desire for it. This means that the possibility of salvation outside the visible Church is located in the individual's conscience, i.e., it concerns the most intimate
relationship between God and the soul, which is per se inaccessible to theological investigation.

On this issue DJ quotes Pope John Paul II. For those who are not formally and visibly members of the Church,

salvation in Christ is accessible by virtue of a grace which, while having a mysterious relationship to the Church, does not make them formally part of the Church,
but enlightens them in a way which is accommodated to their spiritual and material situation. This grace comes from Christ; it is the result of his sacrifice and is
communicated by the Holy Spirit (RMS 10).

In traditional terms, this is "gratia Christ? ("grace of Christ"). The quoted text can be understood in the traditional sense.

DJ points out (DJ §21) that, as regards the way in which the grace of salvation reaches the non-Christian, Vatican II asserts this takes place "in ways known to God" (Ad Gentes
§7).It encourages theologians, however, to continue to explore what is the most intimate relationship between God and the soul.

DJ leaves to one side the unfathomable work of salvation in the individual heart, moving on to the Holy Spirit's salvific operation in non-Christian religions, i.e., to what is the
real topic of this chapter: the Church and the religions in the context of salvation. It begins with a fairly general statement regarding the role of the religions in salvation (DJ
§21):

Certainly, the various religious traditions contain and offer religious elements which come from God (NA §2, "semina Verbi”)and are part of what "the Spirit brings
about in human hearts and in the history of peoples, in cultures, and religions" (RM §29).

Given what has been said earlier, this means that even the non-Christian religions, as religions, mediate salvation. They are genuine means of salvation, legitimate paths of
salvation, albeit of lesser rank, as DJ explains (DJ §21). It is acknowledged that some of the prayers and rites of the other religions can open hearts for God's operation. But, in
contrast to the Christian sacraments, "One cannot attribute to these, however, a divine origin or an ex opere operato salvific efficacy [i.e., a saving efficaciousness worked by
the work of the Sacrament itself-Ed.],which is proper to the Christian sacraments."

The conclusion of DJ does not follow; for if the religious elements in other religions come from the Holy Spirit, they must be recognized as having a divine origin, even if, in
this context, it is said (DJ §21) that "it cannot be overlooked that other rituals, insofar as they depend on superstitions or other errors (cf. I Cor. 10: 20-21), constitute an
obstacle to salvation." DJ goes into further detail as to the difference between the Church and the religions (DJ §22): it is a truth of faith that God has instituted the Church for
the salvation of all men, but

[t]his truth of faith does not lessen the sincere respect which the Church has for the religions of the world, but at the same time, it rules out, in a radical way, that
mentality of indifferentism....If it is true that the followers of other religions can receive divine grace, it is also certain that objectively speaking they are in a
gravely deficient situation in comparison with those who, in the Church, have the fullness of the means of salvation.

That is why the Church is bound to proclaim Christ, in whom "men find the fullness of their religious life." So it is not a question of salvation versus perdition, but only of
salvation versus the fullness of salvation. This chimerical alternative is erroneous in itself and a source of heresy.

Here DJ  has given the fundamental reasons why the Church must continue to pursue her mission to the nations along with the inter-religious dialogue. It is generally agreed
that the precondition for dialogue is equality. Accordingly, DJ says (DJ §22) that this

refers to the equal personal dignity of the parties in dialogue, not to doctrinal content, nor even less to the position of Jesus Christ—who is God himself made man
—in relation to the founders of the other religions.

But in an inter-religious dialogue the partners meet not only as persons, but also as representatives of religions. It is impossible to abstract from the religions themselves.

DJ summarizes the Catholic Church's necessity: the Church must proclaim

the necessity of conversion to Jesus Christ and of adherence to the Church through Baptism and the other sacraments, in order to participate fully in communion
with God, the Father, Son and Holy Spirit. (DJ §22).

In other words, although the Church is necessary for salvation, when it comes to her relationship to the other religions it is not a case of salvation or perdition, but only of &
fuller participation in communion with God. This is logical, since DJ  has already stated that non-Christian religions are genuine paths of salvation, connecting their adherents
to God.

 

Conclusion

DJ concludes its theological position in three points (DJ §23): 1) It re-states only traditional doctrine, following the example of the St. Paul: "I handed on to you as of first
importance what I myself received" (I Cor. 15:3). However, with its high esteem of the non-Christian religions, DJ is not faithful to Scripture nor St. Paul. 2) With Vatican II,
DJ asserts that "this one true religion continues to exist in the Catholic and Apostolic Church, to which the Lord Jesus entrusted the task of spreading it among all people." In
accord with the Council fathers, and on the basis of the missionary command, the Declaration concludes that "all persons are required to seek the truth, and when they come to
know it, to embrace it and hold fast to it" (Dignitatis Humanae §l).But it follows from Christ's command to spread the Gospel that the search for the truth has ended. Man must
accept and preserve the truth of Christ already and fully available to him now; 3) Finally, DJ repeats its underlying theological principle: the mystery of unity in Christ (DJ
§23):

The Christian mystery...overcomes all barriers of time and space, and accomplishes the unity of the human family: "From their different locations and traditions all
are called in Christ to share in the unity of the family of God's children... Jesus destroys the walls of division and creates unity in a new and unsurpassed way
through our sharing in his mystery. This unity is so deep that the Church can say with St. Paul: 'You are no longer strangers and sojourners, but you are saints and
members of the household of God' [Eph. 2:19]" (Fides et Ratio §70).

That is to say, the mystery of unity in Christ embraces all mankind. All men and all religions are integrated into this mystery and thus have a share in it, although in different
degrees, as children of the one family of God.

 

Critical Remarks

The crux of DJ is the confrontation between the unicity and salvific universality of Jesus Christ and the Church, on the one hand, and the non-Christian religions on the other.
Its intent is to lay the foundation for continued inter-religious dialogue. To be successful, the contrasted positions must be clear. Clarity is therefore a prime concern of DJ.

According to DJ, other religions are genuine mediations of salvation. They point to Christ and lead to Him. This estimate of the non-Christian religions cannot be supported by
Scripture nor tradition. The weakness in DJ is that the position of the partner-in-dialogue is not articulated according to the partner's self-understanding, but determined on the
basis of the contemporary Church's position. The alleged salvific elements in other religions are not specified but merely declared to be "seeds of the Word" in some vague
sense.

The view of the other religions in DJ is not true to historical reality. In reality these other religions are totalities, each possessing its own core of life and organization, on which
all assertions are to be understood and interpreted. They are not oriented to Christ, but to their own cores. In all of DJ there is no presentation of a single non-Christian religion
in its specific, historical form. Compare historical religions like Buddhism or Islam with the Catholic Faith and it is immediately clear that, seen as totalities, they contradict
Catholicism and are not oriented to Christ through their supposed "semina Verbi."

DJ’s inter-religious dialogue is in reality a monologue. The dialogue-partner himself does not speak. DJ itself, in an entirely abstract way, pronounces its verdict on the quality
of salvation offered by the non-Christian religions, and on the way they "anonymously" lead to Christ.

It is completely baffling that DJ, in its evaluation of the other religions, ignores mankind's original sin and inclination to sin, which, after all, are the very preconditions of
redemption. Therefore, it is not in line with Scripture nor St. Paul, who, in both his speech at the Areopagus and Epistle to the Romans (Rom. l:l-9ff.), showed his negative
estimate of the pagan religions around him.

Fr. Johannes Dörmann

 

(From SiSiNoNo, Mar. 15, 2001, Vol. 27, No. 5. Translated from the German by Graham Harrison. Edited and abridged by Fr. Kenneth Novak for The Angelus.)

The original of this article appeared in the German Catholic monthly Theologisches. Katholische Monatsschrift, Vol. 30, No. 11/12, Nov./Dec. 2000, cols. 445-460. The passages of the Dominus Jesus
in English are taken from "Dominus Jesus": On the Unicity and Salvific Universality of Jesus Christ and the Church (London: Catholic Truth Society, 2000).
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September 2002 No. 48

A reader writes to us:

Dear Editor,

I am sending you a photocopy of the article, "The
Schism of the Brazilians Has Been Wiped Clean" (Il
Giornale, Jan. 15, 2002). May we hope that it will be
"wiped clean" everywhere else, and not only in Brazil?

We have such a great need to rediscover tradition. We
need "dignity" in our parish liturgies: we need the
Lord, and not the priest to be central: we need music
that is appropriate to the place and the worship, and not
a noisy racket. There is so much that needs to be
restored in all areas, even the knowledge of the Ten
Commandments. Can we hope for this?

With thanks,
[signed letter]

 

In answer, not only can we hope, but we must hope, with firm certitude, that this long and stormy night which the Church is currently experiencing will pass.

To doubt this would be to doubt the almighty power and promises of Our Lord Jesus Christ who, even if He seems to be asleep, will not allow the bark of Peter, which is His
Church, to flounder.

However, what we hope for cannot come about by means of the type of accord signed between Rome and the Priestly Union of St. John
Baptist Mary Vianney "which does not envisage any doctrinal recantations, but is basically practical and pragmatic" (Il Giornale, op.cit),
because the question is first and foremost a question of doctrine and of the Faith.

Our Lord Jesus Christ did not found the Church on a "practical and pragmatic type of accord," but on an accord that is essentially doctrinal,
namely, on unity of faith.

But He, indeed, Who made this one Church, also gave it unity, that is, He made such that all who are to belong to it must be united
by the closest bonds, so as to form one society, one kingdom, one body-"one body and one spirit as you are called in one hope of
your calling" (Eph. 4:4). Jesus Christ, when His death was nigh at hand, declared His will in this matter, and solemnly offered it up,
thus addressing His Father: "Not for them only do I pray, but for them also who through their word shall believe in Me...that they
also may be one in Us... that they may be made perfect in one" Qn. 17:20,21). Yea, He commanded that this unity should be so
closely knit and so perfect amongst His followers that it might, in some measure, shadow forth the union between Himself and His
Father: "I pray that they all may be one as Thou Father in Me and I in Thee" (ibid. 21).

Agreement and union of minds is the necessary foundation of this perfect concord amongst men, from which concurrence of wills
and similarity of action are the natural results. Wherefore, in His divine wisdom, He ordained in His Church Unity of Faith; a virtue
which is the first of those bonds which unite man to God, and whence we receive the name of the faithful-"one Lord, one faith, one
baptism" (Eph. 4:5). That is, as there is one Lord and one baptism, so should all Christians, without exception, have but one faith.
(Leo XIII, Satis Cognitum)

First we have unity of faith, and then, on that basis, we have unity in charity, in communion. This is Christ's wish. This is the constant teaching of the Church.

Pope Pius X taught that charity without faith-i.e., a union in "charity," a "communion" independent of unity in faith-is a pernicious invention of the Modernists who, following
a false philosophy, deny that truth (even revealed truth) is one and unchangeable. "They pervert the eternal notion of truth" (Pope Pius X, Pascendi Gregis, §13).

So the problem must be posed and then solved in a very different way. It must first of all be posed at the doctrinal level, and then solved in the light of divine and apostolic
Tradition, in which there is no ambiguity. In fact the conscience of every Catholic, and pre-eminently the members of the hierarchy, is bound to this Tradition under pain of
everlasting damnation (Mt. 16:17). Any other "practical and pragmatic" kind of accord is perfectly useless and fleeting, quite apart from the fact that it is a trap for both parties.

In the case of Campos, the day after it was signed with Rome, the accord's inconsistency was shown by the Dominican "theologian of the papal household," Fr. Georges Cottier,
in his interview by Avvenire (Jan. 19, 2002). He was delighted with this "step forward" for the Second Vatican Council. He admitted, "There is much more [than the rite of
Mass of St. Pius V-Ed.]behind Lefebvre's schism: There is a rejection of the Council, of ecumenism, of the principle of religious liberty-__"

Here the "pope's theologian" has grasped the critical point of the entire question.

Consequently, Fr. Cottier goes on:

Since the rupture [in 1988] until today, other followers of [Lefebvre] have already returned to full communion with the Catholic Church. However, the principal
condition has always been the full recognition of the authority of Vatican Council II. And this is what the principal group, the one of Ecône, has never accepted.

According to Fr. Cottier, this is what the Brazilians have accepted, and it swells the heart of the "pope's theologian" with hope. The Campos priests have accepted the Council,
which is far more than a particular rite: "Little by little we must expect other steps: for example, that they also participate in the reformed right. However, we must not be in a
hurry."

Therefore, the accord signed with the Brazilian priests of Campos is only superficially "practical and pragmatic." For the Vatican, at least, it is essentially "practical and
pragmatic," because it implies, along with the "full recognition of the Council," the acceptance of ecumenism, all the heretical and schismatic sects, and false religions. It also
implies the acceptance of the false "religious liberty"-in reality, "liberty of religion"-which consequently involves the abandonment of the Church's perennial teaching on true
religious liberty.

This is not all. This "practical and pragmatic" accord envisages future doctrinal concessions which include "concelebration," opposed by the entire tradition of the Church
because it diminishes the number of Masses celebrated (cf. Joseph de Sainte Marie, O.C.D., Eucharistie et salut du monde). It envisages the future acceptance by the Brazilian
priests of Pope Paul VI's "reformed" (or rather, "protestantized") rite. But there is no need to be "in a hurry." Says Fr. Cottier. Things will "mature" of themselves (Avvenire, op.
cit). Fr. Cottier knows from experience that they have "matured," in a manner of speaking, to the Vatican's favor. Too many former companions-in-arms of the sons of
Archbishop Lefebvre have concluded their own versions of a "practical and pragmatic type of accord," putting aside questions of doctrine and thinking that they will be able to
carry on the good fight for the faith under better conditions. "But let your speech be yea, yea: no, no: and that which is over and above these, is of evil" (Mt. 5:37), as the Lord
taught us.

There is the sad conversion of the monastery of Le Barroux which today defends the false religious liberty it attacked yesterday; the story of the Fraternity of St. Peter, many of
whose members are today fighting to celebrate according to the rite of Paul VI while yesterday they fought against it. These instances go to show that genuine unity is founded
solely on truth, and any other accord that is not founded on truth "is of evil."

Perhaps the Campos priests believed themselves safe when they declared acceptance of Vatican II "in the light of Tradition." Are they not aware that the conciliar Church
imagines a new concept of "Tradition?" That is to say, it believes in an ambiguous "living Tradition" which gives rights of citizenship in the Church even to things that are
manifestly opposed to the Church's traditional doctrine. On the basis of this new concept of "Tradition," the plague of religious indifferentism (a.k.a. "religious liberty") and all
of ecumenism's ecclesiological heresies are presented as normal doctrinal "developments" in perfect continuity with sacred Tradition even if they affirm the opposite of what
the documents of the Magisterium taught up to the time of Vatican II. It is legitimate for us, therefore, to ask what is the point of an "accord" in which the two give different
meanings to the same terms, and in which one of the parties must accept "in the light of Tradition" what the other party thinks it must, in conscience, reject "in the (same) light
of Tradition?" Indeed, as far as Fr. Georges Cottier is concerned, the explicit reservation of the Campos priests regarding the Council has no value. They have accepted the
Council. One point gains all. Fundamental doctrinal problems arise here; specifically, the Catholic notions of "Tradition" and "doctrinal development" already defined by the
Councils of Trent and Vatican I. Upon these there should be an authentic accord making any other "practical and pragmatic" accord entirely superfluous.

It is to be understood that people become weary of combat, and that to be marginalized, even if undeserved, is humiliating. Most of all, it is painful and even traumatizing for
some to have to oppose an Authority which they love and would wish to be able to obey. All the same, if we remember that we are not defending our personal opinions but, on
the contrary, our duty to remain faithful to the Church's eternal teaching and to transmit the Faith as we have received it, we can raise our eyes to our invisible Head, Jesus
Christ, whom his Vicar must represent on earth, and with St. Hilary say:

A soldier defends his king even at the risk of his life....A dog barks at the least sound and rushes out at the first suspicion. But you, on the contrary, when you hear
someone say that Christ, the true Son of God, is not God, you keep silence, and your silence implies consent to this blasphemy! What can I say? You protest
against those who protest, you add your voice to those who want to stifle the truth!1

Not only do we hear people denying the divinity of Our Lord Jesus Christ on the basis of the "new theology" (cf. the book, Jesus the Christ, by Walter Cardinal Kasper of
Germany), but we hear denials, on the basis of ecumenism, of many other truths of Faith which it is our duty to profess at the cost of martyrdom. We hear being said that
"salvation can be found even outside the Church" (Cardinal Kasper); that the heretical and schismatic sects are no longer heretical and schismatic sects but "true particular
churches" (DominusJesus),and that the true Church of Christ no longer "is" the Catholic Church but only "subsists" in it (UnitatisRedintegratio).It is said that unity of the Faith
is no longer the necessary foundation for the Church's unity, but, on the contrary, we must work for "unity in diversity" (Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger), where "diversity" pre-
supposes inclusion of the heresies and schisms previously condemned by Holy Mother Church. It is said that the Catholic Church must re-examine the way papal primacy is
exercised and this be done together with the heretics and schismatics, who are the traditional enemies of papal primacy, etc....

The Church, however, is Christ himself. The Church is Christ "extended and communicated." She is Christ who "in His Church lives, teaches, governs, and communicates
holiness" (Pius XII, Mystici Corporis).

We know, and history confirms it, that "faith in Jesus will not remain pure and intact unless it is upheld and defended by faith in the Church, the pillar and foundation of truth"
(Pius XI, Mit brennender Sorge); so we cannot adhere to ecumenism's heretical ecclesiological aberrations because it is a matter of our faith, and we cannot keep silent either,
because it concerns the faith of our neighbor. Silence, in this case, would be to support error. As always, then, in extreme cases "the only way open to the believer is the path of
generous heroism" (Pius XI, ibid.).

We must not allow ourselves to be upset by the fact that those involved are churchmen and members of the hierarchy to whom Christ Himself has given authority in the
Church. It is true, alas, that they are churchmen. But churchmen are given authority for building up the Church, not for pulling it down. They are given all their authority in
favor of the truth and none for against it: "For we can do nothing against the truth; but for the truth" (II Cor. 13:8). Therefore, when, in the Church, churchmen raise a platform
of personal views against the doctrine of the one Teacher of Truth that has resounded for 2000 years, the duty of the faithful is to resist it, because there is only one Master, and
"we must obey God rather than men" (St. Peter).

Nor must we be disheartened to find ourselves unjustly labelled as separated from the pope, the Vicar of Jesus Christ, with whom it is necessary to be in "communion." It is
true, we have the duty of being in communion with the pope, but the pope, in his turn, has the duty of being in communion with his predecessors, with Our Lord Jesus Christ,
and the Apostles. There is no doubt about this in the ex cathedra declarations of the pope and in the ordinary infallible pontifical magisterium. But this security is lacking when
the pope imposes simply his personal opinions or Utopian ideas.

"Communion" in the Catholic Church is always based on unity in the Faith. That is why, in the history of the Church, we see not only popes, but also bishops, priests, and
simple faithful refusing to be in "communion" with those who no longer have, or are suspected of no longer having, the Catholic Faith transmitted by the Apostles.

When a simple lector, St. Basil publicly broke "communion" with his bishop who had compromised with the Arians (Ep. 51). St. Jerome was an ordinary priest-monk when he
refused to be in communion with John, Bishop of Jerusalem, until he had clarified his position on Origenism. The African bishops suspended their communion with Pope
Vigilius when he, by approving the "Three Chapters," seemed to be rejecting the dogmatic Council of Chalcedon. St Bernard, the defender of the Roman primacy, who had
once said, "He who resists this power resists the command of God," did not hesitate to write to Pope Innocent II:

It is for you, the successor of Peter, to judge whether those who attack the faith of Peter have a right to asylum in Peter's see. Remind yourself of the duties of your
office....You must seize the foxes which sow ruin in the Lord's vineyard while they are still small. (Epist. 189)

Indeed, the pope has "the fullness of power over all the churches" (Epist. 131), but this is for confirming and defending the "faith of Peter," not for altering it or encouraging
those who would alter it. This is the limit, set from on high, to the power of Peter's successors; otherwise, it would be purely arbitrary. Pope Innocent III, who was one of those
who implemented the Roman "centralization," regarded himself as a "prisoner" of the divine law.

These examples, which could be multiplied, show that "communion," even with the pope, has an indispensable condition, namely, unity in the Catholic faith transmitted by the
Apostles. They show that when scandal is given to the Faith, subjects are not only obliged to reject the erroneous teaching, but they are obliged to resist their superiors, even
publicly, as St. Paul resisted St. Peter, " in facie Ecclesiae (St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologically Q.33, Art.4, ad 2).

Pope Pius XII reminds us, the faithful have the authentic right to receive intact from their pastors, and most of all from the Successor of Peter, the Truth taught by Jesus Christ
and infallibly transmitted by the Church. This right arises from our duty to believe in order to be saved (Mt. 16:17). Hence our duty and right to refuse the sophisms which are
corrupting the Faith today and which are the result of a false philosophy and a false theology, against which Pope Pius XII puts us on our guard in Humani Generis.

Consequently, while it is true that the pope has only God above him, it is also true that when the pope's actions threaten the Faith or even gravely threaten the good of the
Church, it is permitted for his subjects-even as their duty-to show disapproval and resist his directives. For example, this is what the bishops, cardinals, canon lawyers, and
polemical writers did when, without denying his papacy, they showed their disapproval of Pope Pascal II (1099-1118), who had just subordinated the Holy See to the German
Emperor. By their resistance, they saved the work of Church reform undertaken by Pope Gregory VII (1073-85) from destruction. This meritorious resistance is admired by all
authorized Church historians: "It is imperative to resist a pope who is openly destroying the Church" (Cajetan).2 Our duty does not change, so it does not matter to us whether
this destructive action arises from the "ecumenical" daydream or any other cause.

It may be objected that we are few and isolated.

We are not "few." But even if we were, what would that matter? Truth doesn't depend on numbers and the Faith even less so. Pope St. Liberius (352-66), before his resistance
weakened, replied to the Emperor Constans, the promoter of the Arian heresy who jeered at him for being one man against the whole world: "It does not matter that I am on my
own. The Faith loses nothing by it. In ancient times only three men [i.e., the young men of the fiery furnace-Ed.] were found to resist."3 Our being "isolated" is more apparent
than real. Much of it has been artificially created by unjust labelling. Many are with us because they think as we do, even if they do not have the courage to join with us openly.
In any case, Catholics who resist publicly for the sake of the Faith of All Time are a reference point-both positive and negative-foreveryone. This is very important.

We agree with what our letter-writer said: it is necessary for everyone to return to Tradition, without which there is no orthodoxy. We need "dignity" in the liturgy; we need a
restoration in all fields, including morality, which inevitably sinks along with faith. But such restoration is bound up with the preservation of the Catholic Faith of All Time. It
will not come about through imprudent "practical and pragmatic" accords such as the one signed between Rome and the Priestly Union of St. John Baptist Mary Vianney. If
everyone were to keep quiet (and keeping quiet in such a grave matter constitutes very serious complicity); if there were no one to remind the "innovators" in the hierarchy that
their "dogmatic developments" are really dogmatic corruptions (because they contradict the constant faith of the Church), then, indeed, we might fear for the Catholic Church's
future. But this will not happen. As Pope Paul VI himself remarked (to Jean Guitton, Paul VI secret), there will always be a "small remnant" which will confess the Church's
eternal Faith. That is why we do not put our hope in our numbers, nor in numbers of "accords," nor yet in our diplomatic efforts, but in the goodness of the cause in which we
are resisting because it is the cause of Our Lord Jesus Christ and His Church. In spite of "labels," our duty is to remain faithful and to help our brothers to remain faithful, too.
In any case, it is up to God to show us the first glimmers of the dawn of the Church's rebirth, and the Immaculate One to speed this hour of mercy.

Hirpinus

 

Translated from Courrier de Rome-SiSiNoNo, No. 245, May, 2002 by Mr. Graham Harrison. Edited for readability by Fr. Kenneth Novak.

1. Fragm.Histor. X, 2-4, cit. in Fliche & Martin, L'Histoire de I'Eglise.

2. De comparatae auctoritate Papae et Concilia.

3. Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. II, XVI (cf. L'Histoire de I'Eglise, tit.).
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In the Dictionary of the Second Vatican Council (Corpus Books, Washington, D.C., first edition, 1968) on the subject of the "Paschal Mystery," editors Fr. Adrien Nocent,
O.S.B., and Jacques Deretz wrote:

It would be excessive to think that it might have been necessary to wait for Vatican II because, again, the term and the theology of the Paschal mystery was very
much alive in the Church and was a part of the Church. However, it has to be recognized that such a rediscovery did not take too long to occur. The last and most
important liturgical document prior to Vatican II, Pius XII's 1947 encyclical, Mediator Dei, did not as yet employ the term. It speaks of redemption and does not
insist at all [sic]on Our Lord Jesus Christ's resurrection. It keeps to the viewpoint that posits the death of Jesus Christ [as] the central salvific event, and still does
not emphasize that His Resurrection is as much, and in an essential way [emphasis added], the event of the world's salvation. Certainly, this does not at all mean
that Mediator Dei ignores the Paschal mystery: on the contrary, all of the elements which comprise it are materially contained in this important Papal Magisterial
document...But these elements' unification and synthesis is not perceived.

According to the editors of the Dictionary of the Second Vatican Council, the "unification and synthesis" would, instead, be carried out by the "Paschal Mystery theology"
which is the rediscovery that "we Christians participate together with Our Pxisen Lord, Jesus Christ, in the Community that is the Church, in the Paschal mystery." The same
theology has also "rediscovered how such a mystery comprises the Liturgy's center and its essential nucleus" (ibid).

The Problem of the Liturgical Reform

Do you sometimes wonder what is the best book to give to your Novus Ordo friends and relatives? Do
you wonder which book might be the best to explain why we don't attend the New Mass? Well, here's
your answer! His Excellency Bishop Bernard Fellay, Superior General of the Society of the Saint Pius
X, recently sent a copy of this book to Pope John Paul II as part of the Society's talks with the Roman
authorities. In France, 17,000 copies of this new and vital study have been sent to Catholic priests...and
it has created quite a stir! This clear and concise book lays out a mass of quotations from the fabricators
of the New Mass themselves to show how coherent, but un-Catholic, are the principles behind the
Novus Ordo Missae (the New Order of Mass).

The book is in three parts: it shows, firstly, that the New Mass breaks the liturgical tradition of the
Church; secondly, that this break proceeds from a new theology of basics such as sin and Redemption;
thirdly, that this new theology is condemned by Catholic doctrine. 130pp, color softcover, HP
Publication, STK# 6740. $9.95

Mediator Dei
On the Sacred Liturgy (Pius XII, 1947)

A reprimand to innovators. Nature of Liturgy, especially the Mass. Eucharistic worship. Divine Office
and Liturgical Year. Pastoral directives. Includes Discussion Club Outline and suggested practices.
80pp, STK# 5307. $2.50

 

It seems to us that these assertions-which we must really call falsifications-are unfounded. In fact, if Pope Pius XII did not use the expression "Paschal Mystery" in Mediator
Dei, it does not mean that he ignored it or didn't know anything about it. What really counts is that he points to "Paschal Mystery theology" among the Liturgical Movement's
twisted deviations that he intended to correct with that encyclical.

What characterizes "Paschal Mystery theology"? Fr. Nocent says that it is the departure from "the viewpoint that posits the death of Jesus Christ [as] the salvific event
[emphasis mine]," the viewpoint, by the way, maintained by Pope Pius XII. According to Nocent, this departure emphasizes "that His Resurrection is as much, and in an
essential way, the event of the world's salvation." But Pope Pius XII was an excellent theologian in his own right, enough of one so that Cardinal Montini, the future Pope Paul
VI, had warned Roger Schutz of the proto-ecumenical Taize community about this, advising him to pose his questions to Pius XII on the "pastoral" level alone and not
theologically. Neither as theologian nor pope did Pius XII allow himself any departure or exit from Tradition. It is the Church's perennial doctrine, defined by the Council of
Trent on the basis of Sacred Scripture and Patristic Tradition, that:

Even though all Christ's individual activities have redemptive value for us, and as a whole compose the work of the Redemption, still His redemptive activity finds
its apogee in the death of sacrifice on the Cross. On this account it is, by excellence but not exclusively, the efficient cause of our redemption.1

Therefore, for Fr. Adrien Nocent to say that the resurrection of Jesus is "as much" the salvific event as His death, or to say even more strongly still that it is so "in an essential
way" is to depart from the Church's traditional doctrine or, more precisely, to contradict it.

Jesus himself said that He came to "give his life a redemption for many" (Mt. 20:28) and to "shed his blood" in order to expiate the sins of men (Mt. 20: 28; Mk.lO:45). At the
Last Supper, He celebrated the Eucharistic sacrifice of His Body and Blood, poured out "for the remission of sins," with no mention of the Resurrection (Lk. 22:19; Mt. 26:28).
To His disciples on the road to Emmaus, He said His Resurrection was the fruit of His Passion (Lk. 24:25,26). In fact, both the Old and New Testament equally attest that in
God's plan, "Christ must vanquish death by means of death" and, by means of death merit resurrection for Himself and for the Mystical Body. Therefore,

His resurrection was earned, and not praiseworthy, nor could it have been because "with his death, Christ shut himself off from the praiseworthy level"2 just as it will be closed
for us by our death. If all of the meritorious actions of Christ's life culminate in the Passion and Death by which Christ merited salvation, His resurrection merited nothing but
was the victorious conclusion of His redemptive work, the recompense for the Passion's humiliation, the prototype of our spiritual resurrection, as well as the pledge and token
of our bodily resurrection. For this reason and no other, the resurrection of Christ belongs to the integrity of the Redemption. In fact, the Fathers of the Church speak of "merit"
through the Passion and Death, and of "recompense" (i.e., retribution; reward) through His Resurrection. Finally, the Council of Trent has defined infallibly that the
"meritorious cause" of our salvation is Jesus Christ, which He merited "with His Most Holy Passion on the wood of the Cross" (Dz 799).

Thus, one can understand why Pope Pius XII in Mediator Dei "did not at all emphasize Our Lord Jesus Christ's resurrection," but concentrates on "the field of vision of Jesus
Christ's death [as] the salvific event" and why we, too, keep to this same "field of vision."

But the new "Paschal Mystery theology" demands giving the Christ's resurrection at least "as much" salvific value as the death on the Cross and also the rivilege arising from it.
This "New Soteriology" i.e., doctrine of salvation) is thick into the Liturgical Movement. Romano Guardini, one of its "fathers" and to whom Cardinal Ratzinger likes to refer,
wrote in his II Signore (pp.435-436): "Total clarity on the concept of redemption comes uniquely from the Resurrection."

Elsewhere he wrote:

If anyone asks: "What is redemption; what is it to have redeemed, and to have been redeemed?" the answer ought to be: "It is the Resurrection."

Thus, the Passion and the Death on the Cross are minimalized and annihilated in the glory of the Christ's Resurrection (although the risen hands and feet carry wounds and the
heart is opened by a lance). Good Friday is eclipsed by Resurrection Sunday, the glorious reward being substituted for the sorrowful meriting. The "New Soteriology" hides
from souls the understanding that no one conforms to the Risen Christ who does not will first to conform (and allow themselves to be conformed) to the Crucified Christ.

In Mediator Dei, Pius XII demonstrated he was not ignorant of this deviation, and clearly condemned it without naming the "Paschal Mystery theology" specifically. After
recalling that the entire liturgical year requires us to make "an intense and efficacious effort" to imitate the mysteries of Christ, "in order to enter voluntarily the way of His
sufferings and to participate finally in His glory and eternal blessing" (Mediator Dei), Pope Pius XII condemns those who attempt to separate the glorious goal of the Passion:

162. From what We have already explained, Venerable Brethren, it is perfectly clear how much modern writers are wanting in the genuine and true Liturgical spirit who,
deceived by the illusion of a higher mysticism, dare to assert that attention should be paid not to the historic Christ but to a "pneumatic" [i.e., "spiritualized" -Ed.] or glorified
Christ. They do not hesitate to assert that a change has taken place in the piety of the faithful by dethroning, as it were, Christ from His position; since they say that the glorified
Christ, who liveth and reigneth forever and sitteth at the right hand of the Father, has been overshadowed and in His place has been substituted that Christ who lived on earth.
For this reason, some have gone so far as to want to remove from the churches images of the Divine Redeemer suffering on the cross.

163. But these false statements are completely opposed to the solid doctrine handed down by tradition. "You believe in Christ born in the flesh," says St. Augustine, "and you
will come to Christ begotten of God." In the sacred liturgy, the whole Christ is proposed to us in all the circumstances of His life, as the Word of the Eternal Father, as born of
the Virgin Mother of God, as He Who teaches us truth, heals the sick, consoles the afflicted, Who endures suffering and Who dies; finally, as He Who rose triumphantly from
the dead and Who, reigning in the glory of heaven sends us the Holy Paraclete and Who abides in His Church forever": "Jesus Christ, yesterday and today; and the same
forever." Besides, the Liturgy shows us Christ not only as a Model to be imitated but as a Master to Whom we should listen readily, a Shepherd Whom we should follow,
Author of our salvation, the Source of our holiness and the Head of the Mystical Body whose members we are, living by His very life.

164. Since His bitter sufferings constitute the principal mystery of our Redemption it is only fitting that the Catholic faith should give it the greatest prominence. This mystery
is the very center of divine worship since the Mass represents and renews it every day and since all the Sacraments are most closely united with the Cross [(emphasis mine) ed.
Mary Immaculate Queen Ctr., pp.56,57].

As is evident from the above quotations, Pius XII did not separate the Resurrection from the Passion, just as the Church has never separated it, and, as the Church has always
done, he also emphasizes the Passion's privileged place and did not place it on equal footing with the ends of salvation: "...His bitter sufferings constitute the principal mystery
of our Redemption—" The provision for our salvation is His death on the Cross and, consequently, the Sacrifice of the Cross-and not the Resurrection-is "the very center of
divine worship," as the Church has always taught.

However, in the "Paschal Mystery theology," there is a theological inversion, logically followed by a liturgical inversion. Says Fr. Adrien Nocent: "[T]he center, the essential
nucleus of the liturgy," is no longer the Sacrifice of the Cross, but the "Paschal Mystery" that is, the Resurrection.

Cardinals Ottaviani and Bacci pointed out the descent of the Novus Ordo Missae toward the "Paschal Mystery theology" when, in their Short Critical Study of the New Order of
Mass [a.k.a. The Ottaviani Intervention-Ed.]presented to Pope Paul VI on Pentecost, 1969, they noted that the definition of the Mass was rendered inaccurate:

It is obvious that the Novus Ordo obsessively emphasizes "supper" and "memorial," instead of the unbloody renewal of the Sacrifice of the Cross.

Even the phrase in the Instruction describing the Mass as a "memorial of the Passion and Resurrection" is inexact [emphasis in original]. The Mass is the memorial of the
unique Sacrifice, redemptive in itself; whereas, the Resurrection is the fruit which follows from that sacrifice [emphasis in original]. We shall see later how such equivocations
are repeated and reiterated both in the formula for the Consecration and throughout the Novus Ordo as a whole [The Ottaviani Intervention, ed. TAN Books and Publishers,
pp.35,36].

In exalting the Resurrection, which pervades today's liturgy (even though the "New Theology" negates Christ's bodily Resurrection), there might be more than an inexactitude.
Practically speaking, this is a recycling of the 38th modernist thesis condemned by Pope Pius X in his decree, Lamentabili Sane [a.k.a. Syllabus Condemning the Errors of the
Modernists}, that is: "The doctrine of the expiatory death of Christ is Pauline and not evangelical." This is to say that the Catholic Church condemns the idea that Christ's
salvific Passion and Death is a fabrication of St. Paul and not of the "true Gospel."

The extremist emphasis on the Resurrection, and the creeping heretical negation of Christ's expiatory sacrifice which results, strikes not only the Catholic doctrine of the Holy
Sacrifice of the Mass, but all Christianity. It is diabolical.

Ermenegildus

 

This article was translated by Suzanne Rini from the original Italian (SiSiNoNo, April 30, 2002) exclusively for The Angelus. It was edited for clarity and partially added to for interest by Fr. Kenneth
Novak.

1. Ludwig Ott, Fundamentals of Catholic Dogma, (Rockford, IL: TAN Books and Publishers, 1974), p.185.

2. See Tito Denti, O.P., note 2, p.281 of vol. XXVI of La Somma Teologica, edited by the Italian Dominicans, published by Salani.
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A recent edition of Famiglia Cristiana [The Christian Family], an Italian magazine, published a "Letter of the Week" from a parish priest of "one of Rome's largest
parishes." This priest wrote to say he did not agree with the reply of the magazine's house priest to a question sent in by a reader: "Does the Church allow a
Catholic to be married in church to a [baptized] atheist who has not been confirmed?"...

The objecting priest would have preferred a straightforward "cut and dried answer: "Yes!" He went on to explain:

Yes, the Church allows this type of marriage because it only requires that both parties believe that marriage is once only,
indissoluble, and open to life. So much has happened in this area. For instance, I have celebrated one such marriage - so beautiful -
between a Catholic and a Jew. But in Milena's case, there is even an advantage. Strictly speaking, her marriage would not be treated
as a mixed marriage because she is "non-believing but baptized, because marriage between the baptized is a sacrament anyhow"
[emphasis ours].

Is this fellow really a priest? Is he even really a believer? Because, in fact, no one, least of all a parish priest, can erect a personal
chair of authority that wars with the Church's unchangeable doctrine regarding marriage. Protestants do this, but not Catholics.

"Mixed" Marriage

Let's begin with "mixed" marriage. The objecting priest tries to pass off his examples as Church doctrine. He erroneously defines
mixed marriage as being between a baptized and non-baptized person (e.g., a marriage between a Catholic and a Jew). More
appropriately, "strictly speaking" such a marriage must be termed as being between parties of "different denominations." Without
getting too technical, "strictly speaking," for "mixed" marriages, (i.e., between a Catholic and a heretic) the Church does not "only"
require that the two entering into the marriage believe that marriage is once only, indissoluble, and that its main end is life. [Notice
the subtlety of the language. The main end of marriage is life, not just that the couple be "open to life," as if children were not the
primary end but just a secondary appendix of matrimony.-Ed.] First of all, for such marriages, it is required that there be no

proximate danger to the faith of the Catholic spouse and, eventually, of the children.

In fact, such a marriage would be prohibited by divine, natural, and existing law. Moreover, both Canon Law and the Church would not be able to consent since God does not
allow it. As Pius VII wrote to Napoleon, June 26, 1805: "If we usurp authority we do not have, we would be guilty of the most abominable abuse of our sacred ministry before
the courts of God and the Church." Therefore, if proximate danger to faith exists, the Church has no power to grant a dispensation or license she does not have. This is because,
up to the last "ecumenical" Council, the Church required that the non-Catholic give "guarantees" in order to insure that, as Pope Pius VIII wrote in Litteris Altero, "the natural
and divine law is respected," thereby securing the marriage's validity.

It is true that the new "ecumenical" rule is mitigating. For instance, the "guarantees" are now called "conditions" and are gotten from the Catholic spouse and not the non-
Catholic one. But the new ecumenical rule has not gone so far as wanting to destroy the principle of divine law as the objecting priest arrogates to himself. Also, the 1983 Code
of Canon Law (Chap. VI: Mixed Marriages) recognizes the prohibition (can. 1124). The marriage is invalid if the marriage is between a baptized and non-baptized person (can.
1086, §1) and the competent authority's license is subject to there being a "just and reasonable cause," and to three conditions. The first two concern the removal of "dangers" to
the Catholic spouse's faith and the children's education (can. 1125, §§1,2).

The local Ordinary can grant this permission if there is a just and reasonable cause. He is not to grant it unless the following conditions are fulfilled.

§1) The Catholic party is to declare that he or she is prepared to remove dangers of defecting from the faith, and is to make a sincere promise to do all in his or her power in
order that all the children be baptized and brought up in the Catholic Church;

§2) the other party is to be informed in good time of these promises to be made by the Catholic party, so that it is certain that he or she is truly aware of the promise and of the
obligations of the Catholic party; . . . [emphasis added].

Only Paragraph 3 concerns marriage's ends and essential elements.

§3) Both parties are to be instructed about the purposes and essential properties of marriage, which are not to be excluded by either contractant.

Obviously, the objector considers this "ecumenical" mitigation of little importance. On his own initiative he has done away with the first two conditions, namely, those
safeguarding divine law! His defense-minded statement in his letter to Famiglia Cristiana of, "So much has happened in this area," is not supported by the 1917 Code of Canon
Law promulgated during the reign of Benedict XV (which reiterates the Church's constant law), nor is it in the 1983 Code despite all of its "ecumenical" openings. The
objecting priest's doctrine is his own, and not the Church's.

A Parish Priest Who Does Not Think with the Church

So much, then, for thinking that a marriage between the baptized and non-baptized is "so beautiful," or as the parish priest says: "I have celebrated such a marriage between a
Catholic and a Jew." We don't know how the priest is able to reconcile his thinking with the Church's consistent thinking.

Regarding mixed marriages between Catholics and non-Catholics [i.e., valid, but illicit without the required conditions-Ed.], Pope Clement XI wrote, "The Church abhors such
marriages, which greatly endanger and deform the spirit" (June 25, 1706).

In Matrimonia Quae in Locis (Nov. 4, 1741) Benedict XIV spoke of "sacrilegious unions," of "detestable marriages, always...condemned and prohibited by Holy Mother
Church." And Pope Pius VI wrote, "This type of conduct gives rise to the danger of perverting the Catholic party... We cannot abandon our position because we do not have the
right to do so" (Letter to the Archbishop of Malines,July, 1782).

Pope Pius VII reiterated the tradition:

The Church has always abhorred marriages between Catholics and heretics and has always prohibited them with very severe laws because they always conceal the
grave danger of perversion and estrangement from the faith of the Catholic spouse, and because the Catholic education of the children of both sexes is always
doubtful and suspect. (Letter to the Archbishop of Mayence, Oct. 8, 1803)

In the aformentioned letter to Napoleon, Pope Pius VII wrote that the Church "abhors" such marriages. He also wrote that marriages between Catholics and Protestants are
valid. And if the Church abhors an illicit but valid marriage between a Catholic and Protestant, how much more the Church abhors marriage between a Catholic and an
unbaptized person. In such a marriage, if the required guarantees are not present, such marriages are not only illicit but also invalid.

As a symbol of Christ's union with His Church (Eph. 5:22,23), Christian marriage is a "social" sacrament. Its purpose is to give children to God, to adore Him, and to give new
members to the Church and citizens to heaven (Leo XIII, Ubi Arcanum). Seeing this, one can understand why the Church, far from considering a mixed marriage "very
beautiful," has always abhorred and reproved it. Keeping divine law safe through the "guarantees," the Church eventually tolerated it. The purpose of this tolerance was defined
by Pope Pius VII in his above-quoted letter to the Archbishop of Mayence:

In no way can tolerance [of such marriages] be seen as their being approved and allowed. Rather, such marriages are only tolerated out of the need to avoid even
greater evils, and permission is not given wholeheartedly.

The Church Fathers had already recognized that in such marriages there is no image of Christ's union with His Church, but rather an image of Christ's own being prostituted.
(See Tertullian, Ad uxorem, 2, 3-4; St. Ambrose, Ep. 19,7; St. Jerome, Adv. Lovin. 1,10; St. Augustine, De fide et oper. 19,38).

The "Advantage" of Marrying a Baptized, Declared Atheist

The objecting parish priest writes that in the concrete case he is addressing, "...there is actually an advantage." Strictly speaking, her marriage would not be treated as a mixed
marriage because she is "non-believing but baptized, because marriage between the baptized is a sacrament anyhow."

This parish priest forgets that a baptized person who has announced that he or she is "non-believing," is, without the euphemism, an atheist, and so, is an apostate.

Heresy is the obstinate denial or doubt, after baptism, of a truth which must be believed by divine and Catholic faith. Apostasy is the total repudiation of the
Christian faith [emphasis added]. Schism is the withdrawal of submission to the Supreme Pontiff or from communion with the members of the Church subject to
him (1983 Code of Canon Law, can.751).

Thus we are talking about a case of marriage with a person who is unworthy due to their public defection from the Faith of their very own baptism.

What is the Church's mind regarding such a marriage? The Church's mind is that the faithful must abstain from contracting such marriages and that pastors of souls, via their
office's need for charity and piety, ought to dissuade the parents, friends, etc. Lanza-Palazzini writes:

The reason why the faithful should not enter into these marriages is easy to understand...also for the children's sake, and there is a great danger of perversion, even
greater than in mixed marriages.1

In fact, the Church has always treated these marriages with the same discipline as mixed marriages. Thus, the 7577 Code of Canon Law which reiterates the Church's age-old
positions prohibits the parish priest from celebrating these marriages without consulting the bishop, who could allow them only after having examined 1) if there is a grave
reason for contracting such a marriage; 2) if there is sufficient provision for the eventual children's Catholic education, and also a provision for the removal of the danger of the
believing spouse's faith being perverted. Again quoting Lanza-Palazzini: "If this is lacking, the Ordinary cannot allow the marriage, because divine law forbids it."2 So, there is
no reason for the objecting priest to rejoice that there is an "advantage" in marrying a baptized atheist.

It is not true that in such a case the marriage "is a sacrament anyhow." It is not enough to receive any sacrament "anyhow" because the necessary dispositions are lacking and a
sacrament can be unworthily received and thus invalidly so.

The general rules for the reception of the sacraments apply for matrimony, taking into account that the spouses themselves are this sacrament's ministers. In the case in point,
there is the risk that the sacrament would be invalid and the union null because the "non-believing" party only wants to effect the marriage contract, but wants to exclude the
very sacrament by which Christ unites them. To validly receive a sacrament there must be the intention to habitually receive it. For the baptized, marriage is a sacrament or it is
nothing.

Certainly, in the case in point, the atheist unworthily received the sacrament, but it was conferred on an unworthy person, i.e., the believer. The believer's cooperation on behalf
of the non-believer's sacrilege by being only material has to be justified by a proportionately grave reason, which only the ecclesiastical authority, and not the interested parties,
can decide. [Marriage is a sacrament of the living and the spouses must be in that state of grace. -Ed] Taking all of this into account, it is easy to see that ecumenical pastors are
pushing their sheep into a huge abyss.

Repudiation of "Our Religion's Firmest Doctrine"

So, if we look for an answer to why, today, mixed marriages - whether broadly or strictly considered as does the objecting priest - are encouraged, if we note Pius VII's words
that "the Church has always abhorred [such marriages]," we see that the sole cause is the ecumenism that Vatican II wished to set in motion.

On the subject of women who wish to enter into mixed marriages, Pope Pius VIII wrote that such women must remember "our religion's firmest doctrine is 'Outside the
Catholic Church, no one can be saved'" (Litteris Acerbo, Mar. 25, 1830). Consequently, in the case of a woman entering into such a marriage, her conduct would be cruel and
atrocious because she knows that her children's education depends entirely on what the non-Catholic father wants.

And in his May 27, 1832 encyclical, Summo lugiter, Gregory XVI deplored that in Bavaria,

...by every possible means some are attempting to spread the principle of absolute freedom to contract mixed marriages … To treat this question, we must first
concern ourselves with the faith, [for] without it, we cannot please God (Heb. 11: 6).. .and as we have previously stated, this doctrine [i.e., outside the Church there
is no salvation] is endangered by those who want to bring about a system that goes beyond certain limits in fostering liberty in mixed marriages....Whether men or
women, Catholics who demonstrate recklessness by marrying non-Catholics, and who thus place their children in danger of being perverted, not only violate the
sacred canons, but also seriously and directly sin against natural and divine law.

Have natural and divine law changed? Is it that the Catholic hierarchy don't care to give the faithful clear ideas about "mixed" marriages (in both the broad and strict sense),
and, who, countering the Church's unchangeable teaching, favor and exalt such marriages? Evidently, our religion's "firmest doctrine" is not very firm in the shepherds
themselves.

Ecumenical Folly

As against the duties of his office, the objector-priest only cares about the atheist's interests. In addition to the letter partially quoted at the beginning of this article, he says that
in the marriage rite, there must "never be any violation of the sacrosanct rights of non-believers."

Obviously, there are no problems when consensus rules. With satisfaction he notes that, "God has no denomination." In the formula for exchanging rings there is one
modification he says must be put into place. The objector-priest says, "It would suffice to omit the invocation to the Trinity." It is clear how the atheist must be respected due to
the "sacrosanct rights" of the non-believer. With complete peace of mind, the genuinely sacrosanct rights of the Catholic party are ground underfoot! If this is not lunacy, we
don't know what is.

Iancynthus

Translated by Suzanne M. Rini from SiSiNoNo, Sept. 15, 2001, exclusively for Angelus Press. Edited by Fr. Kenneth Novak.

1. Lanza-Palazzini, Principi di teologia morale, vol. Ill, Sacramenti e vita sacramentale (Principles of moral theology...Sacraments and Sacramental Life) (Rome: Studium),
p.557.

2. Ibid., p.557.
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Far from being a "lifestyle" or an "exercise in self-control," the systematic use of "natural methods" of birth control, unjustifiable as they are by reasons
proportionate to the duty of procreation which they intend to avoid, actually constitute a highway to hell "for wide is the gate, and broad is the way that leadeth to
destruction, and many there are who go in thereat" (Mt. 7:13).

This is also quite logical,

for whoever does not strive for self-control will not even be able to control himself later on, and whoever believes that he can dominate his evil tendencies by
relying solely upon his own puny strength without sincerely seeking divine help with perseverance, will surely and inevitably remain deceived. (Pope Pius XII,
Address to Midwives, Oct. 29, 1951)

But how are we to seek and obtain divine help if we go against God's will? Thus do we come to understand that the "lifestyle" and
"exercise of self-control" are, in reality, nothing but a presumptuous self-delusion and, in the end, sheer hypocrisy meant to cover up
a very wretched reality. The priests who still listen to penitents in confession are quite aware of this fact.

Just to what point we can delude ourselves through the systematic and unjustified recourse to "natural methods" of birth control can
best be depicted by Ivan Gobry in his book, Amour conjugal et fécondité [Conjugal Love and Fecundity],1 one of the best works on
this question which we have been able to obtain. We deem it useful to provide our readers with a few extracts from this text:

"Since the proponents of the above-mentioned 'natural methods' have sought to pose the problem on the level of asceticism,
hard facts will provide the answer on that same plane. Which calls for the greater self-sacrifice ?-Merely avoiding carnal
relations, or else carrying a child over a period of nine months, then feeding and nursing it, worrying and crying over it and not
knowing rest and freedom over a stretch of several years?

"But such a comparison remains still too theoretical. For those spouses who have chosen to do God's will in having a large
family, reality is something quite different. For them, continence has become the rule since pregnancies, nursings, and periods
of fatigue all constitute factors favoring chronic abstinence much more serious than the fear of begetting a child. The profound
happiness stemming from the spouses' mutual collaboration in the service of such pure and delicate beings confers a new
meaning to their chastity. The husband faithfully standing by his wife weighed down by hard work and ennobled through her
generosity, experiences for her a saintly, even a godly respect for his wife which can scarcely be understood by a man whose
partner rejects motherhood as a source of shame and disgrace.

"Malthusian spouses make use of periodical continence in order to avoid their God-given responsibilities, while faithful
couples practice continence as a result of having cooperated in God's plan of bringing new souls into the world for heaven's
sake. How grotesque indeed is that caricature often presented to young idealistic couples of two 'sensual' spouses who have
several children 'through lack of moderation.'"2

"...Such necessary continence for couples raising a large family does not cause them serious problems. Quite on the contrary, the "continence" of those other
couples who busy themselves in avoiding having children, simply continues poisoning their daily lives. Constantly attracted to one another and all the more since
they are not busy, and therefore less prone to fatigue [through concern for their children], they find themselves forever torn between desire and reason, between risk
and prudence. Their sole possibility of escaping such a dangerous state for their chastity and mental stability lies in two equally fearsome solutions: mutual
indifference or having recourse to contraception.

"Mutual indifference leads to an enervating exasperation. Nor can it be understood that such would constitute a more righteous course, since it cheats the spouses
of that which they owe one to the other in all justice. Carnal separation will soon beget the separation of the couple's affections. Each goes about his own business
which takes up all of his attention, making them forget the wonder of their first love. But beware of those temptations lurking outside of the family hearth. The
body, always inclined to its passions and having been temporarily neutralized through trickery and not through deep virtue, will take its inevitable revenge at the
first or some other occasion, and that love which was divinely destined for procreation will soon be swallowed up in base treachery.

"Contraceptive methods, on the other hand, allow the married couple to come together in carnal knowledge at the risk and cost, however, of true tenderness and
serenity. What they do allow, in fact, is responsibility-free sensual gratification with nothing in return, without responsibility or commitment. They even fly in the
face of a possible commitment or responsibility. If the unity of the spouses has not previously been attained through prior sacrifice, their unity will then be founded
on the moving sands of fear and negations which will soon be understood as a kind of complicity in evil, rather than a union based on true love. Since,
unfortunately (for the Malthusians), those periods wherein the wife is the most attracted to her husband also correspond to her cycles of fertility - all of which
corresponds exactly with the life-producing aims of nature - those days of abstention will then be times of increasing tension and of unusually strange resistance,
while those sterile periods, considered as an opportunity to be seized as it arises, will demand the most sexual encounters possible. These will be provoked at the
expense of the true rushes of affection he feels for her and will be exploited at the expense of gentleness and consideration.

"It must also be noted that the Malthusians, being of those who, in order to excuse their refusal to excuse their refusal to have those children wanted by God,
pretend that the spouses' mutual tender affections constitute the first goal of marriage, here again are found to be contradicting themselves. That which they are
obtaining in fact is not only a spiritual lessening as a result of their selfishness, but also a decrease of that freshness of their affection and spontaneity of their love
for one another.

"They will then resort to yet new "remedies," those refined methods which will let them give themselves to one another in the wife's fertile periods without,
however, completing the act of procreation, known as onanism [i.e., interruption, after Onan; cf. Gen. 38:9]. Over and above that, the systematic practice of such
methods constitutes much more directly the cult of a freestyle kind of sexual self-gratification, and such an abuse of the natural act (if it can still be regarded as
such) constantly exposes the couple to two well-established risks: 1) that of falling short of the expected sensual pleasure and, 2) that of bringing new life into the
world. And since the flesh has not finally received its full part which would have been the complete act, both spouses, who have tried to obtain the most
satisfactory result possible find themselves, after their sensual encounter, more dissatisfied and frustrated than ever.

"All that needs to be done now is to take issue with the morality involved in such cases. For those whose top priority in life amounts to simply enjoying themselves
by systematically and always satisfying their lower instincts, God's laws will soon become an intolerable burden. So long as they can fool themselves into various
detours and devious interpretations, they will still retain a modicum of respect for the commandments. But a day will inevitably come when God's laws will be
seen as a nuisance and much too bothersome. Then it will be unmistakably clear that such compromise has become simply unbearable. All that there is left is the
choice of living in sin or that of total self-renunciation. Alas! such persons have never been in the habit of exercising self-control as have those good parents who,
for the sake of their children, generously accept all manner of fatigue and personal sacrifices. On the other hand, sin has invaded and poisoned the Malthusians'
very existence. After a few experiences of this type, if the couple does not accept the great moral awakening wanted by God, such people find themselves settling,
once and for all, into a permanent life of sin. Two attitudes will result from such a situation: 1) either admitting or acknowledging defeat in bitterness and disgust
for themselves and for the sacraments or else 2) simply denying sin altogether as they accuse moralists of ignorance and of an appalling form of torture."3

"It is all very 'nice' to pretend that mutual 'indifference' as well as contraceptive methods (even though 'natural') amount to some sort of positive 'asceticism.'
However, if they stem from selfishness, they are based on a sinful mentality. It is not too surprising that they lead to serious sin. In both cases, it is manifest that
such 'continence' is not a virtue, and prudence is not to be found in such asceticism.

"The advocates of conjugal happiness through Malthusian means [i.e., self-gratification as the primary goal in marriage -Ed.] certainly have a very limited
experience of family life. Normally, the spouses' happiness is increased with the arrival of each new child in the family. To those worried and constantly tempted
couples who torture their conscience, consult books, and storm confessionals, we simply say: 'Have children and all such problems will soon fade away.' Other
problems may arise, but, at least, these will not prove to be useless. Such will be problems of ordinary life. Moreover, they will not be found in the shade of shame
but in the life of their duty generously accomplished."4

"Here we see to what point conjugal chastity, religious chastity as well as priestly chastity are all part of and share in the same virtue. It consists in the complete
surrender or self-denial of one's body which was made to serve God's will and not made for self-gratification or rest here below."5

And, may we add, it seems just as clear that anyone who forgets all about his duties of state is simply fashioning himself a much heavier cross, while risking - God forbid - his
eternal salvation.

Memento

From the book, Problems in Conjugal Life, of Fr. J. Visser, C.SS.R., we read:

The chief characteristic of the systematic use of periodical continence lies in its twofold finality - one positive and one negative. In truth, it is not, as its name
would lead us to believe, a purely negative affair, simply abstaining from conjugal acts during specific times. Such a system, precisely, implies a positive right of
use of conjugal rights together with the sensual pleasures inherent therein, as well as the fulfillment of the secondary ends of coitus (including especially the
experience and expression of mutual marital love), with, at the same time, the negative will of avoiding procreation. And it is precisely this union of two
contradictory ends which gives rise to those problems as to its value....

The fundamental principle upon which we are to find the solution to such a moral problem lies in the spouses' positive duty of cooperating, through their regularly repeated
conjugal unions, in the procreation of new life. This principle is often neglected and put in doubt and indeed even roundly denied....Human sexuality was instituted by the
Creator primarily and fundamentally for a purpose going far beyond the couple's gratification, that is to say, for procreation or the begetting of new life....Following this
fundamental goal we have, of course, other secondary ends or purposes concerning the manner in which the procreative act is carried out. Now, the very fact of taking
advantage of sexual relations solely for the sake of their secondary purposes through a positive act of the couple's will, while simultaneously effectively excluding their primary
and fundamental purpose, constitutes an unreasonable refusal of that order laid down by God Himself.

