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 Traditionalists
Who or what is a Traditionalist?

Traditionalism: True and False

http://www.ewtn.com/expert/answers/traditionalism.htm, 
By Colin B. Donovan STL [All emphases are the author’s]
To be a Catholic is to accept Tradition, both Divine and ecclesiastical. Divine or Sacred Tradition comes to us from the apostles and is built up, by way of dogmatic development, by the Magisterium (teaching office) of the Church, exercised by the Apostolic College (the bishops in union with the Pope) or the Pope personally. Sacred Tradition requires the adherence of divine and Catholic faith and only the Magisterium has the supernatural charism to authentically interpret its content.
Ecclesiastical traditions, on the other hand, are not part of the Catholic faith but of the way of life of the Church, as determined by legitimate authority, in various ages and places. There is an ecclesiastical tradition for each of the over 20 Rites and Churches which make up the communion of the Catholic Church (Roman, Byzantine, Maronite, Ruthenian etc.). The ecclesiastical tradition of the Roman Church (the Latin Rite) encompasses such matters as the ceremonies and prayers of the Mass and sacraments (in those things not determined by Sacred Tradition), the Liturgy of the Hours, penitential discipline (laws of fast and abstinence), forms of sacred art and sacred music, clerical discipline (such as celibacy) and many other matters and practices that are mutable and which can thus be changed by the supreme ecclesiastical authority.

We can also speak of pious traditions which arise from the popular piety of the People of God. They often have some foundation in Sacred Tradition or ecclesiastical tradition, without having the authority of the Church behind them. An example might be the practice of sprinkling some holy water when taking it from a font as an act of suffrage for the Poor Souls. As expressions of the personal faith of the believer they have great value.

So being traditional in any of these senses is good not bad, as long as our practices are rightly ordered. Pious traditions must be subject to ecclesiastical tradition, which in turn must be subject to Sacred Tradition. It all cases it is the Magisterium of the Church which decides what kind of tradition it is and what the implications for Catholic faith and practice are. Today there are many who describe themselves as traditional Catholics in that they adhere to the Magisterium, as well as to ecclesiastical and pious traditions which many others seem to be abandoning. Such piety is the piety of the saints and doctors of the Church.
False or exaggerated traditionalism
Unfortunately, some today arrogate judgement in these matters to themselves. This can be out of ignorance, certainly. Taught a certain way as a child it seems to such persons that ALL the practices of the faith are of equal gravity. No distinction is made between teachings and practices based in Sacred Tradition and those of ecclesiastical origin or from popular piety. Any change, no matter how minor, in the familiar practices from before Vatican II is seen as a mortal wound in the fabric of Catholicism. Generally all that is required is education in the true theological and historical facts of the case.

A spiritually more dangerous variety is the intellectualized traditionalism of those who have rejected Vatican II, or some portion of it (such as liturgical renewal or ecumenism). This rejection is rationalized as obedience to "Tradition" as they understand it. The bishops and even the Pope are seen as being unfaithful to the deposit of the faith (at least in practical matters), with only the traditionalist remnant upholding to true Catholicism. Pope John Paul II has referred to this error as Integralism. This name was first used earlier in the century by the popes to describe certain super-orthodox persons who rejected any accommodation with intellectual movements outside the Church and who took it upon themselves to ferret out heresy and heretics within it. Such traditionalism, however, is really a distrust of the Magisterium and its ability to authentically deal with, and occasionally incorporate, new intellectual currents and movements into the Church's life. Only by guarding and holding fast to the Integral Faith is one safe, rather than by holding fast to the living Magisterium. Had this been the attitude of the Church through the centuries we would not have the neo-Platonism of Church Fathers such as St. Augustine or the Aristotelian approach of Doctors such as St. Thomas Aquinas, among others. Both these "views" belonged "to the world" before they belonged to the Church. But under the guidance of the Magisterium they were "baptized" and have been of great value to the Church. 
It should be noted that in the area of liturgy the Holy See has recognized the legitimate aspirations of those who love the Rites of the Roman Church as they existed before the Second Vatican Council. This was manifested by the apostolic letter Ecclesia Dei granting the privilege of using the Missal of 1962 to those who desired it and who accepted the Vatican Council and the authority of the Holy See over the Liturgy. The Pontiff encouraged the bishops of the world to be generous in granting this privilege in their dioceses to those who wish it. 

There is, however, a false traditionalism which does not remain in communion with the Magisterium. Divine Revelation and the documents of the Church make it clear that only the Magisterium can ultimately judge these matters and that the salvation of the faithful does not depend on having to privately interpret the Sacred Tradition or govern oneself in ecclesiastical affairs. 
Mt. 16:18: And so I say to you, you are Peter, and upon this rock I will build my church, and the gates of the netherworld shall not prevail against it.

Lk. 10:16: Whoever listens to you listens to me. Whoever rejects you rejects me. And whoever rejects me rejects the one who sent me."
First Vatican Council on Papal Primacy
We renew the definition of the Ecumenical Council of Florence, by which all the faithful of Christ must believe "that the Apostolic See and the Roman Pontiff hold primacy over the whole world, and that the Pontiff of Rome himself is the successor of the blessed Peter, the chief of the apostles, and is the true vicar of Christ and head of the whole Church and faith, and teacher of all Christians; and that to him was handed down in blessed Peter, by our Lord Jesus Christ, full power to feed, rule, and guide the universal Church, just as is also contained in the records of the ecumenical Councils and in the sacred canons. 

... the faithful of whatever rite and dignity, both as separate individuals and all together, are bound by a duty of hierarchical submission and true obedience, not only in things pertaining to faith and morals, but also in those which pertain to the discipline and government of the Church spread over the whole world, so that the Church of Christ, protected not only by the Roman Pontiff, but by the unity of communion as well as of the profession of the same faith is one flock under the one highest shepherd. This is the doctrine of Catholic truth from which no one can deviate and keep his faith and salvation." [Dogmatic Constitution on the Church, Vatican Council I, DB1826-1827/DS3059-3060]
First Vatican Council on Papal Magisterium
To satisfy this pastoral duty [primacy], our predecessors always gave tireless attention that the saving doctrine of Christ be spread among all the peoples of the earth, and with equal care they watched that, wherever it was received, it was preserved sound and pure. Therefore, the bishops of the whole world, now individually, now gathered in Synods, following a long custom of the churches and the formula of the ancient rule, referred to this Holy See those dangers particularly which emerged in the affairs of faith, that there especially the damages to faith might be repaired where faith cannot experience a failure. The Roman Pontiffs, moreover, according as the condition of the times and affairs advised, sometimes by calling ecumenical Councils or by examining the opinion of the Church spread throughout the world; sometimes by particular synods, sometimes by employing other helps which divine Providence supplied, have defined that those matters must be held which with God's help they have recognized as in agreement with Sacred Scripture and apostolic tradition. For, the Holy Spirit was not promised to the successors of Peter that by His revelation they might disclose new doctrine, but that by His help they might guard sacredly the revelation transmitted through the apostles and the deposit of faith, and might faithfully set it forth. Indeed, all the venerable fathers have embraced their apostolic doctrine, and the holy orthodox Doctors have venerated and followed it, knowing full well that the See of St. Peter always remains unimpaired by any error, according to the divine promise of our Lord the Savior made to the chief of His disciples: "I have prayed for thee, that thy faith fail not: and thou, being once converted, confirm thy brethren" [Luke 22:32]. 
So, this gift of truth and a never failing faith was divinely conferred upon Peter and his successors in this chair, that they might administer their high duty for the salvation of all; that the entire flock of Christ, turned away by them from the poisonous food of error, might be nourished on the sustenance of heavenly doctrine, that with the occasion of schism removed the whole Church might be saved as one, and relying on her foundation might stay firm against the gates of hell. [DB1836-1837/DS3069-3070]
1983 Code of Canon Law
Can. 331 The bishop of the Church of Rome, in whom resides the office given in a special way by the Lord to Peter, first of the Apostles and to be transmitted to his successors, is head of the college of bishops, the Vicar of Christ and Pastor of the entire Church on earth; therefore, in virtue of his office he enjoys supreme, full, immediate and universal ordinary power in the Church, which he can always freely exercise. [Canon 218 of the 1917 Code of Canon Law]

Can. 333
1. The Roman Pontiff, by virtue of his office, not only has power in the entire Church but also possesses a primacy of ordinary power over all particular churches and groupings of churches by which the proper, ordinary and immediate power which bishops possess in the particular churches entrusted to their care is both strengthened and safeguarded.

2. The Roman Pontiff, in fulfilling the office of the supreme pastor of the Church is always united in communion with the other bishops and with the universal Church; however, he has the right, according to the needs of the Church, to determine the manner, either personal or collegial, of exercising this function.
3. There is neither appeal nor recourse against a decision or decree of the Roman Pontiff. [Canons 218, 228 of the 1917 Code]

Whatever good, therefore, false traditionalism might seem to do in preserving the faith is undone by the attitude toward papal authority that it engenders by its overt and sometimes bitter criticism. This "fidelity" then becomes a "trap," one which seems to offer security but instead offers only the security of one's own judgment and one's own will. Instead Catholics are willed by Christ the security of a living connection with Him through His Vicar. The texts of Vatican I cited above show that the purpose of the Petrine office is precisely to maintain a unity of faith, discipline and hierarchical communion that reflects in the world the unity of the Kingdom founded by Christ. Those who misinterpret the faith as presented by the Second Vatican Council and the recent Popes, or who through a spirit of disobedience violate the liturgical or others norms of the Holy See, distance themselves from Peter (in some degree). This is true for those who "hold the faith" in their own way on the right, as well as for those who "progress" in their own way on the left.

On the other hand, as St. Thomas teaches concerning scandal, those who adhere to the good do not falter, nor are they scandalized into rebellion themselves by those who do stumble [ST q43, a5]. This good of the unity of faith, of the discipline of the sacraments and of hierarchical communion, is obtained by adhering steadfastly to the Pope and thus to remain "one flock under one highest shepherd" (Vatican I).

Unfortunately, we see that while in Christ's time Jesus Himself was the skandalon or stumbling stone upon which Israel was broken, today in the New Israel of the Church that "scandal" is given by Peter. We must therefore ask ourselves which character in the drama of the Passion are we: Judas (who betrayed our Lord), Peter (who relied on his own strength), John (who remained close out of love), Thomas (whose faith was shaken by doubts), Mary (whose total faithfulness and love merited her the highest participation in the mission of Her Son), the women (who sought to comfort the Shepherd), the priests and lawyers-theologians (who thought only of their own prerogatives), the soldiers (who were "only following orders"), or Pilate (whose human respect exceeded his respect for the truth). Something can be learned from all of them, but the principal lesson, I believe, is to have more loving adherence (piety), rather than less (impiety), to the teaching, sanctifying and governing decisions of Christ's Vicar.

Finally, recalling the dream of St. John Bosco who foresaw our times, we know that those who remain in the barque of Peter with the Eucharistic and Marian Pope will be secure, whereas as those who act independently, even if on the winning side, risk being swamped. This may apply to men of good will in other religions, but it probably also applies to those in the Church who do not fully embrace the teaching and discipline of the Roman Pontiff, but want instead to decide for themselves the direction of the Church (i.e. be their own pilot). They do so at their own risk.

Traditionalist Catholics
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Traditionalist_Catholic EXTRACT [All emphases theirs]
Traditionalist Catholics are Roman Catholics who believe that there should be a restoration of many or all of the liturgical forms, public and private devotions and presentations of Catholic teachings which prevailed in the Catholic Church before the Second Vatican Council (1962–65). They are most commonly associated with an attachment to the Mass liturgy in general use in that time period (often called the Tridentine Mass, the Traditional Mass, the Latin Mass, or extraordinary form of the Mass), but their theological and practical concerns are broader in scope.

Traditionalist Catholics are distinct from other Catholics who have a broadly "traditional" or conservative outlook.

Terminology

Traditionalist Catholics generally prefer to be referred to either simply as Catholics or, if a distinction must be made, as "traditional Catholics" (with a lower-case T). However, since Roman Catholics in general consider themselves to be "traditional" in the sense of being faithful to historical Catholic teaching, the term "traditionalist Catholics" is used in this article as a means of clearly distinguishing them from other Roman Catholics.

Different types of traditionalists

Traditionalist Catholics may be divided into four broad groups.

Traditionalists in good standing with the Holy See
Since the Second Vatican Council, several traditionalist organizations have been started with or have subsequently obtained approval from the Catholic Church. These organizations accept in principle the documents of the Second Vatican Council, and regard the changes associated with the Council (such as the revision of the Mass) as legitimate, if often prudentially unwise, but celebrate the older forms with the approval of the Holy See. 
(Priestly Fraternity of St Peter (FSSP) 

(Institute of Christ the King Sovereign Priest (ICRSS), 

(Sons of the Most Holy Redeemer 
(Institute of the Good Shepherd (IGS) 

(Servants of Jesus and Mary (Servi Jesu et Mariae, SJM) 

(Canons Regular of the New Jerusalem (CRNJ) 
(Canons Regular of Saint John Cantius (SJC) 

(Canons Regular of the Holy Cross 

(Fraternity of Saint Vincent Ferrer 

(Personal Apostolic Administration of Saint John Mary Vianney (PAASJV) 

(Miles Christi (MC) 
There are also multiple monastic communities, including

(Monastery of Our Lady of the Annunciation of Clear Creek 

(Monastery of St. Benedict in Norcia 

(Monks of the Most Blessed Virgin Mary of Mount Carmel 

See Communities using the Tridentine Mass for a more detailed list.

In addition, many traditionalist Catholics in good standing with Rome are served by local diocesan or religious priests who are willing and able to offer the traditional rites. Many other Catholics sympathize or identify as traditionalist who are not able to attend the traditional liturgy regularly because it is not offered in their area (at least not with regular canonical standing) and so they more or less reluctantly attend the Mass of Paul VI, the current ordinary or normal Roman Rite of Mass following the Second Vatican Council. There are also numerous local and international lay organizations of traditionalist Catholics, such as the youth-groups of Juventutem.

Catholics in good standing with Rome who attend the traditional liturgy have diverse worldviews and outlooks ranging from (modern concepts of) liberal to conservative. 
Traditionalists not in good standing with the Holy See
Some traditionalists practise their faith outside the official structures of the Church, though they affirm their loyalty to the Church and to the papacy. The largest priestly society to fit this description is the Society of St Pius X (SSPX), which was established in 1970 by Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre, a founding figure of Catholic traditionalism. Members of this category view the post-Conciliar changes as being doctrinally and pastorally unacceptable. The fact that they recognise the official Church hierarchy while rejecting its decisions draws accusations of disloyalty and disobedience from the preceding groups — whom this group in turn accuses of blind, un-Catholic obedience. Discussions between the SSPX and the Holy See have been in progress for some years, and in January 2009 the Prefect of the Congregation for Bishops remitted the excommunications which the Congregation had declared to have been incurred by the Society's bishops in 1988. He further expressed the hope that the Society would speedily return to full communion with the Church by showing "true fidelity and true acknowledgment of the Magisterium and the authority of the pope".
Sedevacantists

Sedevacantists hold that the popes have forfeited their position through acceptance of heretical teachings connected with the Second Vatican Council and consequently there is at present no true pope. They conclude, on the basis of their rejection of the revised Mass rite and of postconciliar Church teaching as false, that the popes involved are false also. This is a minority position among traditionalist Catholics and a highly divisive one, so that many who hold it prefer to say nothing of their view, while other sedevacantists have accepted episcopal ordination from sources such as Archbishop Pierre Martin Ngô Đình Thục.
The terms sedevacantist and sedevacantism derive from the Latin phrase sede vacante ("while the chair/see [of Saint Peter] is vacant"), a term normally applied to the period between the death or resignation of one pope and the election of his successor.

Sedevacantist groups include the Society of St. Pius V (SSPV) and the Congregation of Mary Immaculate Queen (CMRI).

Conclavists

Conclavism is the belief and practice of some who, claiming that Pope Benedict XVI, Pope John Paul I and other recent occupants of the papal see are not true popes, elect someone else and propose him as the true pope to whom the allegiance of Catholics is due. They are often classified as sedevacantists because they reject the official papal succession for the same reasons. Conclavist groups include the "true Catholic Church", the Palmarian Catholic Church, and the followers of David Bawden ("Pope Michael"). The Palmarian Church has drastically altered its worship and doctrines and as such is no longer considered Catholic by other traditionalists.

Traditionalist positions

Traditionalist Catholics believe that they are preserving Catholic orthodoxy by not accepting all changes introduced since the Second Vatican Council, changes that some of them have described as amounting to a "veritable revolution". They claim that the positions now taken by mainstream Catholics—even conservative Catholics—would have been considered "modernist" or "liberal" at the time of the Council, and that they themselves hold positions that were then considered "conservative" or "traditional".

Many traditionalists further believe that errors have crept into the presentation and understanding of Catholic teachings since the time of the Council. They attribute the blame for this to liberal interpretations of the Conciliar documents, to harmful post-Conciliar pastoral decisions, to the text of the Conciliar documents themselves, or to some combination of these.
Most traditionalists view the Council as a valid, albeit problematic, Ecumenical Council of the Catholic Church, though most sedevacantists regard it as wholly invalid. It is common for traditionalists in dispute with Rome to affirm that the Council was "pastoral", and hence that its decrees were not absolutely binding on Catholics in the same way as the dogmatic decrees of other Ecumenical Councils. Support for this view is sought in Pope John XXIII’s Opening Address to the Council, Pope Paul VI’ closing address, statements from Pope Benedict XVI, and the lack of formal dogmatic definitions in the Conciliar documents.

Pope Benedict XVI contrasted the "hermeneutic of discontinuity and rupture" which many traditionalists (and modernists alike) apply to the Council with the "hermeneutic of reform" put forward by the Church authorities, quoting with approval Pope John XXIII’s statement that the Council was intended to "transmit [Catholic] doctrine, pure and integral, without any attenuation or distortion". He made a similar point in a speech to the bishops of Chile in 1988, when he was still Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger: 
[Archbishop Lefebvre] declared that he has finally understood that the agreement he signed aimed only at integrating his foundation into the 'Conciliar Church'. The Catholic Church in union with the Pope is, according to him, the 'Conciliar Church' which has broken with its own past. It seems indeed that he is no longer able to see that we are dealing with the Catholic Church in the totality of its Tradition, and that Vatican II belongs to that. 
There is some tension between different traditionalist groups at the official level: the SSPX, for example, condemns the FSSP and attendance at its Masses. The SSPX itself also is often in conflict with other traditionalists. In fact, the only common denominator that is held by all the groups identifying as traditionalist is love of the traditional liturgy and, usually, suspicion of modern "neoconservative" Catholicism, which is viewed as shallow, ahistorical, and intellectually dishonest. On other questions, there are a variety of opinions.

Many traditionalist Catholics associate themselves with a particular priestly society. Other small groups of traditionalists sometimes form around an individual "independent" priest who has no ties with any particular organisation.

Some leaders of Independent Catholic Churches also claim to be traditionalist Catholics and to be preserving the Tridentine Mass and ancient traditions. Examples are the Apostolic Catholic Church, the Canonical Old Roman Catholic Church, and the Fraternité Notre-Dame.

Traditionalists’ claims of discontinuity and rupture

Traditionalists’ claims that substantive changes have taken place in Catholic teaching and practice since the Council often crystallise around the following specific alleged examples, in which others see not what Pope Benedict XVI called "discontinuity and rupture", but what he called "renewal in the continuity of the one subject-Church which the Lord has given to us":

(A new ecclesiology which they claim fails to recognise the Catholic Church as the one true church established by Jesus Christ, and instead holds that the true church "subsists in" the Catholic Church in an unclear way. They claim that this contradicts Pope Pius XII’s Mystici Corporis Christi and other papal documents. 

(A new ecumenism which they see as aiming at a false pan-Christian religious unity which does not require non-Catholics to convert to the Catholic faith. They see this as contradicting the teachings of the Bible, Pope Pius XI’s Mortalium Animos, Pope Pius XII’s Humani Generis and other documents. 

(Acceptance of the principle of religious liberty, based on one interpretation of Second Vatican Council’s decree Dignitatis Humanae, allegedly in contradiction to Pope Pius IX’s teachings in Quanta Cura and the Syllabus of Errors. 

(A revision of the Mass liturgy of the Roman rite. They affirm that this revision de-emphasises the central Catholic doctrines that the Mass is a true sacrifice and that the bread and wine are changed through transubstantiation into the body and blood of Jesus Christ, that it has been stripped of important prayers, that it is centered on the congregation rather than on God, that it is less beautiful and spiritually edifying, and that it omits certain Bible readings that mention subjects such as hell, miracles, and sin. Traditionalists hold differing opinions on the validity and acceptability of the revised rite of Mass: 

-Some see it as valid, and as acceptable when necessary, though the older rite should be attended when possible. 

-Some, including the leadership of the Society of St Pius X, hold that it is in principle valid as a sacramental rite but maintain that the revisions in the liturgy are displeasing to God, and that it is often celebrated improperly to the extent of being sacramentally invalid. They therefore generally refuse to attend it. 

-Some, including many sedevacantists, see it as categorically invalid in principle and entirely unacceptable. 

-Some hold that celebration of any modern-language translation even of the Tridentine Mass would have to be presumed invalid. 

(An inappropriate emphasis on the "dignity of man", which they claim ignores original sin and the need for supernatural grace, and which they also claim has led to a utopianism that sees world peace as possible without recognising the kingship of Christ. They see this orientation as contradicting Pope Pius XI’s Quas Primas, Pope Leo XIII’s Rerum Novarum, and other papal and conciliar documents. 

(A teaching on collegiality that attributes to the bishops of the world a share, with the Pope, of responsibility for the Church’s governance in a way that they claim is destructive of papal authority and encourages a "national" church mentality that undermines the primacy of the Holy See. They also claim that national bishops’ conferences, whose influence was greatly increased following the Council, "diminish the personal responsibility of bishop[s]" within their dioceses. 

(A new and critical attitude towards the Bible that, they say, contradicts Leo XIII’s Providentissimus Deus and Benedict XV’s Spiritus Paraclitus, among other documents. 
(A departure from the traditional belief that the Church and the world are at variance with one another to some degree, and that the Church has enemies. They believe that Pope Pius X's warnings in Pascendi Dominici Gregis, Leo XIII's Humanum Genus and other papal warnings against Freemasonry and other alleged enemies of Christianity have gone unheeded.

Responses to traditionalists’ claims

Those who in response to these criticisms by certain traditionalists defend the decisions of the Second Vatican Council and the subsequent changes made by the Holy See make the following counterclaims:

(They say that the criticisms are false, exaggerated, or lacking appreciation of the organic character of Tradition, and give as examples traditionalist criticisms that Dignitatis Humanae contradicts the Church's earlier teaching on religious liberty, and that the revised rite of Mass represents a break rather than a prudent development of the earlier liturgy. 

(They say that traditionalists who claim that there has been a break from and discontinuity with the Church's traditional teaching are displaying a Protestant attitude of "private judgement" on matters of doctrine, instead of accepting the guidance of the Magisterium of the Church. 

(They say that such traditionalists fail to distinguish properly between changeable pastoral practices (such as the liturgy of the Mass) and the unchangeable principles of the Catholic faith (such as the dogmas surrounding the Mass). 

(They say that traditionalists of this kind treat papal authority in much the same way as the dissident, liberal Catholics whom traditionalists claim to oppose. While liberals believe that, on sexual matters, "the Pope can teach whatever he wants... but whether or not he should be listened to is very much an open question", the stance of certain traditionalists on the reform of the Mass liturgy and contemporary teachings on ecumenism and religious liberty amounts to the view that, on these issues, "faithful Catholics are always free to resist [the Pope's] folly.... As theories of religious dissent go, Catholic liberals couldn't ask for anything more." 

(The traditionalist claim that the Second Vatican Council was pastoral is often countered by referring to Paul VI subsequently emphasising the authoritative nature of the Council's teachings. 

