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The SSPX debate
https://onepeterfive.com/the-sspx-debate/   
Timothy Flanders, December 3, 2021     
Dear OnePeterFive donors, supporters and readers,
Since the publication of our editorial stance on uniting the clans to rebuild Christendom, we have endeavored, by your prayers, to execute this contribution to the online Traditional movement. We have focused greatly on the liturgy and defended the mustard seed of religious life as the soul of Christendom. We have promoted the forgotten customs to grow the domestic Church, and discussed the theory of Christendom and the organic society.
We also want to continue to promote the “way of beauty” as the beating heart of Christendom against the uglification of the world.

We will continue to promote the works of great men of God who strove for Christendom in our age, starting with the greatest Thomist theologian of the 20th century, Reginald Garrigou-Lagrange.
We are seeking more submissions from Catholic families to share ways of building Christendom in their own family and context. What are some ways you can build Christendom now? What has worked for your family? Send submissions to editor [at] onepeterfive.com.

As we build Christendom we must oppose the errors which stand in the way of the reign of Christ. Against Liberalism, Communism, and Feminism invading the Church we will tirelessly fight. We have begun the Synod Watch series which analyzes the current occupation of the Vatican by corrupt forces past, present and future, as well as repudiating all of the falsehoods undergirding Traditionis Custodes. And in our editorial stance we identified three errors which are more subtle for orthodox Catholics: extreme ultramontanism (the “spirit of Vatican I”), sedevacantism, and the Greek schisms. We welcome submissions on all these topics.
As Traditionis Custodes has been thoroughly refuted and it is left to the bishops and laity to resist this error, we now turn to the practical methods of resistance. This raises questions in the hearts of the faithful and brings up an old debate still unresolved: Archbishop Lefebvre and the Society of St. Pius X. At OnePeterFive we support the Unite the Clans movement which sees the SSPX, FSSP and other such groups as allies in one movement for the restoration of Tradition. This simply means that we unite to fight against the Marxists inside and outside the Church, who seek to put Tradition “down the memory hole.”

However, this unity does not mean that we avoid the issues which divide us, but merely see them in a properly ordered way: some things are simply more important than other things.

Some questions are more urgent matters (like the restoration of the Latin Mass) and others are more difficult and doubtful (does supplied jurisdiction justify 1988?). Furthermore, if one supports the work of Archbishop Lefebvre, this does not mean that everything he did or said was inerrant. On the other hand, many believe him to be a saint and the Athanasius of our time.

We believe that traditional Catholics can debate these issues even while we unite the clans to fight the Pornocratic Marxist occupation of the Vatican and the false spirits of Vatican I and Vatican II.
Further, a healthy debate among Trads helps us to flesh out the finer points of our movement and helps us practice charity and penetrate the truth as we continue to do the work of our forefathers before us, who overcame, by the grace of God, a much worse situation regarding the Latin Mass since 1970. To foster this healthy debate among Trads we introduce another ongoing series: the SSPX Debate. The first two articles of this series (pro- and con-) will be published next week. Again feel free to submit your own contribution to this debate.

And as always, please email me with any questions, comments or concerns. Currently I’m catching up on all my emails so thank you for your patience.

In Christ the King,
T. S. Flanders
Editor
Does the Society of Saint Pius X have an extraordinary mission?
John Salza Responds to Fr. Jonathan Loop, SSPX
http://www.trueorfalsepope.com/p/does-society-of-st-pius-x-have.html?m=1/   
John F. Salza, October 2021
      In Episode 44 of the Society of St. Pius X’s Crisis in the Church series, Fr. Jonathan Loop, SSPX, gave a podcast entitled “How Can the SSPX Justify its Ministry in the Church?” The purpose of Fr. Loop’s video was to explain how the SSPX clergy can justify the exercise of their priestly ministry when they have no permission from the Church to do so.[1] After all, while the bishops of the SSPX have valid episcopal ordinations, they do not have a canonical mission given by hierarchical authority, which is required for such functions to become active and lawful.[2] Further, the priests of the SSPX are not incardinated (attached or “hinged” to a particular Church or religious institute in communion with Rome), which is contrary to canon law (“Every cleric must be incardinated…unattached or transient clerics are not allowed at all”).[3]
The necessity of “mission” (from the Latin missio, “sending”) in the Church is regulated by canon law, but rooted in divine law. Just as God the Father sends Christ, so Christ sends the Apostles in His Great “Commission” (Mt 28:18-20). And just as Christ sends the Apostles, so the Vicar of Christ sends the successors of the Apostles (who send their priests), so that Christ’s mission (of teaching, sanctifying and governing) can be carried out through the sacred priesthood, according to His will. Pope Pius XII teaches that bishops without canonical mission have no authority to even teach in the Church, much less administer the sacraments or exercise powers of governance:
Granted this exception, it follows that bishops who have been neither named nor confirmed by the Apostolic See, but who, on the contrary, have been elected and consecrated in defiance of its express orders, enjoy no powers of teaching or of jurisdiction since jurisdiction passes to bishops only through the Roman Pontiff as We admonished in the Encyclical Letter Mystici Corporis…[4]
        Pope Pius XII went on to harshly condemn those validly consecrated bishops who exercise the power of Holy Orders without a canonical mission, likening them to “thieves and robbers” in the words of Our Lord: “Acts requiring the power of Holy Orders which are performed by ecclesiastics of this kind, though they are valid as long as the consecration conferred on them was valid, are yet gravely illicit, that is, criminal and sacrilegious. To such conduct the warning words of the Divine Teacher fittingly apply: ‘He who enters not by the door into the sheepfold, but climbs up another way, is a thief and a robber.’”[5]
          Canon law makes a clear distinction between episcopal consecration and canonical mission. Like Pius XII, the new code of canon law provides that a bishop’s power to teach, sanctify and govern can only be exercised in union with the Pope, who is the head of the bishops, and from whom the requisite jurisdiction comes. Canon 375, §2 provides:
Through episcopal consecration itself, bishops receive with the function of sanctifying also the functions of teaching and governing; by their nature, however, these can only be exercised in hierarchical communion with the head and members of the college.
        The New Commentary on the Code of Canon Law also highlights the critical distinction between episcopal consecration and canonical mission, which can only be carried out in communion with the Pope and the college of bishops, and never in an autonomous way. Without a mission from the Pope, the bishop’s powers received at consecration remain inactive (in potency) and cannot be lawfully exercised. The Commentary says:
Two moments must be distinguished: episcopal ordination and canonical mission. By reason of ordination, the bishop receives an ontological share in the sacred functions of Christ (teaching, sanctifying, governing). By canonical mission, given through hierarchical authority and required for such functions to become active, he is appointed to a particular office or assigned to certain persons for whom he performs these functions…The power of bishops “cannot be exercised in an entirely autonomous or independent manner. Rather they must act in accord with the communio structures given by Christ to the Church, that is, in communion with the whole of the episcopal body, and in submission to the one who is its head[6].”[7]
         Being a member of the “episcopal body,”[8] a bishop’s life-blood is indeed jurisdiction, which flows to him from the head and renders “active” his ontological powers, by which he gives life to other members of the body. If a bishop attempts to exercise these sacred powers outside of communion with the body, he truly is a “thief and robber,” because he appropriates something to himself that does not belong to him. We are reminded of the Seventh Commandment: “Thou shalt not steal.” Thus, bishops who operate without canonical mission are not considered legitimate successors of the Apostles. To the contrary, the Council of Trent anathematizes anyone who would call such bishops lawful ministers, since they engage in unlawful (or, as Pius XII said, “criminal and sacrilegious”) activity: “If anyone saith that bishops…who have neither been rightly ordained, nor sent by ecclesiastical and canonical power, but come from elsewhere, are lawful ministers of the word and of the sacraments; let him be anathema.”[9]
The bishops and clergy of the SSPX do not have a canonical mission, and hence have not been “sent” by the Church. Accordingly, apart from the recent exceptions granted by Pope Francis of hearing confessions and witnessing marriages (upon approval of the local ordinary), they are forbidden from exercising any ministry in the Church.[10] As Pope Benedict XVI (in 2009) made clear: “As long as the Society does not have a canonical status in the Church, its ministers do not exercise legitimate ministries in the Church…In order to make this clear once again: 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.”[11] 
Cardinal Burke also recently affirmed the same (in May 2021) when he said: “At the present moment, they [the SSPX] are not part of the one Roman Catholic Church throughout the world.”[12] Thus, the short answer to the question posed by Fr. Loop’s podcast “How Can the SSPX Justify its Ministry in the Church?” is that “It can’t.” And that becomes quite evident when one watches the podcast.
The State of the Question Regarding Extraordinary Mission
Now, in his presentation, Fr. Loop admitted that the SSPX “does not have a normal, canonical mission.”[13] He also referred to Pope Benedict XVI’s letter to the bishops in which the Pope stated the SSPX does not have any canonical status or legitimate ministry in the Church. To his credit, Fr. Loop also admitted that the Society does in fact operate “contrary to the known intentions, the known will of those successors of the Apostles, the Princes of the Church.”[14] He further admitted the Society’s ministry which opposes the local bishops is an “exceedingly exceptional circumstance” and “profoundly not normal.”
In spite the foregoing, Fr. Loop claimed the SSPX’s ministry is justified due to “the exceptional crisis in which the Church finds herself,” which he effectively explained to mean the institutional Church (i.e., the Pope and most of the bishops) are destroying the faith, and the SSPX needs to intervene to save the faith (Fr. Loop frequently quoted Archbishop Lefebvre as his primary authority and also used the analogy of a man who trespasses on another man’s property to save his house from burning down). Fr. Loop also made fallacious appeals to epikeia,[15] supplied jurisdiction,[16] canon 1335,[17] canon 19[18] and the backstop argument, the salvation of souls.[19] Fr. Loop further said that unless one understands the gravity of the crisis, he will not understand the Society’s position (which is an ad hominem argument that ascribes a deficiency to one’s opponent before he responds to his position).
Now, we don’t deny that there is a crisis of faith in the Church as Fr. Loop correctly maintains, and certainly do not downplay its gravity. Indeed, the crisis of Modernism that has infected certain members of the Church hierarchy has resulted in damage to faith, morals, liturgy and discipline. There is no question about it (and, hence, we take issue with Fr. Loop’s claim that those who oppose the SSPX don’t understand the gravity of the crisis). However, according to the teaching of Popes and Saints, as well as the historical precedent of the Church, the existence of a crisis in the Church is not relevant to the question of “How Can the SSPX Justify its Ministry in the Church?” When clergy like Fr. Loop concede that they do not have a “normal canonical mission” from the Church and are even working “contrary to the will” of the local bishops, and nevertheless claim to have a right to exercise their priesthood, the Church does not ask them whether there is a crisis that justifies their ministry.
Rather, the Church requires them to prove they have an extraordinary mission (which means they have been sent directly by Christ). And, as we will see below, for a minister to prove he has an extraordinary mission, the Church has always required him to have miracles (that is, canonically approved miracles). Thus, a cleric lawfully functions as a priest if he either has ordinary mission (sent by Church authority) or an extraordinary mission (sent by Christ directly) proven by miracles. If he has no miracles, his acts (except hearing a confession of one in danger of death) are illicit (illegal) and the Church holds him to be an antichrist and to be shunned by the faithful. Those who receive his sacraments participate in his sin and are guilty of sacrilege. A cleric’s subjective assessment of a crisis is not relevant to the objective question of whether he has miracles to prove he has an extraordinary mission. As Cardinal Billot wrote about those clergy who administer the sacraments without canonical mission:
This introduction shows, first, that legitimate dispensation of the sacraments can only come from the Catholic Church, so that anyone who does not have a mission from her, by that very fact administers illicitly, and anyone who by receiving the sacrament communicates with the sin of the minister receives sacrilegiously.”; “But the sacraments are the property of Christ. Hence they can be legitimately dispensed only by those who have a mission from Christ, i.e. those to whom the apostolic mission has been transmitted.[20]
It goes without saying that clerics almost invariably operate by virtue of ordinary mission. While there have been cases of extraordinary mission in Church history (e.g., St. Vincent Ferrer, to whom Christ appeared and then sent, performed countless hundreds of Church-approved miracles during the Great Western Schism), these cases are extremely rare. Nevertheless, cases are possible and have occurred, but only if Christ deems it necessary. If Christ judges it necessary to send ministers with extraordinary mission, we can be sure He will do so, as He has in the past. In such cases, Christ alone (not the Church or her ministers) judges if there is a state of necessity that warrants extraordinary mission (and which is carried out with the Church’s ecclesiastical approval and ordinary mission, and not “contrary to the will and intentions” of the successors of the Apostles). And we can also be sure that if Christ sends a minister with extraordinary mission, He will prove He has done so through miracles (again, authenticated by the Church), so that the Church will know the minister was sent by Christ and outside the normal channel of authority, to be received rather than rejected.  
Now, extraordinary missions have historically happened only in cases of “necessity” (like the Great Western Schism), and, as we have seen, a “state of necessity” is precisely what Fr. Loop and the SSPX appeal to when attempting to justify their non-canonical ministry. But if the current crisis in the Church (which we no doubt acknowledge) actually justified the SSPX from operating without a canonical mission, then the SSPX would have miracles to back up their claims, since they do everything that clergy with actual canonical mission do.
Said differently, if Christ judged that the crisis in the Church necessitated the ministry of the SSPX, He would have granted Archbishop Lefebvre and the priests of the Society miracles. After all, the Society claims that the current crisis is perhaps the worst crisis in Church history (so now would be the time for Christ to give them an extraordinary mission and the miracles the Church requires to authenticate it, if He deemed their ministry necessary). However, if the SSPX does not have miracles, then all the priestly acts they perform which require ecclesiastical permission (called “faculties”) are illicit (unlawful) and sinful. Fr. Angles, an SSPX priest no less, summarized the issue very clearly and correctly:
If they [the priests of the SSPX] have no faculties, all the priestly work they perform every day is illegitimate and therefore evil. If this is so, it would be a sin to receive their services, maybe even to ask for them. If such is the case, the Society is deceiving the good traditional Catholic faithful![21]
 
         While Fr. Angles framed the question correctly (Does the SSPX have the Church’s permission, or “faculties,” to operate? If not, their work is unlawful and sinful), he, along with Fr. Loop and the rest of the SSPX, has failed to meet the Church’s burden of proof which requires miracles to justify operating without canonical mission. In fact, both Frs. Angles and Loop never even address the Church’s teaching on extraordinary mission and miracles in defense of the SSPX’s position. Further, they (and others within the SSPX) also wrongly appeal to “supplied jurisdiction” (not “mission”) to justify their ministry, even though supplied jurisdiction is not relevant to those priestly acts which do not require the power of governance (such as baptizing or saying Mass for example, which require mission only).[22] Thus, when the SSPX appeals to supplied jurisdiction to defend those acts they perform which do not require jurisdiction, they are actually appealing to extraordinary mission, whether they know it or not. The fact that Pope Francis has delegated jurisdiction to the SSPX for confessions and marriages (with local ordinary approval for the latter) also renders the SSPX’s appeal to supplied jurisdiction superfluous. The SSPX is actually claiming they have an extraordinary mission.
         Therefore, the question is not whether there is a crisis in the Church, but whether the Society of St. Pius X has extraordinary mission due to the crisis in the Church. This is how the Catholic Church judges the matter. If the SSPX does not have an extraordinary mission, then, in the words of Fr. Angles of the SSPX, “they are deceiving the faithful.” Given that many Catholics at this time are being tempted to leave the institutional Church for “independent” chapels and “canceled” priests, it is critical that they understand the importance of being served by bishops and priests with canonical mission in the Church.
            
