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MICHAEL PRABHU, AUGUST 6, 2020
 
How I Had to Convince the Church My Baptism Was Invalid
https://onepeterfive.com/baptism-invalid/ 

Murray Rundus, July 13, 2020

Many traditionalists hear the word “ecumenism” and associate it with things like the silly Assisi meetings and the never-ending, unproductive “dialogue” that bishops have with non-Catholics. It’s something you might hear about in a traditional Catholic media article talking about Pope Francis, but it never has any real effect on you or your life. This is the way I used to think about ecumenism.
And then I found out that my Protestant baptism was invalid, which made all of the other sacraments that I had received within the Catholic Church invalid as well. And then I was refused the ability to receive a conditional baptism. Then it made sense to me what a big deal ecumenism is.

I was born into a Christian family that was anti-organized religion. I may have gone to church ten times before my conversion to Catholicism. Eventually, I took this anti-organized religion to its natural conclusion, and I became a deist, but not before being “baptized” in an independent Baptist church. This ceremony never meant a whole lot to me; I just found it odd. After all, I was told it was just a symbol and didn’t think it mattered.

Then I started inquiring into Catholicism and joined the RCIA program at my local parish. While I didn’t learn a whole lot at RCIA, I learned that Protestant baptisms are valid. The people in charge of RCIA assured me that as long as it was trinitarian, it was valid. So when I was asked about whether or not I was baptized, I said, of course. I just had to produce a “baptismal certificate” from the independent Baptist church. The church had no idea what I was talking about, but after I pestered them, they finally gave me a sheet of paper they had just typed up saying “baptismal certificate” with my name misspelled and the date of my baptism gotten wrong beneath it. My parish accepted it, and nothing more was done about my baptism. I received the sacraments of confirmation and penance and my first Communion, and I didn’t need to think any more about my baptism.

Six months of receiving Communion, serving at the altar, and just being a Catholic later, I heard of something called a “conditional baptism” from a Scott Hahn book. This perplexed me: why in the world would a Protestant pastor need to be “conditionally” baptized? After researching, I found that, indeed, other things outside not being trinitarian could invalidate your baptism. Many of them applied to my baptism.

The first is the fact that the minister himself needs to immerse you or pour water on your head. As St. Thomas states:

[T]he integrity of Baptism consists in the form of words and the use of the matter. Consequently, neither he who only pronounces the words, baptizes, nor he who dips. Wherefore if one pronounces the words and the other dips, no form of words can be fitting. For neither could he say: “I baptize thee”: since he dips not, and therefore baptizes not. Nor could they say: “We baptize thee”: since neither baptizes. For if of two men, one write one part of a book, and the other write the other, it would not be a proper form of speech to say: “We wrote this book,” but the figure of synecdoche in which the whole is put for the part. (ST III q. 67, a. 6)

In my baptism, just this happened. The minister said the words, and someone else put me in the water.

Another problem is that the immersion or affusion must occur while the minister says the words. As the Catechism of the Council of Trent states, “The Sacrament of Baptism can be said to exist only when we apply the water to someone by way of ablution while using the words appointed by our Lord” (Catechism of the Council of Trent, section on baptism, emphasis mine). 
Or take the Catechism of the Catholic Church:

In case of necessity, any person can baptize provided that he have the intention of doing that which the Church does and provided that he pours water on the candidate’s head while saying: “I baptize you in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and the Holy Spirit.” (CCC 1284, emphasis mine)

In my baptism, I was immersed only after the words were stated.

One might be tempted to say these sorts of errors in administering baptism are so rare that they aren’t even worth mention. The problem is that both of these errors are widely found within Evangelical and Baptist churches. When looking at videos from the very Independent Baptist Church that I was baptized in, I couldn’t find a single valid baptism out of the hundreds of baptisms they administer. Despite this, Evangelical and Baptist baptisms are widely accepted within the Catholic Church with little or no inquiry.
This realization set me into a panic. I contacted my pastor and told him about the situation. The response I got was an outright lie. He told me that canon law states that it would be an “extraordinary baptism” and that Protestants don’t have to use the Catholic sacramental form of baptism. He said the baptism was merely a concelebration and was 100% valid. I was relieved, but on a whim and wanting to be sure, I called into a conservative Catholic radio show and asked the same thing: was my baptism valid under these circumstances? They told me nearly the same thing and told me to stop worrying.