Sedevacantists' criticisms of other traditionalists

Sedevacantists claim that they avoid much of the mainstream Catholic critique of traditionalism because their view is that, beginning with John XXIII or Paul VI, one or both of whom and all their successors they consider to be heretics, there is no valid Catholic Pope or body of bishops to whom allegiance or obedience is owed. They criticise non-sedevacantist traditionalists for recognising the recent Popes, on grounds such as the following: 
(By declaring that the revised liturgy of the Mass promulgated and defended by these popes is evil, they teach that the Church can decree evil and has decreed evil. 

(By declaring that the teachings of the Second Vatican Council contradict the Church's Tradition, they either repudiate the teaching of the First Vatican Council on the infallibility of even the ordinary and universal magisterium of the Pope and the bishops, or they implicitly deny that the Pope and bishops at the Second Vatican Council were truly the Pope and truly Catholic bishops. 

(By refusing subjection to a supposedly legitimate pope, they contravene the famous Bull Unam sancta in which Pope Boniface VIII stated: "... we declare, we proclaim, we define that it is absolutely necessary for salvation that every human creature be subject to the Roman Pontiff." 

Compounding the problem, according to the sedevacantists, is the revising of the rite of Holy Orders in 1968; many believe that priests and bishops consecrated according to the new rite are invalid and could not administer traditional sacraments even if they wanted to. They say this problem applies to the FSSP and even to many SSPX priests, since the SSPX accepts priests ordained in the new rite, although it ordains its own new priests in the old. According to this line of reasoning, Benedict XVI is only a priest, and was never consecrated a bishop validly, and therefore has been given no true authority to be Pope, i.e., the Bishop of Rome. 

Traditionalist practices

Rite of Mass

The best-known and most visible sign of Catholic traditionalism is an attachment to the form that the Roman Rite liturgy of the Mass had before the liturgical reform of 1969–1970, in the various editions of the Roman Missal published between 1570 and 1962. This form is generally known as the Tridentine Mass, though traditionalists usually prefer to call it the Traditional Mass. Many refer to it as the Latin Mass though the Mass of Paul VI that replaced it can also be celebrated in Latin (Latin is the original language of all liturgical documents in the Roman Rite). 
In his 2007 motu proprio Summorum Pontificum Pope Benedict XVI relaxed the regulations on use of the 1962 Missal, designating it "an extraordinary form of the Roman Rite". Some refer to it, less exactly, as "the extraordinary form".

Different traditionalist priests use different editions of the Roman Missal to celebrate the Tridentine Mass. Most, not only those in good standing with the Holy See but also such as those in the SSPX, use the 1962 edition, the only one that the Holy See authorises. A series of modifications to the 1962 liturgy introduced in 1965 are used by some traditionalists in good standing with Rome. This version of the liturgy is sometimes referred to as that of the "1965 Missal", though no new edition of the Roman Missal was in fact published in that year.

Since the 1962 edition was promulgated by Pope John XXIII, sedevacantists and some other independent chapels reject it and generally use the 1920 Missal, with feasts updated perhaps to 1954, before Pope Pius XII's changes to the calendar. 
Those who follow the 1954 calendar also reject the same Pope’s revision of the rites of Holy Week. To put it more simply, these traditionalists reject both John XXIII’s 1962 rite and Pius XII’s changes, since they led to the Novus Ordo Missae. There are no reports of priests regularly using any edition of the Missal earlier than that of 1920, which incorporated the rubrical and calendar changes made by Pope Pius X in 1910. 
Linked with the celebration of the Tridentine Mass is the observance of the liturgical calendar of saints’ days as it existed before the revision of 1969 (see General Roman Calendar of 1962). Some also ignore the revisions of 1960 by Pope John XXIII, and of 1955 by Pope Pius XII, and use instead the General Roman Calendar of 1954.

Individual and private devotions

Traditionalist Catholics lay stress on strict following of customs prevailing immediately before the Second Vatican Council, such as the following:

(Abstaining from meat on Fridays. Present discipline maintains Fridays and Lent as days and times of penance, declares that abstinence from meat or some other food as determined by the local episcopal conference is to be observed on all Fridays (excluding solemnities) and on Ash Wednesday, and allows episcopal conferences to permit other practices of personal penance to take the place of abstinence from meat. 
(Fasting from midnight before receiving Holy Communion. This discipline was modified in 1953 by Pope Pius XII, who reduced the fast period to three hours, and this modification is accepted by many traditionalists. Few accept the one-hour rule promulgated by Paul VI in 1966, which is that laid down in the 1983 Code of Canon Law. 
(Kneeling to receive Communion directly upon the tongue, under the Host species alone, and from the hand of a cleric rather than a layperson. Some would refuse to receive even from deacons, who, before the reforms of Pope Paul VI, were allowed to give Holy Communion only if there were a serious reason for permitting them to do so. Many traditionalists regard the practice of receiving communion in the hand, though ancient and authorised by the Holy See, as an abuse and as sacrilegious. 
(Women wearing a head covering in church, a practice that was widespread, but not universal, before the Council, and that also is not universal among traditionalists today. 
(Frequent confession, a practice that grew in the first half of the twentieth century, when increasingly frequent Communion led to more frequent confession.

(Prayers such as the Stations of the Cross and the Rosary in the form in use before the late twentieth century, and so without the alterations in the number and identity of the Stations that became common, though by no means universal, in the time of Pope Paul VI and without the addition of the Luminous Mysteries of the Rosary recommended as an option by Pope John Paul II. 
These practices are, of course, not confined to traditionalists; many mainstream Catholics also follow them.

Relationship with the Holy See
The Holy See recognises as fully legitimate the preference that many Catholics have for the earlier forms of worship. This was apparent in Pope John Paul II’s 1988 apostolic letter Ecclesia Dei and Pope Benedict XVI’s 2007 motu proprio Summorum Pontificum. Naturally, however, the Holy See does not extend its approval to those who take a stand against the present-day Church leadership.
Ecclesia Dei Commission

The Pontifical Commission Ecclesia Dei was founded in July 1988 in the wake of Pope John Paul II’s apostolic letter Ecclesia Dei. Pope Benedict XVI was a member of the Commission during his tenure as Cardinal Prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. Speaking on 16 May 2007 to the Fifth General Conference of the Bishops of Latin America and the Caribbean, Cardinal Castrillón, the current head of the Commission, stated that his department had been founded for the care of those "traditionalist Catholics" who, while discontented with the liturgical reform of the Second Vatican Council, had broken with Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre, "because they disagreed with his schismatic action in ordaining Bishops without the required papal mandate". He added that at present the Commission’s activity is not limited to the service of those Catholics, or to "the efforts undertaken to end the regrettable schismatic situation and secure the return of those brethren belonging to the Fraternity of Saint Pius X to full communion." It extends also, he said, to "satisfying the just aspirations of people, unrelated to the two aforementioned groups, who, because of their specific sensitiveness, wish to keep alive the earlier Latin liturgy in the celebration of the Eucharist and the other sacraments." 
In the same speech Cardinal Castrillón indicated that it was intended to make the Commission an organ of the Holy See for the purpose of preserving and maintaining the traditional liturgy; at the same time he stated that this was not with the purpose of "going backward, of returning to the times before the 1970 reform…. The Holy Father wishes to preserve the immense spiritual, cultural and aesthetic treasure linked with the old liturgy. Recovery of these riches goes together with the no less precious riches of the Church’s present liturgy."
Summorum Pontificum

Following months of rumour and speculation, Pope Benedict XVI issued the motu proprio Summorum Pontificum in July 2007. The Pope ruled that priests of the Latin Rite can freely choose between the 1962 Roman Missal and the later edition "in Masses celebrated without the people". 
Such celebrations may be attended by those who spontaneously ask to be allowed. Priests in charge of churches can permit stable groups of laypeople attached to the earlier form to have Mass celebrated for them in that form, provided that the celebrating priest is "qualified to [celebrate] and not juridically impeded" (this would exclude traditionalist priests not in good standing with Rome).

The document, as well as being welcomed by the traditionalist groups that have been in good relations with Rome, has been considered by groups such as the Sons of the Most Holy Redeemer, which have been in dispute with Rome, to be sufficient grounds for seeking an agreement. The Society of Saint Pius X welcomed the document, but referred to "difficulties that still remain", including "disputed doctrinal issues" and the notice of excommunication that still affected its bishops. Sedevacantists of course consider all documents issued by Benedict XVI to be devoid of canonical force.
Validity of holy orders of traditionalist clergy
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Catholic doctrine holds that any validly ordained bishop can ordain any other baptised male as a priest or a bishop, provided that he has the correct intention and uses an acceptable ordination liturgy. This remains the case whether or not the ordination is performed with official approval, and even if the individuals involved are not Catholics. The conferring of holy orders may therefore be valid but illicit. The Catholic Church obviously considers the orders of traditionalist clergy who are in good standing with the Holy See, such as the priests of the Priestly Fraternity of Saint Peter, to be both valid and licit. It sees as valid but illicit the orders of the bishops and priests of the Society of Saint Pius X, and accordingly considers them to be forbidden by law to exercise priestly offices. As for the "independent" traditionalists, whether bishops or priests, it certainly sees their ordination as illicit, but its judgement on the validity is less clear. The Holy See declared devoid of canonical effect the consecration ceremony conducted by Archbishop Pierre Martin Ngô Đình Thục for the Carmelite Order of the Holy Face group at midnight of 31 December 1975, while expressly refraining from pronouncing on its validity. It made the same statement with regard also to any later ordinations that those bishops might confer, saying that, "as for those who have already thus unlawfully received ordination or any who may yet accept ordination from these, whatever may be the validity of the orders (quidquid sit de ordinum validitate), the Church does not and will not recognise their ordination (ipsorum ordinationem), and will consider them, for all legal effects, as still in the state in which they were before, except that the ... penalties remain until they repent." 
Traditionalists themselves are divided on the question of the validity of the orders conferred using the rite promulgated by Pope Paul VI in 1968. Those who deny or put in doubt the validity of the sacramental liturgies as revised after the Second Vatican Council pass the same negative judgement on all such ordinations. The Society of Saint Pius V split from that of Saint Pius X for reasons that included Archbishop Lefebvre's acceptance of priests ordained according to the revised sacramental rites as members of the traditionalist Society that he founded.
Number of traditionalist Catholics
According to the Statistical Yearbook of the Church, the Catholic Church's worldwide recorded membership at the end of 2005 was 1,114,966,000. Estimates of the number of traditionalist Catholics vary. Catholic World News reported that "the Vatican" estimated the number of those served by the Fraternity of St Peter, the Society of St Pius X and similar groups at "close to 1 million". A poster on Yahoo GeoCities, put the number of traditionalist Catholics (in good standing with the Holy See or not) "somewhere around the six or seven million mark", and a sedevacantist site put them at "60 to 120 million worldwide". Various sources estimate the adherents of the Society of St Pius X alone at 1 million. No major religious survey has ever made an attempt to sample and enumerate subsets of Catholics by their position on a liberal to mainstream conservative to traditionalist and sedevacantist continuum, so any figure on the numbers of traditionalist Catholics must by necessity be more or less educated guesses.

The two most prominent societies of traditionalist priests – the SSPX and the FSSP – claim to have a presence in 31 and 14 countries respectively. A large share of their members in each case are stationed in France. Two other societies, the SSPV and CMRI, are based in the United States and also claim a presence in many countries, especially the CMRI. Traditionalist Catholics in English-speaking countries and Germany are more likely to be sedevacantist than those in France and other Latin countries.

For purposes of comparison with mainstream Catholic organisations, the Knights of Columbus in the United States are stated to have 1.7 million members, the Neocatechumenal Way is reported to have around 1 million members, and Opus Dei is claimed to have 87,000 members.

Another comparison is that Eastern Rite Catholics number 16 million. Approximately 7,650,000 belong to the fourteen Catholic Churches of Byzantine Rite, whether they attend the Divine Liturgy in that liturgical rite or in another, and 8,300,000 belong to other Eastern Catholic Churches of Armenian, Coptic and Syriac traditions. 
Is it OK to receive the Sacraments from a Sedevacantist?

http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/sw/viewanswer.asp?QID=691
July 23, 2008

Is it ok to receive sacraments from a priest who is a sedevacantist? He is an old friend, and wants to give my mother who is in a nursing home the last rites. She has already received the sacrament from 2 parish priests, one who says the Novus Ordo mass and one who says the traditional Latin mass. –Meg
While a sedevacantist priest is technically excommunicated from the Church, as long as he was validly ordained the sacraments he administers are valid, though he administers them illicitly.

I personally would not receive the Sacrament from this fellow unless there were no licit priests around and I was in danger of death. But, since he is a friend and this is not about rebellion against the church on you or your mother's part, I do not see the harm. The Sacraments from him are valid. It should be okay in this instance. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/sw/viewanswer.asp?QID=697 

July 25, 2008

Section 2 of canon 844 from the Code of Canon Law states that this lady's mother may not receive the sacrament from this heretic/schismatic priest as there is no physical or moral impossibility to approach a Catholic minister. Not to mention you are assuming that the priest in question is validly ordained. A lot of these sedevacantists are ordained by whack job bishops who have doubtfully valid orders. 
Can. 844 §1. Catholic ministers administer the sacraments licitly to Catholic members of the Christian faithful alone, who likewise receive them licitly from Catholic ministers alone, without prejudice to the prescripts of §§2, 3, and 4 of this canon, and can. 861, §2.
§2. Whenever necessity requires it or true spiritual advantage suggests it, and provided that danger of error or of indifferentism is avoided, the Christian faithful FOR WHOM IT IS PHYSICALLY OR MORALLY IMPOSSIBLE to approach a Catholic minister are permitted to receive the sacraments of penance, Eucharist, and anointing of the sick from non-Catholic ministers in whose Churches these sacraments are valid. –Michael
As is typical with people who are unfamiliar with the law, you have misinterpreted this Canon. These Canons are talking about Catholics receiving the Sacraments from a non-Catholic priest from another Church with valid Sacraments, such as the Orthodox. This Canon has nothing to do with Catholic priests who are in heresy or schism. A Catholic in heresy or schism is still a Catholic. An excommunicated Catholic is still a Catholic. They do not morph into Orthodox or Old Catholic or whatnot.

These canons have nothing to do with this situation.

In terms of this priest I have assumed nothing. My answer says "as long as he was validly ordained". You need to read.

Under the circumstances there is no harm as she has already received the Sacrament legitimately from priests in communion with Rome. This is just a gesture given to a friend. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM
Pope Explains Summorum Pontificum to French Bishops
http://www.adoremus.org/1008NewsViews.html 

Adoremus Bulletin Online Edition, October 2008 Vol. XIV, No. 7

Pope Benedict XVI, in his address to French bishops on September 14, explained the reason for issuing Summorum Pontificum, extending the use of the 1962 Missal. 

The matter of celebrating the “old form” of the Mass has been especially controversial in France because of the radical Society of St. Pius X (SSPX), founded in 1970 by the French Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre.

In 1988, Archbishop Lefebvre ordained bishops in direct defiance of Pope John Paul II — which led to his excommunication, and to the pope’s Ecclesia Dei Adflicta (The Church of God afflicted), by which he established the Pontifical Commission Ecclesia Dei (PCED). The SSPX founder died in 1991, but the group continues its dogmatic rejection of the Second Vatican Council and papal authority. In France the “old Mass” is associated almost exclusively with the SSPX, though several other “traditionalist” associations that were organized later (some formerly affiliated with the SSPX) express loyalty to the Council and to the post-Conciliar popes. 

Pope Benedict addressed the French bishops exactly one year after Summorum Pontificum took effect. He explained: 

Liturgical worship is the supreme expression of priestly and episcopal life, just as it is of catechetical teaching. Your duty to sanctify the faithful people, dear Brothers, is indispensable for the growth of the Church. In the motu proprio Summorum Pontificum, I was led to set out the conditions in which this duty is to be exercised, with regard to the possibility of using the missal of Blessed John XXIII (1962) in addition to that of Pope Paul VI (1970). 

Some fruits of these new arrangements have already been seen, and I hope that, thanks be to God, the necessary pacification of spirits is already taking place. I am aware of your difficulties, but I do not doubt that, within a reasonable time, you can find solutions satisfactory for all, lest the seamless tunic of Christ be further torn. Everyone has a place in the Church. Every person, without exception, should be able to feel at home, and never rejected. God, who loves all men and women and wishes none to be lost, entrusts us with this mission by appointing us shepherds of His sheep. We can only thank Him for the honor and the trust that He has placed in us. Let us therefore strive always to be servants of unity! 

Pope Benedict’s message to the French bishops took place at Lourdes during his apostolic visit to France, September 12-15, in observance of the 150th anniversary of the apparitions at Lourdes. 
(His addresses to audiences in Paris and at Lourdes during this visit are accessible on the Vatican web site: www.vatican.va/holy_father/benedict_xvi/travels/2008/index_francia_en.htm.)

Bishop Fellay on the withdrawal of the 1988 excommunications
http://sspx.org/en/bishop-fellay-on-withdrawal-of-1988-excommunications
http://www.catholic.org/news/international/europe/story.php?id=31778 

Letter of the Superior General of the Priestly Society of Saint Pius X

Dear faithful, 

As I announce in the attached press release, "the excommunication of the bishops consecrated by His Grace Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre, on June 30, 1988, which had been declared by the Congregation for Bishops in a decree dated July 1, 1988, and which we had always contested, has been withdrawn by another decree mandated by Benedict XVI and issued by the same Congregation on January 21, 2009." It was the prayer intention I had entrusted to you in Lourdes, on the feast of Christ the King 2008. Your response exceeded our expectations, since one million seven hundred and three thousand rosaries were said to obtain through the  intercession of Our Lady that an end be put to the opprobrium which, beyond the persons of the bishops of the Society, rested upon all those who were more or less attached to Tradition. 
Let us not forget to thank the Most Blessed Virgin who has inspired the Holy Father with this unilateral, benevolent, and courageous act to. Let us assure him of our fervent prayers. 

Thanks to this gesture, Catholics attached to Tradition throughout the world will no longer be unjustly stigmatized and condemned for having kept the Faith of their fathers. Catholic Tradition is no longer excommunicated.  Though it never was in itself, It was often excommunicated and cruelly so in day to day events. It is just as the Tridentine Mass had never been abrogated in itself, as the Holy Father has happily recalled in the motu proprio, Summorum Pontificum  of July 7, 2007. 

The decree of January 21 quotes the letter dated December 15, 2008 to Cardinal Castrillón Hoyos in which I  expressed our attachment "to the Church of Our Lord Jesus-Christ which is the Catholic Church," re-affirming  there our acceptation of its two thousand year old teaching and our faith in the Primacy of Peter. I reminded him that we were suffering much from the present situation of the Church in which this teaching and this primacy were being held to scorn. And I added: "We are ready to write the Creed with our own blood, to sign the Anti-Modernist Oath, the profession of faith of Pius IV, we accept and make our own all the councils up to the Second Vatican Council about which we express some reservations." In all this, we are convinced that we remain faithful to the line of conduct indicated by our founder, Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre, whose reputation we hope to soon see restored. 

Consequently, we wish to begin these "talks" -- which the decree acknowledges to be "necessary" -- about the doctrinal issues which are opposed to the Magisterium of all time. We cannot help noticing the unprecedented crisis which is shaking the Church today: crisis of vocations, crisis of religious practice, of catechism, of the reception of the sacraments ... Before us, Paul VI went so far as to say that "from some fissure the smoke of Satan had entered the Church", and he spoke of the "self-destruction of the Church". John Paul II did not hesitate to say that Catholicism in Europe was, as it were, in a state of “silent apostasy.” Shortly before his election to the Throne of Peter, Benedict XVI compared the Church to a "boat taking in water on every side." 

Thus, during these discussions with the Roman authorities we want to examine the deep causes of the present situation, and by bringing the appropriate remedy, achieve a lasting restoration of the Church. 

Dear faithful, the Church is in the hands of her Mother, the Most Blessed Virgin Mary. In Her we place our confidence. We have asked from her the freedom of the Mass of all time everywhere and for all. We have asked from her the withdrawal of the decree of excommunications. In our prayers, we now ask from her the necessary doctrinal clarifications which confused souls so much need. 

Menzingen, January 24, 2009 
+Bernard Fellay
Lefebvre Group Step Hailed as Unity Week Success - Spokesman Reflects on Lifting of Excommunication
https://zenit.org/articles/lefebvre-group-step-hailed-as-unity-week-success/ 
Vatican City, January 25, 2009 
The best news of the Week of Prayer for Christian Unity is a step taken with Marcel Lefebvre's Society of St. Pius X, says a Vatican spokesman. Jesuit Father Federico Lombardi, director of the Vatican press office, shared this sentiment when he commented on a decree published Saturday by the Congregation for Bishops. The decree advised of the lifting of the excommunication of the four bishops ordained by Lefebvre in 1988 without papal permission. Lefebvre, who died in 1991, founded the traditionalist group in 1969. Bishop Bernard Fellay, one of the bishops Lefebvre ordained in 1988, is the current leader of the group. Father Lombardi called the lifting of the excommunication "great news that we expect to be a source of joy for the whole Church." "The lifting of the excommunication of the four bishops of the Priestly Fraternity of St. Pius X is in fact a fundamental step in achieving definitive reconciliation with the movement begun and led by Monsignor Lefebvre," he stated.
In reflecting on the decree, the Jesuit recalled an assertion from Benedict XVI in the letter accompanying his 2007 "Summorum Pontificum." The Holy Father wrote that a look at the history of divisions in the Body of Christ suggests that Church leaders often could have done more to prevent the hardening of these divisions.
The Pontiff's letter insisted on an "obligation on us today: to make every effort to enable for all those who truly desire unity to remain in that unity or to attain it anew. [...] Let us generously open our hearts and make room for everything that the faith itself allows."
The decree from the Congregation of Bishops notes that the prelates of the Society of St. Pius X express their desire for unity. It cites a letter from Bishop Fellay, which said: "We are always fervently determined in the will to be and to remain Catholics and to place all of our strength at the service of the Church of Our Lord Jesus Christ, which is the Roman Catholic Church. We accept all of her teachings with a filial spirit. We firmly believe in the primacy of Peter and in his prerogatives."
The decree goes on to express the hope that the lifting of the excommunication will be "followed by the solicitous fulfillment of full communion of the Church with the Society of St. Pius X, thereby witnessing to authentic fidelity and a true recognition of the magisterium and the authority of the Pope, with the proof of visible unity."
Father Lombardi further recalled that this step to unity is something Benedict XVI has been seeking for years.
As prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, then Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger personally followed the talks with Lefebvre, who in the end opposed an agreement with the Holy See and consecrated the bishops, breaking ecclesial unity, Father Lombardi noted.