More on Extraordinary Mission and the Requirement for Miracles

           Throughout the history of the Church, those without canonical mission have regularly appealed to “extraordinary mission” to justify their unlawful ministries which are set up in opposition to the Church’s legitimate authorities; and the response of the Church has always been the same: any claim of extraordinary mission must be confirmed by miracles or by special testimony of Scripture.
        In his book on Canonizations and Beatifications, Pope Benedict XIV writes: “Human actions are of two kinds, one of which relates to public duties, and especially ecclesiastical duties, such as preaching, celebrating Mass, pronouncing judicial decisions and the like; with respect to these, the question is settled in Canon Law (Cap. cum ex injuncto, cit. de haereticis) where it is said that ‘no credit is to be publicly given to him who says he has invisibly received a mission from God unless he confirms it by a miracle or a special testimony of Holy Scripture.’”[23] 
       The Church never accepts a claim of extraordinary mission unless it is accompanied by miracles. In Cum Ex Injuncto, which Benedict XIV referred to above, Pope Innocent III wrote the following to the Bishop of Metz concerning the Waldensian and Cathar heretics:
[N]o one should indifferently usurp the duty of preaching for himself. For, according to the Apostle: “And how shall they preach unless they be sent?” (Romans 10:5). …
If anyone perhaps responds shrewdly to this that such men are sent invisibly by God, even if they are not visibly sent by man … it can and should certainly be answered reasonably that when that inner mission is hidden, it does not suffice for anyone to assert so boldly that he is sent by God, since any heretic may profess this: but it is necessary that he proves that invisible mission by the working of miracles or by special testimony of the Scriptures. From which, when the Lord wanted to send Moses into Egypt to the sons of Israel, he gave him a sign, that he might change a staff into a snake, and change the snake back again into a staff, so that they would believe that he was sent by God. John the Baptist also offered a special testimony of his mission from Scripture, responding to the priests and Levites … "I am the voice of one crying in the wilderness, make straight the way of the Lord, as said the prophet Isaias” (John 1:23).
Therefore, he who says that he is sent by God should not be believed, since he has not been sent by man, unless he personally offers special testimony from Scripture, or he shows an obvious miracle.[24]
         So, where does this leave the claim of Fr. Loop and the SSPX that they can lawfully operate due to the “state of necessity” and “crisis in the Church”? Well, since the SSPX hasn’t pointed to any passage of Scripture that speaks of Archbishop Lefebvre and each priest and bishop of the SSPX personally, and since no SSPX cleric has performed any miracles, then according to Pope Benedict XIV, “no credit is to be publicly given to them,” and according to Pope Innocent III, their claim of being “sent by God should not be believed.” It also means, in the words of Fr. Angles, that they are “deceiving the good traditional Catholic faithful.” While this is no judgment of the intentions of the SSPX clergy, it is the way the Church judges the lawfulness of their ministry.
       Because the first Protestants also lacked apostolicity of government (as do the SSPX), they too appealed to extraordinary mission to justify their ministries. Van Noort discusses this in his Dogmatic Manual, Christ’s Church, and proves that their claim was fraudulent by noting that they did not back it up with the required miracles. He explains:
Since the original Protestants obviously lacked apostolicity of government, they took refuge in an appeal to the theory of “extraordinary mission.” To put it briefly, they maintained God could at some time raise up a group of men by an extraordinary vocation and confer on them apostolic functions if the current apostolic pastors should become viciously corrupt. This was the case, they asserted, with Luther and the other reformers.
It is clear, however, if any such extraordinary mission were ever to be granted by God, it would have to be proven by miracles or other clearly divine trademarks. The plain truth is, however, that Christ’s own promises completely rule out the possibility of any such extraordinary mission. Understand now, we are talking about a mission by which a man absolutely apart from and utterly independent of apostolic succession would receive from God the power to rule (or reform) the Church. [25]
       What Van Noort means by saying Christ’s promises “completely rule out” extraordinary mission, is that the promise of the Church’s indefectibility (Mt. 16:18), and His promise to remain with the legitimate successors of the Apostles until the consummation of the age (Mt. 28:20), precludes the possibility that the hierarchy will cease to exist or completely lose its ordinary mission, or will ever become so corrupt and unable to minister to the faithful that Christ is forced to confer an extraordinary mission on anyone who is separated from the legitimate successors of the Apostles. 
In other words, Van Noort is saying Christ will never do precisely what Fr. Loop claims Christ has done for the Society of St. Pius X today (in Loop’s words, granting those who are acting “contrary to the known intentions, the known will of those successors of the Apostles, the Princes of the Church” because they are too corrupt or too compromised to do the job themselves).
       Also notice the distinction Van Noort makes between the mission to rule and the mission to reform.  In a footnote, he clarifies that Christ does sometimes confer upon chosen souls the extraordinary mission of reformer, “to reinvigorate the moral life of Catholics.” But he says whenever Christ has done so, those chosen souls have always carried it out “in a spirit of perfect obedience to the Church’s legitimate pastors.”[26]
      
Another Strike against the SSPX: their “Canonical Commission”
Van Noort continues by further explaining why Christ will never confer the extraordinary mission to rule (e.g., the power of governance which requires obedience in the external forum) on anyone apart from the legitimate successors of the Apostles:
Christ conferred sacred powers on His apostles and their successors until the end of the world. Further, He promised them His perpetual and unfailing assistance. Consequently, Christ would be contradicting Himself were He ever to deprive the legitimate successors of the apostles of their authority.
Granted that fact, it would be a further contradiction for God to confer the same power or a similar power on other men who were not in union with the ordinary successors. In that hypothesis there would be two separate and independent sources of authority, both demanding, by divine right, obedience from the same subjects. The only thing that could result in such an hypothesis would be confusion and schism in Christ’s Church. And in that event, one would imply that God Himself, who willed His Church to be unified, was Himself sowing the seeds of necessary division.  …  God has no need of extraordinary legates, in the sense claimed above, to preserve His Church from corruption.[27]
         Unfortunately, at the present time, the bishops and priests of the SSPX are not “in union with the ordinary successors” of the Apostles. And yet, they not only unlawfully preach and sanctify without canonical mission, but also engage in acts of governance in the external forum, at least ostensibly, over their flock. For example, in 1991 the SSPX erected its own canonical tribunal of sorts (which it calls the “St. Charles Borromeo Canonical Commission”), which investigates and renders judgments on matters reserved to the local ordinaries or the Holy See (e.g., relating to marriage impediments and annulments; lifting of ecclesiastical censures including excommunications “reserved to the Holy See,” dispensing of religious vows).
         They claim to do so by means of “true jurisdiction” (albeit supplied and not habitual) which they believe allows them to hand down “true verdicts which have the power of binding and loosing” (potestatem ligandi vet solvendi).[28] In fact, for marriage cases, they require their “subjects” (who are actually the subjects of the local ordinary and not the SSPX) to “swear on the Gospels” that they will abide by the Commission’s decisions, and not approach a “post-Conciliar ecclesiastical tribunal”- that is, a true ecclesiastical tribunal of the Catholic Church, with legitimate authority.
         Following is what their petitioners (rather, victims) are required to sign (from the SSPX’s website):
“I, ............................................., desirous of obtaining a decision in conformity with traditional Catholic principles, freely submit my marriage with ........................... to the tribunals of the Society of St. Pius X, and I promise:
1)    That I will not attempt to enter any marriage, religious or civil, until such time as the tribunals of the Society have rendered a final judgment concerning my freedom to marry.
2)    That I will accept the tribunals’ decision, whatever it is, and that, if it decides against the nullity of my marriage, I will not marry again or, if already remarried, I will no longer consider my second partner as a spouse.
3)    That I will not request a judgment or reexamination of my case by a post-Conciliar ecclesiastical tribunal.
All this I promise and I swear on the Holy Gospels, which I now touch with my hand.”[29] 
The SSPX attempts to justify its “Canonical Commission” by claiming it is based on the impossibility of recourse to the Ordinary and to the Holy See.”[30] Indeed, the SSPX’s founder, Archbishop Lefebvre, assumed the authority to rule and govern through his Canonical Commission due to his practical rejection of the Church’s legitimate authority. Said Lefebvre:
Inasmuch as the present Roman authorities are imbued with ecumenism and modernism, and as their decisions and the new laws are in their ensemble influenced by these false principles, it will be necessary to establish substitute authorities to supply for these defects, which authorities will adhere to Catholic principles of Catholic Tradition and of Catholic law. This is the only way to remain faithful to Our Lord Jesus Christ... (January 15, 1991).[31]
Of course, Christ would be contradicting Himself if He were to “deprive the legitimate successors of the Apostles of their authority” in favor of a consortium of priests and bishops with no canonical mission, like those of the SSPX. As Van Noort says, “such an hypothesis” would only result in “confusion and schism in Christ’s Church,” which we have unfortunately seen in the SSPX, and its Resistance and Sedevacantist offshoots.
       Indeed, as Van Noort further says, “God has no need of extraordinary legates to preserve His Church from corruption,” for this He has entrusted her to “the legitimate successors of the Apostles.” As the history of the Church shows, some of these successors may not always fulfill their duties as Christ wills, and indeed may even be responsible for corruption in the Church (which we rightfully acknowledge has been the case for many modern bishops). But Christ will be their Judge, for He has promised to these men alone “His perpetual and unfailing assistance,” and not those who attempt to usurp their authority under the false pretext of extraordinary mission, or an entirely erroneous misapplication of supplied jurisdiction. Hence, it is not surprising that none of the Society of St. Pius X’s priests or bishops have been able to make a case for extraordinary mission “by miracles or other clearly divine trademarks.”
 
St. Francis de Sales Condemns Protestants Who Claim Extraordinary Mission with No Miracles

       St. Francis de Sales, a Doctor of the Church, refuted the Protestant claim of extraordinary mission based on the allegation that the “ordinary mission had been ruined” by corruption. 
He did this at length in multiple tracts that he wrote and distributed to the Calvinists in the Chablais region of France. The saint had been sent by Bishop Granier of Geneva, to evangelize the region which had succumbed to Protestantism 60 years earlier. When his initial efforts met with little success, due to the people refusing to listen to him preach, he began writing short tracts and sliding them under their doors at night.  It worked!  In a matter of four years, the saint brought 72,000 Calvinists back into the Church.
       In one of the tracts, he rebukes the people for following the pseudo ministers: “Tell me,” he writes, “what business had you to hear them and believe them without having any assurance of their commission and of the approval of Our Lord, whose legates they call themselves? … you cannot be ignorant that they neither had, nor have, in any way at all, this mission.”[32] After explaining that “the Church is monarchical, and therefore the right of sending belongs to the chief pastor,” and then further proving that their ministers lack ordinary mission, he goes on to address their claim of extraordinary mission:
These reasons are so strong that the most solid of your party have taken ground elsewhere than in the ordinary mission, and have said that they were sent extraordinarily by God because the ordinary mission had been ruined and abolished within the true Church itself, under the tyranny of Antichrist. This is their most safe refuge, which, since it is common to all sorts of heretics, is worth attacking in good earnest and overthrowing completely. Let us then place our argument in order, to see if we can force this their last barricade.
First, I say then that no one should allege an extraordinary mission unless he proves it by miracles: for, I pray you, where should we be if this pretext of extraordinary mission was to be accepted without proof? Would it not be a cloak for all sorts of reveries? Arius, Marcion, Montanus, Messalius — could they not be received into this dignity of reformers, by swearing the same oath?
       After explaining that it is common to all sorts of heretics to appeal to an extraordinary mission to justify their unlawful ministries, St. Francis reminds the faithful that the burden of proof is on these so-called “reformers” to prove it by miracles, otherwise they should be rejected. He writes:
Never was any one extraordinarily sent unless he brought this letter of credit from the divine Majesty. Moses was sent immediately by God to govern the people of Israel. He wished to know his name who sent him; when he had learnt the admirable name of God, he asked for signs and patents of his commission: God so far found this request good that he gave him the grace of three sorts of prodigies and marvels, (…). If then they allege extraordinary mission, let them show us some extraordinary works, otherwise we are not obliged to believe them. (…) But as to the Apostles, — who does not know the miracles they did and the great number of them? Their handkerchiefs, their shadow, served for the prompt healing of the sick and driving away of the devils: by the hands of the apostles many signs and wonders were done amongst the people (Acts xix. V.); and that this was in confirmation of their preaching S. Mark declares quite explicitly in the last words of his Gospel, and S. Paul to the Hebrews (ii. 4).
      The Doctor of the Church goes on to ask a series of questions that pertain directly to those who exercise the priesthood without canonical mission:
How then shall those in our age who would allege an extraordinary mission excuse and relieve themselves of this proof of their mission? What privilege have they greater than an Apostolic, a Mosaic? What shall I say more? If our sovereign Master, consubstantial with the Father, having a mission so authentic that it comprises the communication of the same essence, if he himself, I say, who is the living source of all Ecclesiastical mission, has not chosen to dispense himself from this proof of miracles, what reason is there that these new ministers should be believed on their mere word? Our Lord very often alleges his mission to give credit to his words: — As my Father hath sent me I also send you (John xx. 21); … to give authority to his mission, he brings forward his miracles, and attests that if he had not done among the Jews works which no other man had done, they would not have sinned in not believing him. And elsewhere he says to them: Do you not believe that I am in the Father and the Father in me? Otherwise believe for the works themselves (ibid. xiv. 11, 12). He then who would be so rash as to boast of extraordinary mission without immediately producing miracles, deserves to be taken for an impostor.[33]
         Thus, with St. Francis de Sales, we must ask Fr. Loop (and the entire SSPX) on what ground “has he dispensed himself from this proof of miracles” when Our Lord Himself, the Source of all canonical mission, chose not to? What privilege is Fr. Loop, Fr. Tranquillo, Fr. Angles, and the rest of the SSPX clergy claiming for themselves over Our Lord, or the Apostles, or Moses? Or, are they and the rest who operate without mission being “so rash as to boast of extraordinary mission without immediately producing miracles” such that they “deserve to be taken for an imposter”? To ask the question is to answer it.  
Extraordinary Mission is Always Subject to the Ordinary Mission of the Local Bishop

       There’s another very significant problem for Fr. Loop and the SSPX who claim, in Fr. Loop’s words, a right to minister “contrary to the will and intentions of the successors of the Apostles, the Princes of the Church.” As St. Francis de Sales further explains, extraordinary mission must always be subject to the ordinary mission of the legitimate pastors, and can never destroy or replace it:  He writes:
Where will you ever show me a legitimate extraordinary vocation which has not been received by the ordinary authority? St. Paul was extraordinarily called, - but was he not approved and authorized by the ordinary once and again? (Acts. Ix. Xiii).  … And this is what St. Paul teaches when he will have no man to take the pastoral honour to himself, but he that is called by God, as Aaron was (Heb. V. 4.).  … if we consider the words of St. Paul, we shall further learn that the vocation of pastors and Church rulers must be made visible; (…)
I saw, thirdly, that the authority of the extraordinary mission never destroys the ordinary, and is never given to overthrow it. Witness all the Prophets, who never set up altar against altar, never overthrew the priesthood of Aaron never abolished the constitutions of the Synagogue. Witness our Lord, who declares that every kingdom divided against itself shall be brought to desolation, and a house upon a house shall fall. (Luke xi. 17)
The Saint and Doctor continues:
And indeed, if the extraordinary ought to abolish the ordinary, how should it be know when, and how, and to whom, to give our obedience?  No, no, the ordinary is immortal for such time as the Church is here below in the world. The pastors and teachers whom he has once given to the Church are to have a perpetual succession ‘for the perfection of the saints’ … if the ordinary pastors and doctors had not perpetual succession, and were liable to have their authority abrogated by the extraordinary  … we should be liable to be seduced by men, who on every occasion would boast of having an extraordinary vocation. … if the extraordinary may take away the ordinary ministration, to which shall we give the guardianship of it – to Calvin or to Luther; to Luther or to Paciomontanus; to Paciomontanus or to Brandratus; to Brandratus or to Brentius; to Brentius or to the Queen of England? – for each will draw to his or her side this pretext of extraordinary mission.[34]
      These are most revealing questions indeed. As applied here, the Society of St. Pius X was lawfully suppressed by Pope Paul VI in 1975.[35] At that point, the Society was legally extinguished (lost its “juridic personality” according to canon law). Since then, the SSPX has not been received by ordinary authority (other than the recent cases of some diocesan bishops accepting their marriages, as was encouraged by Pope Francis). To the contrary, the SSPX has effectively “taken away the ordinary ministration” by erecting churches and chapels, establishing schools and seminaries, conferring Confirmations, and all the rest of it, throughout the world, without the approval of the local bishops. Thus, their “mission” has always functioned in opposition to the ordinary mission of the Church, as Fr. Loop himself admitted in his podcast. Thus, even if the Society were to claim to have miracles (which it does not), they would not be canonically approved by the bishops whose authority they have effectively usurped and “overthrown.”
 