 

1. Paris: Nouvelles editions latines, 1969.

2. Ibid., pp. 44-45.

3. Ibid., pp. 45-47.

4. Ibid., p. 48.

5. Ibid., p. 49.
J. Visser, C.SS.R., "Periodical Continence" in Problemi di vita coniugale [Problems in Conjugal Life], (Rome: Sales) 1955.

 

Translated from Courrier de Rome (Jan. 1998) exclusively for Angelus Press. Edited slightly by Fr. Kenneth Novak. The book from which this installment was excerpted, Amour conjugal et fécondité
[Conjugal Love and Fidelity] by Ivan Gobry. (Available from: Nouvelles Èditions Latines, 1 rue Palatine, 75006 Paris. Tel. [33] (1) 43 45 77 42.
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PART I:

 

This installment of Angelus Press's Edition of SiSiNoNo begins a lengthy serialization of errors ascribed to the Second Vatican Council.

The "rap sheet" begins this time with a simple overview of the Council. Further installments will concentrate on specific issues of doctrine, theology, definition, the
Sacred Liturgy, the so-called "separated brethren," the contemporary world, the missions, education, pastorality, and practice.

It will conclude with solutions.

In general, the mentality at the Second Vatican Council was little if at all Catholic. This can be said because of an inexplicable and undeniable man-centeredness and sympathy
for the "world" and its deceptive values, all of which ooze from all of the Council's documents. More specifically, Vatican II has been accused of substantive and relevant
ambiguities, patent contradictions, significant omissions and, what counts even more, of grave errors in doctrine and pastorality.

Vatican II's Ambiguous Juridical Nature

First of all, ambiguity pervades the Second Vatican Council's nature as to law (i.e., "juridical nature"). This remains unclear and
appears indeterminate because Vatican II termed itself simply a "pastoral Council" which, therefore, did not intend to define dogmas
or condemn errors. This can be seen from the address delivered at the Council's opening by Pope John XXIII on October 11, 1962,
and in the Notificatio, publicly read on November 5, 1965. Therefore, the Council's two Constitutions, Dei Verbum (on Divine
Revelation) and Lumen Gentium (on the Church), which, in fact, do concern matters of dogmas of the Faith, are dogmatic only in
name and in a solely descriptive sense.

The Council wanted to disqualify the "authentically manifest and supreme ordinary Magisterium" (Pope Paul VI). This is an
insufficient figure of speech for an ecumenical council since such councils always embody an extraordinary exercise of the
Magisterium, with the Pope deciding to exercise its exceptional nature together with all of the bishops assembled by him in council.
He acts therein as the suprema potestas of the entire Church, which he possesses by Divine right. Neither does reference to the
"authentic character" of Vatican II explain things, because such a term generally means "authoritative" relative to the Holy Father's
sole authority, not to his infallibility. The "mere authenticum"ordinary Magisterium is not infallible, while the ordinary Magisterium
is infallible. In any case, the ordinary Magisterium's infallibility does not have the same characteristics as the extraordinary
Magisterium. Thus, it cannot be applied to the Second Vatican Council. It is necessary to realize that the point in question is how
many bishops throughout the Catholic world are teaching the same doctrine, and not how many are present at a Council.

Such being Vatican IFs actual juridical nature, it is certain that it did not wish to impart a teaching invested with infallibility. It is true that Pope Paul VI himself said that the
Council's teaching ought to be "docilely and sincerely" accepted by the faithful, that is, with (we specifically note) what is always called "internal religious assent," something
required of any pastoral document, for instance.

This assent is obligatory, but only on the condition that sufficient and grave reasons do not exist for not granting such assent. Might a question of "grave reason" be concerned
when alterations in the deposit of Faith are evident? Already during Vatican IPs tormented discussions, cardinals, bishops, and theologians, faithful to dogma, repeatedly noted
the ambiguities and errors which were infiltrating Council texts, errors that today, after 40 years of definitive reflection and study, we are grasping ever more precisely.

We do not pretend completeness for our synopsis of the errors ascribed to Vatican II. Yet it seems to us that we have specified in what follows a sufficient number of important
ones, beginning with the first utterances such as those contained in the Council's October 20, 1962 "Address on Openness" by His Holiness John XXIII and the Council Fathers'
"Message to the World." Though not one of the official, formal Council texts, nevertheless, these texts expressed the thinking wanted by the "progressive wing," that is, the
neo-modernist innovators' line of thinking.

"Address on Openness"

Aside from its resoundingly divergent assertions denied by the facts, such as, "Providence is leading us to a new order of human relations that...are developing toward a fullness
of superior and unexpected designs," Pope John XXIII's famous speech on opening up to the world contains three real and true doctrinal errors.

FIRST ERROR: & mutilated concept of the Magisterium.

This error is contained in the incredible assertion concerning the Church's renunciation and condemnation of error:

The Church has always been opposed to these errors [i.e., false opinions of men-Ed.]; She has often condemned them with the greatest severity. Now, however, the Spouse of
Christ prefers to employ the medicine of mercy rather than that of harshness. She is going to meet today's needs by demonstrating the validity of Her doctrine, rather than by
renewing condemnations.

With this renunciation of employing proper, God-given authority to defend the deposit of the faith and to help souls through condemning errors that ensnare souls and prevent
their eternal salvation, Pope John XXIII kicked aside his duties as Vicar of Christ. In fact, condemning error is essential for maintaining the deposit of faith, which is the
Pontiff's first duty, and with it, always confirming sound doctrine, thus demonstrating the efficacy of doing so with timely application. Moreover, from a pastoral point of view,
condemning error is necessary because it supports and sustains the faithful, the well-educated as well as those less so, with the Magisterium's incomparable authority. By its
exercise they are strengthened to defend themselves against error, whose "logic" is often astute and seductive. This is not the only point: condemning error can lead errant souls
to repent, by placing the true sustenance of their intellect before them. The condemnation of error is, in and of itself, a work of mercy.

To hold that condemning error should never have occurred is to support a mutilated concept of the Church's Magisterium. In the main, the post-Vatican II Church, no longer
condemning error, has substituted for it dialogue with those in error. This amounts to doctrinal error. Previously, the Church has always prosecuted dialogue with such errors
and those in error. Pope John XXIII’s quote above enounces the error clearly: that demonstrating "doctrine's validity" is incompatible with "renewing condemnations." This is
to suggest that such validity ought to be imposed only thanks to one's own intrinsic logic, and not from external authority. But in such an approach, faith would no longer be a
gift from God, nor would there be any need of grace to fortify faith, nor any need to exercise the principle for sustaining faith via the authority in the Catholic Church. The
essential error is concealed in Pope John XXIII's phraseology; it is a form of Pelagianism [i.e., that all men are, by nature, good-Ed.] which is typical of all "rationalistic
conceptions" of the Faith, all of them repeatedly condemned by the Magisterium.

Not only heresies and theological errors in the strict sense have been objects of condemnation, but every one of the world's ideas that is not Catholic, not only those adverse to
the Faith, but also those to whom Our Lord's words apply, "He who does not gather with me, is against me: and he that gathereth not with me, scattereth" (Mt. 12:30).

The un-orthodox position taken by John XXIII, maintained by the Council and the post-Conciliar period has caused the collapse of the Church's ironclad armor. The Church's
enemies-inside and out-appreciate this heterodox position. No doubt they agree with Nietzsche, who said: "The intellectual mark of the Church is essentially harsh inflexibility,
by which the conception and judgment of values are treated as stable, as eternal."

 

SECOND ERROR: -The contamination of Catholic doctrine with intrinsically anti-Catholic "modern thinking."

Connected to this unprecedented renunciation of error is another flagrantly grave assertion made by John XXIII in his January 13, 1963, Christmas address to Cardinals. He
said that "doctrinal penetration" must occur through "doctrine's more perfect adhesion to fidelity to true doctrine."

However, he followed this by explaining that

true doctrine ought to be expressed using the forms of investigation and literary style of modern thinking, since, to do so, is to sustain the depositum fidei's classic
doctrine and is the way to recast it: and this ought to be done patiently, taking into great account that all must be expressed in forms and propositions having a
predominantly pastoral character.1

Liberals and modernists had already long recommended that classical doctrine be re-cast in forms imported from "modern thinking." Doing so was specifically condemned by
Pope Pius X in Pascendi2 and his decree Lamentabili which condemned the following:3

§63. The Church shows herself unequal to the task of preserving the ethics of the Gospel, because she clings obstinately to immutable doctrines which cannot be
reconciled with present day advances.

§64. The progress of the sciences demands that the concepts of Christian doctrine about God, creation, revelation, the Person of the Incarnate Word, the
redemption, be recast. (Lamentabili, July 3, 1907, dz 2063, 2064)

In Humani Generis4Pope Pius XII said the same thing. Thus, Pope John XXIII’s predecessors had condemned his proposed doctrine. This is a typical of all modernist errors.

In fact, it is not possible for the categories of "modern thinking" to be applied to Catholic doctrine. In all of its forms modern thinking negates-a priori- the existence of an
absolute truth and holds that everything is relative to Man, who is his own absolute value, divinized in all of his manifestations, from instinct to "self-consciousness." This way
of thinking is intrinsically opposed to the fundamental truths of the Catholic Church beginning with the idea of God the Creator, of a living God Who has been revealed and
incarnated in His Second Person. In the end, modern thinking means only a politics and an ethic. By proposing a similar contamination, Pope John XXIII showed himself to be
a disciple of the of the neo-modernists' "New Theology," already condemned by the Magisterium. Regarding the Catholic Church's salvation mission, the needs of the day
required of the Second Vatican Council to reinforce the rejection of modern thinking found in the prior popes-from Pius IX to Pius XII. Instead, the Council gave full sway to
"the study and expression" of "authentic" and "classic" doctrine via "modern thinking."

 

THIRD ERROR: The Church's goal is "the unity of humanity."

The third error of the Opening Address announced that "the unity of humanity" was the Church's own and proper goal. This was advanced by the Second Vatican Council,
which quoted St. Augustine (Ep. 138,3) to purport that the Church be

preparing and consolidating the way toward that human unity which is a fundamental necessity because the earthly City is constructed to always resemble the
heavenly one "in which truth and the law of charity reign, and is the extension of the Eternal One.

Here "human unity" is seen as the "fundamental necessity because the earthly City is constructed to always resemble the heavenly one." But the Church never taught that her
expansion in this world had "human unity" as her goal, as affirmed by Pope John XXIII, simply. On the contrary, this is the guiding idea of the Enlightenment's philosophy of
history first elaborated by the 18th century by secularists. It is not of the Catholic Church, but is an essential component of the religion of Humanism.

The error consists in mixing the Catholic vision with an idea imported into it from secular thought. Secularists do not look to extend the Kingdom of God through that part of it
realized on earth by the Catholic Church. This vision is a substitute for that of the Church's. Humanism is convinced of the dignity of man as man (since humanists do not
believe in original sin) and of his supposed "rights."

Besides these three errors in the Opening Address, two more theological errors were proposed in what followed.

 

Errors in the Council Fathers' "Message to the World"

The "Message to the World" was promulgated at the start of the Council. [Archbishop Lefebvre was one of the few to criticize it.-
Ed.] In miniature, it contained the pastoral line of thought that would be developed to the fullest in Gaudium et Spes. "Human
good," the "dignity of man" as man, "peace between people," a pastoral in which the preoccupation with "human good," "the dignity
of man," as man, "the peace between people," are its central concerns, and left aside is man's conversion to Christ:

While we hope that through the Council's labors the light of faith shines more clearly and alive, we await a spiritual
renaissance from which also comes a happy impulse that favors human well-being, that is, scientific invention, progress of
the arts, technology, and a greater diffusion of culture.

"Human well-being" is characterized according to the century's reigning ideas, i.e., scientific, artistic, technological, and cultural
progress.5 Should the Second Vatican Council have become so preoccupied with such things? Should it have expressed hope for the
increase of these solely earthly "blessings," always shortlived, often deceptive, in place of those eternal ones founded on perennial
values taught by the Church over the centuries? No wonder that, following this brand of pastoral, instead of a new "splendor" of the
faith, a grave and persistent crisis has arisen?

The actual theological error, in the proper sense of error, occurs at the close of the "Message to the World" where it is said: "We
invite all to collaborate with us in order to install in the world a more well ordered civil life and a greater fraternity." This is not
Catholic doctrine. Any anticipation of the eternal kingdom in this world was constituted only by the Catholic Church, by the visible
Church Militant, the earthly element of the Mystical Body of Christ, which grows slowly, not withstanding the opposition of "the
prince of this world." The Mystical Body of ' Christ increases, but not strictly through the "union of all men of good will," and of all
humanity under the banner of "progress."

Ambiguity

The texts of Vatican II are infamous for being ambiguous and contradictory. Suffice it by the following serious example to show how profound the ambiguity is.

Vatican II's Dei Verbum (on Divine Revelation) is called a "dogmatic constitution" because it concerns the inerrant truth of dogma. In §9, however, it expounds in an obviously
insufficient and unclear way [or else, why the confusion presented in § 11 ?-Ed.] how the truths of the Faith rest on two pillars of revelation-Sacred Scripture and Tradition-
and on the absolute inerrancy of Sacred Scripture and the total historical authenticity of the Gospels.6 In §11, Dei Verbum lends itself even to opposite interpretations, one of
which would reduce inerrancy only to "truth...confided to the Sacred Scriptures....":

...Since, therefore, all that the inspired authors, or sacred writers, affirm should be regarded as affirmed by the holy Spirit, we must acknowledge that the books of
Scripture, firmly, faithfully and without error, teach that truth which God, for the sake of salvation, wished to see confided to the sacred Scriptures....(Dei Verbum,
§ lib, Nov. 18, 1965)

This is substantively equivalent to heresy because the absolute inerrancy of Sacred Scripture and the truth expounded there is the truth of the Faith constantly deduced and
taught by the Church alone.

Contradictions

For an example of patent contradiction, let us look as §2 of the October 28, 1965 decree, Perfectae Caritatis (On the Up-to-Date Renewal of Religious Life).
It states that the renewal of religious life "comprises both a constant return to the sources of the whole of the Christian life and to the primitive inspiration of
the institutes, and the adaptation to the changed conditions of our time...."

This is a patent contradiction since, according to the three vows of chastity, poverty, and obedience, the unique characteristic of religious life has always
been that of being completely antithetical to the world, corrupted as it is by original sin and the very illustration of the fleeting and transient. How is it
possible that the "return to the sources...and to the primitive inspiration of the [Catholic] institutes" be accomplished by their "adaptation to the changed
conditions of our time?" Adaptation to these "conditions," which today are those of the secularized modern world of lay culture, are the very ones that
impede, in themselves, "the return to the sources."

Paragraph 79 of Gaudium et Spes (On the Church in the Modern World, Dec. 7, 1965) grants governments the right "of lawful self-defense" to "defend the
interests of the people." This substantively seems to conform to the traditional teaching of the Church, which has always granted the right of defense from an
external or internal attack of the "just war" category, and conforms to the principles of natural rights. However, §82 of the same Gaudium et Spes also
contains an absolute condemnation of war and, therefore, of every type of war, without making express exception for defensive war, justified three
paragraphs earlier, which, then, the Council both permitted and condemned! Compare, yourself: first, the permission, then, the condemnation:

 

§79. War, of course, has not ceased to be part of the human scene. As long as the danger of war persists..., governments cannot be denied the right of
lawful self-defense, once all peace efforts have failed. State leaders and all who share the burdens of public administration have the duty to defend the
interests of their people and to conduct grave matters with a deep sense of responsibility....

§82. It is our clear duty to spare no effort in order to work for the moment when all war will be completely outlawed by international agreement. This
goal, or course, requires the establishment of a universally acknowledged public authority vested with the effective power to ensure security for all,....

Contradiction is also evident in Sacrosanctum Concilium (On the Consititution on the Sacred Liturgy, Dec. 4, 1963) regarding the maintenance of Latin as
the liturgical language. We read in §36(1): "The use of the Latin language, with due respect to particular law, is to be preserved in the Latin rites." In the next
line,

§36(2). But since the use of the vernacular, whether in the Mass, in the administration of the sacraments, or in other parts of the liturgy, may frequently be of great
advantage to the people, a wider use may be made of it, especially in readings, directives, and in some prayers and chants. Regulations governing this will be given
separately in subsequent chapters.

But the regulations "established" in this document are left to episcopal conferences:

§22(1). Regulation of the sacred liturgy depends solely on the authority of the Church, that is, on the Apostolic See, and, as laws may determine, on the bishop.

§22(2). In virtue of power conceded by law, the regulation of the liturgy within certain defined limits belongs also to various kinds of bishops' conferences,
legitimately established, with competence in given territories.

This paragraph was given wide latitude. There are numerous cases where the Council authorized the partial or total use of the vernacular:

§54. A suitable place may be allotted to the vernacular in Masses which are celebrated with the people, especially in the readings and "the common prayer," and
also, as local conditions may warrant, in those parts which pertain to the people, according to the rules laid down in §36 of the Constitution.... Wherever a more
expanded use of the vernacular in the Mass seems desirable, the regulation laid down in §40 of the Constitution is to be observed. [Paragraph 40 discusses the
procedure to be followed if "more radical adaptation of the liturgy is needed," which "entails greater difficulties."-Ed]

§62(a): In the administration of sacraments and sacramentals the vernacular may be used according to the norm of §36.

§65. In the mission countries, in addition to what is furnished by the Christian tradition, those elements of initiation rites may be admitted which are already in use
among some peoples... [e.g., rites which are certainly in the vernacular-Ed.].

§68. The baptismal rite should contain variants, to be used at the discretion of the local ordinary—Likewise a shorter rite is to be drawn up, especially for mission
countries…

§76. Both the ceremonies and texts of the Ordination rites are to be revised. The addresses given by the bishop at the beginning of each ordination or consecration
may be in the vernacular…

§78. Matrimony is normally to be celebrated within the Mass after the reading of the Gospel and the homily before "the prayer of the faithful." The prayer for the
bride, duly amended to remind both spouses of their equal obligation of mutual fidelity, may be said in the vernacular.

§101(1). In accordance with the age-old tradition of the Latin rite, the Latin language is to be retained by clerics in the divine office. But in individual cases the
ordinary has the power to grant the use of a vernacular translation to those clerics for whom the Latin constitutes a grave obstacle to their praying the office
properly. The vernacular version, however, must be drawn up in accordance with the provisions of §36.

§113. Liturgical worship is given a more noble form when the divine offices are celebrated solemnly in song with the assistance of sacred ministers and the active
participation of the people. As regards the language to be used, the provisions of §36 are to be observed;…

Contrary to firmly maintaining the use of Latin, the Second Vatican Council seemed to be preoccupied with opening the greatest possible number of avenues for the vernacular
and, by doing so, laid down the premises of its definitive victory in the post-Conciliar era.

Relevant Omissions

Among the Council's omissions, we shall limit ourselves to discussing the most relevant under two subtitles: five omissions on the dogmatic level and three on the pastoral
level.

On the Dogmatic Level

On the dogmatic level, five points strike us:  

the failure to condemn the major errors of the 20th century;
the absence of the notion of supernaturality and lack of mention of Paradise;
the absence of a specific treatment of hell, mentioned only once in passing (§48 of Lumen Gentium);
the lack of mention of the dogmas of Transubstantiation and of the propitiatory character of the Holy Sacrifice [In those paragraphs of Sacrosanctum Concilium
specifically expounding on the Holy Mass (§§30, 47, 106), there is a repeated failure to reinforce these dogmas.-Ed.];
the disappearance of any mention of the idea of "the poor in spirit."

On the Pastoral Level

The following points come to our attention regarding omissions at this level:

in general, the absence of specifically Catholic treatments of such key notions as pastorality, the relation between Church and State, the ideal models of individual,
family, and culture, etc.;
the failure to condemn Communism, the greatest threat to Christendom, on which so much has been written. This failure was noticeable and resulted later in §75 of
Gaudium et Spes which weakly and generically condemns "totalitarianism," putting it on the same level as "dictatorship":

...The understanding of the relationship between socialization and personal autonomy and progress will vary according to different areas and the development of peoples.
However, if restrictions are imposed temporarily for the common good on the exercise of human rights, these restrictions are to be lifted as soon as possible after the
situation has changed. In any case it is inhuman for public authority to fall back on totalitarian methods or dictatorship which violates the rights of persons or social
groups. (Gaudium et Spes, §75[c]).

The same omission reoccurs in §79 of the same document, in which the horrific crimes of the recent wars were addressed:

...Any action which deliberately violates these principles and any order which commands these actions is criminal, and blind obedience cannot excuse those who
carry them out. The most infamous among these actions are those designed for the reasoned and methodical extermination of an entire race, nation, or ethnic
minority. These must be condemned as frightful crimes; and we cannot commend too highly the courage of men who openly and fearlessly resist those who issue
orders of this kind…

These 20th-century "methods" had been witnessed many times, for example, against the Christian Armenians (almost 70% exterminated by the Muslim Turks in the years
before WWI) and by the neo-pagan Nazis. But such schemes were known also to have been performed by the Communists by their systematic physical annihilation of so-called
"class enemies," that is, millions of individuals whose only crime was that of belonging to a social class deemed aristocratic, bourgeois, peasants-all extirpated in the name of a
"classless society," Communism's Utopian goal. Clearly, in Gaudium et Spes (§79), "social class" exterminations should have been added. But the progressive wing that
imposed itself on the Council guarded against this being done, proving itself politically left-wing. It did not want Marxism to be discussed as a doctrine born of Communism
nor its actual political practice.

the failure to condemn corrupt customs and hedonism, which had deeply spread within Western society.

Canonicus

 

1.These concepts were specifically repeated by the Council in the decree, Unitatis Redintegratio on ecumenism, article 6:

Every renewal of the Church is essentially grounded in an increase of fidelity to her own calling. Undoubtedly this is the basis of the movement toward unity.

Christ summons the Church to continual reformation as she sojourns here on earth. The Church is always in need of this, in so far as she is an institution of men here on earth.
Thus if, in various times and circumstances, there have been deficiencies in moral conduct or in Church discipline, or even in the way that Church teaching has been formulated
to be carefully distinguished from the deposit of faith itself, these can and should be set right at the opportune moment.

Church renewal has therefore notable ecumenical importance. Already in various spheres of the Church's life, this renewal is taking place. The Biblical and liturgical move-
ments, the preaching of the word of God and catechetics, the apostolate of the laity, new forms of religious life and the spirituality of married life, and the Church's social
teaching and activity: all these should be considered as pledges and signs of the future progress of ecumenism.

2. Pascendi, 1907, §2, c.

3. Lamentabili, §§63, 64.

4. Humani Generis, AAS 1950, pp.565-566.

5. Gaudium et Spes, §§60-62.

6. Gaudium et Spes, §§53, 74, 76, etc.
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Many Catholics rejoiced at the publication of Dominus Jesus (2001) which reaffirmed the "subsistit in" of the Church of Christ in the Catholic Church and the principle
according to which the Catholic Church is the only one to possess the "fullness" of the means of salvation. Nevertheless, in order to conform to the perennial deposit of faith,
the Declaration would have had to state that the Church of Christ subsists solely in the Catholic Church, rather than say-in complete agreement with LG and UR—that "the
Church of Christ, despite the divisions that exist among Christians, continues to exist fully [emphasis added] only in the Catholic Church," and on the other hand, that "outside
of her structure, many elements can be found of sanctification and truth...," that is, "in those Churches and ecclesial communities not yet in full communion with the Catholic
Church" (DJ § 16).

It is the adverb "fully" which does not fit since it means that the Church of Christ has existed and continues to exist even if not fully in some "elements" which, although they
are found outside the Catholic Church, nevertheless confer salvation. And it is exactly this idea that contradicts the 2000-year-old dogma of "Outside the Church there is no
salvation." In fact, the Catholic truth is that outside the Catholic Church, the sole legitimate Church of Christ of the ages, there does not exist nor can there exist full or less full
"means of salvation" that might procure salvation because they are put into place by the "churches" or "communities" of heretics and schismatics as such. Outside the Church
there is only the possibility of the individual salvation of the heretic or material schismatic, that is, the heretic of good faith who adheres to his sect's doctrine through non-
culpable ignorance of Catholic doctrine and who sincerely seeks to do God's will in all things. Such is the doctrine of baptism of implicit desire, which is also applied to non-
Christians: if the infidel or heretic of pious soul and devotion had known the Catholic Church or the Church's true doctrine, he would have adhered to it. Thus, the possibility of
(visible) Extra Ecclesiam only exists for individual salvation, through the work of the Holy Spirit, despite material membership of the heretic, schismatic or infidel to his sect,
community, or religion, and not because such and such a sect or community would represent an element of the Church of Christ in which there might be "the same fullness of
grace and truth, which was confided in the Catholic Church" (UR).

As in Dominus Jesus, Vatican II also attempts to apply this very grave doctrinal error equally to all non-Christian religions, including pagan ones.This, because both set forth
the false doctrine that asserts that "semina Verb/," ("seeds of the Word"), are in some way found in these religions. On this, one need only compare LG (§ 17), GS (§36); Ad
Gentes (§§ I 1, 18); and Nostra Aetate (§2) with Dominus Jesus (§§12-14). The "elements" of truth and sanctification alleged to be present in the communities of heretics and
schismatics are thus said to have their parallel in the "seeds of the Word" which they imagine are present in ancient and modern paganism and in religions that proclaim
themselves to be based on revelation.

The false doctrine of semina Verbi derives from a manipulation of the thought of the Church Fathers (e.g., SS. Justin and Clement of Alexandria), who saw "a seed of the
Divine Word" in the ideas of certain speculative and ethical truths expressed by certain philosophers such as Plato and Aristotle and certain Greek poets, ideas that were close
to the moral order established by the true God in the world of man. For the Fathers, this was a limited recognition of the legitimate ideas of such philosophers and poets. But the
semina Verb/ was never attributed to pagan religion, which has always been considered to be "worship of the Devil" (Ps. 95; I Cor. 10:20). It is the "New Theology" which has
arbitrarily included pagan religion in the testimonials of the early Church  Fathers.

Vatican II’s error has remained in the DJ. It continues to teach that the heretical and schismatic communities would be part of the "Church of Christ," although enjoying
supposed means of salvation presenting "deficiencies," and thus less full, and for this reason finding themselves in a position of inferiority in relation to the Catholic Church.
But this inferiority would be without influence on what concerns obtaining salvation, and so totally theoretical. All this is absurd and incoherent, and represents the negation of
the truth of divine and Catholic Faith according to which only the Catholic Church is the one true Church of Christ, immutable and faithful through the centuries, outside of
which there is no salvation.-Cononicus

 

 

Courtesy of the Angelus Press, Kansas City, MO 64109
translated from the Italian

Fr. Du Chalard
Via Madonna degli Angeli, 14
Italia 00049 Velletri (Roma)

March 2003 Volume XXVI, Number 3

Home | Newsletters | Library | Vocations | History | Links | Search | Contact

 

https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/SiSiNoNo/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/SiSiNoNo/2003_March/errors_of_vatican_II.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/index.htm
http://www.angeluspress.org/
https://www.sspxasia.com/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Newsletters/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/Society_of_Saint_Pius_X/Vocations/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Documents/index.htm#History
https://www.sspxasia.com/Links.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Search/index.htm
https://www.sspxasia.com/Contact.htm


Index, Part I, Part II, Part III, Part IV, Part V, PartVI, PartVII, PartVIII

            

May 2003 No. 52

PART III:

 

In Part 1 of what promises to be a lengthy serialization, we discussed the "mentality" of the Second Vatican Council in general. In this overview, we especially
highlighted its ambiguous nature as to the law, how at the outset it presented itself to the world, and some general contradictions and omissions in some of its texts.

In Part 2, we began to summarize the errors ascribed to Vatican II in particular, starting with a basic division of its errors into those which are doctrinal and those
which are pastoral (recognizing that such a distinction is not always well-demarcated). In Part III we will concentrate on the doctrinal errors concerning: 1) the
"Priesthood," 2) the "Incarnation," "Redemption" and the "Idea of Man," 3)the "Kingdom of God."

 

4) Errors Concerning the "Priesthood"

> Vatican II is inclined toward an erroneous idea of the priesthood, reducing it to a function of the "people of God," who are arbitrarily identified with the Church. Lumen
Gentium §13 [hereafter LG], reads:

...Hence it is that the People of God is not only an assembly of various peoples, but in itself is made up of different ranks. This diversity among its members is
either by reason of their duties-some exercise the sacred ministry for the good of their brethren-or is due to their condition and manner of life-many enter the
religious state and, intending to sanctify by the narrower way, stimulate their brethren by their example....

Therefore, the "sacred function" is conceived as an "order" of the "People of God," a term that literally expresses the idea of class, order, state, in itself and within the larger
entity. And in keeping with the progressive mentality imposed during the Council, it also represents not only a part, but also and above all, a function, the latter term having no
Latin equivalent. This "function" is realized in different "offices" (Decree on the Ministry and Life of Priests, Presbyterorum Ordinis§§2,4 [hereafter PO]). It is an "office"
before being a "power." The priest is no longer the "priest of God"; on the contrary, he is the "priest of the people of God," which legitimates him in his "function." This is
contrary to the entire tradition of the Church and her divine constitution.

 

> It is contrary to the historic truth of Tradition and the New Testament that, from the outset, Our Lord established some of His specific followers as ministers, as is stated in
PO §2:

However, the Lord also appointed certain men as ministers, in order that they might be united in one body in which "all the members have not the same function"
(Rom. 12:4). These men were to hold in the community of the faithful the sacred power of Order, that of offering sacrifice and forgiving sins, and were to exercise
the priestly office publicly on behalf of men in the name of Christ....

The above-quoted text seeks to legitimate attributing "power through orders" to the need for the unity of the society of Christians by making it substantively depend on the
needs of an alleged "community" or "People of God." But Our Lord did not take His ministers from "the community of Christians." On the contrary, He began by choosing His
ministers-the Apostles-and He formed them since, in turn, they formed Christians. He chose His "ministers" even before a "community of Christians" existed. He did not form
the Christian militia by beginning with foot soldiers! He began with the officers, since they form the foot soldiers.

> As stated in Lumen Gentium (§10), Vatican II illicitly equalizes the proper meaning of the "ministerial priesthood" with that of the "common priesthood" of the faithful:

Though they differ essentially and not only in degree, the common priesthood of the faithful and the ministerial priesthood are none the less ordered one to another;
each in its own proper way shares in the one priesthood of Christ.

Thus, the two forms of the "one priesthood of Christ" are placed on the same level. Nothing is said of "subordination," but rather, "reciprocal ordination." Thus, it speaks of two
evidently equal functions of "the one priesthood of Christ." This parity, already in itself contrary to the deposit of Faith, seems to hide a subordination of the "ministerial"
priesthood to the priesthood of the faithful, since, for the Council, the faithful seem to make up "the People of God," which has its own meaning. In Vatican II, the priesthood is
legitimated by having a "function" within it. The difference in essence and degree between the two priesthoods is never explained: it remains at the level of a simple verbal
statement.

> The Second Vatican Council plays with a deficient definition of "priest." Priests are defined, above all, in terms of their being the bishops' "cooperators" (PO §4). "Because it
is joined with the episcopal order the office of priests shares in the authority by which Christ himself builds up and sanctifies and rules his Body" (PO §2; see also LG §28).
Vatican II seems to have wanted, so to speak, to compress the figure of the priest into the "People of God," by erasing, to the extent possible, his difference from the faithful,
and on the other hand, above all, by picturing his main quality as that of being the bishop's subordinate "cooperator."

> The false assertion, contrary to all of Tradition as well as to the Council of Trent (Sess. XXIII, ch. 1, Dz. 957) that, among priestly "functions," the premier one is preaching
and not the celebration of the Holy Mass. PO (§4) states:

The People of God is formed into one in the first place by the Word of the living God, which is quite rightly sought from the mouth of priests. For since nobody
can be saved who has not first believed, it is the first task of priests as co-workers of the bishops to preach the gospel of god to all men. In this way they carry out
the Lord's command: "Go into all the world and preach the Gospel to every creature" (Mk. 16:15), and thus set up and increase the People of God.

On the contrary, in the first place, the priest is defined by "the power to consecrate, offer, and dispense... the Body and Blood" of Christ and, in the second place, by "the power
to remit or retain sins" (Trent, op.cit). Preaching is not necessary to the definition of the priest. One need only think of the great saints whose mission was realized above all by
their ministry of confession, e.g., St. Leopold of Padua or St. Padre Pio.

> Vatican II devalues ecclesiastical celibacy (PO § 16):

Perfect and perpetual continence for the sake of the kingdom of heaven was recommended by Christ the Lord (Mt. 19:12). It has been freely accepted and laudably
observed by many Christians down through the centuries as well as in our own time, and has always been highly esteemed in a special way by the Church as a
feature of priestly life. For it is at once a sign of pastoral charity and an incentive to it as well as being in a special way a source of spiritual fruitfulness in the
world. It is true that it is not demanded of the priesthood by its nature. This is clear from the practices of the primitive Church and the tradition of the Eastern
Churches where in addition to those-including all bishops-who choose from the gift of grace to preserve celibacy, there are also many excellent married priests.

That ecclesiastic celibacy "is not demanded of the priesthood by its nature" is false because it is contrary to all of Catholic Tradition, which has interpreted it in this sense
because of Christ's "recommendation" in Matthew 19:12. St. Paul confirms to us that the early Church had the same opinion. He exalts virtuous celibacy, considering it to be
the best state for "giving things to the Lord" equally for men and women (I Cor. 7:1, 29ff., 32ff.). To say that celibacy is not necessary to the nature of the priesthood only
means that a married man could become a priest by keeping the juridical state of marriage but not its usage, i.e., by separating himself from his wife. In no way does this mean
that priests can be married and have children, like the ministers of heretics and schismatics. In I Timothy 3:2 and Titus 1:6, St. Paul writes that, among other things, whoever
wishes to become a bishop "must have only one wife." This has always been interpreted as saying that it is necessary for priests and bishops not to be remarried widowers.

> The Second Vatican Council repeatedly refers to the priest as the "president of the assembly," as if such a definition were essential to the priest's "function" in the Holy Mass.
Sacrosanctum Concilium (§33) and LG (§26)  refer to the "holy presidence of the Bishop."

For it is by the apostolic herald of the Gospel that the People of God is called together and gathered so that all who belong to this people, sanctified as they are by the Holy
Spirit, may offer themselves a "living sacrifice, holy and acceptable to God" (Rom. 12:1). [PO (§2)]

Therefore the Eucharistic celebration is the center of the assembly of the faithful over which the priest presides. Hence priests teach the faithful to offer the divine victim to
God the Father in the sacrifice of the Mass and with the victim to make an offering of their whole life...(PO, §5).

 

5) Errors Concerning the "Incarnation," "Redemption/ and the "Idea of Man"

Vatican II is imbued with an erroneous conception of the "Incarnation."

In fact, this error asserts that, by His Incarnation, the Son of God somehow unites Himself to all men (Gaudium et Spes, §22 [hereafter GS]), as if the Second Person of the
Blessed Trinity, by incarnating Himself into a real man, into an individual having existed historically, was united by this to all other men; and as if each man, solely by the fact
of being human, of having been born, finds himself united to Christ without knowing it. By this, the idea of the Holy Church is that it is no longer the "Mystical Body of
Christ" and, therefore, no longer the Holy Church of those who believe in Christ and are baptized. Therefore, the "People of God" which is the Church (of Christ) tends to
coincide simply with humanity itself.

> Vatican II is inspired with an erroneous concept of the "Redemption." Lumen Gentium §7 says:

In the human nature united to himself, the son of God, by overcoming death through his own death and resurrection, redeemed man and changed him into a new
creation. For by communicating his Spirit, Christ mystically constitutes as his body those brothers of his who are called together from every nation.

Here, the Redemption is incorrectly represented. "Redemption" is the possibility given all men through the Incarnation and by the sacrifice of the Cross of Our Lord to be
saved, a possibility lost forever if one does not become or if one doesn't want to become sincerely Catholic, except in the case of invincible ignorance (with only God knowing
the number of these cases) in which grace acts through the intermediary of baptism of desire. In this changed conception of the Redemption, it is seen as already realized for
each man from the moment when it is declared that man has been transformed "into a new creation," not because he has become Catholic with the help of the Holy Spirit and
guided by actual grace, but strictly by the fact of the Incarnation's advent and of Christ's "death and resurrection." This is the theory known as that of "anonymous Christianity,"
already presented by Maurice Blondel and developed by Henri de Lubac and, in particular, Karl Rahner. It is a very grave doctrinal error because it declares personal
justification as being already realized for every man without any participation of his will or free choice and, so, without any need of his conversion, faith, baptism or works.
Redemption is guaranteed to all, as if sanctifying grace were ontologically present in each man just because he is man. This false doctrine denies original sin because our Faith
teaches that, by the inheritance of original sin with which they come into the world, men do not possess grace at birth.

Picture

> There is present in Vatican II an unjustified and non-Catholic exaltation of man just because he is man.

In reality it is only in the mystery of the Word made flesh that the mystery of man truly becomes clear. For Adam, the first man, was a type of him who was to
come, Christ the Lord, Christ the new Adam, in the very revelation of the mystery of the Father and of his love, fully reveals man to himself and brings light to his
most high calling. It is no wonder, then, that all the truths mentioned so far should find in him their source and their most perfect embodiment (G,S §22).

He who is the "image of the invisible God" (Col. 1 : 15), is himself the perfect man who has restored in the children of Adam that likeness to God which had been
disfigured ever since the first sin. Human nature, by the very fact that is was assumed, not absorbed, in him, has been raised in us also to a dignity beyond compare.
For, by his incarnation, he, the son of God, has in a certain way united himself with each man. He worked with human hands, he thought with a human mind. He
acted with a human will, and with a human heart he loved. Born of the Virgin Mary, he has truly been made one of us, like to us in all things except sin (GS§7).

What is affirmed in G/5"§22 is that Christ, having been incarnated, "fully reveals man to himself and brings light to his most high calling," elevated human nature to a "dignity
beyond compare." This makes it sound as if our Lord did not come to save us from sin and eternal damnation, but to make us fully conscious of the unequaled dignity naturally
inherent in us.

This assertion of the Second Vatican Council openly contradicts the Church's constant teaching according to which Jesus came into the world to save man, not to exalt him.
Christ came to make man conscious of the fact that he is a sinner vowed to eternal damnation if he does not repent and convert to Him. There is no question in the mission of
Christ of having him discover his "dignity beyond compare" in the meaning of Gaudium et Spes.

> The obvious theological error contained in Gaudium et Spes (§24) which states, "...if man is the only creature on earth God has wanted for its own sake, man can fully
discover his true self only in a sincere giving of himself," as if man possesses such value in himself that it would cause God to create him.

Here we put our finger on the man-centered turn taken by Vatican II. It is an obviously absurd assertion and incompatible with the idea of divine creation from nothing, which
is a dogma of the Faith. The perennial teaching of the Church is that the infinitely just God created all things, including man, "for Himself," for His own glory, and not because
of any intrinsically-possessed value rendering him independent of God (Who made man).  Such a doctrinal deviation also alters the exact meaning necessary to define Creation.
Moreover, it alters the true meaning that is necessary to attribute to the commandments of loving our neighbors as ourselves (for the love of God), and of considering all men as
brothers. In the Council's changed definition, these commandments are no longer justified by the love of God, Who wants from us this charity toward our neighbor (since we
are all sinners), and because of the fact that we all descend from Him, God the Father. Rather, this Council document asserts that these commandments are justified by a
superior dignity accorded man because he is man.

The Church has never denied man's superior dignity in relation to other creatures, which belongs to him because God created him in His image and likeness. But this dignity
lost its sublime character because of original sin, which stripped man of this likeness. Thus, it is by sanctifying grace that man is supernaturally able to know and love God and
to enjoy the Beatific Vision. In the Catholic meaning, the dignity of man cannot be considered as an ontological characteristic [i.e., a characteristic of being-Ed.]that imposes
respect for all choices, because this dignity depends on right will turned toward the Good and is therefore a relative and not an absolute value.

> Vatican II includes an erroneous concept of equality among men founded on its false idea of the Redemption discussed above.

All men are endowed with a rational soul and are created in God's image; they have the same nature and origin, and being redeemed by Christ, they enjoy the same divine
calling and destiny; there is here basic equality between all men and it must be given ever greater recognition (GS§29).

The Church has always taught that men are equal before God, but certainly not because she believes that all men are already objectively joined to and already saved by the
Incarnation as the above quote announces. The conception of the notion of "equality" in Vatican II is hardly orthodox, but this conception becomes the basis of the dignity of
the person. The Council then uses this "dignity of the person" to defend a Protestant notion of "religious liberty" because it is based on freedom of conscience, that is, on
individual opinion in matters of faith and not on the Catholic principle of authority.

> Vatican II devalues the effect of Original Sin and thereby obscures the notion of "Original Sin." In its Article 22, Gaudium et Spes states:

He who is the "image of the invisible God" (Col. 1: 15), is himself the perfect man who has restored in the children of Adam that likeness to God which had been
disfigured ever since the first sin.

This, however, is not the Catholic Church's doctrine. On the contrary, she has always taught that after original sin, Adam and his descendants lost this likeness. It was hardly a
simple "alteration." To declare that this likeness was conserved, although imperfectly, amounts to opening the way to a heterodox conception of the Incarnation already treated
above.

 

6) Errors Concerning the Kingdom of God"

> The mentality of the Second Vatican Council alters the traditional notion of the "expansion" or "growth" of the Kingdom of God on earth by the visible Church. In fact, this
"expansion" or "growth" is entrusted to the "People of God" and is described in LG §13:

The one People of God is accordingly present in all the nations of the earth, since its citizens, who are taken from all nations, are of a kingdom whose nature is not
earthly but heavenly. All the faithful scattered throughout the world are in communion with each other in the Holy Spirit so that "he who dwells in Rome knows
those in most distant parts to be his members." Since the kingdom of Christ is not of this world (cf. Jn. 18:36), the Church or People of God which establishes this
kingdom does not take away anything from the temporal welfare of any people. Rather she fosters and takes to herself, insofar as they are good, the abilities, the
resources and customs of peoples. In so taking them to herself she purifies, strengthens and elevates them — This character of universality which adorns the People
of God is a gift from the Lord himself whereby the Catholic ceaselessly and efficaciously seeks for the return of all humanity and all its goods under Christ the
Head in the unity of his Spirit.

There is an alien element introduced here, represented by the "temporal welfare of any people" as an elevated and ennobled integral part of the "People of God" and, therefore,
of the Kingdom of God which is realized on earth. This is an ambiguous and unacceptable notion because this "temporal welfare" is built not only on "customs" but also on
"resources," that is, a people's material goods. This is an absurd idea that results in a naturalist vision of the Kingdom of God.

As a consequence of the two previous errors identified above, Vatican II inspires a collectivist vision of the Kingdom of God. In fact, from LG §13 it follows that the collective
individuality of each people, with its "temporal welfare," becomes a member as such-as a value in and of itself-of the "People of God," so that it comes to be "introduced" into
the Kingdom which is realized in this world.

> The Second Vatican Council incorrectly defines the contribution of the lay faithful in the "expansion" of the Kingdom of God on earth "so that the world might be imbued by
the spirit of Christ." The value placed on the word "imbued" is very far from the true notion of "conversion." Above all, this contribution of the lay faithful is inevitably and
wrongly meant to be in service of material progress, following the example of secular culture, which must make "human and Christian freedom" advance in the entire world:

...The faithful must, then, recognize the inner nature, the value and the ordering of the whole of creation to the praise of God. Even by the secular activity they must
aid one another to greater holiness of life, so that the world may be filled with the spirit of Christ and may the more effectively attain its destiny in justice, in love
and peace. The laity enjoy a principle role in the universal fulfillment of this task. Therefore, by their competence in secular disciplines and by their activity,
interiorly raised up by grace, let them work earnestly in order that created goods may serve the utility of all men according to the plan of the creator and the light of
his word. May these goods be more suitably distributed among all men and in their own way may they be conducive to universal progress of the Church, will
Christ increasingly illuminate the whole of human society with his saving light. (LG §36)

So, the naturalism treated immediately above is now admixed with another alien element represented by the lay myth of progress, with its constant exaltation of work,
technology, "civil" culture, egalitarianism, and (human and Christian) freedom, which this effectively means.

> There is in Vatican II an unbelievable assertion regarding the Holy Ghost:

...Constituted Lord by his resurrection and given all authority in heaven and on earth (Acts 2:36; Mt. 28: 18) Christ is now at work in the hearts of men by the
power of his Spirit; not only does he arouse in them a desire for the world to come but he quickens, purifies, and strengthens the generous aspirations of mankind
to make life more humane and conquer the earth for this purpose.

The text seem to say that, by the fact itself of our longing for future glory, the Holy Spirit also breathes into us the longing for earthly happiness, evoked by the expression
"make life more humane."

> Incomprehensibly, Vatican II states that "the Paschal Mystery elevates human activity to its perfection."

In Gaudium et Spes (§38) the Holy Eucharist is defined as follows:

...Christ left to his followers a pledge of this hope and food for the journey in the sacrament of faith, in which natural elements, the fruits of mans cultivation, are
changed into the glorified Body and Blood, a supper of brotherly fellowship and a foretaste of the heavenly banquet.

The Second Vatican Council does not mention "transubstantiation" and it introduces a Protestant idea of the Mass.

According to Vatican II, how does the "Paschal Mystery" elevate human activity to perfection? -Answer: by the fact that what is changed "into the glorified Body and Blood"
are "natural elements" obviously refined by man. In cultivating the earth, man's activity produces the bread and wine which are then "changed" into the Body and Blood. Such
a relationship insinuates the false idea of participation-whatever it might be-of man's activity in the conversion (more exactly, the "transubstantiation") of bread and wine into
the Body and Blood of Christ by the priest. This idea is also found in the "Eucharistic Liturgy" of the Novus Ordo Mass:

You are blessed, Lord, God of the universe: by your goodness we have received this bread, fruit of the earth and of men's work: we present it to you in order for it
to become for us the nourishment of eternal life.

> Vatican II is guilty of the deadly Article 39 in Gaudium et Spes which in the conclusion of its third chapter titled "Man's Activity in the Universe" (GS §§33-39), proposes a
final perversion of the idea of the Kingdom of God taught by the Church. This Chapter III contains the outline of the idea of the collective salvation of humanity, and also that
all of God's creation was made for man. This is achieved by misinterpreting Romans 8:21 to say that "all of creation," created by God to serve man, will equally obtain eternal
salvation.

We know neither the moment of the consummation of the earth and of man nor the way the universe will be transformed. The form of this world, distorted by sin,
is passing away and we are taught that God is preparing a new dwelling and a new earth in which righteousness dwells, whose happiness will fill and surpass all
the desires of peace arising in the hearts of men. Then with death conquered the sons of God will be raised in Christ and what was sown in weakness and dishonor
will put on the imperishable: charity and its works will remain and all of creation, which God made for man, will be set free from its bondage to decay (LG §39).

Article 39 continues with another strange idea:

We have been warned, of course, that it profits man nothing if he gains the whole world and loses or forfeits himself. Far from diminishing our concern to develop
this earth, the expectancy of a new earth should spur us on, for it is here that the body of a new human family grows, foreshadowing in some way the age which is
to come. That is why, although we must be careful to distinguish earthly progress clearly from the increase of the kingdom of Christ, such progress is of vital
concern to the kingdom of God, insofar as it can continue to the better ordering of human society.

This appears to mean that the "new earth" is already present in the "present earth," since "the body of the new human family grows [here], foreshadowing in some way the age
which is to come." Take note that the prefiguring of the Kingdom of God is not given by the Church Militant (which is the orthodox teaching), but by the growth of "the body
of a new family." And this growth of the body of a new human family is calculated on universal progress, universal fraternity, and to human and Christian freedom
(LG§§13,36; GS §§30,34,38). This is to say, the Kingdom of God which is partially realized is this world, is no longer made up of the Church Militant, but of humanity.
Humanity is the subject which brings about the Kingdom, and which will enter it one day en masse. In fact, Article 39 of LG concludes:

When we have spread on earth the fruits of our nature and our enterprise-human dignity, brotherly communion, and freedom-according to the command of the Lord
and in his Spirit, we will find them once again, cleansed this time from the stain of sin, illuminated and transfigured, when Christ presents to his Father and eternal
and universal kingdom "of truth and life, a kingdom of holiness and grace, a kingdom of justice, love and peace." Here on earth the kingdom is mysteriously
present; when the Lord comes it will enter into its perfection.

This is a naturalistic, millenarian vision that calls for the religion of Humanity. It is completely foreign to anything the Catholic Church has ever taught. It is the complete
antithesis to the exclusively supernatural reality of the Kingdom of God and of the consummation of the end of time which has been revealed to us by Our Lord and always
maintained by the Church.

Canonicus

Translated by Suzanne M. Rini and edited by Fr. Kenneth Novak. All quotes from Vatican Council II and post-Conciliar documents are taken from Vatican Council II: The Conciliar and Post-Conciliar
Documents, Harry J. Costello and Rev. Austin Flannery, O.P. (Costello Publishing Co., Inc., 1975). All Scripture references are from the Douay-Rheims Bible (TAN Books and Publishers).
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PART IV:

 

Throughout Parts 1-3 of this continuing series, we have been discussing the "mentality" of the Second Vatican Council, both generally and in particular. In Part 4 we will
concentrate on the doctrinal errors of Vatican II regarding 1) marriage and the status of women, and 2) members of sects, heretics, and schismatics (i.e., the so-called "separated
brethren").

 

7) Errors Concerning Marriage and the Status of Women

The Second Vatican Council imposes a variation of the doctrine on marriage contrary to the Catholic Church's constant teaching.

In the Vatican II document, Gaudium et Spes [hereafter GS-Ed.], the married state is denned as "the intimate partnership of life and
love which...has been established by the creator..." (GS§48), whose proper end is procreation:

By its very nature the institution of marriage and married love is ordered to the procreation and education of the offspring and
it is in them that it finds its crowning glory (GS§48).

Note that it does not find its "reason for being" in the procreation and education of children, but its "crown." This leads one to
believe that the end of the state of matrimony is mutual perfection of the spouses, that is, the secondary end becomes the first, since
the true end (the procreative one), becomes secondary because it is proposed as a consequence (or "crowning glory") of the
personalist value of marriage.

> In §49 of GS, Vatican II offers a definition of conjugal love that opens the way to eroticism in marriage, as against the Church's
entire tradition. It reads:

Many of our contemporaries, too, have a high regard for true love between husband and wife as manifested in the worthy
customs of various times and peoples. Married love is an eminently human love because it is an affection between two
persons rooted in the will...; it can enrich the sentiments of the spirit and their physical expression with a unique dignity and ennoble them as the special elements
and signs of the friendship proper to marriage [emphasis added]. (GS§49)

The love spoken about here, because it is "eminently human," enrich[es] the sentiments of

the spirit and their physical expression…." This can only refer to the ensemble of acts through which the spouses arrive at the conjugal act. Here, these acts, these
"expressions," are justified exclusively as a corporal manifestation, that is, a sensual expression of conjugal love and, therefore, for their erotic value. On the contrary, the
Church has always taught that these acts are permitted, and only within legitimate limits, solely as acts which favor the conjugal embrace, understood as a natural act
committed to procreation and, therefore, allowed in relation to the first end of marriage, which is procreation, and not for satisfaction itself of conjugal love, understood  as the
secondary end of marriage and limited by its primary end (Casti Connubii, dz. 2241).

> Vatican II asserts:

But God did not create man a solitary being. From the beginning "male and female he created them" (Gen. 1: 27). This partnership of man and woman constitutes
the first form of communion between persons (GS§12).

This is a formally correct statement but it is incomplete and, for that reason, a source of doctrinal error. Its incompleteness is due to the fact that it doesn't quote what is written
in Genesis 2:18-23 here. [Gen. 2:18-23 opens with "And the Lord God said: It is not good for a man to be alone: let us make him a help like unto himself." Verse 23 reads:
"And Adam said: This now is bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh; she shall be called woman, because she was taken out of man."-Ed] By failing to do so at this propitious
moment in the text, GS creates the false impression that God created man and woman at the same time, rendering them totally equal.

On the contrary, first Genesis sums up God's work (Gen. 1:27), and then explains in detail what actually took place (Gen. 2:18ff.). And in the initial exposition, inspired by the
Spirit of Truth, the hagiographer justly puts man and woman on the same plane, in order to tell us that both were made by God in His image, and thus both are equal before
God: "And God created man to his own image: to the image of God he created him: male and female he created them." But he then specifies that woman was created after man,
from his side, in order to be his companion:

And the Lord God said: It is not good for man to be alone: let us make him a help like unto himself....Then the Lord God cast a deep sleep upon Adam: and when
he was fast asleep, he took one of his ribs, and filled up flesh for it. And the Lord God built the rib which he took from Adam into a woman: and brought her to
Adam.

Similar, but not equal, as St. Paul explains to us, speaking in the name of the Lord in the famous passage of I Cor. 11:3ff. (which Vatican II never quoted and today has fallen
into obscurity) beginning with

[b]ut I would have you know, that the head of every man is Christ; and the head of the woman is the man; and the head of Christ is God.

Vatican II's entire pastoral on marriage (GS §§47-52) is completely silent on the natural difference between the sexes established by God. From the premise of a non-Catholic
idea, it advances to a natural and total equality between the spouses-considered in the abstract as "persons"-as beings who express themselves freely in the "community of
[matrimonial] love," completely ignoring the teaching of St. Paul and the Church throughout the ages, according to which, as we have seen, man is the natural head over the
woman and, thus, over the family. This ignores the principle of nature that a woman's fundamental vocation is as spouse and mother, of bringing children into the world and
educating them in a Catholic way.

> Vatican II opened the way to the preliminary dogmas of feminism, that particularly perverse contemporary sub-culture which, in the name of false equality, exalts false
liberty and homosexuality and destroys marriage and family.

These overtures to feminism are evident in the Second Vatican Council documents. It is evident in the implicit recognition of the contention that in our day, "...women claim
parity with men in fact as well as of rights, where they have not already obtained it;..." (GS§9).  It is in the implicit recognition that women's life choices be accepted as
expressions of alleged "basic personal rights."

It is regrettable that those basic personal rights are not yet being respected everywhere, as is the case with women who are denied the chance freely to choose a
husband, or a state of life, or to have access to the same educational and cultural benefits as are available to men. (GS§29)

A further overture to feminism is also present under the heading, "Recognition of Everyone's Right to Culture and Its Implementation" in GS.

[I]t is, therefore, one of the duties most appropriate to our times, above all for Christians, to work untiringly for fundamental decisions to be taken in economic and
political affairs, on the national as well as the international level, which will ensure the recognition and implementation everywhere of the right of every man to
human and civil culture in harmony with the dignity of the human person, without distinction of race, sex, nation, religion, or social circumstances. (GS§60)

A subtle undermining of motherhood is found under the heading, "Fostering Marriage and the Family: A Duty for All." The slight shift of emphasis is dangerous and is
especially manifest when considering what has happened to the esteem for generous motherhood over the last 40 years. In many way, genuine motherhood has been outright
abandoned.

The family is, in a sense, a school for human enrichment. But if it is to achieve the full flowering of its life and mission, the married couple must practice an
affectionate sharing of thoughts and common deliberation as well as eager cooperation as parents in the children's upbringing. The active presence of the father is
very important for their training: the mother, too, has a central role in the home, for the children, especially the younger children, depend upon her considerably;
this role must be safeguarded without, however, underrating women's legitimate social advancement. (GS§52)

As a final exhibit to prove our point, we quote from Vatican II's "Decree on the Apostolate of Lay People," Apostolicam Actuositatem (Nov. 18, 1965):

The lay apostolate, in all its many aspects, is exercised both in the Church and in the world. In either case different fields of apostolic action are open to the laity.
We propose to mention here the chief among them: Church communities, the family, the young, the social environment, national and international spheres. Since in
our days women are taking an increasingly active share in the whole life of society, it is very important that their participation in the various sectors of the Church's
apostolate should likewise develop (AA §9).

Note the wider participation of women in society is not the necessity of a religious character, but by virtue of the simple fact that "women are taking an increasingly active
share in the whole life of society." The more active participation is provoked, to a great extent, by the false "dogmas" that we have just related, and carried out under their
signature, a participation that was condemned by Pius XI as "a grave disorder to eliminate at all cost" in his encyclical, Quadragesima Anno, because it takes "mothers of
families" away from their proper duties (AAS23 [1931] 200).

 

8) Errors Concerning Members of Sects, Heretics, and Schismatics (i.e., the So-called "Separated Brethren")

> In Unitatis Redintegratio §3, the Second Vatican Council promotes a historically baseless and pernicious thesis:

In this one and only Church of God from its very beginnings there arose certain rifts, which the Apostle strongly censures as damnable. But in subsequent centuries
much more serious dissensions appeared and large communities became separated from full communion with the Catholic Church-for which, often enough, men of
both sides were to blame. (UR§3)

In other words, men became heretics and schismatics through the fault of "men on both sides."

> This paragraph in UR continues:

However, one cannot charge with the sin of separation those who at present are born into these communities and in them brought up in the faith of Christ, and the
Catholic Church accepts them with respect and affection as brothers. (UR§3)

The statement is theologically erroneous since the "sin of separation" remains to the present because the schismatic and/or heretic who "grows up" in the doctrines of his sect,
once becoming an adult, gives these doctrines his conscious intellectual and willful belief. Thus he progresses from the state of a material heretic and schismatic to being a.
formal heretic and schismatic, and, through a positive personal act, refuses to submit himself to Christ's revealed doctrine and to the authority He instituted.