And, he stressed, Cardinal Ratzinger "already at that time tried to do everything possible to serve the unity of the Church."
The Ecclesia Dei Commission, created by John Paul II in those circumstances, "worked patiently to keep channels of dialogue open and various communities linked with the Lefebvrist movement in various ways were already able, over the course of the years, to return to full communion with the Catholic Church," the Vatican spokesman continued. "The Priestly Fraternity of St. Pius X, with the four bishops, remained in any case the most important community with which to re-establish communion."
Father Lombardi said that Benedict XVI has promoted this objective not only with the publication of "Summorum Pontificum," which facilitated the celebration of the Mass according to the rite that preceded the liturgical changes made with the Second Vatican Council.
Already as prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, the spokesman noted, he signed a document that clarified certain disputed points of the ecclesiological doctrine of the Council. And as Pope he has made speeches that indicate the "correct hermeneutic of the Council itself, in continuity with tradition," and not in departure from it.
"Naturally, all of that created a favorable climate in which the bishops of the Fraternity of St. Pius X asked for the lifting of the excommunication, explicitly attesting to their desire to be in the Roman Catholic Church and believing firmly in the primacy of Peter," Father Lombardi said.
The Vatican spokesman noted the special date on which the lifting of the excommunication was made public.
"It is a beautiful thing," the priest said, "that the lifting of the excommunication occurred on the eve of the 50th anniversary of the announcement of the Second Vatican Council, in such a way that this fundamental event now cannot any longer be considered an occasion of tension but of communion." And he acknowledged that there is still a road to walk before there can be full communion between the Society of St. Pius X and the Church.
"The text of the decree shows that we are still on the way toward the full communion that the Holy Father wishes to see promptly realized," Father Lombardi said. "For example, aspects of the status of the Fraternity and of the priests who belong to it are not defined in the decree published today. But the prayer of the Church is in complete concord with the Pope's, that every difficulty soon be overcome and that we be able to speak of communion in the full sense and without any uncertainty." 
Full text of decree: http://www.zenit.org/article-24901?l=english 

UK Bishops on Lifting of Excommunications - Q-and-A Explains Standing of 4 Lefebvrite Bishops

https://zenit.org/articles/uk-bishops-on-lifting-of-excommunications/ 
London, January 27, 2009 
Here is an explanation prepared by the episcopal conference of England and Wales on the lifting of the excommunication of four bishops of the Society of St. Pius X.
A statement released by the conference said the bishops are in harmony with Benedict XVI's decision, and expressed their "hope that this act will consolidate reciprocal relations of trust and to intensify and stabilize the relations" between the society and the Holy See.
Q: Why were the Society of St. Pius X bishops excommunicated?
A: Canon 1013 of the 1983 Code of Canon Law provides that no bishop may consecrate anyone as bishop unless it is first established that a pontifical mandate has been issued. Canon 1382 goes on to provide that where a bishop consecrates a bishop without a pontifical mandate both the consecrating bishop and the bishop who receives consecration incur a "latae sententiae" excommunication. A "latae sententiae" penalty is one that is incurred automatically as soon as one commits an offence, without the need for any process to impose it. As there is no need for a process, an ecclesiastical authority will sometimes declare the penalty, which means that a formal declaration is issued stating that this penalty has taken effect.
When Archbishop Lefebvre consecrated these four as bishops on June 30, 1988, he did so without a pontifical mandate. Therefore, by the very act of carrying out this consecration, both Archbishop Lefebvre and the four bishops being consecrated incurred an automatic excommunication. On July 1, 1988, the prefect of the Congregation for Bishops declared the penalty to have taken effect.
Q: What was their status when they were excommunicated?
A: The fact that this consecration was prohibited by the law of the Church and that the penalty of excommunication applied does not affect the sacramental validity of the consecration. Therefore, they were and are validly ordained bishops. Excommunication is a censure which, it is hoped, leads to the rehabilitation of the offender. The effects of it, according to Canon 1331 are to forbid a person to have any ministerial part in the Eucharist or other ceremonies of public worship, to celebrate the sacraments or sacramentals or to receive the sacraments or to exercise any ecclesiastical offices, ministries, functions or acts of governance.
Q: What does the lifting of the excommunication mean?
A: Censures can be remitted as their purpose is to bring about contrition. In fact, according to Canon 1358, when the contempt has been purged, remission of the censure cannot be refused. The Holy Father has taken the view that Bishop Fellay's letter of Dec. 15, 2008, to Cardinal Castrillón Hoyos shows a suitable commitment to reach a resolution of the original problem. He also considered that this would improve relations with the Society of St. Pius X and consolidate reciprocal trust. The lifting of the excommunications has not restored full communion with the Society of St. Pius X, but it is a first step that it is hoped will lead to a restoration of full communion by the whole Society of St. Pius X.

Q: Does this lift the suspension on them practicing as bishops or priests in full communion?
A: As full communion has not yet been restored, it follows that members of the Society of St. Pius X who are priests or bishops cannot exercise their ministry as priests or bishops in full communion. Part of the dialogue between the Holy See and the Society of St. Pius X will include looking at how its bishops and priests could exercise their ministry in the Catholic Church were that hope to be realized.
Q: Has the Pope's action changed the relationship between the Catholic Church and the Society of St. Pius X?
A: From the point of view of full communion, the relationship has not changed. Furthermore, the Catholic Church has as a very important goal the restoration of full communion with all Christians and this has not changed either. The lifting of the excommunications is an important step of furthering that goal with regard to the Society of St. Pius X.
Q: What are the next steps in the process?
A: The decree from the Congregation for Bishops lifting the excommunications refers to the Holy Father's trust in the commitment of the Society of St. Pius X to spare no efforts in examining the outstanding questions in its discussions with the Holy See. The next step is continuing dialogue with a view to deepening the relations between the Catholic Church and the Society of St. Pius X, in the hope that there can be a return to full communion. How that dialogue unfolds is a matter for the Holy See and the authorities of the Society of St. Pius X. 
Pontiff Tells Why He's reaching Out to Lefebvrists - Points to Unity as "Explicit Duty" of a Pastor
https://zenit.org/articles/pontiff-tells-why-he-s-reaching-out-to-lefebvrists/  
Vatican City, January 28, 2009
Benedict XVI is offering a personal explanation for his decision to remove the excommunication of four traditionalist bishops ordained without papal permission.
The Pope spoke today at the general audience of the decree made public Saturday, which lifted the excommunication of four prelates of the Society of St. Pius X, illicitly ordained to the episcopate by Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre in 1988.
The move has been criticized as an affront to Jewish-Catholic relations because one of the four, Bishop Richard Williamson, told an interviewer that he didn't believe 6 million Jews died in the Holocaust. Another of the cleared bishops, the superior-general of the Society of St. Pius X, Bishop Bernard Fellay, has since silenced the prelate.
But, the Holy Father made clear today that the lifting of the excommunication is about one thing only: Church unity. "In the homily delivered on the occasion of the solemn inauguration of my pontificate, I said that the 'call to unity' is an 'explicit' duty of the pastor," he said. The Pontiff recalled how he reflected in that first of his papal homilies on the story of the miraculous catch of fish, and how Christians could now say: "Alas, beloved Lord, with sorrow we must now acknowledge that it [the net] has been torn." 
But, he continued quoting from his homily, "We must not be sad! Let us rejoice because of your promise, which does not disappoint, and let us do all we can to pursue the path towards the unity you have promised. Do not allow your net to be torn, help us to be servants of unity!"
Benedict XVI said that it was "precisely in fulfilling this service to unity, which determines in a specific way my ministry as the Successor of Peter," that he decided to lift the excommunication.
And, he clarified, "I have carried out this act of paternal mercy because repeatedly these prelates have manifested their sharp suffering in the situation in which they found themselves."
Furthermore, the Holy Father stated, there is the expectation of further steps from the four newly released bishops. "I trust that following from this gesture of mine will be the prompt effort on their part to complete final necessary steps to arrive to full communion with the Church," the Bishop of Rome said, "thus giving testimony of true fidelity and true recognition of the magisterium and the authority of the Pope and the Second Vatican Council."
Benedict XVI then immediately turned his attention to his own reflections on the Holocaust.
"In these days in which we remember the Shoah, my memory turns to the images taken in during my repeated visits to Auschwitz, one of the concentration camps in which was carried out the brutal massacre of millions of Jews, innocent victims of a blind racial and religious hate," he said.
"As I renew with affection the expression of my total and indisputable solidarity with our brother recipients of the First Covenant, I hope that the memory of the Shoah moves humanity to reflect on the unpredictable power of evil when it conquers the human heart," the Holy Father added.
He expressed his prayer that the Holocaust be a warning for everyone: "May the Shoah teach especially, as much the old generations as the new ones, that only the tiring path of listening and dialogue, of love and pardon, leads peoples, cultures and religions of the world to the desired encounter of fraternity and peace in the world. May violence never again humiliate the dignity of man!"
Confessions of a Traditional Catholic 

http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=4306&Itemid=100
By Steve Skojec, August 19, 2008
"Hello. My name is Steve, and I'm a 'traditional' Catholic."

So begins my admission of membership in a disparate group that, as you've already read, is far too well known for its bitterness, anger, and lack of evangelical spirit. I don't like being typecast in this way. Just because I have a profound love and respect for -- and even a belief in the superiority of -- older liturgical and sacramental forms does not mean that I am an unreasonable malcontent oozing acid from every pore. I am first and foremost a Catholic, and I detest even needing to wear a label to distinguish myself. Unfortunately, I must, for it is still an uncommon thing among Catholics to venerate many of the traditions that I hold dear.  

I'll be honest: There was a time when I was an "angry trad," when I lashed out at others as I clawed for a spiritual inheritance I felt was stolen from me. While this is probably a natural reaction, I now know it gained me nothing. There is no value in promoting the beauty of something when one's conduct in so doing is itself repulsive. 

So why, then, are traditional Catholics so angry? 

In his homily on October 21, 2007, the first time his parish would celebrate Mass in the Extraordinary Form following the promulgation of Summorum Pontificum, Rev. Franklyn McAfee, pastor of St. John the Beloved in McClean, Virginia, offered an insight: 

What flowed from the promised renewal of the Mass in the late 60s was something entirely new. The American Theologian Avery Cardinal Dulles has pointed out that the new rite of the Mass violated every norm for liturgical renewal prescribed by Vatican II. He said it was the only Mass in history that was put together by a committee. As a result . . . many people stopped going to Mass. Some even left the Church. My parents were shaken but they did not abandon the Church. But my older sister did. In the 50s, more than 80 percent of parishioners attended Mass in their parish church. Today it is far less than 30 percent. 

It is not my purpose here to prove causality, but the fact that the change in the liturgy of the Roman Rite and the exodus of Catholics from the Church coincide is hard to dispute. People were hurt, immensely, by the drastic nature of the change. The liturgy on which they had been nourished their entire lives became something unrecognizable -- a Mass as alien to them as my first experiences with the old form were to me. Some, like Sts. Padre Pio and Josemaría Escrivá, asked and obtained permission from Rome to continue saying the older form of the Mass. And a group of intellectuals, artists, writers, and actors from England petitioned Rome not to change the Mass at all. Throughout the Catholic world, there was controversy and upheaval over the changing shape of the liturgy. 

Alfredo Cardinal Ottaviani asked during the first session of the Second Vatican Council if the gathered fathers wanted to "stir up wonder, or perhaps scandal among the Christian people, by introducing changes in so venerable a rite, that has been approved by so many centuries and is now so familiar?" Following the Council, in his famous Intervention, the good cardinal, along with "a group of theologians, liturgists and pastors of souls," urged Pope Paul VI not to replace the venerable Mass of the Church with the new creation that was the Novus Ordo Missae. Their study showed quite clearly in spite of its brevity that if we consider the innovations implied or taken for granted which may of course be evaluated in different ways, the Novus Ordo 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 XXII of the Council of Trent (emphasis added).
Despite all of the objections, exceptions, and petitions, Rome moved ahead with the new rite. The old liturgy was effectively suppressed, leaving innumerable Catholics shanghaied in a new Mass that adopted a different form, different postures, a different language, and a different theological focus than that to which they had been accustomed their entire lives. They felt alienated and forgotten.

When Pope John Paul II issued the apostolic letter Ecclesia Dei in 1988, in which he discussed the schismatic action of Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre, he also commented that respect must everywhere be shown for the feelings of all those who are attached to the Latin liturgical tradition, by a wide and generous application of the directives already issued some time ago by the Apostolic See for the use of the Roman Missal according to the typical edition of 1962. 

But it fell on deaf ears. At a conference I attended several years ago, a priest reported the response of one of the American bishops when contacted by a cardinal with whom John Paul II had entrusted the mission of spreading the indult allowing the old Mass: "I am the bishop of my diocese," the bishop said, "Not the Holy Father."  

An anecdote from yet another priest concerned a bishop who locked the parishioners of a diocesan-approved traditional parish out of their church during the Easter Triduum, following an edict that no Good Friday services were to be allowed in Latin. The church was locked from Holy Thursday to Easter Sunday morning to enforce the edict.  

If these are extraordinary examples, it has been a common experience for the average traditional Catholic to have to drive long distances to get to a Mass at an inconvenient time -- often the only such Mass available in the diocese. Nothing was done to facilitate their devotion, while every other Catholic special interest group imaginable was happily accommodated. 

This repression suffered for four decades by those attached to the older form has lead -- it is true -- to great bitterness. Not every traditional Catholic is afflicted with it, and among those who are there are many good and faithful people who want nothing more than to be fully a part of the life of the Church. Nevertheless, it would be false to deny that there is an angry, malignant, ugly streak running through the heart of traditionalism that threatens to rot the group to its core. It has grown necrotic in the years spent without sympathetic leadership, without cause for hope, living constantly with the knowledge that something was horribly awry in the life of the Church.  

Then came Summorum Pontificum. In his introductory letter, Pope Benedict XVI said, "What earlier generations held as sacred, remains sacred and great for us too, and it cannot be all of a sudden entirely forbidden or even considered harmful." Further, in the text of the motu proprio itself, the Holy Father instructed that, "It is, therefore, permissible to celebrate the Sacrifice of the Mass following the typical edition of the Roman Missal promulgated by Bl. John XXIII in 1962 and never abrogated . . ." (emphasis added). 
Never abrogated. The traditionalists who spent decades arguing that the Mass could not be abrogated -- that any priest had the right to say it, that it was as much a part of the Church as it had ever been -- had finally been exonerated. The Mass that they loved so dearly and fought for so valiantly was finally free, in no small part because of their defense of its status as a Mass immemorial.  

However justified it may be, traditional angst has always been counterproductive. If we desire to help build a better Church, one that honors its traditions and pays them the reverence they are due, we must conduct ourselves in a constructive fashion.  

Do I believe that the older form of Mass is an objectively better expression of Catholic worship than the newer form? Absolutely -- if I didn't, this would be hardly worth the effort. But I want to argue that position on its merits, and not be dismissed because I'm perceived as a member of a rancorous and unpleasant sub-group of Catholics. Those of us seeking to restore what we believe has been lost have some reputation-building to do if we want to avoid being painted with the broad brush strokes some of our peers have earned for us. 

In his wisdom, the Holy Father has reconciled the two Roman liturgies within the unity of one rite. It's time those of us attached to them started working together, too.

Steve Skojec is a columnist and blogger for InsideCatholic.com. He writes from Northern Virginia. Visit his blog at www.steveskojec.com. Steve now runs the popular blog OnePeterFive -Michael
Readers have left 143 comments

They Will Know We Are Traddies by Our Love 
http://www.insidecatholic.com/feature/they-will-know-we-are-traddies-by-our-love.html 

By Steve Skojec, October 4, 2010 
Over the course of the seven years I've been writing on Catholic topics, I made no attempt to hide that I was flirting with, then later became, a "traditionalist" Catholic. The process was, for me, a surprising one, since despite my liturgically conservative tastes, my first few exposures to the Gregorian liturgy left me cold.

To be fair, I also didn't like beer or coffee until I'd tried them countless times, and I used to think Livingston Cellars' Red Rosé was good wine. As we mature, our tastes evolve, and we come to appreciate the complexity and subtlety of the finer things in life. From a personal standpoint, I've always been the sort who likes to share these epiphanies, introducing anyone I can to a favorite bottle of wine, a favorite cheese, the most impressive beer, or the best coffee I can find.

It's the same with the liturgy. When I stumbled on this ancient and venerable form of Mass of the Roman Rite and saw it with new eyes, I shared it every chance I had. I argued for it, defended it, got angry at those who sought to demean or suppress it, and generally kept my verbal sword at the ready for any challenge to this newly discovered ecclesial treasure. I even blogged for a time (tongue-in-cheek) as "The Evil Traditionalist," poking fun at those who painted the Traditional Latin Mass crowd with a broad, derogatory brush.
Over time, the arguments grew old. You can only spend so many hours in comment boxes, or start so many heated debates at family gatherings. The pope liberated the Traditional Latin Mass from the false shackles with which it had been kept from the faithful, and my life became simpler and less concerned with "traditional apologetics." The heady days of doing battle for the Faith faded from memory, and I focused more on being a Catholic husband and father than developing my reputation as a liturgical pugilist. However, as I settled down and sheathed my blade, I became gradually and uncomfortably aware of something: A lot of traditionalists really are jerks.

In a way, I was lucky. As someone who came to tradition shortly before it was cool again, I was able to soften my stance before the bad habits became too deeply ingrained. But for those who had suffered being abused and marginalized for decades, the transition must be hard. Can you imagine having the Mass that you grew up with taken away and replaced with something alien and unfamiliar? How do you think it would feel to be treated as though you are schismatic for simply clinging to the Catholicism of your youth? Would you appreciate being called a fanatic, a fundamentalist, and a Pharisee for holding to your traditions and devotional practices? And how would you like to be marginalized, forced to drive 50 miles just to get to a Mass held at 1:30 in the afternoon in a parish that doesn’t want you there, and where it’s impossible to build real community because it’s local to none of the attendees? It’s as if everything these people knew about Catholicism was suddenly gone and replaced by a cheap imitation, and when they expressed their dismay, they were met by smug replies that Vatican II "did away with all that."

Many, shell-shocked by such treatment, had become hardened veterans of GIRM warfare by the time Pope Benedict freed the old Mass. And so, young advocates of traditional liturgy like me found ourselves heading to worship God every Sunday in the company of individuals who, as often as not, seemed dour and judgmental. They spoke in effusive terms when they described their Mass, but appeared pained when they actually attended it. No smiles ever seemed to touch their lips, and they would glare at women (like my wife) who would at times forget their chapel veils, or wear makeup, or fail to provide some means of instant corporal punishment at the first sign of a squirming toddler.  In short, they had become terrified of novelty, and accustomed to betrayal, they had seemingly lost the capacity for joy.

That joylessness became the traditionalist brand, and they spread it everywhere they went. From the condemning, anonymous masses who pass judgment on all things Catholic on forums like Angelqueen to the rantings of The Remnant; from propositions that the solar system is Geocentric to the pamphleteering Fatima Crusaders to the seemingly endless discussions on whether it's ever appropriate for women to wear pants, the attitude of many of the "trads" we encounter is often petty, conspiratorial, uncharitable, or out of touch with reality. Sometimes, it’s all of the above.
Years ago, when I first became enamored of the traditional Catholic liturgy, a friend of mine who enjoyed going to the Extraordinary Form (but wasn't committed to it) asked me a pointed question: "If traditional Catholics have this great treasure, as they say they do, shouldn't it make them the happiest people you know? Shouldn't their joy over so beautiful a liturgy be overflowing, and thereby draw others in to find out what they have that's so great?"

That's an important point. I do believe that those of us who have been drawn to the majesty and solemnity of the ancient liturgy have a pearl of great price that should make us excited to be Catholic, and to share the goodness we've found with others. We should be happy at Mass, friendly to our fellow parishioners, welcoming to those who are new, and understanding to those who don't yet see why we make so much effort to be a part of something so outside the norm.

Condemnations, judgments, specious arguments, and morose dispositions do no favors for our cause, or its future. We've got something great going on, and it's about time we acted like it.
Readers have left 147 comments
Theologians launch Vatican II petition
http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=11791
February 17, 2009 
In the wake of the SSPX affair a group of European theologians have called for the "full implementation of Vatican II" and for a rehabilitation of other "lost sheep". 

CISA reports the theologians want the Holy See to not only rehabilitate the "lost sheep" at the traditionalist edge of the Church, but also make a similar offer to other excommunicated or marginalised Catholics. 

Rome should also stop preventing progressive theologians from teaching and open dialogue with all movements within the Church, the petition claims. 

The theologians are collecting signatures which will be handed over to the Vatican, national bishops' conferences and official lay organisations. 

The papal cancellation of the excommunication of bishops from the Society of St Pius X signifies the reception into full communion with the See of Rome those who have consistently opposed the reforms of the Second Vatican Council, the petition states. 

"We believe that the close correlation between the excommunication's cancellation and the 50th anniversary of the calling of a General Council of the Church by Blessed Pope John XXIII gives a clear indication of the direction which the present Papacy wishes to take. We sense a desire to return to a pre-Vatican II Church with its fear of openness to the breath of the Holy Spirit, a positive appreciation of "the signs of the times", and the values of democratic institutions." 

The theologians are further apprehensive that the key documents of Vatican II could be put aside. 

"We are very concerned this act of rehabilitation heralds a turn around on important documents of Vatican II, for example, the decree on ecumenism "Unitatis Redintegratio", the declaration on non-Christian religions "Nostra Aetate", the declaration on religious liberty "Dignitatis Humanae" and the Pastoral Constitution on the Church in the Modern World, "Gaudium et Spes". Such an act will have a disastrous effect on the credibility of the Roman Catholic Church. For Catholics who love their Church, the price is too high!" 

The theologians claim the decision to rehabilitate the schismatic traditionalist movement was undertaken without the imposition of any conditions whatsoever, although the pope made it clear to the bishops of the society that they must accept the teachings of the Church, including Vatican II, before full communion with Rome is resumed. 

Source: GERMANY: Scholars Call Rome to More Inclusive Dialogue
Fellay: SSPX won’t compromise

http://www.ncregister.com/blog/tom-mcfeely/fellay_sspx_wont_compromise/  

By Tom McFeely, August 3, 2009 
Pope Benedict XVI has made acceptance of the legitimacy of the Second Vatican Council a precondition for achieving unity with the traditionalist Society of St. Pius X.
But with talks about the doctrinal differences separating the SSPX from the Church slated to begin in the fall, SSPX superior general Bishop Bernard Fellay has reiterated the society’s continuing intransigence about accepting the council’s legitimacy.

In an interview with the Italian news agency Apcom translated here by the Rorate Caeli blog, Bishop Fellay said,

[Apcom:] And, regarding the Council, will you accept a compromise with Rome?

[Fellay:] We will not make any compromise on the Council. I have no intention of making a compromise. The truth does not tolerate compromise. We do not want a compromise, we want clarity regarding the Council.

Earlier in the interview, Bishop Fellay was questioned about harsh comments about the Second Vatican Council made by the SSPX’s three other bishops:

For Williamson, the Second Vatican Council is a “poisoned cake”, to be thrown in the “dustbin”; for Tissier de Mallerais, the Council should be “cancelled”; and for Alfonso de Gallareta [sic] there is not “much to salvage” from the Council: is there a division inside the Fraternity of Saint Pius X? How do you intend to solve it? The Vatican maintains that there are divisions inside the Fraternity.
[Fellay:] I might say that I do not see union even in the Vatican. The problem in the Church of our age is not us. We have become a problem only because we say that there is a problem. Besides, even if we may give the impression of opposing or even contradictory declarations, there are no internal fractures. For example, on the Council, we may say that almost all of it is to be rejected. But it may also be said that what is possible should be salvaged. But we all can never say the same thing. The Council is a mixture: there are good things, and bad. Even the Pope, when he maintains that a hermeneutic of continuity is to be desired, that he does not want a rupture, rejects the Council interpreted as rupture.

It’s hard not to be pessimistic about the prospects for unity with the SSPX, given the stance of Bishop Fellay and the other three SSPX bishops. But he insists at the conclusion of the Apcom interview that hope remains that unity can be achieved:
[Apcom:] Do you believe that this tired matter of the Lefebvrians may finally reach an end with this Pope?

[Fellay:] I do believe that there is certainly good hope. I believe that we must pray intensely, they are very delicate matters. We have been in this situation for 40 years, and not for personal considerations, but truly for serious things which pertain to the faith and to the future of the Church. We certainly see in the Pope an authentic will to reach the core of the matter, and we cherish this with all satisfaction. We pray, and we hope, that with grace of the good God we will reach something that is good for the Church and for ourselves.

[Apcom:] What do you think of Benedict XVI?

[Fellay:] He is an upright man, who regards the situation and the life of the Church most seriously.

Click below for full article 

http://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2009/07/fellay-speaks-talks-begin-in-autumn-of.html
Latin Mass Appeal 

http://www.nytimes.com/2009/11/29/opinion/29wolfe.html 

By Kenneth J. Wolfe, The New York Times. Opinion, November 29, 2009

Walking into church 40 years ago on this first Sunday of Advent, many Roman Catholics might have wondered where they were. The priest not only spoke English rather than Latin, but he faced the congregation instead of the tabernacle; laymen took on duties previously reserved for priests; folk music filled the air. The great changes of Vatican II had hit home. 