The next day, when I went back to listen to the recording of the radio answer again, I found something odd: they had scrubbed the two-hour-long radio show and removed the answer to my question with an obvious edit, something I had never seen them do before. So I decided to search the terms that my pastor had used in canon law and I found nothing that he mentioned. There was no such thing as an “extraordinary baptism.” I then contacted a canon lawyer, and she confirmed this.

I spent weeks looking up documents about this, as my pastor had stopped returning my emails about this, and the other priests I went to seemed to brush me off. Then I came upon a 104-year-old document that had never been translated into English before in the 1916 AAS called “On the Validity of Baptism.” It talked about a situation very similar to mine. I had no choice but to get it professionally translated. When I received the translation, it was exactly what I thought: it confirmed that if this circumstance that St. Thomas mentions happens, the baptism will indeed be invalid. It says:

Catholic doctrine most certainly holds that the matter ought to be placed by one and the same minister at the same time as the form of the baptism is offered[.] (AAS 08-1916, page 478, emphasis mine)

After returning to my pastor this time with around 20 pages of documents, I was finally granted a conditional baptism and a conditional confirmation after his own canon lawyer told him my baptism was indeed invalid.

I am a former child actor on The Disney Channel and have had to recite 20 pages of dialogue from memory in front of lights, cameras, and producers, knowing that my family’s mortgage was on the line — but this experience with my baptism was the most stressful experience of my life. I went from receiving Communion multiple times a week to not being able to receive it at all. I couldn’t even go to confession during this time, since I knew that it wouldn’t be valid. It felt as if my entire time of being a Catholic had been a lie. I knew that if I wasn’t in a state of grace, the good things I had done merited me nothing before God. I even irrationally contemplated leaving the Church and joining the Eastern Orthodox, as maybe they would at least baptize me, but I kept praying the rosary and meditating upon Philippians 4:6–7, and God kept me on track.

“Have no anxiety about anything, but in everything by prayer and supplication with thanksgiving let your requests be made known to God. And the peace of God, which passes all understanding, will keep your hearts and your minds in Christ Jesus.”

My situation isn’t the only instance where a baptism can be invalid. I learned this when my friend went through nearly the exact same situation when he converted to the Catholic Church. His baptism, too, involved an immersion after the words were stated and involved multiple ministers, but even worse, it wasn’t obvious if even the intent was there. Let’s remember: the sacrament requires both matter, form and intent to be valid. And as the Catechism states, the intent for baptism is to “do what the Church does,” which from what I have seen is shown through threefold immersion or affusion. The Church is clear that it isn’t absolutely necessary that this occurs, but if the intention is doubtful, it is a good sign. My friend’s baptism immersed only once, and his church made it very clear that they had a distinct baptism from Catholics and so rebaptized Catholics attempting to apostatize. But when my friend brought this up to the RCIA program, he was told that this was “scandalous” to bring up and that Protestant baptisms are valid. His baptism even went to a baptismal tribunal, who also said it was valid despite it having multiple invalidating factors. So my friend went to a Fraternity of Saint Peter priest who sympathized with him but simply couldn’t do anything for him — if the diocese thought the baptism was valid, then it was valid.

It wasn’t until a priest of the SSPX was told of the situation and contacted the same Fraternity of Saint Peter priest and explained to him why he believed that the baptism was invalid that he was granted a conditional one with the Fraternity of Saint Peter — as long as I withdrew myself as his sponsor, because I now attend an SSPX chapel.

This is also a lesson showing how absolutely insane this divide within traditionalism is. While the Church at large is so ecumenical that it is denying people the sacrament of baptism, we are still stuck bickering about the legacy of Archbishop Lefebvre to the point where we can’t even communicate with each other. These issues are important, but the fact is, we are dealing with a force that isn’t Catholic, and unity is necessary in these times. None of us should have to deal with such negligence from the Church itself. We all want the same thing in the end.