> Further, from §3 of UR we read the statement:

For men who believe in Christ and have been properly baptized are put in some, though imperfect, communion with the Catholic Church. Without doubt, the
differences that exist in varying degrees between them and the Catholic Church-whether in doctrine and sometimes in discipline, or concerning the structure of the
Church-do indeed create many obstacles, sometimes serious ones, to full ecclesiastical communion. The ecumenical movement is striving to overcome these
obstacles. (UR§3)

Also, from §4 of the same Vatican II document:

Nevertheless, the divisions among Christians prevent the Church from realizing the fullness of catholicity proper to her in those of her sons who, though joined to
her by baptism, are yet separated from full communion with her. Furthermore, the Church finds it more difficult to express in actual life her full catholicity in all its
aspects. (UR§4)

Both statements contradict the Church's universal tradition, reaffirmed by Pope Pius XII in Mystici Corporis:

Actually only those are to be included as members of the Church who have been baptized and profess the true faith, and who have not been so unfortunate as to
separate themselves from the unity of the Body, or been excluded by legitimate authority for grave faults committed. (Mystici Corporis, §22)

This statement is valid for all public heretics and schismatics, even if they are of good faith [i.e., material heretics and schismatics-Ed.].
Nevertheless, the latter differ from formal heretics and schismatics because of their willingness to profess the true faith in the true Church
(votum Ecclesiae). By means of this willingness, they are "ordained" through a "certain unconscious desire for the Mystical Body of the
Redeemer." And while they find themselves outside this Body's visible entity, they can belong to it in an invisible way, thereby attaining
justification and salvation. Nevertheless, they remain "deprived of many gifts and...heavenly aids." This is why, like his predecessors, Pope
Pius XII invites them "to favor interior movements of grace and to remove themselves from their present state, in which they cannot be sure of
their salvation"; "That they therefore come back into Catholic unity" (AAS 35 [1943] 242-243; dz. 2290).

In this regard, it is also necessary to recognize the falsehood of yet another sentence from §3 of UR:

But even in spite of them [i.e., the obstacles to the success of the ecumenical movement-.Ed.]it remains true that all who have been
justified by faith in baptism are incorporated into Christ17 they therefore have a right to be called Christians, and with good reason are
accepted as brothers by the children of the Catholic Church.

This sentence introduces the idea that, by virtue of just being baptized, non-Catholics are to be counted among the members of the Catholic
Church without any belief in the true Faith and without being obedient to legitimate pastors. This statement results from the manipulation of a
passage from the Council of Florence (1429), referenced in a footnote Number 17 [see boldfaced footnote no. 17 in excerpt immediately
above-Ed.] in Unitatis Redintegratio. The passage is excerpted from the famous pro Armenis decree that re-established unity with the
Armenian Church. But that decree showcased the seven Sacraments as Catholics must understand them, that is, as all seven, without making
any reference to the baptism of heretics nor giving it any heterodox meaning: "The first of all of the sacraments is Baptism, the door to
spiritual life: thanks to it, we become members of Christ and part of the Body of the Church" (Dz- 696). Here, those who are "incorporated"
into Christ and the Church are the Catholics and not heretics and schismatics.

> In Vatican II's Lumen Gentium (§8) there is a description of the false ideas of what constitutes the "separated brethren" patrimony:

This is the sole Church of Christ in the Creed we profess to be one, holy, catholic and apostolic, which our Savior, after his resurrection,
entrusted to Peter's pastoral care (Jn. 21:7), commissioning him and the other apostles to extend and rule it (cf. Mt.28:18ff.), and which he raised up for all ages as
"the pillar and mainstay of the truth" (I Tim. 3:15). This Church, constituted and organized as a society in the present world, subsists in the catholic Church, which
is governed by the successor of Peter and by the bishops in communion with him. Nevertheless, many elements of sanctification and of truth are found outside its
visible confines. Since these are gifts belonging to the Church of Christ, they are forces impelling towards Catholic unity. (LG§8)

In UR §3, this thinking marches on to its obvious and logical conclusions:

Moreover, some, even very many, of the most significant elements and endowments which together go to build up and give life to the Church itself, can exist
outside the visible boundaries of the Catholic Church: the written Word of God; the life of grace; faith, hope, and charity, with the other interior gifts of the Holy
Spirit, as well as visible elements. All of these, which come from Christ and lead back to him, belong by right to the one Church of Christ.

The brethren divided from us also carry out many liturgical actions of the Christian religion. In ways that vary according to the condition of each Church or
community, these liturgical actions most certainly can truly engender a life of grace, and, one must say, can aptly give access to the communion of salvation.

It follows that the separated Churches and communities as such, though we believe they suffer from the defects already mentioned, have been by no means
deprived of significance and importance in the mystery of salvation. For the Spirit of Christ has not refrained from using them as means of salvation which derive
their efficacy from the very fullness of grace and truth entrusted to the Catholic Church. (UR§3)

Based on the above, however, it is impossible to understand how "the life of grace" and the three theological virtues (faith, hope, and charity) could have been conserved in
heretical and schismatic communities-rebels against the authority of the one legitimate Church of Christ-since here they are referred to as "communities," that is, foreign
organisms opposed to the one Church of Christ, and not as individuals. Moreover, one would like to know what possibilities for "sanctification" and what "truths" are contained
in the doctrines and manner of life of the heretical and schismatic communities who oppose the Roman Pontiff and all that is Catholic. Even the idea of "sanctification" is
denied in many of these "communities" and some even defend a completely subjective idea of truth, including revealed truth.

> In its § 15, the document Lumen Gentium speaks about non-Catholic Christians-that is, formal heretics and schismatics, or at least material ones-who are joined to the
Catholic Church.

The Church knows that she is joined in many ways to the baptized who are honored by the name of Christian, but who do not however profess the Catholic faith in
its entirety or have not preserved the unity or communion under the successor of Peter. For there are many who hold sacred scripture in honor as a rule of faith and
of life, who have a sincere religious zeal, who lovingly believe in God the Father Almighty and in Christ, the Son of God and the Savior, who are sealed by
baptism which unites them to Christ, and who indeed recognize and receive other sacraments in their own Churches or ecclesiastical communities. Many of them
possess the episcopate, celebrate the holy Eucharist and cultivate devotion to the Virgin Mother of God. There is furthermore a sharing in prayer and spiritual
benefits; for these Christians are indeed in some real way joined to us in the Holy Spirit for, by his gifts and graces, his sanctifying power is also active in them and
he has strengthened some of them even to the shedding of their blood. And so the Spirit stirs up desires and actions in all of Christ's disciples in order that all may
be peaceably united, as Christ ordained, in one flock under one shepherd.... (UR§15)

This is false doctrine. The "separated brethren" are separated precisely because they rebel against the teaching of the Church and thereby resist the Holy Spirit. They therefore
cannot be "united" to the Catholic Church as separated communities that live in rebellion. Nor can any of these heretics and schismatics, who have not professed the truth faith,
a faith they even fought, have the title "martyr" conferred upon them. Murdered Protestant missionaries cannot be considered martyrs since they were not witnesses to the true
Faith.

By God's grace a formal heretic can be converted and die for the true Faith, but then he dies a Catholic. In an invisible way, through votum Ecclesiae, the material heretic
belongs to the Catholic Church. Therefore, if he is martyred, he also dies a Catholic and not a heretic and schismatic. That, however, as Pope Pius IX said, is "God's secret."
But §15 of LG is not referring to heretics and schismatics in this way. On the contrary, it clearly enough states that non-Catholics, as such, have been assisted by the Spirit of
Truth to the extent that a certain number among them have shed their blood, that is, undergone martyrdom for their faith. This amounts to saying that they have been martyred
for their errors.

This text lends itself to the worst interpretation by alluding to "martyrs" who are not specified as to their faith-which, in any case, is a. false faith-to also refer to obstinate
heretics, tenacious corruptors of souls, justly condemned in the past by the Church.

> A new pastoral task is entrusted to the Church, expressed especially in Gaudium et Spes§3:

In wonder at their own discoveries and their own might men are today troubled by questions about current trends in the world, about their place and their role in the
universe, about the meaning of individual and collective endeavor, and finally about the destiny of nature and men....The Council will clarify these problems in the
light of the Gospel and will furnish mankind with the saving resources which the Church has received from its founder under the promptings of the Holy Spirit. It
is man himself who must be saved: it is mankind that must be renewed. It is man, therefore, who is the key to this discussion, man considered whole and entire,
with body and soul, heart and conscience, mind and will.

This is the reason why this Sacred Synod, in proclaiming the noble destiny of man and affirming an element of the divine in him, offers to cooperate unreservedly
with mankind in fostering a sense of brotherhood to correspond to this destiny of theirs….(US§3)

This order is addressed to Catholics and, reinforced by other Vatican II documents, asks them to collaborate with heretics and schismatics in order to elaborate on commonly
held translations of Holy Scripture (Sacrosanctum Concilium, Part III, Sec. A. "General Norms").

In the name of "common patrimony of the Gospel," Catholics are told in the document

Apostolicam Actuositatem to collaborate with "other Christians" and "non-Christians" in the work of Catholic apostolate.

The common patrimony of the Gospel and the common duty resulting from it of bearing a Christian witness make it desirable, and often imperative, that Catholics
cooperate with other Christians, either in activities or in societies; this collaboration is carried on by individuals and by ecclesial communities, and at the national
or international level.

Not seldom also do human values common to all mankind require of Christians working for apostolic ends that they collaborate with those who do not profess
Christianity by acknowledge these values.

Through this dynamic, yet prudent, cooperation, which is of great importance in temporal activities, the laity bears witness to Christ the Savior of the world, and to
the unity of the human family. (AA §27)

In the following three excerpts from Unitatis Redintegratio the same ideas are espoused:

This sacred Council firmly hopes that the initiatives of the sons of the Catholic Church, joined with those of the separated brethren, will go forward, without obstructing
the ways of divine Providence, and without prejudging the future inspirations of the Holy Spirit. Further, this Council declares that it realizes that the holy objective-the
reconciliation of all Christians in the unity of the one and only Church of Christ-transcends human powers and gifts....(UR §24)

On  the  other hand,  Catholics  must gladly acknowledge and esteem the truly Christian endowments of our common heritage which are to be found among our separated
brethren. It is right and salutary to recognize the riches of Christ and virtuous works in the lives of others who are bearing witness to Christ, sometimes even to the
shedding of their blood. For God is always wonderful in his works and worthy of all praise. (UR§4)
This change of heart and holiness of life, along with  public  and  private  prayer for the  unity  of Christians, should be regarded as the soul of the who ecumenical
movement, and merits the name, "spiritual ecumenism."

It is a recognized custom for Catholics to meet for frequent recourse to that prayer for the unity of the Church which the Savior himself on the eve of his death so
fervently appealed to his Father: "That they may all be one" Qn. 17:20).

In certain circumstances, such as in prayer services "for unity" and during ecumenical gatherings, it is allowable, indeed desirable that Catholics should join in
prayer with their separated brethren—(UR §8)

All of this is totally new pastoral teaching because it is exactly the opposite of what the Apostles ordered regarding the proper attitude regarding willful heretics: "A man that is
a heretic, after the first and second admonition, avoid: knowing that he, that is such an one, is subverted, and sinneth, being condemned by his own judgment" (Tit. 3:10,11),
and "If any man come to you, and bring not this doctrine, receive him not into the house nor say to him, God speed you. For he that saith unto him, God speed you,
communicateth with his wicked works" (II Jn. 1: 10,11).

It is evident that the false ecumenism promoted by the Second Vatican Council is the basis of the new pastoral teaching. Common "patrimony" and "values" do not exist and
cannot exist with heretics and schismatics. Protestants do not recognize Tradition as a source of dogma nor the truth of Faith according to which it is incumbent on the
Magisterium of the Church assisted by the Holy Spirit to define "the meaning and interpretation of the Scriptures" (Dz. 786). Moreover, the approach of heretics and
schismatics to Scripture is to deform it since they believe in individual free interpretation, to which they dare submit the meaning of one or another revealed truth.

Martin Luther, their primary leader, destroyed doctrine and morality. He denied the authority of the Pope, of Tradition, of the Priesthood. He changed Scripture, denatured the
very idea of the Church, reduced the number of Sacraments from seven to two, and these two were bastardized. He denied transubstantiation and the propitiatory meaning of
the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass, Purgatory, and the perpetual virginity of Mary. He derided the principle of sanctity, virginity, and chastity. He allowed divorce. He denied free
will and the meritorious value of good works. He fomented hatred among Christians and incited them to revolt against the principle of authority. The Anglicans have
maintained the Episcopate. However, it is as if they had not done so because their consecrations and ordinations are null and void. Pope Leo XIII declared this in a dogmatic
judgment in 1896 (Dz. 1963). They are null because of the lack of form and intention. They are a sect that submits to political power, a "civil religion" with a Christian fagade.
The presence of "priestesses" has spread among today's Protestants. This is a form of neo-paganism resulting from the penetration of feminism among heretics which they
would also like to see installed in the Catholic Church.

> Vatican II uses the title "Church" ambiguously. In UR §3, the ambiguous term "Churches or communities," or, again "separated Churches and communities," referring to
non-Catholic denominations. Also in LG §15 we read, "their own Churches or communities."

Such terminology describing heretical and schismatic sects as "Churches" qualifies as an obvious theological error since only the Catholic Church is the Church founded by
Christ. No communities separated from this Church, founded by Christ on Peter, can pretend to be-either individually or in union with other separated communities-the one
Catholic Church that Jesus Christ instituted. Nor can they allege to be a member or part of it since they are visibly separated from Catholic unity. And this same condition
pertains to the Eastern schismatics, as was reaffirmed by all of the Roman Pontiffs from Pius IX to Pius XII, thus countering the pretensions of non-Catholic ecumenism.

> In Vatican II’s UR §11, there is the following exhortation addressed to Catholic theologians. We quote part of it here; the rest is quoted in our next point.

Furthermore, in ecumenical dialogue, Catholic theologians, standing fast by the teaching of the Church yet searching together with separated brethren into the
divine mysteries, should do so with love for the truth, with charity, and with humility. When comparing doctrine with one another, they should remember that in
Catholic doctrine there exists an order or "hierarchy" of truths, since they vary in their relation to the foundation of the Christian faith.... (UR §11)

This contains the erroneous idea, expressly condemned by Pius XI in Mortalium Animos (DZ 2199), that there are revealed truths and dogmas that are more or less important to
accept, and that by reason of God's authority we are bound to accept, with the same obligation, all of the truths contained in Divine Revelation, because "it is repugnant to
reason that, even in one thing, one not believe God who speaks" (Leo XIII, Satis Cognitum).

The above-cited excerpt from UR leads to the absurd conclusion that in "ecumenical dialogue," "doctrinal truths" can be discussed with heretics which in this alleged
"hierarchy" occupy a less important position. This is the opening for the false principle contained in the conclusion of § 11 of Unitatis Redintegratio which is the next error of
Vatican II we cite.

> Vatican II establishes the principle that, in discussing the Church's doctrines by way of comparing them with those of the "separated brethren," account must be taken that
there is a "hierarchy of truths," as was noted above in the first part of UR§11. The conclusion?-

...Thus the way will be opened whereby this kind of "fraternal rivalry" will incite all to a deeper realization and a clearer expression of the unfathomable riches of
Christ. (UR§11)

This is an unheard-of principle, bordering on heresy, because it entrusts the task of inciting a "deeper realization and a clearer expression of the unfathomable riches of Christ,"
to theological study done with heretics as if it is not the role of the infallible Magisterium to faithfully transmit and define revealed truth! It would be as if Catholic truth could
go hand in hand with the errors of members of sects and schismatics, and even allow a "fraternal rivalry" to make us know better Our Lord's unfathomable riches! Here, UR§11
treasonously quotes Ephesians 3:8 to support its fallacy. What does St. Paul actually say?

To me, the least of all the saints, is given the grace, to preach among the Gentiles, the unsearchable riches of Christ (Eph. 3:8).

Note that the Gentiles, the heathen, do not preach to St. Paul! The Epistle to St. Timothy reiterates the same principle:

Preach the word: be instant in season, out of season: reprove, entreat, rebuke in all patience and doctrine. For there shall be a time, when they will not endure sound doctrine;
but according to their own desires, they will heap to themselves teachers, having itching ears. And will indeed turn away their hearing from the truth, but will be turned unto
fables (II Tim. 4:2-3).

There is nothing to be said for "dialogue" with heretics and schismatics in order to learn something from them, which St. Paul and St. John (and all the Popes) specifically
forbid.

> Vatican II weakened the dogma of the Council of Trent that only the Catholic Church can "judge the true meaning and interpretation of Holy Scripture" (DZ. 786). The
weakening of this dogma occurs in UR§21:

A love and reverence-almost a cult-of Holy Scripture leads our brethren to a constant and diligent study of the sacred text. For the Gospel "is the power of God for
salvation to everyone who has faith, to the Jew first and then to the Greek" (Rom. 1:16).

While invoking the Holy Spirit, they seek in these very scriptures God as he speaks to them in Christ, the one whom the prophets foretold, the Word of God made
flesh for us. In the scriptures they contemplate the life of Christ, as well as the teachings and the actions of the Divine Master for the salvation of men, in particular
the mysteries of his death and resurrection.

But when Christians separated from us affirm the divine authority of the sacred books, they think differently from us-different ones in different ways-about the
relationship between the scriptures and the Church. For in the Church, according to Catholic belief, its authentic teaching office has a special place in expounding
and preaching the written Word of God.

The operative paragraph is the third one above. The Catholic Church has only a "special place in expounding and preaching the written Word of God"? But the Magisterium
denotes more than this. It is supernaturally founded and assisted. It is the only judge of the true meaning and of the interpretation of Holy Scripture.

> There is an essentially erroneous conception of Protestants' use of Scripture in Unitatis Redintegratio §23:

And if in moral matters there are many Christians who do not always understand the Gospel in the same way as Catholics, and do not admit the same solutions for
the more difficult problems of modern society, they nevertheless want to cling to Christ's word as the source of Christian virtue and to obey the command of the
Apostle: "Whatever you do in word or in work, do all in the name of the Lord Jesus, giving thanks to God the Father through him" (Col. 3:17). Hence, the
ecumenical dialogue could start with the moral application of the Gospel. (UR §23)

This statement is erroneous because Protestants "cling to Christ's word" not as Catholics do, that is, as the Catholic Church teaches, but according to the false principle of free
interpretation which allows "freely proclaiming anything that seems true [to them]," formally condemned as heretical in 1520 by Pope Leo X, in the Bull, Exurge Domine,
which outlaws Luther's heresies (Dz- 769).

Canonicus    
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PART V:

 

Throughout Parts 1-4 of this continuing series, we have been discussing the "mentality" of the

Second Vatican Council, both generally and in particular. In Part 5 we will concentrate on the doctrinal errors of Vatican II regarding 1) the false representations of non-
christian religions, and 2) errors concerning politics, political community, and relations between Church and State.

 

9) The False Representation of Non-Christian Religions

Falsely attributing to non- Christian religions that, like us, they believe in God the Creator.

Gaudium et Spes §36 states: "...[All] believers of whatever religion have always heard His revealing voice in the discourse of creatures."1 To attribute this to non-Christian
religions is false. Citing just the two examples of Hinduism and Buddhism, both completely ignore the idea of a God who created from nothing and who reveals Himself in His
creatures, since both are convinced that reality proceeds through emanation of an impersonal, cosmic, eternal force which is identically replicated in all things, from which
force all comes and to which all returns, becoming a part of it, dissolving into it.

 

► Likewise, inconceivably awarding the marks of truth and holiness to all the non-Christian religions, whereas they do not contain revealed truth, but are the fruit of the
human spirit and, so, neither redeem nor save anyone.

Nostra Aetate §2 states:

The Catholic Church rejects nothing that is true and holy (vera et sancta) in these religions. She looks with sincere respect upon those ways of conduct and of life,
those rules and teachings which, though differing in many particulars from what she holds and sets forth, nevertheless often reflect a ray of that Truth which
enlightens all men.

It is necessary to note the contradiction in the above, noting too its decidedly Deist tone. That is, if these religions "differ... in many particulars" from the Catholic Church's
teaching, how can they "often reflect a ray of that Truth which enlightens all men"? This means that, for the Council, the truth "which enlightens all men" perhaps comes
through rules and teachings that differ "in many particulars" from the Church's teaching! (How could an authentic ecumenical Council of the Catholic Church have been
inspired to articulate such an idea?)

► The baseless assertion, always denied by Tradition and Holy Scripture (e.g., Ps. 95:5: "For all the gods of the Gentiles are devils"; and I Cor. 10:20), that pagan religions,
past and present, would have in some way been included in the plan of salvation.

In fact, §18 of Ad Gentes, on missionary activity, states:

Working to plant the Church, and thoroughly enriched with the treasures of mysticism adorning the Church's religious tradition, religious communities should
strive to give expression to these treasures and to hand them on in a manner harmonious with the nature and the genius of each nation. Let them reflect attentively
on how Christian religious life may be able to assimilate the ascetic and contemplative traditions whose seeds were sometimes already planted by God in ancient
cultures prior to the preaching of the gospel.

Here, "ancient cultures" whose gods were "devils," and whose sacrifices were offered "to devils and not to God" (I Cor. 10:20), are unjustly re-evaluated by the Council, which
wants to recognize in them a salvific presence of "semina Verbi" of the "seeds of revealed Truth." But that violates a truth always held to belong to the deposit of Faith. In
Lumen Gentium §17 and in Ad Gentes §11, the same idea is applied to all contemporary non-Christian peoples, including pagans: missionaries must discover the "hidden seeds
of the Word" in the people whose evangelization has been entrusted to them.

 

► The false representation of Hinduism, because Nostra Aetate §2 states:

Thus in Hinduism, men contemplate the divine mystery and express it through an unspent fruitfulness of myths and through searching philosophical inquiry. They
seek release from the anguish of our human condition through ascetical practices or deep meditation or a loving, trusting flight toward God.

This is a false representation because it leads the Catholic to see Hindu mythology and philosophy as valid, as if they might effectively "search for" the "divine mystery," and as
if Hindu asceticism and meditation bring about something similar to Christian asceticism. On the contrary, we know that the mix of mythology, magic, and speculation that
characterizes Indian spirituality from the Veda era (16th to 10th centuries B.C.) was responsible for a totally monist and pantheistic conception of the divinity and the world,
because by conceiving of God as a cosmic, impersonal force, it does not admit the idea of creation, and, consequently, it does not distinguish between sensible reality and
supernatural reality. Nor does it distinguish between material and spiritual reality, nor between the whole and specific elements. Because of this, all individual existence
dissolves into the amorphous cosmic One, from which all emanates and to which all eternally returns. Thus, the individual "I" is, per se, purely appearance. The Council
characterizes this thought as "penetrating," yet it lacks the idea of the individual soul (which was well recognized by the Greeks) and what we call free will and free choice.

Add to this the doctrine of reincarnation, a particularly perverse idea. Reincarnation was explicitly condemned in the schema of the Dogmatic Constitution De Deposito Fidel
Pure Custodiendo, which was elaborated during the preparatory phrase of the Council. But John XXIII and the progressives saw to it that it was run aground during the Council
because of its paucity of "ecumenical" character. There is also the fact that so-called Hindu "asceticism" is nothing more than a form of Epicureanism for Brahmins, an
egotistical and refined search for a superior spiritual attitude toward all desire, even good, and toward all responsibility, an indifference justified by the idea that all suffering
makes up for the faults committed in one's former life, etc. One would really like to know how anyone could want to lead Catholics into such a conception of the world?

 

►The false representation of Buddhism, an autonomous variant partially purified of Hinduism. In fact, in Nostra Aetate §2, one reads:

Buddhism in its multiple forms acknowledges the radical insufficiency of this shifting world. It teaches a path by which men, in a devout and confident spirit, can
either reach a state of absolute freedom or attain supreme enlightenment by their own efforts or by higher assistance.

This is a portrait of Buddhism a la de Lubac, one revised and corrected so that ignorant Catholics can think well of it. Such Catholics do not know that "the radical
insufficiency of this shifting world" is enshrined by Buddhists in a veritable "metaphysics of nonbeing," according to which the existence of the world and the self are illusory
and appearance only. Therefore, Buddhism does not just say that the self and the world are decaying and transient, but still truly real, as for the Christian. For the Buddhist,
everything "is being made and is decaying" simultaneously. Life is a continual flux filled with universal pain and grief. In order to banish this sadness, it is necessary to
persuade oneself that all is vain. It is also necessary to free oneself from all desire and to entrust oneself to undergo an intellectual initiation, a gnosis similar to the Hindus'
(going so far as to permit "sexual magic" in Tantric Buddhism). This gnosis must make us arrive at complete indifference to everything, which is termed, Nirvana, meaning
"disappearance," "extinction": a final condition of absolute privation, in which there is nothing but nonexistence, the void, in which the self is totally extinguished in order to be
anonymously dissolved into the All and the One. This is the "state of absolute freedom" or "supreme enlightenment" that Vatican II dared to offer to the attention and respect of
Catholics.

►In Lumen Gentium §16, the statement:

But the plan of salvation ( propositum salutis ) also includes those who acknowledge the Creator. In the first place ( in primis ) among these there are the Moslems,
who, professing to hold the faith of Abraham, along with us adore the one and merciful God, who on the last day will judge mankind ( qui fidem Abrahae se tenere
profitentes, nobiscum Deum adorant unicum, etc. ).

This statement falsely attributes adoration of our God to the Moslems, and includes them, per se, in the plan of salvation. This statement is contrary to dogma because those
who do not worship the true God are not included in the plan of salvation. And the Moslems do not adore the true God because, although they attribute to God (Allah = "God"),
the creation of "the world" and "man" from nothing, and accord traditional attributes of omnipotence and omniscience to Him, and although they recognize him as Judge of
human beings at the end of time, Allah is not thought of as God the Father, who in His goodness created man "in his image and likeness" (Gen. 1:26; Deut. 32:6, etc.). Further,
Moslems do not believe in the Holy Trinity, and their abhorrence of it repeats the Jews' error. Consequently, they deny grace, our Lord's Divinity, Incarnation, Redemption, His
death on the Cross, and His Resurrection. They deny all of our dogmas and refuse to read the Old and New Testaments. Because they obviously contain no mention of
Mohammed, the Moslems consider the Old and New Testaments to be falsified texts.

Too, Moslems deny free will (defended only by a few minority Moslem exegetes who are viewed as heretics), while professing an absolute determinism which admits of there
being no place in the world for true relationships between cause and effect, so that, out of time, all of our actions, good or bad, have already been "created" by Allah's
inscrutable decree (Koran 54: 52-53).

Lumen Gentium §16's recognition of Islam is repeated in an even more detailed and gravely erroneous way in the Declaration Nostra Aetate's §3:

Upon the Moslems, too, the Church looks with esteem. They adore one God, living and enduring, merciful and all-powerful, Maker of heaven and earth and
Speaker to men (qui unicum Deum adorant etc...., homines allocutum). They strive to submit wholeheartedly even to His inscrutable decrees (cuius occultis etiam
decretis toto animo se submittere student), just as did Abraham, with whom the Islamic faith is pleased to associate itself.

This goes so far as to state that the God in whom the Moslems believe "has spoken to men"! Therefore, by this does the Council demonstrate that it views as authentic the
"revelation" transmitted by Mohammed in the Koran? If so, isn't this implicit apostasy from the Christian faith, given that the "revelation" in the Koran specifically contradicts
all of Christianity's basic truths?

Moreover, it also represents the Moslems' way of believing precisely as they themselves understand it, as if to approve it. In fact, it employs the usage, "submission to God,"
which is the meaning of the term "Islam" (submission), and whose substantive adjective is muslim (Mussulman = submission [to God]). In its entirety, this passage seems to
reflect the Koran's own 4:124: "And who has a better religion than he who submits himself entirely to Allah, doing good and following the belief of Abraham, like a pure
monotheist (hanif)?" Finally, the allusion to obedience to the decrees of Allah "even if they are hidden" has a strong Islamic aura because it reminds us that in the Koran, Allah
is defined as "the visible and the hidden" (57:3), visible in his works and hidden in his decrees. Therefore it seems that the Council wanted to have its "esteem" understood,
rather than shrink from according such esteem to the Koran and Islam because of the ambiguous, troubling, impenetrable quality of the entity spoken of in the Koran.

Vatican II praise of the Moslems' profession of the "faith" of Abraham, as if it constitutes a quality linking them to us, obscures the truth, since we know that the Abraham of
the Koran, who is infused with a legendary and apocryphal quality, does not correspond to the real Abraham, who is evidently the Abraham of the Bible. This, because the
Koran attributes a "pure monotheism" or anti-Trinitarianism, anterior to Judaic and Christian monotheism, to Abraham. Thus, as an Arab prophet and a descendant of Abraham
thanks to Israel, Mohammed would have been sent in order to restore this pure monotheism by liberating it from the so-called Jewish and Christian falsifications!

 

► Nostra Aetate §3 also takes into serious consideration the veneration that the Moslems accord Jesus and the Blessed Virgin Mary: "Though they do not acknowledge Jesus
as God, they revere Him as a prophet. They also honor Mary, His virgin Mother; at times they call on her, too, with devotion."

But it is well known that the Koran's "Christology" is founded on an altered and deformed Jesus of the apocryphal gospels and of all sorts of Gnostic heresies that proliferated
in Arabia in Mohammed's time. The Koran's Jesus (Isa) was born of a virgin through a divine intervention (of the angel Gabriel), a prophet particularly appreciated by Allah, a
simple mortal whom Allah permitted to work numerous miracles, a prophet who thus preached the same monotheism as that attributed to Abraham (57:26-27), whose recited
formula is: "There is no God but God, one, lord" (38:65). This is why, for the Moslems, Jesus was a servant of God (19:31), submissive to Allah, that is, a Moslem, a
Mussulman, to the point that, like Abraham, he announced the coming of Mohammed (51:6)! Therefore, when the Moslems venerate Jesus as a prophet, they mean that he is a
"prophet of Islam," a lie that any Catholic, provided that he still has the Faith, obviously cannot accept.2

As for the Moslem veneration of the Blessed Virgin Mary, that they "sometimes call on her with devotion," from a practical standpoint, it must be said that this "devotion" is
meaningless and based on superstition. Such as it is, this "devotion" to Mary is such only in terms of her being the mother of a "prophet of Islam," and not because she is the
Mother of God. Therefore, it is offensive to Catholic ears.

Moreover, it is necessary to repeat that the Koran's "Mariology" is also entirely corrupted because its origins are in apocryphal and heretical sources. The existences of St.
Joseph and the Holy Ghost are completely ignored. And Mary is called "sister of Aaron," "sister of Moses," and "daughter of Imram" (Hebr. Amram), who was their father
(Num. 26:59), thus confusing her with the prophetess Mary (Ex. 15: 21) who lived circa 12 centuries before Christ! And as if this weren't enough, she is introduced into the
Christian Trinity, so detested, and which is denied with such aggressiveness, because, according to the Koran, it is made up of God (the Father), Mary (Mother) and Jesus (the
Son): "Jesus never said: take me and my mother as two divinities, before God"! (5:116).

 

► Finally, Nostra Aetate §3 seems to praise the Moslems and to present them as an example to Catholics because "they await the day of judgment when God will give each
man his due after raising him up. Consequently, they prize the moral life and give worship to God especially through prayer, almsgiving and fasting." The article concludes:

Although in the course of the centuries many quarrels and hostilities have arisen between Christians and Moslems, this most sacred Synod urges all to forget the
past and to strive sincerely for mutual understanding. On behalf of all mankind, let them make common cause of safeguarding and fostering social justice, moral
values, peace, and freedom.

Historical facts are also overturned here, since the bloody, long, and cruel battles, faith against faith, that we have had to launch over the course of the centuries to repulse
Islam's assault, are adroitly reduced to the size of simple "quarrels and hostilities." Passed over in silence are the abysmal differences that exist between Catholic and Moslem
eschatology (the absence of a Beatific Vision, the luxury of paradise, the eternity of infernal punishments reserved only for infidels), as well as the abysmal differences between
our and their conception of "moral life" and of "veneration": Islam is a religion which not only allows unacceptable moral structures, such as polygamy, with all of its
corollaries, but also alleges to guarantee salvation simply by carrying out legalistic practices of worship: therefore, it is an exterior and legalist religion, even more so than
Pharisaism, expressly condemned by our Lord (cf. Mt. 6:5).

All of this is passed over in silence in order to invite us into collaboration that is impossible for the simple reason that the meaning the Moslems give to the words "social
justice," "peace," "freedom," etc., is merely that which can be drawn from the Koran or from the words and deeds of Mohammed, a meaning established over the course of the
centuries by "orthodox" interpretation: an Islamic meaning totally different from our own. For example, Moslems do not understand peace in the way that the currently reigning
Pope understands it. They do not believe that Moslems can live under infidels. This is why they divide the world into two parts, one where Islam rules (the house of Islam) and
the rest of the world, necessarily an enemy unless it converts and submits (house of war), the rest of the world with whom the Islamic community believes itself to be
perpetually at war. Therefore, for them, peace is not an end in itself that allows them to coexist with different nations and religions; it is only a means, imposed by
circumstances which oblige them to make truces with infidels. But the truce must have a limited duration; it must never exceed ten years; and every time they have the means,
then war must be resumed. For the Moslem, this is a juridical, religious, and moral obligation. It is in force until the final, inevitable battle that results in the installation of a
world Islamic State.

 

NOTE

The Council seems to justify its statement that "the Moslems adore with us the one true God, etc." by the quote contained in a note of personal gratitude sent by St. Gregory
VII, Pope from 1073 to 1085, to Anazir, Emir of Mauritania. The Emir had been well disposed to oblige certain of the Pope's requests and had also been generous concerning
some Christian whom he had taken prisoner. In this letter, the Pope stated that this act of "goodness" was "inspired by God," who commanded us to love our neighbor, and
specifically asks "from us and you...that we believe in and confess the same God, although by different modes (licet diverso modo), that we praise and venerate each day the
Creator of the ages and master of this world" (PL, 148, 451 A). How can such a statement be explained? The answer: by that era's ignorance regarding the religion founded by
Mohammed.

At the time of St. Gregory VII, the Koran had not yet been translated into Latin. This is why basic aspects of its "credo" were not understood. It was known that the Moslems,
those fierce enemies of Christianity, who suddenly emerged from the Arabian desert in 633 with a conquering violence, would sometimes demonstrate a certain respect for
Jesus, but only as a prophet, and for the Virgin Mary; that they believed in one God, in the inspired nature of Sacred Scripture, in the Judgment and in a future life.
Consequently, they could have been taken for an heretical Christian sect ("the Mohammedan sect"), an equivocation that was held for a long time since, at the beginning of the
14th century, Dante placed Mohammed in hell among heretics and schismatics (Hell, XVIII, V. 31 ff.).

It is in this context that the praise privately addressed to the Emir by Gregory VII ought to be seen: praise for someone held to be a heretic who, on this occasion, had behaved
charitably, as if the true God, in whom he thought he believed, had touched his heart. Thus, in effect, one can speak of a heretic who believes in the same God as ours, but in a
different way. Nevertheless, St. Gregory VII's praise of the Emir did not prevent him from defending, in a perfectly coherent way, the idea of an expedition launched from all of
the Christian countries against the Moslems, in order to help Eastern Christianity when it was threatened with extinction. This idea was carried out shortly after his death with
the first crusade, preached by Urban II.

The first Latin translation of the Koran did not take place until 1143, fifty-eight years after the death of St. Gregory VII, by the Englishman Robert de Chester for the Abbot of
Cluny, Peter the Venerable, who added a strong refutation of the Islamic creed. Actually, this translation was a summary of the Koran, and remained the only translation for
many centuries, until the critical and complete version was done by Fr. Marracci in 1698. In the first half of the 15th century, the Cardinal of Cusa set the stage for this first
translation by writing his famous Cribatio Alcorani, a critical study of the Koran. This preceded by a few years the Bull issued in October 1458 by Pius II (Aeneas Sylvius
Piccolomini) for the purpose of launching a crusade (which was never carried out) against the Turks who surged into the Balkans after having seized Constantinople. In this
Bull, the Pope referred to the Moslems as disciples of the "false prophet Mohammed," a definition that he reasserted on September 12, 1459, in a remarkable speech in the
Mantua Cathedral, where the Diet charged with approving the crusade was convoked. In this speech, he referred again to Mohammed as an impostor; he also said that if the
Sultan Mehmed were not stopped, after subjugating all of the Western princes, he would then "destroy the Gospel of Christ and impose the law of his false prophet on the entire
world."3 Therefore, this speech rectified the former perception and constituted the Pontifical teaching's clear and strong condemnation of Islam and its prophet. Once and for
all, it eliminated the equivocation which had defined Islam as a Christian "heresy."

 

► In Nostra Aetate §4, the propositions:

True, authorities of the Jews and those who followed their lead pressed for the death of Christ (cf. Jn. 19:6); still, what happened in His passion cannot be blamed
upon all the Jews then living, without distinction, nor upon the Jews of today. Although the Church is the new people of God, the Jews should not be presented as
repudiated or cursed by God, as if such views followed from the holy Scriptures.

Necessary to note here is the attempt to limit the responsibility for Deicide to a small group of quasi private individuals, whereas the Sanhedrin, the supreme religious authority,
represented all of Judaism. Therefore, in the rejection of the Messiah and Son of God, it had collective responsibility for the Jewish religion and the Jewish people, and this
irrefutably is stated in Holy Scripture: "And from then on, Pilate was looking for a way to release him. But the Jews cried out, saying, 'If thou release this man, thou are no
friend of Caesar; for everyone who makes himself king sets himself against Caesar'" (Jn. 19:12); and "And all of the people answered and said, 'His blood be on us and our
children'" (Mt. 27:25).

Also striking is the statement that "the Jews should not be presented as repudiated or cursed by God, as if such views followed from the holy Scriptures." This lacks the
necessary distinction between individuals and the Jewish religion. If the subject is individual Jews, the statement is true, and is exemplified by the great number of converts
from Judaism in all eras. But if the subject is Judaism as a religion, the assertion is both erroneous and illogical: erroneous, because it contradicts the evangelical texts and the
Church's constant faith from her origins. (Cf. Mt. 21:43: "Therefore I say to you, that the Kingdom of God will be taken away from you and will be given to a people yielding
its fruits.") And it is illogical, because if God did not reject the Jewish religion or the Jewish people in the religious sense (which in Jesus' time was one and the same thing),
then the Old Testament has to be viewed as being still valid, and contiguous and concurrent with the New Testament. This, then, would sanction the unjustified awaiting of the
Messiah, a hope still entertained by today's Jews! All of this is a totally lying representation of Judaism and its relationship to Christianity.

 

► The unacceptable statement, contrary to the eternal doctrine of the Church as well as to all Catholic exegesis, that the books of the Old Testament clarify and explain the
New, whereas it has always been taught that the opposite is true, without reciprocity, and, therefore, that the New Testament sheds light upon and explains the Old Testament.
Dei Verbum § 16 states:

God, the inspirer and author of both testaments, wisely arranged that the New Testament be hidden in the Old and the Old be made manifest in the New. For,
though Christ established the New Covenant in His blood (cf. Lk. 22:20; 1 Cor. 11:25), still the books of the Old Testament with all their parts, caught up in the
proclamation of the gospel, acquire and show forth their full meaning in the New Testament [a true affirmation up to this point. -Ed.] and in turn shed light on it
and explain it [a false affirmation, contradicting the preceding one].

The inversion of Catholics' mission regarding the members of other religions.

Rather than exhort the faithful to a renewed energy for converting the greatest number of unbelievers possible by wresting them out of the shadows they are in, in Nostra Aetate
§2, the Council exhorts her sons:

Prudently and lovingly, through dialogue and collaboration with the followers of other religions, and in witness of Christian faith and life, acknowledge, preserve,
and promote the spiritual and moral goods found among these men, as well as the values in their society and culture.

In other words, it is saying that [the Church's sons] should conduct themselves in such a way that the Buddhists, Hindus, Moslems, and Jews, etc., remain Buddhists, Hindus,
Moslems, and Jews, etc., and that [the Church's sons] should even "promote" the social and cultural values of their respective religions, all hostile to revealed truth. This
exhortation expresses a general principle set forth by the Council to the "Church" which was to be born of its reforms and which defines itself as "the Conciliar Church" (cf.
Cardinal Benelli), a principle which tells "the people of God"-priests and laity-the attitude that they are to take concerning the "separated brethren" and all non-Christians. This
and other pastoral exhortations (for example in Lumen Gentium §17'; Gaudium et Spes §28; Unitatis Redintegratio §4) constitute overt treason against the order given by the
Risen Christ Jesus to the Apostles: "Go then, teach all nations" (Mt. 28:19), an order which, mutatis mutandis, is valid for all believers, insofar as they are able, because every
believer, as miles Christi, must bear witness to the faith according to the works of corporal and spiritual mercy.

How can anyone be surprised that the application of this deadly exhortation has resulted in hundreds of thousands of Catholics having already become Buddhists or Moslems,
whereas the conversions of Buddhists or Moslems to Catholicism are practically nonexistent? How can anyone deny that this exhortation is one of the factual proofs that the
post-conciliar crisis has its roots in the false doctrines which suffused the Council's texts?

 

10) Errors Concerning Politics, Political Community, and Relations Between Church and State

►A non-Catholic idea of "political life" that seems to conform to the secular principle of humanity. Gaudium et Spes §73 states:

No better way exists for attaining a truly human political life than by fostering an inner sense of justice, benevolence, and service for the common good, and by
strengthening basic beliefs about the true nature of the political community, and about the proper exercise and limits of public authority.

Obviously, the text is not concerned with "political life" marked by Christian values, but "political life" marked by human values, that is, by values that are generally
characterized by "an inner sense of justice, service for the common good." In fact, in this scheme, it is not a question of intellect and will adhering to principles of "justice" and
"charity" and to "service" founded on revealed Truth, principles that are objectively set forth by God and taught by the Church throughout the centuries, and necessitate our
adherence to them. Rather it is a matter of values merely heeding to an "inner sense" (interiorem...sensum) which the subject can have regarding these values, so that they are
consequently based on the subject, on his opinions: a subjectivist idea of "political life," of praxis in general, or of orthopraxis (right conduct). Totally foreign to Catholicism,
and even mortally contrary to it, this is typical of modern thinking.

 

► The definition of "the true nature of political community" which must contribute to the installation of "truly human political life" (GS §73, cit.) is situated within the same
perspective marked by secularism and immanentism, and is not Catholic. In fact, it does not define what a "political community" is per se, but only states that it exists "as a
function of the common good." Gaudium et Spes §74 sets forth the relationship between the two:

Individuals, families, and various groups which compose the civic community are aware of their own insufficiency in the matter of establishing a fully human
condition of life. They see the need for that wider community in which each would daily contribute his energies toward the ever better attainment of the common
good. It is for this reason that they set up the political community in its manifold expressions.

Is this an idea of the common good that harmonizes with the traditional teaching of the Church? No, because this conception identifies the common good with "conditions of
social life" that allows individual and collective "accomplishment" that demonstrate no connection to the supernatural. This then is a doctrinal error because the Church has
always insisted on the fact that, although enjoying a certain autonomy, the pursuit of the temporal common good must, nevertheless, always work toward the pursuit of the
"highest good" which, for everyone, is salvation and the Beatific Vision. In Immortale Dei, Leo XIII, in wrote:

[W]hile favoring public prosperity, civil society...must provide for the good of the citizens not only by opposing every obstacle, but by assuring all of the possible
means for the pursuit and acquisition of this supreme and immutable good to which they aspire. The first of these means consists in according respect for the holy
and inviolable observance of religion whose just acts unite man to God.4.

The "accomplishment" spoken of by the Council, on the contrary, concerns human values and not Christian ones. Too, the existence of authority presiding over the realization
of the common good is justified, but with one reservation: it must not exercise its function "in a mechanical [?] or despotic fashion, but by acting above all as a moral force
which appeals to each one's freedom and sense of responsibility" (GS §74). This means that there is a reservation in favor of democracy, expressed in the emphasis placed on
"liberty" and "the sense of responsibility" understood as the presiding authority's determinate values in the exercise of its power.

It is only after this clarification that the conciliar text recalls Rom. 13:1-5, which establishes the divine origin of all constituted authority. But the text invokes this passage by
deforming and reversing it, since it states: "It is therefore obvious that the political community and public authority are based on human nature and hence belong to an order of
things divinely foreordained" (GS §74). The distortion, and even the inversion, are found in the statement that the "political community" and authority have their basis in
"human nature" and thus (ideoque) "belong to an order of things divinely foreordained [praefinitum]." This amounts to placing man before God, and views him as being the
"basis" in the "human nature" of the political community of the democratic type (because it is founded on "liberty" and a "sense of responsibility"). This, then, is a substantive
condition of his "belonging" to the order fixed by God. But in this, there is nothing of the Apostle of the Gentile's idea that the Holy Ghost teaches us that all "potestas" comes
from God, on which all government takes its form, and which has its "foundation" in human nature, and in human nature corrupted by original sin, and so always needing the
sword of civil power to restrain it.

 

► The obscure explanation that:

It also follows that political authority, whether in the community as such or in institutions representing the state, must always be exercised within the limits of
morality and on behalf of the dynamically conceived common good, according to a juridical order enjoying legal status. When such is the case citizens are
conscience-bound to obey (GS §74).

This is an obscure statement because it does not say which "morality" this concerns. Also, it is impossible to understand what "the dynamically conceived common good"
means. This dynamism is the quality so much desired as the backdrop of the myth of progress, growth and expansion of human activity in the universe, in sum, the values of
the age, but not Catholic values.

► A type of ideal individual that the so called "political community" ought "to form." This is not at all Catholic, since, as Gaudium et Spes explains in article 74:

The practical ways in which the political community structures itself and regulates public authority can vary according to the particular character of a people and
its historical development. But these methods should always serve to mold men who are civilized, peace-loving, and well disposed toward ail-to the advantage of
the whole human family.

Let us compare this portrait with that of the perfect Freemason as it appears in one of the Order's many Constitutions:

The Mason is a peaceful subject of the civil powers, where he resides and works, and he ought never to become involved in plots or conspiracies against the public
peace or the good of the nation, nor disobey his superior. (Grand Loge des Sept Provinces Unies des Pays-Bas, S'Gravenhage, 1761, in an appendix of G. Fay's, La
Franc-maçonnerie et la revolution intellectuelle du XVIII siècle, whose article 43 invites Christians to conduct themselves as "citizens of the world."; cf §17.5.)

► A definition of love of country that flows more with the meaning of humanitarianism and

Masonic fraternity than the traditional Catholic meaning:

Citizens should develop a generous and loyal devotion to their country, but without any narrowing of mind. In other words, they must always look simultaneously
to the welfare of the whole human family, which is tied together by the manifold bonds linking races, peoples, and nations. (GS §75).

Catholic tradition has never seen in "the human family" any value superior to that which is inherent in Christian societies and nations, which, on the contrary, must be
defended-sometimes militarily-against the assault of a world hostile to Christ (for example in the case of Islamic expansion into Europe).

► An ideal type of politician (one who exercises the "most honorable art of politics") which has nothing Catholic about it, since he is just the democratic political stereotype
of both the past and present:

Let those who are suited for it, or can become so, prepare themselves for the difficult but most honorable art of politics. Let them work to exercise this art without
thought of personal convenience and without benefit of bribery. Prudently and honorably let them fight against injustice and oppression, the arbitrary rule of one
man or one party, and lack of tolerance. Let them devote themselves to the welfare of all sincerely and fairly, indeed with charity and political courage. (Gaudium
et Spes §75)

This is a cloying and rhetorical portrait, generic and banal. It is completely devoid of the fundamental qualities proper to any Catholic statesman, as the spirit of an ecumenical
Council ought to define him: engagement on behalf of the defense and affirmation of the Catholic religion and of the morality the Catholic religion teaches.

The idea that the independence of the "political community" is such that it excludes all, even indirect, subordination with regard to the Church. According to GS §76:

In their proper spheres, the political community and the Church are mutually independent and self-governing. Yet, by a different title, each serves the personal and
social vocation of the same human beings. This service can be more effectively rendered for the good of all, if each works better for wholesome mutual
cooperation, depending on the circumstances of time and place. For man is not restricted to the temporal sphere. While living in history he fully maintains his
eternal vocation.

If it is just to state, in a general way, that "in their proper spheres, the Church and the political community are mutually independent and self-governing," for, from the point of
view of organization, they have independent structures (cf. Immortale Dei, Denzinger 1866), on the other hand, it is false to state that, all that they have in common is the fact
that they "serve" a generic "personal and social vocation of the same human beings," which should lead them to seek "wholesome mutual cooperation, depending on the
circumstances of time and place"-in other words according to a simple criterion of opportunity.

This doctrine contradicts all previous teaching, which has always affirmed the primacy of the Church, in as much as it is a societas perfecta, over civil society or the so-called
"political community," and therefore her potestas indirecta (indirect power) over it. This primacy, as regards the end, is justified because of the necessary subordination of the
temporal common good, towards which the "political community" tends, to the supreme good towards which the Church aims. But the end which Vatican II attributes to the
Church is an earthly one. Therefore, of itself, this end is not any different from that of the "political community" as it appears in GS §76, where, quoting Lumen Gentium §13, it
is repeated that the Church does "foster and take to herself, insofar as they are good, the ability, resources, and customs of each people. Taking them to herself, she purifies,
strengthens, and ennobles them."

The "healthy collaboration" of the "political community" with the Catholic Church cannot be left to the mercy of circumstances, nor can it be a function of so-called "human"
values. On the contrary, it is necessary to reaffirm that this "collaboration" is a duty for the States because they have the obligation to defend the one true, revealed Religion and
to achieve the social Kingship of Christ by imprinting Catholic values on the common good. It must also be noted that the false doctrine of the independence and separation of
the "political community" and Church was already condemned by Pius IX in proposition 55 of the Syllabus, as well as by St. Pius X in the Encyclical Pascendi, against
modernism.

1. Quotations are from The Documents of Vatican II, ed. Walter M. Abbott, SJ. (NY: America Press, 1966).

2. Cf. R. Arnaldez, Jesus, fils de Marie, Prophete de I'lslam (Jesus, Son of Mary, Prophet of Islam), (Paris, 1980), pp.11-22, 129-141.

3. Cf. C. DeFrede, La premiere traduction italienne du Coran (The First Italian Translation of the Koran), (Naples, 1967); F. Babinger, Mahomet le conquerant (Mohammed
the Conqueror), 1947.

4. Leo XIII, ImmortaleDei, Nov. 1, 1885, and St. Thomas De Reg. Princ. I, XV.
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PART VII:

 

In Parts 1-6 of this continuing series, we have been discussing the "mentality" of the Second Vatican Council, both generally and in particular. In Part 7 we will concentrate on
its doctrinal errors regarding 1) the concluding part of a treatment on its interpretation of the meaning of the modern world, 2) bad pastoral policy in a broad range of issues.

 

12)  Errors in the Interpretation • of the Meaning of the Contemporary World

As expressed in Inter Mirifica §5, the Council expresses an appreciation of the "right to information" on the basis of a Utopian evaluation of its advantages:

For an open and timely revelation of events and affairs provides individuals with a grasp of them which is sustained and considerably detailed. As a result, men can
actively contribute to the common good and all can more easily foster the development of the whole civic community.

But experience has demonstrated that none of this corresponds to the reality. The daily bombardment of all types of news by the mass media has absolutely not produced in the
mass of individuals a "grasp of [events] which is sustained and considerably detailed" and capable of favoring their contribution to "the common good" and to progress. On the
contrary, it has produced a sort of mental saturation and, therefore, a general tendency to a weakened ability to discern, to really understand the meaning of facts, which in
general are forgotten as quickly as they are consumed. In fact, at the time of the Council it was already obvious that the planetary information circus was a factory for
producing nothingness.

 

►The optimistic evaluation of man is described in nearly every article of Gaudium et Spes, as if man's intelligence and will were not wounded by original sin. This evaluation
is obviously very far from reality because it again proposes a Utopian and non-Christian idea of man who is good by nature, of a human species naturaliter filled with the best
sentiments.

Spurred only by his inner forces, the man of GS (§§4-11) seems plunged into the exercise of employing his will and intellect to scrutinize himself and the signs of the times, to
understand and conquer nature through a positive realization of his "dignity," his "rights," limited, at best, by "contradictions" provided by social development. Nothing is ever
said about him in terms of his having any basic tendency toward evil, which obscures his judgment and diverts his will, so that, without the help of grace ("without Me you can
do nothing" Qn. 15:5]), neither clear judgment nor right will is possible. If this is not expressed, it is because the supernatural is completely excluded from the "humanism"
extolled by Vatican II. The Council's optimism presents us with a cloying image, rhetorical and false, of man and his aspirations. The following passage, from GS §9, proves
this point:

Persons and societies thirst for a full and free life worthy of man-one in which they can subject to their own welfare all that the modern world can offer them so
abundantly. In addition, nations try harder every day to bring about a kind of universal community.

Such an edifying image, so "politically correct" regarding individual and social claims generically proclaimed in the name of "the rights of man," neglects reality. Actually, the
more "full and free life" (a generic expression) that persons and groups have, the more they continue to thirst for power, domination and pleasure, the more they thirst to impose
themselves, to launch wrongs, and to avenge wrongs suffered, whether real or imagined. Moreover, from a Catholic point of view, has this portrait of life drawn according to
"the dignity of man" satisfied his claims, above all the material ones, or has it satisfied the claims of a life that wishes, above all, to do everything according to God's will and
our Lord's teachings, a life that consequently leads, in the world's eyes, to being neither "full" nor "free" but is so in God's eyes?

As expressed in GS §61, the optimistic vision of man led the Council to present a definition of universal man or "the whole person" which is not Catholic:

Nevertheless it remains each man's duty to preserve a view of the whole human person in which the values of intellect, will, conscience and fraternity are pre-
eminent. These values are all rooted in God the Creator and have been wonderfully restored and elevated in Christ.

From a logical point of view, this is an incoherent portrait, because intelligence, will, and conscience are faculties of man, rather than values, whereas fraternity can only be a
value. Nevertheless, they are all placed on the same level. But as for charity, the Christian value par excellence, where is it? Where are humility, obedience, the spirit of
sacrifice, the desire to please God in everything? Asserted again is that Jesus came "to elevate man," "curing" all of his imperfect qualities, whereas He was incarnated not to
exalt our qualities, but to cure our infirmities, so that we might be able to be cured of these by believing in Him: "...For I came not to call the just, but sinners" (Mk. 2: 17).

 

►GS §5 presents an evaluation of the historical process, viewed as being in progress, as one tending toward the unity of the human species, through which, finally, nations
will be dissolved:

History itself speeds along on so rapid a course that an individual person can scarcely keep abreast of it. The destiny of the human community has become all of a
piece, where once the various groups of men had a kind of private history of their own: Thus, the human race has passed from a rather static concept of reality to a
more dynamic, evolutionary one. In consequence, there has arisen a new series of problems, a series as numerous as can be, calling for efforts of analysis and
synthesis.

Do the facts confirm Vatican II's "philosophy of history" thesis? Today they would seem to do so. However, it is necessary to make the following points:

1) Socioeconomic unity of the human species was already in the process of being formed thanks to the development of science, technology, economy, and the convergence of
mass culture. Today, that development seems to have resulted in a type of global economic model represented by the "world market," that is capitalism in its worst form, the
ultraliberal and speculative type, an economic and financial monster that no State can any longer restrain or control.

2) Once the Communist Utopia disappeared, the global political form of this process was consolidated into democracy, mass democracy based on the "rights of man," corrupted
and corrupting, which weighs heavily on our shoulders and is the enemy of all Christian truths, realities and teachings.

3) Therefore, the point is that this is an artificial process, jointly advanced by human greed pushed to its extreme, by the power politics of certain nations, and by the Church's
adherence to the ideas of the century's Zeitgeist, and not born of the people's own desire, nor by objective political and economic exigencies.

4) This process, with all of its evils, was still embryonic at the beginning of the 1960's, when the dualism of democracy and communism dominated the scene with their frontal
opposition provided by "blocs." If the Council had condemned this process, it is practically certain that it would not have attained the quantitative and qualitative depth and
breadth that we witness today. In fact, the Catholic hierarchy's adherence to this process has favored its advancement. That is, the Catholic hierarchy's "ecumenical" activity has
powerfully contributed to the "unification" of the human species, so that today the "conciliar" Church has become one of the factors converging to maintain that artificial
"unity" of the human species.

5) In reality, there is no such unity, and this is demonstrated by the fact that Islam, which has become rich thanks to oil, has been allowed, after many centuries, to resume its
offensive on a worldwide scale through its massive penetration into all countries and in particular into European countries, where it has set up numerous and strong colonies,
cohesive and aggressive. Thus, the political dualism of "blocs" has resurged but in a more cunning form. The enemy is now inside the walls, and without declaring war. On the
contrary, it is there under the banner of peace, unity, brotherhood, in a word, the "rights of man." Islam, which combines religion and politics, is constitutionally impermeable to
all forms of democracy, and sees the conquest of the entire world for Allah and Mohammed as one of its "religious" tasks. In view of that, as never before, the human species,
"unified" by peace, material progress, and democracy, is a race open to Islamic conquest. (And this critique even excludes, given the ambiguous quality of Russia's support for
"democracy," an unforeseen return of Communism).

6) The question of the impossibility of a "separate history" for each nation. This might appear to be valid but in reality is, above all, unacceptable from a Catholic point of view
for the simple reason that the Church had and has as its premier task that of caring for all Catholic nations and societies, and of defending their individuality, as much on the
level of principles as on the political one, in the strict sense of the term. Therefore, the Church should not shrink from being concerned that the history of Catholic nations
should be, to the extent possible, "separate" from the rest of the world that is largely hostile to them. That is to say: to keep and defend national Catholic individuality requires a
recognition of the right of a "separate" history, a right that God, all powerful, has always guaranteed-to give an example-to ancient Israel, so small and fragile as it was, as long
as it faithfully observed His commandments. These rights guaranteed by God require the recognition of the right to build a society that conforms to the principles of
Christianity: The Council never discussed that right, rather, it opted for a "pluralist" society (GS§75) Gravissimus Educationis §6.7).