All this was a radical break from the traditional Latin Mass, codified in the 16th century at the Council of Trent. For centuries, that Mass served as a structured sacrifice with directives, called “rubrics,” that were not optional. This is how it is done, said the book. As recently as 1947, Pope Pius XII had issued an encyclical on liturgy that scoffed at modernization; he said that the idea of changes to the traditional Latin Mass “pained” him “grievously.” 

Paradoxically, however, it was Pius himself who was largely responsible for the momentous changes of 1969. It was he who appointed the chief architect of the new Mass, Annibale Bugnini, to the Vatican’s liturgical commission in 1948. 

Bugnini was born in 1912 and ordained a Vincentian priest in 1936. Though Bugnini had barely a decade of parish work, Pius XII made him secretary to the Commission for Liturgical Reform. In the 1950s, Bugnini led a major revision of the liturgies of Holy Week. As a result, on Good Friday of 1955, congregations for the first time joined the priest in reciting the Pater Noster, and the priest faced the congregation for some of the liturgy. 

The next pope, John XXIII, named Bugnini secretary to the Preparatory Commission for the Liturgy of Vatican II, in which position he worked with Catholic clergymen and, surprisingly, some Protestant ministers on liturgical reforms. In 1962 he wrote what would eventually become the Constitution on the Sacred Liturgy, the document that gave the form of the new Mass.
Many of Bugnini’s reforms were aimed at appeasing non-Catholics, and changes emulating Protestant services were made, including placing altars to face the people instead of a sacrifice toward the liturgical east. As he put it, “We must strip from our ... Catholic liturgy everything which can be the shadow of a stumbling block for our separated brethren, that is, for the Protestants.” (Paradoxically, the Anglicans who will join the Catholic Church as a result of the current pope’s outreach will use a liturgy that often features the priest facing in the same direction as the congregation.)

How was Bugnini able to make such sweeping changes? In part because none of the popes he served were liturgists. Bugnini changed so many things that John’s successor, Paul VI, sometimes did not know the latest directives. The pope once questioned the vestments set out for him by his staff, saying they were the wrong color, only to be told he had eliminated the week-long celebration of Pentecost and could not wear the corresponding red garments for Mass. The pope’s master of ceremonies then witnessed Paul VI break down in tears.

Bugnini fell from grace in the 1970s. Rumors spread in the Italian press that he was a Freemason, which if true would have merited excommunication. The Vatican never denied the claims, and in 1976 Bugnini, by then an archbishop, was exiled to a ceremonial post in Iran. He died, largely forgotten, in 1982. 

But his legacy lived on. Pope John Paul II continued the liberalizations of Mass, allowing females to serve in place of altar boys and to permit unordained men and women to distribute communion in the hands of standing recipients. Even conservative organizations like Opus Dei adopted the liberal liturgical reforms.

But Bugnini may have finally met his match in Benedict XVI, a noted liturgist himself who is no fan of the past 40 years of change. Chanting Latin, wearing antique vestments and distributing communion only on the tongues (rather than into the hands) of kneeling Catholics, Benedict has slowly reversed the innovations of his predecessors. And the Latin Mass is back, at least on a limited basis, in places like Arlington, Va., where one in five parishes offer the old liturgy.

Benedict understands that his younger priests and seminarians — most born after Vatican II — are helping lead a counterrevolution. They value the beauty of the solemn high Mass and its accompanying chant, incense and ceremony. 
Priests in cassocks and sisters in habits are again common; traditionalist societies like the Institute of Christ the King are expanding.

At the beginning of this decade, Benedict (then Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger) wrote: “The turning of the priest toward the people has turned the community into a self-enclosed circle. In its outward form, it no longer opens out on what lies ahead and above, but is closed in on itself.” He was right: 40 years of the new Mass have brought chaos and banality into the most visible and outward sign of the church. Benedict XVI wants a return to order and meaning. So, it seems, does the next generation of Catholics. 

Communique concerning the Society of St. Pius X

http://visnews-en.blogspot.in/2011/09/communique-concerning-society-of-st.html
Vatican City, September 14, 2011 
At midday today the Holy See Press Office released the following communique concerning the position of the Society of St. Pius X:
"On 14 September at the offices of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Cardinal William Joseph Levada, prefect of the congregation and president of the Pontifical Commission 'Ecclesia Dei'; Archbishop Luis Francisco Ladaria Ferrer S.J., secretary of the congregation, and Msgr. Guido Pozzo, secretary of the pontifical commission, met with Bishop Bernard
Fellay, superior general of the Society of St. Pius X, who was accompanied by Fr. Niklaus Pfluger and Fr. Alain-Marc Nely, respectively first and second assistant general to the society.
"Following the appeal of 15 December 2008, addressed by the superior general of the Society of St. Pius X to His Holiness Pope Benedict XVI, the Holy Father decided to remove the excommunication against the four bishops consecrated by Archbishop Lefebvre. At the same time, he approved the opening of discussions with the society in order to clarify doctrinal
problems and to heal the existing rift.
"In order to put the Holy Father's instructions into effect, a joint study commission was set up, composed of experts from the Society of St. Pius X and from the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith who met in Rome on eight occasions between October 2009 and April 2011. Their discussions, which aimed to identify and study the essential doctrinal difficulties in the controversial issues, had the result of clarifying the positions of the two sides and their respective motivations.
"While bearing in mind the concerns and demands presented by the Society of St. Pius X about protecting the integrity of the Catholic faith against Vatican Council II's 'hermeneutic of rupture' with Tradition (a theme addressed by Pope Benedict XVI in his address to the Roman Curia on 22 December 2005), the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith maintains
that the fundamental basis for achieving full reconciliation with the Apostolic See is the acceptance of the text of the Doctrinal Preamble, which was handed over during a meeting on 14 September 2011. The Preamble defines certain doctrinal principles and criteria for the interpretation Catholic doctrine, which are necessary to ensure faithfulness to the Church Magisterium and 'sentire cum Ecclesia'. 
At the same time, it leaves open to legitimate discussion the examination and theological explanation of individual expressions and formulations contained in the documents of Vatican Council II and later Magisterium.
"At the same meeting, certain suggestions were made for a canonical solution to the position of the Society of St. Pius X, with a view to achieving the desired reconciliation". 
Cardinal Ranjith calls for return of Vetus Ordo 
http://the-hermeneutic-of-continuity.blogspot.in/2011/12/cardinal-ranjith-calls-for-return-of.html
December 30, 2011

New Liturgical Movement has published the text of a letter written by Cardinal Ranjith to the General Assembly of the International Federation Una Voce in which His Eminence invites us to encourage the return of the older form of the Roman Rite as a part of the renewal of the Church desired by the Fathers of Vatican II:

Liturgy for this reason can never be what man creates. For if we worship the way we want and fix the rules ourselves, then we run the risk of recreating Aaron's golden calf. We ought to constantly insist on worship as participation in what God Himself does, else we run the risk of engaging in idolatry. Liturgical symbolism helps us to rise above what is human to what is divine. In this, it is my firm conviction that the Vetus Ordo represents to a great extent and in the most fulfilling way that mystical and transcendent call to an encounter with God in the liturgy. Hence the time has come for us to not only renew through radical changes the content of the new Liturgy, but also to encourage more and more a return of the Vetus Ordo, as a way for a true renewal of the Church, which was what the Fathers of the Church seated in the Second Vatican Council so desired.

I heartily agree that the old Roman rite represents the most fulfilling way in which we can encounter God in the liturgy. It is good to hear a Cardinal of the Holy Roman Church affirm this so straightforwardly.

I wish our beloved Pope Benedict XVI many years and even more years; but when God eventually calls him home, it would be a fitting counterpoint to the jubilation of his own election if it were announced from the balcony of St Peter's 
"... Habemus Papam! Eminentissimum ac reverendissimum Dominum, Dominum Malcolm, Sanctæ Romanæ Ecclesiæ Cardinalem RANJITH! ..."
Mass with the Society of St. Pius X

http://www.ewtn.com/library/Liturgy/zlitur366.htm 

http://www.zenit.org/article-32905?l=english 

Rome, June 21, 2011 
Answered by Legionary of Christ Father Edward McNamara, professor of liturgy at the Regina Apostolorum university.

Q: I am going to be visiting some dear friends this summer. They recently began attending the Society of Pius X after a great deal of prayer and study, including consultations with a canon lawyer. I am still struggling with the answer to it all. Would you please help me to discern where the Church stands on this issue so that I can make the right decision about where I should attend Mass while I am visiting? -A.Z., Regina, Saskatchewan

A: I believe it is necessary to distinguish between attending a Mass celebrated according to the norms of the 1962 Roman Missal (the extraordinary form) and attending a Mass celebrated according to this form by priests associated with the Society of St. Pius X. In the wake of Benedict XVI's apostolic letter "Summorum Pontificum," any Catholic can freely attend, and most priests may celebrate, Mass according to the 1962 missal. Thus it should become increasingly easier to find such a Mass.

Attending a Mass of the Society of St. Pius X is a different case. This society was founded in 1970 by French archbishop Marcel Lefebvre. For doctrinal rather than disciplinary reasons, the society has no canonical status in the Catholic Church. As the Holy Father said in his letter of March 10, 2009, concerning his remission of the excommunication of the four bishops of the Society of St. Pius X: "Until the doctrinal questions are clarified, the Society has no canonical status in the Church, and its ministers -- even though they have been freed of the ecclesiastical penalty -- do not legitimately exercise any ministry in the Church."

With respect to the status of the members of this society, the Pontifical Commission Ecclesiae Dei has issued several private replies to individuals which have later been published on the Internet. One of the most recent, from 2008, reflects earlier replies. Regarding the status of adherents to the society, it states:

"The priests of the Society of St. Pius X are validly ordained, but suspended, that is prohibited from exercising their priestly functions because they are not properly incardinated in a diocese or religious institute in full communion with the Holy See (cf. Code of Canon Law, canon 265) and also because those ordained after the schismatic Episcopal ordinations were ordained by an excommunicated bishop.

"Concretely, this means that the Masses offered by the priests of the Society of St. Pius X are valid, but illicit, i.e., contrary to Canon Law. The Sacraments of Penance and Matrimony, however, require that the priest enjoys the faculties of the diocese or has proper delegation. Since that is not the case with these priests, these sacraments are invalid. It remains true, however, that, if the faithful are genuinely ignorant that the priests of the Society of St. Pius X do not have proper faculty to absolve, the Church supplies these faculties so that the sacrament is valid (cf. Code of Canon Law, canon 144).

"While it is true that participation in the Mass at chapels of the Society of St. Pius X does not of itself constitute 'formal adherence to the schism' (cf. Ecclesia Dei 5, c), such adherence can come about over a period of time as one slowly imbibes a schismatic mentality which separates itself from the teaching of the Supreme Pontiff and the entire Catholic Church. While we hope and pray for a reconciliation with the Society of St. Pius X, the Pontifical Commission "Ecclesia Dei" cannot recommend that members of the faithful frequent their chapels for the reasons which we have outlined above. We deeply regret this situation and pray that soon a reconciliation of the Society of St. Pius X with the Church may come about, but until such time the explanations which we have given remain in force."

Thus I think it is fairly clear. The mere fact of assisting at a Mass of this society is not a sin. It would only become so if a person attended this Mass with the deliberate intention of separating himself from communion with the Roman Pontiff and those in communion with him.

I would say, therefore, that a conscientious Catholic should not knowingly attend a Mass celebrated by a priest not in good standing with the Church. Doing so deprives participation at Mass of that fullness of communion with Christ and his Church which the Mass, by its very nature and in all its forms, is called to express.

Therefore, the first thing to do would be to investigate the availability of Mass (in the ordinary or extraordinary form) in another locale during your visit. If it is not available, then you could attend any Eastern Catholic celebration.

Only if there is objectively no alternative should one attend the Mass celebrated by a priest from the Society of St. Pius X. If one has to do so, then I would say that one may go in good conscience.

At the same time, it is our ardent prayer and desire, as it should be for all Catholics, that the doctrinal issues with the Society of St. Pius X will be resolved as soon as possible so that these priests may return to full communion and canonical good standing within the Church.

http://www.zenit.org/article-33010?l=english 

Rome, July 5, 2011 
Answered by Legionary of Christ Father Edward McNamara, professor of liturgy at the Regina Apostolorum university.

In the wake of our commentaries on the present status of the Society of St. Pius X (see June 21), a New York reader asked about another group.

"You have recently answered a question regarding Society of St. Pius X. Could you give as detailed an answer regarding the Society of St. Pius V. The group is splintered off from SSPX. Quite rigid in that if you go to Mass there, in order to receive [Communion] you must first go to confession to their priest. This turned me off, knowing nothing else of them."
While I am no expert on splinter groups, it would appear that the Society of St. Pius V (Societas Sacerdotalis Sancti Pii Quinti, or SSPV) operates only in North America. Its principal base is Oyster Bay, New York.

It was formed when a group of nine priests split from the Society of St. Pius X in 1983. Some of these priests were later illicitly ordained bishops, including the current leader of the group.

It would appear that the initial differences referred to the acceptance of the missal issued under Pope John XXIII, although later events showed that the liturgical aspects masked much deeper theological discrepancies.

The Society of St. Pius X, founded by Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre, while questioning some aspects of the teaching of the Second Vatican Council and the liturgical reform, recognizes the validity of the sacraments celebrated according to the new rites and the legitimacy of the Holy Father.

The Society of St. Pius V (which later splintered further) maintains that many Catholic bishops no longer adhere to the Catholic faith but instead profess a new modernist religion. They also claim that the possibility that the See of Peter has been vacant since the death of Pius XII is an open question.

This belief that they are the last bastion of the true Catholic Church, and their doubt regarding the validity of ordinations performed under the new rites, probably explain why our reader was told that she would have to first confess with one of their priests before receiving Communion.

On one of their websites the rules regarding reception of Communion are expressed as follows:

"One must accept and profess all the teachings of the Catholic Church. One must believe and abide by the traditional Catholic moral teaching, especially in regard to purity and marriage. Therefore, if someone has received an annulment since 1968, it is first necessary to talk to the priest outside the confessional before receiving Holy Communion.

"One must, of course, be in the state of sanctifying grace to receive Holy Communion, having made a good confession to a Catholic priest ordained in the traditional rite, which rite was used before 1968.

"Young people must be trained in the traditional Catechism, such as the Baltimore Catechism, and they must be tested in the traditional Catechism by a traditional priest. They must also have made a good confession to a traditional priest.

"One must be fasting from solid foods and alcoholic beverages for three hours and from liquids for one hour. Water does not break the fast and may be taken at any time. If one, being in the state of grace, has resolved to attend the traditional Latin Mass regularly and exclusively, he is welcome to receive Holy Communion here."

It should also be noted that since they do not use the missal promulgated by Blessed John XXIII but that of the 1954 edition, their Mass does not fall under the norms issued by Pope Benedict XVI in Summorum Pontificum.
For this and other obvious reasons a faithful Catholic should not participate in any of their activities or celebrations.

Terminology: is "Extraordinary Form" an acceptable name? And is it the official name?
http://rorate-caeli.blogspot.com/2012/11/terminology-is-extraordinary-form.html  

November 9, 2012
We never thought it would be necessary to write this, since both aspects we will treat seem to be obvious, and have seemed so since 2007. Yet, there have been so many misunderstandings regarding the expression "Extraordinary Form" that we feel constrained to make two points clear.
(1) Why was the name "Extraordinary Form" introduced by the Holy Father in the motu proprio Summorum Pontificum? Answer: in order to solve a liturgical law conundrum. 

Traditionally, throughout the history of the Church - at least since the differentiation of rites became clear and attached to specific patriarchies and geographical areas - bi-ritual priests have been exceptional. They still are an exception. Additionally, the Pope felt the need to finally undo the injustice that had been kept - and defended by most canonists - since the advent of the Apostolic Constitution Missale Romanum, of Paul VI (1969), that had created the Novus Ordo Missae: had it, and the previous and subsequent documents that modified all rites of sacraments, abrogated the Traditional Roman Rite?

The use of the term "form" solved both problems: it did not make all priests in the Latin Church, including the vast majority of secular priests, immediately bi-ritual (in law), which would be rather untraditional; and, most importantly, it solved the apparent problem of the impossibility of the abrogation of a liturgical rite of immemorial origin. (It was an apparent problem because, as the Pope implied when he said that "what earlier generations held as sacred, remains sacred and great for us too, and it cannot be all of a sudden entirely forbidden or even considered harmful," the immemorial liturgical Rites and Uses of the Latin Church could not and cannot simply be abrogated.) In a sense it is an artifice, a noble intellectual construction, since the common celebration of the Traditional Latin Mass and the Novus Ordo Mass seem to express two very distinct rites - but the use of such legal constructions is quite common in law, and there is nothing immoral in it. The use of the terminology made clear that celebrating the Traditional Mass is a solemn right of each priest of the Latin Church.

(2) Despite this, the expression "Extraordinary Form" is NOT the "official" name of the Traditional Roman Rite. It is just one of the many ways to refer to it. In fact, as can be seen in the very texts of the official documents, several different names are used to refer to the Traditional Roman Rite.

The motu proprio itself speaks in its first words of the "extraordinary use" and of the "ancient form" (antiqua forma) of the Roman Rite. In its articles, mention is made of "the Roman Missal promulgated by St. Pius V and reissued by Bl. John XXIII" (that is, Missal of St. Pius V also is as "official" as "Missal of Bl. John XXIII" - no wonder Cardinal Navarette-Cortes used the term in 2008); it is an "extraordinary expression" (extraordinaria expressio), and also "extraordinary form" (forma extraordinaria). It is also called by the motu proprio the "earlier liturgical tradition".
The rites of sacraments according to the Traditional Rituale Romanum are characterized as according to the more ancient ritual (Rituale antiquior), same adjective applied to the Pontifical, and to the form itself: earlier form (forma antiquior). 

All these names are included in the short text of the motu proprio Summorum Pontificum itself!

In the letter to bishops, mention is also made of "the Roman liturgy prior to the reform of 1970". The Pope says in the letter that they are not "two rites" (though in the letter he uses the name "new rite"! - making us quite comfortable with also using the expression old rite...), but also uses different names for it therein: a "usage", the "earlier Form", the "1962 missal", the "old Missal", the "ancient Latin liturgical tradition" (a very beautiful name, by the way)

In the Instruction Universae Ecclesiae, preference is given to the expression "forma extraordinaria", but also there all kinds of different expressions: "usage", "use", "Usus antiquior", "1962 Missal"...

These are just the "official" names used widely in the documents themselves - not forgetting the need for clarity that demands a continued use of expressions that are established in the vernacular, such as Traditional Latin Mass (TLM) in English, and "Tridentine Mass" (even if not particularly exact) in English and in several European languages. Not to mention the very respectable use (for instance, by former President of the Pontifical Commission Ecclesia Dei Cardinal 

 HYPERLINK "http://rorate-coeli.blogspot.com/2008/06/address-to-latin-mass-society-of.html" Castrillón 

 HYPERLINK "http://wdtprs.com/blog/2008/06/more-on-what-card-castrillon-hoyos-said-to-the-press-in-london-about-the-tlm/" Hoyos) of the expressions "Gregorian Rite" and "Classical Roman Liturgy".

Therefore: (1) do not feel forced in any way to use the name Extraordinary Form as if it were the only acceptable name - it is not even the exclusive name used in the documents themselves; (2) do not complain when others use it, as if it were illegitimate or unacceptable; if you do not like it, fine, just do not use it yourself.

Traditionalists Indicate Definitive Break with Catholic Church

http://www.ncregister.com/daily-news/traditionalists-indicate-definitive-break-with-catholic-church/
By Catholic News Agency, Vatican City, June 28, 2013

The Lefebvrist bishops announced that the dialogue with the Vatican is over.

On the 25th anniversary of the illicit ordination of four bishops by traditionalist Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre, the Society of St. Pius X indicated a definitive break of talks with the Catholic Church.

In a statement June 27, three of the four bishops originally ordained expressed “their filial gratitude towards their venerable founder, who, after so many years spent serving the Church and the Sovereign Pontiff, so as to safeguard the faith and the Catholic priesthood, did not hesitate to suffer the unjust accusation of disobedience."

The document — titled “Declaration on the occasion of the 25th anniversary of the episcopal consecrations (30th June 1988 – 27th June 2013)” — is signed by Bishops Bernard Fellay, Bernard Tissier de Mallerais and Alfonso de Galarreta.

Bishop Richard Williamson, also ordained by Archbishop Lefebvre, was expelled last year from the society.

The group was founded in 1970 by the French native Archbishop Lefebvre in response to errors he believed had crept into the Catholic Church following the Second Vatican Council, which took place 1962-1965.

Interpretation and legacy of the Second Vatican Council was a major stumbling block for the society in their ongoing negotiations with the Vatican, aimed at healing their 24-year rift.

The society has also had a strained relationship with the Church since its founder ordained four bishops against the will of Pope John Paul II in 1988.

In their statement Thursday, the group contradicted now-retired Pope Benedict XVI’s stance on Vatican II. The letter made explicit reference to the “hermeneutic of continuity,” rejecting the interpretive lens by which Benedict XVI saw the conciliar documents in light of the Church’s Tradition.

The bishops say that the documents themselves have grave errors and that they cannot be interpreted without clashing with Tradition.

The “cause of the grave errors which are in the process of demolishing the Church does not reside in a bad interpretation of the conciliar texts — a ‘hermeneutic of rupture’ which would be opposed to a ‘hermeneutic of reform in continuity,’” they wrote, “but truly in the texts themselves, by virtue of the unheard-of choice made by Vatican II.”

The group also claims that the Second Vatican Council “inaugurated a new type of magisterium, hitherto unheard of in the Church, without roots in Tradition; a magisterium resolved to reconcile Catholic doctrine with liberal ideas; a magisterium imbued with the modernist ideas of subjectivism, of immanentism and of perpetual evolution.”

The document argues that “the reign of Christ is no longer the preoccupation of the ecclesiastical authorities” and that the liberal spirit in the Church is manifested “in religious liberty, ecumenism, collegiality and the new Mass.”

Because of religious liberty, they claim, the Church is being “shamefully guided by human prudence and with such self-doubt that she asks nothing other from the state than that which the Masonic lodges wish to concede to her: the common law in the midst of, and on the same level as, other religions which she no longer dares call false.”

Because of interreligious dialogue, “the truth about the one true Church is silenced,” they also say, while the spirit of collegiality “represents the destruction of authority and in consequence the ruin of Christian institutions: families, seminaries, religious institutes.”

The Lefebvrist bishops save their harshest criticism for the Novus Ordo Mass, promulgated in 1969 by Pope Paul VI. “This Mass is penetrated with an ecumenical and Protestant spirit, democratic and humanist, which empties out the sacrifice of the cross.”

The traditionalist bishops announce that, in practice, the dialogue with the Vatican is over and that, from now on, they will wait “either when Rome returns to Tradition and to the faith of all time — which would re-establish order in the Church” or “when she explicitly acknowledges our right to profess integrally the faith and to reject the errors which oppose it, with the right and the duty for us to oppose publicly the errors and the proponents of these errors, whoever they may be — which would allow the beginning of a re-establishing of order.”

The statement concludes: “We persevere in the defense of Catholic Tradition, and our hope remains entire.”
Pope Francis uses the expression "old rite"

http://www.the-hermeneutic-of-continuity.blogspot.in/2013/07/pope-francis-uses-expression-old-rite.html
July 31, 2013

In the decree issued concerning the Franciscans of the Immaculate, there is a reference to "l'uso della forma staordinaria (Vetus Ordo)" which I found a pleasant surprise. Vetus Ordo is not an expression that has been used before in the ordinary papal magisterium (this document is issued in forma specifica and is therefore considered an act of the Pope himself.) "Ordo is routinely rendered in English as "rite" - for example Novus Ordo - New Rite. I wrote before on the question of whether we have to say "extraordinary form". Now it's official - we can simply call it the old rite if we want. I think we can also refer perfectly properly to the Traditional Latin Mass - maybe we will have a papal document soon that uses that expression. And of course we must keep the expression used by Michael Davies "The Mass that will never die."