So my question is, if this error is so prevalent among Protestant baptisms, why don’t we inquire about them more? Why risk the souls of so many just to avoid being “scandalous”? At the moment, only the SSPX offers conditional baptisms readily, although, from what I’ve seen, the other traditionalist groups are aware of this and investigate baptisms more thoroughly. I see many conservative Catholics saying this stopping of so many conditional baptisms is a great fruit of Vatican 2. But I say it’s a disaster and one of the biggest problems in the Church right now! What happens if one of those people who should but doesn’t receive a baptism goes to seminary and becomes a priest? The ordination wouldn’t even be valid! The implications are staggering, yet this is rarely talked about.

I am not suggesting that we should conditionally baptize everyone who comes into the Church. But if there is any reasonable doubt, why not a conditional baptism? And if this doubt is prevalent, why not have a real investigation into the baptisms of converts? It’s possible that I should have done more research into these issues before I was confirmed. But the fact is that when converts are in RCIA, they are in a vulnerable state. I am the first Catholic in my family that I know of since the Protestant Revolution. Many converts go into RCIA knowing little to nothing about Catholicism. 
There shouldn’t be an expectation for converts to already have a firm understanding of Catholic sacramental theology. There might be tens of thousands of converts within the Church right now who don’t have valid baptisms simply because of this negligence.

This issue needs to be addressed in the Church, and traditionalists need to see this as a reason to unite. Our Church simply isn’t doing what it is supposed to do.

Some Questions and Answers on Whether Your Baptism is valid
https://onepeterfive.com/questions-answers-baptism-valid/
Murray Rundus, July 16, 2020

After posting my previous article on baptism, many questions were raised regarding some of these intricacies. Part of this was due to a lack of clarity on my part and also because I didn’t show the entire magisterial AAS document from 1916 in that article. That can be read here*.
I was not anticipating such a large number of people who have had issues with this before. One of the problems with Protestantism is that it is constantly dividing. And for each division comes another interpretation regarding what baptism is and a new way of baptizing. This is why this needs to be treated on a case-by-case basis, and if you have any doubt, instruction from a priest who is informed about these issues is needed.

So if anyone has a doubt regarding his Protestant baptism, please contact a traditional priest. That being said, I wanted to address some of the many questions that I received regarding this issue.
If the minister pours water or immerses immediately after the words are said, is this baptism valid?
It is possible, but how exactly this is done isn’t clear, which leaves some room for doubt. The AAS document I provided says this about the issue: “Common doctrine holds that the physical union of matter and form is not required for the validity of a baptism, but that a moral union suffices, which is considered as often as if ablution happens immediately before the form is brought to an end, so often if it happens immediately afterwards. This moral union seems to exist in the case that is laid out [before us], since the immediate succession between the pronouncement of the words and the descent of the woman into the pool is signified. Hence from this summary, there appears to be no reason for invalidating the baptism [in this regard].” So as we can see here, the Church does not say that it must happen at the exact same time, but rather that there must be a moral union between the words and the action to the point where it can be said that it is one action.

That being said, the document uses strict words. It says “immediately,” and by going off the text alone, especially with the other documents cited, it is clear that this is uncompromising. The document later says, “Catholic doctrine most certainly holds that the matter ought to be placed by one and the same minister at the same time as the form of the baptism is offered.” This document clearly does not say it is okay to separate these two things; they need to be together.

The interpretation I have received from priests is that if the minister started to immerse as he finished the statement, they would say it is valid. But if there was a period in between the words and the actions, they would recommend a conditional baptism.
Is a baptism made invalid if there was only one ablution — that is, if the minister poured or immersed once rather than thrice?
No, the baptism would not be invalidated because of this alone. Pope Saint Gregory the Great approved this method of baptism in his letter to Leander, Bishop of Seville, found here. Here he says, “[I]t cannot be in any way reprehensible to immerse the infant in baptism either thrice or once, seeing that by three immersions the Trinity of persons, and in one the singleness of the Divinity may be denoted. But, since up to this time it has been the custom of heretics to immerse infants in baptism thrice, I am of opinion that this ought not to be done among you.” The only issue here is the intent of the minister — a bad sign nowadays, as now the situation has flipped. Catholics are now the ones who immerse thrice, and heretics are the ones who typically immerse once.
Is a baptism made invalid if the minister does not intend to do what the Church does?
To answer this question, we need a proper understanding as to what that means. Firstly, it is obvious that heretics can validly baptize. In Canon IV of Session VII of the Council of Trent, the Council states, “If any one saith, that the baptism which is even given by heretics in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, with the intention of doing what the Church doth, is not true baptism; let him be anathema.” So heretics can baptize, but they must have the intention of doing what the Church does. What does this mean?