 

13) Bad Pastoral Policy in the Reform of the Sacred Liturgy

►Despite the recommendation of prudence in the reform of the Sacred Liturgy given in Sacrosanctum Concilium §23:

That sound tradition may be retained, and yet the way be open for legitimate progress, a careful investigation [a process that takes a lot of time-Ed] is always to be
made into each part of the liturgy which is to be revised.... There must be no innovations unless the good of the Church genuinely and certainly requires them; and
care must be taken that any new forms adopted should in some way grow organically from forms already existing,

the order is given in §25: "The liturgical books are to be revised as soon as possible...."

 

►In SC §§27 is found the exhortation to prefer the communal celebration of rites to individual or private celebration:

It is to be stressed that whenever rites, according to their specific nature, make provision for communal celebration involving the presence and active participation of the
faithful, this way of celebrating them is to be preferred, as far as possible, to a celebration that is individual and quasi-private.

The hostility of Luther against "private Masses" resonates in this devaluation of "individual and quasi-private" celebration.

 

►The numerous articles that encourage adapting the Roman Rite (by means of experimentation and creativity) to the vernacular languages, to modern mentalities and cultures
(and thus to the spirit of the world), to national and local usages, or which revive archaic forms of these: Sacrosanctum Concilium §§24, 36:2-3, 37, 38, 39, 40, 44, 50, 53, 54,
63, 65, 66, 67, 77, 79, 90, 101, 119, 120, 128, etc.

 

►The invitation to multiply the occasions on which Communion under both kinds may be granted (SC55):

The dogmatic principles which were laid down by the Council of Trent remaining intact, communion under both kinds may be granted when the bishops think fit,
not only to clerics and religious, but also to the laity, in cases to be determined by the Apostolic See, as, for instance, to the newly ordained in the Mass of their
sacred ordination, to the newly professed in the Mass of their religious profession, and to the newly baptized in a Mass following their baptism.

►The extension of permission for concelebration, a liturgical practice formerly reserved to certain particularly solemn ceremonies (especially priestly ordinations) and which
necessitates further theological investigation (see Denzinger 3928, May 23, 1957); together with the order to draw up a new rite of concelebration (SC §§57, 58).

 

►The mitigation of the absolute ban on the communicatio in sacris with the "Orthodox" or "Eastern" schismatics (Orientalium Ecclesiarum §§26-29) and with the "separated
brethren" in general (Unitatis Redintegratio §8):

Divine Law forbids any common worship (communicatio in sacris) which would damage the unity of the Church, or involve formal acceptance of falsehood or the
danger of deviation in the faith, of scandal, or of indifferentism. At the same time, pastoral experience clearly shows that with respect to our Eastern brethren there
should and can be taken into consideration various circumstances affecting individuals, wherein the unity of the Church is not jeopardized nor are intolerable risks
involved, but in which salvation itself and the spiritual profit of souls are urgently at issue.

Hence, in view of special circumstances of time, place, and personage, the Catholic Church has often adopted and now adopts a milder policy, offering to all the
means of salvation and an example of charity among Christians through participation in the sacraments and in other sacred functions and objects.... (OE§26)

In certain special circumstances, such as in prayer services "for unity" and during ecumenical gatherings, it is allowable, indeed desirable, that Catholics should
join in prayer with their separated brethren. (UR §8)

 

►Bishops are given the permission to set up the rules for "concelebration" in their Dioceses (SC §57:1,2 and 2,1). "Rules concerning concelebration within a diocese are
under the control of the bishop."

 

►In OE §20: The Holy Feast of Easter can be celebrated on the same Sunday as the "Orthodox" schismatics celebrate it: "Until such time as all Christians are agreed on a
fixed day for the celebration of Easter, with a view meantime to promoting unity among the Christians of the same area or nation, it is left to the patriarchs or supreme
authorities of a place to come to an agreement by the unanimous consent and combined counsel of those affected to celebrate the feast of Easter on the same Sunday."

 

►In OE§15: "If any separated Eastern Christian should, under the guidance of the grace of the Holy Spirit, join himself to the unity of Catholics, no more should be required
of him than what a bare profession of the Catholic faith demands."

 

14) Bad Pastoral Policy in the Study and Teaching of Doctrine

►Bishops rather than the Holy See are granted control over the translations of the Holy Bible into the vernacular (SC §36:4; Dei Verbum §25).

 

►It is ordered that the reading of the Bible during the liturgy be "more abundant, more various, more adaptable," and that all the faithful have a broad direct contact ("broad
access") with the Holy text (SC§§35, 51; D7§§22, 25). This order is contrary to all preceding teaching which, as against Protestants and Jansenists, always surrounded this
reading of the Bible with prudence because of the notorious difficulty of many of the passages of the Old and New Testaments, in all cases entrusting them to the mediation of
the liturgy, catechesis and preaching (Dz 1429, Clement XI in the condemnation of Quesnel, 1507, and Pius VI, Auctorem Fidei).

 

►The directive to translate the Holy Scriptures in collaboration with "the separated brethren" (DF§22): "And if, given the opportunity and the approval of Church authority,
these translations are produced in cooperation with the separated brethren as well, all Christians will be able to use them."

 

►In Dei Verbum §25, the order to "compose editions of the sacred Scriptures, provided with suitable footnotes, [which] should be prepared also for the use of non- Christians
and adapted to their situation."

 

►In UR §9, the directive to "meet with the separated brethren for discussion of theological problems-where each can treat with the other on an equal footing-provided that
those who take part in them are truly competent and have the approval of the bishops."

In GS §62, the directive to employ the findings of secular sciences in pastoral care:

For recent studies and findings of science, history and philosophy raise new questions which influence life and demand new theological investigations.... In pastoral care,
appropriate use must be made not only of theological principles, but also of the findings of the secular sciences, especially of psychology and sociology. Thus the faithful can
be brought to live the faith in a more thorough and mature way.

 

15) Bad Pastoral Policy in the Formation of Religious, Seminarians, Priests and in the Episcopal Office

►In Perfectae Caritatis §21 it is affirmed:

The adaptation and renewal of the religious life includes both the constant return to the sources of all Christian life and to the original spirit of the institutes and their adaptation
to the changed conditions of our time.

Therefore: at one and the same time there is to be both a return to "the original spirit" of the religious Institutes and, "their adaptation to the changed conditions of our time,"
which today are those of a secularized world, a laicist culture, etc. Can the spirit breathe in two opposite directions, one good and the other bad, at the same time?

 

►In Perfectae Caritatis §3:

The manner of living, praying and working should be suitably adapted everywhere, but especially in mission territories, to the modern physical and psychological
circumstances of the members and also, as required by the nature of each institute, to the necessities of the apostolate, the demands of culture, and social and economic
circumstances....According to the same criteria let the manner of governing the institutes also be examined. Therefore let constitutions, directories, custom books, books of
prayers and ceremonies and such like be suitably re-edited and, obsolete laws being suppressed, be adapted to the decrees of this sacred synod.

In practice, as anyone can see, this is on the order of bringing about a blank slate, of erasing the past.

 

►The principles articulated above and other similar directives must be also applied to institutes dedicated to the contemplative life (PC §7):

...Nevertheless their manner of living should be revised according to the principles and criteria of adaptation and renewal mentioned above. However their withdrawal from the
world and the exercises proper to the contemplative life should be preserved with the utmost care.

 

►The members of the "lay religious life" are equally "urged...to adjust their way of life to modern needs" (PC §10).

 

►The Superiors of Religious Orders "should govern those who submit to them as sons of God, respecting their human dignity. In this way they make it easier for them to
subordinate their wills" (PC §14). And if, in certain cases, those submitting do not wish to do so voluntarily, what should the "superiors" do?

►Papal cloister should be maintained in the case of nuns engaged exclusively in the contemplative life. However, it must be adjusted to conditions of time and place and
obsolete practices suppressed. This should be done after due consultation with the monasteries in question. (PC §16)

 

►And here is the article which sanctioned the Zeitgeists irruption in the convents and monasteries:

Adaptation and renewal depend greatly on the education of religious....In order that the adaptation of religious life to the needs of our time may not be merely
external and that those employed by rule in the active apostolate may be equal to their task, religious must be given suitable instruction, depending on their
intellectual capacity and personal talent, in the currents and attitudes of sentiment and thought prevalent in social life today...Religious should strive during the
whole course of their lives to perfect the culture they have received in matters spiritual and in arts and sciences. Likewise, superiors must, as far as this is possible,
obtain for them the opportunity, equipment and time to do this. (PC §18)

 

►This Council favors conferences or councils of major superiors, established by the Holy See. These can contribute very much to achieve the purpose of each institute; to
encourage more effective cooperation for the welfare of the Church; to ensure a more just distribution of ministers of the Gospel in a given area; and finally to conduct affairs
of interest to all religious. Suitable coordination and cooperation with episcopal conferences should be established with regard to the exercise of the apostolate. Similar
conferences should also be established for secular institutes. (PC §23)

 

►Since the proper use of the media of social communications which are available to audiences of different cultural backgrounds and ages calls for instruction proper to their
needs, programs which are suitable for the purpose-especially where they are designed for young people-should be encouraged, increased in numbers and organized according
to Christian moral principles. This should be done in Catholic schools at every level, in seminaries and in lay apostolate groups. (Inter Mirifica §16)

 

►Since only general laws can be made where there exists a wide variety of nations and regions, a special "program of priestly training" is to be undertaken by each country or
rite. It must be set up by the episcopal conferences, revised from time to time and approved by the Apostolic See. In this way will the universal laws be adapted to the particular
circumstances of the times and localities so that the priestly training will always be in tune with the pastoral needs of those regions in which the ministry is to be exercised.
(Optatam Totius §1)

In fact, this rule removed the Holy See from the actual "program" of priestly formation: the Holy See is constrained to take note of the substance approved by the Episcopal
Conferences. The principle, reiterated in Article 2 of the Decree, is that "all priestly formation... will... be adapted to the particular circumstances of the times and localities...."

 

►"The entire pastoral activity of fostering vocations" should be aware that "...no opportune aids are to be overlooked which modern psychological and sociological research
has brought to light" (OT §2).

Modern psychology believes neither in the existence of the soul and the spirit nor conscience and reduces them to one of the body's biological functions. Sociology's
"scientific" claim is purely descriptive and it deeply questions nothing. The reality is that both of these "sciences" were in fashion at the time of the Council and this is why they
have made their mark on the "new theologians."

 

►Studies undertaken by the students should be so arranged that they can easily continue them elsewhere should they choose a different state of life. (OT §3)

 

►In seminaries, the "norms of Christian education are to be religiously observed and properly complemented by the newer findings of sound psychology and pedagogy" (OT
§11 ; also see OT §20).

Conforming modern pedagogy to the principles of Catholicism is, at the very least, debatable.

 

►Before beginning specifically ecclesiastical subjects, seminarians should be equipped with that humanistic and scientific training which young men in their own
countries are wont to have as a foundation for higher studies. (OT §13)

Seminary students enter the seminary because they want to become priests and not to become cultivated persons in terms of the world. Doesn't the profane culture actually
present an obstacle to vocation? Shouldn't it be that the seminarians not be the ones to adapt themselves to this culture, but that the culture ought to be adapted to them to the
extent possible whenever the opportunity arises, and in carefully calibrated doses?

In the teaching of philosophy in the seminary, it would also be necessary to keep in mind modern philosophical currents:

The net result should be that the students, correctly understanding the characteristics of the contemporary mind, will be duly prepared for dialogue with men of
their time. The history of philosophy should be so taught that the students, while reaching the ultimate principles of the various systems, will hold on to what is
proven to be true therein and will be able to detect the roots of errors and to refute them. (OT §15)

The erroneous organization of this pastoral teaching results from two considerations:

1) Knowledge of modern thought is not required in view of the goal of more readily converting souls to Christ, but rather for the purpose of "dialogue."

2) Seminaries ought to have a "good understanding of the mentality of their century," separating its good from the bad, in order to be able to better appreciate the good therein.
This is why, in matters concerning philosophy, they should able to distinguish within the different philosophical systems "what is true" from what is false, and even to "detect
the roots of error and to refute them." Therefore, the mission given to ordinary seminarians is beyond their capacity. Given their real capacity and limitations, it would not be
easy for them to refute the errors of modern philosophy, which is a complex of ideas inimical to all of Christianity's fundamental truths. To do that, one would have to have a
highly speculative intellect and a broad cultural background, which is not the case for everyone. Moreover, in philosophy, error is often connected to truths articulated in an
appropriate and even intellectually fascinating way. Its refutation would have to be entrusted to the overall plan of instruction and to the instructors and not left to the still weak
seminarians, in the name of some absurd notion of personal freedom.

This being the case, note in the above quoted section of Optatam Totius the New Theology's perverse intentions, marked by its affection for modern thought, which it wanted to
enter the seminaries, where it has been nominally preserved, in order to corrupt the traditional Thomist formation of the clergy.

 

►But since doctrinal training ought to tend not to a mere communication of ideas but to a true and intimate formation of the students, teaching methods are to be revised both
as regards lectures, discussions, and seminars and also the development of study on the part of the students, whether done privately or in small groups. (OT §17)

This amounts to accusing all previous pedagogy of being just "notional." Is this accusation legitimate? We do not believe it is the least bit legitimate. It is a typical accusation of
those who are preparing to revolutionize the basis of a didactic method. Otherwise, this accusation, classic in the milieu of dominant modern pedagogy, revolves around
experience and reform, the declared enemy of the exercise of systematic knowledge.

 

►[Priests] should hold in high honor that just freedom which is due to everyone in the earthly city. They must willingly listen to the laity, consider their desires in a fraternal
spirit, recognize their experience and competence in the different areas of human activity, so that together with them they will be able to recognize the signs of the times. While
trying the spirits to see if they be of God. ..priests should uncover with a sense of faith, acknowledge with joy and foster with diligence the various humble and exalted charisms
of the laity. Among the other gifts of God, which are found in abundance among the laity, those are worthy of special mention by which not a few of the laity are attracted to a
higher spiritual life. (Presbyterorum Ordinis §9)

 

►In today's world, roiling in a great transformational process, "priests' constrained by so many obligations of their office, certainly have reason to wonder how they can
coordinate and balance their interior life with feverish outward activity." This notion is reprised in PO §22: "The ministers of the Church and sometimes the faithful themselves
feel like strangers in this world, anxiously looking for the ways and words with which to communicate with it."

These assessments and judgments do not correspond to reality. In the second half of the 1950's, there began to be anxiety over a reduction in vocations, the emerging
dechristianization of society, and modernist tendencies which again began to spread among the clergy. There was a certain malaise as luke warmness became generalized, the
tacit formation of an opinion, but only amongst a minority, that pushed towards a relaxation of vigilance against the world and openness to it. But the existential type of anxiety,
again in fashion after the Second World War, was only felt by the "new theologians," of uncertain faith, under the ascendancy of contemporary thought and the seductions of
the world. But no one, especially among the faithful, felt any need, for example, for a liturgical reform, certainly not one that was as radical as that imposed by a minority of
destroyers, with the complicity of the then-reigning pope, John XXIII. No one felt the anguished need for an "adaptation" or "opening" to the world.

►[S]purred on by charity, [priests] develop new approaches and methods for the greater good of the Church. With enthusiasm and courage, let [them] propose new projects
and strive to satisfy the needs of their flocks. (PO§15)

 

►"In their friendly and brotherly dealings with one another and with other men, priests are able to learn and appreciate human values and esteem created goods as gifts of
God" (PO §17). But relations between the faithful and priests are not, nor can they be, "amicable and fraternal," as if they were relationships of equals to equals! It is to the
priest, who has the privilege of performing the consecration of the sacred Host, that the faithful confess their sins and that God with the priest as intermediary absolves them.
The faithful certainly cannot see the priest as their equal. And in fact, they always reserve for the priests, to whom they even often go for advice concerning important material
questions, a respect that they would never have for an equal. Otherwise, what "human values" is the priest warned to learn to respect? All of them? All of this mythology about
progress, democracy, freedom that is so abundantly spread throughout the Council's documents?

►Besides the documents of the Magisterium and me works of the "best theologians, whose science is recognized," priests must recognize "human culture" and the "sacred
sciences" since these "currently progress and are being renewed." For them, these are the "best preparation for dialogue with their contemporaries" (PO §19).

Through these "sacred sciences" which are progressing and being renewed, what is really desired is to rubber stamp the New Theology's point of view, which presents the
inventions and wild imaginings of the exegeses of Protestant theology as "discoveries," and which were condemned by Church authority at the last Council.

 

►The revolutionization of the diocese, which s no longer "the charge or the district whose head is the Bishop" (Encyclopedic du droit [Milan: 1964], XII, "Diocese"). Rather,
a diocese is just "a portion of the people of God which is entrusted to a bishop to be shepherded by him with the cooperation of the presbytery" (Christus Dominus §11). This
refiguration of the diocese also demands "a proper determination of the boundaries of dioceses and a distribution of clergy and resources that is reasonable and in keeping with
the needs of the apostolate" and therefore "with prudence" but also "quam primum" meaning "as soon as possible" (CD §22).

This is a revolution because the revision of dioceses ought then take place "by dividing, dismembering or uniting them, or by changing their boundaries, or by determining a
better place for the episcopal see or, finally, especially in the case of dioceses having larger cities, by providing them with a new internal organization" (CD §22).

The Council unleashed a veritable whirlwind on the dioceses because it wanted to change everything in a basic way and as rapidly as possible: territory, episcopal sees, internal
organization. The new diocese, "a portion of the people of God," must be born immediately, with no consideration for the old one.

 

►In the exercise of his ministry, the bishop must teach how it is necessary to respect, in addition to traditional values-for example, family values-lay values which are "the
human person with his freedom and bodily life, the family and its unity and stability, the procreation and education of children, civil society with its laws and professions, labor
and leisure, the arts and technical inventions, poverty and affluence" (CD §12). Moreover, conforming to the directives given by Pope John XXIII in the encyclical Pacem in
Terr is, bishops must "set forth the ways by which are to be answered the most serious questions concerning the ownership, increase, and just distribution of material goods,
peace and war, and brotherly relations among all countries" (ibid).

In applying Pope John XXIII's directives, the Council did not hesitate to state that one of the bishops' duties (who, by vocation, should, above all, be pastors of souls), is to
teach (those who govern) how to resolve the basic problems of modern nations! This is pure dilettantism and a politicization of the bishops' office. And, of course, bishops
should "present Christian doctrine in a way adapted to the needs of the moment" and "to ask for and promote dialogue with all men" (CD §3). To this end (CD §16), a bishop
ought "to order his life in a way that corresponds to the needs of his times." It is well to reflect upon this statement which is mysterious enough: what exactly does it mean?
Too, in order "to well recognize the needs of the faithful in the social milieu in which they live," the bishop ought to resort to "proper methods, particularly sociological
inquiry" (CD §13). The Council had a real fixation on sociology: (in Article 17 of the decree Christus Dominum) even advocating installation of "pastoral social services"
charged with "social and religious investigation" And too:

Assuredly, while sacred pastors devote themselves to the spiritual care of their flock, they also in fact have regard for their social and civil progress and prosperity.
According to the nature of their office and as behooves bishops, they collaborate actively with public authorities for this purpose and advocate obedience to just
laws and reverence for legitimately constituted authorities. (CD §19)

The bishop as artisan of our material well being? Is this the goal for which bishops, the Apostles' successors, are consecrated?

 

Canonicus
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PART VIII:

 

In Parts 1-7 of this series, we have discussed the "mentality" of the Second Vatican Council, both generally and in particular. In the final installment we will conclude with the
ending treatment of its doctrinal errors regarding bad pastoral policy across a broad range of issues.

 

16)  Bad Pastoral Teaching in the Directives Given to Missionaries

► Missionary activity ought to be born of the word of God, particular autochthonous churches should be sufficiently established and should grow up all over the
world, endowed with their own maturity and vital forces. Under a hierarchy of their own, together with the faithful people, and adequately fitted out with requisites
for living a full Christian life, they should make their contribution to the good of the whole Church. (Ad Gentes §6)

► Therefore, let the missionaries, God's coworkers,... raise up congregations of the faithful such that, walking worthy of the vocation to which they have been
called (cf. Eph. 4:1), they may exercise the priestly, prophetic, and royal office which God has entrusted to them. ...The ecumenical spirit should be nurtured in the
neophytes [!], should take into account that the brethren who believe in Christ are Christ's disciples, reborn in baptism, sharers with the People of God in very
many good things. (AGS15)

     ► Equally, in the formation of indigenous clergy, the pupils must

in coordination with the Secretariat for Promoting Christian Unity,... search out ways and means for bringing about and directing fraternal cooperation as well as
harmonious living with missionary undertaking of other Christian communities [with no directive to convert them], that as far as possible the scandal of division
may be removed (AG §29).

[T]he common requirements of priestly training, including the pastoral and practical ones prescribed by the council. ..should be combined with an attempt to make
contact with their own particular national way of thinking and acting (AG §16).

► Religious institutes, working to plant the Church, thoroughly imbued with mystic treasures with which the Church's religious tradition is adorned, should strive
to give expression to them and to hand them on, according to the nature and the genius of each nation. Let them reflect attentively on how Christian religious life
might be able to assimilate the ascetic and contemplative traditions, whose seeds were sometimes planted by God in ancient cultures already prior to the preaching
of the Gospel. (AG §18)

One would like to know what these "ascetic and contemplative traditions" "whose seeds were sometimes planted by God in ancient [pagan] cultures" are. This is the same error
contained in Lumen Gentium §8, which speaks of "elements of salvation" outside the Church, not only those within the "separated brethren" but also in the pagan religions.

► But in order that the missionary activity of the bisnops may be exercised more effectively for the good of the whole Church, it would be expedient for the
episcopal conferences to take charge of those affairs which concern the orderly cooperation of their own region. In their own conference, the bishops should
deliberate about..." (AG §38)

Following this passage is a rather long list of matters reserved to the bishops' competence, carried out without any control on the part of the Holy See.

 

17) Bad Pastoral Teaching in the Directives on Lay Apostolates

     ► That in the "organization of lay apostolates" there ought to be instilled a "specific education, theoretical and practical" for "good use of the means of social
communication" (Inter Mirifica §16).

     ► The lay faithful ought to contribute to "universal progress in human and Christian liberty" (Lumen Gentium §36). Here is another example of the lay myth of progress
accepted by the Council, with its exaltation of "liberty."

Let everyone consider it his sacred obligation to esteem and observe social necessities as belonging to the primary duties of modern man. For the more unified the
world becomes, the more plainly do the offices of men extend beyond particular groups and spread by degrees to the whole world. But this development cannot
occur unless individual men and their associations cultivate in themselves the moral and social virtues [Which? The definition is generic. -Ed.] and promote them
in society; thus, with the needed help of divine grace men who are truly new and artisans of a new humanity can be forthcoming. (Gaudium et Spes §30)

So, the Council invokes the help of Divine Grace in a paragraph dedicated to "surpassing or overtaking the individualistic ethic"-without being at all specific-and to the
exaltation of a "social" vision of ethics, which echoes the false doctrines of Socialism and Communism!

Christians are convinced that the triumphs of the human race are a sign of God's grace and the flowering of His own mysterious design. (GS§34)

And what are these "triumphs of the human race"?-The Suez Canal? The advent of the 8-hour work day? Universal right to vote? The discovery of penicillin? A cure for AIDS?
At that time of the writing of Gaudium et Spes, it was Communist propaganda that often spoke of "triumphs of the humanity on the move."

Human activity, to be sure, takes its significance from its relationship to man. Just as it proceeds from man, so it is ordered toward man. For when a man works he
not only alters things and society, he develops himself as well. He learns much, he cultivates his resources, he goes outside of himself and beyond himself. (GS§35)

But shouldn't "human activity" be ordered to God, at least indirectly, from the moment when all that we do is always in relation to the glory of God, and to finally obtaining the
Supreme Good?

Christians should rather rejoice that, following the example of Christ who worked as an artisan, they are free to give proper exercise to all their earthly activities
and to their humane, domestic, professional, social and technical enterprises by gathering them into one vital synthesis with religious values, under whose supreme
direction all things are harmonized unto God's glory. (GS§43)

In carrying out this unification, the laity will be

acting as citizens in the world, whether individually or socially, [and] they will keep the laws proper to each discipline, and labor to equip themselves with a
genuine expertise in their various fields. They will gladly work with men seeking the same goals. (Ibid)

...For whoever promotes the human community at the family level, culturally, in its economic, social and political dimensions, both nationally and internationally,
such a one, according to God's design, is contributing greatly to the Church as well, to the extent that she depends on things outside herself. (GS§44)

The reversal of the Church's mission thus reaches its zenith in the praise of the world, which converts the Church to its values.

► May the faithful, therefore, live in very close union with the other men of their time and may they strive to understand perfectly their way of thinking and
judging, as expressed in their culture. Let them blend new sciences and theories and the understanding of the most recent discoveries with Christian morality and
the teaching of Christian doctrine, so that their religious culture and morality may keep pace with scientific knowledge and with the constantly progressing
technology. Thus they will be able to interpret and evaluate all things in a truly Christian spirit. (GS§62) [Emphasis added.-Ed.]

Here is a form of pastoral style which proceeds in an exactly opposite sense to that of St. Paul who wrote: "Being of one mind one towards another. Not minding high things,
but consenting to the humble. Be not wise in your own conceits" (Rom. 12: 16).

The only response to this little "summary" of Conciliar pastoral teaching for the laity is to label it a "mystery of iniquity."

    ► Today's youth have a much more important role and influence in society:

Their heightened influence in society demands of them a proportionate apostolic activity, but their natural qualities also fit them for this activity.... Adults ought to
engage in such friendly discussion with young people that both age groups, overcoming the age barrier, may become better acquainted and share the special
benefits each generation can offer the other. (Apostolicam Actuositatem §12)

The representation of youth's "natural qualities" has no apparent connection to reality, and neither does the type of "discussion" between adults and young people proposed
here, sentimental and cloying as usual.

► Catholics should try to cooperate with all men and women of good will to promote whatever is true, whatever just, whatever holy, whatever lovable (cf. Phil.
4:8). They should hold discussions with them, excel them in prudence and courtesy, and initiate research on social and public practices which should be improved
in line with the spirit of the Gospel. (AA§14)

GS§78 states: "...all Christians are urgently summoned to do in love what the truth requires, and to join with all true peacemakers in pleading for peace and bringing it about."
At the time, the expression "peacemakers" or "men of peace" were common buzz-phrases Communist propaganda.

The collaboration of the Catholic faithful with "the separated brethren" is demanded by "the quasi-common heritage of the Gospel and the common duty of Christian witness..."
[with heretics and schismatics -Ed.]. And this in turn "requires the cooperation of Catholics with other Christians on the part of individuals and communities within the Church,
either in activities or in associations, in the national or international field...." Moreover: "Common human values not infrequently call for cooperation between Christians
pursuing apostolic aims and those who do not profess Christ's name but acknowledge these values" (AA §27). Thus: "By this dynamic and prudent cooperation..., which is of
special importance in temporal activities, the laity bear witness to Christ, the Savior of the world, as well as to the unity of the human family"(ibid).

So, authentic Catholic Christian values are viewed as a function of human values, which are therefore superior to them: in fact, these are the human values which permit the
unity of the "human family" so dear to the Council.

To cultivate good human relations, truly human values must be fostered, especially the art of living fraternally and cooperating with others and of striking up friendly
conversation with them. (AA §29)

 

18) Bad Pastoral Teaching on Education

► All men of every race, condition and age, since they enjoy the dignity of a human being, have an inalienable right to an education...that is in keeping with their
ultimate goal, their ability, their sex, and the culture and tradition of their country, and also in harmony with their fraternal association with other peoples in the
fostering of true unity and peace on earth. (Gravissimum Educationis §1)

Aside from the fact that it presents nothing Catholic, the educational ideal proposed here appears both Utopian and contradictory. In fact, what should one do if the "culture"
and the "tradition of their country" prove to be opposed to what is expressed in "fraternal association with other people"?

     ► Children and young people ought to "be given also, as they advance in years, a positive and prudent sexual education"(GE§1)

No comment. Public sex education, introduced into the school system, was explicitly condemned as being immoral and corrupting by Pope Pius XI in the encyclical Divini
Illius Magistri (1929; Denzinger 2214) and by Pius XII in his September 18, 1951 allocution to fathers of families. The popes required that sex education be left to parents'
private assessment and prudence.

The Church is bound as a mother to give to these children of hers an education by which their whole life can be imbued with the spirit of Christ and at the same
time do all she can to promote for all peoples the complete perfection of the human person, the good of earthly society and the building of a world that is more
human. (GE §3)

The help offered by the Church to all people therefore does not in any consistent way include being imbued with "the spirit of Christ."

Therefore the Church esteems highly those civil authorities and societies which, bearing in mind the pluralism of contemporary society and respecting religious
freedom, assist families so that the education of their children can be imparted in all schools according to the individual moral and religious principles of the
families. (GE§7) [Emphasis added. -Ed.]

Isn't this just an elegant way of promoting religious and moral indifference?

► Theology faculties ought to make more penetrating inquiry into the various aspects of the sacred sciences so that an ever deepening understanding of sacred
Revelation is obtained, the legacy of Christian wisdom handed down by our forefathers is more fully developed, the dialogue with our separated brethren and with
non- Christians is fostered, and answers are given to questions arising from the development of doctrine. (GE §11)

Since it is altogether necessary in scholastic matters, every means should be employed to foster suitable cooperation between Catholic schools, and between these
and other schools that collaboration should be developed which the good of all mankind requires. (GE§12)

The Council held in highest esteem and among its first principles what it ambiguously called "the good of all mankind."

 

Conclusion: Return to True Doctrine or Perish

I. It is bold to have accused a Council of the Catholic Church of so many grave doctrinal and pastoral errors. It might seem we are guilty of grave sin and suspect of heresy.
However, as we have reported, heresy is "the obstinate negation, after having received Baptism, of truths which must be believed by divine and Catholic faith, or obstinately
doubting them" (7983 Code of Canon Law, Canon 751). But the Second Vatican Council did not condemn any error or define any "truth" of the "divine and Catholic" Faith. It
didn't want to. It declared itself to be purely pastoral and reduced its extraordinary Magisterium to the level of what is canonically undefinable. Finally, it called itself merely
"authentic," and maybe not even that. The authentic Magisterium has a right to the believer's assent, but never with the consent given to dogmas of the Faith, the willful denial
of which is a mortal sin. Inasmuch as what is "new" and good in Vatican II, it deserves the consent one owes to a "pastoral" Council. If not good, one can legitimately withhold
consent. Consent granted to elements of a "pastoral" Council is founded on the rules of prudence to which the believer's healthy reason and his sensus Fidei, his "sense of the
Faith," lead. Prudence, supported by sound reason, demands that we listen to the voice of the sensus fidei, which urges us to refuse our assent to the deliberations of an
ambiguous Council marred by error.

The believer's prudence leads him to be constantly careful not to offend God and to save his soul. The fear of God is reflected in this caution and is one of the ways that grace
acts in us. The refusal of ambiguous and erroneous doctrines promulgated by Vatican II is therefore not only licit and legitimate according to canonical form and all of
Tradition, it is also imposed on us by the task of defending the deposit of Faith. Each of us is "soldier of Christ" and must fight for the Faith.

 

II. The rejection of the false teachings of Vatican II does not put us outside the Church. This refusal does not make us heretics-neither formally nor materially-nor does it make
us schismatics, since we do not refuse our assent to the legitimate orders given by authority. Nor do we have any intention of leaving the Church in order to set up or follow
another. In fact, we judge the Council in light of what the Church has always taught for 20 centuries, beginning with our Lord and the Apostles. There is no shadow of a doubt
that the aggiornamento desired by Pope John XXIII introduced novelties incompatible with what has always been taught by the Church, and therefore, irreconcilable with the
deposit of faith.

We have witnessed the overturning of the notions of the Catholic Church, the Mystical Body, the Holy Sacrifices of the Mass, the Priesthood, Catholic marriage, the Kingdom
of God, Tradition, the Incarnation, the Redemption, the Annunciation, of true Religious Liberty, of man himself, of the just relationship between Church and State, of what
objectively constitutes a heretic, schismatic, or non-Catholic.

From Pope John Paul II, we have heard praise for the modern thought condemned by his predecessors, modern thought to which the Holy Father would like to certify as a way
of enunciating the eternal doctrine of the Church because the Church wants to submit itself to a "continual reform" marked more and more by the world's false values. This is
intrinsically hostile to Catholicism and negates all truths. The Council should have condemned this modern thought; on the contrary, it became complicit with it. Vatican II’s
documents are a dossier of the intellectual decadence of the Catholic hierarchy, which, until the end of the reign of Pope Pius XII, the Popes battled.

Those who in good faith accept these false doctrines certainly remain in the Church, but they live there like trapped animals, objectively constrained by infidelity, without
realizing that they have no defense against the danger of losing or gravely corrupting their faith. To accept Vatican II with its tangle of contradictions, ambiguities, and errors,
barely masked by some purely formal homage to tradition, is consequently impossible for anyone who realizes this and intends to remain in the Catholic Church. This is not the
Church conceived by Vatican II, which defined itself as the Church "of Christ," the "ecumenical" or "conciliar" Church, and reduced to the minimum the use of the adjective
"Catholic." We are not ashamed of being or defining ourselves as Catholics, and we are not ashamed to affirm the truth that the acceptance of Vatican II causes us to be
distanced from Tradition and therefore from healthy doctrine with grave danger to our soul. Without healthy doctrine it is extremely difficult to observe the morality taught by
our Lord and keep the Faith.

 

III. The fruit of Vatican II in the Church and Catholic nations is corrupt. If it were otherwise, why is the hierarchy still looking to discover the Council's "true meaning" 40
years later?-It is because they are convinced Vatican II was a "super-Council" and because of its "new orientation" behave as though true Catholic doctrine never existed before
it. This is the refrain of those who only worry about correcting its "abuses," probably in order to dampen the reactions. The truth is that the current crisis in the Church has its
origins in the Council, and not in the degenerations of the post-Conciliar era. The current hierarchy has but to re-establish authentic Catholic doctrine. One day it will have to
invalidate or correct the Council in light of Tradition.

It is not for us to define how the Pope would have to intervene in relation to Vatican II. Even less is it our purview to provide a date for him doing so. But allow us to remind
the hierarchy that in the visions communicated to the seers at Fatima, God showed us the chastisement His justice will inflict on us if the offenses of grave infidelity continue,
perpetrated by those who ought "to guard the doctrine of the faith." If no one has the courage to change the course, God will renew the Church by "a witness of blood" (Heb.
12:14).

If no one has the courage to change course for fear of a violent reaction from the world, if no one has the courage to lead a return to the dogmas of the Faith because they fear
they will foment the persecution announced at Fatima, let them ask the help of the Holy Ghost to give them the strength to vanquish their human fears:

Be not afraid of them who kill the body, and after that have no more that they can do. But I will show you who you shall fear: fear ye him, who after he hath killed, hath power
to cast into hell..." (Lk. 12:4-5).

1. Quotations in Sections 15-18 are taken from the Vatican website.
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The Declarations of the Unsilent Apostate <<First Article
The Consecrations of Archbishop Lefebvre and Some Uninstructed Persuaders<<Second Article

Si Si No No Index

            

May 2004 No. 58

Dear Editor,

Let me try your patience with an argument that may be stale, hut that
unfortunately presents itself every time that the Society of St. Pius X comes up in
conversation. Here is the situation.

We recently invited a close friend of the family to attend Holy Mass at Albano
[i.e., the priory of the Society of Saint Pius X nearest Rome, Italy-^d.]. She
politely responded that she had asked the advice of the priest whose celebrations
of the Conciliar Mass she habitually attends. As she told me, she had posed the
question in more or less the following terms: "Does the Mass of the followers of
Lefebvre [sic] fulfill the obligation of sanctifying the Sunday?" The response
offered was a decisive "no" motivated by the lack of a valid and recognized
priesthood in view of the fact that Archbishop Lefebvre had consecrated bishops
without authorization, which bishops in their turn had consecrated priests without
the required authorization. In conclusion: the whole process being unfounded, the
Mass is not valid.

Perhaps the priest in question has some specific preparation in other areas, but this
response indicates such an ignorance of the real validity of the consecrations of the
Society of St. Pius X as to amount to active disinformation. My father used to say,
"A lie may be fast, but truth catches up with it." It is no exaggeration to say that
the Church lives today in the reality of her apostolic Tradition thanks to the
courage of Archbishop Lefebvre and other consecrated bishops in the past and the
present. To spread disinformation on the basis of prejudice, or of having read some
articles in the popular press rather than valid and irrefutable official documents, is
as it were to keep the "little ones" from approaching Jesus. It is to impede the
ignorant from acquiring adequate, honest information—the truth, in short. But
even today the Catholic world is full of persuaders...uninstructed, albeit capable of
defending the most implausible positions. This is why I have addressed myself to
you....Would you be so kind to address the statement of this young Conciliar
priest?

[Signature]

 

Recently, a reader sent us this letter with the question to which we must repeatedly
respond in order to expose the errors of those pretending to have all the answers.

 

Dear Friend,

The priest seems to be unaware of two basic and fundamental concepts: 1) The difference between invalidity and illicitness, and 2) Catholic doctrine on the state of necessity,
which can render lawful (licit) an action that would otherwise be prohibited.

We shall briefly summarize what we have already written on this subject in the past since, in order to act with a clear conscience, one must also have an informed conscience.

The validity of an episcopal consecration is one thing, its licitness (lawfulness) is another. By virtue of his episcopal consecration a bishop has by divine right the power of
consecrating other bishops, and therefore he always does so validly. Moreover, the episcopal consecrations by Archbishop Lefebvre and the priestly ordinations of the bishops
he consecrated are not only valid but also licit. They are in fact necessary by virtue of the state of general or public necessity which today prevails in the Catholic Church. In
fact, all limitations imposed by canon law fall away in cases of the extreme or virtually extreme spiritual necessity of an individual (danger of death) or the grave spiritual
necessity of many (e.g., in case of the unopposed diffusion of heresy), when the help of the ordinary pastors is lacking. In this situation any minister of God (priest or bishop)
has the obligation to act, and thus does so licitly, even "without the required authorization," when he does all that he can validly do by divine right in virtue of his power of
orders. If he were not to do so, he would commit a mortal sin. This is because natural and positive divine right obliges him to help anyone in a state of grave necessity.1
Therefore (and this is the most usual case) any priest has the obligation to absolve the sins of a dying man by the side of the road, and thus absolves them validly and licitly,
even "without the required authorization" of the local bishop. Likewise, a bishop has the obligation to consecrate other bishops—and therefore does so not only validly but also
licitly-even "without the required authorization" of the pope, when the grave necessity of many souls demands it. This in fact has often happened in the history of the Church,
as in the times of the Arian crisis and, more recently, behind the Iron Curtain. This is because the highest law of the Church is the salus animarum—the salvation of souls.
Therefore, whenever the salvation of one or many souls is in danger, it is certain that "the Church supplies the jurisdiction"2 or, in the language of the young Conciliar priest,
the Catholic Church confers the necessary authority in making up for the lack of "required authorization" demanded by ordinary ecclesiastical laws.

 

An Obligation of Station and of Charity

St. Thomas Aquinas explains that "any priest, by virtue of the power of orders, has power indifferently over all the faithful and for all sins. The fact that he cannot absolve
everyone from all sins results from the jurisdiction imposed by ecclesiastical law. But since "necessity does not submit to the law," in a case of necessity the order of the
Church does not prevent him from absolving sins sacramentally, provided that he has the power of orders (Summa Theologica, SuppL, Q.8, Art.6). Any bishop, by virtue of the
power of orders, has the power to consecrate another bishop. The fact that he cannot do so without the necessary authorization of the pope results from ecclesiastical law. But,
since "necessity does not submit to the law," in a case of necessity ecclesiastical law does not impede him from consecrating other bishops, given that he has the power of
orders.

Every bishop, therefore, like every priest, has not only an obligation towards souls based on his own office, which he exercises in ordinary cases and within the framework of
ecclesiastical strictures (which, like all laws, regard ordinary cases), but also an obligation imposed by charity that he is bound to exercise in extraordinary circumstances, under
no limitation but that of his power of orders. Not without reason did our Lord Jesus Christ, in conferring the primacy on Peter, abstain from personally and directly determining
the jurisdictional limits of episcopal power. In fact, as Billot observes,

it would not have been appropriate that something intrinsically subject to change by virtue of changing circumstances and times—by virtue of the greater or lesser ease of
recourse to the Holy See and other similar causes-should have been immutably determined by divine law (De Ecclesia Christi, Q. XV, §2)

It should be noted that impossibility of recourse to the Holy See can be not merely physical but also, as today, moral. However, since the distinction between divine law and
ecclesiastical law is made with regard to the immediate institutor of the norm, it is certain that the primacy of the pope is founded on divine law, since his primacy has been
directly instituted by our Lord Jesus Christ. The pontifical restriction over episcopal consecrations, on the other hand, belongs to ecclesiastical law, because it has been directly
instituted by the pope and because, like every other "order of the Church" (St. Thomas Aquinas) it must yield to a higher law, that is, to the divine right (natural and positive)
that obliges under pain of mortal sin that one come to the aid of souls in a condition of grave spiritual need.

It should be noted that 1)this grave obligation of charity obliges even if it is the pope himself who puts souls in a state of necessity, because "charity is not concerned with the
source of the necessity, but only with its existence,"4 and 2)it is imposed even in circumstances where others, for reasons of interest, ignorance, or superficiality, deny the
existence of a state of necessity. Such denials do not in fact eliminate the state of necessity, but render it graver by eliminating the hope of remedy.

And this is precisely the case of Archbishop Lefebvre and those bishops he consecrated. Today a process of "self-destruction" of the Church is underway, as Pope Paul VI
himself admitted (June 30, 1972). Modernist heresies are so rampant, by the admission of Pope John Paul II himself, that "Christians today to a great extent feel themselves
lost, confused, perplexed," and "are tempted by atheism, agnosticism, a vaguely moralistic illuminism, a sociological Christianity, without definite dogmas and without
objective morality" (L'Osservatore Romano, Feb. 7, 1981). And the ordinary pastors, who would have the official duty of helping souls in such great necessity? They are
complicit, conniving, or fearful-in any case, virtually absent. When people from all over the Catholic world turned to Archbishop Lefebvre he did nothing but apply Catholic
doctrine on the state of necessity in making use of his power of orders to provide for the needs of souls.

The Law of Supplied Jurisdiction

Since the case of a bishop authorized by the necessity of souls to consecrate another bishop even "without the required authorization" is rarer than that of a priest who, without
required authorization, licitly absolves a dying man on the side of the road, let us make a simple but relevant comparison. A pope and bishop are in the Catholic Church by
divine law something like a husband and wife in a family. The latter is subordinated to the former, but both are directed to the same goal-the salvation of souls. It sometimes
falls on the wife to supply, within the limits of her possibilities, for a husband who does not provide for the needs of their children in a suitable manner. Likewise the duty of
supplying, within the limits of his own power of orders [which includes the power of consecrating other bishops-Ed.]) can fall upon a bishop when the pope, for whatever
reason-culpable or not—does not provide "in a sufficient manner" for the spiritual needs of souls. Dom A. Grea, whose attachment to papal primacy is beyond all suspicion,
writes that "thus in the 4th century St. Eusebius of Samosata traveled among the eastern churches devastated by the Arians and consecrated Catholic bishops without having
any special jurisdiction"5 or, as the young Conciliar priest might put it, "without the required authorization." Other Catholic bishops, defenders of Catholic orthodoxy whom
the Church today venerates on her altars, acted in the same way. "Without the required authorization" they conferred not only the power of orders, as Archbishop Lefebvre did,
but also, when necessity demanded it, the power of jurisdiction over individual dioceses. Dom Grea calls this action "the extraordinary action of the episcopate," called by
extraordinary circumstances to "supply a remedy to the pressing need of the Catholic faithful," and he writes that in such cases the episcopate acts "with the tacit consent of its
head made certain by the necessity."

It should be noted that it is not the consent of the pope that makes the bishops certain of the state of necessity, but rather the necessity that makes them certain of the consent of
the head. Why is this so? Because in a state of necessity for souls the consent of the pope is obligatory. By virtue of the primacy, the pope has from Christ the power to enlarge
or restrict the power of orders, but always so as to provide "in a sufficient manner" for the salvation of souls,6 which is the reason for being of the Church and of the papacy
itself.

A "No" Which Does Not Oblige

It should now be clear why the pope does not have the right to prohibit a priest from absolving a dying man on the side of the road, or to prohibit a bishop from consecrating
another bishop when the needs of souls demand it. This is so for the same reason that a father who does not fulfill his own duties (with or without fault) does not have the right
to prevent his wife from providing, insofar as she is able, for the needs of their children. In the case, therefore, that the pope might oppose such an action, his "no" is no more
binding than that of such a husband to his wife. And just as the state of necessity makes it morally impossible for the subject to obey his superior, so too does it deprive the
superior of his power to oblige. In order to obey, in fact, the subject would have to sin against a precept of divine law which is by its own nature "graver and more binding" than
ecclesiastical law,7 and the superior, for his part, would sin in obliging a subject to act contrary to divine law, "to which no human precept of the Church can oppose itself."8

Therefore St. Thomas Aquinas says that "necessity brings dispensation with itself."9 Suarez adds that, when the superior's refusal can be foreseen, there is no necessity to ask
his consent, because the superior would sin by refusing it and the inferior by obeying the refusal.10 Likewise, in our example, the wife would not be obliged to ask the consent
of her husband to fulfill her own supplied obligation. In so doing she would sin by obeying his "no" and the husband would sin for his part in saying "no."

Unknown to Many, But Not in the Vatican

This teaching on the state of necessity is little known to most Catholics. Since it applies to special cases in which extraordinary principles apply, it is not the subject of ordinary
preaching. This teaching, however, should not be unknown to a priest who, in any case, can find its principles spelled out in any encyclopedia or dictionary of canon law under
the entries "charity," "equity," "cessation of legal obligation," "necessity," "resistance to unjust power," and elsewhere.

Nor was this doctrine unknown to the Vatican authorities, who did not undervalue the weight of the exculpatory argument professed by His Excellency Archbishop Lefebvre.
Therefore they limited their response to replying that there was no state of necessity, thus recognizing that, should such a state exist, the action of Archbishop Lefebvre would
be fully justified, even in the face of a papal refusal.

The true question, therefore, is neither that of the validity of the consecrations by Archbishop Lefebvre and of the ordinations performed by the bishops he ordained, nor of
their licitness. It is rather a question of the existence of a state of necessity, which is the foundation for the licitness of the consecrations. We believe that today, 15 years later, in
the face of an ecclesiastical situation that deteriorates daily, there should no longer be any doubts concerning the real existence of a general state of necessity for souls. Catholic
souls are no longer fed by the bread of Truth, but by that of doubt, heresy, and even of immorality, as for example in the case of "divorced remarrieds," in sermons, catechesis,
the "Catholic" press, in the pronouncements of episcopal conferences, the actions of the Holy See, and even in papal allocutions. Doctrinal corruption is no longer characteristic
of small groups, as at the time of the first modernism. Today it appears rather as "a public action of the Church body."11 Unfortunately there are souls who, because of a lack of
adequate information, deprive themselves of the help that Providence has wanted to offer them in the work of Archbishop Lefebvre. To these souls we dedicate these remarks,
that they might act in good conscience, without fear of offending God—a risk constantly run by those who adhere to the "conciliar Church."

To those responsible for the current ecclesiastical catastrophe, we limit ourselves to asking how they can reconcile their denial of a general state of necessity for souls with their
other statements of a contrary character, beginning with the "self-destruction" of the Church and the "smoke of Satan in the temple of God" denounced by Pope Paul VI. Is it
possible that the Church could be destroyed from within without souls perishing in the ruins? Can the windows of the temple of God be opened to the "smoke of Satan" without
any soul being suffocated? All the more since, in this state of grave general or public necessity, not only is no remedy applied, but rather the condition is aggravated by
persistence in an increasingly fatuous and arbitrary ecumenism.

Hirpinus

Translated exclusively for Angelus Press from SiSiNoNo (Jan. 15, 2004) Vol.XXX, No. l.

1. See for example the first book of the Theologia Moralis of St. Alphonsus.

2. F. Cappello, Summa luris Canonici, Vol. I, p.258, n.258 §2.

3. E. Genicot, S J. Institutiones Theologiae Moralis, Vol. I, n.85.

4. F. Suarez, De Charitate, Disp. IX, sect. II, n.3.

5. Dom A. Grea, De I'Eglise et de sa divine constitution, Vol. I, p.218.

6. St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa contra Gentiles, I, IV, c.42

7. F. Suarez, De Legibus, I, VI, c; VII, nn.11, 12.

8. St. Alphonsus, Theologia Moralis, 1. 6, Tract. 4, n.560.

9. Summa Theologica, I, III, Q.96, Art.6.

10. F. Suarez, De Legibus, I, VI, c. VIII, nn.l, 2.

11. R. Amerio, Iota Unum, 1st. ed. (Italian), p.597.
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"Does Cardinal Kasper Believe That Revelation Ended with St. John or Not?

From November 5-7, 2001, the National Episcopal Commission of Italy held a conference at Rome entitled "The Resumption of Ecumenical Dialogue in Italy after the Jubilee
and following on Novo Millenio Ineunte and Charta Ecumenica.” This conference featured the participation of the delegates for ecumenism and dialogue of all dioceses in
Italy, numerous bishops, and delegations from the "Orthodox" and Protestant churches.

During this conference Cardinal Walter Kasper, President of the Pontifical Commission for Promoting Christian Unity, made the following statements:

From the point of view of the philosophy of the 20th century, dialogue marks the end of an individualistic conception of our Western society. Dialogue means: "I
do not exist without the other; the other is not a limitation of me. but rather an enrichment." Ecumenism lives on the basis of this law, but it must be vigilant that it
not become a "slogan" masking the spirit of relativism, indifferentism, or the pluralism without principles that is largely predominant in today's culture. The
ecumenical dialogue is different because it does not contradict truth and charity, but rather puts itself at their service, and because, in the last analysis, it has as its
measure the Lord Jesus Christ himself, in whom the most intense dialogue took place, the absolutely unique and definitive dialogue between God and man
[emphasis added].

The Cardinal then explained that

Christians appeal to the promise of the Spirit that leads to the whole, complete truth. The ecumenical dialogue is a means by which the Spirit of God speaks to the Church and
enriches her with profounder perceptions and heretofore uncontemplated aspects of the unique truth which is Jesus Christ.1

The two conceptions expressed by His Eminence in these two passages reinforce one another, as we shall try to demonstrate in these reflections.

Who Is This "Other"?

Cardinal Kasper urges that the "other"-the schismatic, the heretic, and, in general, the non-Catholic-not be seen by Catholics as a "limitation." The Cardinal makes use of
terminology of profane origin, characteristic of modern thought. Nor does he hide this. He openly declares that the principle of "dialogue," as adopted by the contemporary
Church, corresponds to "the point of view of the philosophy of the 20th century." Here, we are not in the realm of traditional Catholic thinking, but rather in the precise
application of the intention fixed by Pope John XXIII for the Second Vatican Council, that is, to accurately study and express doctrine in accordance with the forms and
methods of "modern thinking." [See the inaugural oration of the Council GaudetMater Ecclesia (Oct. 11, l962}-Ed.]. This intention, received by the Council, maintained and
perfected in the magisterium that it put and continues to put into practice, sees in the "other," represented by the world in general, an "enrichment" for the Church. In fact, §40
of the Conciliar constitution Gaudium et Spes affirms that, in order to fulfill the mission that is now imputed to the Church "to further humanize the family of man and its
history":

...The Church, then, believes it can contribute much to humanizing the family of man and its history though each of its members and its community as a whole.

Furthermore, the Catholic Church gladly values what other Christian Churches and ecclesial communities have contributed and are contributing cooperatively to the realization
of this aim. Similarly it is convinced that there is a considerable and varied help that it can receive from the world in preparing the ground for the Gospel, both from individuals
and from society as a whole, by their talents and activity. The Council will now outline some general principles for the proper fostering of mutual exchange and help in matters
which are in some way common to the Church and the world. (GS§40)

The Church of Vatican II expected from the world, and still expects, "considerable and varied help" and therefore, we can say, an "enrichment," not in order to effect the
conversion of the world to Christ, but "to humanize the family of man." Whatever this expression was intended to mean, it is clear that it reflects the desire to give to the
Church a worldly purpose, entirely secular-in keeping with the values of our time-to enter into a relationship of active and mutual collaboration with the world in order to make
the human family "more human." This goal, everyone recognizes, is certainly not that for which the Church was founded by Our Lord, who does not seek to render man "more
human" but rather to convert him to Himself and make of him a "son of God."

Worldly Origins of the Principle of Dialogue

We have cited §40 of Gaudium et Spes to show that Cardinal Kasper is not merely expressing his personal view. He is applying and deepening the doctrinal and pastoral
approach dictated by Vatican II. To be sure, the import of the terminology used by the Cardinal is not evident at first sight. What does he say?

Dialogue means: "I do not exist without the other; the other is not a limitation of me, but rather an enrichment."

What does that mean? The usage of the term "other" recalls Hegel, and is connected with the problem of overcoming the limits placed by finite reality on thought. But Hegel is
here only a distant echo. In any case, the phrase here signifies that it is necessary to overcome the idea that something other-than-me limits me by the very fact of existing. I
perceive in the diversity of the "other" something hostile-at least potentially an enemy-and therefore a limit. Undoubtedly, in the world infected by the consequences of original
sin, there is always the war of all against all, whether between individuals or between nations. The corruption of the world can only be conquered by its progressive conversion
to Christ, with the increasing success of the missionary work of the Church. Today, on the contrary, the pastors of the Church are saying that the world-"the other"-enriches me
already as it is. On this account I should open myself to it and its values, because something can always come to me as a "gift" from it. The Catholic should solicit this "gift"
from the Jew, the Muslim, the Buddhist, the animist, the Calvinist, etc. How so? Through dialogue. By means of dialogue I put myself into relation with "the other" through a
higher goal from the moment that the conversion of souls is no longer contemplated, but is substituted for by a worldly finality that is acceptable to everyone: progress, peace,
universal brotherhood.

The principle of dialogue taught by today's churchmen is in reality inapplicable to revealed truth and to the authentic mission of the Catholic Church. It is in fact nonsensical,
and it even appears as a perversion of the intellect to affirm that the "other"-the heretic and the schismatic-constitutes, as such, an "enrichment" for the Catholic and the Church,
and that on this basis it is necessary to conduct a dialogue with him, just as he is, with his values, hostile to the True Faith, in order to construct together with him a world
leading to universal brotherhood. This is the way of the "utopian paths" traced by Martin Buber, not that prescribed for the Church by Our Lord and maintained constantly over
the centuries by the Magisterium. The only "enrichment" that the heretic, the schismatic, and the non-Catholic in general can bring to the Church is that of entering her bosom
after repudiating error and having been converted, thanks to the missionary work of the Church.

We have mentioned Martin Buber. In fact, we believe that Cardinal Kasper's reference to the "philosophy of the 20th century" can be read in relation to the thought of the
German-Jewish philosopher Martin Buber (d. 1965), the celebrated exponent of a philosophy of "dialogical principle" between the "I" and the "thou," consciously in the
tradition of "utopian socialism." Buber's philosophy appears to be the last heir of what could be described as a German Jewish school of thought founded by Moses
Mendelssohn, a contemporary of Immanuel Kant.

These references to intellectual history seem necessary in order to call attention to what seems to be a fundamental point: the philosophical origins of this idea of dialogue,
which has been imposed on the Church with well-known devastating consequences.

This "dialogue" presupposes a "philosophy of dialogue," but certainly not that of Plato, who conceived of dialogue as a means of arriving at a rational understanding of
universal truths: the true conception of the State, of virtue, of the soul, the good, the beautiful, the true. The modern principle of dialogue seems rather to send us back to an
abstract conception of reality typical of humanitarian socialism, pacifistic and Utopian, which considers man to be good by nature, not believing and at the same time capable
of deistically encountering all religions. This conception has nothing in common with the correct, Catholic vision of man and the world, and actually is destructive of the
Catholic approach.

When Cardinal Kasper says that the dialogue undertaken "marks the end of an individualistic conception of our Western society" he places the Church within the philosophic
tradition just alluded to, and does so as if this identification were something obvious. He attributes to the Church something that is in fact profoundly foreign and alien to her:
the philosophy of "dialogue" of "I" and "thou" as conceived of by Utopian humanitarians, together with all of its mythology of "being-in-relatedness," of the "existing in
reciprocal relation" which is dialogue itself, deemed capable of leading humanity to its final goal of unity in the brotherhood of the whole human race.

Contemporary Ecumenism Has No Part in the True Church

The heterodox dialogue described above constitutes, by Cardinal Rasper's admission, the vital principle of the ecumenism professed by the post-Vatican II Catholic Church. But
how can this be reconciled with the traditional teaching of the Church? Is it enough to say, as the Cardinal does, that it ought not to devolve into "relativism, indifferentism, or a
pluralism without principles"? Clearly not. To say what the dialogue ought not to be does not transform its intrinsic nature, aptly described as an overcoming "of an
individualistic conception of our Western society" in keeping with the Utopian humanitarian socialism alluded to above. The significance of such dialogue for the Church as a
whole is shown by the fact that it is precisely this dialogue that has opened the door to the "relativism" and "indifferentism" deprecated by the Cardinal but now widely diffused
amongst Catholics, whose own pastors have made them prey to the false doctrines of all sects and religions imaginable. Since he cannot maintain that the philosophy of
dialogue is in itself coherent with the teaching of the Church and thus with revelation, the Cardinal is constrained by the logic of his own argument to change the concept of
Revelation, insinuating that it remains open. This is how Cardinal Rasper can conclude that the "unique truth which is Jesus Christ"—revealed Truth-contains "heretofore
uncontemplated aspects."