The Franciscans of the Immaculate are dear friends of mine. I have spoken at their conferences, I love their faithfulness to St Francis and to the tradition of Franciscan theology, I love the witness that the sisters give. I do not wish to comment on the internal division which has led to the recently issued Decree. (You can see the text at Rorate Caeli.) I am praying for the Friars, the dear Sisters, some of whom come to Mass at my parish, and for the Apostolic Commissioner, Fr Volpi that he will have the assistance of the Holy Spirit to act with prudence in the role he has been given.

Bishop Morlino (Diocese of Madison) on EWTN talks about SSPX
http://wdtprs.com/blog/2015/09/bp-morlino-d-madison-on-ewtn-talks-about-sspx/ 

By Fr. John Zuhlsdorf, September 14, 2015 24 readers’ responses
The other night the Extraordinary Ordinary, His Excellency Most Reverend Robert C Morlino, Bishop of Madison was on EWTN with Raymond Arroyo to discuss the recent changes made in Canon Law to the marriage tribunal process and matters concerning the SSPX.
BTW… the SSPX built a beautiful new church in Phoenix and the other day Bp. Fellay consecrated it. A video of the nearly 5 hour ceremony is HERE.

Recently Bp. Morlino issued a statement to his faithful in the Diocese of Madison about participation at chapels of the SSPX. HERE. The letter was well-balanced, showing a proper grasp of the challenges that the faithful have if they want to receive valid absolution as well as comprehension of the SSPX’s motives.

Remember, the priests of the SSPX do NOT have faculties validly to absolve sins – yet. They will (sort of) during the upcoming Year of Mercy. They cannot be witnesses for marriages because, again, they lack jurisdiction. No proper authority has given them the delegation to do so.  That’s necessary. Their claims of emergency powers just don’t hold water.

Bp. Morlino’s main point was that going to the SSPX isn’t worth the spiritual risk when it comes to absolution and marriage. Also, he makes the point that by frequenting their chapels over time one can run the risk of distancing himself from the Holy Father and local bishop.

Reminder: In his letter, published in the diocesan newspaper, Bishop Morlino was addressing himself to the faithful in the Diocese of Madison, for whom he has the care of souls.

However, in Bp. Morlino’s letter there was one phrase which caused consternation. In the letter, as it was published, it was stated that the faithful should have nothing to do with the SSPX. Alas, that phrase, which was in earlier drafts of the letter slipped through even though it had been struck through.

That caused a kerfuffle among the followers of the SSPX.

With Arroyo, Bp. Morlino talks about what happened and he expresses his regret that that phrase was in the letter as it was published.
I know that Bp. Morlino didn’t – at the time of the letter – want to say that the faithful shouldn’t have anything to do with the SSPX. He warned about the lack of validity of absolution and the problem with marriages, but he didn’t want to say that. I didn’t jump in at the time, because it wasn’t my place to do so.  To his great credit, the bishop has now set the record straight on his own.  Everyone who is interested in this issue should watch the video and hear what the bishop says.

If you read Bp. Morlino’s letter carefully, even as it was published, you will see that that one problematic phrase (which ought to have been left out but wasn’t) is out of keeping with the tone and intent of the whole of the letter.

In the interview with EWTN he takes responsibility for the unfortunate phrase and apologies for it.  He also says that a corrected letter was to be reissued.

In the wake of Pope Francis’ generous gesture to the faithful who attend SSPX chapels, that is, allowing that they can approach SSPX priests for confession and be validly absolved, Bp. Morlino explained himself more completely with Raymond Arroyo.
[image: image2.png]



Here is the video.  The part about the SSPX starts at about 16:00 into the video.

Note:

In the Archdiocese of Madras-Mylapore where I reside, Archbishop Most Rev. George Antonysamy has approved the celebration of the Latin Mass and allowed the priests of the Society of St. Pius X to offer the Tridentine Latin rite Mass, even allocating a chapel for their use, effective August 13, 2013:
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Confessions heard by SSPX priests are valid and licit in the Year of Mercy as per the declaration of Pope Francis:
https://w2.vatican.va/content/francesco/en/letters/2015/documents/papa-francesco_20150901_lettera-indulgenza-giubileo-misericordia.html
A final consideration concerns those faithful who for various reasons choose to attend churches officiated by priests of the Fraternity of St Pius X. This Jubilee Year of Mercy excludes no one. From various quarters, several Brother Bishops have told me of their good faith and sacramental practice, combined however with an uneasy situation from the pastoral standpoint. I trust that in the near future solutions may be found to recover full communion with the priests and superiors of the Fraternity. In the meantime, motivated by the need to respond to the good of these faithful, through my own disposition, I establish that those who during the Holy Year of Mercy approach these priests of the Fraternity of St Pius X to celebrate the Sacrament of Reconciliation shall validly and licitly receive the absolution of their sins.

Read also http://www.ncregister.com/daily-news/pope-francis-validates-sspx-confessions-for-year-of-mercy
 

Latin Mass

http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=220 

September 28, 2004

Do you think that there is even the slightest chance that there will be a Vatican III and the Latin Mass will be reinstated? Also, is it bad to go to Latin Masses (celebrated by priests of the FSSP) because it is sort of saying that the Novus Ordo Mass isn't good enough? –Jessie
There will be another Ecumenical Council someday. Whether it will be a "Vatican III" or convened for some other completely different reason only God knows.
I need to inform you though that the Latin Mass has never been suppressed. The Mass that was promulgated by Pope Paul VI is a Latin Mass. Latin still is the official language of the Mass.
In fact, Vatican II never mandated the vernacular Mass. Latin was still supposed to be the norm. Vernacular Masses were only to be done when pastorally prudent and never to the exclusion of the Latin.
The Roman Missal of 1962, the so-called Tridentine Mass, will never be reinstated as the norm. Vatican II fathers called for reform of that Missal because it truly needed to be reformed.
What is more likely to happen is a revision of the Missal that will be a hybrid of the Missal of 1962 and the Missal of 2000.
I might add, that some elements the Missal of 2000 are MORE traditional and MORE ancient than the so-called Tridentine Mass.
By the way, there is no such thing as a Novus Ordo Mass. ALL Mass are officially entitled, Roman Missal of [whatever year].
If we are to use a nickname then Tridentine Mass and Vatican II Mass (or Pope Paul VI Mass) would be more appropriate. The term Novus Ordo is a term encouraged by the schismatics to disparage the Mass. ANYONE who disparages ANY Mass is a blasphemer. ALL valid Masses are Holy.
On the issue of the Roman Missal of 1962, one is allowed to attend such a Mass AS LONG AS it has been approved by the bishop. Thus SSPX Masses are forbidden, for example (Not true anymore -Michael). The FSSP, I believe, does have approval and thus it is perfectly okay to attend their Masses.
We all need to remember, however, to have respect for all valid and licit Masses. If we attend the Mass of the Roman Missal of 1962 thinking that the current Mass (Roman Missal of 2000) is sub-standard or not holy, then we are wrong, seriously wrong, and maybe even sinning. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Latin Mass
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=224 
September 29, 2004

Thanks for the clarification. Do you mean, when you say that Latin is still the official language of the Mass that masses are supposed to be said in Latin? Also, why do you not think that the Tridentine Mass will be reinstated? I have never been to one so I am unclear on what aspects needed to be reformed.
One new question for you...did Vatican II state that the priest no longer needed to face the altar with his back to the people while celebrating Mass? Isn't it more reverent to face forward? –Jessie
Latin is still the official language of the Mass and was supposed to be the primary language used. The Vernacular was allowed for pastoral reasons, but it was never intended to be the norm. Rather, the intention would be that, if pastorally prudent, a vernacular Mass would be added to the weekend schedule.
The replacement of Latin with the Vernacular that has happened was never intended by Vatican II Fathers.
The Tridentine Mass, I believe, will never be reinstated as the norm because it really did need to be reformed. Those reforms suggested by the Vatican II Fathers were appropriate and needed. 
For example, the Tridentine liturgy had many repetitions that were unnecessary, the acolytes reciting the responses FOR the people needed to be returned to the more ancient tradition of the people participating in the Mass, the Vatican II liturgy added to the liturgy prayers more ancient and traditional than those in the Tridentine liturgy, etc.
One of the major contributions of Vatican II was to remind us that ALL of us are to pursue holiness and not just the priests and religious. We ALL are to participate in the work of the Church, we are all to participate in the liturgy and not be mere spectators.
These points relate to issues and concepts more traditional and ancient than the Tridentine liturgy. 
In essence, the Tridentine Liturgy over the centuries had gotten stale and encumbered after dozens of revisions with unnecessary things.
There WAS a need for reform. If you read the papal bull that promulgates the Vatican II council and also the conciliar documents on the liturgy you will find the various reasons that reform was needed.
On the position of the priest, Vatican II never mandated that he face the people all the time, only some of the time.
As far as reverence, there is no greater reverence with the priest facing the altar with his back to the people as with the priest facing the people all the time. It hardly matters. The symbolism of the prayers of the people flowing from the people to the priest and then up to heaven works either way. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
What part of the Mass is more traditional?
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=227
September 30, 2004
In your answer to Jessie you state:
"I might add, that some elements the Missal of 2000 are MORE traditional and MORE ancient than the so-called Tridentine Mass." Which elements of the missal of 2000 are more traditional and ancient than the Tridentine mass? 
At the church I attend the priests never say the consecration or Eucharist prayer that is the better translation of the prayer that was said in the Mass of 1962. They always pray the Eucharist prayer III which is shorter but leaves out the beauty of the Eucharist prayer I. We also never hear the I Confess prayer. If it wasn't for an occasional mass in another parish that say both of the above prayers, my children would never hear them said.

I don't mean to be negative about the Mass in English, I believe it is a valid mass but rarely said reverently. Also I noticed that when the priests face the people they tend to entertain, talk to the people. They make eye contact with the people and even nod when the prayer is to be addressed to God. It's very distracting so what I do is look away from the priest. Not every Mass is said like this.

There are a few who use the Latin for the Holy, Holy prayer and the Lamb of God prayer, don't look at the people when praying to God and use the I Confess and Eucharist prayer I. The Mass is valid no matter which Eucharist prayer the priest chooses but why always the shorter prayer?
Please tell me the more traditional and ancient parts in the English mass? –Linda

First we have to separate that which is actually part of the Mass and that which has been perpetrated upon it. 
The issue of how well the Mass has been translated into English, whether priests are chatty and entertain, one's preference on which Eucharistic prayer to use, things omitted by priests, things added by priests, and any and all other abuses and innovations have nothing whatsoever to do with the subject at hand about the need to reform the Tridentine Mass and the improvements made in the Vatican II Mass.

The reforms that were needed, include the following, quoted from Sacrosanctum Concilium (Constitution on the Sacred Liturgy):

50. The rite of the Mass is to be revised in such a way that the intrinsic nature and purpose of its several parts, as well as the connection between them, may be more clearly manifested, and that devout and active participation by the faithful may be more easily achieved.

For this purpose the rites are to be simplified, due care being taken to preserve their substance. Parts which with the passage of time came to be duplicated, or were added with little advantage, are to be omitted. Other parts which suffered loss through accidents of history are to be restored to the vigor they has in the days of the holy fathers, as may seem useful or necessary.

51. The treasures of the Bible are to be opened up more lavishly...

53. The "common prayer" or "prayer of the faithful" is to be restored after the gospel and homily...

Then Pope Paul VI offers some specifics in his Missale Romanum that abrogated the Roman Missal of 1962 with the Roman Missal of 1970:

In the Roman Rite the first part of this prayer, known as the Preface, has indeed acquired many different texts in the course of the centuries; but the second part, known as the Canon, assumed an unchanging form about the fourth or fifth century...

Besides enriching the Eucharistic Prayer by providing a larger selection of Prefaces (some drawn from the more ancient traditions of the Roman Church and some newly composed) we have decided now to add three more Canons (anaphoras) for use in that prayer. Their purpose is to emphasize different aspects of the mystery of salvation, and to express a variety of motives for giving thanks to God.

I do not personally know which prayers are "more ancient" and which are not, but since I do not believe Pope Paul VI is a liar I take him at his word.

The bottom line is that the current Mass is just as holy and just as reverent as the "Tridentine" Mass. One only needs to look at the Masses said at EWTN. Those Masses are the current Mass, NOT the Tridentine Mass, yet have great beauty, reverence, and holiness.

Most of the parishes I have visited have had great reverence in the current Mass and rarely use Eucharistic Prayer III. I know there are many parishes where that is not the case, but we need to keep things in perspective. If we find our parish Masses irreverent or lack-luster, the problem is NOT the Mass, the fault is the Celebrant. Do not blame the Mass for something the Celebrant is doing or not doing. It sounds to me that the problem is your parish priest, because it ain't the Mass itself. Pray for him. Other issues, like the quality of the English translation are issues that will be worked out eventually. Be patient, the Church works slowly. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Attending Latin Mass
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=366 
December 16, 2004

Recently, I got married to a Catholic man. We are planning to have children as soon as God gives them to us. However, we are concerned about the environment that we will be raising them in - especially our church environment. The parishes in our diocese are really, really liberal. Whenever there is an orthodox priest, people complain and the bishop transfers him. 
My husband and I are concerned that our children will have these liberal ideals impressed upon them, so we are considering attending the Latin Mass (celebrated by the FSSP), because we feel it would be easier to teach them respect of God and of the Mass there. 

Is this acceptable for us to do? 

On a previous question you said that not respecting all types of Mass is wrong and could possibly result in a sin. Is what we are planning to do disparaging to the current Mass? We aren't intending that, it's just the liberalness of the priests that really turns us off of them. –Catherine
I praise God that you are concerned about the environment your children will be exposed to. This is indeed a concern for every parent.
In my previous answers about the Mass, I was referring to respecting all valid Masses and indeed we need to do that. Even if there are liturgical abuses, if the Mass is valid Jesus is present. It is Jesus, not the priest, who makes the Mass holy.
This, however, is not to suggest that we are to tolerate liturgical abuses. The Pope has recently affirmed that the Faith have a right and a duty to report liturgical abuses to the bishop or to Rome itself.
My other suggestion is that we should not automatically leave our local parish because of liturgical abuses. Since Jesus is there, why leave Jesus alone with the abusers?
This notion is meant to suggest we not go "parish shopping" too quickly. There are, however, circumstances that may warrant changing to another parish. Some people may not have the spiritual maturity or tenacity to deal with the liberalism and thus may place themselves in spiritual danger if they remain in a liberal parish where they cannot receive orthodox spiritual nourishment.
Another time when going to another parish can become important is when one has children. Children are VERY vulnerable to liberal contamination. Thus, as a duty of parenthood to protect our children, we may need to find another parish.
You can go to any other parish with a valid AND licit Mass. Masses according to the Roman Missal of 1962 (Tridentine Mass) are valid and are licit if the Bishop grants permission for the parish to offer the "Latin" Mass.
The SSPX (Society for St. Pius X) are schismatics not in communion with Rome and do not have permission to offer the Tridentine Mass. Catholics are obligated to stay away from SSPX parishes and chapels (Not true anymore -Michael).
The FSSP (Priestly Fraternity of Saint Peter), on the other hand, is approved by the Vatican and is approved for the Tridentine Mass. Thus you may freely attend the FSSP Parish.
Attending the FSSP Parish does not, in itself, constitute a disparagement of the normative Mass. Your concern is not for the normative Mass, which is valid, licit, and holy in itself, but for the abuses of the normative Mass; the Mass itself is fine, it is some of the priest who say it who are not. 
Such a concern is legitimate. There is no problem attending the FSSP parish. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Abuses
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=479 
February 15, 2005 
I saw that stupid website Novus Ordo Watch which you referred to on your blog. It seems he's a sedevacantist of some sort as he says JPII is not a Catholic.
But what bothers me is this. In many places he complains legitimately about the abuses in the Church, even at the highest level. He is not simply setting himself as a magisterium of one, as you implied in your blog. 
Many of the abuses he describes are very worrying indeed, what can be said about this? What can be said in defense of Assisi, for example? I for one would never let a Hindu practise their idolatry in my house, yet this is what the Pope did. What about the bishop of Jerusalem who openly said the Church has no intention of converting the Jews? How could the Pope appoint this man? 
I saw your original answer which prompted the "Novus Ordo Watch" attack, but am not at all satisfied. It seems pretty clear to me, a lifelong Catholic, that the abuses are getting more and more frequent, and at higher and higher levels of the church. When will it all end? –Ben

To begin with because this person "perceives" an abuse does not make it an abuse. This ultra-traditionalists commit several mistakes in thinking: 
1. they confuse form for substance (such as proclaiming the current Mass invalid because the Eucharistic prayer uses the term "cup" instead of "chalice." dah, it is the same thing). 

2. they commit rash judgment toward any action taken by the Pope or other officials that even smacks as problematic in their eyes (such the "Assisi" non-incident). (I don’t agree -Michael)
3. they routinely misinterpret statements from the Pope, the Curia, and bishops always presuming the worse possible interpretation. 

4 they proclaim as official Church proclamations statements from bishops, Vatican employees, or others that are not official at all, but merely personal opinion on the part of the person when it serves their agenda. 

5. they become self-appointed Popes inventing their own definitions of what is and what is not orthodox. 

The list could go on, but this will do.
While the Ultra-Traditionalist does not have his elevator going all the way to the top, and his ability to think is even more impaired, this does not mean that every word out of their mouths is wrong. 
Some of their observations and criticisms can trip over the truth once-in-a-while. But be careful. Their ability to interpret events and documents accurately is severely impaired. One cannot trust that anything coming from them is 100% accurate. One always needs to check with orthodox sources to be sure.
Better yet, stop listening to people who dissent from the Church and who cause division. According to St. Paul we may be sinning even to listen to them, he certainly says, several times, to ignore such people.
Remember: BE NOT AFRAID! The gates of hell shall never prevail against the Church. Bishops and even Popes can be corrupt, but the Church will survive them. Also we need to stop the sin of rash judgment (or otherwise called, "backseat driving" the Pope).
As for our current Pope -- John Paul II -- he is a living saint, a very holy man and one of the greatest Popes the Church has ever had. Anyone who attacks Pope John Paul II is either an idiot or insane. (I don’t agree -Michael)
When will it end? Men will always be men. It will end at the Second Coming of Christ when all will be judged and this earth will be no more. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM

Abuses
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=488
February 17, 2005 

Many thanks for addressing my question to you from Tuesday. I want to comment on something and then ask a follow up question, if I may.
Your answer seemed to lump all traditional-minded Catholics into the same group as mr "novusordowatch" (the coward won't even give his name on his site). I know that this can't be your intention as we both surely know there are traditionalists who are 100% faithful to the Pope, such as FSSP parishes, for example. What do you say to them? That the abuses they see are not legitimate? You see, the answer you gave refutes the ultra trads, but does not address the abuses themselves. 
So here's my question. What exactly happened at Assisi? Did the pope allow pagans into the monastery to pray to their false "gods"? You called it a "non-incident" but was it? I don't want in any way to cast aspersions on the Pope or to judge him, but can't you see that very many faithful Catholics have been scandalized and confused by these actions? Even if his intentions were noble (and I have no doubt they were), his actions still caused terrible scandal.
And if you have an explanation, please let all the traditionalist apologists know so we can let the matter rest once and for all. –Ben
No, my answer did NOT seem to lump all traditional-minded Catholic together. I specifically referred to the Ultra-Traditionalist. The FSSP and like-minded people are just peachy fine.
By the way, a true Traditionalist is a post-Vatican II Catholic since Vatican II is itself part of Tradition. (Not really; there is the debate between the “hermeneutic of continuity” and the “hermeneutic of rupture” -Michael)
I did not address the specific abuses because that was not the issue in my mind.

The non-incident of Assisi is an example of evil people who try to make something out of nothing, refusing to accept the facts, jumping to the most negative conclusions without knowing the facts (which is the mortal sin of rash judgement), and showing their lack of faith in the Tradition they claim to love -- a Tradition that demands obedience and a Tradition that insists that rash judgment is a grave sin.

For the real scoop on Assisi I refer everyone to the article by Father Xavier Garban, Assisi Interfaith Prayer, originally published in the French FSSP official newsletter, Tv Es Petrvs.

No, the Pope's actions did not cause a scandal. The erroneous reporting in the media and by the Ultra-Traditionalist defectors of the True faith and evil accusers are who caused any scandal.
(I differ. Even conservative Catholics have a big problem with the John Paul II-Assisi thing. See
SPIRIT OF ASSISI http://ephesians-511.net/docs/SPIRIT_OF_ASSISI.doc.)
Unfortunately many Catholics got caught-up in the sin of these Ultra-Traditionalist and media distortions. Of course, no Catholic should have been so "caught". No one need be caught-up in these things if they follow two Rules of Thumb that have been proven wise:

Presume the media is distorting their reporting about the Church unless proven otherwise. 

Always presume that the Ultra-Traditionalist's interpretation of anything is in error, exaggerated, misinterpreted, re-interpreted with delusions of pope-hood, or otherwise delusional unless proven otherwise.

Father Garban's article settles this matter once-and-for-all time. Now we need to get on with things that are really threatening our Church instead of these imaginary straw men conjured in the minds of disturbed men that scandalize many innocent others into confusion. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Abuses. Why bother?
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=502
March 26, 2007 [The sorry state of the Church]

About 5 or 6 years ago I was a scapular-wearing Rosary-praying, daily Mass attending Catholic. I gave up, why? Well let’s see the Pope can’t control his Bishops, the Bishops can’t or won’t control their priests. We’re given poor Bible and liturgy translations. Our Tabernacles are removed from a place of prominence to a broom closet. I’ve seen Bishops and priests with so called live in female house keepers and personal assistants.

I’ve seen the nuns with their special friends. I’ve listened as Priests and even one Bishop called the late JP2 an idiot who has no common sense when it came to sexual matters. These declarations were usually met with applause. When I taught RCIA I was fired for teaching the church was the pillar and bulwark of the truth and the only true church Christ founded. Why? Well I was told it offended those from other faith traditions seeking to enter the church. Did the practicing lesbian who was also teaching get fired for saying her ordination as a church of Christ minister was just as valid as any Catholic priest’s? She also bragged in class about sneaking the eucharist every Sunday when she was in RCIA. No she got promoted to the head of the parish RCIA program. Our seminaries are dens of iniquity, our monasteries lie empty. Where is God? It seems that in the past he wasn’t shy about setting us straight when we got too big for our britches. When I was in the church I kept hearing about all those good orthodox priest coming. I waited. None came. Instead what came was pedophile priests and bishops covering up. That is why I now consider myself agnostic. If there is a God he’ll know his own. –Kevin
I am reminded of a scene from Hamlet: The lady doth protest too much, methinks.
Methinks you protest WAY too much, or more accurately whine and make excuses to leave the Church and abandon your Faith. 

If your faith was as solid as you describe then you would never have left. Why would you leave Jesus? Because of a few corrupt priests and bishops? There are about 500,000 priests in the world and some 5,000 bishops and because a handful of priest and bishops committed sin, you abandon the whole faith. What a coward!

Is the torture and death of Jesus on the Cross that cheap to you? Is His payment for your sins not enough?

So what if there are corrupt priests and bishops. They are human; humans sin. The Body of Christ, the Church remains pure and holy because CHRIST is holy.

Methinks you need to stop looking at the storm and look rather to Jesus.

There was another one who, like you, looked to the storm and Jesus replied, "Oh, you of little faith." St. Peter walked on water until he took his eyes off Jesus and instead focused on the storm. When he looked to the storm he began to sink.

You take your eyes off Jesus and look at a few thunder boomers and think the ship has sunk. It is not the ship that has sunk, but you, into the deep waters of apostasy. It does not have to remain that way. Jesus is there beside you with His hands outstretched to you. Just grab hold of Him and He will save you from yourself.

Yes, the Church has within it a whole lot of sinners. What else is new? As one old Baptist preacher once said, "The Church is a hospital for sinners, not a resort for saints."