It certainly doesn’t mean that the minister must have a perfect understanding of the sacrament. If this was needed, there would be complete disorder within the Church. To ascribe to this position is to fall into the heresy of Donatism. Everyone would be wondering if his pastor truly understands baptism.
How does this fit within the context of “Outside of the Church there is no salvation?
Baptized heretics receive forgiveness for their sins only when returning to the Catholic Church (Boniface VIII, Unam Sanctam). Take a close look at Council of Trent, Session 6, Canon 6: “If anyone says that the sacraments of the New Law do not contain the grace that they signify, or that they do not confer that grace upon those who do not place any obstacle in their way … let him be anathema.” In Fr. François Laisney’s book “Is Feeneyism Catholic?” he writes “The Church teaches that baptized heretics only receive grace and forgiveness of sins when, returning to the Catholic Church, they are absolved from their sins by the Sacrament of Penance. Do they have to confess Original Sin? No, since the matter of the Sacrament of Penance is the sins committed after Baptism. What happens is this: through the confession of heresy and of the sacrilegious reception of Baptism (and of the sins from then on), all sins from the time of Baptism are forgiven in virtue of the absolution, and all sins prior to Baptism (including Original Sin) are forgiven in virtue of the very Sacrament of Baptism which can THEN bring its fruits, since the ‘obstacle in the way’ spoken of by Trent is now removed.”

What “to do what the Church does” means is simply to do the ceremony common among Catholics. This is why pagans can baptize. The issue with my friend’s Protestant baptism is that the people who attempted to baptize him made it clear that its baptism was distinct and that what they were doing was a different ceremony. They made it clear that they were not doing what the Church does, but intending to do something else. This is why they rebaptized Catholics at that place, and this is why there was a true doubt as to my friend’s reception of the sacrament.
Isn’t this conversation very legalistic, Pharisaical, scrupulous?
I understand why someone would say that, because this is exhausting. I don’t like having to talk about it.

Typically, the people who say this will use Matthew 15:3: “But he answering [the Pharisees], said to them: Why do you also transgress the commandment of God for your tradition?” But Our Lord here criticizes the Pharisees not for having laws, but rather because their manmade laws were getting in the way of divine law.

Saint Chromatius of Aquileia says this about this passage: “Among other observations, some of the Jewish elders ruled that a person should not take or eat food unless he first washed his hands. This observation, however, reveals a particular custom that is human and produces no beneficial effect. Therefore this tradition of the elders is practically useless, for it does not benefit a person’s health. No justification is gained from this tradition, and no harm is done in disregarding it.”

What must be understood is that baptism is no small matter. Our ecclesiastical laws are to support the salvation of souls, which we strive to achieve through divine law. Baptism is a sacrament founded on divine law, not just a man-made ecclesiastical law. Ludwig Ott lists the doctrine “[b]aptism is a true Sacrament instituted by Jesus Christ” as de fide in Fundamentals of Catholic Dogma. It was created by God, who is the creator of the world.

We must ask ourselves: is Catholicism really true? If it is, we must understand the implications — that we are a sacramental religion and that God pours forth His grace by the sacraments, which are enacted through a particular matter, form, intention, and administration. Questioning whether or not these things are utilized correctly is not legalism or Pharisaical if the questioning is reasonable.