Archbishop Lefebvre Made the Same Arguments as the Protestants to Justify His Ministry
       Like the Protestants of yesteryear, neither Archbishop Lefebvre nor any of his bishops and priests have produced a single miracle to justify their ministry without a canonical mission in the Church. And like the Protestants, Lefebvre accused the Catholic Church of promoting a “new religion” to justify his unlawful ministry. The Protestants did this quite regularly.
       For example, the eighteenth-century book titled, The Genius of Protestantism, says “Romanism … has set up as a brand-new religion. The Council of Trent, for example, added no less than twelve new articles of faith to the Nicene Creed.”[36] And later: “The Church of Rome” has “built up out of the ruins of ancient Christianity an absolutely new religion, and entered upon a career of innovation.”[37] The same accusation is found throughout the Anglican book, Preservation Against Popery. For example: “Rome gained the delicious Point, and has made it a fundamental Article of her new Religion.”[38] Later we read that what the Catholic Church has taught since the Council of Trent, “must be called and esteemed a New Faith: And it makes that to be a New Church; which falsely calls itself the ancient Catholick Apostolick Church of Christ.”[39] Many more similar quotations could be provided.
          In fact, the Sedevacantists (whose priests the SSPX erroneously claim receive supplied jurisdiction for confessions,[40] and whose Masses the SSPX says are less dangerous than the Masses of the Resistance who, unlike the Sedevacantists, accept the Pope[41]) have also accused the Roman Catholic Church of becoming a “new Church” that has adopted a “new religion.” For example, Sedevacantist apologist John Lane (who attends SSPX Masses with the evident blessing of the SSPX) wrote: “From our perspective, the Roman clergy appear to a man to have adopted a whole new religion.”[42] In his book The Robber Church, Patrick Henry Omlor wrote “the new Church is not held to be monarchical like the Catholic Church,” and then asked: “in what respect, pray tell, is this new church the same as the Catholic Church?”[43]  In his article defending extraordinary mission, Fr. Cekada (who was trained in the SSPX seminary) said that the reason Christ allegedly “endows traditional Catholic bishops and priests with legitimate deputation or an apostolic mission,” is because after Vatican II “the bishops and priests with the cura animarum (care of souls) defected to the new religion … Since the pastors invested with jurisdiction for the cura animarum have all defected to the modernist religion, their obligation now devolves to us, the few faithful priests who remain.”[44] 
          Archbishop Lefebvre made these same arguments to justify his illegal operations and separation from the Church (the Sedevacantists like Fr. Cekada probably got their arguments from him). Here is just a sampling of statements from the founder of the SSPX:
I am not of that religion, I do not accept that new religion. It is a liberal, modernist religion. Christians are divided… priests no longer know what to do; either they obey blindly what their superiors impose on them, and lose to some degree the faith, or they resist, but with the feeling of separating themselves from the Pope. Two religions confront each other; we are in a dramatic situation, it is impossible to avoid a choice.[45]
We are not of this new religion! We do not accept this new religion! We are of the religion of all time; we are of the Catholic religion. We are not of this “universal religion” as they call it today – this is not the Catholic religion any more. We are not of this liberal, modernist religion which has its own worship, its own priests, its own faith, its own catechisms, its own “ecumenical” Bible. We cannot accept these things.[46]
Now they are guided by other principles, by what is a truly other religion, absolutely.  And that is much more grave, again because, there where the faith diminishes, one can hope to be able to revive it, to restore life, but when one replaces one religion with another religion, then it is much worse:  in that case there are considerable consequences.[47]
This is why Catholics in this latter part of the twentieth century have a duty to be more vigilant than their fathers were. They must not let just any idea be imposed upon them, in the name of the new theology or the new religion: for what this new religion wants is not what the Church wills.[48]
Let us take up where we left off. Christian common sense is offended in every way by this new religion. Catholics are exposed to desacralisation on all sides; everything has been changed.[49]
The current Pope and bishops no longer hand down Our Lord Jesus Christ, but rather a sentimental, superficial, charismatic religiosity, through which, as a general rule, the true grace of the Holy Ghost no longer passes. This new religion is not the Catholic religion; it is sterile, incapable of sanctifying society and the family.[50]
 
Conclusion
        The purpose of this article is not to judge the intentions of the SSPX clergy, which we can even assume are good (the Church does not judge internals). Rather, it is to explain how the Church tells us to judge those who seek to minister to her children without a legitimate mission from her. This is especially important in today’s crisis of faith, which we clearly acknowledge, and which is driving some misled Catholics out of the Church and into non-Catholic sects, or to bishops and priests who have not been sent by the Church, where they are receiving illicit and even invalid sacraments from transient clergy. In doing so, they participate in the sin of the clergy and receive the sacraments sacrilegiously.
       As we stated, if the current ecclesial crisis necessitated the intervention of the SSPX without a canonical mission (or any canonical standing in the Church), then Christ Himself would have personally sent them, and proved it by providing the Society with the miracles that the Church demands to confirm an extraordinary mission. After all, it has been during times of great crisis that Christ has given extraordinary mission. If the crisis in the Church necessitates that the priests of the SSPX operate without a canonical mission, as they claim, Christ would have personally given them an extraordinary mission and proven it with the requisite miracles. (As we mentioned, St. Vincent Ferrer received extraordinary mission from Christ, and he had the miracles to back it up. During his canonization, they stopped counting at 800.)
No, Christ did not send the bishops and priests of the SSPX. Rather, they have sent themselves, and have thus “deceived” traditional Catholics. Given that many doctrinal errors (e.g., on collegiality, sacramental intention, supplied jurisdiction, etc.) and schisms (Sedevacantism, Resistance, Avrille Dominicans) have sprung from Archbishop Lefebvre raises the question of how much better off the Church might have been had he obeyed Pope John Paul II.
      It is fitting to close this article with the wisdom and instruction of Fr. Dom Guéranger:
We, then, both priests and people, have a right to know whence our pastors have received their power. From whose hand have they received the keys? If their mission come from the apostolic see, let us honour and obey them, for they are sent to us by Jesus Christ, who has invested them, through Peter, with His own authority. If they claim our obedience without having been sent by the bishop of Rome, we must refuse to receive them, for they are not acknowledged by Christ as His ministers. The holy anointing may have conferred on them the sacred character of the episcopate: it matters not; they must be as aliens to us, for they have not been sent, they are not pastors.
Thus, it is that the divine Founder of the Church, who willed that she should be a city seated on a mountain, gave her visibility; it was an essential requisite; for since all were called to enter her pale, all must be able to see her. But He was not satisﬁed with this. He moreover willed that the spiritual power exercised by her pastors should come from a visible source, so that the faithful might have a sure means of verifying the claims of those who were to guide them in His name. Our Lord (we say it reverently) owed this to us; for, on the last day, He will not receive us as His children, unless we shall have been members of His Church, and have lived in union with Him by the ministry of pastors lawfully constituted.[51]
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Does the SSPX have an extraordinary mission?
https://onepeterfive.com/does-the-sspx-have-an-extraordinary-mission/   
John F. Salza, December 6, 2021
Editor’s note: as we announced last week, this is the beginning of an ongoing series presenting both sides of the SSPX debate. A response to this critique from Mr. Salza will appear later today. Contributions to this debate on either side can be sent to editor [at] onepeterfive.com.

In Episode 44 of the Society of St. Pius X’s Crisis in the Church series, Fr. Jonathan Loop, SSPX, gave a podcast entitled “How Can the SSPX Justify its Ministry in the Church?” The purpose of Fr. Loop’s video was to explain how the SSPX clergy can justify the exercise of their priestly ministry when they have no permission from the Church to do so.[1] After all, while the bishops of the SSPX have valid episcopal ordinations, they do not have a canonical mission given by hierarchical authority, which is required for such functions to become active and lawful.[2] Further, the priests of the SSPX are not incardinated (attached or “hinged” to a particular Church or religious institute in communion with Rome), which is contrary to canon law (“Every cleric must be incardinated…unattached or transient clerics are not allowed at all”).[3]
The necessity of “mission” (from the Latin missio, “sending”) in the Church is regulated by canon law, but rooted in divine law. Just as God the Father sends Christ, so Christ sends the Apostles in His Great “Commission” (Mt 28:18-20). And just as Christ sends the Apostles, so the Vicar of Christ sends the successors of the Apostles (who send their priests), so that Christ’s mission (of teaching, sanctifying and governing) can be carried out through the sacred priesthood, according to His will.

In his presentation, Fr. Loop admitted that the SSPX “does not have a normal, canonical mission.”[4] He also referred to Pope Benedict XVI’s letter to the bishops in which the Pope stated the SSPX does not have “any canonical status” or “legitimate ministry” in the Church. He also admitted that the Society does in fact operate “contrary to the known intentions, the known will of those successors of the Apostles, the Princes of the Church.”[5]
Nevertheless, Fr. Loop claimed the SSPX’s ministry is justified due to “the exceptional crisis in which the Church finds herself,” which he explained to mean the Pope and most of the bishops are destroying the faith, and the SSPX needs to intervene to save the faith. However, according to the teaching of Popes and Saints, the existence of a crisis in the Church is not relevant to the question of “How Can the SSPX Justify its Ministry in the Church?”
When clergy like Fr. Loop concede that they do not have a “normal canonical mission” and are even working “contrary to the will” of the local bishops, the Church requires them to prove they have an extraordinary mission (which means they were sent directly by Christ). And for a minister to prove he has an extraordinary mission, the Church has always required him to have miracles. Otherwise, the Church instructs the faithful to reject him.
As Pope Pius XII taught about bishops who minister without canonical mission: “Acts requiring the power of Holy Orders which are performed by ecclesiastics of this kind, though they are valid as long as the consecration conferred on them was valid, are yet gravely illicit, that is, criminal and sacrilegious. To such conduct the warning words of the Divine Teacher fittingly apply: ‘He who enters not by the door into the sheepfold, but climbs up another way, is a thief and a robber.’”[6]
In his book on Canonizations and Beatifications, Pope Benedict XIV writes that “no credit is to be publicly given to him [a priest] who says he has invisibly received a mission from God unless he confirms it by a miracle or a special testimony of Holy Scripture.’”[7] In Cum Ex Injuncto, Pope Innocent III taught:

…it does not suffice for anyone to assert so boldly that he is sent by God, since any heretic may profess this: but it is necessary that he proves that invisible mission by the working of miracles or by special testimony of the Scriptures…[8]
St. Francis de Sales, a Doctor of the Church, refuted the Protestant claim of extraordinary mission based on the allegation that the Church’s ordinary mission had become corrupt:

These reasons are so strong that the most solid of your party have taken ground elsewhere than in the ordinary mission, and have said that they were sent extraordinarily by God because the ordinary mission had been ruined and abolished within the true Church itself, under the tyranny of Antichrist. This is their most safe refuge, which, since it is common to all sorts of heretics…I say then that no one should allege an extraordinary mission unless he proves it by miracles… He then who would be so rash as to boast of extraordinary mission without immediately producing miracles, deserves to be taken for an imposter.[9]
Van Noort also addresses the Protestant claim of extraordinary mission his Dogmatic Manual, Christ’s Church:
Since the original Protestants obviously lacked apostolicity of government, they took refuge in an appeal to the theory of “extraordinary mission.” … It is clear, however, if any such extraordinary mission were ever to be granted by God, it would have to be proven by miracles or other clearly divine trademarks.[10]
Therefore, the question is not whether there is a crisis in the Church, but whether the Society of St. Pius X has extraordinary mission due to the crisis in the Church. While this is no judgment of the intentions of the SSPX clergy, this is how the Catholic Church judges clerics who claim to have a right to exercise the priesthood without a canonical mission from the Church.[11] If the SSPX does not have an extraordinary mission, then they are condemned by the words of SSPX priest Fr. Angles,

If they [the priests of the SSPX] have no faculties, all the priestly work they perform every day is illegitimate and therefore evil. If this is so, it would be a sin to receive their services, maybe even to ask for them. If such is the case, the Society is deceiving the good traditional Catholic faithful!

If the current ecclesial crisis necessitated the intervention of the SSPX without a canonical mission, then Christ would have personally given them an extraordinary mission and backed it up with the miracles that the Church requires to confirm it. After all, it has been during times of great crisis that Christ has given extraordinary mission (for example, St. Vincent Ferrer received extraordinary mission from Christ, and he had the miracles to prove it. During his canonization, the Church stopped counting at 800). What privilege is the SSPX claiming for themselves over St. Vincent Ferrer, not to mention Our Lord, or the Apostles, or Moses – all of whom proved their divine mission with miracles?

Neither Archbishop Lefebvre nor any of his bishops and priests have produced a single miracle to justify their ministry without a canonical mission, even though they claim we are suffering perhaps the greatest crisis in Church history.[12] That is because Christ did not send the bishops and priests of the SSPX. Rather, they have sent themselves, and thus, in the words of Fr. Angles (SSPX), “have been deceiving good traditional Catholic faithful.”[13]
This article has been abbreviated by the author from its original version.
[1] Pope Francis has given the SSPX clergy permission to hear confessions and, with the approval of the local bishop, witness marriages. We can only hope that these concessions finally lead to a canonical mission for the SSPX.

[2] See canon 381, §2. See, also, for example, John Beal, James Coriden, and Thomas Green, A New Commentary on the Code of Canon Law (New York: Paulist Press, 2000), p. 512.