We are all sinners. Yet, Kevin, you not only throw stones at the sinners, but throws stones at the bottom of the boat to try to sink her. Friend, the ship of salvation cannot be sunk no matter how many bishops, priests, laymen, or even popes are corrupt. The gates of hell shall NOT prevail against the Church. Either that is true or God is a liar. And if God is a liar, then He would not be God.

Kevin, if you wish to leave the Church, then do so, but don't blame the EXTREMELY few bad priests and bishops. Look in the mirror to see the real source of your apostasy and then get over yourself. Grow up!

God Bless you and may you be healed of this immaturity, pride, and apostasy.

When you are more rational, then take a new look at the Church. I see Mother Teresa, Pope John Paul II, more than 5,000 canonized Saints, beautiful history and liturgy, devotions of such a spiritual depth as to be awesome. It is not all storm clouds, my friend.

Most of all, in the Church I see Jesus. As long as Jesus is there, in the Eucharist, all else can come crumbling down and yet I will be there because Jesus is there. If the priest is a drunken, womanizing, pervert it is still through his hands that I am able to partake of my Lord. Jesus is there.

St. Francis was once asked to chastise a corrupt bishop. When St. Francis confronted the bishop he said not a word. Instead he fell to his knees and kissed the hem of his cassock. Then he looked up to the corrupt bishop and said "bless you father for it is through your consecrated hands that I receive my Lord." The bishop was shocked. He was expecting more from the holy man. Later the bishop repented.

I wonder how many priests might have repented had you humbled yourself before them like St. Francis? How many will repent if I humble myself before them?

Perhaps we will never know. I hope that others get the point, however. Yes, we have bad pastors sometimes, but the Body of Christ is holy nevertheless. And in the whole, the bad ones are a severe minority and can hardly be used as an excuse to leave the Church.

I know as for me, if 80% of the bishops became heretics (that actually happened once), if the Pope was entertaining women in his personal quarters, if 99% of the priests became perverts, yet I WILL NOT LEAVE.

St. Peter said it, "Where would we go, Lord, for it is You who have the words of eternal life."

I pray that you will return home where you belong. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
What can I do?
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=503
March 27, 2007
I’m writing because my grandfather refuses to attend a non Tridentine mass. I wouldn’t worry but it’s the SSPX mass he attends, not an indult. His opinion is like this. Novus Ordo women dress like whores for mass, it’s in the vernacular, that’s talking to your neighbor not God. Vatican 2 was a death sentence for the faith etc. 
I love the man dearly, he raised me since I was 15 and I’d hate to see him die outside the Church. Don’t get me wrong, he’s not a kook. He’s very well versed in scripture and church history and doctrine. He refuses to read anything published after 1960 (doctrine wise). I’d just like some advice on how to handle this intelligently. I don’t think anyone’s ever tried that before. –Mary
This is a hard one. From my experience there is little one can do with a person set-in-his-ways in disobedience to the Church over pre/post Vatican II issues.
Jesus said that if we love him we will follow his teachings. One of his teaching is that we are to obey the Church. If we do not, then we really do not love Jesus no matter how much we say we do. One can have a loveless obedience, but it is impossible to have a disobedient love.

For people like your father pride is a major stumbling block. They love their preferences and opinions more than they love the Church, it seems. The pride in this becomes a delusion. Some even digress into what I think is a form of mental illness in saying that we have no Pope, and haven't had a Pope since 1958. This scrupulosity is a form of mental illness, in fact. It is obsessive-compulsive disorder. 

I am speaking generally, of course, but I have met many people like your father. My success in encouraging them to be obedient to the Church and rational in their thinking is, so far, ZERO.

I have asked people in this situation if they wish to leave Jesus alone with the abusers. If the Mass is valid, Jesus is there with the liturgical abusers and the improperly dress women. Do we want to leave our Lord alone with these people? I think not. Rather, if we stay in the parish we can be an example to others and can pray directly for the pastor. We can offer the suffering we feel by having to endure such abuses up to God for the conversion of those liberal priests.

But, do this requires humility and self-sacrifice. These are two virtues that people who disobey do not have. Mother Teresa once said, "To Love is to suffer because you will not suffer for that which you do not love."

While you can try to encourage him to offer up his suffering to God and remain in obedience, what you will likely need to focus on is prayer. Pray that he will be healed of his pride and arrogance. Pray that he will repent of disobedience. Pray that his eyes will be open the calling of God to be in His Church.

He has set himself up against the Church and has become a wayward Catholic.

The Prayer of Hosea is one of the most powerful prayers in the arsenal of spiritual warfare -- the Hedge Prayer. Hosea had a wife who was committing adultery and running around on him. Hosea was convinced that he not divorce her but to pray for her return. This prayer is particularly useful in praying for a wayward spouse, child, or friend who has gone astray from the Faith and from God, has left to lead an improper life, and/or is estranged from the proper relationship they should have with you. It should be noted, as it is with all prayer, the prayer is not a magic bullet. There are no guarantees that the person prayed for will return. We must always remember that God has given his children the freedom to choose -- even the freedom to choose wrongly. No one, not even God, may force a person against their will to do anything. God, however, is a mighty persuader and although He will not intrude upon one's freedom to choose the course of one's own actions, He may provide the person with great incentive, motivation, and circumstances to help them decide to come back to the place they should be.

For she said, 'I will go after my lovers, who give me my bread and my water, my wool and my flax, my oil and my drink.' Therefore I will hedge up her way with thorns; and I will build a wall against her, so that she cannot find her paths. She shall pursue her lovers, but not overtake them; and she shall seek them, but shall not find them. Then she shall say, 'I will go and return to my first husband, for it was better with me then than now.' --Hosea 2:5b-7
Do not fear for your grandfather's soul. Offer his soul up to God. God knows his heart and although he is disobedient, it is likely that God will consider the mitigating factors. God is merciful and loving. He does not wish anyone will perish. While He will not intrude on a person's free will, He will give us all every chance in the world and will consider every mitigating circumstance to allow us to remain in His friendship forever. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Abuse
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=504
March 29, 2007
I see a lot of people on the web and out in public complaining about abuses in the church. A lot of them say how great it was pre Vatican 2. I was there pre Vatican 2 and let me tell you they lament a past that never was. A lot of priests would play it fast and loose with the rubrics and Latin hell it was all in Latin and you couldn’t see what he was doing anyway. 
If you looked around you’d see a good many people dozing off till the Sanctus bell rang. They also had side altars so you’d have 2-3 other masses going on at the same time some would make their way around and receive the eucharist 3 maybe 4 times per mass and they’d think themselves holier for it. 

Priests and nuns were a lot more arrogant then too. Don’t get me started on the bishops! Anyway my purpose is not to complain but to tell these people that abuse is nothing new. If you see an abuse do something about it. Talk to the priest, if he won’t listen form a committee of authentic liturgy minded folks in your parish. 1 person can be ignored but 15 or 20 is something else. Most importantly know what you’re talking about. Don’t go in halfcocked and make a fool of yourself. 

I’ve heard it said that it used to be that if a person didn’t agree with or hated the church they’d just leave it. That was most likely true but today they stick around and get jobs as RCIA and CCD teachers for our youth, corrupting as many as they can before getting caught. If you know it’s happening do something about it. If you know something is wrong yet you do nothing about it, you just as guilty as the criminal who performed the act. –David

Thank you so much for your comment. It is so true that the pre-Vatican II times was not the utopia some people seem to think.
In fact, ALL of the abuses in the post-Vatican II times were happening 10, 20, 30, 40, 50 years before Vatican II.

There were complaints about priests working with youth who brought the kids around the altar in violation of liturgical law going back to like 1950. Or the fact that many people hated to go the High Mass. One priest tells the story of a family who came to the High Mass by mistake. When they sat down in the pew they then realized that High Mass was about to start so they got up and left.

I think the primary difference between the pre/post Vatican II era was that before Vatican II the abuses were not as noticed by many people, many of them were "behind closed doors", and/or people ignored or kept quiet about it. In the era of the rebellious 60's these same abuses became a public focus and more noisy.

We must all remember that the "liberal" priests and bishops of the post Vatican II era were all ordained in PRE-Vatican II years. It was the pre-Vatican II generation that brought these abuses we see.

Bottom line is that Vatican II is a valid and holy Ecumenical Council convened by the Holy Spirit and the Church. The abuses we see are not a mandate of the Council Fathers and are not caused by the Council.

Those who think that Vatican II is evil, invalid, unholy, etc. are not in communion with the Church and need to grow up and humble themselves. Those extreme ones who think that the Pope is not the legitimate pope are just plain insane.

With that said, those who have caused and exploited confusion after Vatican II in order to assert their liberal agenda need to invest in asbestos suits for the afterlife methinks.

Thomas Wolfe said, "You can't go home again." The "good 'ol days" are never as good as we remember them. Besides the most extreme and loud ultra-traditionalists who think pre-Vatican II was so great tend to be people who were not even born during pre-Vatican II times, or were in diapers. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Document Quo Primum of Pope St. Pius V
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=531
April 14, 2007

Please humbly read these and comment after sincere and humble prayer:
1. http://www.olrl.org/new_mass/ 
2. http://www.dailycatholic.org/quoprimu.htm 
3. http://www.dailycatholic.org/defectib.htm 
4. http://www.catholictradition.org/quo-primum.htm 
5. http://www.oltyn.com/kramer.htm 
I know it's a lot, but please take the time. –Jason

Please humbly read what the Church says and know, as St. Augustine said, "The Church has spoken, the debate is ended."

[Decree of excommunication of the SSPX bishops … …and the Document Ecclesia Dei] –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
(The excommunication has long since been lifted –Michael)
SSPX Mass vs. Novus Ordo Mass
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=533
April 14, 2007

I've been attending the Traditional Mass of the SSPX since I was a child. I just want to ask why the old mass was changed during the reign of Pope Paul VI. And I’ve read that when the old mass was reformed, it was done together with 6 protestant ministers. So, does it not make the new mass a "protestant mass"? Also, I’ve observed that there are several doctrines that are reformed during the Vatican II council. Let me give you an example:
Question: What is the Mass?
OLD Catechism Answers: "The mass is the sacrifice of the New law in which Christ, through the ministry of the priest, offers Himself for us as a victim to His Heavenly father."
NEW MISSAL (1969) answers: "The Lord's supper or Mass is the sacred assembly or congregation of the people of God gathering together, with a Priest presiding, to celebrate the memorial of the Lord......
So, the mass is presented simply as a memorial of the Lord's Supper. The emphasis is now on the memorial, community gathering, meal, celebration of the resurrection. As a consequence, altars have been replaced by tables, relics of martyrs have been eliminated, a great number of signs of the cross have been suppressed and the cross itself has disappeared in many places from the altar itself. And, vernacular day to day language, always in need of revision, has replaced Latin.

So, I thought the sacrifice of the mass is the sacrifice of Calvary... and its emphasis should be on the passion of Our Lord... how do you explain this...
You may say that you still believe all these truths which are taught in the old catechism about the Mass, real presence etc. and you see nothing wrong with this New mass. You still have the true faith. However, you still believe because you were taught these truths in your youth in GOOD catechism classes.

No! The new rite of mass does not contain the full catholic faith for w/c our fathers in the Penal days suffered so much and died.

Why does the old mass needed to be changed? –Lawrence
The Mass Liturgy was reformed because it needed to be reformed. For example, there were sections in the old Mass that were unnecessarily repetitious. Another example, is the people should be more involved than the old Mass allowed. 
The more ancient and more traditional rubrics of the Mass included greater participation of the people and not having the acolytes recite all the parts for the people.

In addition there were MANY abuses of the Old Mass such as people praying the rosary during the Mass presumably because they had nothing else to do, I guess. Priests often abused the liturgy in the old days.

The revision of the Mass included some MORE ANCIENT and MORE TRADITIONAL prayers than the Tridentine Mass had. 

The revision of the Mass had been planned for many years before Vatican II, at least a 100 years or more there were discussions of revisions.

There is plenty more but I am weary of having to repeat all this in ad nauseam. Vatican II is a done deal, so get used to it.

Bottom line, the Holy Spirit through the Magisterium inspired a revision. We are to accept it.

I am equally tired of this old straw man about the Protestant Council or the Protestant Mass. This is garbage and stupid.

The Vatican II council and its decisions, and the reforms it made, were decided by the Bishops of the Catholic Church who were present. Protestants did not make any decisions.

There were Protestant observers, as there were Orthodox observers, and Anglican observers, and secular observers. Observers DO NOT LEGISLATE.

By the way, the Pope invited Protestant observers to the Council of Trent. Does that make the Council of Trent suspect, too?

I do not have the Missal from 1969, so I cannot check to see if you are quoting it accurately. But I can say that no dogmas or doctrines were changed in Vatican II. That is nonsense.

Vatican II is a holy council instituted by the Magisterium under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit. It is binding on all Catholics. (It is certainly NOT; it was a pastoral council, NO dogmas, NO anathemas–Michael)
Any Catholic who disparages Vatican II, disparages the Holy Spirit since Vatican II is a work of the Holy Spirit. I think the Bible had something to say about people who did that! 

Such people need to mortify their pride and arrogance and grow up. Such obsessive and obstinate attitude is that of a 13 year old. A trip to a psychiatrist might do some good too -- especially for the truly off-the-wall sede vacantist (which the SSPX is not and most "Traditionalist" are not, but those who are, need help).

The true "traditionalists" are those who respect the Tradition of the Church, which is whatever the Church says it is. Vatican II is part of the Tradition of the Church. Thus, a true Traditionalists would embrace Vatican II.

One last thing, the abuses we see today are not a result of Vatican II, they are a result of ABUSES of Vatican II teachings.

Anyway, on the issue of the status of SSPX, the efficacy of Vatican II, the evaluation of the Tridentine Mass and permission to celebrate it, the revision of the Mass, the promulgation of the Roman Missal, all come under the heading of: the Church has spoken, the debate is ended. (St. Augustine) –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM

Latin
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=545 
April 14, 2007 

I’m no scholar but it seems to me that the so called traditionalist seems to worship the dead language Latin instead of god. The first mass said by Christ wasn’t in Latin, I’d say Latin most likely didn’t become the norm until after Constantine legalized Christianity. Then Latin would have been the most common spoken tongue in the empire. So it seems to me that the mass in Latin was an accident of history not a divine mandate. –Kevin

There are many problems expressed by the fanatical ultra-traditionalist. Insisting that the Mass must be in Latin, as if Latin is God's own language is one of their "silly-isms." The original language of the Mass was probably Aramaic and certainly Greek. Later Latin became the official language of the Mass and of the Church because by the 4th and 5th centuries Latin was the language of scholarship. It was, of sorts, the universal language much like English is today. Latin is my preference, but English is just fine.
Jerome's translation of the Bible into Latin was really the first "Bible for the people." Since Greek had fallen into disuse, and Latin the predominate language of those who read, Latin was, in effect, the "language of the people."

The Church has always been sensitive to bringing the Gospel to the average person. When most were illiterate the Church created or commissioned great works of art to be, in essence, a "picture-book" to teach the faith to those who could not read.  Later the Church began to translate the Bible into other languages to make it more accessible to the people. The first English translations were by the Catholic Church, not the Protestants, around the 9th century. The Douay-Rheims Bible was published BEFORE the King James.

The Church, being sensitive to the people understanding the faith, properly allowed the vernacular in the Mass. The problem was not allowing the vernacular. The problem was the vernacular becoming the norm and Latin falling into almost total disuse. Vatican II did NOT intend this. The lack of the current Mass said in Latin is the fault of the Bishops in their dioceses, not Vatican II.

Latin is STILL the official language of the Mass--the current "Vatican II" Mass, not just the Tridentine Mass.

Latin, by the way, is the best choice as an official language of the Church precisely because it is a "dead language." Languages evolve. 
If we read a Bible in English from the 17th century, we could barely understand it. That is how much the English language as evolved. As a language no longer in cultural use, Latin no longer evolves therefore it can be the ROCK we can rely upon. The problem then is translating the Latin into the language of our generation (which is why the Bible translation is update about every fifty years or so). But the Latin remains trustworthy and rock solid.

Anyway, one of the primary problems of these ultra-traditionalists is their lack of ability to distinguish form from substance.

For example, I had one ultra-traditionalists tell me that the "new" Mass was invalid because in the words of consecration the word "cup" is used instead of "chalice." I could only smile. Earth to ultra-traditionalist, Earth to ultra-traditionalist, a chalice IS A CUP. Because the form changed (the use of the word cup instead of chalice) does not mean that the substance changed (that we are talking about a vessel containing the Blood).

It is downright silly, not to mention ignorant, to argue the current Mass is invalid because of the word "cup."

"A rose by any other name is still a rose" is a great cliché to illustrate the issue of form vs. substance.

Another example of ultra-traditionalist errors is that they seem to think their interpretation of Church documents outranks the interpretation of the Church herself. This thinking that their opinions are of higher rank than the Holy See, ironically, makes them liberals. A Religious Liberal is a person who thinks their ideas outrank the Holy See and who thus acts contrary in thought or deed to the teaching of the Holy See on some point. That makes the ultra-traditionalist LIBERAL. Of course, that drives them nuts, but they are just the opposite side of the same coin of the so-called "liberals" in the Church thinking they can create their own definition of orthodoxy.

I could go on, but this subject tires me. The bottom line is that if we wish to know what is or is not the proper interpretation of Church teaching, we DO NOT rely upon rebellious or obstinate people, but upon the Holy See.

The problem of the Ultra-traditionalist is that they have lost their faith. They do not believe Jesus when he said the gates of hell shall not prevail against the Church. They have no faith in the Magisterium (unless, of course, the Magisterium agrees with THEM on some point.). That is arrogance and childishness.

One last example and then I will quit with this, is the contorted delusional thinking of ultra-traditionalist in interpreting anything the Pope does as wrong, without even trying to understand the reason he did what he did whatever he did (e.g. kissing the Qur'an)-- they jump to conclusions, which, by the way, is the grave sin of "rash judgment. They interpret things as infallible things that are not even eligible for infallibility (such as the Tridentine Mass), take statements out of context, quote cardinals who criticized Vatican II but conveniently not tell you that the same cardinal may have changed his mind (as if the opinion of an individual cardinal means squat against the official decision of the Holy See anyway). And the big silliness of accusing the Church of duplicity with the Protestants because Protestant observers were at Vatican II. Sheesh, there were also Anglican, Orthodox, and other faith groups observing at Vatican II. So what? Observers DO NOT LEGISLATE.  (Bro. I.M. has never attempted to explain the reason as to why the Pope had to kiss the Quran.)
The cute fact is the Pope invited Protestants to observe at the beloved Council of Trent. Maybe we should suspect the Council of Trent too. Such stupidity.

These people suffer from the religious version of the compulsive/obsessive personality disorder called, scrupulosity.

As irritating and idiotic as they can be, we need to pray for them to be healed of their disorder and to come into full communion with the True Church (which is a Church that has a Holy Spirit filled council called Vatican II). –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM (The evidence says otherwise. See for instance VATICAN II ABOUT FACE-FR LUIGI VILLA http://ephesians-511.net/docs/VATICAN_II_ABOUT_FACE-FR_LUIGI_VILLA.doc. –Michael)
How can Eastern Orthodox Christians receive Communion during Mass?
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=553
April 17, 2007
I read this in a previous post, and investigated the canon it cited. I am deeply troubled by it.
"According to Roman Catholic discipline, the Code of Canon Law does not object to the reception of communion by Christians of these Churches (canon 844 § 3)."
Are these Eastern Churches all-of-a-sudden not schismatic? How can Rome be so cruel to the SSPX (they're "EXCOMMUNICATES"!) (It is not so now –Michael), but actually allow Communion to these schismatic churches, who deny several truths of the faith (none of which the SSPX denies)? HOW is it not sacrilege to allow Communion to non-Catholics? Canon law cannot change the FACT that it's a serious sin to give the Holy Eucharist to those who deny the Catholic faith (and yes, if you study their faith, they DO deny several points of our faith).
I suppose you could make a technicality about the Greeks "respecting the rules of their church", i.e., the rules which do not allow them to receive Communion at our churches. But all they have to do is change their mind, and voila, sacrilege is legalized. It's hard to believe that their rules are more conservative than ours--what happened to the old Roman Church, which was conservative in all things?
Surely you see the problem in all of this? And that Rome is applying a double standard, with regards to the SSPX? I don't think many Catholics know what animosity these Greeks have for us. They loudly protested when JPII visited their Bishops in Greece. And you know, if you read some of the things they write about us, it's not very nice. (For examples, see Alexander Kalomiros' "River of Fire", and "St." Justin Popovich's views on the Papacy you demand so much obedience to.)
Did you know that Pope John Paul II prayed with animists (in 1985), kissed Qurans (yes, he actually did that in 1999), kissed the "Archbishop" of Canterbury’s ring (2003), prayed with non-Christian Jews, who deny their own SAVIOR, Lord Jesus (1986), who gathered heathen, heretical, and schismatic religions, and had them all pray in Assisi TWICE (1986 and 2002)? –Tim
This is nothing but a rant, but I will make a few remarks:
You are arguing apples and oranges. There is no comparison between the Eastern Orthodox and the SSPX. The Eastern Orthodox separated from the Catholic Church 1000 years ago. While they remain in technical "material" schism, Eastern Orthodox Christians today are not in "formal" schism and do not claim to be part of the Catholic Church. They are now a fully separate Church and exist on their own.

Protestants are similar. The original Protestants committed formal schism and heresy. While the Protestant faith groups are in "material heresy" they are not "formal" heretics. They are fully separated from the Catholic Church now and exist on their own.

SSPX, on the other hand, does not exist on its own but claims to be Catholic. While making this claim they refuse the authority of the Pope (They most certainly DO NOT –Michael) and are in open rebellion against the Catholic Church. That makes the SSPX schismatic. Should the SSPX completely separate themselves someday from the Catholic Church, and go their own way, like the Orthodox, Anglicans, Old Catholics, and Protestants did, then they too can "enjoy" being only a "material" schismatic in future generations.

Canon 844 recognizes that the ancient Eastern Church exists as a valid Church with valid sacraments. As such, their faithful can, when the need arises, receive three Sacraments from the Catholics: penance, Eucharist, and anointing of the sick. This is not to be "offered" to the Eastern Orthodox person, but if they initiate a desire and need, are properly disposed, and approach a Catholic priest, then they may be given these three Sacraments. Other Churches "in the same condition" as the Eastern Orthodox.

To my knowledge the Church has not ruled that the SSPX is "in the same condition." The SSPX is still claiming Catholicity and still rebelling against the Catholic hierarchy. That is hardly the "same condition" as the Eastern Orthodox.

For the most part, sir, your post is a rant and a rather ignorant one typical of a person with rebellious spirit. One of these days the SSPX sympathizers will grow up from their perpetual 13-year old maturity and realize that the Church does not revolve around them and their opinions. We need to pray that these people will be healed of their liberalism (yes, SSPX-types are liberals) and return to the True Church.

The one-liner definition of a religious liberal is a person who thinks their opinions and interpretations outrank the official Church (vested in whoever the current Pope may be at the time, and the Magisterium in union with him). 

God has given the Pope and the Magisterium the authority to make these decisions. Those who rebel against that are rebelling against the Holy Spirit.

Those who disparage the Vatican II Council, disparage the Holy Spirit. (Once again, to know the truth, read VATICAN II ABOUT FACE-FR LUIGI VILLA http://ephesians-511.net/docs/VATICAN_II_ABOUT_FACE-FR_LUIGI_VILLA.doc. –Michael). These people need to cease their scrupulosity (a religious form of the personality disorder known as compulsive/obsession disorder), cease their arrogance and pride, and re-discover the faith that they have lost.