All of my arguments have come from Church documents, and the most prevalent of them are magisterial. Questioning their interpretation is unreasonable if you don’t have any reasoning behind doing so. We can’t fall into the trap of doubting every document we don’t like because it doesn’t fit into our narrative. That’s modernism. Sure, the AAS isn’t infallible, but it still demands religious submission. For more information about why the AAS is indeed a part of the authentic magisterial, check out this article**. 
An example of what legalism would be in this scenario would be to say there is no case of necessity by which anyone other than a priest could baptize. This is absurd and pointless, has no basis in divine law, and gets in the way of the salvation of souls.

I also don’t think simply questioning whether or not one of the three needs for a baptism was validly administered can be called scrupulosity. Again, the Church has issued these documents, not me. An example of scrupulosity in this situation would be worrying that something that is not at all related to the matter, form, and intent of baptism is essential to the validity — e.g., someone saying, “Is my baptism valid because the priest used a cup instead of a shell to pour water on my head?” That doesn’t matter; it doesn’t pertain to the essentials. I certainly will warn anyone who thinks he should get a conditional baptism despite having no valid reason to that that would be a sacrilegious act. Request one only if you have a valid doubt.
Why even bother trying to find a priest to baptize you? Why not just get a friend to conditionally baptize you?
Priests are the ordinary ministers of baptism. If you disregard this and say everyone should just baptize everyone, then why not just disregard the fact that they are also the ordinary ministers of Holy Communion? If someone just conditionally baptizes you because you don’t want to go through this mess, it will be valid but illicit. This is because Canon 857.1 states: “Apart from a case of necessity, the proper place of baptism is a church or oratory.” Canon 861.2 states, “When an ordinary minister is absent or impeded, a catechist or another person designated for this function by the local ordinary, or in a case of necessity any person with the right intention, confers baptism licitly. Pastors of souls, especially the pastor of a parish, are to be concerned that the Christian faithful are taught the correct way to baptize.”

So as you can see, it must be a case of necessity, or else you are purposefully doing something illicit. You have to at least try. We can’t just flippantly ignore canon law.
But doesn’t God work outside the sacraments? You always have a baptism of desire!
If God were limited to the sacraments then He wouldn’t be God, because God cannot be limited. But God has given us a great gift: the gift of being sure about His grace. He gives us material signs of spiritual realities in his sacraments. This is why being unsure about the sacraments makes the sacraments pointless and why the Church puts these laws that might seem rigid to some in place.
As for baptism of desire, this is true for salvation, although the full truth about it remains a mystery. But I would warn against two things. The first would be against the sin of presumption. This is a wicked sin, and we should be wary about trying to do the bare minimum to achieve salvation, thinking we can somehow “cheat” God. I would also bring up again the implications of someone who is unbaptized and doesn’t receive a conditional baptism. Not only will he not receive any grace from the sacraments other than through extraordinary means that we don’t understand, but if this person ever chooses to pursue a religious vocation, the ordination will be invalid. This is a huge deal, and we absolutely cannot have fake priests running around giving out sacraments. This is the exact reason why the Church needs to be 100% sure about a convert’s baptism and why this needs to be addressed as soon as possible.
Final remarks
Now for some more practical advice for those in the same position that I was. If you have an actual and substantial doubt, I definitely would recommend you refrain from receiving the Eucharist until after you speak with a priest. Something I regret so much was receiving the Eucharist after my pastor gave me that false information about my Protestant baptism. I would hate to recommend not going to confession if you are in mortal sin, so I won’t — just talk with a traditional priest and ask him. Pray the rosary, and ask Our Lady for help under her title of Our Lady of Sorrows. My aforementioned friend also wanted me to mention the power that Our Lady has under her title Our Lady of Peñafrancia. Meditate on Our Lord’s passion, and understand that this is a sacrifice by which you can connect yourself with Our Lord more. Our Lord let this happen! He let this happen because He wants us to grow closer to Him. That’s the whole reason for the crisis in the Church! He wants everyone to go to Heaven and will use extraordinary means outside the sacraments to do so if you choose to cooperate with Him. Have faith! God will lead you through this!
Murray Rundus is a senior in high school, former child actor as Wendell on Gamers Guide to Pretty Much Everything seen on Disney XD and Disney Channel, and convert to Catholicism. Murray converted to Catholicism in 2018 after finding Christ through St. Augustine’s Confessions and the theology of St. Thomas Aquinas. Murray advocates for traditional Catholicism and is working to become a better follower of Christ through the traditional sacraments and devotion to Our Lady.
*Of the Validity of Baptism
https://onepeterfive.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/Of-the-Validity-of-Baptism1.pdf 