[3] Canon 265. For purposes of simplicity, and consonant with traditional terminology, I will use the word “mission” in this article to refer to the lawful exercise of both the offices of bishop and priest.
[4] SSPX Crisis in the Church Series, Episode 44 – “How Can the SSPX Justify its Ministry in the Church?” https://www. youtube.com/watch?v=pUvM W_W z JRs, at 3.50.

[5] It must be noted that extraordinary mission always works together with the ordinary authority, not in opposition to it. Thus, on that basis alone, the SSPX could not have an extraordinary mission.

[6] Ibid., Nos 41-42 (emphasis added).

[7] Pope Benedict XIV, Beatification and Canonization, “On Heroic Virtue”, Chapter viii; quoted in the Catholic Encyclopedia (1913) Vol. XII, p. 474-475.
[8] Pope Innocent III, Cum ex injuncto, 1199. The “special testimony of Scripture” means the cleric is personally referred to in Scripture.

[9] St. Francis de Sales, The Catholic Controversy (Rockford, IL, Tan Books and Publishers, 1989), pp. 18-22.

[10] Christ’s Church, p. 154.

[11] It must be noted that Pope Francis has delegated faculties to the SSPX to hear confessions and, with the approval of the local ordinary, witness marriages. We pray that these concessions lead to a reconciliation of the SSPX with the Church.
[12] Apart from delegated faculties granted by Pope Francis to hear confessions and, with the approval of the local ordinary, witness marriages, the SSPX does not exercise a legitimate ministry in the Church. We can only hope that these concessions of Pope Francis finally lead to a canonical mission for the SSPX.

[13] The SSPX also wrongly appeals to “supplied jurisdiction” (not “mission”) to justify their ministry, even though supplied jurisdiction is not relevant to those priestly acts which do not require the power of governance (such as baptizing or saying Mass for example, which require mission only). Hence, the SSPX is claiming an extraordinary mission, whether they realize it or not.

John F. Salza, Esq. is an attorney and also a widely-acclaimed Catholic writer and lecturer for the past 20 years. He is the author of a dozen books on the topics of Scriptural apologetics, Predestination, Freemasonry and Fatima, including his most recent opus True or False Pope? – Refuting Sedevacantism and Other Modern Errors (co-author Robert Siscoe). His many articles have appeared in The Remnant newspaper, The Fatima Crusader magazine and Catholic Family News. He has been a frequent guest on radio shows throughout America, such as Catholic Answers Live, The Drew Mariani Show and Kresta in the Afternoon, and has appeared on television programs for the Eternal Word Television Network (EWTN) and The Discovery Channel. John’s latest articles and talks can be found at www.trueorfalsepope.com.
In Praise of Archbishop Lefebvre and Defense of the SSPX
https://onepeterfive.com/in-praise-of-archbishop-lefebvre-and-defense-of-the-sspx/   
Nishant Xavier, December 6, 2021
Editor’s note: as we announced last week, this is the beginning of an ongoing series presenting both sides of the SSPX debate. This answer to Mr. Salza will also include a general defense of the SSPX. Contributions to this debate on either side can be sent to editor [at] onepeterfive.com.

Recently, John Salza wrote an article attacking Archbishop Lefebvre and the SSPX. Before we reply to John Salza, let us recount the greatness and heroic deeds, the sacrifices, struggles and missionary labors of His Grace, Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre, the holy French Catholic Missionary to Africa, a true Apostle of Jesus Christ Our King. Let us examine the case from the very beginning to see where truth lies.

The First Phase of Lefebvre’s Life (1929-1958). Ordained a Priest in 1929 at the age of 23 to preparing for the Second Vatican Council in 1959. The Shining Catholic Missionary who helped grow the Roman Catholic Church in Africa.
I highly recommend all Catholics interested in the question watch this beautiful documentary, a greatly edifying, truly educational and highly inspirational video, that explains the glorious life and apostolic ministry of Archbishop Lefebvre in Africa. For those who prefer to read, his biography is published by Angelus Press as well as the three volume Apologia pro Marcel Lefebvre by Michael Davies.
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In blood, sweat, tears and toil, Archbishop Lefebvre labored for decades, ministering to hundreds of thousands of Catholics, and spreading the missionary work to save souls. Together with Venerable American Archbishop Fulton Sheen, he was one of the greatest Catholic evangelists of the 20th century. His zeal was admired by Pope Pius XII, who elevated him to Vicar Apostolic, overseeing some 50,000 Catholics throughout Africa. His missionary ideas to elevate the nascent African Christendom were later adopted by Pius XII in his encyclical on the missions, Fidei Donum (1957).
His missionary efforts have borne the greatest fruits. The Church in Africa today is an amazing success story. As Aleteia notes, and in a completely incredible and unexpected way, there are now more Christians in Africa than in Europe and even Latin America.  According to John Allen, “Africa in the twentieth century went from a Catholic population of 1.9 million in 1900 to 130 million in 2000, a growth rate of 6,708 percent, the most rapid expansion of Catholicism in a single continent in two thousand years of church history.”[1] We cannot forget the great African Cardinals who have greatly blessed and enriched the Universal Church: doctrinal and liturgical traditionalist Cardinal Sarah with friends of Tradition like Cardinal Arinze, a supporter of complete rights and full freedom for the Missa Tridentina. 
God Bless Africa, and may the good Priests, Nuns, Bishops and Cardinals of Africa, along with Lay Catholic Evangelists – vocations are now quite numerous in the continent – continue to bless the Universal Church.
The Second Phase of Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre’s Life (1959-1988) Thirty Glorious Years of Fidelity to Catholic Tradition, and staunch Anti-Communist Catholic Action, amidst opposition and persecution. Catholic Champion of the Rights of Jesus Christ Our King, the Treasure of Tradition, Mary Immaculate as Mediatrix of All Graces, the Fifth Marian Dogma, and a heroic example of nearly blameless and flawless Catholic Devotion to Jesus and Mary before all.
Already in 1966, Archbishop Lefebvre sounded the prophetic warning, with the greatest love and devotion toward the Magisterial Authorities, that a Great Crisis for Christendom was beginning. Do we not recognize, 55 years later, these warnings as absolutely and incredibly prophetic?

The Church’s destruction is proceeding apace. Through an exaggerated authority granted to Episcopal conferences, the Sovereign Pontiff has rendered himself impotent. In a single year, how many painful examples! And yet, the Successor of Peter and he alone can save the Church.

Let the Holy Father surround himself with vigorous defenders of the Faith, let him appoint them to significant dioceses. Let him deign to proclaim the truth in weighty documents, let him hunt down error without fear of opposition, without fear of schism, without fear of casting doubt upon the pastoral dispositions of the Council.

May the Holy Father deign to encourage the bishops to set faith and morals aright individually, as befits any good shepherd; to support courageous bishops, to incite them to reform their seminaries, to reestablish studies according to St. Thomas in them; to encourage superiors general to maintain in their novitiates and communities the fundamental principles of all Christian asceticism, especially obedience; to encourage the development of Catholic schools, of a doctrinally healthy press, of associations of Christian families; at last also to repress those who instigate error and to reduce them to silence. Wednesday allocutions cannot take the place of encyclicals, of commands, of letters to bishops.

Doubtless I am rather bold to express myself in this manner! But it is with ardent love that I write these lines, love of the glory of God, love of Jesus, love of Mary, of her Church, of the Successor of Peter, bishop of Rome, vicar of Jesus Christ.

No wonder Cardinal Oddi said the drama with Archbishop Lefebvre is that he has “too much Faith.” He understood well the treasure of our faith, and thus the treasure of our Tradition.

Cardinal Oddi’s words show the Roman Church regards Archbishop Lefebvre as one of Her faithful sons, though he made a few mistakes.
We cannot forget two of perhaps the greatest and strongest traditional Catholic bishops in the Church today, Bishop Athanasius Schneider and Bishop Carlo Maria Viganò, have had words of appreciation, esteem and praise for Archbishop Lefebvre and the Society of St. Pius X.
The Third Phase of Archbishop Lefebvre’s Life (1988-1991): Consecration of Bishops, a few mistakes (everybody is allowed some), and difficulties with Rome under Pope St. John Paul II.
Here, in this third phase of his life, Archbishop Lefebvre was slightly confused by the schismatic sedevacantists. Although he had justly expelled them from his Society in 1983, for the great troubles they caused him, and had clearly taught: “It is very important that there should always be the bond with Rome if we wish to remain Catholic; even if we do not agree with everything being done in Rome, I think the bond is absolutely indispensable.” Now he himself began to be confused by their schismatic claims about Pope St. John Paul II. If only he had given as much attention to many of his priests who were Indult Traditionalists, who later founded St. Peter’s Fraternity. These priests loved and appreciated Pope St. John Paul II, for his own heroic efforts to defeat Communism in the USSR, and fight abortion everywhere in the world, together with travelling to visit the whole world, including India, my own country, to promote the Gospel, the Church, and Catholic Evangelism. I think that if Archbishop Lefebvre had considered these things, he may have more greatly respected Pope St. John Paul II.

Indeed, in the early years, Archbishop Lefebvre had the highest appreciation and esteem for Pope St. John Paul II and believed His Holiness was going to help save the Church from the post Vatican-II Crisis in the Church.
For example, in 1978, Archbishop Lefebvre wrote to him:

Holy Father, There is no doubt that the audience you granted me was willed by God. For me it was a great comfort to be able quite freely to explain the circumstances and the grounds for the existence of the Priestly Fraternity of St. Pius X and of its seminaries, and the reasons which led me to continue the Work in spite of the decisions by Fribourg and Rome. It is plain to any impartial observer that our Work is a nursery of priests of the sort the Church has always desired and the true faithful want. We are justified in thinking that if the Church would admit the fact and give it the legality to which it is entitled vocations would be even more plentiful.

Holy Father, for the honor of Jesus Christ, for the good of the Church, for the salvation of souls, we beg you to say a single word as Successor of Peter and Pastor of the Universal Church to the bishops of the whole world: ‘Let them carry on – We authorize the free use of what multisecular Tradition has used for the sanctification of souls.’

What difficulty is there in such an attitude? None. The bishops would decide the places and the times reserved for that Tradition. Unity would be discovered again at once at the level of the bishop of the place. On the other hand, what advantages for the Church: the renewal of seminaries and monasteries, great fervor in the parishes. The bishops would be stupefied to find in a few years an outburst of devotion and sanctification which they thought had disappeared forever.”(!)
Still, on balance, the great works that Archbishop Lefebvre had already accomplished speak for themselves. If Archbishop Lefebvre had gone to Rome, defended his cause, explained his case, and obtained Ordinary Jurisdiction for his Bishops (which, by divine law, can come to Bishops only through the Successor of St. Peter, as Pope Ven. Pius XII teaches), the Truth is that he probably would already have received the crown of canonization by now. That’s what the schismatic sedevacantists have cost His Grace, and why it’s so important to oppose their error. The 1988 Protocol which was signed between Rome and Archbishop Lefebvre, if it had gone through, would have been enough for Canonical Status.

I wish to note as well that His Excellency Bishop Fellay is a true successor of Archbishop Lefebvre. Damsel of the Faith recounted an ordinary incident that showed the great grace, humility and longsuffering of this traditional Catholic Bishop, during a Confirmation:

Nobody who was in that room is likely to forget what happened next: Bishop Fellay came in, with his as yet untreated foot – which turned out to have been seriously broken – on crutches, and with a big smile on his face! After first apologizing for the ‘inconvenience’ (!) his injury had caused, Fellay then suddenly said, with an even bigger smile: ‘This is a very good sign! It is a very good sign, because it shows that the devil is very angry that these little children receive the Sacrament of Confirmation!’ The faithful present were astonished. How was it that this holy man smiled through the pain of a broken foot and yet rejoiced over obstacles put into his way?

In addition, the SSPX has now done two great things that no other traditional Catholic fraternity, including the FSSP, the SSPV, the Resistance (all three groups that split off from the SSPX to go their own separate ways), the CMRI, the ICK and every other group (there are too many schisms in Tradition today, and too little focus on unity and charity). They’ve “graduated” Roman Catholic Bishops to Roman Catholic Tradition. And they’ve done it not only once but even twice! Alleluia! Bishop Lazo of the Philippines is the first, and we leave it to our readers to research and do their homework on His Excellency. We will mention the great work the SSPX did much more recently, in obtaining, by God’s Grace, that Bishop Huonder should not only want to offer the Traditional Latin Mass, but never again wish to offer the Novus Ordo Mass, according to His Excellency’s own words!

[Interviewer:] May I conclude from your remarks that you no longer wish to celebrate the Novus Ordo at all?

[His Excellency Bishop Huonder]I no longer want to do it. I sense simply that I can no longer do it, because when you are immersed in the traditional Mass, you simply come to a point where you sense that you can no longer do anything else.

Now, we will come to the objections of Mr. Salza and the answers to them.
Fact I: His Holiness Pope Francis has authorized the SSPX to continue legally and licitly ordaining Priests, even without requesting permission from local Bishops (which, in some cases, they do anyway, and they always respect the Bishops, the Shepherds of the Church).
Catholic Culture Reported:

Bishops of the Society of St. Pius X (SSPX) have been authorized by Pope Francis to ordain new priests without the approval of the local diocesan bishop, according to Bishop Bernard Fellay, the superior of the traditionalist group.

‘Last year, I received a letter from Rome, telling me you can freely ordain your priests without the permission of the local ordinary,’ Bishop Fellay reported. He said that the move indicated that although the status of the SSPX remains irregular, ‘the ordination is recognized by the Church not just as valid but in order.’

The SSPX has been involved in talks with the Vatican, aimed at regularizing the status of the group, and informed sources have indicated that an agreement is close to establish the SSPX as a personal prelature. Pope Francis has already said that SSPX priests have the authority to hear sacramental confessions and preside at weddings that will be recognized by the Catholic Church. Bishop Fellay remarked that the permission to ordain bishops is ‘one more step in his acceptance that we are… “normal Catholics.”

Therefore, the Pope recognizes that the ministration of the Sacraments by the SSPX Bishops is both valid and licit. If even Priestly Ordinations are recognized as being not only valid but also “in order,” then so much more are the other Sacraments. And all this is impossible unless the SSPX already has some kind of canonical mission, even if it is, as yet, not absolutely indisputable, and granted in writing like it was to St. Peter’s Fraternity.
Fact II: His Holiness Pope Francis clearly declared, during his Holy Year of Divine Mercy, that SSPX Priests are granted the faculty to absolve validly and licitly, and then, in a generous and gracious gesture, indefinitely extended these faculties after the Holy Year was concluded.
The SSPX website reported:

At the close of the Jubilee Year of Mercy, the Holy Father made special mention of the SSPX priests’ faculty to absolve sins.

On Monday, November 21st, 2016, the Vatican released an Apostolic Letter from Pope Francis called Misericordia et Misera. Of note to our readers, the Society of St. Pius X was mentioned in paragraph 12:

For the Jubilee Year I had also granted that those faithful who, for various reasons, attend churches officiated by the priests of the Priestly Fraternity of Saint Pius X, can validly and licitly receive the sacramental absolution of their sins. For the pastoral benefit of these faithful, and trusting in the good will of their priests to strive with God’s help for the recovery of full communion with the Catholic Church, I have personally decided to extend this faculty beyond the Jubilee Year, until further provisions are made, lest anyone ever be deprived of the sacramental sign of reconciliation through the Church’s pardon.
Thank you Holy Father! The SSPX should be more grateful to Pope Francis for his generous steps toward them, to reconcile them to full communion. 
One sees often that some among the SSPX – usually laity more than Priests – have contempt for the Holy Father and refer to him, with derision, as “Mr. Bergoglio,” (another bad practice that comes from the schismatic sedevacantists). This anti-clericalist attitude is not good, and does not come from true devotion or genuine piety. We can disagree with the Vicar of Christ, but we must do so respectfully and with charity toward the Holy Father.