I feel sorry for these people, but I pray for them to be healed. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Are people abandoning the Church?
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=570 

April 26, 2007 
The Catholic Church in the United States, for political purposes, likes to throw around the number of 67,000,000 Newchurchers in that country. The number is greatly inflated because studies show that only a fraction of that number, about 15%, or 10,000,000, ever set foot in a Novus Ordo temple for Mass. Included in the inflated figure is 42,000,000 Hispanics, both legal and illegal. Without them, Newchurch in the United States would have tanked to 25,000,000 nominal Newchurchers. Found this on the net seems true I travel a lot and rarely go to the same parish twice. Most of the people I see at Mass are old, maybe one or two young couples never any with babies. A few teens dressed like they’re at a rave etc. My dad says the church is dead; it just doesn’t know it yet. –Tim
There is no such thing as a "Novus Ordo temple." To refer to the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass in such a hateful way is a form of blasphemy and is offensive. The Mass is holy whether it is the Roman Missal of 1962 or the Roman Missal of 2000.
You need to repent of your hatred and blasphemy and also your lack of faith.

It might also be good to get your facts straight. While Catholics attending Mass has declined since the early 1960's the figures are not as you suggest. 

On any given Sunday 40% of American Catholics are in Mass. Approximately 32% of American Catholics attend Mass every Sunday. In the early 1960's 75% of Catholics attended Mass.

The reasons for the decline is not the Mass, it is the loss of faith that comes with an ever increasing liberal and secularized culture, liberal bishops allowing liberal priests to abuse the liturgy, our society deteriorating, etc. 

The Church is not dead. The Church is the Bride of Christ. We are so arrogant in this day and age. The Church has suffered 100 times worse than anything we experience today and has survived. During one period most of the bishops in the church had fallen into heresy, yet the Church survived. We even had a Pope murder his predecessor in order to get elected to the Papacy. The Church survived.

It is a sign of a lack of faith to suggest that the Church is dead. Christ is not dead, his Bride is not dead.

People need to repent of their profound arrogance, egotism, and immaturity and submit themselves to Christ and His Church. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Mass
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=585
May 5, 2007 
Look around at any parish today. We have special Masses in parishes that have different ethnic groups: Spanish Masses and English Masses. In some parishes I know we have children’s Masses, where they have music that more appeals to Teens and young people. We have Life-Teen Masses that are more geared to Charismatic groups who are more into sensualism and spiritualism. We have started Saturday Evening Masses for those who do not like Sunday Morning Masses. Everywhere we have catered to the desires of the people with the exception of the more conservative Catholics. 
One thing all of these parishes have in common is that they are dying. Each year fewer and fewer people are going to Mass. Each year fewer and fewer people believe in the need to go to Mass. Each year fewer and fewer people believe in the True Presence of Christ in the Eucharist. Each year the number of men choosing the priesthood as a vocation has diminished. The main source of priests throughout the world in the 20th Century was Ireland with 20 filled seminaries. Today in all of Ireland there is only one seminary and it has only 35 seminarians. With few exceptions we have the same problem in America. France has gone from 85% Catholics attending Mass to 3% attending. –William
Is there a question in there somewhere?
I am afraid you have painted an inaccurate doom and gloom picture.

In actuality vocations are up, not down, worldwide, the Church is growing. Here are the facts:

Estimated and Projected Catholic Population by Region of the World, 2004, 2025, and 2050
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	Percent
Catholic
	Estimated
Catholic
Population
	Projected
Catholic
Population
	Projected Catholic
Population
	Change in Catholic Population, 2004-2050

	Region of world
	2004
	2004
	2025
	2050
	

	Africa
	17.9%
	139,157,160
	219,171,850
	342,023,230
	145.8%

	Asia
	4.3%
	127,125,410
	171,916,360
	207,086,560
	62.9%

	Europe
	36.4%
	270,765,647
	272,495,186
	255,744,426
	-5.5%

	Latin America & Caribbean
	83.3%
	454,541,400
	568,040,560
	646,912,570
	42.3%

	North America
	25.1%
	82,000,000
	97,000,000
	113,000,000
	37.8%

	Oceania
	26.8%
	9,000,000
	11,000,000
	13,000,000
	44.4%

	Total world
	21.6%
	1,082,228,463
	1,339,159,510
	1,577,585,569
	45.8%


Author's calculations based on data from PRB's World Population Data Sheet 2004 and accessed at www.catholic-hierarchy.org
Such divergent growth patterns will also shift the global distribution of Catholics over the next 45 years (see Figure below). Latin American and Caribbean Catholics are still likely to account for two-fifths of all Catholics in 2050, and Africa is expected to have more than one-fifth by that year. But Europe's share of Catholics is projected to drop from one-fourth in 2004 to one-sixth in 2050. North America's proportion will decline only slightly, to 1 in every 13.
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Distribution of Catholics by World Region, 2004, 2025, and 2050
Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding.

Author's calculations based on data from PRB's World Population Data Sheet 2004 and accessed at www.catholic-hierarchy.org
Countries with Largest Projected Growth or Decline in Their Catholic Populations, 2004-2050
	Projected Absolute Change in Catholic Population

	Countries with Growth 
	[image: image6.png]



	Countries with Decline 
	
	

	1
	Congo (Dem. Rep) 
	60,983,400
	
	1
	Poland
	-5,356,880
	
	

	2
	Philippines
	49,735,200
	
	2
	Italy
	-5,330,600
	
	

	3
	Mexico
	38,510,550
	
	3
	Germany
	-2,412,000
	
	

	4
	Brazil
	34,867,890
	
	4
	Hungary
	-1,504,250
	
	

	5
	United States 
	28,973,220
	
	5
	Portugal
	-1,084,920
	
	

	6
	Nigeria
	27,352,080
	
	6
	Spain
	-1,008,720
	
	

	7
	Uganda
	24,317,600
	
	7
	Ukraine
	-673,200
	
	

	8
	Colombia
	19,489,800
	
	8
	Slovakia
	-512,470
	
	

	9
	Argentina
	13,660,240
	
	9
	Romania
	-466,200
	
	

	10
	Angola
	13,628,760
	
	10
	Croatia
	-447,600
	
	


The Catholic Church is a GLOBAL and UNIVERSAL CHURCH. Because there are regional problems does not mean that the Church is hurting. Typically American tend to think the world revolves around them and when there are declines in vocations or another other matter we Americans think that how goes we, goes the Church. Nevertheless, here in North American the Church is growing. Europe is the place where the Church is declining. Despite that the London Times reports that Roman Catholics will soon become the largest religious group in Great Britain, outnumbering Anglicans for the first time since the Reformation.
The Church Universal is alive and well. Because we are a little sick in Europe and in some places in America does not mean that Church as a whole is in trouble.

Rather, we spoiled brats in America and Europe ought to learn a thing or two about the Faith from our Third-world brethren. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Who said the Tridentine Mass was never to be changed?
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=588
May 9, 2007

I ran into someone who believed that the Novus Ordo was invalid. We talked for some time but what was interesting was that he stopped going to Mass (Novus Ordo) because of this wording or that that he didn't think was right. It's strange that he didn't want to attend the valid, allowed Latin Mass that is held by the diocese. My question isn't about that but he kept on mentioning that either the Council of Trent or Pope Pius X stated that the Tridentine Mass was never to be changed. I have heard this said by many people defending how they are right and the "new" Mass is wrong but where do they get this phrase from? Was something said by this pope that they are taking out of context?
(Of course I know that the Church can change or reform the Mass. Even the Tridentine Mass was not how the Mass was originally said by the Apostles. There has been change to the Mass all along.) –Linda
These people are among the most frustrating people to deal with. It is like trying to reason with an insane person.
In the first place, as I have tried to explain to people like this about a billion times, is that the liturgy is not eligible for infallibility status because for something to be declared infallible it must apply to the whole Church. The Tridentine Mass only applies to the Latin Rite. Thus, by definition it is not infallible, no pope can make it infallible anymore than a pope can make pigs fly no matter how much he may want to.

Secondly, although the liturgy of the Mass contains elements of dogmatic doctrine, the rubrics of any liturgy is not only "not" dogma, it is not doctrine either. It is a disciplinary issue and disciplinary issues can be changed by the drop of a hat.

Thirdly, the words of the Council of Trent and the Pope back did in fact sound definitive, but that was a rhetorical device inspired by the attack on the Church by Protestants and the resistance of some Catholics to the new innovation called the Tridentine Mass. 

We all used that rhetorical device. For example, after the nth time the teenage son comes home late, the parent might say, "Son, this is that last time. You will never be allowed to stay out again."

The "never" is an exaggeration to make a point. It was a common language convention in that era of history to make such exaggerated statements to make a point. The Pope was saying, look, enough fighting, this is the way it will be PERIOD.

We must remember that the Tridentine Mass was not universally accepted throughout the Latin Rite. The Church was trying to centralize and unified the Mass in the Latin Rite since there were many different liturgies in practice at the time. 
The Tridentine Mass was the result. Many parts of the Church resisted this change in the Mass (sounds familiar, uh). The Ultra-traditionalist of the time did not want the Tridentine Mass. The Pope, as a frustrated father, said enough bickering. This is the way it is period.

Bottom line, is that no Pope, even if he wants to, can make something infallible and unchangeable that is not eligible by definition to be made infallible.

The dunderhead Ultra-traditionalists can never get this through their think skulls. Their scrupulosity (a form of obsessive-compulsive personality disorder) has replaced their faith. They lack faith in the Christ's Church and they, in essence, call Christ a liar when Christ promised that the gates of hell shall not prevail against the Church. In essence, they call Christ a fool when He gave the Pope and the Magisterium the authority of the keys to make decisions like what our liturgy will be.

I do not think our Lord is a liar or a fool. The Pope and Magisterium has the authority. PERIOD. If the Pope and Magisterium legislated that the rubrics of the Mass would be changed that during the Sign of Peace we are all to do jumping jacks, I would not like it, but I would obey it and NOT go around dissenting (which is a sin, by the way) or acting with the spirit of dissent.

The Ultra-traditionalist (which is different than the "Traditionalists") are immature babies who have not gotten their way and so they disobey and rebel like the children they are.

I am sorry to sound so harsh, but a spade is a spade, and these people are a danger to the Faithful as they recruit people into their scrupulosity, immaturity, and rebelliousness.

The great doctor of the Church, St. Francis de Sales, was once asked if it was proper to treat so harshly those who are a danger to the Faith. He said yes, but be sure that you are right on the issues. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Trad vs. Novus Ordo
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=705
July 29, 2007

{Narrative deleted so as not to confuse the Faithful} –Aria

I no longer accept "questions" which are only masks for dysfunctional arguments against the Holy Mass or against Vatican II.
You are not qualified to interpret the words of the Mass as was obvious with your gross misinterpretations that you posted (and I deleted so as not to confuse good Catholics).

The Holy Mass is holy. The Roman Missal of 2000, 1970, 1962, 1570, etc. are all HOLY. To disparage any Mass is to disparage God. Shame on you.

Vatican II was a holy Council. The documents of Vatican II were appropriate and inspired by the Holy Spirit. The so-called "spirit of Vatican II" that is used by liberals as an excuse to bastardize the Council is not holy or inspired, but the Council itself was and the Council cannot be blamed for how the liberals have exploited and raped the true meaning and intent of the Council. (Reader, try this:  THE FRANCIS EFFECT & WHO AM I TO JUDGE-THE SPIRIT OF VATICAN COUNCIL II? http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_FRANCIS_EFFECT_&_WHO_AM_I_TO_JUDGE-THE_SPIRIT_OF_VATICAN_COUNCIL_II.doc –Michael)
The post-conciliar Mass is holy and appropriate. In fact the post conciliar Mass restored more ancient Traditions and Prayers than were contained in the Tridentine Mass.

But this argument never ends.

As Catholics, we are obligated to obey Magisterial decisions. Obey or don't play.

The post-conciliar Mass was officially promulgated by the Magisterium. It is therefore good, holy, and appropriate. PERIOD.

Those who argue otherwise need to see a psychiatrist concerning the personality disorder called obsessive-compulsive disorder. People who never endingly argue Trad vs Novus Ordo are scrupulous. This is the religious form of obsessive-compulsive personality disorder.

There is no such thing as Trad vs Novus Ordo. There is no such thing as a Novus Ordo Mass to begin with, but regardless, READ MY LIPS: the post-conciliar Mass IS TRADITION. The Tridentine Mass NEEDED some revisions and the so-called "new Mass" thus restored even more ancient tradition and prayers into the Mass than were contained in the Tridentine Mass. But, alas, let us not confuse the issue with facts. 

I pray that all those who will not quit in disparaging the post-conciliar Mass and Vatican II will find their lost faith and return to full communion in the Church. These people have lost their faith, have latched on to pride and arrogance and have set themselves up as their own Magisterium. That is sick, disordered, and rebellious. It only divides and never builds-up the Church. St. Paul told us to shun those who go against the Magisterium and who seek to divide.

God Bless and I pray for your healing.
P.S. to all other Ultra-Traditionalist who wish to argue "Trad vs Novus Ordo" or "pre vs post Vatican II," please do not post on these Q&As. There is nothing to debate and nothing to argue and we will no longer entertain these disordered notions. 

The Church has spoken on this issue, the debate is ENDED. --St. Augustine. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Quo Primum
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=855
January 4, 2008 
I have a question about the Quo Primum of pope Pius V. There are words written there like this "This ordinance applies henceforth, now and forever..." and that was about the Tridentine Mass.
He also wrote/decreed that no changes be made there in that Missal, etc. and I guess these words are often quoted by those schismatics who doesn't like and doesn't follow the Vatican II. So how are we supposed to interpret these words in faithfulness to the teachings of pope Pius V and of the Vatican II? –Joseph
When I was a young boy my father bought me a wrist watch. Within 24 hours I had broken it. He bought me another watch. Within a couple days it was knocked off my wrist when playing on the playground at school. It broke. My father said, "I am NEVER going to buy you a watch again." Did he really mean "never"? Would my father today, who is 77 not buy his 52 year old son a watch because he said NEVER 45 years ago?

We have all used hyperbole in our speech to make a point. Such hyperbole is not reserved for spontaneous verbal utterances, but is also used to make a point in formal writing.

The common language conventions of 500 years ago used hyperbole all the time. Jesus used hyperbole, the Apostles used hyperbole, and Saints have used hyperbole. Nearly everyone has used hyperbole to make a point.

The words of Pope Pius such as, "This ordinance applies henceforth, now and forever..." or that no changes are to be made in the Missal are hyperboles. Anyone with two brain cells in their head can understand this. Ultra-Traditionalist and schismatics do not understand.

There are three ways in which we KNOW that Pope Pius was exaggerating to make a point:

1) The Pope was facing the pressures of the Protestant revolution and the heresies it espoused. He was also having to deal with the scrupulous Ultra-Traditionalists of his time who were rebelling against the idea of promulgating the famous Tridentine Mass. To them the Tridentine Mass was a liberalization. Thus, it was important for the Pope to use the strongest language he could muster to make the point that, "Okay, kids, this is the way it is going to be, period. Case closed."

2) The use of hyperbole in the time of Pope Pius was VERY common and its use would be expected in a situation like this.

3) It is IMPOSSIBLE for Pope Pius to actually mean that the Mass and Missal could never change. The only thing that cannot change is infallible doctrine. The Tridentine Mass is NOT infallible doctrine no matter how much the idiot Ultra-traditionalist want to believe that it is.

The Mass can be, and has been, changed whenever the Church decides to change it. If it was true that liturgy can never change then we would be using Aramaic in our Masses and NOT Latin.

In order for something to be considered unchangeable it must be considered infallible. In order for something to be considered infallible it must meet ALL THREE of the following criteria...

1) be a matter of faith or morals

2) must apply to the WHOLE Church and not just to a part of it

3) must be declared specifically by (a) the "extraordinary Magisterium" (which means by the Pope, ex cathedra, or be specifically declared by the Bishops in ecumenical council with the ratification of the Pope) or (b) be a teaching continually affirmed throughout the ages by the ordinary Magisterium. 

The Tridentine Mass fails this criteria. Even if we can say that the Tridentine Mass meets criteria 1, even if somehow the Pope or Bishops are idiots and try to assert criteria 3, the Tridentine Mass would still fail criteria 2. Why? Because the Tridentine Mass applies to the Latin Rite of the Church ONLY. It does not apply to any of the other 20 something Rites within the Church.

Since the Tridentine Mass does not apply to the WHOLE church it CANNOT, CANNOT, CANNOT be infallible and irreformable.

I often say to these people, "What part of the word CANNOT do you not understand?"

Bottom line: No liturgy is infallible and irreformable because no liturgy applies to the whole church. That being the case, it is not even eligible, by definition, to be considered as infallible and irreformable.

The Ultra-Traditionalist and schismatics suffer from three problems:

1) a personality disorder called Compulsive-Obsessive Personality Disorder (the religious version of this is called "scrupulosity")

2) lack of faith

3) profound spiritual immaturity and pride which leads them to disobedience (the primary marker of pride and the primary marker of someone who is NOT traditional -- The oldest TRADITION of the Church is OBEDIENCE).

In short, they need to see a psychiatrist, develop faith, and grow-up.

"The more we see failure in obedience, the stronger should be our suspicion of temptation." -- St. Teresa of Avila

"Lord, those are your best servants who wish to shape their life on Your answers rather than to shape your answers on their wishes." --St. Augustine

I hope this helps to understand the issues when you deal with those who claim to be "traditional" but are actually disobedient to the Church. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Tridentine Mass

http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=857
January 7, 2008 
Is it possible in the future that a pope will write his motu proprio and limit the use of Tridentine Mass again? –Joseph

The use of the Tridentine Mass is solely at the discretion of the Pope. He may give unrestricted permission, restricted permission, or take it away completely at any time.
Church law states that the current Roman Missal is the normative Missal and the only one that may be used in the Latin Rite unless the Pope gives an indult* otherwise. 

*An "indult" is permission to do something that would otherwise be illegal to do without such indult. The indult will include the conditions and circumstances to which the indult will apply.

The Pope has given an indult for the Tridentine Mass, but that may be rescinded anytime he wishes. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Summorum Pontificum
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=858
January 7, 2008
With respect to the question of the "discipline of the Tridentine Mass", did not Benedict XVI issue a Motu Proprio on July 7, 2007 that addresses exactly the poster's question? The Motu Proprio does not speak of "indults" any longer, but of how the Roman Rite has two liturgies and that episcopal permission is no longer required for the use of the 1962 liturgy, including all the books and not just the Missal. –Lee
Without the various documents, including the most recent Motu Proprio, that allow the Tridentine Mass, it could not be said. That makes it an indult as far as I know.
It doesn't matter, however, what the technical legal term is, this is a disciplinary issue and the Pope may rescind this Motu Proprio any time he wants, or a future Pope may rescind it and not allow the Tridentine Mass.

The Missal of 1962 is no longer the normative Mass thus its use and conditions of its use are completely at the largess of the Pope. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Tridentine Mass indult

http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=859 

January 8, 2008

It is not correct to call the Motu Proprio the Holy Father issues an "indult." He stated in the letter accompanying Summorum Pontificum, "As for the use of the 1962 Missal as a Forma extraordinaria of the liturgy of the Mass, I would like to draw attention to the fact that this Missal was never juridically abrogated and, consequently, in principle, was always permitted." As you said, "An "indult" is permission to do something that would otherwise be illegal to do without such indult. The indult will include the conditions and circumstances to which the indult will apply." As the Holy Father wrote it was never juridically abrogated and was in principle always permitted. The celebration of Mass using what is now the extraordinary form of the one Roman Rite could not then have been considered illegal, so therefore it fails to pass the criteria of an indult. Yes another Pope or this Pope could change this and completely do away with the 1962 Missale Romanum just as this Pope or another Pope could completely do away with the 1969 Missale Romanum. –Michael
I suggested that the word "indult" may not apply and frankly I do not care. To argue over that word distracts from the primary point -- that the Roman Missal of 1962 cannot be said without permission. The Pope has given that permission (and he can take it away).
By the way, the Missal of 1962 was not "abrogated," it was "obrogated" (superseded) by successive Missals. When a Missal is obrogated its use is illegal unless permission is given.

The current Roman Missal is the only normative and ordinary Missal for the Latin Rite. No other Missal may be used without permission and that permission is completely at the largesse of the Pope.

Topic Closed.

I am weary of these never-ending arguments over the Tridentine Mass. Everything that can be said has been said on this subject. Any further questions on the Tridentine Mass concerning these matters will be summarily rejected. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Pope Benedict XVI and the SSPX
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1301
February 15, 2009 
I'm writing because I'm deeply troubled by the recent lifting of excommunication from the four SSPX bishops (one of whom is "Bishop" Richard Williamson). I am outraged by Williamson's denial of the holocaust - and less perturbed, but still quite concerned, about the lifting of excommunication from SSPX which not only denies the reforms of Vatican II, but is sedevacantist! (Absolutely false) I simply can't comprehend how our Pope Benedict can open the doors to an organisation intent on undermining Vatican II, and then add insult to injury by condoning the almost blasphemous nonsense of an illicitly ordained "bishop". I believe it would be highly appropriate for our Holy Father to publicly and officially denounce Williamson. 
As you can see from the tone of my message, I feel very strongly about this matter. However, I must add that I remain loyal to our Holy Father, who is the Vicar of Christ. 
I am troubled by this incident and therefore I need clarification on two things:-
1) By lifting the excommunication, is there any chance of Pope Benedict agreeing with SSPX and cancelling the reforms of Vatican II?
2) Is the Pope affirming the statements made by Williamson by not openly and publicly condemning them - in other words, do you think the Pope should take disciplinary action against Williamson (or at least apologise on his behalf).
Please be assured of the fact that I don't intend any disrespect towards our Pope. I do feel very strongly about these recent events, and so I would be grateful if you could share your opinion and clarify anything in this regard. –John
There used to be a comedy TV show called "Home Improvement". The main character when hearing something inaccurate would say, "back the bus up".
I am afraid that your information about this subject is completely wrong and misinformed. Let me give the correct information.

1) It is the job of the Pope to encourage and to facilitate the unity of the Church. It is a scandal that the Church is fractured. In the spirit of the job that God has given him to heal the fracture, the Pope lifted the excommunications of the SSPX bishops.  This was a technical and legal act that allows for the possibility of reconciliation. The SSPX is NOT YET reconciled with the Church. They are NOT in communion with the Church. The lifting of the excommunication merely opens the door to allow for a possible reconciliation. It does nothing more than that.

2) The lifting of the excommunication does not in any way mean or imply that the Pope is agreeing with the SSPX or cancelling the reforms of Vatican II. Not in your wildest fantasies is the Pope doing that. The Pope does not agree with the SSPX and is protecting Vatican II. The SSPX is not in communion with the Church and will not be in communion until they accept Vatican II as valid and begin to behave in obedience to the Holy See. Again, the Pope is merely offering an olive branch in hopes the SSPX will accept it. If the SSPX refuses to resolve the remaining impediments that prevent reconciliation then reconciliation will not occur.

3) As for the stupid statements of Bishop Williamson, the Pope was not aware of his views at the time the excommunication was lifted. (That is true –Michael)
4) Even if the Pope did know the Bishop's view at the time it would probably would not have mattered because the issue of the excommunication was about something wholely different (apples and oranges) involving technical legal issues and has no relationship to the bishop's opinions.

5) The Pope has said that this Bishop must distance himself from these views if he hopes to be reconciled.

6) The Superior of the SSPX has disciplined the Bishop -- put a gag order on the Bishop and has fired him from his position at the seminary where he was teaching.

7) The Pope and the Vatican has issued several statements that affirm the truth about the holocaust and condemning the Bishop's views.