This Dialogue Is Justified by Heresy

Let us examine the second excerpt (printed above) of Cardinal Kasper to show its connection with the letter and spirit of Vatican II.

Cardinal Kasper wants to reinforce the relationship between the "Spirit of God" and (revealed) truth as understood by Christians. He says that Christians "appeal to the promise
of the Spirit that leads to the whole, complete truth." It is worth lingering over this apparently descriptive phrase that seems to evoke traditional doctrine. In fact, it does not.

To begin with, the use of the term "Christians" is these days ambiguous, because one could infer that "the [Holy] Spirit" continues to "lead" also heretical and schismatic
Christians as such. This inference would be close to heresy, as anyone can see, because it implicitly denies the dogma that there is no salvation outside the Church.
Furthermore, the cited phrase does not make clear that the truth revealed by the Holy Spirit is kept in a deposit of the Faith, firmly kept stable and maintained by the Catholic
Church. The expression relative to "the promise of the Spirit that leads to the whole, complete truth" recalls the conciliar constitution on divine revelation, Dei Verbum, in
particular §8 on "Holy Tradition." This is one of the most controversial articles of this constitution, which introduced the ambiguous concept of "living tradition."

The Tradition that comes from the apostles makes progress in the Church, with the help of the Holy Spirit. There is a growth in insight into the realties and words that are being
passed on. This comes about in various ways. It comes through the contemplation and study of believers who ponder these things in their hearts (cf. Lk. 2:19, 51). It comes
from the intimate sense of spiritual realities which they experience. And it comes from the preaching of those who have received, along with their right of succession in the
episcopate, the sure charism of truth. Thus, as the centuries go by, the Church is always advancing towards the plenitude of divine truth, until eventually the words of God are
fulfilled in her.

The sayings of the Holy Fathers are a witness to the life-giving presence of the Tradition, showing how its riches are poured out in the practice and life of the Church, in her
belief and prayer. By means of the same Tradition the full canon of the sacred books in known to the Church and the holy Scriptures themselves are more thoroughly
understood and constantly actualized by the Church. Thus God, who spoke in the past, continues to converse with the spouse of His beloved Son. And the Holy Spirit, through
whom the living voice of the Gospel rings out in the Church-and through her in the world-leads believers to the full truth, and makes the Word of Christ dwell in them in all its
richness (cf. Col. 3, 16).2

It should be noted that in Col. 3:16, St. Paul limits himself to exhorting the faithful to observe the word of Christ, as he has taught it to them, maintaining it intact in their own
conscience and bringing it to fruition in their relations with one another: "Let the word of Christ dwell in you abundantly, in all wisdom: teaching and admonishing one
another…. "3 The text of DV§8 is deceptive to the extent that it suggests that the manner in which it proposes that the Holy Spirit leads believers "to the whole, complete truth"
is founded on the scriptural passage DV§8 is, however, of a piece with the other novel teachings of Vatican II. As is clear, the expression used by Cardinal Kasper is
substantially the same as that in Z)F§8. But why speak of the "whole truth" or the "whole complete" truth? Why was it not sufficient to speak of the "truth"? Why the adjective?
The explanation may be found in an earlier passage of the same §8 of Dei Verbum:

Thus, as the centuries go by, the Church is always advancing towards the plenitude of divine truth, until eventually the words of God are fulfilled in her.

The "plenitude of truth" is evidently the same thing as the "whole, complete truth" towards which the Holy Spirit leads. The "Spirit of God" leads to the "whole, complete truth"
which the Church however does not yet possess; otherwise it would not have need of being led nor of tending there incessantly. But this is to say that the Church does not yet
fully possess Revelation which is not a true, perfect deposit of Faith! That towards which I tend without pause is obviously not something that I already possess, or else I
possess it only in part; otherwise I would not aim at it. I can aim for that which I do not have, not at that which I already have because I have received it in a definitive manner
from Christ and the Apostles. The "always advancing" which is substituted for the possession of the deposit of Faith presents itself necessarily in centra-distinction to the
concept of the deposit of Faith itself and carries with it an implicit negation of the dogma according to which Revelation definitively concluded with the death of St. John, the
last Apostle.4 Is not a denial of this doctrine, unambiguous albeit implicit, redolent of heresy?

From all of this it appears that the Church, or, better said, the "People of God" (since the Church is understood, since Vatican II, above all as the "people of God"), and those
who make it up, are guided by the "Spirit" to the whole, complete truth or, to put it otherwise, are introduced to its "fullness" which however they do not yet possess! They do
not yet possess the truth (of Revelation) in all its fullness! And this because the "Spirit" has not yet given the whole truth, but rather "introduces" and constantly "leads" towards
it. The truth of Faith that we possess is therefore something that "tends towards" and therefore evolves towards the fullness of the truth itself under the guidance of the "Spirit
of God." Here reappears the specter of the so-called evolutionary conception of truth, typical of modern thinking, which is applied to the dogmas of Faith in order to adapt them
to modern concepts and mentalities. This evolutionary conception was condemned as heretical by Vatican I (Sess. IV, Can. 3) and again in Propositions 58-65 of Lamentabili
(July 3, 1907).

Revealed truth is thus understood as a truth in a process of becoming in which, under the "guidance" of the "Spirit," new "uncontemplated aspects" can emerge. The reason for
the use of the adjective becomes clear, as does the reason why the language of the Council, of the contemporary magisterium, and of Cardinal Kasper insists on the fact that the
"Spirit" initiates and leads to the full, whole, and complete truth. This "fullness" is not that of the deposit of the Faith, sealed by the last apostle and constituted once and for all.
It is rather something that does not yet exist; it is the goal of our constant striving. We ought to understand that Christianity is this constant tending towards fullness, necessarily
indeterminate, the content of which will have to emerge progressively in the successive "enrichments" that the "other" brings to the dialogue. And these "enrichments"
constitute the "new aspects" that the "Spirit" makes to emerge from "the unique truth which is Jesus Christ." The tending towards "fullness," towards the "whole, complete
truth," and the emergence of new aspects of Revelation reciprocally imply one another, and constitute a unity which the Catholic must now take into account. This is precisely
the new self-understanding that the Council brought about in the Catholic Church, and it is on this account that the followers of Vatican II consider the Council a "new
Pentecost."

Naturally these "heretofore uncontemplated aspects" recapitulate the fundamental principle of dialogue from "the point of view of the philosophy of the 20th century," or in
other words, the regurgitation of doctrines already many times condemned by the Church, beginning with socialism.

The denial of dogma implicit in the evolutionary conception of revealed truth, with its ambiguous concept of "living tradition" put forward by Dei Verbum §8, seems to be even
clearer in the words of Cardinal Kasper. To say that "the Spirit of God speaks to the Church and enriches her with profounder perceptions and heretofore uncontemplated
aspects of the unique truth that is Christ Jesus" is not different than saying that Revelation continues. The "Spirit of God" "enriches" with novelty, with aspects of the Truth
"heretofore not contemplated." This is imported from the philosophy of the 20th century, the implacable foe of all transcendence and of the Catholic Church in particular. Its
most enlightened manifestation would be an "ecumenical dialogue" that excludes a priori the conversion of souls! Behold, the "Other" in the sense of our Adversary, the Devil,
charged with "enriching" her with its profound truths, inoculated within the Church under the label of the "Spirit of God" so as to unexpectedly teach the false and already
condemned doctrines of the age. Do the first principles of logic and of the Faith still have any sense for Cardinal Kasper? Is the teaching of Cardinal Kasper merely suspect of
heresy or heretical purely and simply? We address this question to the competent authority.

Translated exclusively for Angelus Press from SiSiNoNo, Jan. 31, 2004. Edited by Fr. Kenneth Novak.

1. Il Rosario e la Nuova Pompei, Jan. 2002, pp.17-18.

2. On Dei Verbum see Fr. Emanuel-Marie, O.P., "Dei Verbum et les notions conciliares de Revelation et de tradition vivant," in (AAVV) La religion de Vatican II: Etudes
theologiques, Premier symposium de Paris, 4-6 Octobre, 2002. Supplement to Set de la Terre, No. 43, 2003, pp.39-80.

3. Douay-Rheims trans.

4. No. 21 of the decree of the Holy Office Lamentabili of July 3,1907 condemns the modernist proposition "Revelatio, obiectumfidei catholicae constituens, nonfuit
cumApostolis completa," ordaining that all should consider this proposition "reprobata acproscripta" (Denziger-Schonmetzer 3421). The index of DS places the dogmatic
foundation of this condemnation in the Council of Trent (DS 1501) and Vatican I (DS 3071). Obviously the "end" and "completion" of Revelation with the death of the last
Apostle is a constant teaching of the Church, a doctrine that can be considered guaranteed by the infallibility of the ordinary Magisterium.
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With just a few words in § 13 of his first encyclical, Redemptor Hominis (1979), Pope John Paul II changed the perennial Catholic teaching on the nature of man and his
relation to the Creator.

When we penetrate by means of the continually and rapidly increasing experience of the human family into the mystery of Jesus Christ, we understand with greater
clarity that there is at the basis of all these ways that the Church of our time must follow, in accordance with the wisdom of Pope Paul VI, one single way: it is the
way that has stood the test of centuries and it is also the way of the future. Christ the Lord indicated this way especially, when, as the Council teaches, "by His
Incarnation, He, the Son of God, in a certain way united himself with each man [emphasis in original]....We are dealing with "each" man, for each one is included
in the mystery of the Redemption and with each one Christ has united Himself for ever through this mystery. Every man comes into the world through being
conceived in his mother's womb and being born of his mother, and precisely on account of the mystery of the Redemption is entrusted to the solicitude of the
Church. Her solicitude is about the whole man and is focused on Him in an altogether special manner. The object of her care is man in his unique unrepeatable
human reality, which keeps intact the image and likeness of God Himself [emphasis is mine].

This is not a casual insertion. On the contrary, the encyclical coherently develops the consequences of this claim, which the Pope articulates with no uncertainty. But where is
the change, if it is undeniable that man was created in the image and likeness of God? The innovation consists in the implicit negation of the principal consequence of original
sin, that is, the hereditary corruption of human nature by which man has lost his resemblance to God.

To clarify this point let us cite a text written just before the Second Vatican Council:

The Christian conception holds that man has been assigned an end beyond his own nature. This end is the beatitude of the vision of God, which is superior to all
knowledge. In order to attain this end, God, in creating man, gave man the supernatural vision of grace. From the time when Adam lost this gift through original
sin, all his descendants enter the world lacking this grace: they find themselves in the state of original sin. Following on the loss of man's lofty, supernatural end
arose a confusion in the hierarchical order of the various faculties of the soul, the intelligence and the will, natural appetite and sensibility, which, now morbidly
degenerated, tend to their own particular ends and subject man to an internal division in his nature. It is true that baptism cancels original sin, but the tendency to
disorder (concupiscence) is not thus removed, just as the inclination to evil remains an object of moral struggle, through which the Christian must show himself a
miles Christi, a soldier of Christ. With the help of the supernatural gift of grace it is possible to attain a state of complete moral order, even if only a very few-the
saints in their perfection-attain this state. In this struggle the "old man" must be crucified with Christ, so as to die to sin, to be resurrected as a new man, a new
creature.1

If the image and likeness to God remained intact in man still today, human nature would not be corrupted and disposed towards sin—the intervention of grace would not be
indispensable. The human will would be sufficiently strong by itself to conquer temptations and sanctify man, leading him to Paradise.2

The novelty introduced into the theological Tradition by the Pope contradicts a fundamental premise of the Faith, that is, the fragility of human nature and its tendency towards
sin, which is confirmed by the entire history of mankind and everyone's individual experience. The Catholic Church considers man as he is, and not as he would like to be. It is
therefore impossible that this sinful man could have conserved intact in himself his "likeness" to God, which would make fallen man akin to God. Furthermore, if sinful man
were still like unto God, then God would also resemble fallen man and sin would be in God as in man. And thus, since God is the first cause and origin of everything, evil
would have to be eternally in the nature of God. One might then deduce a Manichean dualism of good and evil within the divinity.

The book of Genesis, however, gives no support to this interpretation. Adam and Eve disobey an explicit command of God, and the sin of the progenitors begets sinful
humanity. Yahweh-Elohim had warned Adam: "You may eat of all the trees of the garden, but of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil you must not eat, because on the
day when you shall eat of it, you will surely die." In acquiring knowledge of good and evil man wanted to make himself autonomous of his Creator, and "to determine, by
virtue of his own nature, what is good and bad" (St. Thomas). This sin of "ethical autonomy" is at the origin of all future sins and errors, because man, apart from being subject
to temptations of the flesh and the spirit, is not omniscient and learns only a little and with great effort. As St. Augustine says, "we try to find, but we find only the possibility of
searching without end." It is not necessary that one be a Catholic in order to recognize the consequences of an absolute humanism, in which man is a "principle in himself" and
considers himself the infallible source of law. However, the punishment of our ancestors was to leave them to the consequences of their free choice. Having chosen ethical
autonomy, they are independent of God and cannot remain in His company in the garden of Eden.

Why did Yahweh, knowing that man would disobey him, leave him free to choose? Because He had created man in His image and likeness, that is to say free and responsible.
Not, however, autonomous- man would have to show that he deserved liberty, making good use of it by obeying the Father, who is the Good in Himself, the perfect Good. In so
doing man would never have erred. But, despite the warning and the prohibition of Yahweh, man chose himself.

 

Judaism Is Resolute in Its Error of Denying Original Sin

Judaism lacks full comprehension of the problem and limits itself to a literal interpretation of the words of Yahweh on the punishment of the progenitors. Evicted from the
earthly Paradise and cast into a world into which death has entered because of their sin, Adam was obliged to win his bread with the sweat of his brow while Eve gave birth
with hardship and was subject to her husband. In recompense, in view of the errors of all humanity, Yahweh gave Moses an eternal law, valid and obligatory for everyone.
According to the Jews, the just man, by scrupulously following the Torah, will receive his recompense in this life and beyond. In other words, the just man finds sufficient
strength in his own nature to obey the Law and to save himself. Grace is not indispensable, and thus the mystery of the Redemption in its Catholic sense is inconceivable for the
Jews.

Thus Jewish anthropology is optimistic with regard to the nature of man: sin has not corrupted the nature of Yahweh's creature, and the Law saves. After 19 centuries of
Catholic theology, the "New Theology" of Pope John Paul II has made an about-face and has in fact aligned itself with the Jews, without any concern about the consequences
deriving from renouncing the point of departure of the story of humanity. The Jews, on the contrary, renounce nothing. They remain decided to follow the Torah and not to
follow Christ, whose necessity they do not recognize. For them the covenant between Yahweh and Israel-the one and only people of God-is still valid, because nothing has
changed. They notice with satisfaction that the Catholic Church, by contrast, has "changed," and has now embraced their point of view.

Judaism thus maintains its internal coherence by rejecting Jesus Christ. "Christian interpreters, allying themselves with the literal sense of the story of the garden of Eden," as
Ben Zion Bokser writes,

generally find there a doctrine indicative of a fatalistic depravation. The sin of Adam in eating the fruit of the tree of knowledge is understood as a contamination
of the entire human race after him, for all generations to follow. This fatalism is absent from the Jewish view....Man has the strength to fight and conquer
temptation and to become always more acceptable to God....According to the biblical narration, the sin of Adam does not derive from a substantial impulse of his
own nature, but from accidental causes, from a conspiracy against him on the part of an eternal tempter. As Rabbi Kook explains, "It is in accord with reason that a
mistake caused by accidental circumstances be susceptible of reparation, by virtue of which man can definitively re-attain his elevated position." The story of the
fall of Adam expresses in allegorical form the constant necessity that man be vigilant against temptation.3

And further:

Since the crucifixion of Jesus happened at the same time as the destruction of the Temple, Christian theologians slowly elaborated the theory that Jesus was the
new and most perfect sacrifice, capable of obtaining the grace of God. This interpretation found its most radical expression in the Catholic Mass, the central
meaning of which is the renewal of the sacrifice of Jesus. The priest offers the body and the blood of Jesus, miraculously transformed from water and wine: this
sacrifice is repeated daily and represents the one and only means by which man can attain the grace of God.4

According to Ben Zion Bokser and every Jew, the Catholic faith in the God-Man is particularly repugnant from the point of view of someone who believes in a single God, and
the death of Jesus Christ cannot be invoked or offered as an expiatory sacrifice for attaining the salvation of humanity. It is rather evidence of a failure of nerve among many
Jews-principally the disciples of Jesus-after the destruction of the Temple. In his introduction to Ben Zion Bokser's book, Paul Sacchi notes that, according to the Catholic
interpretation which, he says, "must have originated in some Jewish circle," by his sin Adam corrupted his own nature and, in his own, the nature of all his descendants, who
thus are collectively damned. Judaism rejected this interpretation since the first centuries after Christ. The problem was probably never posed with precision before the
Christian position was taken.5

 

A Judaizing Church?

The Jewish awareness of the importance of an exact valuation of the consequences of original sin is of great importance. If human nature is uncorrupted and the Law saves, no
further extraordinary intervention of Yahweh in history is necessary-the Incarnation, the Passion, the Church, the daily renewal of the unique sacrifice of Christ, sanctifying
grace, all are superfluous, and, today as yesterday, there is no need of a pope. Ben Zion Bokser understands the necessary and unchangeable logic of the Catholic belief in the
corruption of human nature because of original sin. How can a pope excuse himself from this logic of the Faith which even the Jews understand perfectly? Has the Church
somehow been converted to Judaism? Are the Jews thus ''our elder brothers" (the title the Pope applies to them) in the specific sense that their election remains efficacious,
placing them in a position of superiority and responsibility before God for the guidance of all humanity? Let us examine the encyclical to determine whether and how this brief
but weighty passage is theologically justified.

In fact, Pope John Paul II does not explicitly deny that original sin has corrupted human nature, making the Incarnation of the Word indispensable. Rather he announces a new
doctrine of the mystery of the Redemption, albeit one without Scriptural foundation, and even less founded on Catholic theology. The encyclical cites only Genesis 1:28, which
pertains to Adam and Eve before the Fall. St. Paul is not cited and the "authoritative" source for John Paul II is the Vatican II's Pastoral Constitution on the Modern World,
Gaudium et Spes [i.e., henceforth GS].

 

Pope John Paul II in Line with the Council

The Pope does in fact rely on the Second Vatican Council in order to develop its premises in his own peculiar conception of the Redemption which, changing the relationship
between man and God, alters the meaning of history.6 In § 13 of Redemptor Hominis [henceforth RH\ he cites §22 of GS: "For, by his incarnation, he, the son of God, has in a
certain way united himself with each man"

[Emphasis is in original of RH, though not in GS.-Ed.] It is noteworthy that the Council expressed itself without dogmatic precision, introducing a factor of indeterminacy and
uncertainty. The union was achieved "in a certain way," but in what way and with what consequences? It is precisely this indeterminacy which permitted Pope John Paul II to
define his personal conception of the Redemption in these terms, which we transcribe in their entirety:

We are dealing with "each" man, for each one is included in the mystery of the Redemption and with each one Christ has united Himself for ever through this
mystery. Every man comes into the world through being conceived in his mother's womb and being born of his mother, and precisely on account of the mystery of
the Redemption is entrusted to the solicitude of the Church. Her solicitude is about the whole man and is focused on him in an altogether special manner. The
object of her care is man in his unique unrepeatable human reality, which keeps intact the image and likeness of God Himself [emphasis mine]. The Council points
out this very fact when, speaking of that likeness, it recalls that "man is the only creature on earth that God has willed for itself"7 [i.e., not for Himself-Ed].

According to the Council, therefore, God desired that this exceptional creature-man-have his reason for being not in the Creator, but in himself. God created man not only free,
but autonomous.

The statement is manifestly absurd and incompatible with the very notion of a divine creation out of nothing, which is a dogma of the Faith. It contains a patent
theological error, since God has created all things, as it has always been taught, for Himself, for His own glory, and not because of some value that His creation
would possess intrinsically and thus independently of the God who created it.8

In keeping with the Council, for which man is a creature having his end in himself and not in God, Pope John Paul II affirms that man remains in the image and likeness of
God. Indeed, if man has been created for himself, why should he not act in accord with his own nature and make himself autonomous, determining for himself what is good and
what is evil? From this perspective the serpent did not deceive Adam and Eve when he tempted them, saying, "Elohim knows that on the day when you shall eat of it, your eyes
will then be opened and you will become like Elohim, knowing good and evil" (Gen. 3:5). The eating of the forbidden fruit, in fact, would correspond to the finality and the
possibility of the creature, and could not have constituted a perversion of its nature. In conclusion, the consequences of sin for the nature of the human race would be
insubstantial.

 

The Absurdity of an Unconscious Redemption

Following the teaching of the Second Vatican Council, Pope John Paul II can safely proceed to clarify in his own way that there is no contradiction between the Christian
conception of hereditary original sin and the affirmation of its non-existence in the man of today:

Man as "willed" by God, as "chosen" by Him from eternity and called, destined for grace and glory: this is "each" man, "the most concrete" man, "the most real";
this is man in all the fullness of the mystery of which he has become a sharer in Jesus Christ, the mystery in which each one of the four thousand million human
beings living on our planet has become a sharer from the moment he is conceived...."

The following Section 14, titled "For the Church All Ways Lead to Man," reaches the climactic conclusion:

This man is the way for the Church-a way that, in a sense, is the basis of all other ways that the Church must walk-because man-every man without any exception
whatever-has been redeemed by Christ, and because with man-with each man without any exception whatever-Christ is in a way united, even when man is unaware
of it: "Christ, who died and was raised up for all, provides man"-each man and every man-"with the light and strength to measure up to his supreme calling."

This seems to be a condensation of the meaning of an encyclical which subverts the logic of Catholicism and dissolves the meaning of the Catholic Church.

Diverse concepts follow one another, become entangled and confused in these few words:

1) the man of today is man as he was originally willed by God, original sin notwithstanding;

2) this is possible because every man, without any exception, has been redeemed by Christ;

3) the Redemption took place because Christ has united himself "in a certain way" to every man;

4) every man is redeemed from the moment of conception, even when he is unconscious of this fact.

With this chain of statements (without reference to Sacred Scripture, Tradition, dogma, doctrine, or common sense) Pope John Paul II supposes that he has explained why it is
that the image and likeness with God Himself has remained intact in man.

The redemption of every man is thus accomplished from the moment of his conception, even when man is not conscious of it because Christ has united himself and continues
to unite himself "in a certain way" to every man. This general statement does not in fact explain the manner of union between Jesus Christ and man, and thus it does not explain
the Redemption. What does "redeemed" mean for the 'Holy Father? The word is synonymous for "saved"; thus every man is guaranteed eternal salvation and the beatific vision
of God in Paradise already from the moment of his conception, for the sole merit of having been conceived. Man is conceived and redeemed at the same time, without any
participation of his own.

Given the indeterminacy of the concepts of His Holiness, it is difficult to understand what he means by "redemption" and the "certain way" of union between the Son of God
and man. The only possible explanation of the Pope's thinking is that Christ unites himself to every man and redeems him because with the Incarnation He received a human
nature from the Virgin Mary, the Mother of God, and that this event, making Him enter into human history, united all humanity to Him until the end of time. No other
interpretation seems possible.9

If this is the fundamental presupposition of the Pope's thinking (and other hypotheses seem impossible), it runs into insurmountable logical difficulties. While the conception of
a man is a natural fact, the conception of Jesus of Nazareth was supernatural. The Word assumed flesh through a woman, the Virgin Mary, and became a true man through the
work of the Holy Ghost. Joseph was the putative father, God the Father the true father. The Word entered history as the son of Mary, a Hebrew descended from David, all the
while remaining the natural Son of God. In order for man to become, in his turn, the adoptive son of God, he undergoes a second, supernatural birth through baptism.

Jesus answered, and said to him: Amen, amen I way to thee, unless a man be born again, he cannot see the kingdom of God. Nicodemus saith to him: How can a
man be born when he is old? Can he enter a second time into his mother's womb and be born again? Jesus answered: Amen, amen I say to thee, unless a man be
born again of water and the Holy Ghost, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God. (Jn. 3:3-5)

Furthermore, the Incarnation, which is the abasement and the humiliation of the Word in flesh, does not automatically entail universal redemption. It was further necessary that
He accept death on the Cross at the hands of men.

Even as the Son of man is not come to be ministered unto, but to minister, and to give his life a redemption for many. (Mt. 20:28; Denzinger §790)

Likewise we shall not rise with Christ if we do not accept to suffer with Christ.

And if sons, heirs also; heirs indeed of God, and joint heirs with Christ; yet so, if we suffer with him, that we may be also glorified with him. (Rom. 8:17)

Finally, universality applies to objective redemption, not to subjective redemption. The Redemption, which cannot be reduced to the Incarnation alone, is indeed by itself
sufficient to save all men, but for each individual man to be saved [i.e., subjective efficacy -Ed.], it is necessary that he cooperate with grace. St. Augustine says: "Although
God made you without your knowledge, he does not save you against your will" (Serm. 169.3).

If the union of Christ with men had come about on the natural level, it would only have determined a generic link of biological parenthood, in the same way that one can say
that all men are brothers by nature and make up a single family. Even in the so-called "human family," natural union alone is not sufficient to make fraternal communion
possible because no individual man is the human species himself. Though it is the materialistic presupposition of modern democracies, men are not a product of the material
evolution of the human species itself, that is why they are not equal as individuals. On the contrary, living humanity is fractured into billions of individuals who do not make up
a collective nature nor naturally unite among themselves, but who have associated with one another throughout history on the basis of values, principles, and mutual interests in
states, civil societies, religions, etc. History records as many conflicts as fraternal collaborations. Every individual of the human species is a fractionary unity, and a part that
cannot be the whole. Man does not find unity simply in the flesh, least of all in the Church. Union with Jesus Christ and with the other members of the Catholic Church is a
supernatural communion of divine life, and a commonality of supernatural goods. The mission of the Catholic Church is to conduct all men in the way of conversion and
communion in God. To presume that every man-just because he is human-has already been redeemed, without his awareness, without grace and without the Catholic Church, is
to deny the Catholic Church's reason for being. It is to desire the suicide of the Church.

 

The Orthodox Doctrine of the Church

The Incarnation, that is, the association to divine nature of an individual human nature in the unique Person of the Word, does not determine the automatic communion of every
human nature with that divine nature. No man is redeemed by virtue of mere biological parentage. To the abasement and humiliation of the Son of God in the flesh should
correspond each man's voluntary ascent to God through following of Christ. The Incarnation was only the beginning of a process [the life and death of Jesus Christ -Ed.] which
permits every man through conscious docility to grace to divinize himself through participation in baptism, taking up his own cross, and following Christ. The Catholic Church
is a community of baptized persons. She re-presents every day the Eucharistic sacrifice through which each baptized grows in union with Christ, eating His Flesh and drinking
His Blood, to daily remediate the consequences of original sin. This was the Catholic belief until the Novus Ordo Missae of Pope Paul VI decreed that "the celebration of the
Lord, or the Mass, is the holy assembly or meeting of the people of God under the presidency of the priest in order to celebrate the memorial of the Lord." The Mass of the
Second Vatican Council, therefore, according to its definition in §7 [of the original Instruction], does not renew the sacrifice of the Lord, but limits itself to celebrating its
memory. Was it intended to signify the uselessness of the renewal of the sacrifice of the Lord in the face of the universal redemption already taken place?

 

From Bad Theology to a New Ecumenism

The "New Theology" of Pope John Paul II has determined his political action in the contemporary world. The unity of the human race can no longer be attained merely through
the Catholic Church, the Mystical Body of Christ, because a greater, natural unity exists: that of the human race, in which are present the semina Verbi [i.e., the seeds of the
Word] which fertilize all religions and make them valid instruments of salvation. RH(§12] opportunely recalls that

[t]hanks to this unity we can together come close to the magnificent heritage of the human spirit that has been manifested in all religions, as the Second Vatican
Council's Declaration Nostra Aetate says.

Baptism is no longer a necessary condition for eliminating the blot of original sin, because Jesus Christ has achieved the redemption of every man a priori, already from
conception in the womb. Whence arises the "faith" in dialogue, through which all Christians—even those who may be anonymous Christians—know and recognize themselves,
and all are saved.10 This confusing, universalistic dream brings to mind the Tower of Babel. More simply put, this is the aggiornamento or updating of the Church, "renewed"
by the humanitarian philanthropy shared by Illuminism, Masonry, Wilson's League of Nations, the United Nations.11 This is the spirit of the age. To renew and "update"
herself, the Catholic Church has plunged into the past, the worst of the past, the most bygone past.

Dalmaticus

 

Translated exclusively for Angelus Press from SiSiNoNo (March 15, 2004).

1.From La Religione Cristiana, edited by Oskar Simmel; Encyclopedia Feltrinelli Fischer (1962), under the heading "Uomd" ["Man"], p.377.

2. The error of Pelagius is of a similar character.

3. Ben Zion Bokser, Il Giudaismo (Ed. II Mulino, 1969), pp. 167-68.

4. Ibid., p.233.

5. Ibid., p.xv.

6. Likewise in the declaration Dominus Jesus of 2001, Pope John Paul II relies on a conciliar text in order to deviate from the correct teaching on original sin and to uphold the
heterodox teaching of "universal redemption," as Fr. Johannes Dormann explains in SiSiNoNo (Italian edition, p.4) of March 15, 2001:

The text of Vatican II adduced as support for the Declaration (GS §22) does not teach Catholic doctrine. The text is cited as follows: the Second Vatican Council affirms that
Christ, the "new Adam," "image of the invisible God" (Col. 1:15) "is the perfect man, who has restored to the sons of Adam that likeness to God that was made deformed
already in the beginning because of sin." Now, according to the doctrine of the Church, the supernatural likeness of Adam to God was not "made deformed" by the first sin but
was lost to the descendants of Adam because of original sin. If, on the contrary, this resemblance with God was not lost after the first sin, but was merely "made deformed,"
then the likeness with God would have remained in man even after original sin, albeit in a diminished manner. But this doctrine is not Catholic; it is merely a variant of the
heterodox theory by which grace is given a priori to all men.

7. Gaudium et Spes (§24). In this encyclical the Pope in fact gives the authentic interpretation of the conciliar statement.

8. Paolo Pasqualucci, Politico e Religione (Rome: Antonio Pellicani Editore, 2001), p.59. See also Romano Amerio, Iota Unum (Italian edition, Milan: Napoli, 1987), pp.205-
7.

9. Fr. Johannes Dormann has analyzed the axiom of universal redemption, which is the foundation of the theology and political action of Pope John Paul II. He cites §14 of
Redemptor Hominis in his study of that encyclical: "This man is the first road that the Church must cross in the completion of her mission, a path traced out by Christ himself, a
path that immutably passes through the mysteries of the Incarnation and the Redemption." Since the Holy Father had previously affirmed that "Jesus Christ is the principal way
of the Church," Fr. Dormann asks which is the unique way of the Church-Christ or man? The solution is in the union of the two ways through the effect of the union of the Son
of God with every man, without specifying the relation of the two parts through the Incarnation. Fr. Dormann writes that, for the Pope,

this union is the a priori revelation by which every man possesses "existence in Christ" a priori together with his specific and integral humanity. This is so because
the redeemed man is "the first road and the fundamental road of the Church," and the foundation of all her activity. To this a priori revelation corresponds the a
posteriori historical revelation in Christ. This consists in the fact that Christ "fully reveals man to himself," which is to say that he makes him conscious of his true
and profound humanity. "He does it through the revelation of the Father and of his love."

Fr. Dörmann concludes by asking what is left for the Church to do, "If Redemptor Hominis has already, essentially and ontologically, completed his supernatural work in every
man?" To us it seems that Pope John Paul II has united the mysteries of the Incarnation and the Redemption in a single action of God so that the life, teaching, and Passion of
the Incarnate Son of God constitute a teaching, an example to imitate, with an ultimately pedagogical function. This study is thus not an original one; it seeks only to illuminate
the special importance of those words on the "image of God" which Dörmann has cited in their context without dwelling on them.

10. Paulo Pasqualucci, op cit. p.56:

The first article of Lumen Gentium attributes to the "Church of Christ" the universal mission of being a "sign and instrument of the intimate union with God and of
the unity of the whole human race." The Church can make its own contribution to the process of [exterior] unification of the world, considered in the course of its
actuation, by helping the world attain "full unity in Christ" (see GS §42: promotion of the unity of the human race "corresponds to the intimate mission of the
Church").

11. The radical attack on Christianity begins in fact with Rousseau, who denied the depravity of man. For him human nature was fundamentally good, and had been corrupted
only by civilization, which removed man from an original state of natural plenitude. Pope John Paul II and the post-conciliar Church are influenced by the false and sentimental
humanitarian philosophy of Jean Jacques Rousseau.

 

Courtesy of the Angelus Press, Kansas City, MO 64109
translated from the Italian

Fr. Du Chalard
Via Madonna degli Angeli, 14
Italia 00049 Velletri (Roma)
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On March 13, 2004, Franz Cardinal Koenig died, aged 98 years. His death was marked by the reverent eulogies of the "democratic" press of the whole world for his many
ecumenical undertakings. He was one of the most prominent exponents of "dialogue" with the modern world.

A polyglot, a man of broad culture, considered a "specialist" in the history of religions,1 he stood out amongst the cardinals of the so-called "Rhine Alliance" at the Second
Vatican Council. He was part of that highly active and lethal progressivist triad of German speakers: Frings (Cologne), Doepfner (Munich), Koenig (Vienna). At the time of the
Council he was the head of the Secretariat for dialogue with the non-believers. He was also a player of primary importance-and a fairly autonomous one-in the so-called
Vatican Ostpolitik of unhappy memory, initiated by Pope John XXIII. In keeping with the perspective of the "opening" marked by the Council, he did nothing to effectively
counter the introduction of legal abortion into Austria. This law was passed, if we well remember, under the auspices of Koenig's personal friend the Chancellor of Austria,
socialist Bruno Kreisky. Not only did he do nothing about this, but he even distanced himself from Vatican directives on this subject. According to some in the Curia, he was
also one of the chief electors of the current pontiff.

Koenig at the Second Vatican Council

We also would like to commemorate this prince of the Church by recalling his role in the Council. Here are some salient moments:

1) At a meeting of the Central Preparatory Commission of the Council, Koenig did not hesitate to declare his hope that the texts of the schemata of the constitution would
conform to the "New Theology," already censured on several occasions and in different ways by Pope Pius XII, in particular in his encyclical Humani Generis. Koenig said:

Our hope is that the preparatory work of the Council may correspond to contemporary theological thinking [i.e., the "New Theology-Ed.]] in the Roman Church. It
is desirable to teach, in the preparatory work, in a wise and prudent manner, the multiformity and all the dynamism of this thought, without overlooking spiritual
experiences, even those which take place outside the Roman Church.2

And so it happened, thanks to the procedural intervention of the progressivist faction in the conciliar commissions. The hypocrisy of the expression "in a wise and prudent
manner" is striking; these adjectives reappear many times in conciliar documents, generally serving a similar function of obfuscation.

2) Koenig was amongst the most redoubtable enemies of the schema De Fontibus Revelationis, which exposed the traditional doctrine of the two fonts of Revelation-Sacred
Scripture and Tradition. In the November, 1961, meeting of the Central Preparatory Commission he was amongst those who attacked this schema most harshly, although he
voted for it with a placet iuxta modum.3 In later discussion in the aula in November, 1962-the discussion that concluded with impasse leading to the rejection of the schema-he
was amongst those who voted against it with a "categorical dissent."4

It is interesting to recall that Cardinal Koenig was habitually coached by the Jesuit Karl Rahner, a theologian redolent of heresy, whose great protector he was at the Council:

From the end of 1961 Cardinal Koenig had recourse to Fr. Rahner, choosing him to examine the texts that the Central Preparatory Commission, of which he was a
member, was approving for presentation to the Council. On January 4, 1962, the Jesuit theologian sent the Cardinal of Vienna a first series of critical observations
and proposals. The exchange continued throughout all the first semester of this year, with the result that, not only did Koenig ask Rahner to be his own theological
advisor, but that of the whole Austrian and German episcopacy. Rahner habitually expressed very severe perspectives on the schemata, putting Koenig on guard.
No sooner had it been decided to present De Fontibus to the Council than Rahner prepared a "Disquisitio brevis de Schemate De Fontibus Revelationis" It is
difficult to tell how widely this was diffused. Rahner spoke of four hundred copies. By contrast with the future alternative schema [which is very similar to the
actual constitution adopted, Dei Verbum-Ed.], in this document Rahner was concerned with presenting theology in a manner accessible to the bishops....5

Rahner became the advisor to Koenig and Doepfner.6 But how did Cardinal Koenig manage to outflank the Holy Office's efforts to prevent the unfortunate Jesuit from exerting
influence on the Council? Let us consult the diary of Fr. Marie-Dominique Chenu, O.P.:

Septembers, 1962: Fr. K. Rahner was supposed to submit all his writings to the Holy Office. He declared that in this case he would renounce making any
publication of his work since he did not want to fight with the Holy Office [he had in fact decided to publish these works all the same, but under pseudonyms -Ed.].
The Cardinal of Vienna (Koenig) is bringing him as his theologian to the Council, different bishops have written directly to the Pope to complain about the
measure taken against him....

October 12,1962: It's Fr. de Lubac... .He gives information about recent interventions of the Holy Office. Conclusion of the Rahner affair: after the categorical
intervention of German prelates, the Holy Office has reversed course: in order not to lose face, it has not retracted its decision but has delegated its power of
imprimatur to Cardinals Koenig and Doepfner, the defenders of Fr. Rahner.7

Also in October, 1962, Pope John XXIII personally named Rahner a theological peritus [expert], definitively tying the hands of the Holy Office.

3) Historians note that the influence of Rahner was also evident in the interventions of Cardinal Koenig against the schema of the constitution De Ecclesia developed under the
control of the Doctrinal Commission presided over by Cardinal Ottaviani:

Cardinal Koenig asked for a briefer schema which would speak not only of the rights of the Church but also of its mission of bringing the benefits of the Gospel to
everyone in sincere involvement with non-Christian peoples; nor could be omitted in the consideration of the Church its eschatological and charismatic
dimensions, which were determined by it relationship with the institution. It was further necessary to insert as the fundamental image of the Church that of the
people of God, and appropriate to clarify not only the necessity of the Church for the salvation of individuals, but for the human race and the world as such, also
the non-believing world....Thus were re-adopted as it were the central aspects of Rahner's criticism (of the schema).8

4) Koenig was among those who opposed an ad hoc conciliar constitution on the Blessed Virgin, maintaining that the schema De Beata should be inserted in the constitution
De Ecclesia, as in fact was later done under the form of a chapter of De Ecclesia.9

5) He tenaciously upheld the new heretical conception of collegiality which, notwithstanding correctives, succeeded in penetrating the constitution De Ecclesia, better known
as Lumen Gentium.10

6) In regard to atheism, he presented the following views in the Council: that many atheists are atheists because they lack a correct understanding of God; that the soul of man
is naturally Christian for which reason it is sufficient for the Church in remedying evil to promote social justice and struggle against religious ignorance; the Council should
condemn any form of persecution because freedom of conscience should remain an inalienable right of every person.11

7) He was among those who defended the formula of "saving truth" inserted in §11 of Chap.Ill of Dei Verbum titled "Sacred Scripture: Its Divine Inspiration and Its
Interpretation." This highly ambiguous formula took on an openly heretical sense since it seemed to reduce the inerrancy of Sacred Scripture to the truth concerning salvation
alone.12

Dialogue According to Cardinal Koenig

Let us conclude our recollections by restating the concept of "dialogue" as proposed by Cardinal Koenig:

Dialogue places the interlocutors on a level of equality. In this pursuit the Catholic is not considered as he who possesses all the truth but as he who, possessing the
faith, seeks this truth with others, believers and non-believers.13

From this less than clear passage it is apparent that to have faith in Christ our Lord and to possess the truth were for Cardinal Koenig two separate things. The implication is
that our Faith does not consist in assenting to truth that is absolutely certain because revealed by God. In fact the revealed truth that we possess was placed by Koenig on the
same level of the truth that can be found in a dialogical quest, and thus on the same level as any human truth, for the expression of which the participation of everyone, non-
believers included, is desired. The reciprocal equivalence of the parties to the dialogue carries with itself ipso facto a subordination of the truth of Faith to a truth which is put
into play in the pursuit of an understanding with heretics and unbelievers. Holy things are thrown to the dogs.

Give not that which is holy to dogs; neither cast ye your pearls before swine, lest perhaps they trample them under their feet, and turning upon you, they tear you
(Mt. 7:6).

This deviant conception of "dialogue" is what rules today in politically correct teaching. There is perfect continuity between a Cardinal Koenig and a Walter Cardinal Kasper,
the current President of the Pontifical Council for Promoting Christian Unity. From the moment that any proselytism is radically eliminated, the very possibility of placing the
conversion of the other-who is now seen as an equal as partner in a dialogue from which a common truth must emerge-manifestly represents an open betrayal of the mission
entrusted to the Catholic Church by our Lord, and maintained by her over centuries:

Therefore go and make all peoples my disciples, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Ghost, teaching them to observe everything that I have
commanded you" (Mt. 28:19,20).

Or Lord taught us what we should call Cardinal Koenig and "pastors" of his stripe:

Amen, amen I say to you: He that entereth not by the door into the sheepfuld, but climbeth up another way, the same is a thief and a robber. But he that entereth in
by the door is the shepherd of the sheep. To him the porter openeth; and the sheep hear his voice; and he calleth his own sheep by name, and leadeth them out" (Jn.
10:1-3).

Lord have pity on us, save us from the wolves disguised as sheep who want to tear our souls apart. Send us priests; send us holy priests; send us many holy priests!

 

Canonicus

 

Translated exclusively for Angelus Press from the Italian edition ofSiSiNoNo (May 15, 2004). Some editions for clarity introduced by Fr. Kenneth Novak.

1. At least by the progressive theologian Fr. Marie-Dominique Chenu in his Notes quotidiennes au Concile: Journal de Vatican II1962-1963 (Paris, 1995).

2. Documentation Catholique, 58 (April 1, 1961), pp.445-47, cited in Giuseppe Alberigo, Storia del Concilia Vaticano II (Bologna, 1995), I, 324, note 476.

3. Storia del Concilia Vaticano II, I, p.327. "Placet iuxta modum" that is, expressing approval but with reservations.

4. Fr. Ralph Wiltgen, The Rhine Flows into the Tiber.

5. Storia del Concilio Vaticano II, II, pp.90-91.

6. Ibid., p.98.

7. Chenu, op. cit., pp. 60,70. The cardinals in question had mobilized their respective episcopal conferences and "outstanding" laymen. But the scandalous "recovery" of Rahner
would not have taken place without the acquiescence of Pope John XXIII who, in the name of a pretended reconciliation, had already inserted exponents of the "New
Theology" (censured in different ways by his predecessors) among the consultors of the Preparatory Theological Commission, which worked from October 27, 1960, to March
10, 1962 (cf. Philippe Levillain, La mecanique politique de Vatican II [Paris, 1975], p.77).

8. Storia del Concilio Vaticano II, II, 1 ff., 359, with note 88.

9. Ibid., Ill, pp.112-13.

10. Ibid., IV, pp.98-99.

11. Ibid.,V, pp. 165,168.

12. Ibid., V, p.322. The formula was then modified on the intervention of Pope Paul VI under the pressure of defenders of Church Tradition, but a certain ambiguity has
remained even in the new text reads:

 

...[W]e must acknowledge that the books of Scripture, firmly, faithfully an without error, teach that truth which God, for the sake of our salvation, wished to see
confided to the sacred Scriptures.

13. ICI, n.322, p.20 from October 15, 1968, cited by Romano Amerio, Iota Unum, (Italian edition, Milan-Naples: Ricciardi, 1986), p.312, n.8.
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The case of Fr. Stephen Somerville represents yet another abuse by an authority, Cardinal Ambrozic, Bishop of Toronto, in his dealings with
a priest who asks nothing more than to be faithful to the Church of all time and to fulfill his own obligation towards the supreme law of
every Catholic and priestly apostolate: the salvation of souls.

We have not used this term lightly; we mean to underline explicitly that what Cardinal Ambrozic has done constitutes, strictly speaking, an
abuse of authority. Cases such as that of Fr. Somerville, like that of another American priest recently suspended a divinis, or that of
Archbishop Lefebvre and many others, are often considered from a purely canonical point of view. One merely asks whether the persons in
question have offended against specific articles of canon law, rendering a purely juridical judgment. Cardinal Ambrozic takes this approach
with Fr. Somerville:

It is my understanding that you have not "formally" affiliated yourself with the Society of Saint Pius X already mentioned. Such
formal affiliation to that Society, whose founder's ipso facto excommunication was declared by the Apostolic See on July 1, 1988,
would, as you are probably aware, according to Canon 1364, likewise result in your own immediate de jure excommunication from
the Church.

On the other hand, your ongoing association with and celebration of the Tridentine Mass for members of the Society of Saint Pius X
give external recognition to their illegitimate claims and their lack of submission to our Holy Father Pope John Paul II, to Bishops appointed by him, and to the
teachings of the Second Vatican Ecumenical Council. Your actions are also a potential source of scandal to clergy and laity of the Archdiocese of Toronto.

In light of all the foregoing, with due observance of Canon 1342, 1, and Canons 1717-1720:

Given your flagrant disregard for my previous warnings to cease and desist from your disobedient behaviour (cf. Canons 1330; 1347, 1);

Given the existence of the condition for grave imputability of your actions (cf. Canon 1321);

Given the absence of extenuating circumstances (cf. Canons 1322-1324);

I hereby decree, in your regard, the imposition of the censure of suspension as laid down in Canon 1333, 1, 1-3.1

In vain did Fr. Somerville attempt to remind his bishop of a fundamental truth: the Faith is the foundation of canon law, and not the contrary. Therefore canon law cannot be
applied to the detriment of the Faith. Fr. Somerville cites two important quotations in support of this principle: "A state of emergency requires emergency measures, during
which the normal restrictions are suspended for...the care of souls. The present state of the Church is such an emergency"; "it is wrong to obey a command contrary to justice
and damaging to faith for the sake of the lesser virtue of obedience." He adds:

These words, written to vindicate Archbishop Lefebvre in ordaining the four bishops, as so maintaining Catholic Faith and sacraments, also seem to justify my
alleged disobedience to yourself in supporting the ensuing pastoral work of Lefebvre in the SSPX. About obedience itself, which Your Eminence laments my
alleged falling short of (par. 2), I am striving, especially these last three years to affirm obedience to all the Popes and Toronto Archbishops (up to 1958) and to the
Catholic Tradition they supported and embodied. I do this because Tradition as the co-source of Revelation, comes from God, whom it is better to obey than man.2

It is precisely the relationship between positive canon law and positive divine law, the pre-eminence of the latter over the former, and the basis of the former in the latter that
make it possible for us to understand and commend the painful stand Fr. Somerville has taken. Many others before him have already suffered all the persecutions consequent on
choosing to "obey God rather than men," as will many after him.

 

The Function of the Law and its Limits

Every law, by its nature, is framed in universal, general terms, insofar as it is posited in view of the common good.

Every law is directed to the common weal of men, and derives the force and nature of law accordingly....Now it happens often that the observance of some point of
law conduces to the common weal in the majority of instances, and yet, in some cases, is very hurtful. Since then the lawgiver cannot have in view every single
case, he shapes the law according to what happens most frequently, by directing his attention to the common good (emphasis added).3

In another passage St. Thomas reinforces this point:

General precepts are framed according to the requirements of the many. Wherefore in making such precepts the lawgiver considers what happens generally and for
the most part, and he does not intend the precept to be binding on a person in whom for some special reason there is something incompatible with observance of
the precept (emphasis added).4

Thus a law, by its very nature, cannot foresee exceptional and extraordinary cases, which may nevertheless arise. How should one behave in such extraordinary circumstances?
The Angelic Doctor addresses this as well, in his treatment of the virtue of prudence:

Now it happens sometimes that something has to be done which is not covered by the common rules of actions.... Hence it is necessary to judge of such matters
according to higher principles than the common laws, according to which synesis [right common sense -Ed.] judges; and corresponding to such higher principles it
is necessary to have a higher virtue of judgment, which is called gnome [the faculty of discernment or discretion -Ed.], and which denotes a certain discrimination
in judgment.5

In the course of our argument one should to keep in mind that in exceptional cases-in cases that the law cannot foresee-it is necessary to have recourse to principles superior to
those of ordinary and common law. If by synesis is understood the virtue of correct judgment concerning those things that do not follow from ordinary rules, gnome indicates
the virtue of correct judgment in accordance with higher principles in those extraordinary circumstances where it is necessary to depart from common rules. Now, canon law is
"a complex of laws by which the Church is ordered and directed, by the authority of Christ Himself and His vicar, so that the faithful may be led to the proper end of the
Church."6 As a "complex of laws," canon law has that generality which is characteristic of law. It is nonetheless clear that cases can be verified that have not been foreseen or
legislated by ecclesiastical law. In such cases it would be necessary to have recourse to higher principles, such as divine law, whether natural or positive.

From the classical definition of canon law just given we glean a further consideration, namely that the constitutive feature of law is its end. Let us look back at a Thomistic text
we have already cited:

Every law is directed to the common weal of men, and derives the force and nature of law accordingly....Now it happens often that the observance of some point of
law conduces to the common weal in the majority of instances, and yet, in some cases, is very hurtful.... Wherefore if a case arise wherein the observance of that
law would be hurtful to the general welfare, it should not be observed (emphasis added).7

What follows is a clarification which should be read carefully:

Nevertheless it must be noted that if the observance of the law according to the letter does not involve any sudden risk needing instant remedy, it is not competent
for everyone to expound what is useful and what is not useful to the state [i.e. to the common good]: those alone can do this who are in authority....If, however, the
peril be so sudden as not to allow of the delay involved by referring the matter to authority, the mere necessity brings with it a dispensation, since necessity knows
no law (emphasis added).8

To summarize: in cases of extraordinary [in the literal sense of "not ordinary" -Ed.] necessity, cases which the law, by virtue of its universal character, cannot foresee or about
which, more simply, it does not legislate in order to avoid complications, it is possible not to obey ordinary law by having recourse to higher principles. In such cases it is a
matter of observing that a law cannot be applied in a specific case, because its enforcement would be contrary to the very purpose of law, which is always the common good.

 

"Indiscreet" Obedience

To apply a legal norm or to obey it in the exceptional case in which its observance conflicts with higher principles is not obedience, but rather the negation of the principle of
obedience. And this in so far as:

1) If it is true that obedience is the highest moral virtue, nevertheless it is not the greatest of the virtues. In fact "the end is greater than that which is directed to the end" and so

...those, namely the theological, virtues whereby [man] adheres to God in Himself, are greater than the moral virtues, whereby he holds in contempt some earthly
thing in order to adhere to God.9

It is therefore clear that the theological virtues of Faith, Hope, and Charity, having God as their immediate object, are superior to every other virtue, including obedience, which
is in the service of these virtues and not to their detriment. Therefore one is never, in any manner and for any motive, permitted to stop believing in God and in all that He has
revealed, nor to stop hoping in Him and even less to stop loving Him with one's whole self.10 To exchange the means (obedience), however sublime, for the end (theological
life), is to subvert the order willed by God. More simply put: to use obedience contrary to the purpose for which the Lord established it is to go against obedience itself.

2)Every man is obliged to obey God in everything:

It is written (Acts 5:29): We ought to obey God rather than men. Now sometimes the things commanded by a superior are against God. Therefore superiors are not
to be obeyed in all things.11

For this reason, St. Thomas synthesizes, there are three kinds of obedience:

...[O]ne, sufficient for salvation, and consisting in obeying when one is bound to obey; the second, perfect obedience, which obeys in all things lawful; thirdly,
indiscreet obedience, which obeys even in matters unlawful (emphasis added).12

St. Thomas Aquinas is even more explicit when he discusses matters of scandal. He affirms:

Passive scandal implies that the mind of the person who takes scandal is unsettled in its adherence to good. Now no man can be unsettled, who adheres firmly to
something immovable. The elders, i.e., the perfect, adhere to God alone, whose goodness is unchangeable, for though they adhere to their superiors, they do so
only in so far as these adhere to Christ (emphasis added), according to St. Paul: "Be ye followers of me, as I also am of Christ" (I Cor. 4:16).13

Therefore, since the will of God is the first law,14 there is no legitimate motive which could make it licit to distance oneself from it, not even in order to obey one's superiors.

 

Resistance to Authority as Obedience to God

We have now seen that it is illicit to obey a legitimate authority or its norms when, in a particular situation, they contradict higher obligations. In cases of public danger to the
Faith and to the salvation of souls, there is not only a right but even an obligation to resist them publicly. Again it is St. Thomas who points the way.

It must be observed, however, that if the Faith were endangered, a subject ought to rebuke his prelate even publicly. Hence Paul, who was Peter's subject, rebuked
him in public, on account of the imminent danger of scandal concerning faith.15

Nor can one prescind from public resistance on the grounds that one is no better than the object of reproof:

To presume oneself to be simply better than one's prelate, would seem to savor of presumptuous pride; but there is no presumption in thinking oneself better in
some respect, because, in this life, no man is without some fault.16

With regard to St. Paul's resistance to St. Peter, St. Thomas writes:

...especially when the danger is imminent, the truth must be publicly preached, nor should one do the contrary out of fear that someone be scandalized....The correction was just
and useful, and its motive was of no little importance: it had to do with a danger to the preservation of evangelical truth.17

And here St. Thomas cites an admonition of St. Gregory the Great: "If people are scandalized at the truth, it is better to allow the birth of scandal, than to abandon the truth."18

This can easily be understood if one reflects that "without faith it is impossible to please God" (Heb. 11:6).

For the sake of completeness, other citations from illustrious authors can be brought to bear. Vitoria, a theologian of the 16th century, legitimizes resistance to the supreme
ecclesiastical authority by evoking the right to self-defense:

One must resist to his face the pope who publicly destroys the Church...[Consequently, if he should wish to give all the treasure of the Church or the patrimony of St. Peter to
his relatives, if he should want to destroy the Church, or do anything else of this kind, one should not permit him to act in this way, but one would be under the obligation to
offer him resistance. The reason for this is the fact that he has no power to destroy; therefore, on observing that he does so, it is licit to resist him....We do not make this
affirmation so as to imply that every individual can judge the pope or have authority over him, but in the sense that it is legitimate to defend oneself. Everyone, in fact, has the
right to resist an unjust act, to seek to impede it and to defend oneself.19

It should be noted that Vitoria underlines that the pope, like every authority, does not have the "power to destroy." This passage brings to mind another in Pastor Aeternus of the
First Vatican Council:

The Holy Ghost has not been promised to the successors of Peter that they might manifest...a new doctrine, but that with His assistance they might in a holy
manner keep and faithfully expound the revelation transmitted by the Apostles which is the Deposit of Faith.20

Thus when it is observed that the teaching of the pope is in some way contrary to divine revelation, every Catholic is obliged not to adhere to such a teaching, and to impede the
diffusion of this teaching and its spiritual harm to the faithful. The pope is indeed the vicar of Christ; accordingly his authority is limited from on high by Jesus Christ himself.
Therefore, when there is a contrast or even merely a divergence between that which the pope teaches and that which Christ has taught and entrusted to His Church over the
centuries, the faithful must follow Christ without hesitation. They must do everything possible so that their brothers and the Vicar of Christ himself return to the obedience of
the One Lord. St. Robert Bellarmine confirms this principle:

It is licit to resist a Roman pontiff who attempts to destroy the Church. I say that it is licit to resist by not obeying and by impeding that his will be executed.21

 

The State of Necessity

In view of what has been set forth, it is clear that the fundamental question is now that of determining whether such a state of danger to the Faith and to souls now in fact exists,
and in what terms. Readers of this journal probably have no need of further proofs of the gravity of the situation that we are now living in the Catholic Church. For over 30
years we have not ceased to denounce, in spite of everything, abuses, heresies, doctrinal errors and every sort of danger to the integrity of the Faith. We can synthesize the crux
of our resistance in Fr. Somerville's own words:

I have come to know with respect and admiration many traditional Catholics. These, being persons who have decided to return to pre-Vatican II Catholic Mass and
Liturgy...have taught me a grave lesson. They brought to me a large number of published books and essays. These demonstrated cumulatively, in both scholarly and
popular fashion, that the Second Vatican Council was early commandeered and manipulated and infected by modernist, liberalist, and protestantizing persons and
ideas. These writings show further that the new liturgy produced by the Vatican "Concilium" group, under the late Archbishop A. Bugnini, was similarly infected.
The New Mass is especially problematic. It waters down the doctrine that the Eucharist is a true Sacrifice, not just a memorial. It weakens the truth of the Real
Presence of Christ's victim Body and Blood....

Let us enumerate some of the most important grounds for our resistance:

1.) The doctrine on religious liberty, which pretends to affirm a direct right of the personal conscience independent of the truth and the rights of God. This doctrine
has been repeatedly condemned by the popes, up to and including Pius XII. In this regard it is enough to recall the intervention of His Eminence Cardinal Quiroga
y Palacios, who criticized Cardinal Bea's schema De Libertate Religiosa in the following terms: "All this is totally contrary to Catholic doctrine as transmitted by
everyone and expounded and defended by the supreme pontiffs up to today."22

2.)The New Mass, deemed not invalid but guilty of obscuring all those elements that differentiate the Catholic Mass from the Protestant meal. This brings it about
that the faithful who participate in it gradually lose the Catholic sense of the Mass as a true sacrifice and adopt dangerous attitudes and ideas. It is no secret that the
New Mass was brought about in order to bring us closer to our Protestant "brothers." In regard to this new Mass, Cardinals Ottaviani and Bacci wrote that it
"represents, both as a whole and in its details, a striking departure from the Catholic theology of the Mass"23

It is obvious that the New Order of Mass has no intention of presenting the Faith taught by the Council of Trent. But it is to this Faith that the Catholic conscience is bound
forever. Thus, with the promulgation of the New Order of Mass, the true Catholic is faced with a tragic need to choose.24

3.) Ecumenism, understood by the current pope and the hierarchy as an irreversible path, a duty not to be renounced. It is enough to behold the fruits that it has
produced: disorientation and confusion among the faithful, loss of faith in the necessity of the Catholic Church for salvation, the failure to distinguish between the
one true religion and false religions.