The Most Reverend Ordinary S… has reported to this Sacred Congregation:  
To the ecclesiastical tribunal of this Diocese has been introduced a certain case concerning the validity of a marriage, which validity derives from the validity of a baptism. Already indeed the baptism has been thus brought about. A pool was present: a non-Catholic minister offered the words I baptize you, according to the rite of the Church; but he himself did not pour out the water, nor did he submerged the bride; but, with these words having been offered, the bride herself descended into the pool and passing through the water, she submerged herself. 

Hence, he has requested that he be deemed worthy to respond to the Holy Congregation: whether the baptism in this case could be termed valid. 

Annotations – I, No difficulty can arise in this matter from the part of the minister, since assent is given to non-Catholic sects. Nor even is it in question concerning its permissibility, but merely concerning the valid union of the sacrament. 

II. Just as here it certainly is presupposed that the non-Catholic minister offered the whole form: I baptize you in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. This is plainly enough to give assent from the report of the Ordinary himself, affirming that the minister offered the words: I baptize you according to the rite of the Church. Indeed, the rite of the Church prescribes [this] as often in Latin as in Greek, as the essential form of the baptism, the aforementioned formula with the invocation of the three Persons of the Most Holy Trinity, which has been passed down directly from Christ the Lord; thus, unless the minister has offered the words: I baptize you, the baptism certainly would be invalid. 

III. The case, exactly as it is explained, clarifies, after the pronouncement of the form the application of the matter follows: after the words have been pronounced, the bride submerged herself. Common doctrine holds that the physical union of matter and form is not required for the validity of a baptism, but that a moral union suffices, which is considered as often as if ablution happens immediately before the form is brought to an end, so often if it happens immediately afterwards. This moral union seems to exist in the case that is laid out [before us], since the immediate succession between the pronouncement of the words and the descent of the woman into the pool is signified. Hence from this summary there appears to be no reason for invalidating the baptism. 

IV. But the even stronger and inevitable difficulty against the validity of the baptism in this case has arisen out of the application of the matter, which least has been done by the minister. 

Catholic doctrine most certainly holds that the matter ought to be placed by one and the same minister at the same time as the form of the baptism is offered; just so, for instance, the form: I baptize you, I wash you would serve a falsehood. St. Thomas [Aquinas] (Summa Theologiae, III p., q. 67, a. 6 to 3) states: “it must be stated that the integrity of baptism consists in the form of the words and the use of the matter. Consequently, he who only pronounces the words does not baptize, nor he who immerses. Wherefore if one pronounces the words and the other immerses, no form of the words can be fitting.”1 
The Roman Ritual (tit. 2, cap. 1, n. 10), summarizing in a few words the Catholic doctrine around the aforementioned union that must be done by one and the same subject, prescribes: let the same man be the one applying the water and pronouncing the words. 
But in the case laid out [before us], by no reason is it signified that any minister outwardly acted in order that the matter be applied merely by any subject, on the contrary the opposite is expressed. Namely, it is said: [the minister] himself has not poured out the water, nor submerged the bride, but, after the words have been spoken, she submerged herself. It is therefore clear that the baptism, from this summary, ought to be considered invalid. 

Most Eminent and Reverend2 Fathers of this Holy Congregation, with these matters having been considered properly, and in a plenary meeting held on the 17th of November 1916, with this proposed question: whether a baptism could be said to be valid in this case, they have decreed a response: just as it is laid out, negative. 

F Aloisius Capotosti, Archbishop of Thermae Basilicae, Secretary
Notes

1 For this quote I relied on this website for most of this translation from Summa Theologiae, with some edits for clarity. Evidently it was translated by the “Fathers of the Dominican Province” and published first in 1911 by Benziger Brothers Press. 