When we speak contemptuously and derisively of the Holy Father, even Catholic Bishops who earlier were favorable to Tradition begin to be negatively disposed toward it. We must fight for the rights of Tradition to be recognized in Rome, but respectfully as Archbishop Lefebvre did.

Bishop Fellay said, about this generous gesture of Pope Francis:
As a result of the Pope’s act, during the Holy Year, we will have ordinary jurisdiction. In the image I mentioned, this has the effect of giving us the official insignia of firefighters, whereas such a status was denied us for decades. In itself, it adds nothing new for the Society, its members, or its faithful. Yet this ordinary jurisdiction will perhaps reassure people who are uneasy or others who until now did not dare to approach us. For, as we said in the communiqué thanking the Pope, the priests of the Society wish for one thing only: ‘To perform with renewed generosity their ministry in the confessional, following the example of untiring devotion that the saintly Curé of Ars gave to all priests.’

The SSPX’s sacramental actions are clearly already recognized as valid and licit. Getting full and indisputable canonical mission, preferably in writing like the 1988 Protocol, would complete it.

Fact III: Pope Francis, while still Cardinal Jorge Mario, clearly said to the SSPX Priests, in Argentina: “You are Catholic. That is evident. I will help you.” The truth is both Pope St. John Paul II and Pope Benedict XVI worked hard to grant the Society a canonical status, and perhaps Pope Francis could complete the task, if the Society desires and asks for it.
Pope Francis said some 30 years ago to Fr. Christian of the SSPX:

And the Cardinal [the current Pope Francis] told us, ‘No, no, you are Catholic, that is evident; I will help you.’ He wrote a letter in our favor to the government, that is so leftwing that they managed to find an opposing letter by the nuncio. Therefore, a 0-0 tie. Now he is the pope, and our lawyer had the opportunity of having a meeting with the Pope. He told him that the problem was still going on with the Society, and asked him to please designate a bishop in Argentina with whom we could sort out this problem. The Pope told him, ‘Yes, and this bishop is myself, I promised to help, and I will do it.’

Now reportedly Cardinal Ratzinger said of Archbishop Lefebvre in 2003: “I consider him to be the most important bishop of the 20th century with regard to the universal Church.” Further, he directly addressed Mr. Salza’s critique when he said:

From my current point of view, I have to agree with Archbishop Lefebvre in retrospect about having his own bishops. Today after the experience of ’15 years of Ecclesia Dei,’ it is clear that such a work as that of the Priestly Fraternity of St. Pius X cannot simply be handed over to the diocesan bishops.

***

Reverend Fathers of the SSPX, John Salza, whose book you endorsed, and who frequented Society chapels for over a decade, is now attacking the Society for lacking canonical status.

Although some of his claims are clearly mistaken, just think, beside the theological reasons why canonical mission is necessary, how many practical advantages and blessings it would bring both to the SSPX and to all Catholic Tradition. Continue to advocate for Tradition and defend its cause in Rome and the wider Church, just like Archbishop Lefebvre so rightly did, and as you are so nobly continuing to do. But also, now that fifty years have passed since you were founded as a canonically regular society, and about thirty since Archbishop Lefebvre came very close to canonical normalization with Rome, please understand why so many Catholics who love and support you with all their strength, who pray for and donate to your apostolate, believe it would be better and preferable for you to obtain canonical normalization. If the Pope himself said the Society is canonically regular, all the Bishops of the Church would be absolutely obliged to accept it. And it is very probable that most of them will.

The SSPX has already grown to nearly 700 Priests. It can easily cross 1000 and even surpass 1500 soon, but it will do all that much faster if it has canonical status first, like St. Peter’s Fraternity. As we saw earlier, Archbishop Lefebvre lobbied for an “as-is” canonical regularization with Rome many times in His Grace’s letters. When more traditional Catholics can work within the canonical structure of the Church, the Latin Mass can be definitively restored and strengthened, for the good of souls.

The SSPX can do the same even today, bring the case to a happy conclusion, and silence the mouths of all misguided objectors like John Salza once and for all. Deus Vult! God wills it!

 

[1] John Allen cited in Philip Jenkins, The Next Christendom (Oxford University Press: 2011), 72-73. Cf. John Allen, The Future Church (New York: Doubleday, 2009).

Nishant Xavier lives in Chennai, India. He has an MBA in Financial Management and works in investment banking in Credit Suisse. He earlier worked at Bank of New York in its Chennai office. He makes time to preach the Gospel. His Passion is to preach to 100 Crore Souls before he dies. He is the Author of the upcoming Book: The Great Commission of Lord Jesus Christ: Distributing 150 Crore Bibles in India by 2033. For any important concern, send him a mail at nishantxavier2019@gmail.com or connect with him on Facebook, Twitter or LinkedIn and YouTube.
The SSPX is Transgressing Divine Law – Reply to Xavier
https://onepeterfive.com/the-sspx-is-transgressing-divine-law-reply-to-xavier/ 
John F. Salza, December 20, 2021
Editor’s note: especially in light of the most recent news, we will present a number of installments in this debate as a means to help form the conscience of faithful souls as we face this moment of decision. Let us beseech the Holy Ghost for the gift of Counsel, which guides us in decisions such as this. 
Recently, Mr. Nishant Xavier, who describes himself as a “Pro-SSPX Indult Traditionalist,” wrote a reply to my article entitled “Does the SSPX Have an Extraordinary Mission?” My article was in response to Fr. Jonathan Loop’s podcast (Crisis series, Episode 44 – “How Can the SSPX Justify its Ministry in the Church?”). The purpose of Fr. Loop’s podcast was to explain how the SSPX can carry out its ministry without having a canonical mission from the Church (which, as explained below, is a self-defeating inquiry as a matter of divine law).

Mr. Xavier’s Primary Argument:
He Appeals to the Sanctity of Archbishop Lefebvre
Before addressing Mr. Xavier’s errors on canonical mission and the nature of the Church, I note that Xavier’s primary argument for why the SSPX can operate without mission is because of the alleged sanctity (as he claims) of Archbishop Lefebvre, the SSPX’s founder. To that end, before even pretending to address my article, Xavier spends nearly three quarters of his piece “in praise of Archbishop Lefebvre,” recounting the good works he did, particularly as a missionary in Africa (a period in which Lefebvre was a bishop in good standing, with canonical mission from the Church).
While I acknowledge (and have never denied) that Archbishop Lefebvre did many good things for the Church before he retired, none of this has anything to do with the issue of how the SSPX can operate without canonical mission today. In seeming deference to his cult of personality, Xavier refuses to impute any material faults to Archbishop Lefebvre, claiming rather that Lefebvre should have received “the Crown of Canonization by now.”

The Necessity of Juridical Mission
is a Matter of Divine Positive Law
In his reply, Mr. Xavier advances three “Facts” which he says prove the SSPX can circumvent the divine law and operate without a canonical mission in the Church. In this reply to Mr. Xavier, I will directly address Xavier’s three arguments and show why they are completely fallacious. Before doing so, however, I will provide a brief overview on the absolute necessity for clergy to have a juridical mission in order to lawfully minister in the Church.

The error of Mr. Xavier and many like-minded Traditionalists is an error in ecclesiology: they fail to understand that it is absolutely necessary, as a matter of divine positive law, that clergy must be part of the juridical structure of the Church, with a juridical mission from the Church, in order to be legitimate Catholic ministers of the Church. This is because the juridical mission of the Church is concomitant with the juridical structure of the Church, according to that same divine law. That is, the juridical structure of the Church exists to carry out the juridical mission of the Church, as willed by Christ.

When traditionalists like Mr. Xavier think that so long as one is validly ordained, says the Old Mass, and “rejects Vatican II and the New Mass,” he is a legitimate Catholic minister, they embrace an erroneous ecclesiology. This false ecclesiology distorts the nature of the Church, by extending it beyond her juridical structure, to include individual sects that are separated from her, and from each other, in government. In an exact parallel to that of the early Protestants, this ecclesiology maintains that the “visible Catholic Church” consists of all the baptized who profess the true faith, and partake of the true sacraments, regardless of whether they are united in government, and subject to the legitimate authorities.  In this Protestant ecclesiology, the juridical reality is replaced by a greater spiritual reality.
According to Catholic ecclesiology, just as being within the Church’s juridical structure (united and subject to the legitimate authority of the Pope and bishops) is a necessary to be a legal member of the Church, so, too, is having a juridical mission from the legitimate authority necessary to be a lawful minister of the Church. Again, the juridical structure of the Church exists to carry out the juridical mission of the Church.

Now, the Society acknowledges that it is not part of the juridical structure of the Church (they concede they do not have a canonical status in the Church, which was extinguished with their suppression in 1975). Earlier this year, Cardinal Burke confirmed the same, stating: “they [the SSPX] are not part of the one Roman Catholic Church throughout the world.” The Society also concedes that it does not have a juridical mission from the Church (which has been affirmed by Pope Benedict XVI, Cardinal Burke and Archbishop Pozzo, among many others).

Notwithstanding these requirements of the divine law, the Society still claims that its clergy are legitimate Catholic ministers, who can freely exercise their ministry, as if they were part of, and sent by, the Church. Again, this is because, according to the Society’s ecclesiology, and contrary to the juridical requirements of divine law, it is not required that a priest be part of the Catholic Church (the structure) or sent by lawful authority (the mission), in order to lawfully exercise the priesthood. It only requires one to be baptized and “profess the true faith” which, for clergy, as we said, would be considered those who say the Old Mass and reject the New Mass and Vatican II.

Accordingly, the Society does not view belonging to the juridical structure of the Church (with juridical mission) an absolute necessity for clergy as a matter of divine law, but only a relative necessity in the practical order. For the Society, merely professing that the Catholic Church is a “visible, hierarchical institution” is sufficient in itself to make one part of the Church. 
Ironically, it could be said that the Society embraces the “error” that it claims Lumen Gentium teaches, namely, that the Church of Christ subsists in “ecclesiastical communities,” that are separated, in government, from the Catholic Church and from each other.
The Teaching of the Church on Juridical Mission
While Mr. Xavier claims that juridical mission is only needed for the Society to have “Practical Advantages and Benefits and Blessings,” the Catholic Church teaches something quite different. The requirement that bishops (and the priests who serve under them) have canonical mission in the Church is a matter of divine law. While the Church’s canon law regulates mission, the necessity for a cleric to be “sent” by legitimate authority is part of the divine positive law of Christ, revealed in both Scripture and Tradition. Christ conferred the divine mission upon the Apostles by sending them into the world (Mt. 28:19), and commanded them to confer mission upon others, and so on, until the end of the world.

Pope Pius XII teaches: “For in virtue of the juridical mission by which our Divine Redeemer sent His Apostles into the world, as He had been sent by the Father, it is He who through the Church baptizes, teaches, rules, looses, binds, offers sacrifices.”[1] Because the requirement for a cleric to have “juridical mission” in the Church is a matter of divine positive law, it does not exist merely to provide “practical advantages and benefits” to the clergy, as Mr. Xavier maintains. Rather, it is absolutely necessary to make their ministry Catholic.

Pope Pius XII underscored the divinely revealed foundation of the Church’s juridical mission, by harshly condemning those validly consecrated bishops who exercise the power of Holy Orders without being sent by legitimate authority, likening them, in the words of Our Lord, to “thieves and robbers”:

Acts requiring the power of Holy Orders which are performed by ecclesiastics of this kind, though they are valid as long as the consecration conferred on them was valid, are yet gravely illicit, that is, criminal and sacrilegious. To such conduct the warning words of the Divine Teacher fittingly apply: ‘He who enters not by the door into the sheepfold, but climbs up another way, is a thief and a robber.’[2]
This is why the Council of Trent anathematizes anyone who would call such bishops lawful ministers: “If anyone saith that bishops…who have neither been rightly ordained, nor sent by ecclesiastical and canonical power, but come from elsewhere, are lawful ministers of the word and of the sacraments; let him be anathema.”[3] To hold such bishops as lawful ministers, as Mr. Xavier does, is anathema because the necessity of mission (being sent by lawful authority) is a requirement of divine law and a matter of faith.
This is also why the Church requires that anyone who claims to act in the name of Christ, without having been canonically sent, prove that they have been sent directly by Christ (extraordinary mission) by miracles, which serves as a divine testimony to what comes from divine law – his mission. As I quoted in my first article, Innocent III and Benedict XIV clearly teach that miracles (or at least an explicit prophecy from Holy Scripture) is necessary to justify an extraordinary mission.

Mr. Xavier’s root error is that he currently fails to understand that the juridical nature and mission of the Church are inseparable, according to the divine law of Jesus Christ. The latter (the mission of the Church) cannot be disregarded without setting aside the former (the nature of the Church). Her juridical structure, by divine constitution, exists to carry out her juridical mission, as Christ willed it. Ministries carried on outside this juridical structure are not Catholic. Canonical mission has the testimony of the Church, who sends clergy by the command of Christ, while extraordinary mission has the divine testimony of Christ Himself (through miracles). In either case, the bishops, and the priests who serve them, belong to the Church and are sent by the Church, according to divine law, lest their ministry be “criminal” (due to theft) and “sacrilegious,” since they would be usurping the very authority of Christ and those upon whom His Church has conferred mission.

Thus, juridical mission is not mere window-dressing or a perfunctory stamp of approval of what is already legitimate, as Mr. Xavier imagines. Mission is not merely “accidental” or what simply ornaments a legitimate ministry, with “Practical Advantages and Benefits and Blessings,” in the words of Mr. Xavier. Canonical mission “is not something notarial, it is essential!,” as Archbishop Pozzo said in connection with his efforts to bring the Society back into the Church (which we will discuss below). Indeed, juridical mission is part and parcel of the juridical structure of the Church (i.e., her legal, hierarchical structure), by which she is formally known as the true Church of Christ.

While the Society claims that it can operate without juridical mission because the current crisis in the Church is not foreseen in canon law, divine law foresees all things. Thus, any appeal of the Society to canon law (e.g., supplied jurisdiction) or principles of law (e.g., canonical equity, necessity), cannot be used to circumvent the divine law, which is what the Society does (and my opponent condones) when attempting to justify its ministry without juridical mission.
Mr. Xavier’s Three “Proofs”
Let us now look at the three “proofs” that Mr. Xavier advances in the last quarter of his article to support his claim that the SSPX can circumvent the divine law and operate without a juridical mission. Also, I note that none of Xavier’s three proofs are responsive to any of the points I made in my article on Extraordinary Mission. He first posits the following:

“Fact I: His Holiness Pope Francis has authorized the SSPX to continue legally and licitly ordaining Priests, even without requiring permission from local Bishops.”