Clearly it is not possible here to elaborate on each of these points in this space; we limit ourselves to referring to what we have already written and to the abundant available
material.25 Nonetheless, we should like to address one objection. Sometimes it is conceded that we may be perfectly right about all these matters, but that the fact remains that
neither the pope nor the official hierarchy recognizes this state of necessity. We respond that a state of necessity exists regardless of who may recognize it. Objectivity derives
from correspondence to reality, and not from consensus. The agreement of the pope does not constitute the objective reality of a situation, but merely confirms it. If, however,
the pontiff does not recognize the extraordinary gravity of the situation, that does not mean that such a situation does not exist. Nor can it then be objected that we agree with
the pope when he thinks as we do, and disagree with him when his affirmations contradict our own.... We, like the pope, are all obliged to conform our minds, thoughts, and
deeds to that which God has revealed and transmitted through Holy Mother Church. We all owe obedience to her unchanged and immutable teaching; and the pope is at the
service of this teaching. When, however, the pope is in disagreement with the ordinary and extraordinary magisterium of his predecessors, we must resist him and attach
ourselves forcefully to Tradition.

Thus the fact that many today in fact fail to recognize the grave state of necessity is a further proof of the crisis, since this failure shows that the larger part of the Catholic
people and of the hierarchy no longer have a Catholic mentality, and do not judge by the parameters of the Faith. We cannot fail to sense that Jesus' admonition is addressed
also to our own generation:

You hypocrites, you know how to discern the face of the heaven and of the earth: but how is it that you do not discern this time? And why, even of yourselves, do you not judge
that which is just (Lk. 12:56-57)?

One must nevertheless note that the most recent pontiffs have themselves denounced the gravity of the situation, even while they have continued to pursue ruinous paths,
refusing to turn back. Pope Paul VI spoke of the "self-destruction of the Church"26 and of the "smoke of Satan in the temple of God."27 Pope John Paul II, on the occasion of a
congress on missions, denounced the profound and disconcerting disorientation of Christians by the wide circulation of ideas contradicting the truth.28 In his recent encyclical
Ecclesia in Europa this same pope does not hesitate to speak of a "silent apostasy!" Apostasy, confusion, disorientation, tepidity, etc., are words also on the lips of current
bishops.

In the midst of this generalized apostasy, we must insistently reaffirm that each Catholic has the right and the duty to defend the Faith when it is menaced. This is because to
defend the Faith is to defend the salvation of one's own soul, the irrevocable duty of every baptized Catholic.

 

The Consequences of the State of Necessity

According to the common classification of theologians, the current situation can be defined as a grave and general spiritual necessity. To this category belong those situations in
which the Christian people, because of the insistent action of heretics or unbelievers, run the risk of losing the Faith.29Contemporary circumstances assume even more gravity
when the following factors are taken into account:

1.)A large part of the Christian people has already lost the Faith [apostasy] to the point of not knowing what the Faith is; it is all too often likened to a natural
religious sentiment or to philanthropic behavior.

2.) No single heresy is being disseminated, but rather what Pope St. Pius X famously called the "synthesis of all heresies," that is, modernism, appearing in a
different, more seductive and alluring guise and, above all, with the support of Authority.

3.) Pastors not only do not watch over their flocks, but many of them are the foremost promoters of such errors.

At this point we may raise the legitimate question: what are the consequences of such a situation of total disorientation, where not only is no help forthcoming from the pastors,
but they are leading their flock astray? In a situation of grave necessity the duty of helping one's brothers in danger is incumbent on everyone, according to their abilities. This
obligation weighs especially heavily on those who are invested with the sacrament of Holy Orders. In fact, the power of orders makes the duty of charity towards one's
neighbor-even when it is not a duty of office and thus of justice-into a true duty of state.30 If indeed "someone can remove another from a state of grave spiritual necessity... he
sins mortally by omitting to do so."31 A priest "is obliged to risk his life in order to administer the sacraments to persons who would otherwise be in danger of losing the
Faith."32

It is precisely this duty that Fr. Somerville feels incumbent upon him:

Now it is surely clear in the deplorable state of the Church today that a profound and widespread necessity for holy Catholic sacraments and faithful Catholic
teaching is pressing upon us.33

And further:

May Jesus lead the bishops and priests of the Toronto Archdiocese to make this rediscovery, as urgently as possible; the salvation of multitudes depends on it. May
the thought of an awesome Judgment Day add compelling motivation to this most pressing task.34

The grave and general necessity of souls confer the power of administering the sacraments even on an excommunicated priest, just as it confers validity on sacraments that
would normally require jurisdiction. In the Church solus animarum suprema lex-the salvation of souls is the supreme law. For this reason the Code of Canon Law ordains that
every priest can validly and licitly absolve penitents in danger of death,35 even if the priest should be excommunicated.36 In fact,

every priest by the power of the keys (the power of orders) has the faculty over all and for all sins, and the fact that he cannot absolve everyone from all sins
depends on the limitation or privation of jurisdiction, ordained by ecclesiastical law. But, since "necessity has no law" [Decretals 3,46,2], in a case of urgent
necessity the disposition of the Church does not impede that he absolve sacramentally, from the moment that he has the power of the keys.37

It is common doctrine that "grave common necessity is equivalent to extreme necessity [of an individual]."38 Therefore the extreme necessity of an individual and the grave
necessity of many mean that the power of orders can and ought to be exercised in all its fullness, independent of the dispositions of the hierarchical superior.

This can also be understood from a different point of view. The Code of Canon Law normally contains norms based on positive or natural divine law as recognized by the
ecclesiastical authorities, and ecclesiastical laws, which are norms established by the Church in the person of the legislator.39 As we demonstrated in the first part of our article,
extraordinary cases can arise, not foreseen by the law which by its nature looks to general and ordinary cases. It is clear that, in such extraordinary cases, ecclesiastical laws,
being of human origin, cannot in any way contradict laws of directly divine origin. Therefore if such a contradiction should appear, the human law must be abandoned in favor
of divine law.

 

The Position of Archbishop Lefebvre and the Society of St. Pius X

In the epistolary correspondence relating to the suspension a divinis of Fr. Somerville, the Bishop of Toronto and Msgr. Camille Perl both insist on defining the Society of Saint
Pius X-with whom Fr. Somerville has begun to cooperate in assisting the faithful with Holy Mass and the unchanged sacraments-as "schismatic."

We have already addressed the absence of such a schism, as have others.40 In this place we would simply like to point out the implications of our arguments for the subject. Let
us summarize the conclusions we have reached up to now:

1.) No law, from whomever it might emanate, can oblige insofar as it contradicts the common good and revealed or natural law.

Every law is directed to the common weal of men, and derives the force and nature of law accordingly...if a case arise wherein the observance of that law would be
hurtful to the general welfare, it should not be observed....41

2.)A law which is just in ordinary circumstances can be applicable in extraordinary situations, when its application might contradict higher and binding obligations.

Now it happens sometimes that something has to be done which is not covered by the common rules of actions.... Hence it is necessary to judge of such matters
according to higher principles than the common laws.42

3.) In such cases he who "acts beside the letter of the law, does not judge the law; but of a particular case in which he sees that the letter of the law is not to be observed."43

Once these sacrosanct principles are clear, it is possible to understand the action of Archbishop Lefebvre and the current situation of the Society of Saint Pius X. As is well
known, Archbishop Lefebvre consecrated four bishops on the basis of the grave situation in the Church. It is clear that, had he not taken this step, souls faithful to Catholic
Tradition would soon have found themselves without bishops and thus, in a short time, without seminaries, priests, or the Mass. When the Archbishop proceeded to the
consecration of the bishops without papal mandate he did not in any way call into question either the power of the Supreme Pontiff, or the fact that ordinarily such
consecrations would constitute a schismatic act. He simply maintained that, in the current situation (1988), the material obedience ordinarily due the Supreme Pontiff would
have entailed grave harm to the Church and to souls. This is clearly expressed in the declaration he made on the occasion of the consecrations:

It is not indeed in a spirit of rupture or of schism that we conduct these episcopal consecrations, but in order to come to the aid of the Church: we affirm our
attachment and our submission to Holy Church and the Pope.44

And in fact Archbishop Lefebvre did not confer that which he could not confer-the power of jurisdiction-but only the fullness of the power of orders.

If some day, I had already said, it should be necessary to consecrate bishops, the only episcopal function they would have would be to exercise the power of orders,
but they would not have the power of jurisdiction, not having a canonical mission.45

No one, not even the pope, can legitimately impede an action that is indispensable for helping souls that run a grave risk to their Faith and, therefore, to their eternal salvation-
the first end (together with the glory of God) of every faithful and of the whole Church. The pope is not a tyrant; if his power is indeed absolute within its domain, it is not
superior to that of God. Once again St. Thomas reminds us that

...there is that [good] to which we are bound of necessity, for instance to love God, and so forth: and by no means may such a good be set aside on account of
obedience (emphasis added).46

By the "and so forth" is evidently meant that commandment which, in accordance with the evangelical lesson, is "similar" to the love of God, namely love of one's neighbor. To
love one's neighbor means above all to love his soul, to will and effect everything possible for his eternal salvation. Archbishop Lefebvre did precisely this.

In his case, however, the benevolent comprehension and openness, so often invoked in the ecumenical and interreligious dialogues of the Vatican, has not been forthcoming.
Excommunication was ruthlessly undertaken, notwithstanding the fact that the 1983 Code of Canon Law exempted Archbishop Lefebvre from this penalty. Fr. Somerville
brought this to his own bishop's attention:

Yet here Msgr. Perl fails to mention what he surely knows, that Canon 1324 exempts from all penalties one who breaks a law out of necessity, even if the person
disobeying is mistaken.47

A corollary of the argument made up to now is that the excommunication leveled against the priests of the Society of Saint Pius X is simply invalid. The validity of an
excommunication does not in fact derive from the simple fact of having been pronounced by a legitimate authority (in this case, the pope); this is a necessary but not sufficient
condition. It is also necessary that the measure be just and founded on the truth. To deny this would be to justify a tyrannical use of authority in the Church, something that the
Church has never accepted. Some episodes afford concrete illustration of this. Let us only mention three of the best known names: St. Athanasius, Savonarola, Padre Pio. The
first was excommunicated by Pope Liberius; but such an excommunication, even if pronounced by a legitimate pope, could not be valid, insofar as it was not founded on the
truth. The second was excommunicated by Pope Alexander VI, but we know that the rehabilitation of Savonarola has been promised. In this regard Fr. Umberto degl'Innocenti,
O.P., dean of the philosophy faculty at the Pontifical Lateran University, recalls that "a most exceptional situation" is not to be judged by "the criteria of ordinary
administration," and that

one must above all distinguish men from institutions, and persuade oneself that it can be licit and sometimes necessary to scold the first without involving the
second; that the conscience of all is obliged to resist iniquity, especially when it is publicly manifest and has thus become a snare to souls.48

The third, Padre Pio, was suspended for years from confession and from celebrating Holy Mass in public. With what justice the Church has judged by canonizing him.

It is clear that the Church has never understood law in a purely formal and legalistic sense. Accordingly, the excommunication of 1988 was no more valid than any other action
against justice and truth would be.

 

Conclusion

We hope and pray that the example of Fr. Somerville may lead other priests and bishops to take the same courageous step. The glory of God and the salvation of souls demand
it. How can souls survive in the anti-Catholic jungle of this world if it is not possible for them to nourish themselves and drink from the pure sources of Catholic sacraments
and dogma? Let us behold the sad everyday spectacle: a multitude of faithful who have lost the immutable Faith, who exchange the Holy Mass for a gathering of friends, to
which each one brings his own contribution; faithful who see the priest as a kind of human psychologist from whom they no longer seek the means to have eternal life; who
have lost sight of the ultimate realities and been charged with building a pacifistic, environmentalist "better world." Let us also look at all those who have separated themselves
from the Catholic Church, deceived by those who tell them that there is no need to return to the sheepfold, that the Catholic Church has abandoned the ecumenism of "return"
for that of "unity in diversity." Let us also look to the masses of people who do not believe in our Lord Jesus Christ, people immersed in the darkness of error, duped like
gullible little children by those who sing the praise of false religions, following which they will not find salvation. Let us look to all these brothers and let us ask the Lord that
He impress us with His own sentiments: "I have compassion on the multitude" (Mk. 8:2). This was the grounds of our

Lord's compassion: "they were as sheep not having a shepherd" (Mk. 6:34).

We believe that all who have the true good of souls at heart, who burn with apostolic zeal, who are conformed to Christ in charity towards their neighbor will be able, with the
grace of God and the support of the Most Holy Virgin, to turn decisively to Catholic Tradition, overcoming the fear of being unjustly persecuted: "The servant is not greater
than his master. If they have persecuted me, they will also persecute you" (Jn. 15:20). Of those who will have this necessary courage, as of those who have already had it, we
affirm, together with St. Thomas:

The spiritual man, by reason of the habit of charity, has an inclination to judge aright of all things according to the Divine rules; and it is in conformity with these that he
pronounces judgment through the gift of wisdom.49

Lanterius
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A New Book by Fr, George May:

Conclusion

In acts of unparalleled blindness and mindlessness, the standards of conduct regarding contact with those who have separated themselves from the Catholic Church
have been discarded to the great harm of the Church's life. Declaring it a matter of survival for the Catholic Church, Fr. George May desperately sounds the alarm
in The Ecumenism Trap to return to sound practices of dealing with non-Catholics. This is the second part of the review which was begun in the February 2005
issue of The Angelus English-Language Edition.

 

Doctrines of Heretics and Schismatics Illustrated

The Pseudo-Categories of the Ecumenists

The search for ecumenical "unity" obviously finds a difficult obstacle in the doctrinal differences between Protestants and Catholics. To get around them elaborate figures of
speech, such as the so-called "differentiated consensus," have been contrived ad hoc in order to reach doctrinal accords based on respect for mutual differences. Fr. May shows
that these locutions are untenable. He writes:

Consensus is agreement resulting from the sense of the will (its content) and the express intention of two contracting parties. To distinguish means to divide and separate. A
differentiated consensus is the cohabitation of agreement and discord on one and the same thing, in this case on points of doctrine." [This expression signifies] agreement on the
fundamental elements of a contested doctrine, joined to contextual explanation of the reasons why doctrinal differences that still remain are permissible in light of everything
that is established in common.1

Such a conception, however, "presupposes that it is possible to distinguish in revealed truth between doctrines that must be recognized for salvation and doctrines that need not
be recognized without prejudice to our salvation" (ibid.). This distinction is false; it is a Lutheran approach, and has already been condemned by the Church on the grounds that
revealed truth comes entirely from God, and therefore is necessary for our salvation in its entirety and in the same manner (pp.25-26). Furthermore, on a purely logical level,
matters of disagreement negate the validity of matters of agreement, rendering "differentiated consensus" an internal contradictory concept (p.26).

Equally contradictory is the notion of "conciliated difference," another way of expressing the idea of "unity in difference." This term is dear to Cardinal Kasper, who uses it
often (ibid.), echoing the Lutherans, who hold that ecumenism should look to the realization of "an ecclesial community in conciliated difference" (pp.26-27). But conciliation,
Fr. May notes, is an anthropological category: it concerns human relationships, not ideas. This means that

human beings can be reconciled, but doctrinal positions cannot. Well-developed opposing positions cannot be leveled down.... Differences of faith that express
radical contradictions can never be reconciled because truth and error cannot be conciliated. "Conciliated difference" is nothing more than the addition of
opposites.... [p.27]

Distinguished Protestant theologians likewise reject this conceptual category (ibid.). It is futile to found one's position on illusions. As Pius XI recalled in Mortalium Animos,
the Catholic Faith is an indivisible whole, to be accepted or rejected as a whole (p.28).

"Conciliated difference" does not and cannot exist, just as no such unity can exist between Catholics and Protestants, between faiths that profess opposing truths. Furthermore,
the positions that Protestants so proudly oppose to Catholics are actually errors, negations of revealed truth, heresies (pp.28-29).

Differences With Protestants and Orthodox

In order to give the most complete possible image of the insurmountable differences that divide us Catholics from the heretics and schismatics, we offer the reader a brief
summary-an anthology, as it were-of the detailed picture Fr. May sets forth in this regard. It amounts to an analysis "of the grave deficiencies of Protestantism as a religious
system," an analysis that re-establishes fundamental truths which these days are too often obscured. It goes without saying that this analysis reflects no hostility towards
individual Protestants, who may be pious and devout, perhaps more so than some contemporary Catholics (p.66). The same applies for the Orthodox taken as individual
persons.

Protestants

Luther

From the outset Fr. May rejects the ongoing attempt of the ecumenists to reappraise Luther, as though he had heretofore not been well understood or interpreted: "There are
pious and exemplary men in Lutheranism, although the same cannot be said of its founder." His moral and intellectual deficiencies are well known: a monk who broke his
vows, and gave in to sensuality, pride, anger, and hatred. Luther idolized himself. [An astute and aggressive personality, he was a violent and supremely skillful polemicist and,
at the same time, subtle and impudent in his hermeneutical sophisms-Ed.]. He incited the masses to hatred of the pope and Catholics with his rabble-rousing libels. Luther
cannot justly be considered a "reformer." He was a destroyer of the Faith, of the Church, a sower of discord: a true Attila. He made use of the evils which in his time afflicted
the Church militant as an alibi to reject sound doctrine, substituting his personal interpretation of Scripture [an interpretation that tried to square the circle, or to conciliate
salvation with the liberty of a subject wanting to continue following the impulses of the flesh and of pride-Ed.] (pp. 66-69).

Protestantism Imposed Its False Doctrine by Force

Protestantism has not placed its own, equally legitimate tradition next to the legitimate tradition of the Church; on the contrary, it has rejected the legitimate
tradition of the Church as illegitimate, in order to substitute for it another, taken as legitimate. The Protestants did not try to purify the institutions of the Church of
their time, but merely put them aside.... They preached a changed doctrine, adapted to the weaknesses of the flesh, [p. 69]

This is the true reason for their success. It represented not the rediscovery of the true Gospel, of authentic Christianity, on which the masses eager for truth eagerly threw
themselves, but rather the success of an elite in the corrupt climate of their time (p. 70). The "reformers" preached the spirit of the world, as national prejudices or politically or
culturally dominant classes would have it [absolute freedom of conscience, construction of a personal credo, the push towards a national religion. -Ed.] (p.71). Decisive for the
effective dominance of Lutheranism was the intervention of civil authorities in its favor (territorial lords, free cities of the empire), all eager to appropriate the lands and
possessions of the Catholic Church. In their territories these authorities persecuted Catholics with oppression and terror, annihilating them or driving them off (pp.71-73). [The
same happened in England, where the Catholic majority was dissipated by the monarchy, which sought at all costs to impose first schism, then heresies. -Ed.] .2

Another legend is that Protestantism brought with it "freedom of religion" (p.73). On the contrary, it constantly repressed Catholicism. It relied constantly on state powers [as
Orthodoxy also did -Ed.] to strike at Catholics for its own profit. Protestantism has often invoked freedom of conscience and religion, but only for itself (ibid.). Even today
Protestantism relies on the powerful of this world, whether

the media, political parties, or the dominant trends of the time, the State. In various nations with a Protestant majority still today freedom of religion is not
guaranteed. The constitution of Norway declares Lutheranism the state religion. Its adherents are obliged to educate their children in this religion; the king must be
a Lutheran; more than half of the members of parliament must be Lutheran, [p.74]

Similar prerogatives exist in Sweden, Finland, Denmark, and Great Britain (where neither the king nor the prime minister can be Catholics, nor can Catholic clergy be elected
to the lower chamber) (ibid.). Fr. May concludes: "The proclamation of religious liberty on the part of the Second Vatican Ecumenical Council evidently found no echo in
Protestantism" (ibid.).

Doctrinal Differences Have Remained Unchanged and Irreconcilable

The ecumenists "hide them and minimize them," but they are still there. Nothing has changed. While Pope John Paul II may assert that, since the Council, "dividing barriers"
between Catholics and Lutherans have been knocked down (L 'Osservatore Romano, Dec. 7, 1999, p.7), he can offer no proof for what he says. Protestant theologians continue
to attack Catholic dogmas as before. The Catholic side makes no response (p. 75). Let us examine these differences in a broad summary.

The Word of God

This is for Protestants

the decisive instrument of grace. Its personal acceptance is paramount. By comparison with the Word, sacraments are secondary. The Word is always free and new
every time it is proclaimed. It does not solidify into a norm. Thus the very concept of dogma is untenable for Protestants. Dogma is constituted by the contents of
Revelation as set forth by the Church: thus arose the articles of Faith. For Protestantism, by contrast, only free and momentary proclamations of the Word have
importance. Their consolidation in professions of confessional faith is nothing more than a human deed and can be revised, [p. 76]

Protestants reject Tradition as constitutive for dogma, present from the beginning of the Church, accepting only Scripture. All the same they cultivate their own traditionalism,
which consists in applying the principles of Protestant tradition to the interpretation of the Bible: "The Catholic who reads Protestant commentaries on the Bible is not
infrequently surprised to find references to the works of Luther" (p.77), used in fact as an interpretative canon. This not withstanding the Lutheran belief in free individual
interpretation of texts without notes of explanation, with only the assistance of the Holy Ghost! Furthermore, Catholics and Protestants do not have the same Bible (how many
Catholics are aware of this?). Luther eliminated the so-called deutero-canonical works of the Old Testament. In the New Testament he considered uncanonical the Letter to the
Hebrews, the Letter of James (which teaches the necessary relation of works to salvation), the Second Letter of Peter and the Book of Revelation (ibid.)!

Since for the Catholic Church all sacred texts have God as their author, there is a unity amongst them and one text cannot be set against another. Their inerrancy is absolute and
contains neither contradictions nor truths of primary or secondary importance-they all enjoy the same authority. In Protestantism, by contrast,

a series of qualitative distinctions amongst the sacred texts is at work. There is in effect a canon within the canon, different levels of authority within the Bible. In
this way passages of Sacred Scripture can be set one against the other, and the interpreter acts as judge of Revelation. Luther recognized in Sacred Scripture only
"what Christ revealed," as he put it. He gave pride of place to the Letters to the Romans and the Galatians, since he thought he found in them confirmation of his
doctrine of justification, [p. 78]

The Catholic Church possesses a higher court that authoritatively interprets Sacred Scripture: the Magisterium of the Church. Protestantism lacks any such authority. It affirms
that "Scripture interprets itself." The falsehood of this claim is shown by the great accumulation of contradictory interpretations characteristic of the sectarians. It should be
noted that the different criteria for interpreting the Bible are actually contained in the professions of faith of the different sects. Over the last two centuries Protestant
theologians, with a methodology that rejects the principle of authority and looks for
contradictions, have practically destroyed the authority of the sacred text (pp.78-79).

Justification and Grace

For Catholics and Protestants, the conceptions of justification and grace irremediably opposed:

Grace is for Catholicism every supernatural gift God grants to man so that he might attain eternal life. The two essential types of grace are actual and sanctifying
grace. The latter is a supernatural reality, infused by God in the soul, inhering in the soul as a quality of its very essence. The Protestant conception is altogether
different: Grace is nothing other than benevolence, the merciful disposition of God. It is not a supernatural principle of our life which sanctifies it by an interior
transformation.

[For Protestants,] man is corrupted by original sin in such a way that on his own he is capable only of evil. Therefore there can be no preparation for or
collaboration in justification on the part of man through the mediation of grace. God does everything on His own, man can do nothing. Against these errors the
Catholic Church, anchored in Tradition and Sacred Scripture, teaches that human nature has indeed been wounded by original sin, but nevertheless remains capable
of cooperating with divine grace for justification. The subjective principle of justification is the faith, [p.80]

The faith, however, is understood by Protestantism as merely the individual's confident trust in divine mercy. [Luther maintains that one must believe that the sacrifice of
Christ, an act of divine mercy, is like a cloak that covers all our sins; this belief alone is necessary for salvation, since man is incapable of change. It is not possible to sanctify
oneself in the daily struggle of the spiritual life by seeking the help of grace. Luther's is a dark faith, based on the anxious sense of one's own misery, while it is also poisoned
with pride because in expecting everything of God it demands nothing of man, who pretends to be saved while remaining unchanged, burdened with passions and vices. -Ed.]

For Catholicism, however, "faith is personal submission to God and at the same time free adhesion of the intellect to Truth as revealed by
God" (ibid.). For the Church faith is inseparable from free will. Thus the manner in which justification is accomplished through grace is
profoundly different:

The mercy of Christ, which adopts the sinner through faith [thus making him a son of God by adoption -Ed.], is for the Protestants limited
to covering over the sinfulness of man (in effect a diminution of the mercy or "justice" of Christ). His inner sinfulness remains unchanged
even in the justified man (simul iustus etpeccator). For Catholic doctrine, by contrast, justification involves a true inner sanctification.
[pp.80-81]

The Concept of the "Church"

(See SiSiNoNo [The Angelus English-Language edition], February 2005, pp.21-23.)

The Sacraments

The Protestants have preserved only "baptism" and the "Eucharist." What do they make of the other five sacraments? With the possible exception of the Anglicans,
confirmation is an "empty and superstitious ceremony." Confession "is not a sacrament but only a recommended practice, as also extreme unction. Holy orders is considered a
manifestation of pride, an error dangerous for souls. Marriage is only a contract, always subject to dissolution. Recently, as is well known, various Protestant circles have
signaled openness to 'homosexual marriage'" (p.82). Protestantism thus denies that the sacraments can be effective ex opere operato. The only means of salvation is the Word: it
follows that the sacraments procure grace not through their action, but only through the faith of the recipient (ibid., p.83).

Baptism

What then to say of baptism, the sacrament so often paraded by the ecumenists as a secure common possession of Catholics and Protestants? Also on this point most Catholic
faithful have not been well informed. In fact,

for many Protestants baptism is merely a symbol, which does not act upon the soul of the baptized. In any case, it is not understood as a cause of grace produced by
God in the soul, but rather as a simple sign. The Protestant understanding of faith and its belief in the unique salvific power of the Word do not afford baptism any
specific sacramental efficacy. Those Protestants who admit that grace is conferred in baptism also maintain that it derives from faith alone. Few Protestants believe
that baptism procures grace. More and more Protestants now deny the necessity of baptism for salvation. Only faith (understood as trust) is necessary. Salvation is
connected to faith, not to baptism, which is not even required for admittance into what they call the church. The synod of the Reformed Church of France (May 25-
27, 2001) pronounced itself in favor of the general admittance of the non-baptized to the Eucharist." [p.83]

The Eucharist

Protestantism violently rejects the Catholic doctrine of the Holy Mass, as dogmatically defined by the Council of Trent (p.84):

It denies the essential connection between the sacrifice of the Cross and the sacrifice of the Mass. The cult of the Eucharist of the Lord is merely a memorial of the
sacrifice of the Cross, and involves no offering of immolation. The role of the Eucharist in the rituals of Protestant sects cannot be compared with the high honor
reserved for holy Mass in the Catholic Church. Most Sundays Protestants do not celebrate the Eucharist, contenting themselves with a liturgy of the Word. As
religious observances, sermons and the Eucharist have the same value for Protestants: the individual can freely choose between them. There is no obligation to
attend services. Nor is there any obligation to prepare oneself for the Eucharist by confession if mortal sin has been committed. For Protestants the administration
of the Eucharist produces the pardon of sins; this means that, in certain respects, it takes the place of the sacrament of penance, which they have abolished. This is
their current practice. The Eucharist is celebrated without being preceded by any confession, and the non-baptized can also partake. All Protestant confessions
decisively reject the dogma of transubstantiation. They recognize no priestly consecration of the bread and wine. Regarding the Real Presence they manifest
striking insecurity and contradictions. At the least they deny it... [and thus] the species are not venerated, [pp.84-85]

In conclusion, "the Eucharist does not unite Catholics and Protestants, on the contrary it shows their insuperable divisions" (p.85).

Sacrament of Orders

Protestantism does not recognize the figure of the priest, who speaks and acts in persona Christi. They combat this belief as erroneous and reprehend it because, in their
opinion, a hierarchical priesthood would introduce into the Church a division into two classes, which would contradict the will of Christ.... [F] or them, every baptized person
can do that which, for the Catholic Church, belongs specifically to priests, bishops, and the pope. The office of preaching belongs to all the faithful. If only some are chosen as
"servants of the Word" it is only for reasons of order and administration. The German Protestant churches recently confirmed in the starkest terms that ordination "is not a
consecration.. .that would confer a particular faculty in relation to the Eucharist and its elements. Every Christian can preside at the liturgy and pronounce the words of
consecration." This means that "the priestly office is merely a function, not a sacrament." [In this regard one should remember that Vatican II introduced the notion of the
ministerial priesthood as a function of the people of God and seems to have placed priestly ministry and the priesthood of the believers on the same level: cf. Lumen Gentium
§§10, 13; deer. Presbyterorum Ordinis §§2, 4.-Ed.]

Nevertheless, for reasons of competition and prestige, Protestantism maneuvers to hide from the eyes of the public the ontological difference between the Catholic priesthood
and the Protestant ministry. It is enough to recall the use of the stole by Protestant clergy, giving the impression that the holders of priestly office in the two religions are on the
same plane and exert the same functions.

The Catholic Church teaches the doctrine of apostolic succession. This means that there is no validly consecrated bishop whose ecclesiastical genealogical tree cannot be
traced, directly or indirectly, to an apostle. This secure connection places the existence of an uninterrupted transmission of episcopal power beyond discussion. For Protestants,
however, the point is eminently discussable. For them it is enough to stay firm in the apostolic Faith, which they claim as their own. The succession of the Gospel prevails over
that of the episcopacy. For some time Catholic ecumenists have been aligned with the Protestant position, ready to renounce the succession of the imposition of hands for an
indemonstrable "continuity in Faith and doctrine with the Church of the Apostles" [most striking here is the desire to exclude from this "continuity" its expression by the
episcopate over centuries; this real continuity is replaced by the "doctrine" of the Apostles or the "primitive Church," as recomposed by heretics beginning with Luther, the
same Luther who discarded Scripture (e.g. the Epistle of James) and patristic interpretations, when he could not by some artifice make them agree with his own interpretation -
Ed.].

One Catholic dogma entails the impossibility of ordaining women to the priesthood. This dogma does not exist for Protestantism: the different sects have no difficulty in
naming women ministers. The number of women bishops in their ranks continues to increase.... Sex is of no importance for being a minister. Even transsexuals have been put in
charge of Protestant churches, [pp.85-87]

The Most Blessed Virgin

Protestants reject the cult of Our Lady. The dogma of the Assumption (1950) provoked furious protests in its time. Virtually all Protestants deny the virginity of our Lady after
the birth of our Lord. To believe that they honor the Madonna is a pious illusion. This may be true of individuals or groups, but it in no way applies to Protestantism as a whole.
Prayer to Mary and above all her mediation of all graces is categorically rejected (pp.87-88).

Protestant Ethics

Here a profound abyss separates Catholics from Protestants:

Kantian formalism dominates large parts of Protestant ethics. According to the principle of Kantian autonomy, the individual can act in accordance with his
personal experience of the faith. The result is that morality is placed at the interior disposition of the individual, and the objective value of exterior comportment is
lost along the way. It suffices to recall two canons of Protestant ethics. 1) There is no law that applies without exceptions, but only rules of moral comportment,
which admit of exception according to the circumstances. With a just motive, anyone can excuse himself from observing any given commandment. For example:
Protestantism condemns lies, but permits them in cases of necessity. 2) It does not recognize some actions as intrinsically wicked, and thus always and in all
circumstance forbidden. Such actions may be perpetrated if a good motive exists [and thus the individual conscience, unshackled by the law, decides in each case-
Ed.]. On the moral plane, Protestantism is the religion of concessions. This applies especially to sexual morality. The voluntary prevention of conception through
chemical and mechanical means is not a moral problem for Protestants. Sexual relations outside of marriage can be practiced, if justified by valid motives. In the
presence of just cause divorce is not only permitted, but may even be perceived as necessary. There is no moral obstacle to the remarriage of the divorced.

Two thousand years after the appearance of the Logos, Lutherans are still not sure whether homosexuality should be considered a sin. This vice finds adhesion and
recognition in Protestantism. In many Protestant "churches" homosexual unions are officially celebrated. Protestant ethics shows its true face in the matter of
abortion. Naturally, it declares that abortion as such is inadmissible. But in certain circumstances it is permitted. The synod of German Protestant churches has
declared that in some cases it may be morally blameworthy to impede an abortion, [pp.88-89]

The Last Things

The Catholic Church has always firmly maintained the doctrine whereby at death the soul is separated from the body to be judged by God, deciding its salvation or
perdition. Souls insufficiently pure to appear before God must pass through the fires of purgatory. In many sectors of Protestantism the hypothesis of total death is
maintained, holding that the whole man disappears at death, and there is no further life of the soul. Those who do admit the existence of the soul are convinced that
it goes right away to beatitude in heaven. Purgatory is left out of account. Thus there is no need for prayer, intercessions, Masses for the dead, indulgences, [pp.89-
90]

Is not this troubled understanding of the Last Things widely diffused among Catholics today? And has not ecumenism played a role in this trend?

We could continue at length but this brief survey seems sufficient for our purpose. Faced with the concealment of the true nature of Protestantism by the dominant false
ecumenism, Fr. May very opportunely brings the attention of Catholics to the true nature of Protestantism (p. 109).

The Orthodox

Let us now consider doctrinal differences with the Orthodox.

Paul VI and John Paul II have repeatedly emphasized our supposed commonality of faith with the Oriental Churches. It is striking that these declarations have
found no resonance from the Orthodox Churches. In fact this commonality does not exist. Walter Kasper is mistaken to claim that "the only true theological
controversy with the Orthodox" concerns papal primacy. The idyllic image he proposes of relations between the Catholic Church and the Orthodox is a deceptive
one. There is no truth of the Faith that the Orthodox do not understand in a different way from the Catholic Church, even in the details. For them fidelity to
tradition has become a rigid traditionalism. At the same time, many aspects of their doctrine are not clearly established or clarified, are matters of controversy or
considered out of date. It should not be forgotten that Orthodoxy has drunk deeply from the well of Protestantism. Here are some examples of the differences.

It is apparent that their understanding of the Church does not coincide with the Catholic one [see Si Si No No, Feb. 2005, p.21]. The Orthodox communities are
national churches, strictly linked to state power.3 Local churches, from the Orthodox perspective, are not particular churches: every local church is a Catholic
Church, complete in itself. The universal Church is merely the collection of the local churches.

The primacy of jurisdiction of the Bishop of Rome is unanimously rejected by the Orthodox. Furthermore, the Orthodox maintain that the third Person of the Most
Holy Trinity proceeds only from the Father, not from the Father and the Son as the dogma of the Catholic Church holds. On the problem of original sin, they
approach the Protestants in inferring from it the total corruption of man. The dogma of the Immaculate Conception of the Blessed Virgin finds powerful opposition
in Orthodoxy. Many Orthodox consider baptism administered by heretics to be invalid. Catholics and Protestants who convert to Orthodoxy are rebaptized
[unconditionally -Ed.]. The same holds for confirmation in some circumstances. Transubstantiation (when it is accepted) is ascribed not to the words of
consecration but to the subsequent invocation of the Holy Ghost (epiclesis). Eucharistic adoration does not exist. The doctrine of indulgences has no place. The
sacred oil is administered not only to the sick but also to the healthy. There is notable uncertainty about the possibility of women becoming deaconesses or priests.
The minister of the sacrament of marriage is the priest, not the spouses. Divorce is permitted for just cause. The divorced can remarry up to a third time in a
sacramental marriage [!]. Orthodoxy has no objection to impediments to conception. In relation to homosexuality an "opening" is apparent. Some uncertainties are
apparent in the doctrine of the last things. Purgatory is denied by most of their theologians.

From these few indications it can be understood that there are grave doctrinal contradictions between Catholics and Orthodox. John Paul II’s hope that dialogue
between Catholics and Orthodox might clarify nearly all points of controversy is unfounded in reality. The Council's affirmation that the spiritual and theological
patrimony of the Orthodox "belongs to the full catholicity and apostolicity of the Church" (Unitatis Redintegratio §17) is at the very least misleading.4 If the
statement means that this patrimony, insofar as it is authentic, belongs in reality to the Catholic Church, it is correct. If however it means that this patrimony is
absent from the Catholic Church, it is mistaken. It must be reaffirmed, against the express opinion of the Council (UR §15), that communicatio in sacris with the
Orthodox is neither "possible" nor "advisable." Furthermore, the Orthodox themselves do not entertain the possibility of shared communion with Catholics, whom
they consider heretics, [pp. 120-122]

Their participation in the ecumenical initiatives promoted by Rome is merely a matter of convenience.

Speculator

Translated exclusively for Angelus Press from SiSiNoNo, Vol.30, No.21, (Dec. 15, 2004) with editing by Fr. Kenneth Novak. Fr. George May was born in 1926 and
studied philosophy and theology at the Universities of Breslau, Fulda, Munich, and Neuzelle. He was ordained to the priesthood in 1951, from which time he was
engaged with pastoral duties and teaching at the Erfurt Seminary. At the University of Munich he received a doctorate in theology in 1955 and a licentiate in canon
law in 1956. From 1960 to 1994 he was Professor of Canon Law, the Law of Church-State Relations, and the History of Canon Law at the University of Mainz. In
addition to publications in his fields of specialization, Dr. May has written prolifically on developments in the Church since the Second Vatican Council.

1. George May, Die Ökumenismusfalle (Stuttgart: Sarto Verlag, 2004), p.25. [Subsequent page references in the text are to this book.]

2. On Pentecost Sunday of 1549, three years after the death of Henry VIII, the introduction by law of a new Mass in the vernacular (a rite in which Catholic and Protestant
elements were cleverly mixed) provoked the quick revolt of all western England (the Western Rebellion.) The rebels sought the restoration of the old religion, beginning with
the holy Mass. They were rapidly banished by German and Italian mercenaries, which at the time constituted the only ground troops of the English crown.

3. Recall that the return of the Oriental schismatics to the bosom of the Catholic Church, on whose terms the respective religious authorities had already formally agreed, was
on two occasions broken off, especially through the fatal intervention of political powers that did not want to lose control over the church. The Russian case is one example.
From the tenth century Russia belonged to the patriarchate of Constantinople (it later became autocephalous). Patriarch Isidore, a Greek, attended the ecumenical councils of
Ferrara and Florence. At the latter was concluded a celebrated agreement for the return of the Orthodox to Catholicism. In 1441 Isidore returned to Russia as a cardinal and
apostolic legate for Russia, where he prayed for the pope at holy mass and read the decree of union with Rome. Prince Vasily II, who was governing the principate of Moscow
(still at that time a vassal state of the Mongols), interrupted the celebration by violence and expelled the patriarch from the church, arresting him and confining him to a
monastery. Afterwards a synod of the Russian bishops declared the metropolitan deposed and "rejected the proposed union with Rome in the name of the Russian people" (N.
Brian-Chaninov, Storia di Russia, Ital. ed. [Milan: Garzanti, 1940], pp.92-96). It was an unprecedented scandal.

4. Recall that the Orthodox, after more than six centuries of accord with the Roman Church on the ecclesiastical celibacy, implicitly recommended by Sacred Scripture, arrested
the development of celibate discipline at the Council of Trullo (692), which marked the first skirmishes of antagonism that would later break out into schism. This council
recognized the obligation of celibacy only for bishops and priests who were not married at the time of ordination, finding fault with the different and more austere usage of the
Roman Church which, by contrast, has fully developed the apostolic thinking with regard to priestly celibacy as apparent in Sacred Scripture.
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A New Book by Fr, George May:

Conclusion

In acts of unparalleled blindness and mindlessness, the standards of conduct regarding contact with those who have separated themselves from the Catholic Church
have been discarded to the great harm of the Church's life. Declaring it a matter of survival for the Catholic Church, Fr. George May desperately sounds the alarm
in The Ecumenism Trap to return to sound practices of dealing with non-Catholics. This is the second part of the review which was begun in the February 2005
issue of The Angelus English-Language Edition.

 

Doctrines of Heretics and Schismatics Illustrated

The Pseudo-Categories of the Ecumenists

The search for ecumenical "unity" obviously finds a difficult obstacle in the doctrinal differences between Protestants and Catholics. To get around them elaborate figures of
speech, such as the so-called "differentiated consensus," have been contrived ad hoc in order to reach doctrinal accords based on respect for mutual differences. Fr. May shows
that these locutions are untenable. He writes:

Consensus is agreement resulting from the sense of the will (its content) and the express intention of two contracting parties. To distinguish means to divide and separate. A
differentiated consensus is the cohabitation of agreement and discord on one and the same thing, in this case on points of doctrine." [This expression signifies] agreement on the
fundamental elements of a contested doctrine, joined to contextual explanation of the reasons why doctrinal differences that still remain are permissible in light of everything
that is established in common.1

Such a conception, however, "presupposes that it is possible to distinguish in revealed truth between doctrines that must be recognized for salvation and doctrines that need not
be recognized without prejudice to our salvation" (ibid.). This distinction is false; it is a Lutheran approach, and has already been condemned by the Church on the grounds that
revealed truth comes entirely from God, and therefore is necessary for our salvation in its entirety and in the same manner (pp.25-26). Furthermore, on a purely logical level,
matters of disagreement negate the validity of matters of agreement, rendering "differentiated consensus" an internal contradictory concept (p.26).

Equally contradictory is the notion of "conciliated difference," another way of expressing the idea of "unity in difference." This term is dear to Cardinal Kasper, who uses it
often (ibid.), echoing the Lutherans, who hold that ecumenism should look to the realization of "an ecclesial community in conciliated difference" (pp.26-27). But conciliation,
Fr. May notes, is an anthropological category: it concerns human relationships, not ideas. This means that

human beings can be reconciled, but doctrinal positions cannot. Well-developed opposing positions cannot be leveled down.... Differences of faith that express
radical contradictions can never be reconciled because truth and error cannot be conciliated. "Conciliated difference" is nothing more than the addition of
opposites.... [p.27]

Distinguished Protestant theologians likewise reject this conceptual category (ibid.). It is futile to found one's position on illusions. As Pius XI recalled in Mortalium Animos,
the Catholic Faith is an indivisible whole, to be accepted or rejected as a whole (p.28).

"Conciliated difference" does not and cannot exist, just as no such unity can exist between Catholics and Protestants, between faiths that profess opposing truths. Furthermore,
the positions that Protestants so proudly oppose to Catholics are actually errors, negations of revealed truth, heresies (pp.28-29).

Differences With Protestants and Orthodox

In order to give the most complete possible image of the insurmountable differences that divide us Catholics from the heretics and schismatics, we offer the reader a brief
summary-an anthology, as it were-of the detailed picture Fr. May sets forth in this regard. It amounts to an analysis "of the grave deficiencies of Protestantism as a religious
system," an analysis that re-establishes fundamental truths which these days are too often obscured. It goes without saying that this analysis reflects no hostility towards
individual Protestants, who may be pious and devout, perhaps more so than some contemporary Catholics (p.66). The same applies for the Orthodox taken as individual
persons.

Protestants

Luther

From the outset Fr. May rejects the ongoing attempt of the ecumenists to reappraise Luther, as though he had heretofore not been well understood or interpreted: "There are
pious and exemplary men in Lutheranism, although the same cannot be said of its founder." His moral and intellectual deficiencies are well known: a monk who broke his
vows, and gave in to sensuality, pride, anger, and hatred. Luther idolized himself. [An astute and aggressive personality, he was a violent and supremely skillful polemicist and,
at the same time, subtle and impudent in his hermeneutical sophisms-Ed.]. He incited the masses to hatred of the pope and Catholics with his rabble-rousing libels. Luther
cannot justly be considered a "reformer." He was a destroyer of the Faith, of the Church, a sower of discord: a true Attila. He made use of the evils which in his time afflicted
the Church militant as an alibi to reject sound doctrine, substituting his personal interpretation of Scripture [an interpretation that tried to square the circle, or to conciliate
salvation with the liberty of a subject wanting to continue following the impulses of the flesh and of pride-Ed.] (pp. 66-69).

Protestantism Imposed Its False Doctrine by Force

Protestantism has not placed its own, equally legitimate tradition next to the legitimate tradition of the Church; on the contrary, it has rejected the legitimate
tradition of the Church as illegitimate, in order to substitute for it another, taken as legitimate. The Protestants did not try to purify the institutions of the Church of
their time, but merely put them aside.... They preached a changed doctrine, adapted to the weaknesses of the flesh, [p. 69]

This is the true reason for their success. It represented not the rediscovery of the true Gospel, of authentic Christianity, on which the masses eager for truth eagerly threw
themselves, but rather the success of an elite in the corrupt climate of their time (p. 70). The "reformers" preached the spirit of the world, as national prejudices or politically or
culturally dominant classes would have it [absolute freedom of conscience, construction of a personal credo, the push towards a national religion. -Ed.] (p.71). Decisive for the
effective dominance of Lutheranism was the intervention of civil authorities in its favor (territorial lords, free cities of the empire), all eager to appropriate the lands and
possessions of the Catholic Church. In their territories these authorities persecuted Catholics with oppression and terror, annihilating them or driving them off (pp.71-73). [The
same happened in England, where the Catholic majority was dissipated by the monarchy, which sought at all costs to impose first schism, then heresies. -Ed.] .2

Another legend is that Protestantism brought with it "freedom of religion" (p.73). On the contrary, it constantly repressed Catholicism. It relied constantly on state powers [as
Orthodoxy also did -Ed.] to strike at Catholics for its own profit. Protestantism has often invoked freedom of conscience and religion, but only for itself (ibid.). Even today
Protestantism relies on the powerful of this world, whether

the media, political parties, or the dominant trends of the time, the State. In various nations with a Protestant majority still today freedom of religion is not
guaranteed. The constitution of Norway declares Lutheranism the state religion. Its adherents are obliged to educate their children in this religion; the king must be
a Lutheran; more than half of the members of parliament must be Lutheran, [p.74]

Similar prerogatives exist in Sweden, Finland, Denmark, and Great Britain (where neither the king nor the prime minister can be Catholics, nor can Catholic clergy be elected
to the lower chamber) (ibid.). Fr. May concludes: "The proclamation of religious liberty on the part of the Second Vatican Ecumenical Council evidently found no echo in
Protestantism" (ibid.).

Doctrinal Differences Have Remained Unchanged and Irreconcilable

The ecumenists "hide them and minimize them," but they are still there. Nothing has changed. While Pope John Paul II may assert that, since the Council, "dividing barriers"
between Catholics and Lutherans have been knocked down (L 'Osservatore Romano, Dec. 7, 1999, p.7), he can offer no proof for what he says. Protestant theologians continue
to attack Catholic dogmas as before. The Catholic side makes no response (p. 75). Let us examine these differences in a broad summary.

The Word of God

This is for Protestants

the decisive instrument of grace. Its personal acceptance is paramount. By comparison with the Word, sacraments are secondary. The Word is always free and new
every time it is proclaimed. It does not solidify into a norm. Thus the very concept of dogma is untenable for Protestants. Dogma is constituted by the contents of
Revelation as set forth by the Church: thus arose the articles of Faith. For Protestantism, by contrast, only free and momentary proclamations of the Word have
importance. Their consolidation in professions of confessional faith is nothing more than a human deed and can be revised, [p. 76]

Protestants reject Tradition as constitutive for dogma, present from the beginning of the Church, accepting only Scripture. All the same they cultivate their own traditionalism,
which consists in applying the principles of Protestant tradition to the interpretation of the Bible: "The Catholic who reads Protestant commentaries on the Bible is not
infrequently surprised to find references to the works of Luther" (p.77), used in fact as an interpretative canon. This not withstanding the Lutheran belief in free individual
interpretation of texts without notes of explanation, with only the assistance of the Holy Ghost! Furthermore, Catholics and Protestants do not have the same Bible (how many
Catholics are aware of this?). Luther eliminated the so-called deutero-canonical works of the Old Testament. In the New Testament he considered uncanonical the Letter to the
Hebrews, the Letter of James (which teaches the necessary relation of works to salvation), the Second Letter of Peter and the Book of Revelation (ibid.)!

Since for the Catholic Church all sacred texts have God as their author, there is a unity amongst them and one text cannot be set against another. Their inerrancy is absolute and
contains neither contradictions nor truths of primary or secondary importance-they all enjoy the same authority. In Protestantism, by contrast,

a series of qualitative distinctions amongst the sacred texts is at work. There is in effect a canon within the canon, different levels of authority within the Bible. In
this way passages of Sacred Scripture can be set one against the other, and the interpreter acts as judge of Revelation. Luther recognized in Sacred Scripture only
"what Christ revealed," as he put it. He gave pride of place to the Letters to the Romans and the Galatians, since he thought he found in them confirmation of his
doctrine of justification, [p. 78]

The Catholic Church possesses a higher court that authoritatively interprets Sacred Scripture: the Magisterium of the Church. Protestantism lacks any such authority. It affirms
that "Scripture interprets itself." The falsehood of this claim is shown by the great accumulation of contradictory interpretations characteristic of the sectarians. It should be
noted that the different criteria for interpreting the Bible are actually contained in the professions of faith of the different sects. Over the last two centuries Protestant
theologians, with a methodology that rejects the principle of authority and looks for
contradictions, have practically destroyed the authority of the sacred text (pp.78-79).

Justification and Grace

For Catholics and Protestants, the conceptions of justification and grace irremediably opposed:

Grace is for Catholicism every supernatural gift God grants to man so that he might attain eternal life. The two essential types of grace are actual and sanctifying
grace. The latter is a supernatural reality, infused by God in the soul, inhering in the soul as a quality of its very essence. The Protestant conception is altogether
different: Grace is nothing other than benevolence, the merciful disposition of God. It is not a supernatural principle of our life which sanctifies it by an interior
transformation.

[For Protestants,] man is corrupted by original sin in such a way that on his own he is capable only of evil. Therefore there can be no preparation for or
collaboration in justification on the part of man through the mediation of grace. God does everything on His own, man can do nothing. Against these errors the
Catholic Church, anchored in Tradition and Sacred Scripture, teaches that human nature has indeed been wounded by original sin, but nevertheless remains capable
of cooperating with divine grace for justification. The subjective principle of justification is the faith, [p.80]

The faith, however, is understood by Protestantism as merely the individual's confident trust in divine mercy. [Luther maintains that one must believe that the sacrifice of
Christ, an act of divine mercy, is like a cloak that covers all our sins; this belief alone is necessary for salvation, since man is incapable of change. It is not possible to sanctify
oneself in the daily struggle of the spiritual life by seeking the help of grace. Luther's is a dark faith, based on the anxious sense of one's own misery, while it is also poisoned
with pride because in expecting everything of God it demands nothing of man, who pretends to be saved while remaining unchanged, burdened with passions and vices. -Ed.]

For Catholicism, however, "faith is personal submission to God and at the same time free adhesion of the intellect to Truth as revealed by
God" (ibid.). For the Church faith is inseparable from free will. Thus the manner in which justification is accomplished through grace is
profoundly different:

The mercy of Christ, which adopts the sinner through faith [thus making him a son of God by adoption -Ed.], is for the Protestants limited
to covering over the sinfulness of man (in effect a diminution of the mercy or "justice" of Christ). His inner sinfulness remains unchanged
even in the justified man (simul iustus etpeccator). For Catholic doctrine, by contrast, justification involves a true inner sanctification.
[pp.80-81]

The Concept of the "Church"

(See SiSiNoNo [The Angelus English-Language edition], February 2005, pp.21-23.)

The Sacraments

The Protestants have preserved only "baptism" and the "Eucharist." What do they make of the other five sacraments? With the possible exception of the Anglicans,
confirmation is an "empty and superstitious ceremony." Confession "is not a sacrament but only a recommended practice, as also extreme unction. Holy orders is considered a
manifestation of pride, an error dangerous for souls. Marriage is only a contract, always subject to dissolution. Recently, as is well known, various Protestant circles have
signaled openness to 'homosexual marriage'" (p.82). Protestantism thus denies that the sacraments can be effective ex opere operato. The only means of salvation is the Word: it
follows that the sacraments procure grace not through their action, but only through the faith of the recipient (ibid., p.83).

Baptism

What then to say of baptism, the sacrament so often paraded by the ecumenists as a secure common possession of Catholics and Protestants? Also on this point most Catholic
faithful have not been well informed. In fact,

for many Protestants baptism is merely a symbol, which does not act upon the soul of the baptized. In any case, it is not understood as a cause of grace produced by
God in the soul, but rather as a simple sign. The Protestant understanding of faith and its belief in the unique salvific power of the Word do not afford baptism any
specific sacramental efficacy. Those Protestants who admit that grace is conferred in baptism also maintain that it derives from faith alone. Few Protestants believe
that baptism procures grace. More and more Protestants now deny the necessity of baptism for salvation. Only faith (understood as trust) is necessary. Salvation is
connected to faith, not to baptism, which is not even required for admittance into what they call the church. The synod of the Reformed Church of France (May 25-
27, 2001) pronounced itself in favor of the general admittance of the non-baptized to the Eucharist." [p.83]

The Eucharist

Protestantism violently rejects the Catholic doctrine of the Holy Mass, as dogmatically defined by the Council of Trent (p.84):

It denies the essential connection between the sacrifice of the Cross and the sacrifice of the Mass. The cult of the Eucharist of the Lord is merely a memorial of the
sacrifice of the Cross, and involves no offering of immolation. The role of the Eucharist in the rituals of Protestant sects cannot be compared with the high honor
reserved for holy Mass in the Catholic Church. Most Sundays Protestants do not celebrate the Eucharist, contenting themselves with a liturgy of the Word. As
religious observances, sermons and the Eucharist have the same value for Protestants: the individual can freely choose between them. There is no obligation to
attend services. Nor is there any obligation to prepare oneself for the Eucharist by confession if mortal sin has been committed. For Protestants the administration
of the Eucharist produces the pardon of sins; this means that, in certain respects, it takes the place of the sacrament of penance, which they have abolished. This is
their current practice. The Eucharist is celebrated without being preceded by any confession, and the non-baptized can also partake. All Protestant confessions
decisively reject the dogma of transubstantiation. They recognize no priestly consecration of the bread and wine. Regarding the Real Presence they manifest
striking insecurity and contradictions. At the least they deny it... [and thus] the species are not venerated, [pp.84-85]

In conclusion, "the Eucharist does not unite Catholics and Protestants, on the contrary it shows their insuperable divisions" (p.85).

Sacrament of Orders

Protestantism does not recognize the figure of the priest, who speaks and acts in persona Christi. They combat this belief as erroneous and reprehend it because, in their
opinion, a hierarchical priesthood would introduce into the Church a division into two classes, which would contradict the will of Christ.... [F] or them, every baptized person
can do that which, for the Catholic Church, belongs specifically to priests, bishops, and the pope. The office of preaching belongs to all the faithful. If only some are chosen as
"servants of the Word" it is only for reasons of order and administration. The German Protestant churches recently confirmed in the starkest terms that ordination "is not a
consecration.. .that would confer a particular faculty in relation to the Eucharist and its elements. Every Christian can preside at the liturgy and pronounce the words of
consecration." This means that "the priestly office is merely a function, not a sacrament." [In this regard one should remember that Vatican II introduced the notion of the
ministerial priesthood as a function of the people of God and seems to have placed priestly ministry and the priesthood of the believers on the same level: cf. Lumen Gentium
§§10, 13; deer. Presbyterorum Ordinis §§2, 4.-Ed.]

Nevertheless, for reasons of competition and prestige, Protestantism maneuvers to hide from the eyes of the public the ontological difference between the Catholic priesthood
and the Protestant ministry. It is enough to recall the use of the stole by Protestant clergy, giving the impression that the holders of priestly office in the two religions are on the
same plane and exert the same functions.

The Catholic Church teaches the doctrine of apostolic succession. This means that there is no validly consecrated bishop whose ecclesiastical genealogical tree cannot be
traced, directly or indirectly, to an apostle. This secure connection places the existence of an uninterrupted transmission of episcopal power beyond discussion. For Protestants,
however, the point is eminently discussable. For them it is enough to stay firm in the apostolic Faith, which they claim as their own. The succession of the Gospel prevails over
that of the episcopacy. For some time Catholic ecumenists have been aligned with the Protestant position, ready to renounce the succession of the imposition of hands for an
indemonstrable "continuity in Faith and doctrine with the Church of the Apostles" [most striking here is the desire to exclude from this "continuity" its expression by the
episcopate over centuries; this real continuity is replaced by the "doctrine" of the Apostles or the "primitive Church," as recomposed by heretics beginning with Luther, the
same Luther who discarded Scripture (e.g. the Epistle of James) and patristic interpretations, when he could not by some artifice make them agree with his own interpretation -
Ed.].

One Catholic dogma entails the impossibility of ordaining women to the priesthood. This dogma does not exist for Protestantism: the different sects have no difficulty in
naming women ministers. The number of women bishops in their ranks continues to increase.... Sex is of no importance for being a minister. Even transsexuals have been put in
charge of Protestant churches, [pp.85-87]

The Most Blessed Virgin

Protestants reject the cult of Our Lady. The dogma of the Assumption (1950) provoked furious protests in its time. Virtually all Protestants deny the virginity of our Lady after
the birth of our Lord. To believe that they honor the Madonna is a pious illusion. This may be true of individuals or groups, but it in no way applies to Protestantism as a whole.
Prayer to Mary and above all her mediation of all graces is categorically rejected (pp.87-88).