2 This phrase is abbreviated in the original Latin: “Emi ac Rmi.” I believe, but am not totally sure, this stands for “Eminentissimi ac Reverendissimi.” Regardless of the literal meaning, it is some kind of honorific title. 

**Authentic Magisterium and religious submission
https://onepeterfive.com/authentic-magisterium-religious-submission/   

John Joy, December 7, 2017 

In the discussions prompted by the recent news about the publication in the Acta Apostolicae Sedis (AAS) of two documents pertaining to the interpretation of Amoris laetitia, many people seem to have picked up the idea that the Authentic Magisterium is infallible, as if this were a case of Roma locuta est, causa finita est. But this is not true. Whatever else this recent publication in the AAS may mean, it does not mean that anything has been definitively answered or decided.

The authentic magisterium, to which the faithful owe religious submission of will and intellect (Lumen gentium 25; cf. CIC 752), is not infallible.[1] This is what Lumen gentium says about the authentic magisterium of the pope and the bishops:

In matters of faith and morals, the bishops speak in the name of Christ, and the faithful are to accept their teaching and adhere to it with a religious submission of the soul (religioso animi obsequio). This religious submission of will and intellect (religiosum voluntatis et intellectus obsequium) must be shown in a special way to the authentic Magisterium of the Roman pontiff, even when he is not speaking ex cathedra; that is, it must be shown in such a way that his supreme Magisterium is acknowledged with reverence and that the judgments made by him are sincerely adhered to, according to his manifest mind and will.

Now it should be clear from the reference to the authentic magisterium of the pope “even when he is not speaking ex cathedra,” that this text is talking about non-infallible teaching. But in case that isn’t clear, let me direct your attention to the official notes on this text provided by the Theological Commission at Vatican II in order to explain its meaning to the bishops before they voted on it. When this particular paragraph was added to the second draft of the schema on the Church, the explanation was that it had been added “in order to further determine which assent ought to be given to the teaching of the authentic Magisterium below the grade of infallibility” (Acta Synodalia Sacrosancti Concilii Vaticani II, 2/1, p. 255). Again, in the third draft, the paragraph was relocated with the explanation that this was because “it seemed better to treat of the non-infallible magisterium of the Roman pontiff in the context of the magisterium of the whole episcopal body” (Ibid., 3/1, p. 250).

There should be no doubt, therefore, that when we are talking about the authentic magisterium of the pope, we are not talking about infallible teaching. The pope is only infallible when he speaks ex cathedra. And that is usually referred to as his solemn or extraordinary magisterium. Not his merely authentic magisterium.

However, in case that is not clear enough, let me add a second proof from Pope St. John Paul II’s Catechesis on the Church. In his general audience of March 24, 1993, he clearly and explicitly asserts that the pope speaks infallibly “only (‘solo’) when he speaks ex cathedra.” Now we have it from Lumen gentium 25 that the pope exercises his authentic magisterium “even when not speaking ex cathedra.” So if he is infallible only when he speaks ex cathedra, then he is not infallible when he does not speak ex cathedra, even if he is exercising his authentic magisterium.

Here is another dilemma for anyone who thinks that the authentic magisterium of the pope cannot teach error: John Paul II was exercising his authentic magisterium in the general audience mentioned above, but it certainly didn’t meet the requirements for speaking ex cathedra. So either John Paul II was right and the pope is not infallible in his authentic magisterium when not speaking ex cathedra, or he was wrong. But if one were to argue that he was wrong, then it would mean that he taught something false in his authentic magisterium. In other words, his own error would prove that he was right after all. No matter which way you slice it, the conclusion necessarily follows that popes can teach error in their authentic magisterium when they are not speaking ex cathedra.

Let me insert a brief logic lesson here for the 2+2 = 5 crowd. If it’s not infallible then it’s fallible. And if it’s fallible, then it could be in error. Deny that and you may as well walk right through the door marked Abandon Reason All Ye Who Enter Here.
Now all of this has to be borne in mind in order to understand what is really required by a “religious submission (obsequio) of will and intellect” to the teaching of the authentic magisterium of the pope or of the bishops.