A Reply to Mr. Xavier’s Alleged “Fact” No. 1
There are a number of problems with this alleged statement of “fact,” but, most importantly, even if true, does not prove that the SSPX has or can operate without a juridical mission.
To begin, let’s read what Mr. Xavier bases his papal “fact” on, namely, a statement that Bishop Fellay (not Pope Francis) gave in an interview in April 2017. As quoted by Xavier: “Last year [2016], I received a letter from Rome, telling me you can freely ordain your priests without the permission of the local ordinary,” Bishop Fellay reported. 
He said that the move indicated that although the status of the SSPX remains irregular, “the ordination is recognized by the Church not just as valid but in order.”

Now, based on Bishop Fellay’s brief and general statement, which doesn’t mention either “Pope Francis” or “legal” and “licit” ordinations, Mr. Xavier long-jumps to the conclusion that Pope Francis has “authorized” the SSPX to “continue” to “legally and licitly” ordain priests. Moreover, Xavier tells us his statement is a “fact.” My opponent is quite confused about what constitutes a fact, versus what constitutes an interpretation (of person A) of a statement (by person B) about a letter (from person C).

Mr. Xavier’s statement about the Pope is not a public fact, but an unproven assertion of Xavier, based on a chain of double hearsay evidence: (1) an unproduced letter from Rome; and, (2) a statement from the recipient of the letter (Bishop Fellay) interpreting the letter. While Xavier gratuitously asserts that the Pope has “authorized” that the SSPX can “continue” to “legally and licitly” ordain priests based on Bishop Fellay’s statement, Fellay himself says no such thing. To repeat, the bishop does not even say the letter was from the Pope, nor does he say the letter addresses prior ordinations which can now “continue,” nor does he use the terms “legally” and “licitly” to describe the ordinations. My opponent would not fare well in a cross-examination of his assertion which he claims is a fact.

In a finding of fact, a lawyer would also question why Bishop Fellay didn’t publish the “letter from Rome” that allegedly gives the SSPX permission to ordain priests (and Fellay’s statement would also be inadmissible hearsay in court unless the letter were produced for the court). The publication of such news would immediately silence the Society’s critics who rightly claim that the SSPX ordinations (without canonical permission) are illicit and forbidden by the Church. Wouldn’t Fellay want to silence the Society’s critics? Why wouldn’t the bishop publish such wonderful, encouraging and groundbreaking news? Hopefully, even my opponent would have the same questions. Surely, a reluctance to publish the letter suggests that the letter proves too much for the Society’s position, meaning the letter states something different than what might be gleaned from the bishop’s comments, and certainly what Mr. Xavier would have us believe is a “fact.”
That is indeed the case. While Bishop Fellay said he received a letter from Rome in 2016 granting him permission to ordain priests, the Italian Press La Stampa reported in February 2017 that SSPX ordinations continued to be illicit, according to Archbishop Pozzo, the Secretary of the Ecclesia Dei Commission responsible for the Society’s reconciliation (meaning that Fellay did not have “legal” and “lawful” permission to ordain priests). As reported in 2017 by La Stampa: “The Holy See – the Secretary of Ecclesia Dei explained – permits and tolerates the priestly ordinations of the Fraternity of St. Pius X, even while continuing to consider them valid but not licit, subject to communication of the names of the ordinands to the bishop of the place.”[4]
While we are not accusing Bishop Fellay of bearing false witness in his interview, one cannot reconcile Fellay’s statement relating to a letter he received from Rome in 2016, with that of Archbishop Pozzo of 2017, who as the head of the Ecclesia Dei Commission in Rome, was responsible for working with Bishop Fellay as he attempted to bring the Society back into the Church. This is why it is so important for Bishop Fellay to publish the letter – so that we can see for ourselves what the letter actually says, and canonists can evaluate whether and to what extent a faculty for SSPX ordinations may have been granted (For which year? For which seminary? Etc.).

It is also curious why Bishop Fellay said the Society’s ordinations are not just valid (which was never in dispute) but “in order.” One questions why Bishop Fellay did not use the canonical term “licit” if, in fact, Rome said his ordinations were licit (“in order” is not a canonical term). Presumably, if Rome said his ordinations were “licit,” Fellay would have published that statement to the world, for the good of the Church and the traditional movement. As it stands, not only did Fellay not claim in 2016 that Rome said the Society’s ordinations were licit, but Archbishop Pozzo, who was Fellay’s point man in the negotiations in 2016, denied that his ordinations were licit (stating they were illicit) the following year, as reported by La Stampa in 2017.

Finally, it should be noted that even if Rome said in 2016 that the Society’s ordinations were licit (which it evidently did not), it would not mean that the SSPX’s newly ordained priests have a legitimate mission in the Church (they would not, because they are not incardinated as required by canon 265). It would only mean that the bishops and ordinands of the Society would not incur canonical censures for illicit ordinations (but they would incur a censure each time they celebrate Mass). In the words of Archbishop Pozzo, that the Church “tolerates” the Society’s ordinations does not make them lawful or provide the Society mission. The Society makes the same false extrapolation of liceity when it appeals to canon 1335 to justify its ministry. However, canon 1335 only suspends a canonical penalty which prevents a sacrament from being licit; it does not provide mission – which the Society priests did not have before incurring the censure – to make the sacrament licit.

Thus, Mr. Nishant Xavier’s first proof in no way supports the argument that the SSPX can, contrary to the divine law, operate without a juridical mission. Now, to his second proof.

A Reply to Mr. Xavier’s Alleged “Fact” No. 2
“Fact II: His Holiness Pope Francis clearly declared, during his Holy Year of Divine Mercy, that SSPX Priests are granted the faculty to absolve validly and licitly, and then, in a generous and gracious gesture, indefinitely extended these faculties after the Holy Year was concluded.”

In my article on Extraordinary Mission, I not only acknowledge that Pope Francis has granted the SSPX clergy the faculty to hear confessions, but I express my gratitude to the Pope for doing so. This development has nothing to do with my article which Mr. Xavier is claiming to reply to, nor does it support his argument that the Society can perform all acts of teaching, sanctifying and governing, without a canonical mission. The granting of jurisdiction for confessions is not the same thing as granting mission for priestly ministry. 
As I have said, these are different privileges granted by ecclesiastical authority, both of which (in addition to validity) every priest must have to be Catholic. In other words, the Sacrament of Confession celebrated by an SSPX priest has jurisdiction and thus entirely valid and licit. However, the celebration of Holy Mass by an SSPX priest (or the ordinations of priests by an SSPX bishop) is valid but lacks mission and is thus illicit.

Thus Mr. Xavier’s second “fact” is not responsive to my arguments demonstrating the SSPX does not have a canonical mission; rather, it underscores that the permissions the SSPX clergy have are limited, and that is because they don’t have a canonical mission. Xavier does not make the necessary distinctions here between mission and jurisdiction.

Also, while Xavier quotes Bishop Fellay to claim the Society now has “ordinary jurisdiction” for confessions and marriages, this is not true, canonically speaking. The Society has received delegated faculties for confessions and marriages (and the faculty for marriage is conditional), which comes by way of a grantor (here, the Pope), and not ordinary jurisdiction, which is permanently attached to an office in the Church (and SSPX clergy neither hold, nor claim to hold, offices in the Church). That the Society priests have been granted delegated faculties (and not ordinary jurisdiction) is demonstrated by the words Pope Francis uses his Apostolic Letter Misericordia et misera, in which he refers to the “faculty” that he “granted” to SSPX clergy, and further by stating “I personally have decided to extend this faculty beyond the Jubilee Year, until further provisions are made…”[5]
While the Pope’s delegation of faculties for the two sacraments was a great act of mercy, it also indicates the SSPX clergy needed these faculties, because their previous absolutions were invalid (since they did not receive supplied jurisdiction). Indeed, as I explain in my article responding to Fr. Tranquillo’s podcast, common error that would trigger supplied jurisdiction does not apply to SSPX communities. The Church supplies jurisdiction on the basis of common error only when the Catholic community would conclude that the priest in question has habitual jurisdiction authorized by the local ordinary. Also, positive and probable doubt, which also triggers supplied jurisdiction, does not apply to Society priests. The Church supplies jurisdiction on the basis of probable and positive doubt only when a priest has a real and objective doubt about whether he has the faculty from the local bishop or other legitimate authority, which is not applicable to SSPX clergy.

Most importantly, as previously noted, that SSPX clergy now have delegated faculties for two sacraments does not mean they have a canonical mission to perform all acts of the priestly ministry. For example, they do not have permission to baptize, preach, or offer Mass (faculties which come to priests by universal law through incardination). Thus, the acts they perform outside the scope of their delegated faculties remain illicit. This is why Cardinal Burke characterized the Pope’s delegation to them of limited faculties an “anomaly,” since the Society’s Masses remain illicit (and don’t meet the Sunday obligation requirement of canon 1248), and yet their confessions are valid. But Pope Francis stated that he wanted to make a “mess” during his pontificate, and his delegation of faculties to priests without canonical mission certainly qualifies.

Archbishop Pozzo was clear that the Pope’s concern was for the eternal salvation of those who frequent SSPX chapels, and not to legitimize the Society’s illicit ministry. When asked whether he thought the Pope’s decision could “be seen as a way to encourage the faithful to go to SSPX priests for other sacraments,” Pozzo said: “No, I do not think it can be interpreted in that way; it is not an encouragement to go see the Society priests. The pope gave his motives in the decree. He is concerned for the spiritual salvation of the SSPX faithful.” After confirming that the faculties were delegated “for the good of souls, and certainly in view of a reconciliation,” Archbishop Pozzo explicitly refuted Mr. Xavier’s argument that the faculties legitimize their entire ministry. Said Pozzo: “The priests and bishops of the Society of St. Pius X nonetheless exercise their ministry illicitly and illegitimately.” Archbishop Pozzo’s statement directly refutes Mr. Xavier’s gratuitous claim that “The SSPX’s sacramental actions are clearly already recognized as valid and licit.”

Pozzo went on to explain, as I have done in this article, that canonical mission is indispensably tied to the visible structure of the Church (thus highlighting the “knowledge-gap” I mentioned that exists among many Traditional Catholics):

…insofar as they do not have a canonical recognition, they do not exercise their ministry legitimately, except for confessions and marriages, as granted by the pope. We must be very clear about this. The necessity of a canonical recognition is not just a notarial, formal act. The Church is a visible structure and it is essential for the clergy to have a canonical recognition from the Holy See. And this is another truth of the reality of the Church and they should admit it.

This “visible structure” is essential to the nature of the Church. It is in opposition to the Protestant notion of an invisible Church as I have said, which unfortunately the SSPX promotes by their refusal to abide by this divine law of mission. Mr. Xavier does not address these things, nor make the proper distinctions, therefore his second proof in no way supports the argument that the SSPX can, contrary to the divine law, operate without a juridical mission. Now, let’s go to his third proof.

A Reply to Mr. Xavier’s Alleged “Fact” No. 3
“Fact III: Pope Francis, while still Cardinal Jorge Mario, clearly said to the SSPX Priests, in Argentina: ‘You are Catholic. That is evident. I will help you.’”

This is Mr. Xavier’s third and final “proof” which he claims proves the Society can licitly operate without a canonical mission. Frankly, he should be embarrassed about advancing this argument, but it underscores that his defense of the Society is based primarily on his emotional ties, and not on theology or canon law. What does an alleged statement that Jorge Bergoglio made about the SSPX while a Cardinal in Argentina have to do with whether or not the SSPX has a canonical mission from the Church? Nothing, of course. And I think it is safe to say that Cardinal Bergoglio was not known for his orthodoxy or clarity in matters of doctrine.

Actually, Fr. Michael Goldade of the Society made a similar argument recently, to justify attendance at Society Masses. 
In his podcast entitled “Am I Allowed to Attend an SSPX Mass?” (Episode 47, Crisis series), Fr. Goldade claimed that because Msgr. Perl, Bishop Schneider and Cardinal Ladaria have referred to the SSPX as “Catholic” over the years, Catholics are thus allowed to attend their illicit Masses and, presumably, fulfill their Sunday and Holy Day obligations (a position that I disprove in my rebuttal article on canon 1248). According to Fr. Goldade and Mr. Xavier, if a cleric who holds an office in the Church simply calls the SSPX “Catholic,” this makes their illicit ministry legitimate. The argument, of course, is absurd.

What about the many officeholders in the Church who unequivocally declare that the SSPX is not Catholic? According to my opponent’s thesis, do we need to take a survey or tally votes? What about what Archbishop Pozzo recently said (that the Society’s ministry is “illicit” and “illegitimate”), who is a high-ranking officeholder in the Church (and who was charged with the Society’s reconciliation)? And what about the official statements made by Pope Benedict XVI on the status of the Society, and who, as Cardinal Ratzinger, was the point man in the negotiations with Archbishop Lefebvre (and thus knows the doctrinal and canonical issues as well as anyone in the Church)?

We have mentioned this before, but it bears repeating again at this point. This is what Pope Benedict XVI, who held the highest office in the Church, stated about the SSPX:

As long as the Society does not have a canonical status in the Church, its ministers do not exercise legitimate ministries in the Church…In order to make this clear once again: 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.[6]
Cardinal Burke, formerly the head of the Apostolic Signatura and one of the top canon lawyers in the Church, also recently affirmed the same (in May 2021) as we quoted above, that the SSPX is “not part of the one Roman Catholic Church throughout the world.” What about the statements of these officeholders?

It goes without saying that Mr. Xavier’s third proof in no way supports the argument that the SSPX can, contrary to the divine law, operate without a juridical mission.

Closing Remarks
In his effort to defend the SSPX’s ministry without canonical (or extraordinary) mission, Mr. Xavier’s arguments are strong on emotion but devoid of any real legal or theological merit. Nevertheless, I commend his efforts for jumping into the debate and acknowledge his honest search for answers to the crisis. Frankly, a Society bishop or priest, and not a former SSPX seminarian, should be explaining how their organization can licitly function without a canonical mission (although Xavier did effectively parrot the arguments of SSPX clergy). In the end, my opponent and I want the same thing – for the Society of St. Pius X to be reconciled with the Church and given a juridical mission, so that its bishops and priests can lawfully perform all the acts of teaching, sanctifying and governing.
Being a Traditional Catholic does not mean we oppose only the liberal errors on the Left (e.g., false ecumenism, anti-death penalty, banal liturgies, salvation outside the Church, etc.). We must also confront the errors on the Right, which have included falsely accusing the Church of teaching error (e.g., Collegiality, refuting religious submission to non-definitive teachings) and giving dubious sacraments (based on the error of sacramental intention), along with attacking the Pope and bishops indiscriminately, inciting contempt for the hierarchy, disregarding legitimate authority, assisting at illicit Masses, condemning those who celebrate the New Mass, among other things. As St. Paul revealed, “For all have sinned, and need the glory of God” (Rom 3:23). Unfortunately, most of these errors of the Right have been promoted by Archbishop Lefebvre and the Society he founded. And the major schisms currently afflicting the Church (Bishop Williamson/the Resistance and its various offshoots and illicitly consecrated bishops, Sedevacantists, Avrille Dominicans) also sprung from Lefebvre (we will prove these things in future articles to come).

In closing, I remind the faithful that the measure of a man’s love for truth is his hatred for error. It is in this spirit that I call out the errors of the SSPX, while also hoping for their reintegration back into the Church, and further, according to the motto of their patron, St. Pius X, for a ”restoration of all things in Christ.” May God’s will be done.