Protestant Ethics

Here a profound abyss separates Catholics from Protestants:

Kantian formalism dominates large parts of Protestant ethics. According to the principle of Kantian autonomy, the individual can act in accordance with his
personal experience of the faith. The result is that morality is placed at the interior disposition of the individual, and the objective value of exterior comportment is
lost along the way. It suffices to recall two canons of Protestant ethics. 1) There is no law that applies without exceptions, but only rules of moral comportment,
which admit of exception according to the circumstances. With a just motive, anyone can excuse himself from observing any given commandment. For example:
Protestantism condemns lies, but permits them in cases of necessity. 2) It does not recognize some actions as intrinsically wicked, and thus always and in all
circumstance forbidden. Such actions may be perpetrated if a good motive exists [and thus the individual conscience, unshackled by the law, decides in each case-
Ed.]. On the moral plane, Protestantism is the religion of concessions. This applies especially to sexual morality. The voluntary prevention of conception through
chemical and mechanical means is not a moral problem for Protestants. Sexual relations outside of marriage can be practiced, if justified by valid motives. In the
presence of just cause divorce is not only permitted, but may even be perceived as necessary. There is no moral obstacle to the remarriage of the divorced.

Two thousand years after the appearance of the Logos, Lutherans are still not sure whether homosexuality should be considered a sin. This vice finds adhesion and
recognition in Protestantism. In many Protestant "churches" homosexual unions are officially celebrated. Protestant ethics shows its true face in the matter of
abortion. Naturally, it declares that abortion as such is inadmissible. But in certain circumstances it is permitted. The synod of German Protestant churches has
declared that in some cases it may be morally blameworthy to impede an abortion, [pp.88-89]

The Last Things

The Catholic Church has always firmly maintained the doctrine whereby at death the soul is separated from the body to be judged by God, deciding its salvation or
perdition. Souls insufficiently pure to appear before God must pass through the fires of purgatory. In many sectors of Protestantism the hypothesis of total death is
maintained, holding that the whole man disappears at death, and there is no further life of the soul. Those who do admit the existence of the soul are convinced that
it goes right away to beatitude in heaven. Purgatory is left out of account. Thus there is no need for prayer, intercessions, Masses for the dead, indulgences, [pp.89-
90]

Is not this troubled understanding of the Last Things widely diffused among Catholics today? And has not ecumenism played a role in this trend?

We could continue at length but this brief survey seems sufficient for our purpose. Faced with the concealment of the true nature of Protestantism by the dominant false
ecumenism, Fr. May very opportunely brings the attention of Catholics to the true nature of Protestantism (p. 109).

The Orthodox

Let us now consider doctrinal differences with the Orthodox.

Paul VI and John Paul II have repeatedly emphasized our supposed commonality of faith with the Oriental Churches. It is striking that these declarations have
found no resonance from the Orthodox Churches. In fact this commonality does not exist. Walter Kasper is mistaken to claim that "the only true theological
controversy with the Orthodox" concerns papal primacy. The idyllic image he proposes of relations between the Catholic Church and the Orthodox is a deceptive
one. There is no truth of the Faith that the Orthodox do not understand in a different way from the Catholic Church, even in the details. For them fidelity to
tradition has become a rigid traditionalism. At the same time, many aspects of their doctrine are not clearly established or clarified, are matters of controversy or
considered out of date. It should not be forgotten that Orthodoxy has drunk deeply from the well of Protestantism. Here are some examples of the differences.

It is apparent that their understanding of the Church does not coincide with the Catholic one [see Si Si No No, Feb. 2005, p.21]. The Orthodox communities are
national churches, strictly linked to state power.3 Local churches, from the Orthodox perspective, are not particular churches: every local church is a Catholic
Church, complete in itself. The universal Church is merely the collection of the local churches.

The primacy of jurisdiction of the Bishop of Rome is unanimously rejected by the Orthodox. Furthermore, the Orthodox maintain that the third Person of the Most
Holy Trinity proceeds only from the Father, not from the Father and the Son as the dogma of the Catholic Church holds. On the problem of original sin, they
approach the Protestants in inferring from it the total corruption of man. The dogma of the Immaculate Conception of the Blessed Virgin finds powerful opposition
in Orthodoxy. Many Orthodox consider baptism administered by heretics to be invalid. Catholics and Protestants who convert to Orthodoxy are rebaptized
[unconditionally -Ed.]. The same holds for confirmation in some circumstances. Transubstantiation (when it is accepted) is ascribed not to the words of
consecration but to the subsequent invocation of the Holy Ghost (epiclesis). Eucharistic adoration does not exist. The doctrine of indulgences has no place. The
sacred oil is administered not only to the sick but also to the healthy. There is notable uncertainty about the possibility of women becoming deaconesses or priests.
The minister of the sacrament of marriage is the priest, not the spouses. Divorce is permitted for just cause. The divorced can remarry up to a third time in a
sacramental marriage [!]. Orthodoxy has no objection to impediments to conception. In relation to homosexuality an "opening" is apparent. Some uncertainties are
apparent in the doctrine of the last things. Purgatory is denied by most of their theologians.

From these few indications it can be understood that there are grave doctrinal contradictions between Catholics and Orthodox. John Paul II’s hope that dialogue
between Catholics and Orthodox might clarify nearly all points of controversy is unfounded in reality. The Council's affirmation that the spiritual and theological
patrimony of the Orthodox "belongs to the full catholicity and apostolicity of the Church" (Unitatis Redintegratio §17) is at the very least misleading.4 If the
statement means that this patrimony, insofar as it is authentic, belongs in reality to the Catholic Church, it is correct. If however it means that this patrimony is
absent from the Catholic Church, it is mistaken. It must be reaffirmed, against the express opinion of the Council (UR §15), that communicatio in sacris with the
Orthodox is neither "possible" nor "advisable." Furthermore, the Orthodox themselves do not entertain the possibility of shared communion with Catholics, whom
they consider heretics, [pp. 120-122]

Their participation in the ecumenical initiatives promoted by Rome is merely a matter of convenience.

Speculator

Translated exclusively for Angelus Press from SiSiNoNo, Vol.30, No.21, (Dec. 15, 2004) with editing by Fr. Kenneth Novak. Fr. George May was born in 1926 and
studied philosophy and theology at the Universities of Breslau, Fulda, Munich, and Neuzelle. He was ordained to the priesthood in 1951, from which time he was
engaged with pastoral duties and teaching at the Erfurt Seminary. At the University of Munich he received a doctorate in theology in 1955 and a licentiate in canon
law in 1956. From 1960 to 1994 he was Professor of Canon Law, the Law of Church-State Relations, and the History of Canon Law at the University of Mainz. In
addition to publications in his fields of specialization, Dr. May has written prolifically on developments in the Church since the Second Vatican Council.

1. George May, Die Ökumenismusfalle (Stuttgart: Sarto Verlag, 2004), p.25. [Subsequent page references in the text are to this book.]

2. On Pentecost Sunday of 1549, three years after the death of Henry VIII, the introduction by law of a new Mass in the vernacular (a rite in which Catholic and Protestant
elements were cleverly mixed) provoked the quick revolt of all western England (the Western Rebellion.) The rebels sought the restoration of the old religion, beginning with
the holy Mass. They were rapidly banished by German and Italian mercenaries, which at the time constituted the only ground troops of the English crown.

3. Recall that the return of the Oriental schismatics to the bosom of the Catholic Church, on whose terms the respective religious authorities had already formally agreed, was
on two occasions broken off, especially through the fatal intervention of political powers that did not want to lose control over the church. The Russian case is one example.
From the tenth century Russia belonged to the patriarchate of Constantinople (it later became autocephalous). Patriarch Isidore, a Greek, attended the ecumenical councils of
Ferrara and Florence. At the latter was concluded a celebrated agreement for the return of the Orthodox to Catholicism. In 1441 Isidore returned to Russia as a cardinal and
apostolic legate for Russia, where he prayed for the pope at holy mass and read the decree of union with Rome. Prince Vasily II, who was governing the principate of Moscow
(still at that time a vassal state of the Mongols), interrupted the celebration by violence and expelled the patriarch from the church, arresting him and confining him to a
monastery. Afterwards a synod of the Russian bishops declared the metropolitan deposed and "rejected the proposed union with Rome in the name of the Russian people" (N.
Brian-Chaninov, Storia di Russia, Ital. ed. [Milan: Garzanti, 1940], pp.92-96). It was an unprecedented scandal.

4. Recall that the Orthodox, after more than six centuries of accord with the Roman Church on the ecclesiastical celibacy, implicitly recommended by Sacred Scripture, arrested
the development of celibate discipline at the Council of Trullo (692), which marked the first skirmishes of antagonism that would later break out into schism. This council
recognized the obligation of celibacy only for bishops and priests who were not married at the time of ordination, finding fault with the different and more austere usage of the
Roman Church which, by contrast, has fully developed the apostolic thinking with regard to priestly celibacy as apparent in Sacred Scripture.
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In 1999, the Rev. Dr. Ishmael Noko and
Cardinal Walter Kasper signed the Joint
Declaration on the Doctrine of Justification.

 

Si Si No No Index

            

June 2005 Reprint #64

On the left side of the altar at the
Oct. 31,1999, service were four
primary signers of the Joint
Declaration on Justification between
Catholics and Lutherans. They are
(left to right), Cardinal Edward Idris
Cassidy; Rev. Christian Krause,
Lutheran World Federation (LWF)
president and bishop of the
Evangelical Lutheran Church in
Brunswick, Germany; Bishop Walter
Kasper; General Secretary Rev. Dr.
Ishmael Noko.

From November 11-13, 2004, at the “Better World” Center for Congresses and Spirituality in Rocca di Papa a congress was held with the title “Forty Years after the Decree on
Ecumenism of Vatican Council II: Retrospectives and Lasting Significance-Development and the Current Situation-Future Prospects.” The Conference was promoted by the
Pontifical Council for Promoting Christian Unity to celebrate the 40th anniversary of the Conciliar Decree Unitatis Redintegratio. Present at the conference were all the
presidents of the ecumenical commissions of episcopal conferences throughout the world, representatives of the dicasteries of the Roman Curia and the pontifical universities,
together with the representatives of various “churches” and communities engaged in dialogue with the Church. None other than His Eminence Cardinal Walter Kasper,
president of the council in question, was there to give his imprimatur to the proceedings.

Kasper's intervention was published in its entirety in L'Osservatore Romano1 and stands for us as a precious document for identifying the theological outlook of the current
ecumenical movement and its foundation in the theses of the Second Vatican Council, as amply developed and applied during the papacy of John Paul II. In this regard one
cannot fail to appreciate the great clarity of Cardinal Kasper. What the President of the Council for Promoting Christian Unity fails to do-what is in fact his duty-is to recognize
the sometimes irrelevant, at other times contrasting relationship of the positions of the “Conciliar Church” to the universal ordinary Magisterium of the Catholic Church. On the
contrary, as we shall see, the cardinal takes it upon himself to conceal this contrast.

 

The Council's A Priori

Before examining the content of Cardinal Kasper's intervention it will be helpful to outline its structure. Cardinal Kasper insists repeatedly on certain
statements, which he presents as evident and well-founded assumptions when they are not. In fact, at the beginning of his speech we find the following:
“The pope has repeatedly confirmed that the ecumenical path is irreversible (Ut Unum Sint, §3 [hereafter referred to as UUS]).” And likewise in
closing the cardinal sums up: “The decree [Unitatis Redintegration hereafter referred to as UR]gave the impetus to an irrevocable and irreversible
process, for which no realistic alternative exists. The Decree on Ecumenism shows the path of the 21st century. It is the will of the Lord [sid] that we
undertake this path....” These two peremptory assertions, which open and close the speech, should not be dismissed with too much haste. They constitute
the indispensable key to understanding the basis of the current teaching: they are the alpha and omega that illuminate the current crisis of the Church.

Let us recall the context in which the speech was delivered: the cardinal was addressing the principle “ecumenical agents,” Catholic and not. And what
did he tell them? We have read it: the ecumenical path, as inaugurated by the Conciliar decree, is irrevocable; indeed, it is irrevocable and irreversible,
which is to say that it cannot be changed in any way, nor can the direction it has taken be altered. In this way the cardinal would strangle at birth any
attempted reorientation from a traditional perspective, stigmatizing it as unrealistic. The one solution that the popes had uninterruptedly proposed is
absolutely banished and discredited: “The goal of ecumenism cannot be conceived as a simple return of others to the bosom of the Catholic Church.”
Kasper's affirmation is opposed to the universal magisterium of the Church as its contradiction: “There is but one way in which the unity of Christians
may be fostered, and that is by furthering the return to the one true Church of Christ of those who are separated from it.”2 The true “dogma”

proclaimed by the Council is this new ecumenical path. More precisely, the new ecumenism is the premise that undeniably underlies the teachings proper to Vatican II and the
theology of the current pontiff. The key texts of the Council were based on this premise. This is not our assertion: Cardinal Kasper himself demonstrates it with the texts of the
Council and the encyclicals of John Paul II in hand. Since the new ecumenical path-the content of which we shall examine in a moment-is supposed irrevocable, it has been
found necessary to re-examine and restructure Catholic ecclesiology in a non-Catholic manner. As has been observed:

This a priori determination, which has no legitimate point of reference, is the heart of the Conciliar text that affirms that the Church of Christ “subsists in” the Catholic
Church. This is in fact the only thing that the Council teaches in a clear manner: its ecumenical will. It is not ecumenical as an echo of the constant and universal teaching of the
Church, but because it has established as the basis of its theories a clearly ecumenical will that lacks any foundation and that the entire prior Magisterium condemns.3

The key elements of this a priori determination as inserted into the documents of Vatican II are essentially three, in Kasper's reckoning: the eschatological perspective of the
Church understood as the People of God; the well-known “subsistit m”; and the ecclesiology of communion.

 

Techniques of Persuasion

Before considering each of these elements analytically, it seems important to emphasize another point on which the cardinal repeatedly insists in his discourse. One should keep
in mind the context in which the cardinal finds himself: it is a lecture, that is to say, an intervention that is meant to be heard before it is read. Therefore, probably aware of
criticisms of the ecumenism inaugurated by the Council or, even more likely, in order to counterbalance the manifest contradiction of his ecumenical theses to the perennial
Magisterium, Cardinal Kasper takes it upon himself to reassure his listeners. He does this with exhalations of nolite timere-have no fear-which represent an attempt at pre-
rational persuasion (let us note that at the beginning of the Congress a film was shown, prepared by the Vatican Television Center, showing the “triumphs” of contemporary
ecumenism: from the meeting of Pope Paul VI and Athenagoras, to the “restitution” of the icon of the Mother of God of Kazan in Moscow). We present in their order of
appearance Kasper's repeated assurances that the new ecumenism is in continuity with Tradition. Unable to make this point by means of arguments,

Cardinal Kasper is constrained to resort to persuasive techniques:

It would, however, be mistaken to ignore this fundamental continuity and consider the Council as a radical rupture with Tradition and identify it with the advent of a new
Church.... Nevertheless, with the Council something new has begun: not a new Church, but a renewed Church—The ecumenical movement did not discard anything that up to
now has been precious or important to the Church and its history; it remains faithful to the truth that has been recognized and denned as such throughout history and adds
nothing new to it.... As a spiritual movement, ecumenism does not uproot Tradition. On the contrary, it proposes a new and more profound understanding of Tradition....With it
is being prepared...not a new Church, but a spiritually renewed and enriched Church. [And finally:] The Council affirms no new doctrine, but motivates a new attitude, it
renounces triumphalism....

We now enter into the thick of the issue, in the content of the discourse, in order to verify, this time by rational means, the rupture of today's “ecumenism” with Tradition. It will
be shown that it is not the development of “seeds” present within Tradition, but rather a “new doctrine” sic et simpliciter.

 

Dynamic Eschatology of the Church as People of God

Cardinal Rasper's introduction confirms our earlier reflections on ecumenism as the a priori foundation of the new ecclesiology of the Council: “The Council took up the
ecumenical movement because it understood the Church as a movement, that is to say the People of God on a journey (Lumen Gentium [hereafter referred to as LG] §§2; end,
8, 9, 48-51; UR§2 end, etc.)” He elaborates:

In other words, the Council has revalorized the eschatological dimension of the Church, showing that it is not a static but a dynamic reality. It is the People of God
on a journey between the “here” and the “not yet.” The Council integrated the ecumenical movement in this eschatological dynamic. Thus understood, ecumenism
is the way of the Church (UUS§7). It is not an adjunct, nor an appendix, but an integrating part of the organic life of the Church and its pastoral activity (UUS§20).

The Council, therefore, underlining the dynamic component of the Church, recovered the eschatological dimension of the Church.
Eschatology is not here understood in the traditional sense, but as a tension between the “already” or the “here” and the “not yet,” as
a synonym for the essentially dynamic nature of the Church. Ecumenism is situated, however-here we underline Rasper's “thus
understood”-in this dynamic-ecclesiological sense “as an integrating part of the Church.” And, to make this concept better
understood, Cardinal Rasper makes a parallel between ecumenism and mission:

Mission is an eschatological phenomenon thanks to which the Church assumes the cultural patrimony of peoples, purifies and
enriches it, thus enriching also itself and attaining the fullness of its Catholicity (Ad Gentes §§1, 9, etc.). In the same
manner, in the ecumenical movement the Church participates in an exchange of gifts with the separated churches (UUS§§28,
57), enriches them and at the same time makes their gifts its own and, in so doing, fully realizes its own catholicity (UR §4).

He concludes with a very illuminating affirmation: “Mission and ecumenism are the two forms of the eschatological path and the
eschatological dynamic of the Church.”

In what then, does the eschatological dynamic of the Church consist for Rasper? It does not mean that the Church, although human
because of the members who make it up, is supernatural in its origin, its means, and its purpose,4 and nevertheless will manifest
itself in all its fullness only when the Son of Man will return and put an end to history. Nor is its dynamic nature conceived in the

sense conveyed by the Gospel parable of the king who sends his servants out to call his subjects to the wedding feast of his son, because those who stay outside are doomed to
“weeping and gnashing of teeth” (cf. Luke 14:15-24; this parable unequivocally indicates the necessity of conversion and entry into the Catholic Church to escape eternal
damnation). Cardinal Kasper does not understand the eschatological dimension of the Church in the sense of a projection towards eternity, nor does he see its dynamic nature as
connected to its task of proclaiming and calling all peoples to salvation. The Church, on the contrary, is for Kasper eschatological in the sense that it must activate that which it
already is potentially: “It is on a journey,” the cardinal affirms, “towards fully and concretely realizing its nature in life.” The Church is already Catholic, but not yet fully so. It
becomes concretely and fully Catholic only by enriching itself with the cultural patrimony of peoples (mission) and the gifts of the “separated Churches” (ecumenism) and
enriching them in turn.

Conversion to the Catholic Church is not in question because, for the ecumenists, all the “churches” and separated communities and all peoples are already in some manner in
communion with the Catholic Church. What is lacking is the reciprocal enrichment, more or less profound, that will emerge from dialogue, as the fulfillment of what is already
realized in a mysterious way by virtue of the fact that the Church of Christ is already united to every man. Missions and ecumenism have the purpose of revealing “in a visible
manner, the hidden but radical unity that the divine Word... has established with the men and women of this world.”5 The ecumenical journey is thus the process of becoming
aware of a unity that already exists; it is, at the same time, a reciprocal enrichment in order to arrive at full unity. The expression “Church, People of God” conveys an identity
between the Church and the human race, an identity that needs only to become conscious, in the manner of Hegel's dialectic.

All this was expressed very clearly by Cardinal Wojtyla in his theological study on Vatican II, At the Sources of Renewal: “The mission of the divine Persons towards humanity
is not only a revelation, but equally the salvific action that makes of the human race the People of God.” In the same study Cardinal Wojtyla developed the theme of the
relations between the Church as the People of God and the human race:

God does not form his People except by choosing, calling, bringing all men to Himself, each as an individual, in the manner that is proper and unique to him...the
reality of the People of God is contained in the project of God and in its realization, the origin of which, it might be said, is common to the vocation of man as a
person....Only God knows the link that unites men in the community of his People. Vatican II affirms that such a bond is fuller than that of mere “ecclesial”
communities....Thus is it explained, how the consciousness of the Church as the People of God can be both ad intra and ad extra. In this Vatican II admits that
there is a difference between “belonging to” and “being ranked among” the People of God. Behold that which indicates and determines the degrees of the
communion of God with men.6

That this was not only the personal opinion of Cardinal Wojtyla is confirmed by the fact that, during his pontificate, the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith expressed
itself in even stronger terms: “In its invisible reality, [the Church] is the communion of each man with the Father, through Christ, in the Holy Spirit, and with other men who
participate in the divine nature.”7

We have thus a first sphere of communion, namely that of all men “chosen and called by and conducted to Him,” which includes another, composed of all the Christian
“churches.” This is the “now” which mission and ecumenism take as their point of departure. The “not yet” is, on the contrary, the process of becoming aware of such bonds
and of the mutual exchange of gifts, a process that has as its purpose the full communion of everyone, a communion that already exists if only partially. That the aforesaid
fundamental unity of all men is the most important foundation that prevails over every division has been openly proclaimed by Pope John Paul II in his discourse to the
cardinals and the curia with regard to the interreligious meeting at Assisi:

In the light of this mystery [of the unity of the human race] differences of all kinds, first of all religious differences, to the degree that they limit the plan of God,
show themselves as in effect belonging to another order. If the order of unity is that which leads to Creation and Redemption and if this is therefore, in this sense,
'divine,' the differences and the divergences, even the religious ones, have more to do with a 'human element' and ought to be surpassed within the progress towards
the realization of the grandiose plan for unity that presides over creation.8

To summarize:

1) Today's ecumenism is possible only within the context of the ecclesiology of the “People of God.”

2) The “People of God” coincide with the whole of humanity.

3) The Church itself embraces all of humanity, not in the sense that it is sent to humanity to call them to conversion, but in the sense that all men already belong to
the People of God, that is, the Church, even if in different degrees and in an incomplete manner.

4) Ecumenism consists of two moments: first, the Church enriches the separated “Churches” with the gifts they lack to arrive at full communion; second, the
Church is enriched by their gifts, and in this reciprocal exchange realizes the fullness of its own catholicity.

5) The same may be said of the missions.

The annual Week of Prayer for Christian
Unity is held from January 18-25. In recent
years in Rome it has became a tradition for
the Pope to preside at an ecumenical
celebration of Vespers on the last day of
this week at the ancient Basilica of St.
Paul's Outside the Walls, built not far from
where St. Paul was martyred for his faith
and where he is buried. In 2005, Pope John
Paul II asked Cardinal Walter Kasper,
President of the Pontifical Council for
Promoting Christian Unity to represent
him at the service. (Agenzia Fides
19/1/2005-Righe 18; Parole 244)

How far this position is from the traditional teaching of the Church is shown by the following teaching of the Holy Office:

Catholic doctrine ought thus to be proposed and set forth totally and in its entirety: one ought not to pass over in silence or cover with ambiguous words what
Catholic truth teaches on the true nature and means of justification, on the constitution of the Church, on the primacy of jurisdiction of the Roman pontiff, on the
only true union which is achieved by the return of dissidents to the one true Church of Christ. It is taught that they, by returning to the Church, do not lose any
part of the good that, by the grace of God, has up to now been born in them, but that with their return this good is rather completed and perfected. There is no need
to discuss this subject as though these people should believe that by their return to the Church they should bring it some essential element that they have lacked
up to now.9

The Catholic Church has no need of receiving anything that it has not already received from its divine Founder. It is those who unite themselves with or return to the Church
who receive that life that they can attain nowhere else.

 

The “Subsistit In”

“The eschatological and pneumatological dynamic had need of conceptual clarification. This clarification was provided by the Council in its Constitution on the Church with
the much-discussed formula 'subsistit in': the Church of Jesus Christ subsists in the Catholic Church (LG§8)”: here Cardinal Kasper introduces the second pretext for
contemporary ecumenism.

This amounts to further confirmation that the “subsistit in” is not simply synonymous with “est.”10 The official voice of the Holy See, La Civilta Cattolica, affirmed this
clearly in an article of December 5, 1987, by Fr. Giandomenico Mucci, S J.:

There is no doubt that among the formulations of the reality of the Church offered by the two documents [Mystici Corporis of Pius XII and Lumen Gentium] there
is a manifest discrepancy. It is one thing to establish a pacific identity between the Mystical Body of Christ and the Catholic Church and by a necessary corollary
affirm that the Roman Catholic Church is the unique Church of Christ; it is something else to say that the Church of Christ subsists in the Catholic Church. The
original Vatican II schema for Lumen Gentium redacted by Msgr. Philips (February, 1963) and then distributed to the Fathers (April-July of the same year) still
identified the one Church of Christ with the Catholic Church, in such a way that the use of est prevented the application of the concept and nature of the true
Church to other Christian churches. ...The passage from est to subsistit happened for prevailing ecumenical reasons.... Lumen Gentium certainly renounced the
formal identification of this reality [Church of Christ and Catholic Church] in order to explain the “numerous elements of sanctification and of truth” that exist in
other Christian Churches, but it also intended to profess that only the Catholic Church fully realizes the Church of Christ, even if not in its totality.11

Cardinal Kasper confirms this orientation of the Council and elaborates:

The Council was able to take a notable step forward thanks to the subsistit in. It wanted to do justice [?!] to the fact that, outside the Catholic Church, there are not
only individual Christians but also “elements of the Church” and even Churches and ecclesial Communities which, while not in full communion, belong by right to
the one Church and are means of'salvationfor their members (LG§§8,15; f/R§3; UUS §§10-14)....As a consequence, the question of the salvation of non-
Catholics is no longer relegated to the individual level starting from the subjective desire of an individual, as indicated in Mystici Corporis, but is put on the
institutional level in an ecclesiologically objective way.

Rereading the two texts just cited together with the Conciliar texts LG §8 and UR §3.2-4, certain passages seem anything but defensible.

1) Outside the Church “salvific elements” can be found; they are interior gifts, such as grace and the theological virtues. Such a statement, if it means “outside the visible
confines of the Church,” agrees with Tradition, which speaks of the possibility of a supernatural desire (explicit or implicit), infused by God, to belong to the Catholic Church,
which desire can be sufficient for obtaining salvation.

2) Outside the Catholic Church there are external and visible elements common to the Catholic Church and the schismatic churches (for example, Sacred Scripture.) This
is true if it regards simply the material existence of these elements. It is false, however, if by this it is alleged that such elements cause salvation on their own.

3) Outside the Catholic Church-this is the key point-there are churches and ecclesial communities that possess the means of salvation. This is false in every sense, because
only the Catholic Church possesses such means. He who separates himself from the Church retains only the fact of being separate; even the valid sacraments that remain belong
to the Catholic Church:

There is only one Church called Catholic, and it is she who, in those communities separated from her unity, acts in those things which, within these sects, remain
her own property, whatever they may be.12

The distinction between the means of salvation which belong to the Catholic Church and salvific effects which may extend themselves even beyond her visible confines is the
patrimony of the traditional teaching of the Church, well expressed by the letter of the Holy Office to the archbishop of Boston:

Not only did the Savior command that all nations should enter the Church, but He also decreed the Church to be a means of salvation, without which no one can
enter the kingdom of eternal glory.

In His infinite mercy God has willed that the effects, necessary for one to be saved, of those helps to salvation which are directed toward man's final end, not by
intrinsic necessity, but only by divine institution, can also be obtained in certain circumstances [this is the point!] when those helps are used only in desire and
longing.13

4) The last point maintained by Kasper: the other Churches and ecclesial communities, since they have the means of salvation-a, statement that we have shown to be false-
are themselves means of salvation. The logical transition here is simply embarrassing: “Does saying that a piece of gold has fallen into the mud authorize one to say that this
piece of gold belongs to the mud? Or, even more, that the mud has become gold?”14 Furthermore, even supposing that schismatic communities possessed the means of
salvation, this does not mean that they themselves would be means of salvation.

The expression “subistit in” was inserted in the conciliar text to make possible such readings as these; passages that betray Tradition in serving the cause of ecumenism. In vain
does Cardinal Kasper affirm that “the Council does not affirm any new doctrine, but motivates a new attitude, renounces triumphalism and formulates the traditional
understanding of its own identity in a realistic, historically concrete, and, one could say, even a humble manner.” In fact the Council and the cardinal of the Rota maintain what
the Church has never taught, but what she has emphatically rejected in every way. If it is permitted to say so, Cardinal Kasper hides a patent betrayal of the Magisterium behind
a false humility and an assertion of realism that, as we have seen, is itself an a priori supposition. And in fact Kasper himself, in note ten of his intervention, is obliged to admit
that this new concept of “elements of the Church” outside of the Catholic Church has as its progenitors...Calvin and Congar!

 

The Ecclesiology of Communion

At this point it should not be difficult to understand the third element of the new conciliar ecclesiology, namely the ecclesiology of “communion.” Let us hear Cardinal Kasper:

The fundamental idea of Vatican II, and in particular of the Decree on Ecumenism, can be summarized in one word: communion. This term is important for
correctly understanding the question of the “elementa Ecdesiae”.... The Decree on Ecumenism considers the Church and the separate ecclesial Communities not as
entities that have conserved a residual of elements, of diverse consistency depending on the case, but as integral elements that retain these elements as part of
their overall constitution.

Thus it is not simply a matter of noticing elements of the Catholic Church that are also present in schismatic communities (those elements that we have up to now classified as
external and visible elements); it is rather a question of re-evaluating these communities as “integral elements,” that is, as bodies enlivened by grace (note that the cardinal is
here speaking of entire communities and not of individuals) and therefore capable of becoming instruments of salvation. How so? Because these communities participate

in the goods of salvation, the sancta-ihe sacraments. Fundamental in all this is baptism. This is the sacrament of the faith, through which the baptized belong to the
one body of Christ that is the Church. Non-Catholic Christians are therefore not outside the Church but, on the contrary, already belong to it in a fundamental way
(LG §§11, 14; E/R§22).

Thus communion already exists, if only partially; this is why one should no longer speak of an “ecumenism of return,” as did all the popes up to Vatican II! Those who belong
to schism should not return to the Catholic communion, because they are already in it (which invalidates the very word “schism,” which indicates a separation, just as it
invalidates the concept of “excommunication,” which asserts the privation of communion):

The Catholic [!] understanding of ecumenism presupposes that which already exists, or rather the unity in the Catholic Church and partial communion with the
other churches and ecclesial communities, in order to achieve, starting from this incomplete communion, a full communion (UUS §14), which includes unity in
faith, sacraments, and ecclesiastical ministry (LG§14; UR§2). Thus, [concludes Cardinal Kasper], the contribution of Unitatis Redintegratio to the solution of the
ecumenical problem is not the “ecclesiology of elements” but the distinction between full communion and communion that is not yet fall(UR§3).

This, therefore, is the true novelty of the conciliar decree, which serves as a foundation for all the inanities which have followed! But Pius XI has already uprooted any
discourse that could lead to an erroneous “communion that is not full”: “Whosoever therefor is not united with the Body is no member thereof, neither is he in communion
with Christ its Head.”15 There are no gradations of communion! Communion either exists or it does not.

Cardinal Walter Kasper (third from left), the Vatican's senior ecumenical officer, visited the churchwide offices of the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America
(ELCA), Oct. I -2, 2004. He preached at a “Solemn Evening Vespers” service Oct. I at St. Luke's Lutheran Church, Park Ridge, Illinois. Kasper visited the
ELCA in recognition of the fifth anniversary of the signing of the Joint Declaration on the Doctrine of Justification in Augsburg, Germany.

A further consideration may be added to these reflections on full communion. The cardinal says that,

Unity in the sense of full communion does not mean uniformity, but unity in diversity and diversity in unity....We can also say that the essence of unity conceived
as communion is catholicity in its original sense, which is not confessional but qualitative. It signifies the realization of all the gifts that the individual churches and
confessions can contribute.

The mark of catholicity thus surpasses confessional unity.... Thus are legitimized not only the diversity of liturgical and spiritual sensibilities, but also doctrinal differences!
Cardinal Kasper had already expressed this concept: “Ecumenism is not achieved through renunciation of our own traditions of faith. No Church can make such a
renunciation.”16

Here we are at the antipodes of the traditional teaching of the Church, well summarized by Fr. Billot, SJ.:

If indeed the baptismal character is in itself sufficient to incorporate a man into the Catholic Church, nonetheless this effect in an adult depends on a double
condition. The first is that the social bond of unity in the faith be not hindered by heresy, whether formal or merely material.17

The conditio sine qua non is precisely confession of the same integral faith excluded by Kasper.

The other condition for adults is that the bond of communion not be hindered or undermined, a bond that may be destroyed in two ways. The first...through
schism.... The second by sentence of the ecclesiastical authority, that is to say by excommunication, when there is full and perfect grounds for excommunication.18

In such cases the bond of communion is destroyed and not merely attenuated! One belongs to the Catholic Church, however, not merely through baptism, but also by
confession of the true Faith and recognition of the authority of the Church; otherwise one does not belong to the Church.

The distinction between full communion and less than full communion can claim no Catholic origin. The source of this doctrine is the Dominican Congar:

There is perfect belonging to the Church-and thus to Christ-when it is lived according to all the principles of the new life and of reconciliation with God, the
fullness of which Christ has placed in the Church; there is an imperfect belonging to the Church-and thus to Christ-when one lives only according to one or the
other principle of new life....19

The Church has always taught that even non-Catholics can be in communion with her, if animated by the Holy Ghost with an explicit or implicit desire and intention to adhere
to the true Faith and to enter into the Catholic communion. But this does not apply to separated communities as such, but only to some members of these communities (known
only to God). The teaching of the Council in this regard is a departure from the Magisterium.

It remains to reiterate another point that distinguishes traditional doctrine from conciliar teaching. Those who may belong to the Catholic Church in voto and not in re are in a
state dangerous to their salvation. Thus Pius XII exhorted such people

to correspond to the interior movements of grace, and to seek to withdraw from that state in which they cannot be sure of their salvation. For even though by an
unconscious desire and longing they have a certain relationship with the Mystical Body of the Redeemer, they still remain deprived of those many heavenly gifts
and helps which can only be enjoyed in the Catholic Church.20

 

Conclusion

As Catholics we have the duty to reject these new teachings, which would see a degree of communion where communion has objectively been broken. The Catholic Church is
the Church of Christ, outside of which there is no salvation; any other teaching distances itself fearfully from Catholic

teaching. The warning of Pius XII addresses those who would embark on these new paths: “Some say they are not bound by the doctrine, explained in Our Encyclical Letter
[Mystici Corporis] of a few years ago, and based on the sources of revelation, which teaches that the Mystical Body of Christ and the Roman Catholic Church are one and
the same thing.”21

Lanterius

Translated exclusively for Angelus Press from SiSiNoNo, January 15, 2005.
All emphasis added by the author.
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Reflections on the Responsibility of Individuals at the Present Hour
Si Si No No Articles

            

August 2005 Reprint #65

On May 7, 2005, Mrs. Susan Torres, a 26-year-old vaccine researcher and parishioner at St. Rita’s Catholic Church in Alexandria, Virginia, collapsed. She was diagnosed at the
Virginia Hospital Center in Arlington with stage four melanoma, declared brain dead, and without any hope of recovery. She was 17 weeks pregnant and doctor kept her unborn
baby alive until it could live outside her womb. The baby was born on August 2, 2005.

This incident underscores the timeliness of Professor Becchi’s examination of the notion of “brain death.” The birth of a healthy baby girl born to this mother declared “brain
dead” three months previously, proves that the notion of “brain death” as an equivalent of real death needs to be rejected.

Today’s pastors have left Catholics in a state of disinformation. Catholics are encouraged, in the name of false charity, to favor the donation of even vital organs. This
encouragement is based on a supposition-the notion of “brain death”-that not only contradicts common sense and raises grave moral questions, but is being shown by science
itself to be a rash and unfounded assumption. For this reason we offer readers the following article by Professor Paolo Becchi, Associate Professor of Philosophy of Law at the
University of Genoa. [The subtitles inserted at various points are editorial insertions. -Ed.]

Debate about the time when life begins was stimulated in Italy by the contested approval of a law on assisted procreation (Law 40 of 2004). On the question of the end of life,
however, and in particular on the transplantation of organs from “cadavers,” the debate seemed exhausted in the period immediately after the approval, by a large majority, of
the new law on transplants (Law 91 of 2004). Debate on this latter law focused on the so-called “silence-informed consent” criterion to be used for the declaration of intent
(Article 4). This criterion is, in my opinion, a dubious one; even more questionable is the manner in which the then Minister of Health, Rosy Bindi, circumvented the law by
sending citizens a donor card that not only was not foreseen by the law, but which in fact prevented its application in a crucial respect. It is true that today, five years after the
application of the law, we are still in a “transitory” phase (regulated by Article 23), although this is euphemistic language. But this is not my topic in this article.1

My intention here is to raise doubts in another area, not about the law on transplants itself, but rather about the presupposition on which it is based: namely, that at the moment
the removal takes place the donor is already a “cadaver.” Can we be sure of this? I start from a banal observation that arises from a comparison of the two laws to which I just
referred.

 

The Redefinition of Death

We have deemed it a duty to protect by law an entity the size of a drop in a test tube (for example, by prohibiting the freezing of embryos, and suppressing, not to say
prohibiting, prenatal diagnosis), while it is permitted to treat a flesh and blood human being with normal body temperature, a rosy complexion, normal heartbeat and respiration
maintained by life support devices in the same way as a cadaver.

One might object: this fact is only apparently disconcerting. Embryos, already at their first development, are already Jiving beings (and this explains the great attention devoted
to them), while once brain death has been ascertained, the patient is no longer living but dead: a cadaver that only seems alive. This conclusion was presented as a scientific fact
established once and for all at the end of the 1960’s, when a committee at Harvard Medical School issued a celebrated report establishing a substantial equivalence between the
diagnosis of irreversible coma (established by rigorous clinical criteria that were supposed to establish the permanent loss of brain function) and brain death, and the
equivalence in turn between brain death and actual death.2

 

The Motives for Its Development

Thus a new definition of death was established, a definition that, for various reasons, found wide acceptance over the following years. In the first place, scientific knowledge at
that time seemed to confirm that patients in irreversible coma would suffer cardiac arrest within a short time. Secondly, such a definition presented the best support for the
development of transplant techniques that were being developed at just that time (Christian Barnard had performed the first heart transplant in December, 1967). Thirdly, this
definition seemed to remove the obstacle of euthanasia: if the patient whose brain had irreversibly stopped functioning was dead, removing his heart or interrupting artificial
respiration was not equivalent to killing him. As is apparent, from the outset motives beyond the therapeutic pushed for a redefinition of death.

The connection between the new definition of death and transplants is also apparent from legislation then introduced. Although this study focuses on Italy, similar laws were
being enacted elsewhere at about the same time. Already in 1969 a decree by the minister of health and another the following January, making use of standards like those in the
Harvard report, introduced the concept of brain death with explicit reference to the problem of withdrawing organs for the purpose of transplant. It is significant that soon
thereafter, on February 5, 1970, a decree (No. 78) by the president of the Republic, as proposed by the minister of health, for the first time authorized removal of the heart and
its parts. Since then the legislature has done no more than indicate the diverse criteria for ascertaining death; the first overall law regarding transplants (Law 644 of 1975) did
not restrict the previous decrees, even to the extent of defining death. This was done for the first time in 1993 with Law 578 (and a related ministerial decree that went into
effect the following year), according to which death “is identified with the irreversible cessation of all brain function” (Article 1).

The law not only introduces the definition of total brain death, but further-changing course with respect to the law of 1975-broadens the criteria for determining death. These
criteria were developed for subjects affected by encephalic lesions and subject to attempts at resuscitation; the law applies to all people who find themselves in that condition,
regardless of whether they are donors or not. Even if formally separate from the question of transplants, from the moment it took effect this law modified conditions for the
removal of organs. And the most recent law on transplants, in effect since 1999, only repeats the earlier one in this regard. The law on transplants has actually made it easier to
get consent (this change is in effect already in the “transitory” period); it has maintained the definition of death and the manner foreseen for its verification unaltered, as though
they had been definitively established in 1993-4. These criteria therefore constitute the current basis for the licity of the removal of organs.

 

The Ethical-philosophical Debate About Brain Death

Thus, in the decade of the 1990’s, Italy, like many countries, not only accepted the concept of brain death but actually established its definition by law. At the same time in the
United States of America, where that definition had first been formulated, the concept was called into question and re-examined.

 

Opposition

In fact, from the very beginning, philosophers had expressed grave perplexity about the new definition of death. A great philosopher of the 20th century, Hans Jonas [1903-33,
author of The Imperative of Responsibility amongst other things; his writing is largely concerned with the philosophical dilemmas created by technology. -Ed.] was also a
protagonist in the contemporary debate on bioethics. One month after publication of the Harvard report, he spoke at a conference on the subject of experiments on human
subjects, expressing his firm opposition. His Leitmotiv was the following: we do not know with certainty the line between life and death, and a definition-in particular one
introduced with the manifest intention of favoring the removal of organs-cannot make up for this lack of knowledge. When the brain has stopped functioning irreversibly we
can suspend artificial life support (Jonas will go on to argue that we are obliged to, because it would be against human dignity to maintain a human being in this condition) not
because the patient is already dead, but because it makes no sense to prolong life in such conditions. Already in Jonas we find the dilemma, well emphasized by Jonsen,3 that
stands at the beginning of discussion about brain death: should we stop life support to permit the patient to die, or are we stopping the respirator attached to a body that is
already dead? The second answer was chosen, with the implication that, if we are stopping the respirator of a dead man, why not keep it going to maintain access for the
purpose of transplants?

Jonas believed that the first path should have been taken. He repeatedly criticized the new definition of death. His most famous writing on this subject, published in 1974 with
the significant title Against the Stream, has become a classic.4 Less well known is the fact that Jonas, shortly before his death, returned to the problem in his correspondence
with a German doctor friend. This letter is worth mentioning, if only in passing.

In October, 1992, a young woman fell into a coma after a traffic accident. She would never wake up from this coma; after the necessary tests, she was declared in a state of
brain death. It was decided to remove the organs, with the permission of her parents, when doctors determined that she was pregnant. Obviously, preparations for the removal
of organs were suspended and the doctors decided to carry on the pregnancy. Discussion arose in Germany on the concept of brain death, and many wondered how a “cadaver”
could carry on a pregnancy and then-as actually happened-”decide” to interrupt it with a spontaneous abortion when the fetus was no longer alive. In this regard I would like to
cite a passage from Jonas drawn from his correspondence with one of the doctors involved in the case:

Willingly or not, my dear friend, you or better, all of you, have, by your well reasoned behavior, contradicted the current definition of death. You said: by
respiration (and other interventions) we want to stop the body of Marion from becoming a cadaver so that it can carry on the pregnancy. Believing it capable of
this, or at least wanting to give it this possibility, you based your action on the residual life in her-that is, the life of Marion! In fact, the body is as uniquely the
body of Marion as the brain was the brain of Marion. The fact that the experiment failed in this case (it seems that in prior, less extreme cases it has already
succeeded) can as little be used to disprove the fact that this is impermissible as a spontaneous abortion can be used to establish that pregnancy in general is
impossible. You sincerely believed in the possibility of its success, which is to say you believed in the functional capacity of a body subject to brain death as
necessary for this plan and maintained by your ability. This means that you believed in her LIFE as temporarily prolonged for the sake of the child. This belief
cannot be refused in other cases of coma for other purposes!5

One might object that, interesting as these observations are, they demonstrate nothing more than the coherence of Jonas’s thinking. They are indeed of great interest for Jonas’s
biography, but in the meantime his “old” position has taken on new relevance, and has become much less isolated than it was at the outset. With regard to Jonas, the writings of
Josef Seifert6 and more recently of Robert Spaemann are noteworthy. These two authors, both of Catholic inspiration, are at least in some respects in intellectual accord with
Jonas. All these authors have in common the idea that, in the uncertainty or impossibility of proving with certainty that a person is dead, he should be treated as still living.

 

Second Thoughts

It is striking that, even in a school of thought at the antipodes from that of Jonas, Seifert and Spaemann, it is now openly admitted that “brain death” was nothing but a bold
expedient by which human beings were defined as dead when they were not so in fact. This is the conclusion reached today by a philosopher well known for his utilitarian
views: Peter Singer.

Here, too, it is worth summarizing the course of his development. At the beginning of the 1990’s, Singer, then a professor in Melbourne, was called to an important hospital of
that city to be part of a committee that was to investigate some ethical questions relating to the problem of consent; among these was the question of anencephaly. Newborns
afflicted with this grave defect are not capable of becoming fully conscious, lacking the “superior” part of the brain (the cerebral hemispheres, including the cerebral cortex)
and the cranial vault that would contain them; the “inferior” part, made up of the encephalic trunk, is often intact, if sometimes little developed. The anencephalic newborn is
thus capable of breathing spontaneously, since this activity depends on the trunk, but it has an unhappy prognosis: generally such children survive for a period ranging from
several days to a few weeks before suffering cardio-circulatory arrest.

Singer, who in previous years had been a proponent of “total brain death,” thus found himself faced with the following problem: why not pass from that definition of death to a
“cortical” one, so as to also declare anencephalics dead? Some members of the committee wanted to go in that direction; Singer, to everyone’s surprise, did not follow. He
explained the reasons for his dissent in his book Rethinking Life & Death, published in 1994 and soon after translated also into Italian. At least a passage from this book
deserves to be cited in full:

The panel’s deliberations made me think harder about brain death. I was beginning to see where the trouble began. The Harvard Brain Death Committee was faced
with two serious problems. Patients in an utterly hopeless condition were attached to respirators, and no-one dared to turn them off. Organs that could be used to
save lives were rendered useless by waiting for the circulation of the blood in potential donors to stop. The committee tried to solve both these problems by the
bold expedient of classifying as dead those whose brains had ceased to have any discernible activity. The consequences of the redefinition of death were so
evidently desirable that it met with scarcely any opposition, and was accepted almost universally. Nevertheless, it was unsound from the start. Solving problems by
redefinition rarely works, and this case was no exception.7

Of course, the conclusion that Singer draws from crises of brain death is, obviously, very different from that of the philosophers previously cited. For them, if the “brain dead”
are still alive at the time when life support is removed, that means that it is that action that ends their life and thus ought not be done; for Singer, by contrast, it is licit because
life is not a sacred and inviolable good. Also in this case (as in others) there is a “third way,” as always the most difficult, one that I have tried to develop on another occasion;
but here I would only like to emphasize a different aspect, namely that, irrespective of their different ethical conclusions, all of the cited authors start from the same criticism of
the notion of brain death.

One might ask what pushed Singer to put himself, on this last point, in the company of Jonas, Seifert and Spaemann, light years apart from him and of whose existence he
seems unaware. We find at least an indirect answer in his recent contribution on the subject, Morte cerebrate ed etica delta sacralita delta vita (Brain death and the ethics of the
sanctity of life), where the author publishes his sources. They are, in fact, scientific sources of the first rank, which together with others contribute to describing the crisis in
which the new definition of death founded on exclusively neurological criteria has fallen, not only from a philosophical point of view but also from a medical-scientific one.

 

The Medical-scientific Debate on Brain Death

Although lacking any specific medical expertise, I will nonetheless permit myself to underline at least two crucial aspects of this latter point. The first concerns the possibility
of ascertaining total brain death on the basis of the criteria and tests currently in use; the second deals with the thesis that brain death is nevertheless an indication of the death
of the whole organism.

 

Unascertainability of Brain Death

The first aspect was well analyzed by two American doctors, Robert Truog and James Fackler, in an essay published in 1992 with the significant title: “Rethinking Brain
Death.”8 According to the authors, documented scientific research shows that patients who meet the current clinical criteria and neurological tests for brain death do not
necessarily show the irreversible loss of all brain functions. This would indicate that the complete loss of such functions could not be diagnosed on the basis of adopted test
standards.

To support their argument the two doctors make four arguments that can be briefly summarized. First of all, many patients judged to be in a state of “brain death” by the test in
practice show undiminished endocrine hypothalamic function. This means that in some cases of patients declared brain dead, hormonal activity of the pituitary gland and of the
nerve center (the hypothalamus) that controls it persists, and thus the regulation of hormonal activity persists. In second place, in many patients in this condition it is possible to
register with an electroencephalogram weak electric activity localized in some parts of the cerebral cortex, destined to stop within 24-48 hours; in third place, some patients
continue unmistakably to react to external stimuli, as is shown, for example, by the increase of heart rate and blood pressure after a surgical incision before the removal of
organs (these revelations apply to the cases of patients declared brain dead by British criteria, which are purely clinical and refer to the state of the encephalic trunk). In the
fourth place, many patients defined as brain dead retain their spinal reflexes, the significance of which came to be recognized only during and after the years when brain death
was being defined.

On the basis of an attentive analysis of these four elements, the two authors reached the conclusion that current clinical means cannot ascertain the stopping of all functions but
only of some of them, and that at most they diagnose cortical death.

 

Brain Death Is Not an Indication of Death with Respect to the Whole Organism

The second aspect has been examined most closely by Alan Shewmon, an authoritative American neurologist who has changed his views in the course of his career. He has
gone from being a convinced proponent of brain death as a concept to one of its most implacable critics.

As in the case of the two previous authors, here also the point of departure was an empirical revelation: organisms said to be in a state of brain death survive much longer than
could have been imagined, and this implies that the brain is not as essential as had been believed for the integrated function of the organism. Against the prevailing medical
theory, which holds that the brain is the organ responsible for integration of different parts of the body and thus constitutes its “critical system,” Shewmon advances his own
thesis: the “critical system” of the body cannot be localized in a single organ, however important the brain may be. According to the neurologist, this hypothesis would furnish
an explanation for the prolonged survival (in a record case for more than 14 years) of subjects for whom brain death had been diagnosed. Such subjects, to a great extent
pediatric patients, maintain intact certain functions that were thought to belong to the brain, such as the regulation of body temperature, homeostasis of fluids, reaction to
infections, and bodily growth, all indications of the persistence of some degree of integrating activity.

Shewmon concludes from this that it is completely mistaken to maintain that brain death indicates death of the whole organism. Thus one of the pillars on which the concept of
brain death was based is called radically into question, namely the premise that the brain is “the cerebral integrator of the body.” The death of the brain does not cause
disintegration of the body. Such a disintegration is rather the consequence of damage affecting several systems of organs and the reaching of a critical level, a “point of no
return” which determines the beginning of the process of death and renders ineffective any medical intervention aimed at avoiding this inevitable end.

According to Shermon, a pronouncement of death should not be based on diagnosis of a clinical condition of brain death. The determination should rather be made with
reference to several parameters, such as those connected to respiratory, circulatory, and neurological activity.9 When it is clear that a point of no return has been reached, the
patient would be removed from the apparatus for assisted breathing and, after twenty minutes-the time Shermon considers necessary to be sure of the impossibility of a
spontaneous resumption of the vital functions of the subject-one could proceed to the declaration of death.

 

A Big Question Mark

Shewmon reaches the same conclusion as Jonas by a different route. The larger question that arises is whether in respecting such criteria transplants would still be possible.
Conditions would surely no longer be optimal, and the advantages would certainly be more limited. But here the problem that must be posed is that if the organs are removed-
as recent studies admit-from donors who are in a nether world between life and death, then it is the organ removal itself that causes the definitive transition to the other side.

The legislation that accepts brain death has been based on the assumption that the death of the patient has already been verified when organ removal takes place. If this
supposition was debatable from the outset on a philosophical level, it has at last been shown to be unfounded also from a scientific point of view. If the legal requirement for
the removal of organs is that it be done on subjects whose irretrievable loss of all brain function has been verified, then we must admit that today many organ removals take
place in open violation of the law. Instead of continuing to operate on the basis of a fiction, we would like to openly discuss whether or not it is acceptable to remove organs
from patients in a condition from which they may never recover, but which is not yet equivalent to death.10

As in the case of assisted pregnancy, so too in the case of organ transplants: advances in technology applied to medicine are raising difficult new ethical questions. The
technical possibility of organ transplants has pushed us to use patients whose fate was in any case sealed as exchange material for other human beings. In the same way today
the technical possibility of in vitro fertilization would push us (although the Italian legislature has moved in the other direction) to use so-called supernumerary embryos-by
destroying them-for the cure of some diseases. In the case under review the question was: “what to do with patients who, subject to resuscitation, could not revive since their
brain has irreversibly stopped functioning?” We have pretended to resolve the problem in a simplistic manner by defining them as dead, even if the organism could continue to
function well with the help of a respirator; perhaps even better than those few embryo cells in a test tube which do not yet have a brain.

Translated exclusively for Angelus Press from SiSiNoNo, June 30, 2004.

1. I have already done so on many other occasions, including: P. Becchi, P. Donadoni “Informazioni e consenso all’espianto di organi da cadaveri,” Politico del diritto XXXII
(2001), 257-87; P. Becchi, “Tra(i)pianti, Spunti critici intorno alia legge in materia di donazione degli organe e alia sua applicazion” in Ragion pratica, 18 (2002), 275-88, and
P. Becchi, “Information und Einwilligung zur Organspendung: Das neue italienische Gesetz und seine “ewige” Ubergangsphase,” Hirntod und Organspende, ed. A. Bondolfi,
U. Kostka, K. Seelmann (Basal: Schwabe, 2003), pp. 149-61.

2. Cf. “A Definition of Irreversible Coma: Report of the Ad Hoc Committee of the Harvard Medical School to Examine Brain Death,” Journal of the American Medical
Association, 205 (1968), pp.337-40. For critical discussion of this document see, e.g., M. Giacomini, “A Change of Heart and a Change of Mind? Technology and the
Redefinition of Death in 1968,” Social Science and Medicine, 44 (1997) 1465-82; R.M. Veatch, Transplantation Ethics (Washington, D.C.: Georgetown U. Press, 2000); G.
Belkin, “Brain Death and the Historical Understanding of Bioethics,” Journal of the History of Medicine, 58 (2003) 325-61.

3. Cf. A.R. Jonsen, The Birth of Bioethics (New York: Oxford U. Press, 1998), p.240.

4. Jonas’s response came immediately after the Harvard Committee’s report. It dates to September 1968 and was part of the author’s intervention on experiments on human
subjects. His essay Against the Stream was written in 1970 and published in 1974; here Jonas discusses the objections made by some members of the Committee with whom he
had been in contact in the interim. Two postscripts follow this essay, from 1976 and 1985, showing Jonas’s continued attention to this subject. All these works are collected in
Jonas, Technik, Medizin undEthik: Zur Praxis des Prinzips Verantwortung (1985).

5. Cf. Hans Jonas, “Brief an Hans-Bernhard Wiirmeling,” Wann ist der Mensch tot? Organverpflanzung und Hirntodkriterium, ed. J. Hoff and J. in der Schmitten, Reinbek bei
Hamburg, Rowohlt (1994): 21-27.

6. Cf. J. Seifert, Leib und Seele: Ein Beitrag zur philosophischen Anthropologie (Salzburg, 1973); J. Seifert, Das Leib-Seele Problem und die gegenwartige philosophische
Diskussion: Eine kritisch-systematische Analyse (Darmstadt, 1979); J. Seifert, What Is Life? On the Originality, Irreducibility, and Value of Life, ed. H.G. Callaway
(Amsterdam, 1997); J. Seifert, “Is “Brain Death” Actually Death?” Monist, 16(1993), 175-202.

7. P. Singer, Rethinking Life and Death: The Collapse of Our Traditional Ethics (New York: St. Martins, 1994), p.51.

8. Cf. R.D. Truog and J.C. Fackler, “Rethinking Brain Death,” Critical Care Medicine, 20 (1992), 1705-1713. Starting from the points discussed in that article, Truog has
returned several times to the question of brain death. In a 1997 article (“Is It Time to Abandon Brain Death?” Hastings Center Report, 27 [1997], 29-37) instead of proposing
the substitution of cortical death for brain death, as he had done in the 1992 article with Fackler, Truog looks for a return to the traditional cardio-respiratory standard for
declaring death and, at the same time, aims to separate the question of transplants from the debate on brain death. He maintains that transplantation can only be practiced by
some justification other than that of brain death. Truog’s desire for an ethical foundation for transplants inspired his article “Organ Transplantation without Brain Death,”
Annals of the New York Academy of Science, 913 (2000), 229-39.

9. Cf. e.g. D.A. Shewmon, “‘Brain Stem Death,’ ‘Brain Death,’ and Death: A Critical Reevaluation of the Purported Equivalence,” Issues in Law & Medicine, 14 (1998), 125-
45, and more recently “The Brain and Somatic Integration: Insights into the Standard Biological Rationale for Equating ‘Brain Death’ with Death,” Journal of Medicine and
Philosophy, 26 (2001), 457-78.

10.  Cf. S.J. Youngner, R.M. Arnold, “Philosophical Debates about the Definition of Death: Who Cares?” Journal of Medicine and Philosophy, 26 (2001), 527-37.
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Are the Dead Really Dead When We Remove Their Organs?
Si Si No No Aritcles

            

August 2005 Reprint #65

A Subversive Mentality

It is clear that, by rejecting the essential goods that give meaning to human existence, we humans automatically revert to a primitive and instinctual animal existence. All the
police in the world will have great difficulty in preventing or repressing the consequences of such a transformation. The prisons are already filling up with the young people we
have put out of balance. We should have understood that the human being is always tempted by the path of least resistance and by the satisfaction of his own passions. These
eminently subversive foundations render the mediations of everyday life unbearable: natural law, the family, work, the most legitimate institutions come to be seen as so many
useless, constraining and harmful barriers. Accordingly all manifestations of hostility towards them are permitted.

 

Collective Blindness

Every form of egocentric behavior provokes a kind of mental myopia which, becoming more and more widespread, degenerates into collective blindness. We become
ridiculous when, despite our smallness in the immensity of the universe, we confer on ourselves a patent of absolute sovereignty over matter and spirit, over the present and the
future. We even impose on the past, in accordance with our interests, the veil of oblivion or the obligation of memory!

This delirious pretense is not without hypocrisy, since man plays at imitating the divine without daring to come to grips with it. He asks only that the divine not intervene in his
own affairs, which is a deceitful way of denying it. Man thus decides motu proprio that temporal goods and their immediate’use belong to himself alone, without limits or
constraints. The divine is conceded a paradise that everyone imagines in his own way, according to his own personal theism; some are inclined to see this paradise as open to
everyone, others imagine it uninhabited, like hell itself.