It would be wise, John, that you learn the facts before opining otherwise you enter the zone of rash judgment. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Pope Benedict XVI and the SSPX
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1305
February 20, 2009 

I wanted to add a couple of points to your answer that people seem to miss. 
1) Holocaust denial is a sin because it denies the truth, causes scandal and hurts others, but it is not punishable by excommunication. This bishop was excommunicated for disobedience (allowing himself to be ordained illicitly), schism, and heresy (denial the dogmatic documents of Vatican II).
2) All FOUR bishops stated, in a recent public letter to His Holiness, that they accept Vatican II in its entirety and accept the authority of the Pope.
The lifting of excommunication is similar to absolution in Confession: if the person repents of his sins, makes a valid confession , makes a firm purpose of amendment, and asks for forgiveness, the priest or bishop cannot withhold absolution (unless it's a sin whose absolution is reserved to the Pope). With their letter, these bishops have fulfilled these requirements. The Church is for sinners, how could we not accept a person, no matter how vile his beliefs or actions in the past, who states that he wishes to become a saint? Should we condemn him because he's still a sinner and refuse him the graces of the Sacraments which will help him become better? Being stupid or delusional doesn't exclude lots of people from the Sacraments. 
BTW, his acceptance of the discipline of his superior demonstrates his willingness to yield to authority--one of the reasons he was excommunicated for in the first place. –Bill

Your first point is correct. I am not aware of the second point, but I'll take your word for it. Your analogy to confession and absolution, however, is not accurate in this case.
The lifting of the excommunication was a technical and juridic decision to open the door to eventual reconciliation. When one confesses and receives absolution they are restored to fellowship, are reconciled, and are again in communion with the Church. The SSPX and those bishops are not yet in communion with the Church; they have not yet been reconciled.

We can hope and pray that the Pope lifting the excommunication will inspire the bishops and the SSPX to return to full communion with the Church someday. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Pope Benedict XVI and the SSPX

http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1333
March 26, 2009

Just a comment on your response:
The lifting of the excommunication of the 4 bishops was done in response to their writing a letter to the pope asking for this. They affirmed their limited faith in Vatican II and the authority of the pope, at least enough to satisfy the pope.

The lifting of the excommunication did restore them to full membership in the Catholic Church. It was a personal request and a personal response. The SSPX was not a part of this process.

The related issue of whether the 4 bishops can function as bishops in the Catholic Church is another matter. That was not part of the lifting of the excommunication. The lifting was to allow the 4 men to receive communion in the Catholic Church in a licit manner.

The issue of their ability to function as a bishop is dependent upon other factors. With regard to Bishop Williamson, Pope Benedict stated that until he fully renounces his Holocaust views, he would not be allowed to function as a bishop.

The schism that SSPX represents has not been fully healed. Only the personal relationship of the 4 bishops as individual Catholics to the Catholic Church has been "healed."
However, the pope is hopeful that this action will encourage other members of SSPX to reconcile fully with the Church as well to the extent that they need to. –Colin
The lifting of the excommunication was a technical matter to open door to these bishops and the SSPX to eventually be restored to the Church. That restoration has not happened yet. The bishops still refuse to accept some aspects of Vatican II, which is a major stumbling block.
To quote from the Papal Letter on Society of St. Pius X:

The remission of the excommunication has the same aim as that of the punishment: namely, to invite the four Bishops once more to return. This gesture was possible once the interested parties had expressed their recognition in principle of the Pope and his authority as Pastor, albeit with some reservations in the area of obedience to his doctrinal authority and to the authority of the Council.

The bishops have been "invited" to return, but they cannot be in communion with the Church until the issues over Vatican II reforms are resolved.

The only statements I can find from the SSPX Bishop Superior Fellay was from an interview on February 11th in which he said that he did not reject the 1962-1965 Council completely but only "a dangerous spirit that runs through the whole Council" that caused what he saw as a break with centuries of Roman Catholic tradition.

If there status is full communion with the Church, then documents need to be produced to prove that. I hope they do come into full communion. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Feeneyites
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1573 

February 28, 2010 
A cloistered nun came to my office the other day and dropped off a couple of books and an envelope looking for donations. She belongs to the "Slaves of the Immaculate Heart of Mary" order.
Basically I read through the material and much of it was excellent but there were certain references in the negative sense to Vatican II. Things talking about the "aftermath of Vatican II." The little magazine didn't actually say anything bad directly but did reference in a negative context when referring to it.

They seem extremely Traditionalist and I am just wondering if they take it too far. My priest and I are going to look into it as well before I make any donations this Lent. He said negative feelings towards Vatican II are out there but some take it to schismatic level.

The reason for my post is until I can get together with him I was wondering what you also thought of them their website is http://catholicism.org/. 
–Joe
The Slaves of the Immaculate Heart of Mary was co-founded by excommunicated Father Leonard Feeney, who in the 1940's insisted that all people who are not "card carrying" Catholics go to hell. This is contrary to interpretation of the doctrine of "No Salvation Outside the Catholic Church" (extra Ecclesiam nulla salus). 
The Holy See, not some wacko priest or laymen are the official interpreters of dogma and doctrine. This dogma can be found in the Catechism (CCC 830-848; especially 846-848).
The teaching found there quotes Vatican II on the topic, but the teaching long preceded Vatican II as evidence by the August 8, 1949 official declaration from the Holy See that was sent to Fr. Feeney, which he refused to accept. After repeated attempts to reconcile Fr. Feeney the Holy See excommunicated him on February 13, 1953 for persistent disobedience to legitimate Church authority. It was after his excommunication that he founded the Slaves of the Immaculate Heart of Mary. Fr. Feeney was reconciled to the Church in 1972 and died in 1978. It is reported, however, that he never retracted his interpretation of extra Ecclesiam nulla salus.
(IS THERE NO SALVATION OUTSIDE THE CATHOLIC CHURCH 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/IS_THERE_NO_SALVATION_OUTSIDE_THE_CATHOLIC_CHURCH.doc)
Msgr. Camille Perl, secretary of the Pontifical Commission Ecclesia Dei, N. 343/98 dated 27 October 1998 wrote: “The question of the doctrine held by the late Father Leonard Feeney is a complex one. He died in full communion with the Church and many of his former disciples are also now in full communion while some are not.”

After Fr. Feeney's death there were conflicts among the Order, which split into several groups. The most prominent of these groups both call themselves the "Saint Benedict Center."
The Saint Benedict Center in Still River, Massachusetts follows the Benedictine Rule and has been reconciled with the Church. The Diocese of Worcester lists the Center on its website. This branch celebrates the Tridentine Form of the Roman Missal with full ecclesiastical approval.

The Slaves of the Immaculate Heart of Mary that runs the website catholicism.org is the branch located in New Hampshire. While there are definitive sources to prove the Massachusetts Saint Benedict Center did reconcile with the Church, I cannot find any evidence of reconciliation of the New Hampshire center.  While the New Hampshire Saint Benedict Center is not officially recognized by their bishop, that is not required. Canon Law allows the faithful to form groups without any official recognition, so that does not tell us anything.

When reviewing a situation like this we need to heed the teaching of the Church in our judgments:

2478 To avoid rash judgment, everyone should be careful to interpret insofar as possible his neighbor's thoughts, words, and deeds in a favorable way: 

Every good Christian ought to be more ready to give a favorable interpretation to another's statement than to condemn it. But if he cannot do so, let him ask how the other understands it. And if the latter understands it badly, let the former correct him with love. If that does not suffice, let the Christian try all suitable ways to bring the other to a correct interpretation so that he may be saved.

Since Church teaching requires us to decide positively about any group or person unless there is actual evidence to suggest otherwise, I cannot make any conclusions as to the New Hampshire center's relationship with the Church. We must presume they are in communion with the Church as they claim.

However, their radical traditionalist views on the dogma of extra Ecclesiam nulla salus are suspect, in my opinion. I certainly would not donate to them, or if I were a parish pastor would not allow distribution of their literature and appeals.

We must remember that Vatican II, as an ecumenical council, was inspired by the Holy Spirit. Anyone disparaging Vatican II disparages the Holy Spirit. The "liberalizations" that occurred in the 1960's and 1970's and beyond, often touted in the name of the "spirit of Vatican II", were not a result of Vatican II, but of liberal bishops and priest violating the "spirit" and letter of Vatican II. They did this, frankly, because Vatican II did not liberalize the Church the way they wanted.

The abuses in liturgy and the like existed for decades, or even centuries before Vatican II. Vatican II just happened to suffer the coincidence of being in the same decade as the liberalization of our society. As a result, the dissenters who stayed mostly behind rectory doors, came out of the closet and out of the rectory to be more open and divisive in the public arena. The Faithful have suffered from their sin ever since.

On the other side, the "traditionalist" took umbrage at the liberalization they saw in the Church and mistook that trend as the fault of Vatican II (a very non-thinking approach and analysis). Vatican II had nothing to do with the liberalization, as mentioned above.

The Traditionalists also took umbrage at what they saw as invalid changes to the liturgy. While the Roman Missal of 1970 may not have been constructed with eloquence, it was not, and is not heretical. The Traditionalists like to call heresy things that do not even qualify as heresy. There is also a major tendency for them to be rather obsessive-compulsive and scrupulous.

For example, one traditionalist told me that the current Mass is invalid because the words of consecration uses the word "cup" instead of "chalice". Earth to traditionalist -- a chalice is a cup! The word chalice may be more beautiful, I agree, but saying "cup" instead, when the Church has approved that language, hardly invalidates the Mass.

Bottom line: I do not recommend, and I stay away from, any group that uses mis-interpretations of Vatican II ("spirit of Vatican II) as an excuse liberalize the Faith with heterodoxies, heresies, and other matters that violate a genuine Catholic principles and worldview.

I also do not recommend, and I stay away from, any group that uses mis-interpretations of Vatican II to allege that there is something wrong with Vatican II. We must remember that Vatican II is also Tradition. (It is only if it fully satisfies the hermeneutic of continuity –Michael) Those who actually assert that Vatican II is evil or invalid I truly think have mental problems or are inspired by the Enemy, or both.

The FIRST TRADITION is that of obedience in fact and in spirit. Anyone claiming to be a traditionalist must adopt an obedient and respective attitude and behavior toward the Pope and Magisterium, and toward all official teachings of the Catholic Church, as defined by the Catechism of the Catholic Church, and the hundreds of official documents that support those teachings in the Catechism.

All Level I (dogma) and Level 2 (definitive) teachings of the Church must be believed and obeyed. To fail in this is to be a heretic (in the case of Level 1 teaching) or be no longer in communion and thus barred from the Sacraments (in the case of Level 2 teaching). While we may disagree on other levels of teaching to one degree or another that disagreement must not be in a "spirit of dissent" but must always be respectful and always based upon facts and thoughtful reason, not mere opinions. And until the Church changes any of those lower levels of teaching, we are to obey them.

An analogy to this is a stop sign on the corner that one thinks should be changed to a yield sign. That is fine; one may have that opinion. One may even lobby the city council to change it, but until that stop sign is actually changed to a yield sign we are to STOP and will pay the consequences if we don't.
A spirit of dissent, from the "liberals" or the "traditionalists" is out-of-line and not in keeping with Catholic teachings and worldview.

St. Teresa of Avila once said, "The more we see failure in obedience, the stronger should be our suspicion of temptation."

–Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Confusing actions of Pope John Paul II
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1611
April 12, 2010 
When talking to some people, they always bring up the Holy Father (JP II) kissing the Qur'an. I know Paul teaches us that he did things for the sake of OTHERS consciences, but why did the Holy Father kiss it? I understand the notion of bringing peace to the world, but is kissing the Qur'an not obviously fueling Protestants as well as other religions from removing themselves further from the church? My question is, did he really have to KISS the Qur'an? I trust in the Church for everything, do you think this was proper or do you think that this is similar to Fr. Gabriel Amorth's recent statement about the smoke of Satan which could possibly confuse many people?
My second question is regarding the world day of prayer hosted by JP II with all the faiths fasting and praying for peace. He invited Hindu, Sikhs and many other pagan religions to fast to their gods. This is definitely very confusing to me. I have no knowledge of the Church as the Holy Father does, but I cannot seem to understand how this can be a good thing and not confusing to the faithful? How can the late Holy Father condone praying and fasting to pagan gods?
My questions are in no way to bash the Church, I am just confused by these things. –Benjamin
This is an old issue. The first thing we must do if we see our Pope do something we do not understand is to presume it is our understanding that is problematic, and not the Pope's actions. This idea is similar to the principle of Justice in the United States -- innocent until proven guilty beyond a reasonable doubt.
The Catholic Church teaches that truth can be found in many places, and wherever that truth is found, no matter how small it is, we can reach out our hand in fellowship. While Islam has many false ideas and theology, it also has many elements of truth.

The Pope, on a mission of extending a hand of fellowship to all peoples, which Christ Himself said we are do, kissed the Qur'an as an act of respect to those elements of truth contained in it, and in respect to the Islamic people and the plight they have suffered in many quarters.

"Kissing" is most likely a cultural gesture. In the United States we would accept the gift of the Qu'ran and shake hands to offer that respect. That is all there is to it. (This “explanation” is absolute rubbish and is unacceptable –Michael)
The Pope's action did not mean that he thought the Qur'an was on equal standing with the Bible, or that all religions are equal. All those accusations were made mostly by Ultra-Traditionalists, who have, in my opinion, the mental disease of scrupulosity (the religious form of obsessive-compulsive personality disorder). It is they, not the Pope, causing scandal (confusing the Faithful).

As for the Assisi ecumenical prayer meetings, I find even less understanding why people are so up-in-arms; but then the scrupulous have to limits to their taking offense. What is possibly wrong with inviting peoples from all religions to come together in a spirit of peace to pray for peace? If there is something wrong with this, maybe that is why there is no peace in the world.

All the religions invited to this central place to hold a prayer-for-peace event each prayed on their own little corner according to their consciences. There was no single prayer service in which any Christian was actively or passively required to pray to a false god.

It was a religious peace meeting. Nothing more. Jesus said that we are to appeal to peace in the world -- "Blessed are the peacemakers." To appeal for peace means talking with those who are not "one of us."

We should not be held captive by the tyranny of the perpetually offended.

An extensive discussion of all this has been written and compiled by Dave Armstrong on his Biblical Evidence for Catholicism website. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Why are you so anti-SSPX and Fr. Gruner?
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1768
September 24, 2010 
The Society of St. Pius X was never officially excommunicated, and Pope Benedict is now trying to get back to the Latin mass. He also stated, on his last visit to Fatima, that the scandals in the church were part of the last secret of Fatima. I do not believe that Our Lady came down from heaven to tell us that pope John Paul II would be wounded in St Peters Square. I think that She has better things to do. I find it incredulous in fact. Also the Society of Pius X have kept the Latin Mass alive for 40 years, against tremendous opposition. Please explain why you are so opposed? –Honoria
Bishop Lefebvre consecrated bishops without the permission of the Pope. As a result Bishop Lefebvre and the four bishops he consecrated were automatically excommunicated for their act of schism. This is fact, not opinion. In 2009 the excommunication of the surviving four bishops was lifted as a gesture to help bring about reconciliation. Unfortunately, that reconciliation did not happen.
The SSPX (Society for St. Pius X) is still not in communion with the Church the last time I checked. The Holy See has been dialoguing with the SSPX for years, but officials at the SSPX continue to maintain their arrogance. Reconciliation is not likely until they humble themselves. Groups like the SSPX are considered Ultra-Traditionalists. Actually, they are liberals. A religious liberal is one who thinks their opinion outranks the official decisions of the Holy See. These people seem to forget that the first "tradition" is OBEDIENCE.

The reason we are in the mess today is because this first tradition of obedience was violated first by Lucifer ("I will not serve'), and then by Adam and Eve.

All those groups who refuse to serve the Pope with fidelity are saying with Satan, "I will not serve." They are a blight on the Body of Christ. I pray for them. I pray that they will be healed of their pride and arrogance and come home to Rome.

As for Fr. Gruner, he is also a problem. He arrogantly insists, for example, that Russia was not consecrated. Well, Pope John Paul II said that the consecration took place, and Sister Lucia, who was given the consecration request message in the first place, also said the consecration took place. It is utter lunacy to contradict that. Fr. Gruner has no credentials to contradict the plain and verified facts. What arrogance. (Really? See the list of files below –Michael)
The other matter under contention would be humorous if it were not pathetic. These lunes say that the Pope lied. They say the version of the Third Secret of Fatima that was published by the Pope was not real. They claim that the "real" secret was never released. Earth to lunes, how do you know the "real" secret as not been released if it is a SECRET. Where is the "proof", the "evidence" that the Holy See did not release the alleged real secret?

I am always amused by this ridiculous logic. The Fr. Gruners of the world use the exact same logic as the anti-Catholics, who claim, for example, that the mean 'ol Catholic Church destroyed documents that revealed the "true evil nature" of the Catholic Church. Aaaa, if the documents have been destroyed then how do these people magically know about them and know what they say? They cannot produce any direct or indirect evidence, so how are they knowing this?

The Fr. Gruners of the world certainly think like Protestants, but so does the SSPX-types in the world. In fact, I guess we could call them Protestants because they are "protesting" against the Church. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Is Catholic teaching correct or are Traditionalists correct? 
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1944      

July 11, 2011

I don't understand the notion of 'No salvation outside the church' which I read about in various books and traditionalist catholic websites.

How is it that if you are not Catholic you are not saved, and if you are saved and these traditional groups are wrong, what does it matter if I am Catholic, Protestant, or Hindu?

One of my friends (Traditionalist Catholic) said "Ecumenism is wrong. If anyone who is not Catholic is saved then I could very well leave the Catholic Church, embrace Buddhism and still expect to be saved provided I lead a good life and don't harm others."

How do I refute that? To some extent it makes sense, and has provided me with doubts. -Cole

You need to stay away from these "traditionalist" Catholics for they will lead you astray. The first "tradition" is that of obedience. They are not obedient, but have the arrogance to think that their opinions outrank official Church teachings. They are really liberals, for that is what liberals do.

These "traditionalists" do not have the authority or the charism to interpret the faith. Christ gave that authority and charism to the Pope and Magisterium. A loyal Catholic defers his opinions to the teachings of the Pope and Magisterium (including the current pope). Otherwise, such people are not in communion with the Church, and some have gone into schism, which incurs an automatic excommunication.

Read your Catechism, not these so-called "traditionalist" websites. What the Catechism says is the Truth of the Faith. Those who contradict the teachings in the Catechism are wrong.

The idea that one must be a "card-carrying" Catholic to go to heaven is wrong. This heresy is called Feeneyism. Fr. Feeney was excommunicated in the 1940s for teaching this and refusing to repent. 
All people are saved through the Catholic Church, whether they know it or not. But, there are situations in which people, through no fault of their own, do not know they are to be "card carrying" Catholics. These too "may" be saved according to God's grace, who can save anyone He wants. The Catechism explains:

"Outside the Church there is no salvation" 
846 How are we to understand this affirmation, often repeated by the Church Fathers? Re-formulated positively, it means that all salvation comes from Christ the Head through the Church which is his Body:

Basing itself on Scripture and Tradition, the Council teaches that the Church, a pilgrim now on earth, is necessary for salvation: the one Christ is the mediator and the way of salvation; he is present to us in his body which is the Church. He himself explicitly asserted the necessity of faith and Baptism, and thereby affirmed at the same time the necessity of the Church which men enter through Baptism as through a door. Hence they could not be saved who, knowing that the Catholic Church was founded as necessary by God through Christ, would refuse either to enter it or to remain in it.
847 This affirmation is not aimed at those who, through no fault of their own, do not know Christ and his Church:

Those who, through no fault of their own, do not know the Gospel of Christ or his Church, but who nevertheless seek God with a sincere heart, and, moved by grace, try in their actions to do his will as they know it through the dictates of their conscience - those too may achieve eternal salvation.
848 "Although in ways known to himself God can lead those who, through no fault of their own, are ignorant of the Gospel, to that faith without which it is impossible to please him, the Church still has the obligation and also the sacred right to evangelize all men."

This teaching does not mean that you can pick and choose your religion. You know the Catholic Church is the true Church that Jesus founded. If you were to leave the Catholic Church you will put your soul in danger of hell.

The Catholic Church is where God wants everyone to be. But, there are those who were raised in other denominations or other religions who either do not know, or do not understand that Christ wants all in the Church. These people may still try to sincerely follow God as best as they know how. God does not abandon such sincere efforts.
No one is saved through Buddhism, but an individual Buddhist might be saved. There is no guarantee on that. That is why we must still do evangelism to try to convert the nations so they may enjoy the certainly of God's promise of salvation through the Sacraments of the Church.

To our separated brethren, the non-Catholic Christians, they are genuine Christians by virtue of a valid baptism. There is only one baptism and that baptism is into Christ's Church, the Catholic Church, whether they know it or not, like it or not. So they are imperfect members of the Catholic Church, just not in communion with the Pope. 

This disunity is a shame, but we hope that these separated brethren will some to the full knowledge of truth and seek full communion. This is why the Catholic Church has dialogues with the various denominations.

Salvation can be theirs by the sincerity of heart to do the will of God. However, once a Non-Catholic has been convinced that the Catholic Church is the true Church, he must become Catholic or risk hell. This is the decision I faced when, after 15 years as a Baptist minister, I was confronted with the Truth. 

It was the Bible and the Bible alone that proved to me the truth of the Catholic Church. With that knowledge, had I refused to become Catholic, I would have risked my soul to hell.

God looks at what you know and the sincerity of your heart. You know that Christianity is God's truth, thus if you abandon Christ for Buddhism you cannot claim a "no fault of your own" ignorance. The same is true if you left the Catholic Church for a non-Catholic denomination. –Bro. Ignatius Mary OMSM
(IS THERE NO SALVATION OUTSIDE THE CATHOLIC CHURCH 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/IS_THERE_NO_SALVATION_OUTSIDE_THE_CATHOLIC_CHURCH.doc)
How to identify a Traditionalist Church?
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1948
July 14, 2011

Your answer to the question on “No Salvation outside the Church” submitted by Cole on July 11 was very clearly defined. 
However, a “traditionalist Catholic Church”, by its name alone, tends to leave a false impression, one that might suggest faithful allegiance, based upon tradition, that dates back to the early Church of 100-200 AD. 
True Catholic Doctrine is based, not only upon Tradition, but on Scripture as well. Jesus gave Peter, our first Pope, the Keys to the Kingdom and the promise of His Holy Spirit to guide, protect, and keep His Church from error. 
Bro. Ignatius could you please both define and help us to identify a traditionalist Church so that, we may be made aware of their presence so that we may be more able to easily identify them.
I guess what I mean is this. Where are they, are they in great numbers, and how can we better prepare ourselves should we encounter them? –John

You are correct in that it is misleading to call the Church, "Traditionalist Catholic Church." There is only one Church in the fullness of the faith, and that is the Catholic Church (with no adjectives attached).
The "ultra-traditionalist", as I mentioned in the other post, are really liberals. A religious liberal is defined as person or group who thinks their opinions outrank the official teachings and disciplines of the Catholic Church under the current pope.

Tradition is "teaching handed down". Thus, all teach, including that of Vatican II, is "tradition". These Ultra-Traditionalist tend to believe Vatican II is invalid or somehow corrupt. That opinion is one way to identify an Ultra-Traditionalist.

Some Ultra-Traditionalist go much further and claim that the Chair of Peter is empty. These Sedevacantists believe that every Pope since Pope John XXIII is a heretic and anti-Pope. Obviously, these people are not in communion with the Church and, in my opinion, have a mental defect. Other possible markers of the Ultra-Traditionalists is that they often hold the heresy of Feeneyism, which I talked about in the previous post.

Bottom line: anyone who contradicts the teachings found in the Catechism are not in communion with the Church be they traditionalist or liberals. Other traditionalists may be in communion with the Church are very disrespectful of Vatican II or certain Church teachings.

It must be remembered that we are to avoid not only dissent, but the spirit of dissent. If we disagree with a teaching, for which disagreement is allowed, we must do so with respect and not a spirit of rebellion. Other so-called "traditionalist" are in full communion, accept all teachings of the current Magisterium, are respectful, but personally prefer the "extraordinary form" in liturgy (Pre-Vatican II). That is perfectly okay. Ultra-Traditionalist, however, tend to dissent on dogmatic and definitive teachings to which we are not allowed to dissent. They would claim they are the ones holding to tradition and the "modernist" Church has departed. Peter cannot split from Peter. Anyone, traditionalist or liberal, who has split from the current successor of Peter has left the communion of the Church.

This is also want refutes the Orthodox Church claim that the Catholic Church was the one to split. Not possible. Peter cannot split from Peter, and it is Peter and his successors, who are the symbol and authority of unity, according to Jesus.

–Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
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