 

[1] Mystici Corporis Christi, June 29, 1943, No. 54, emphasis mine. Notice that Pope Pius XII describes the purpose of the “juridical mission” (Christ’s sending of the Apostles and their successors) to include not only acts which require the power of jurisdiction (or governance) (teaching, ruling, loosing, binding), but also acts which do not require jurisdiction, but only mission (baptizing, offering the Mass). That is because divine mission is the foundation of all priestly ministry, lawfully exercised, in the Church.

[2] Ibid., Nos 41-42 (emphasis added). In addition to “juridical mission,” Pius XII also teaches that the power of jurisdiction, similarly regulated by positive law, is also rooted in divine law: “But the power of jurisdiction, which is conferred upon the Supreme Pontiff directly by divine rights, flows to the Bishops by the same right, but only through the Successor of St. Peter.” Ad Sinarum Gentem, October 7, 1954, No. 12, emphasis mine.

[3] Council of Trent, On the Sacrament of Orders, Session 23, Canon VI (July 15, 1563), emphasis mine.

[4] www.lastampa.it, February 2, 2017, emphasis mine: “La Santa Sede – spiega il segretario di Ecclesia Dei – permette e tollera le ordinazioni sacerdotali della Fraternità San Pio X, pur continuando a ritenerle valide ma non lecite, previa comunicazione dei nomi degli ordinandi al vescovo del luogo.”

[5] Pope Francis, Apostolic Letter Misericordia et misera (November 20, 2016), emphasis mine.

[6] Letter to the Bishops of the Catholic Church concerning the remission of the excommunication of the four Bishops consecrated by Archbishop Lefebvre (March 10, 2009) | Benedict XVI (vatican.va). By “no canonical status,” Pope Benedict was referring to the fact that the SSPX was lawfully suppressed by Pope Paul VI in 1975, at which time it was legally extinguished (lost its “juridic personality”). See, for example, canons 120 §1; 373; 584.
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“Along came a man sent by God, and his name was Marcel.” The words of the late Catholic apologist Michael Davies in his debate with Dr. E. Michael Jones. The author of this current missive has been given the opportunity to mount a defense in favor of the Society of Saint Pius X (SSPX) and its founder, Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre. I, a mere layman, do not speak for the SSPX, nor am I one of its members, but I will humbly defend the proposition that a state of necessity exists in the Church and vindicates the mission of Archbishop Lefebvre and allows the SSPX to act freely and legitimately in the Catholic Church.
The reader may rightly ask himself whether or not a state of necessity even exists as an ecclesial and juridical concept within the Catholic framework and can one legitimately invoke such a thing to vindicate a priestly fraternity that “lacks a formal, canonical mission” as Fr. Jonathan Loop, SSPX puts it.

I answer in the affirmative.
The Telos of Law: Against Papal Voluntarism
On June 30, 1988, Archbishop Lefebvre, in a sermon delivered in Écône, Switzerland stated: “we find ourselves in a case of necessity…. This is why we are convinced that, by the act of these consecrations today, we are obeying… the call of God.” On that same day, the Archbishop consecrated four men to the episcopate without papal mandate, which though it is extraordinary, is not without precedence and does not place one outside the Catholic Church. From his words, we can proceed with certainty that the Archbishop himself acted as though such a state of necessity was, indeed, a valid mode of operating within the Catholic Church. The Archbishop’s subjective disposition is important to keep in mind as his position is being defended.

Fr. Jean-Michel Gleize, SSPX, in his essay “The State of Necessity,” posits

If the application of the law goes against the end of the law intended by the legislators, it is no longer legitimate, because it is self-contradictory. The subjects can and must take no notice of it in order to obtain the end of the law despite the authorities who apply the law contrary to the law.

This question of state of necessity points to “first things,” that is, basic principles upon which other truth claims can be established. If the telos or end of a law does not serve the good, can it be considered legitimate? The answer would certainly be “no.” If the power of the legislator were being applied against his own mission and the mission of the Church, such power would be arbitrary by definition. As a result the faithful would be forced to neglect our faculty of reason and conform our beliefs to whomever is in power at a given time (such is the case in the most recent attack on the Latin Mass from the Vatican). In such a case, the faithful would be subject to a kind of papal voluntarism, in which the will of the man who is pope is the supreme governing principle in the Church (editor’s note: this is the definition of the false spirit of Vatican One). The condemnation of this papal voluntarism can be inferred from canon 1752 of the 1983 Code of Canon Law: “the salvation of souls, which must always be the supreme law in the Church, is to be kept before one’s eyes.”[1]
This principle is also refuted by St. Thomas Aquinas in his Summa Theologica. Here I quote from a Thomistic study on the 1988 Consecrations:
Universal laws…are established for the good of the whole. Therefore, in establishing them the legislator bears in mind that which happens ordinarily and in the greater number of the cases (Summa Theologica, II-II, Q.147, A.4)… Therefore, in cases ‘that happen rarely’ and in which ‘one happens to have to act outside the ordinary laws,’ ‘it is necessary to judge on the basis of principles higher than the ordinary laws’ (ST, II-II, Q.51, A.4). These ‘higher principles” are the ‘general principles of divine and even human law’ (Suarez, De Legibus 1. VI c. VI n.5) which supply for the silence of positive law…The Church is authorized to apply said principles when, because of cases not foreseen by the law, it defers to the general principles of law and to the common and constant judgment of the Doctors, which, precisely because common and constant, must be considered canonized by the Church.

Based on of the law of the Church and principles established by St. Thomas, we can conclude with certainty that papal voluntarism is not in conformity with Church teaching and further proof that a hierarch must legislate with clear sight of the telos of the law.

The State of Necessity
When we understand the nature of law and the end which legislative authority of the Church must serve, we can proceed to ask, “is there a state of necessity in the Catholic Church and does this state of necessity justify the SSPX’s mission within the Church?” In order to properly understand the state of necessity present in the Church, we ought to understand the historical context out of which it came, and the theological implications which proceeded from it.

In his 1907 encyclical Pascendi Dominici Gregis, Pope Saint Pius X condemned Modernism as “the synthesis of all heresies.” During his pontificate, he lamented that Modernism had not been rooted out but merely “driven underground.” Indeed, Modernist praxis and theology became the prevailing thought of the Church from the opening of the Second Vatican Council in 1962 to our present day. Vatican II while being mostly orthodox, “cannot be understood in an orthodox way” in reference to certain passages in its documents on religious liberty, collegiality, and ecumenism. Said documents “in their present formulation are unacceptable.”[2] This constant need for clarification and that it is even possible to understand Vatican II as being unorthodox necessarily means that it fails to do what an ecumenical council is intended to do.

Blessed Pope Pius IX summarizes the mission of a council as follows:
To decide with prudence and wisdom all that might contribute to define dogmas of faith; to condemn errors being insidiously spread; to defend, clarify, and explain Catholic doctrine; to preserve and restore ecclesiastical discipline; and to strengthen the lax mores of the people.[3]
The Council (or rather the Concilium after the Council and Paul VI) also foisted upon the Church a liturgy which was intended to “remove even the shadow of a risk of a stumbling block or some displeasure for our separated brethren [Protestants]” according to its principal architect, Archbishop Annibale Bugnini.[4] Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, later Pope Benedict XVI, can be seen tacitly conceding Lefebvre’s claim that it is at least legitimate to interpret certain passages in the Council as erroneous in a letter he and the Archbishop signed dated May 5, 1988.

In the letter, the Archbishop agreed to the following proposition presented by the CDF:

Regarding certain points taught by the Second Vatican Council or concerning subsequent reforms of the liturgy and law which appear difficult to reconcile with tradition, we commit ourselves to a positive attitude of study and of communication with the Apostolic See, avoiding all polemics.

Indeed, this proposition represents a concession on the part of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the faith (CDF) to allow Archbishop Lefebvre and the SSPX to interpret the council as erroneous; if this position excluded one from being Catholic, certainly the CDF would not have left it “open for study,” as it were.

To defer to the principle stated in the prior paragraph, the teaching authority of the Church must instruct the faithful in accordance with tradition, any deviation is logically incoherent and contrary the Code of Canon Law. Given the innovations in theology and liturgical praxis, and the resulting exodus from the Catholic Church – into nominal Catholicism, other religions, agnosticism, or atheism – we can conclude that a state of necessity Archbishop Lefebvre perceived did, in fact, exist.
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Now that a state of necessity has been established, were the 1988 episcopal consecrations justified by a state of necessity being present? Following the consecration of the four bishops, Archbishop Lefebvre was declared “automatically excommunicated” by Pope John Paul II; however, we can turn to canon law and deduce from it that no such penalty was ever incurred by the Archbishop or priests of the SSPX.

The first relevant canon to cite is canon 1323, article 4, which states

The following are not subject to a penalty when they have violated a law or precept: a person who acted coerced by grave fear, even if only relatively grave, or due to necessity or grave inconvenience unless the act is intrinsically evil or tends to the harm of souls.[5]
The Archbishop, as proven in the quotation taken from his sermon on the date of the episcopal consecrations, believed there to be a state of necessity. The Archbishop’s words, however, do not represent the outlier’s position; for accuracy, we shall proceed to list some quotations from post-conciliar popes to support the claim of Archbishop Lefebvre that there has been a state of necessity in the Church since at least the close of the Second Vatican Council. Consider these words of John Paul II early in his pontificate on the occasion of a congress on missions to people:

There is need to admit realistically and with a deep and sober sensibility that Christians today, for the most part, are dismayed, confused, perplexed and even frustrated; ideas conflicting with revealed and constantly taught Truth have been scattered by handfuls; true and real heresies in the sphere of dogma and morals have been spread, creating doubts, confusions, rebellions; the liturgy has been violated; immersed in intellectual and moral “relativism,” and therefore in permissiveness, Christians have been allured by atheism, by agnosticism, by a vaguely moralistic enlightenment, by a socialistic Christianity, without defined dogma and without objective morals.

Famously, John Paul II’s predecessor, Pope Paul VI also conceded that the Church was in in the throes of a significant crisis when he spoke of the “auto-destruction” of the Church, and the proverbial, or perhaps literal, smoke of Satan which entered the temple of God.[6] Therefore, if the reader felt inclined to reject the Archbishop’s interpretation of matters, we have Popes John Paul II and Paul VI there to support the veracity of his claim.
1988
We have now established the claims that any legislative power exercised by the Church hierarchy that is inconsistent with the supreme law of the Church is an abuse of said power. Since the authority and powers given to the hierarchy are not arbitrary, such an abuse is therefore not valid or binding on anyone. Established, too, are the claims that there is a state of necessity in the Church, because of a Council containing within it some erroneous teachings and admissions by both Pope Paul VI and Pope John Paul II.

The final proposition that demands proof is that Archbishop Lefebvre himself acted justly and within the bounds of the Church law. The most polarizing action undertaken by the Archbishop was, without question, the episcopal consecrations of 1988. Was the Archbishop excommunicated as a result of these consecrations as had been alleged by Pope John Paul II? Another look at Canon Law proves beyond doubt that he was not. First, one ought to look at the mode in which the supposed excommunication took place. Pope John Paul II in his Motu Proprio Ecclesia Dei cited canon 1382 to levy the penalty of excommunication on Archbishop Lefebvre, the canon reads “A bishop who consecrates someone a bishop without a pontifical mandate and the person who receives the consecration from him incur a latae sententiae excommunication reserved to the Apostolic See.”[7]
The term latae sententiae quite simply means that he was excommunicated automatically by committing the act of consecrating the four bishops without permission. A close look at canon law and recent Church history proves, however, that no excommunication had taken place. Father Gerald Murray of the Archdiocese of New York, in his thesis examining Archbishop Lefebvre’s episcopal consecrations in light of canon law defended at Gregorian University in Rome, cites canon 1323 article 4, as cited above. 
In addition to canon 1323, Fr. Murray cites article 8 of canon 1324, which states:

The perpetrator of a violation is not exempt from a penalty, but the penalty established by law or precept must be tempered or a penance employed in its place if the delict was committed: by a person who thought in culpable error that one of the circumstances mentioned in can. 1323, nn. 4 or 5 was present.

The Archbishop’s own words given at his sermon demonstrate that he sincerely believed that a state of necessity existed in the Catholic Church and the Code of Canon Law as cited frees him from the censure of excommunication. Proven already is the fact that there was, and still is, a state of necessity in the Church, but based on this provision in Canon Law, the Archbishop would not have placed himself outside of the Church even if there was no state of necessity, as the 1983 code considers both the objective and subjective dispositions of a prelate.
A final proof for this claim is that episcopal consecration without papal mandate is historically not an objectively excommunicable offense. Pope Pius XII added the penalty of excommunication to the Code of Canon Law to deal with illicit episcopal consecrations occurring in China. Were it to objectively place one outside the Church, this provision would have been in canon law and Church law for 2000 years, but the penalty is not yet a century old.
Against Mr. Salza’s Critique of the SSPX
Having proved that Church law must be legislated for the good of the faithful, that a state of necessity can and does exist in the Church, and that such a state of necessity has vindicated the work of Archbishop Lefebvre and continues to provide the freedom necessary for the SSPX to act, at this point I would like to address an argument made by Mr. John Salza in his work “Does the SSPX have an Extraordinary Mission?”

In his article, Mr. Salza claims that “the existence of a crisis in the Church is not relevant to the question of ‘How Can the SSPX Justify its Ministry in the Church?’” His entire case hinges on the veracity of this assumption which ultimately is proven false. The Catholic Church herself – as I have proved above – allows for Archbishop Lefebvre and the SSPX to navigate a Church in crisis, in opposition to the expressed will of the hierarchy (not to be confused with the will of the Church). None of the penalties foisted upon the Archbishop and the SSPX have carried the weight of legitimacy and, as such, the Catholicity of the SSPX has been maintained since its inception.

John Salza has also posited that the SSPX, given its irregular stature, would have to produce miracles to ratify the legitimacy of its work. Mr. Salza’s thesis concerning miracles also relies on a premise that is demonstrably false. He cites Cum Ex Injunctio by Pope Innocent III, who in turn, quotes Romans 10:5: “No one should indifferently usurp the duty of preaching for himself. For, according to the Apostle: ‘And how shall they preach unless they be sent?’” He then proceeds to tell us that Pope Innocent warns us that the SSPX should not be believed because they were not sent by the Church.
On the contrary, the Catholic Church, the logic of her laws, and the mercy she shows to her faithful soldiers, frees the SSPX to proceed with its mission freely. Mr. Salza has conflated the will of individual hierarchs with the will of the Church as such. In other words, he fails to make the distinction as St. Thomas does (quoted above) between ordinary and extraordinary circumstances of law, and between orthodox hierarchs (who act according to the will of Christ) and heretical or misinformed hierarchs (who may act contrary to the will of Christ).

He then alleges that the SSPX can point to no passage in Scripture to make their case. However, there appears a passage which my interlocutor has hitherto not considered: “Jesus said to him, you must see signs and miracles happen, or you will not believe” John 4:48 (Knox). The Catholic Church is the one true Church, established by Jesus Christ. The SSPX, as has already been proven, belongs to the Catholic Church. In closing, I would invite John Salza to consider the words of our Savior and ask himself why it is he or anyone else should expect great wonders from a priestly order as criterion for communion with Rome. The SSPX is merely doing what all priestly orders did before the Council, which was suddenly deemed “illegal” by a misinformed (or heretical!) hierarchy.