Normally, of course, it means that the teaching in question should be accepted as true, though with the awareness that it could be false. In the scholastic terminology this is the kind of assent characteristic of opinions rather than knowledge. When I say I know that something is true, my assent is certain. When I say I think that something is true, my assent is given, but without certainty and with a recognition of the possibility of error.

Due to the assistance of the Holy Spirit given to the Church, we can be sure that instances of error in this kind of authentic teaching are rare. And yet since they are possible, our response must also take that into account. So what does the obligation of religious submission mean for Catholics in individual cases of teaching from the authentic magisterium? I think it can be summed up best by saying that we should accept that teaching as true precisely to the extent that it does not conflict with irreformable Catholic doctrine.

 

Notes:
[1] The term ‘authentic magisterium’ can be used in a broad or a narrow sense: in a broad sense, it can be used to refer to all official magisterial teaching, whether infallible or not; it is usually used in a more narrow sense to refer to official teaching that is  not infallible, but is still authoritative. This is the sense in which it is being used here.

***

Vatican: Baptisms administered ‘in name of the community’ are invalid
https://www.catholicworldreport.com/2020/08/06/vatican-baptisms-administered-in-name-of-the-community-are-invalid/
Vatican City, August 6, 2020 

The Vatican’s doctrinal office issued Thursday a clarification on the sacrament of baptism, stating changes to the formula to emphasize community participation are not permitted.
The Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith responded to a question about whether it would be valid to administer the sacrament of baptism saying “We baptize you in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.”

The formula for baptism, according to the Catholic Church, is “I baptize you in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.”

The CDF ruled Aug. 6 any baptisms administered with the formula “we baptize” are invalid and anyone for whom the sacrament was celebrated with this formula must be baptized in forma absoluta, meaning the person should be considered as not yet having received the sacrament.

The Vatican said it was responding to questions on baptismal validity after recent celebrations of the sacrament of baptism used the words “In the name of the father and of the mother, of the godfather and of the godmother, of the grandparents, of the family members, of the friends, in the name of the community we baptize you in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.”

The response was approved by Pope Francis and signed by CDF prefect Cardinal Luis Ladaria and secretary Archbishop Giacomo Morandi.

A doctrinal note from the CDF Aug. 6 said “with debatable pastoral motives, here resurfaces the ancient temptation to substitute for the formula handed down by Tradition other texts judged more suitable.”

Quoting the Second Vatican Council document Sacrosanctum Concilium, the note clarified that “no one, ‘even if he be a priest, may add, remove, or change anything in the liturgy on his own authority.’”

The reason for this, the CDF explained, is that when a minister administers the sacrament of baptism, “it is really Christ Himself who baptizes.”

The sacraments were instituted by Jesus Christ, and “are entrusted to the Church to be preserved by her,” the congregation stated.

“When celebrating a Sacrament,” it continued, “the Church in fact functions as the Body that acts inseparably from its Head, since it is Christ the Head who acts in the ecclesial Body generated by him in the Paschal mystery.”

“It is therefore understandable that in the course of the centuries the Church has safeguarded the form of the celebration of the Sacraments, above all in those elements to which Scripture attests and that make it possible to recognize with absolute clarity the gesture of Christ in the ritual action of the Church,” the Vatican clarified.

According to the CDF, the “deliberate modification of the sacramental formula” to use “we” instead of “I” appears to have been done “to express the participation of the family and of those present, and to avoid the idea of the concentration of a sacred power in the priest to the detriment of the parents and the community.”

In a footnote, the CDF note explained that in reality, the Church’s Rite of Baptism of Children already includes active roles for the parents, godparents, and the entire community in the celebration.

According to the provisions laid out in Sacrosanctum Concilium, “each person, minister or layman, who has an office to perform, should do all of, but only, those parts which pertain to his office by the nature of the rite and the principles of liturgy.”  
The minister of the sacrament of baptism, whether a priest or lay person, is “the sign-presence of Him who gathers, and is at the same time the locus of the communion of every liturgical assembly with the whole Church,” the explanatory note said.

“In other words the minister is the visible sign that the Sacrament is not subject to an arbitrary action of individuals or of the community, and that it pertains to the Universal Church.”
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