 

A Corrupt and Corrupting Social Climate

It is a slippery slope from folly to sacrilege. It is hinted that it would be enough for the irony of the heavens to simply leave man, the “thinking reed,” in the power of his raving
fancy, since he tends to bind himself in chains of his own making: anarchy alternating with totalitarianism, the unscrupulous use of mass media and technology for the sake of
domination, etc.

The contemporary conjunction of secularism with erroneous beliefs can lead to nothing else. We perceive that a social climate of a new kind is gradually installing itself. This
climate combines, in an apparently inextricable but doubtless intentional manner, counter-truths, subversive aims, and alluring prospects for the future. Each new generation
receives its own obligatory dose of skillful manipulation. The masters of the game take care to solidify their position by obtaining the indispensable consent of the majority
through the well-tested means that are habitually employed in this kind of undertaking: corruption, fear, dissimulated co-optation. The passivity of the moderates and the
alignment of the ambitious do the rest.

 

The Role of Individuals in the Great Dramas of History

History in its broad outlines is made by the holders of power and by the intermittent outbursts of the masses. We cannot easily forget the hecatombs of the last century. But
individuals taken in isolation also have their role to play in this drama of grand proportions. This means that individuals cannot be considered entirely innocent. We are so
fragile in difficult situations, where fear makes even the haughtiest among us cowardly and silent!

Fortunately the concessions of the majority are redeemed-as a counterpoise-by the often unexpected heroism of those who, in terrible situations where their liberty is stifled,
find the greatness of soul that enables them to emerge from desperate circumstances.

We should add, however, that exceptional suffering requires exceptional assistance. Only divine grace confers a supernatural and saving power of unlimited application in time
and space.

Our incredulous moderns, often defiled by a voluntarism which serves as their supreme ideal, depreciate the attitude of the broken man who has recourse to God. He is accused
of cowardice, and God Himself is thought vindictive. This accusation is doubly offensive: offensive to one’s neighbor who suffers, and offensive to Him who, even from the
cross, pardons “those who know not what they do.” It is difficult for human excess to “kick against the goad” and deplore the consequences of its own continuous collusion
with lies, injustice, or error.

 

A “Tremendous Mystery”

On this higher level we know that the essential abides whatever tribulations may come. Surrounded by disbelievers and nowadays rejected by so-called believers for “lack of
fidelity,” we have at our disposal the infinite treasures of the Redemption. In the midst of world war our Mother in Heaven, in her apparition at Fatima on August 13, 1917,
encouraged coming to the aid of souls in danger of being lost. The venerated Pope Pius XII, the unforgettable pastor angelicus of our youth, recalled this invitation with
auspicious clarity in his encyclical Mystici Corporis:

A terrible mystery never sufficiently contemplated: the salvation of many depends on the prayers and voluntary penitence of the members of the Mystical Body of
Christ.

We cannot, therefore, abstract ourselves from this obligation, nor can we limit its bearing on the whole of humanity, even if the effects of our intervention remain for now the
secret of God.

There exists between us a very real invisible solidarity; contemplative souls know it well. We shall save ourselves more certainly if we contribute to the salvation of others. On
the contrary, he who corrupts his neighbor runs the greater risk of being lost himself.

 

A Spectacle of Desolation: the Failures of Authority

Let us think of the firmness that was necessary for St. Peter in performing his duty of directing his flock to eternity, according to the express commandment of the Divine Word
that he confirm his brothers in their faith in the living and true God.

In contradiction of this essential command, we observe today with dolorous stupefaction the persistence of an apparent impotence of Authority [i.e., of Rome -Ed.] to escape
from the mire in which it has been caught for four decades, as though the monarchical character of its functions had been dissolved in some unforeseen manner-after 20
centuries of affirming its own identity-into a nearly uncontrollable collegiality, itself extraneous to divine law. The principle of authority has been trampled down, replaced by a
sort of pseudo-democratic imitation founded on the promotion of numbers as the principle of law.

This abnormality has been erected into a system since the Council. In the minds of the less diffident it has raised suspicions-largely borne out in practice-about the mysterious
transfers of responsibility in ecclesiastical offices under the pretext of avoiding any return to autocratic practices. We think of the repeated capitulations of the Holy See and the
bishops at the time when the new liturgy was launched. The result was an unrestrained emancipation of the clergy and the faithful in all directions, without any decisive body
which could impose the least sense of peccavi in Deum-”I have sinned against God”-and coram omnes-”before all.”

Before such a spectacle of desolation, it is not surprising that grace seems to be distancing itself from nature, and even the stones would seem to cry out to supply the incredible
deficiencies of Authority in its teaching and example. Let us pray all the angels and saints to come to our aid!

Pyrenaicus

Translated exclusively for Angelus Press from SiSiNoNo (Feb. 15, 2005).
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Si Si No No Articles

 

 
The SiSiNoNo theological congresses
like the one at which Dr. Pasqualucci
gave this presentation publish regularly
the lectures from these symposiums.

            

October 2005 Reprint #66

Reflections of a Catholic Teacher

Part I

Professor Paolo Pasqualucci has dedicated himself to the study of
philosophy of law, politics, and of metaphysics. Among his most recent

publications are Introduzzione à la metafisica dell'Uno (Rome: Pellicani,
1996,151 pp.) dealing with the metaphysical notion of the One in relation

to the metaphysical notion of God, and Politica e religions, saggio di
teologia della storia (Rome: Pellicani, 2001, 89pp.) which explores the

relationship between politics and religion from the standpoint of the
traditional Catholic theology of history. He has always participated in the
theological congresses of SiSiNoNo. His contributions can be found in the
Acts of the same, published in French by the Society of Saint Pius X and

in English (partially) by Angelus Press.

The following is the first part of the lecture given by Paolo Pasqualucci, professor emeritus of the University of Perugia, Italy, on January 3, 2004 at SiSiNoNo's fourth
theological congress held in Rome. It will be serialized in the next issues of SiSiNoNo. The text has been revised and expanded by the author. None of this is easy, but it is
fellows like Dr. Pasqualucci that keep doctrine from impurities and our minds from going soft.

 

Setting Up The Discussion

The Marriage of St. Thomas to Modern Thought

A decree of the Sacred Congregation for Studies (July 27, 1914) under the auspices of Pope St. Pius X, set forth 24 theses drawn from the metaphysics of St. Thomas as "safe
directive norms" for the philosophical and theological studies of Catholics. Although these norms were not made binding, the motive for this decree was later elaborated by
Pope Benedict XV in his epistle Quod de Fovenda of March 19, 1917:

The Roman pontiffs have constantly maintained that St. Thomas should be considered as "guide and master" in philosophical and theological studies, while always
preserving liberty of discussion about that which could and was accustomed to be subject to discussion in both disciplines.

Popes Pius XI and especially Pius XII reconfirmed this principle. Pope John XXIII, however, in his celebrated inaugural address at the Second Vatican Council, maintained that
the "principal goal" of the Council was not "discussion of this or that theme of the fundamental doctrine of the Church, repeatedly expounded in the teaching of the Fathers and
of ancient and modern theologians." For such a purpose "a council was not necessary." The "principal goal" of the Council was supposed to consist above all in

a leap ahead towards doctrinal penetration and the formation of consciences, in more perfect correspondence of fidelity to authentic doctrine, albeit studied and set
forth through the forms of investigation and the literary formulation of contemporary thought. One thing is the substance of the ancient doctrine of the depositum
fidei, and another the formulation of its covering: and this difference should be taken account of in a spirit of patience, measuring everything by the forms and
proportions of a magisterium pre-eminently pastoral in character.

By proposing this basic distinction between "substance" and "covering," between form and content, Pope John XXIII, while not formally renouncing St. Thomas as a guide,
coupled him with modern thought, which in its various components is notoriously as distant as can be imagined from Thomistic metaphysics. This is the great novelty the
Pontiff proposed for the Council to realize as part of its "principal goal."

Was it a matter, as many today still maintain, of a simple exterior adaptation, to make the ancient doctrine more understandable to moderns and contemporaries? But if it were a
simple question of "exposition" and thus a pastoral matter, was not the convoking of an ecumenical council a disproportionate means to do this? Wouldn't it have been enough
for the Holy Office to give instructions to the bishops and the pontifical universities? Furthermore, if it were a simple problem of the exposition of doctrine and thus a pastoral
issue, why did Pope John XXIII affirm that, beyond the exposition of doctrine, it was also necessary to study doctrine according to the "methods" (as the official French
translation has it) of modern thought? This distinction between the "substance" and the "covering" of doctrine was something new in the history of the Church. It did in fact
lead to doctrine being studied in a deeper way in the light of contemporary thought and thus made to conform with its methods, thanks to a magisterium of "pre¬eminently
pastoral" character.

It is well known that the Latin version of this directive by Pope John XXIII is more concise and seems more moderate than the official French and Italian versions....But we
must recall that John XXIII did not rectify the vernacular translations, but allowed them to circulate freely and used them himself on at least one official occasion in quoting
himself. On this point he maintained an attitude that seemed intended to legitimize the vernacular translations as representing the authentic meaning of the more concise Latin
text.

 

Some Essential Features of Modern Thought

Let us briefly outline some essential characteristics of modern thought. We shall focus on the negation of the distinctions between substance
and accident, of being and appearance. Doing this, modern thinkers obscure the nature of intention as a conscious state of the subject's being,
which is realized in a free and rational will, distinct from its acts which it nonetheless shapes. Additionally, modern thinkers attempt to
overcome the principle of causality. We will conclude with a discussion on the negation of the category of essence, another fundamental
premise of modern thought, focused mainly on the speculation of Martin Heidegger.

We hope that this exposition will show the intrinsic incompatibility of "modern thought" with Aristotelian-Thomistic metaphysics, and the
intrinsic weakness of the "negations" and "overcomings" on which modern thought is based. The modern school of thought deliberately
places human thought, will, or instincts at the center of everything, denying any legitimacy to the very idea of the supernatural.

 

Discussing The Errors Of Modern Thought

An Overview of the Traditional Concepts

Let us begin with the concepts of substance and accident as summarized by St. Thomas Aquinas.

The first concept, that of "substance," aims to express that which constitutes the very essence of a thing or entity: that on account of which
something is what it is. Even in everyday speech we are accustomed to speak of "the substance (or essence)" of a thing in indicating the
essential aspect of a thing, event, or situation, its inner or constitutive nature, fundamental structure or essence. The word substance is often used as a synonym for essence. The
second concept, that of "accident," denotes by contrast that which appears to be an external quality or characteristic of a thing, whether permanent or transitory.

The substance is under (sub-stare) that which appears and contributes to the very being of something in its essence while the accident (accidens, that which happens and strikes
the senses) appears from the outside, in perceptible or phenomenal reality. In a concrete entity, understood as a whole, substance and accident are found in an inseparable
connection between what is external and what is internal and profound. The notion of accident implies transiency and change not affecting the substance. Man, for example,
generally shows a loss of his outer characteristics with the passing of time, but can we deduce from this fact some modification in his very human nature? Certainly not. Nor
can we say that this quality is lost with the eventual decline of his faculties because of sickness and old age. From a moral point of view, and a general spiritual perspective,
man remains always himself, whatever exterior alteration may take place in all his qualities, exterior and interior.

An entity therefore both exists and appears: it appears as it is, but also as it is not. There is a logically necessary distinction between being and appearance, parallel
conceptually to that between substance and accident. The substance is in the accidents, in the sense that it is manifest in them; however, it is not identical with its accidents, is
not exhausted by them and cannot be identified with them. Substance persists through the changing vicissitudes of becoming. It involves their essence.

 

Applying These Traditional Concepts to "Transubstantiation"

What would result if we were to look at a dogma of the Catholic Faith without the help of the notions of substance and accident, philosophically of Aristotelian origin, re-
elaborated in Scholastic thought, and in particular that of St. Thomas? Without this philosophical apparatus it is not possible to understand the singular wonder of
transubstantiation in the most rational and thus the best possible way, in conformity with a sane intellect.

The consecrated bread and wine maintain their species or normal appearance, with all their natural qualities or accidents: colors, odors, density, weight, taste. But their
substance is changed in a supernatural way. By virtue of the words of consecration, they have become "the body, the soul, and the divinity" of Our Lord Jesus Christ.

Normally, the substance of something is manifest in the accidents or qualities of the thing itself. Nevertheless there can be a difference, because everything that is in itself
exterior and subject to change does not always manifest its substance. This happens in a supernatural way in the Eucharist, where the consecrated Host is sacred not on account
of what it appears to be, but because of what it has intrinsically become after consecration (transubstantiation) even while retaining all its accidents intact.

This difference can also be found in the realm of secondary causes. In the case of man, appearance (being external and therefore accidental) often does not correspond entirely
or even in part to being, that is to the interior substance in the heart and the mind of a man. As far as spirit and the ethical life are concerned (the only life that counts as such for
the purposes of our salvation) unity and difference constantly show themselves to our intellect, which must collect them, discerning in an adequate manner in itself and in
others the relation between reality and appearance, that is to say, the difference between exteriority and interiority, between the transient and the permanent.

 

How Traditional Concepts Are Denied in Modern Thought

The faculties of discernment and judgment are hard to exercise, yet are of vital importance. Modern thought fails to supply any principle worthy of the name, prone as it is to
simplify reality from the perspective of the subject. French philosopher Jean-Paul Sartre wrote:

Modern thought made great progress in reducing existence to a series of phenomena [impressions -Ed.] which manifest it. In this way it sought to eliminate a
certain number of dualisms....Indeed it has above all disposed of the dualism that opposed that which is inside an entity to that which is outside. No longer is there
anything exterior to an entity, if by this is understood a superficial skin that would conceal the true nature of an object from our vision. This true nature was
supposed to be the secret reality of things. It could be intuited or supposed but never reached because it was "interior" to the object taken into consideration. The
phenomena that manifest the entity are neither exterior nor interior; they are all of equal value, they all refer to other phenomena and no one of them holds a
privileged position....An electric current, for example... is nothing but the ensemble of actions that manifest it. No one of these actions is sufficient to reveal it. At
the same time it does not cause us to see anything behind itself; it refers to itself and a whole series [of actions]. The result of this, as it appears, is that the dualism
between being and appearance no longer has a place in philosophy. That which appears directs us to a whole series of phenomena and not to a hidden reality
capable of drawing to itself all the being of the entity.... Thus the being of an entity is precisely its appearance....For the same reason, the dualism of actuality and
potentiality disappears. Everything is actual. There is no potential behind an act, nor is there a capacity, nor a virtue [of producing the action]....Therefore we can
indeed refute the dualism of appearance and essence. The appearance does not hide the essence, but reveals it: it is the essence [my emphasis added].

Sartre here presents principles that he would apply both to nature and to man. These principles epitomize the characteristic tendency of modern thought towards a constant,
progressive reduction to a single entity which is not God but man. If man-whether as an individual or as a collective subject-were to take himself as the source of the meaning
of existence, of the whole, he would tend to repress not only every idea of essence but also every idea of transcendence, of First Cause, of the supernatural! He would then find
himself enclosed in a reality that appears to be constituted by a simple series of appearances, by phenomena that could not be reduced to a deeper reality, would not depend on
a first cause, and would not be marked by a final cause. It would thus be appearance, that is, the situation, that would make us what we are. Ethics could no longer be based on
absolute principles-because such principles express an immutable essence that transcends phenomena-but would rather be a situational ethics and thus the mere reflex of a
finite reality that constitutes and justifies itself by the demands of action.

In such a vision man, as a subject endowed with intellect and will, dissolves in the elusive becoming of appearances and is overwhelmed by the anxious perception of
nothingness on which existentialist thought of the 20th century has always insisted. If in fact "appearance is the essence," and if therefore "everything is in actuality," if there is
no potentiality behind and therefore prior to an act and no "capacity" or virtue is realized in it, this amounts to saying that nothing underlies it. Behind the appearance there is
no essence, and if there is no essence there is nothing behind it or, if one prefers, nothingness lies behind it. Thus, we come from nothing and we go to nothing. The inevitable
conclusion constitutes a metaphysical absurdity even more than a moral one: if nothingness is both before and after us, how did something-life itself-arise?

 

A Criticism of the Materialistic Foundations of Contemporary Nihilism

To respond to this traditional objection, materialists have from ancient times responded that matter should be understood as eternal and uncreated. This amounts to an act of
faith in matter. Matter is endowed with divine attributes; matter is implicitly supposed to contain an intelligence that gives order to the world.

Lucretius (c. 98-54 BC) wrote that things cannot be born from nothing by a divine act (De Rerum Natura I, 150) because otherwise reality would be dominated by chaos and
"we would see everything born from everything, and nothing would have its own seed, men would be born from the sea, scaled fish on land, birds would jump from the sky
(ibid. I, 158-63). Nature shows that every thing is born in a definite and ordered way, through the operation of a generative power that acts from its own seed (ibid. I, 168; 173-
74) and develops not arbitrarily but in accordance with a determinate, specific and finite form. To understand this one must recognize that "a finite part of matter was given to
all things, a limiting part was given to every existent thing for the purpose of generation out of which it is clear what can arise" (ibid. I, 203-4). The poet's lyrical formulation
begs an obvious question: "Who has given a finite matter and thus a determinate form to each and every thing?" Was it the gods?-No, the Olympian gods, infinitely distanced
from the world, cannot be understood in this manner; the gods of Epicurus are neither creators nor judges, but mere ciphers, so to speak. Was it then matter that gave itself an
order on its own, without the intervention of a demiurge or artificer?...

Lucretius does in fact think of matter as an entity that produces and orders itself on its own without need of a mind and a power to create it. This conception, with diverse
nuances, is at the foundation of all materialistic philosophies through succeeding generations. It is the well-known argument of the shoe that makes itself, without need of a
cobbler. Common sense argues that it is absurd.

Yes, it is absurd. But there is no error that does not have its share of truth, its appearance of truth and its subtleties with their own power of fascination. Thus one should attempt
to refute it with rational and measured arguments. Against Lucretius and his disciples the following arguments are to be made:

 

Understanding "Nothing"

Lucretius writes that, if things had appeared out of nothing, chaos would reign, because everything would come to be spontaneously without any order. Here he contradicts the
traditional principle, which he himself repeats several times, that nothing can in any way be created from nothing (nil posse creari de nilo, op. cit., I, 156-57). In fact, only
nothingness can come from nothing and thus nothing can be produced by nothing, not even chaos (i.e., birds falling from the sky, fish born on earth, etc.). Nothingness
produces nothing. It abides forever in its absolute non-being. Non-being is always something that has no potential being. Nothing is born in nothingness, nor does anything
develop in nothingness, whether order or chaos.

Nevertheless, our criticism cannot stop here. The philosophy of Lucretius obliges him to suppress a concept that is in itself valid-that of creation out of nothing, as revealed by
revelation-by representing it in a mistaken way. That's important to look at.

The target of Lucretius's polemic is the pagan religion that he knew. In the introductory verses of his poem he exalts Epicurus for trampling on religion with his materialistic
philosophy. He cites the (legendary) sacrifice of Iphigenia in Aulis as an example of the evils caused by religion. The concluding verse of this episode contains an invective that
has been cited over centuries by all the enemies of religion, that is, "Religion had the power to induce the practice of such evils," though the word "'religio" in this context is
better translated "superstition."

Lucretius lived in the age of Cicero, when Roman society was in grave crisis because of the ongoing civil wars. This crisis arose from social, political, and economic causes.
Religion in itself can hardly be cited as a cause of the crisis, understood in the strict sense. But Lucretius's visionary and poetically seductive materialism seems to express a
more profound crisis than that derived from the lost political ideals of the Roman republic. It manifests the spiritual crisis of an entire civilization which could no longer find a
place to stand. In such a situation the world-view of Epicurus was seductive. It proclaimed a philosophy of renunciation, of the hidden life, of egoistic retreat into oneself,
compensated at the same time by exaltation of the self as an atom that, believing itself projected into the eternity of matter, imputed to itself a lasting cosmic dimension.

The idea of creation from nothing cannot be found in the religious mythology nor in the mystery religions of paganism, nor in Greek philosophy. The Platonic demiurge does
not create matter from nothing, but forms its elements from an abiding substrate dominated by chaos:

Because the god wanted all things to be good and that, insofar as possible, nothing be bad, he then took every visible thing that was not at rest but was driven about
without order or rule and reduced it from disorder to order, judging this a superior condition.

In fact, creation from nothing is a Biblical concept, testified by divine revelation. Human thought did not arrive at it on its own. But we cannot suppose that Lucretius meant to
polemicize against the Book of Genesis. The Septuagint, the celebrated Greek translation of the Old Testament, was composed from 250 BC to about 130 BC and was not part
of the intellectual furniture of Greek and Roman intellectuals in the first century BC, even if some general and indirect knowledge of its teachings cannot be excluded a priori.

Creation of Adam by Michaelangelo

Be that as it may, the concept of creation out of nothing as criticized in Lucretius's De Rerum Natura is not the same as that revealed in the Bible. I must make this clarification
to oppose the mistaken belief that Lucretian criticism is applicable to the Biblical doctrine. The creation of the world as described in Genesis does not suppose the existence of
matter prior to the Creator, and thus does not imply the capacity of matter to give order to itself independently of a Creator. Creation took place according to the mind of God
who thought and made all things issue forth from nothing. This happened in a sudden manner, according to the well-known fiat known from the Bible. This creation is not the
work of nothing but of God, who makes all things (including man) originate from a state of nothingness with respect to themselves, not with respect to God. This means that
the nothingness from which things arise is that of their prior lack of existence, not that of an absolute Nothing-Non-being-which cannot exist if God exists. But God exists
"from eternity" and will always exist. Lucretius, who did not believe in a reality outside the senses, clearly understood by "creation out of nothing" either the creative act of an
absolute Nothing, of nothingness as a whole, which, if its existence be admitted, itself makes the concept of creation impossible; or else, and more likely, he understands it as
the act of the Platonic demiurge, which makes the world out of an original substrate which would constitute "nothingness" as a primordial disorder. In either case his criticism
of the idea of a creation out of nothing cannot be applied to the true conception of "creation out of nothing" as reported in the Sacred Scriptures.

 

Understanding "Matter"

If no one gave matter the capacity to distribute itself according to a form, to grow in a regulated and finite way, something that implies a plan, an end, it is then necessary to
admit that matter possesses on its own that capacity which can be seen in a thought or a mind at work. But this implies that matter as such thinks, that it is capable of conceiving
itself according to all the forms which it can possibly take. Matter would thus contain not only creative power but also thought itself, the mind that directs it. But mind and
thought can only be conceived as something spiritual. Matter would thus contain a reality (thought) whose characteristics are not those of matter, which is characterized first of
all by extension. Mind lacks extension and thus, by virtue of this fact alone, its operations cannot be reduced to that of matter. They lack that essential condition of finite and
sensible beings, that spatially determined limit that characterizes matter. The "mind," intelligence, thought, spiritual ways of being that have their roots in our soul, this complex
and entirely spiritual reality seems in effect unlimited in comparison with matter. As Anaxagoras said:

All other things have a part in every thing, but intelligence is unlimited, independent, and not mixed with anything, but stands alone in itself.

If matter were to think, would it not have to be capable of explaining itself? Instead, it always appears as endowed with form and forms itself [i.e., as weather elements swirl
and become a hurricane -Ed.] according to a direction and an end, without ever being able itself to give any explanation of its being and action, of why it is what it is. But this
insuperable incapacity of matter seems nevertheless at the same time connected to its ordering itself according to the idea of an end. Such a connection, explains St. Thomas
Aquinas, legitimizes or even necessitates the hypothesis of the existence of a Mind that creates and directs matter. As he says in his Summa Theologica:

We see in fact that determinate realities lacking reason, constituted by natural things, operate with a view to an end. This appears from the fact that they always or
very often operate in the same manner to achieve the best end; whence it appears that they reach their goal not by chance but deliberately. But things that do not
possess knowledge [because they lack reason-Ed.] do not tend towards an end if they are not directed by someone capable of knowing and understanding, but
therefore, there must be a rational being by whose operation all natural things are ordered towards an end: and this entity we call God.

 

"Nature" Doesn't Run on Auto-Pilot

The argument of Lucretius for the eternal conservation of all nature by nature's own operation is totally unacceptable.

Thus it happens that nature dissolves all things into their own elements and does not disperse them into nothingness: if a body were subject to total dissolution,
anything could suddenly disappear before our eyes and cease to exist: no force would be necessary to realize the separation of its parts and dissolve its connections.
(op. cit., I, 215-20)

The fact that the world has not disappeared up to now does not result from the fact that every thing has been absorbed into the constituent parts of its nature. A natural entity
dissolved by death never returns. If it did, one would be obliged to admit the absurd concept that the dead body of one's father is contained in the seed of each one of us and so
on infinitely through the generations. The fact that the world persists up to now results from the fact that it is maintained in its being by new births that continually replace the
dead. This self-reproduction involves a compensation of life and death that appears thought out and willed by Someone in function of the equilibrium of the whole.

For Christian philosophy the principle of causality [i.e., that every effect has a cause -Ed.]: 1) has an ontological value, that is to say, is really present in [the being
of] things; and 2) is so evident that it is easily resolved into the first principles of our mind [i.e., that a thing is what it is and not what it is not, that one thing cannot
be itself and another at the same time -Ed.]. In fact, given an entity that has the character of an effect [i.e., by participation, contingency -Ed.], the intellect sees in it
the implicit need for a cause. All our theodicy rests on the principle of causality (Parente-Piolanti-Garafalo, Dizionario de Teologia Dogmatica).

["Theodicy," by the way, is the philosophical apologetic that confirms the justice of God and whereby right reason demonstrates the principles of the Faith, the existence of a
personal God, and the necessity and discernibility of revelation -Ed.]. Pope St. Pius X in Pascendi Gregis said about Lucretian concepts:

Their system, overflowing with so many and such enormous errors, has emerged from the marriage of false philosophy with the Faith.
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Fr. Roger Calmel, O.P.

This essay by Fr. Roger Calmel, O.P. (1914-75) helps us in
these difficult times to preserve our love of the Church. More
than 30 years after its first publication, this article retains all
its relevance, so much so that it even seems to have been
written for our time, in which the crisis in the Church deepens
at an unprecedented pace.

This essay will help the reader to think clearly, keep the Faith,
and maintain serenity in the troubled times we are navigating.

“My country has hurt m e,”wrote a young poet in 1944 during the purge1when the head of state [Charles De Gaulle] implacably pursued the sinister job that had been in the
works for more than four years. My country hurt me: this is not a truth that one shouts from the rooftop. It is rather a secret one whispers to oneself, with great sorrow, while
trying nonetheless to keep hope. When I was in Spain during the 1950’s, I remember the extreme reserve with which friends, regardless of their political allegiance, would let
escape certain details about “our war.” Their country was still hurting them. But when it is no longer a question of one’s temporal motherland, when it is a question, not of the
Church considered in herself, for from this perspective she is holy and indefectible, but of the visible head of the Church; when it is question of the current holder2of the
Roman primacy, how shall we come to grips with it, and what is the right tone to adopt as we acknowledge to ourselves in a low voice: Ah! Rome has hurt me!

Undoubtedly, the publications of the “good” Catholic press will not fail to inform us that, in the last 2,000 years, the Lord’s Church has never known such a splendid
pontificate! But who takes these pronouncements of the establishment’s hallelujah choir seriously? When we see what is being taught and practiced throughout the Church
under today’s pontificate, or rather when we observe what has ceased to be taught and practiced, and how an apparent Church, which passes itself off as the real Church, no
longer knows how to baptize children, bury the dead, worthily celebrate holy Mass, absolve sins in confession; when we apprehensively watch the spread of Protestantizing
influences swelling like a contaminated tide without the holder of supreme power energetically giving the order to lock the sluice gate; in a word, when we face up to what is
happening, we are obliged to say: Ah! Rome has hurt me.

And we all know that it involves something other than the iniquities, in a sense private, which the holders of the Roman primacy were too
often wont to commit during the course of history. In those cases the victims, more or less maltreated, could recover from it relatively easily
by being more vigilant over their personal sanctification. We must always watch over our sanctification. Only, and this is what was never
seen in the past to such a degree, the iniquity allowed to happen by the one who today occupies the throne of Peter consists in his
abandoning the very means of sanctification to the maneuvers of the innovators and the negators. He allows sound doctrine, the sacraments,
the Mass, to be systematically undermined. This throws us into a great danger. If sanctification has not been rendered all together
impossible, it is much more difficult. It is also much more urgent.

At such a perilous juncture, is it still possible for the simple faithful, the little sheep of the immense flock of Jesus Christ and His vicar not
to lose heart, not to become the prey of an immense apparatus which progressively reduces them to changing their faith, worship, religious
habit, and religious life-in a word, to changing their religion?

Ah! Rome has hurt me! It would be truly meet and just to repeat gently to oneself the words of truth, the simple words of supernatural
doctrine learned in catechism, so as not to add to the harm, but rather to let oneself be profoundly persuaded by the teaching of Revelation,
that one day Rome will be healed; that the impostor Church will soon be officially unmasked. Suddenly it will crumple into dust, because
its principal strength comes from the fact that its intrinsic lie passes for truth, since it has never been effectively disavowed from above. In

the midst of such great distress, one would like to speak in words that are not out of phase with the mysterious, wordless discourse that the Holy Ghost murmurs to the heart of
the Church.

But where shall I begin? Doubtlessly, by recalling the first truth touching the dominion of Jesus Christ over His Church. He wanted a Church having at its head the Bishop of
Rome, who is His visible vicar and at the same time the Bishop of the bishops and of the entire flock. He conferred upon him the prerogative of the rock so that the edifice
might never collapse. He prayed that he at least, among all the bishops, not make shipwreck of the faith, so that, having converted after the failures from which he would not
necessarily be preserved, he confirm his brethren in the faith; or, if it is not himself in person who confirms his brethren, that it be one of his closest successors.

Such is undoubtedly the first consoling thought that the Holy Ghost suggests to our hearts in these desolate days in which Rome has been at least partially invaded by darkness:
there is no Church without the infallible vicar of Christ endowed with the primacy. Moreover, whatever the miseries, even in the religious domain, of this visible and temporary
vicar of Jesus Christ, it is still Jesus Himself who governs His Church, and who governs His vicar in the government of the Church; who governs in such wise that His vicar
cannot engage his supreme authority in the upheavals or betrayals that would change the religion. For, by virtue of His sovereignly efficacious Passion, the divine power of
Christ’s regency in heaven reaches that far. He conducts His Church both from within and from without, and He has dominion over the antagonistic world.

 

Modernist Strategy

The strategy of modernism has been elaborated in two stages: firstly, to get heretical parallel authorities whose strings they pull to be mixed with the regular hierarchy; then,
engage in a self-styled pastoral activity for universal renewal which either omits or systematically falsifies doctrinal truth, which refuses the sacraments, or which makes the
rites doubtful. The great cunning of the modernists is to use this pastoral approach from Hell, both to transmute the holy doctrine confided by the Word of God to His
hierarchical Church, and then to alter or even annul the sacred signs, givers of grace, of which the Church is the faithful dispenser.

Indeed, there is a head of the Church who is always infallible, always impeccable, always holy, with no interruption or halt in his work of sanctification. And that head is the
one head, for all the others, even the highest, merely hold their authority by him and for him. Now, this head, holy and without stain, absolutely separated from sinners and
elevated above the heavens, is not the Pope; it is he of whom the Epistle to the Hebrews speaks so magnificently; it is the Sovereign High Priest, Jesus Christ.

 

Papal Authority

Before ascending into heaven and becoming invisible to our eyes, Jesus, our Redeemer by the Cross, wanted to establish for His Church, above and beyond numerous particular
ministers, a unique universal minister, a visible vicar, who alone holds supreme jurisdiction. He heaped him with prerogatives:

Thou art Peter; and upon this rock I will build my church, and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it (Mt. 16:18-19).

Yea, Lord, thou knowest that I love thee. He saith to him: Feed my lambs....Feed my sheep (Jn. 21:16-18).

But I have prayed for thee, that thy faith fail not: and thou, being once converted, confirm thy brethren (Lk.22:32).

Now, if the Pope is the visible vicar of Jesus, who has ascended into the invisible heavens, he is nothing more than vicar: vices gerens, he holds the place but he remains
another. The grace that gives life to the mystical Body does not derive from the Pope. Grace, for the Pope as for us, derives from the one Lord Jesus Christ. The same holds for
the light of Revelation. He has a singular role as the guardian of the means of grace, of the seven sacraments as well as of revealed truth. He is specially assisted to be the
guardian and faithful servant. Yet, for his authority to receive a privileged assistance in its exercise, it must not fail to be exerted. Besides, if he is preserved from error when he
engages his authority in such a way that it is infallible, he can err in other cases. But should he do wrong in matters that do not engage papal infallibility, that does not prevent
the unique head of the Church, the invisible High Priest, from continuing the governance of His Church; it changes neither the efficacy of His grace nor the truth of His law. It
cannot make Him powerless to limit the failings of His visible vicar nor to procure, without too much delay, a new and worthy Pope, to repair what his predecessor allowed to
be spoiled or destroyed, for the duration of the insufficiencies, weaknesses, and even partial betrayals of a Pope do not exceed the duration of his mortal existence.

Since He has returned to heaven, Jesus has chosen and procured 263 Popes. Some, just a small number, have been such faithful vicars that we invoke them as friends of God
and holy intercessors. A still smaller number have fallen into very serious breaches. Yet the great number have been suitable. None of them, while still Pope, has betrayed nor
could betray to the point of explicitly teaching heresy with the fullness of his authority. This being the situation of each Pope and of the succession of Popes in relation to the
head of the Church who reigns in heaven, the weaknesses of one Pope must not make us forget in the least the solidity and the sanctity of our Savior’s dominion, nor prevent us
from seeing the power of Jesus and His wisdom, who holds in His hand even the inadequate Popes, and who contains their inadequacy within strict bounds.

But to have this confidence in the sovereign, invisible head of the Church without straining to deny the serious failings from which, despite his prerogatives, the visible vicar,
the Bishop of Rome, the key-bearer of the kingdom of heaven, is not necessarily exempt; in order to place in Jesus this realistic trust which does not evade the mystery of the
successor of Peter with his heaven-guaranteed privileges and his human fallibility; so that this overwhelming distress caused by the occupant of the papacy might be subsumed
in the theological virtue of hope we place in the Sovereign Priest, obviously our interior life must be centered on Jesus Christ, and not the Pope. It goes without saying that our
interior life, while taking into account the Pope and the hierarchy, must be established, not in the hierarchy and in the Pope, but in the Divine Pontiff, in the priest which is the
Word Incarnate, Redeemer, on whom the visible, supreme vicar depends even more than the other priests: More than the others, for he is in the hand of Jesus Christ in view of a
function without equivalent among the others. More than any other, and in a more eminent and unique way, he cannot leave off confirming his brethren in the faith-he or his
successor.

The Church is not the mystical body of the Pope; the Church with the Pope is the mystical Body of Christ. When the interior life of Christians is more and more focused on
Jesus Christ, they do not despair, even when they suffer an agony over the failings of a Pope, be it an Honorius I or the rival Popes of the Middle Ages, or be it, at the extreme
limit, a Pope who fails according to the new possibilities of failing offered by modernism. When Jesus Christ is the principle and soul of the interior life of Christians, they do
not feel the need to lie to themselves about the failures of a Pope in order to remain assured of his prerogatives; they know that these failures will never reach such a degree that
Jesus would cease to govern His Church because He would have been effectively prevented by His vicar. He would yet hold such an erring Pope in His hand, preventing him
from ever engaging his authority for the perversion of the faith which he received from above.

 

True Obedience

An interior life centered as it should be on Jesus Christ and not on the Pope would not exclude the Pope, or else it would cease to be a Christian interior life. An interior life
focused as it should be on the Lord Jesus thus includes the vicar of Jesus Christ and obedience to this vicar, but God served first; that is to say, that this obedience, far from
being unconditional, is always practiced in the light of theological faith and the natural law.

We live by and for Jesus Christ, thanks to His Church, which is governed by the Pope, whom we obey in all that is of his purview. We do not live by and for the Pope as if he
had acquired for us eternal redemption; that is why Christian obedience can not always nor in everything identify the Pope with Jesus Christ. What ordinarily happens is that
the vicar of Christ governs sufficiently in conformity with the Apostolic tradition so as not to provoke major conflicts in the consciences of docile Catholics. But occasionally it
can be otherwise. And exceptionally things can be such as to cause the faithful to legitimately wonder how they can hold fast to tradition if they follow the directives of this
Pope?

The interior life of a son of the Church who would set aside the articles of Faith concerning the Pope, obedience to his legitimate orders, and prayer for him would have ceased
to be Catholic. On the other hand, an interior life which includes yielding to the Pope unconditionally, that is to say, blindly in everything and always, is an interior life which is
necessarily subject to human respect, which is not free with regard to creatures, which is exposed to many occasions of compromise. In his interior life, the true son of the
Church having received with his whole heart the articles of the faith with regard to the vicar of Christ prays for him faithfully and obeys him willingly, but only in the light, that
is to say, only while the Apostolic tradition and, of course, the natural law are preserved whole and entire.

 

Holy Church, Sinful Churchmen

Let us remember the great prayer at the beginning of the Roman Canon, in which the priest, having earnestly implored the most clement Father by His Son Jesus Christ, to
sanctify the spotless sacrifice offered in first place for Ecclesia tua sancta catholica, continues thus: “...una cumfamulo tuo Papa nostro...et Antistite nostro....” The Church has
never envisaged him saying: “una cum SANCTO famulo tu Papa nostro et SANCTO Antistite nostro,’“ while she does have him say, “for Thy HOLY Church.” The Pope,
unlike the Church, is not necessarily holy. The Church is holy with sinful members, among whom are we ourselves; sinful members who, alas! do not pursue or no longer
pursue holiness. It can even happen that the Pope himself figures in this category. God knows. In any case, the condition of the head of the holy Church being what it is, that is
to say not necessarily that of a saint, we should not let ourselves be scandalized if trials, sometimes very cruel trials, befall the Church because of her visible head in person. We
must not let ourselves be scandalized from the fact that, subjects of the Pope, we cannot, after all, follow him blindly, unconditionally, always and in all.

 

Layman's Right

The Lord, by the Pope and the hierarchy-by the hierarchy subject to the Pope-governs His Church in such a way that it is always secure in the possession and understanding of
its tradition. On the truths of the catechism, on the celebration of the Holy Sacrifice and on the sacraments, on the fundamental structure of the hierarchy, on the states of life
and the call to perfect love, let us say on all the major points of tradition, the Church is assisted in such way that any baptized Catholic having the faith clearly knows what he
must hold. Thus the simple Christian who, consulting tradition on a major point known to all, would refuse to follow a priest, a bishop, an episcopal conference, or even a Pope
who would ruin tradition on this point, would not, as some charge, be showing signs characteristic of private judgment or pride; for it is not pride or insubordination to discern
what the tradition is on major points, or to refuse to betray them. Whatever may be the collegiality of bishops, for example, or the secretary of the Roman Congregation who
uses subterfuge to arrange things so that Catholic priests end up celebrating the Mass without giving any mark of adoration, no exterior sign of faith in the sacred mysteries,
every faithful Catholic knows that it is inadmissible to celebrate Mass making this display of non-faith. One who would refuse to go to such a Mass is not exercising private
judgment; he is not a rebel. He is a faithful Catholic established in a tradition that comes from the Apostles and which no one in the Church can change. For no one in the
Church, whatever his hierarchical rank, be it ever so high, no one has the power to change the Church or the Apostolic tradition.

On all the major points, the Apostolic tradition is quite clear. There is no need to scrutinize it through a magnifying glass, nor to be a cardinal or a prefect of some Roman
dicastery to know what is against it. It is enough to have been instructed by the catechism and the liturgy prior to the modernist corruption.

Too often, when it is a question of not cutting oneself off from Rome, the faithful and priests have been formed in the sense of a partly worldly fear in such a way that they feel
panic-stricken, that they are shaken in their consciences and they no longer examine anything once the first passer-by accuses them of not being with Rome. A truly Christian
formation, on the contrary, teaches us to be careful to be in union with Rome not in fear or without discernment, but in light and peace according to a filial fear in the Faith.

For it must be said, first of all, that on the major points the tradition of the Church is established, certain, irreformable; then, that every Christian instructed in the rudiments of
the Faith, knows them without hesitation; thirdly, that it is faith and not private interpretation which makes us discern them, just as it is obedience, piety and love, and not
insubordination, which make us uphold this tradition; fourthly, that the attempts of the hierarchy or the weaknesses of the Pope which would tend to upset this tradition or let
this tradition be upset will one day be overturned, while Tradition will triumph.

 

Tradition Will Triumph

We are at peace on this point. Whatever may be the hypocritical arms placed by modernism in the hands of the episcopal collegialities and even of the vicar of Christ, tradition
will indeed triumph: solemn baptism, for example, which includes the anathemas against the accursed devil will not be excluded for long; the tradition of not absolving sins
except after individual confession will not be excluded for long; the tradition of the traditional Catholic Mass, Latin and Gregorian, with the language, Canon, and gestures in
conformity with the Roman Missal of St. Pius V, will soon be restored to honor; the tradition of the Catechism of Trent, or of a manual exactly in conformity with it, will be
restored without delay.

On the major points of dogma, morals, the sacraments, the states of life, the perfection to which we are called, the tradition of the Church is known by the members of the
Church whatever their rank. They hold fast to it without a bad conscience, even if the hierarchical guardians of this tradition try to intimidate them or throw them into
confusion; even if they persecute them with the bitter refinements of modernist inquisitors. They are very assured that by keeping the tradition they do not cut themselves off
from the visible vicar of Christ. For the visible vicar of Christ is governed by Christ in such wise that he cannot transmute the tradition of the Church, nor make it fall into
oblivion. If by misfortune he should try to do it, either he or his immediate successors will be obliged to proclaim from on high what remains forever living in the Church’s
memory: the Apostolic tradition. The Spouse of Christ stands no chance of losing her memory.

 

“Quod Ubique, Quod Semper...”

As for those who say that tradition is a synonym of sclerosis, or that progress occurs by opposing tradition, in short, those who conjure up the mirages of an absurd philosophy
of becoming, I recommend the reading of St. Vincent of Lerins3 in his Commonitorium and the careful studying of Church history: dogma, sacraments, fundamental
constitution, spiritual life, in order to descry the essential difference which exists between “going forward” and “going astray”; between having “advanced ideas” and
“advancing according to right ideas”; in short, distinguishing between profectus (development) and permutatio (change).

Even more so than in times of peace, it has become useful and salutary to us to meditate on the Church’s trials by the light of faith. We might be tempted to reduce these trials
to persecutions and attacks coming from the outside. But enemies from within are, after all, even more to be feared: they know better the weak points; they can wound or
poison where or when it is least expected; the scandal they provoke is much more difficult to overcome. Thus, in a parish, an anti-religious institution will never succeed,
whatever it does, in ruining the faithful as much as a high-living, modernist priest. Equally, the defrocking of a simple priest, though more sensational, has consequences far
less baneful than the negligence or treason of the bishop.

 

Ultimate Scandal

Be that as it may, it is certain that if the bishop betrays the Catholic faith, even without abandoning it, he imposes on the Church a much heavier trial than the simple priest who
takes a wife and ceases to offer holy Mass. What then can be said of the kind of trials that the Church of Jesus Christ would suffer were it to come by the Pope, by the vicar of
Jesus Christ in person? Merely raising this question is enough to make some hide their faces in their hands and push them to the brink of crying blasphemy. The mere thought
torments them. They refuse to face up to a trial of this gravity.

I understand their feeling. I am not unaware that a sort of vertigo can grip the soul when it is placed in the presence of some iniquities. “Sinite usque hue-Suffer ye thus far,”3

Jesus in agony said to the three Apostles when the rabble of the high priest came to arrest Him, drag Him before the tribunal and to death, Him who is the eternal High Priest.
Sinite usque hue. It is as if the Lord were saying: “The scandal can indeed go that far, but let it go, and follow my recommendation: Watch and pray, for the spirit is willing, but
the flesh is weak.” Sinite ad hue: “By my consent to drink the chalice, I have merited for you every grace while you were sleeping and left me all alone. I obtained for you in
particular the grace of a supernatural strength that is up to every trial, even the trial that can come upon the Church by the Pope’s own doing. I have made you able to escape
even that vertigo.”

On the subject of this extraordinary trial there is what Church history says and what Revelation about the Church does not say. For nowhere does Revelation about the Church
say that the Popes will never sin by negligence, cowardice, or worldliness in the keeping and defense of the Apostolic tradition. We know that they will never sin by making the
faithful believe in another religion: that is the sin from which they are preserved by the nature of their mandate. And when they engage their authority in such a way as to
invoke their infallibility, it is Christ Himself who speaks to us and instructs us: that is the privilege with which they are robed as soon as they become successors of Peter. But if
Revelation instructs us in the prerogatives of the papacy, nowhere does it say that when he exercises his authority below the threshold of infallibility, a Pope will never become
Satan’s pawn and favor heresy up to a certain point. Likewise, it is not written in sacred Scripture that, though he cannot formally teach another religion, a Pope will never go
so far as to sabotage the conditions indispensable to the defense of the true religion. The possibility of such a defection is even considerably favored by modernism.

Thus, Revelation about the Pope nowhere guarantees that the vicar of Christ will never inflict on the Church the trial of some major scandals; I speak of serious scandals, not
just in the domain of private morals, but rather in the religious sphere properly so-called, and, so to speak, in the ecclesiastical domain of faith and morals. In fact, the Church’s
history teaches us that this sort of trial inflicted by the Pope has not been spared the Church, although it has been rare and not prolonged to an acute stage. It is the contrary that
would be astonishing, when we consider the small number of canonized Popes since the time of Gregory VII who are invoked and venerated as the friends and saints of God.
And it is more astonishing still that the Popes who suffered very cruel torments, like Pius VI or Pius VII, were never prayed to as saints, neither by the Vox Ecclesiae, nor by the
Vox populi. If these Pontiffs, who nonetheless had to suffer so much as Popes, did not bear their pain with such a degree of charity as to be canonized saints, how can we be
astonished that other Popes, who looked upon their position from a worldly point of view, would commit serious breaches or inflict on the Church of Christ an especially
fearful and harrowing trial. When they are reduced to the extremity of having such Popes, the faithful, priests and bishops who want to live the life of the Church take great care
not only to pray for the Supreme Pontiff who is the subject of great affliction for the Church, but first and foremost they cleave to the Apostolic tradition, the tradition
concerning dogma, the missal and the ritual, the tradition on the interior life and on the universal call to perfect charity in Christ.

 

St. Vincent Ferrer

In such a juncture, the mission of the Friar Preacher who, undoubtedly among all the saints worked the most directly for the papacy, that son of St. Dominic, Vincent Ferrer
(1350?-1419), is particularly enlightening. Angel of Judgment, Legate a latere Christi (from the side of Christ), causing the deposition of a Pope after exercising towards him
infinite patience, Vincent Ferrer is also, and from the same inspiration, the intrepid missionary full of benignity, abounding in prodigies and miracles, who announces the
Gospel to the immense multitude of the Christian people. He carries in his heart of an apostle not only the Supreme Pontiff, so enigmatic, obstinate and hard, but also the whole
flock of Christ, the multitude of the hapless, humble folk, the “turba magna ex omnibus tribubus et populis et linguis-ihe great multitude...of all...tribes, and peoples, and
tongues” (Apoc. 7:9). Vincent understood that the major concern of the vicar of Christ was not, indeed was far from, faithfully serving the holy Church. The Pope was placing
the satisfaction of his own obscure will to power ahead of everything. But if, at least among the faithful, the sense of the life of the Church could be reawakened, the concern to
live in conformity with the dogmas and the sacraments received in the Apostolic tradition, if a pure and mighty wind of prayer and conversion were to unfurl upon this
languishing and desolate Christendom, then doubtlessly there would come a vicar of Christ who would be truly humble, who would have a Christian conscience about his
super-eminent charge, who would preoccupy himself with exercising it to the best of his ability in the spirit of the Sovereign High Priest. If the Christian people could
rediscover a life in accord with the Apostolic tradition, then it would become impossible for the vicar of Jesus Christ, when it comes to upholding and defending this tradition,
to fall into certain derelictions, to abandon himself to lying compromises. It would be necessary that, without delay, a good Pope, and even a holy Pope, succeed the bad or
misguided one.

 

Worthy Flock, Worthy Shepherd

But too many of the laity, priests and bishops in these days of great evil, when trial overtakes the Church by the Pope, would like order to be restored with their having to do
nothing, or almost nothing. At most will they agree to mutter a few prayers. They even balk at the daily Rosary: five decades offered daily to our Lady in honor of the hidden
life, the Passion, and the glory of Jesus. In this vein, they have very little interest in deepening their understanding of that part of the Apostolic tradition that applies directly to
them in a spirit of fidelity to that tradition: dogmas, missal and ritual, interior life (for progress in the interior life obviously is a part of the Apostolic tradition). Each in his
station of life having consented to lukewarmness, they take scandal at the fact that neither is the Pope, in his place as Pope, very fervent when it comes to upholding for the
entire Church the Apostolic tradition, that is to say, to faithfully fulfilling the unique mission confided to him. This view of things is unjust. The more we need a holy Pope, the
more we ourselves must begin by putting our own lives, by the grace of God and holding fast to tradition, in the path of the saints. Then the Lord Jesus will finally give to His
flock the visible shepherd of whom it will have striven to make itself worthy.

This was the lesson of St. Vincent Ferrer at an apocalyptic time of major failings by the Roman Pontiff. But with modernism we are in the midst of experiencing even greater
trials, reasons all the more compelling for us to live even more purely, and on all points, the Apostolic tradition; on all points, including a real tending towards perfect charity.
And yet, in the moral doctrine revealed by the Lord and handed down by the Apostles, it is said that we must tend to perfect love, since the law of growth in Christ is part and
parcel of the grace and charity which unite us in Christ.

 

A Fundamental Mystery

There is indeed both transcendence and obscurity in the Church’s dogma relative to the Pope: a supreme pontiff who is the universal vicar of Jesus Christ, yet who nonetheless
is not sheltered from failings, even serious ones, which can be quite dangerous for his subjects. But the dogma of the Roman Pontiff is but one of the aspects of the fundamental
mystery of the Church. Two great propositions introduce us to this mystery: firstly, that the Church, whose members are recruited from among sinners, which we all are, is
nonetheless the infallible dispenser of light and grace, dispenser by means of a hierarchical organization, dispenser governed from heaven above by its head and Savior, Jesus
Christ, and assisted by the Spirit of Jesus. On the other hand, on earth, the Savior offers by His Church the perfect sacrifice and nourishes it by His own substance. Secondly,
the Church, holy Spouse of the Lord Jesus, must have a share in the Cross, including the cross of betrayal by her own; but for all that she does not cease to be sufficiently
assisted in her hierarchical structure, beginning with the Pope, and to be on fire enough with charity; in a word, she remains at all times holy and pure enough to be able to
share in the trials of her Spouse, including betrayal by certain members of the hierarchy, while keeping intact her self-mastery and supernatural strength. Never will the Church
be subject to vertigo.

If, in our spiritual life, the Christian truth concerning the Pope is rightly situated within the Christian truth about the Church, by that light shall we overcome the scandal of all
the lies, not excluding those that can befall the Church by the vicar of Christ or by the successors of the Apostles.

When we think of the Pope now and of the prevailing modernism, of the Apostolic tradition and perseverance in this tradition, we are more and more reduced to considering
these questions only in prayer, only in an unceasing petition for the entire Church and for him who, in our days, holds in his hands the keys of the kingdom of heaven. He holds
them in his hands, but he does not use them, so to speak. He leaves the gate of the sheepfold open at the approach of thieves; he does not close these protective doors which his
predecessors had invariably kept shut with unbreakable locks and bolts. Sometimes, as is the case with post-conciliar ecumenism, he even pretends to open what will forever be
kept shut. We are reduced to the necessity of never thinking of the Church except to pray for her and for the Pope. It is a blessing. Nevertheless, thinking of our Mother, the
Spouse of Christ, in this piteous condition does not diminish in the least our resolve to think clearly. At least, let this indispensable lucidity, lucidity without which all courage
would flag, be penetrated with as much humility and gentleness as the vehemence with which we assail the Sovereign Priest, that He make haste to help us. Deus in adjutorium
meum intende. Domine, ad adjuvandum mefestina. May it please Him to charge His most holy Mother, Mary Immaculate, with bringing us as soon as possible the effective
remedy.

 

EDITOR’S NOTE:With this installment of the Angelus Press
English-Language Article Reprint of SiSiNoNo, the Editor, with the
agreement of the Publisher, is discontinuing the planned series (started
October 2005, No.66) “On the Nature of Modern Thought.” It has
become apparent that the series will have to run for as long as two
years to be completed and is extremely difficult in both its writing and
understanding. The author, Dr. Paolo Pasqualucci, when contacted by
Angelus Press, claimed that there could be no satisfactory way of
presenting his treatise in either simpler or shorter form. The Editor
apologizes both to him and to any readers disappointed with this
decision. He is sorry for making a premature judgment to translate and
publish the series.

For readers of Italian, the series of issues containing Professor
Pasqualucci’s study may be obtained by writing to Customer Service,
SiSiNoNo, Via Madonna degli Angeli n. 78, 1-00049 Velletri, Italy, or
to sisinono@tiscali.it; telephone: [39] (6) 963-5568.-Ed.

 

Translated exclusively for Angelus Press and abridged by Miss Anne Stinnett from the French-language version of SiSiNoNo (Courrier de Rome, Nov. 2005, pp. 1-
5). The original text was first published in the review Itineraires in 1973 and included in the anthology A Short Apologia for the Church of All Time (1987).

Fr. Roger-Thomas Calmel, O.P. (1914-75), was a prominent French Dominican and Thomist philosopher, who made an immense contribution to the fight for
Catholic Tradition through his writings and conferences, notably as a regular contributor for 17 years to Jean Madiran’s Itineraires. His most enduring influence is
through the traditional Dominican Teaching Sisters of Fanjeaux and Brignole in France who operate 12 girls’ schools in France and the US.

1. Translator’s note: The epuration, a purge of “German collaborators” occurred after the Normandy invasion and the end of the war, resulting in the killing of a 100,000
Frenchmen. For example, acclaimed poet Robert Brasillach was executed on this charge (Cf. Sisley Huddleston, France: The Tragic Years, an Eyewitness Account of War,
Occupation and Liberation [Devin-Adair Co., 1955]).

2. This was written in 1973-Ed. (1987 ed.).

3. Translator’s note: A monk and ecclesiastical writer of southern Gaul (d. c. 450), famous for the practical rule he enunciated, by which the faithful can steer clear of heresy in
troubled times: “Magnopere curandum est ut id teneatur quod ubique, quod semper, quod ab omnibus creditum est-What all men have at all times and everywhere believed
must be regarded as true.”

4. Translator note: Douay-Rheims translation. Alternate: “Let them have their way in this” (Msgr. Ronald Knox version). E

 

 

Courtesy of the Angelus Press, Kansas City, MO 64109
translated from the Italian

Fr. Du Chalard
Via Madonna degli Angeli, 14
Italia 00049 Velletri (Roma)
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December 1994 No. 11

OUR READERS WRITE

We received the following letter from Germany:

The Second Vatican Council was searching for a new definition of the Catholic Church. Was this definition to become a new dogma, since the constitution [Lumen
Gentium] is called "dogmatic"? Opinions differed, and discussions on the matter were long and stretched out. On the one hand, we did not want to diverge from the
truth, and on the other hand we did not want to offend non-Catholic Christians.

At the Council, one of the Protestant observers made the following proposition to one of the Fathers: Christi Ecclesia....subsistit in Ecclesia catholica (Lumen
Gentium, 8). The Father accepted this proposition, and it was in this manner that a Protestant idea became a Catholic one, and the opinion of a non-Catholic
Christian was introduced into Catholic ecclesiology - into the very definition of the Church, into the heart of the famous dogmatic constitution. Therefore, the basic
definition of the Church was formulated not by one of its own theologians (like de Franzelin during Vatican I), but by someone from the non-Catholic world.

It was during the time of the Council that this Protestant minister told me about these events. We are still bound by close ties of friendship today.

Name withheld by request

OUR COMMENTARY

This testimony is in perfect accord with what Giandomenico Mucci, S.J., wrote in the editorial section of La Civilta Cattolica, December 5, 1988 (see also Courrier de Rome
#93 [283], June 1988: "Subterfuge in the Face of Revealed Truth: the Subsistit in and Lumen Gentium).

This Jesuit admitted that there was a "striking difference" between the Council's document and previous Catholic ecclesiology:

It is one thing to say that the Mystical Body of Christ and the Catholic Church are perfectly identical; to state, consequently and necessarily, that the Roman
Catholic Church is the only Church of Christ. It is another thing to say that the Church of Christ subsists in the Catholic Church (emphasis added by sì sì no no).

It seems, however, that he was able to justify this striking difference: having gone "from one definition (est) to another (subsistit in) was done for ecumenical purposes." And,
he added, "during the conciliar discussions, concern for ecumenism undoubtedly grew, and quite noticeably at that." This concern for ecumenism found its way in through the
more or less secret work of the "new theologians," "separated brothers," and "observers," all of them manipulators of the Council.

When Pius IX summoned the First Vatican Council, he exhorted non-Catholics to profit from it in order to "liberate themselves from a state in which they could not be sure of
gaining salvation. " Dr. Cumming from Scotland asked him if Protestants could present their arguments to the Council. The Pope answered that:

...(T)he Church could not allow for these errors to be put up for discussion again, since they had already been examined, judged and condemned (Papal brief Per
Ephemerides Accepimus to Card. Manning, September 4, 1869).

The re-discussion of errors is exactly what was allowed behind the scenes in Vatican II. This Council is proving itself to be a great fraud, and will be known to history as such.

sì sì no no, July-August 1994
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