 

[1] Can. 1752: In cases of transfer the prescripts of can. 1747 are to be applied, canonical equity is to be observed, and the salvation of souls, which must always be the supreme law in the Church, is to be kept before one’s eyes.

[2] Gaudron, Father Matthias. The Catechism of the crisis in the Church. (Kansas City, MO: Angelus Press 2014), pt. 6.

[3] Pius IX, Bull of Convocation of the First Vatican Council, June 29, 1869. Ibid.

[4] L’Osservatore Romano, March 17, 1965. Ibid

[5] Can. 1323 The following are not subject to a penalty when they have violated a law or precept: Article 4: a person who acted coerced by grave fear, even if only relatively grave, or due to necessity or grave inconvenience unless the act is intrinsically evil or tends to the harm of souls

[6] Pope Paul VI, Discourse given at the Lombard Seminary in Rome, December 7, 1968.

[7] Can. 1382 A bishop who consecrates someone a bishop without a pontifical mandate and the person who receives the consecration from him incur a latae sententiae excommunication reserved to the Apostolic See.
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Much ink has been spilled over the topic of the Society of Saint Pius X, and I do not pretend to offer any novel theological argument in this essay. You see, I cannot pretend to have any sophisticated letters to add at the end of my name, as can such an esteemed Catholic apologist and lawyer as Mr. Salza, Esq. In fact, the only abbreviation that can be added to my name is the mundane application of “Mr.”
I did complete the law school entrance exam as an undergraduate, although I would imagine that Mr. Salza, Esq. fared better than I did – in fact I am certain of it. I also do not boast any theological training that could compare to the catalogue of masterpieces that he has contributed to the Catholic faith. Praised be to God that he has done such good work to keep so many unwitting souls away from Masonry and Sedevacantism.

My academic background is in what they call the Romance Languages, which is a term that I believe I understand differently than a more serious scholar might. I believe I was drawn to the Romance Languages because I am at heart a Latin. Anglo-Saxon surname notwithstanding, I hail from a line of Tuscan peasants at root, thus I am a romantic by nature.
I learned the Catholic faith from two distinct moments in my life. First, I watched my Nonno, buon anima, cross himself with his gold-chained crucifix when he believed he was alone. He proceeded to kiss the emblem of Christ Crucified, pointed towards heaven, and shed a single tear down his weathered cheek.

The other moment that taught me the rest of what I know was during time spent in Mexico City. Our Lady of Guadalupe taught me in her sacred shrine about all those things for which I was searching my whole life. It was as if she saturated the marble flooring with supernatural faith, and my knees were like conduits for heavenly things. I of course could not prove this miracle to anyone, as extraordinary as it is, but I can assure that I am writing this article because of that moment.

So I do not see the Catholic faith in the same way that I believe great apologists like Mr. Salza and his confreres attempt to present to curious readers. Surely there is a place for the immense knowledge of dogmatic technicalities that men like my esteemed interlocutor display, but I must say – without coming off as a bit uncharitable – I do find this sort of thing all too boring. This is not to say that there is not something impressive about Mr. Salza’s work, there certainly is, but it is lost on me.

I am afraid I find it a bit too sophisticated – that is to say, high minded – for my taste. Sometimes I wonder if in our epoch of Modernism that we have lost our way in trying to crush the synthesis of all heresies. It may seem a daunting task to defeat such a formidably devilish system of error as the scourge that Pope Saint Pius X so valiantly attacked; but I would ask the reader to consider my unsophisticated and terribly ordinary proposition as to how we can easily defeat the heresy that stands at the crossroads of two millennia.
As Modernism is the synthesis of all heresies, it seems to me – in my admittedly ordinary understanding of Catholic theology – that we should combat it with the synthesis of all truth. If it is the synthesis of all heresies we are up against, then perhaps we should see the Church and her mission through the synthesis of all her laws and doctrines: salus animarum suprema lex. 
It is the salvation of souls that is the supreme law of the Church, and every act of her extraordinary mission in this vale of tears must be guided by that principle. Mr. Salza endeavors in his second article (“Reply to Xavier”) to make canonical technicalities to be of “divine law,” yet fails to emphasize this supreme law of souls, which is indisputably the divine law above every other law contained in canon law.

Mr. Salza, Esq. believes that Father Loop – a priest who I had a delightful conversation with this summer – errs in his statement that the SSPX has an extraordinary mission in the Church. I must say, for a man of such a giant intellect and acumen, I am surprised Mr. Salza, Esq. has taken such a line of argumentation.

It may seem simplistic, but I would argue every priest of Jesus Christ has an extraordinary mission in one way or another.
Is there anything more extraordinary than absolving a man’s sins? Is there anything more extraordinary than whispering the words of consecration over the substance that truly becomes the Body, Blood, Soul and Divinity of the God-Man who acts through the mortal-man who ingests his Creator?

All men who accept the call to the priesthood of Christ’s Church are extraordinary men; even those who do so for the wrong reasons – they are extraordinary devils.

Now, I imagine that Mr. Salza, Esq., and others may complain that I am operating with a bit of a slight of hand technique here. Of course, when he uses the term “extraordinary mission” he is writing as a very serious theologian, and thus using a very technical term.

But I dare to say that Mr. Salza, Esq. has misunderstood the whole thing from the very beginning. In his first paragraph of his first article he writes: “…how the SSPX clergy can justify the exercise of their priestly ministry when they have no permission from the Church to do so.”
I must say, I am shocked at such a misguided statement such as this from such a smart man.

Perhaps we should go back to our Catechisms and begin with first principles. Mr. Salza, Esq. makes the audacious claim that the priests of the SSPX have “no permission from the Church.” Mr. Salza, Esq. what is the Church? Are you referring to that Divine Society which can be defined as the Mystical Body of Christ?

Surely you must be, as, again, you are so highly trained.

In the Catholic Church is contained the Church Suffering, Militant and Triumphant. Are we to believe that those poor souls in purgatory and those triumphant heroes singing hymns unending disapprove of the efforts of the priests of the SSPX?
Again, I understand, I am speaking here as a romantic and a Latin, and not a theologian. But I cannot for the life of me understand how such a claim can be made that the priest of the SSPX “have no permission” to save souls.
Mr. Salza, Esq. is eloquent in his citation of numerous documents, but in his over 1000 words and over one dozen footnotes, he did not offer one mention of either salvation or souls! Now in fairness in the unabbreviated version, he made mention of Fr. Loops argument in this regard, but only to dismiss this first principle as “fallacious.”

How can a man write about the mission of priests without framing his arguments in the context of why priests exist in the first place? In addition, what merit do the canons he offers have if they are not used in pursuit of the goals that the Church says are her most supreme? Salus animarum suprema lex. 
I gather from his article that Mr. Salza, Esq. is a man who is concerned with the ordinary authority that governs the extraordinary mission of priests. He says as much in his fifth footnote: “It must be noted that extraordinary mission always works together with the ordinary authority, not in opposition to it. Thus, on that basis alone, the SSPX could not have an extraordinary mission.”
I must be mistaken – again I am not as educated or sophisticated as Mr. Salza, Esq. – but did Saint Athanasius work with the ordinary authority when on his extraordinary mission? Perhaps he acted as an extraordinary Saint with extraordinary authority, when he refused to accept an excommunication from an ordinary, semi-Arian pope.

Yes, it will be said that Lefebvre and his protégés are not aptly compared to Athanasius and his battle Contra Mundum. I agree – Athanasius only had one heresy to worry about, not a synthesis of them all.

Perhaps if Mr. Salza, Esq. is to state that the SSPX “could not have an extraordinary mission” because of their opposition to the ordinary authority in our age of extraordinary error, he could clarify the curious case of St. Eusebius of Samasote. At the time of the Arian crisis, he went throughout Syria, Phoenicia, and Palestine, ordaining and consecrating bishops, even though he had no jurisdiction to do so, ordinarily speaking.[1]
Once again, I know it is not an apples-to-apples comparison to compare the SSPX to the mission of another saint from a previous crisis in Church history – Lefebvre did not go nearly as far as to consecrate so many bishops in so many places and with so much jurisdiction. Again, like Athanasius, Eusebius only had one heresy to combat, not a synthesis.
Perhaps Lefebvre and his priests should eschew the examples of these great saints and instead work in an ordinary way with ordinary bishops who ordinarily peddle banal liturgy, and erroneous catechesis. If it is ordinary authority that the SSPX need in order to act so extraordinarily – as Mr. Salza, Esq. suggests – I am afraid they will not find it from local ordinaries who often act as if the extraordinary exodus of souls from the Church is something that is so painfully ordinary. Salus animarum suprema lex.
To round out my response to Mr. Salza, Esq., I will do what I do best, I will tell a story – something I do much better than pretending I can go toe to toe with my esteemed interlocutor.

The year 2020 was an extraordinary year for ordinary people. It was the 50th anniversary of both the SSPX and the Novus Ordo.

It began with promise and descended quickly into a veritable hell of public health superstition and pagan scientism. Rumors of a flu that would destroy mankind were released from the shores of China in the form of viral (pun intended) videos and social media posts.

With Saint Patrick’s Day just around the corner, governments around the world shut down like department stores undergoing renovations. The world stopped, and our hearts stopped at the sight.

Were we all going to die? Would the Wuhan flu usher in the more serious bits of terrifying private revelations and Marian apparitions?

In this chaos, the atheism of the modern world was on full display. The fear of catching a cold – even if a bad cold – was too much to bear. The race of modern man – so proud in his materialism and cowardice – would not stand for any life being lost before he had decided it was so!

It was too dangerous to go to restaurants, too dangerous to go to the gym, and too dangerous to go to Church. Now, you, like me, may have been confused at the time. If we were all to die, shouldn’t we all be at Church? If our next moment might be our last, shouldn’t we be confessing our sins and receiving what might be our viaticum?

A Catholic mind would think this way, a mind that started with salus animarum suprema lex, but we do not have the luxury of having Catholic-minded bishops in many places – most places it would seem.

The princes of the Church went along with the dictates of the servants who serve the fallen prince of this world. Churches were shut for the “common good.” Weddings were off, and first reconciliations would have to wait.

I remember reading a dictate from my local ordinary, that struck me to my core in a most extraordinary fashion. He had cancelled confessions… he had cancelled baptisms.

I broke the news to my wife, who out of her love for the souls of infants began to cry. “What about the babies!” she cried, “what will happen to their souls if they cannot be baptised!” Salus animarum suprema lex.

I called some priests from the diocese, asking them to do something about it! I begged them to go on their social media accounts and teach parents how to save their infants’ souls.

However, my extraordinary zeal for the salvation of children was met by the very ordinary response from diocesan prelates who deferred to the will of the local ordinary.

“I do not want to be disobedient” I was told more than once. The local ordinary had told the priests that the ordinary means of salvation would just have to wait! Now was no time to worry about the sacraments of infant souls. Salus animarum suprema lex.

At that very same time, a man who has since become a close friend welcomed a new child into the virus-venerating world. 
He was told by his diocesan priest that the local ordinary had cancelled the ordinary means of sanctifying the soul of his child. Fortunately, my friend believed in Catholicism – something that would be quite extraordinary if found at the chancery – and he did not risk his child’s eternal soul in order to maintain an ordinary relationship with the local ordinary.

I was already attending the SSPX in my region, and he sought out their pastoral care. Against the will of the government, and against the will of the local bishop, and against the will of Satan, a priest of the SSPX baptized his child into the Roman Catholic Church. No longer was this beautiful child marred with the stain of Adam’s disobedience. Ironically, it was by disobeying the local ordinary and the ordinary authority of the local government, that an ordinary priest of the SSPX was able to perform the extraordinary act of cleansing a soul. Salus animarum suprema lex.

Now, I must apologize to Mr. Salza, Esq. as perhaps I am not sophisticated enough to understand the sophistry that “extraordinary mission always works together with the ordinary authority.”

Damned to hell is what many souls in my area would be if the priests of the SSPX did not work against the positive will of the ordinary authority. I cannot speak for the extraordinary mission of the SSPX in other nations, but in my beloved and frozen homeland, Marcel Lefebvre’s spiritual sons stand like platonic forms of Petrine Fidelity.

Currently, in a province of 14 million people, catechumens are effectively banned from entering the Church of Jesus Christ unless they concede to the injection of an abortion-tainted serum that they do not need, and that is against their will. The only way to enter into a church hall and attend an RCIA class – one that likely presents a synthesis of modernist errors – is to present proof of an abortion-tainted and experimental injection.

Of course, the local ordinaries are doing little if anything to combat this crime against God Almighty. Entrance into the Church will either have to come on the back of child sacrifice to the Moloch of Moderna, or it will just have to wait. Salus animarum suprema lex.

There is of course another way for a soul to find his way to Rome in the land that the Lilly of the Mohawks once called home – but that would involve working with priests who do not work in harmony with ordinary authority.

Praise be to God that there are priests who love souls enough to disregard the commentary of theologians who comment on the mission of extraordinary priests while failing to emphasize salus animarum suprema lex.

Praise be to God that the priests of the SSPX in my home and native land are more concerned with honouring the legacy of St. Jean de Brébeuf than playing nice with an episcopacy that encourages an experimental serum more than the Eucharistic Sacrament.

Christ said “by their fruits you shall know them.” It is a little known fact that it takes five decades to know the fruits of the vines you have planted. If you have ever cultivated grapes, as I have, you know that only after 50 years can you rely on a given variety of fruit to produce a consistent wine. If the plant does not produce after 50 years, it must be destroyed, as it will be sour forever, and no good wine will come from the bad fruit.

If Mr. Salza, Esq. does not see the extraordinary mission of the SSPX as it has played out in God’s providence 50 years into the life of the SSPX, then nothing will convince him of what is painfully obvious, especially as Rome has dropped now two bombs to destroy the extraordinary form. We have seen this before.

As I conclude, I must deal with Mr. Salza’s final paragraph.

“Neither Archbishop Lefebvre nor any of his bishops and priests have produced a single miracle to justify their ministry without a canonical mission, even though they claim we are suffering perhaps the greatest crisis in Church history.” This is easily debunked by a very obvious fact: the priests of the SSPX have on numerous occasions absolved me of my sins – something very miraculous indeed, as I am the worst of the lot.

In all seriousness, our very serious theologian ends his piece with: “That is because Christ did not send the bishops and priests of the SSPX. Rather, they have sent themselves, and thus, in the words of Fr. Angles (SSPX), ‘have been deceiving good traditional Catholic faithful.’”

Apparently, our Mr. Salza, Esq. is aware of the will of Jesus Christ, the Second Person of the Holy Trinity, to a degree wherein he is capable of discerning his Divine Will better than Archbishop Lefebvre. Our litigator must also be a mystic, and he knows something about God’s Will and Providence that Lefebvre did not. Ordinarily, I do not fall for such extraordinary nonsense.

Millions – yes, millions​ – of souls saved under the guidance of Marcel Lefebvre, both as an ordinary prelate in Africa and Europe, and while on his extraordinary mission globetrotting in a very extraordinary retirement. But of course, we should trust Mr. Salza, Esq. in his assessment of the mission of the priestly society that the good Archbishop founded, more than the saintly hero who founded it.

I venture Mr. Salza, Esq. also knows more about Lefebvre and his mission than Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, who seems to have uttered:  “It is hard to see what the Church owes to Archbishop Lefebvre, not just for his ‘African period,’ but also later for the Church as a whole. … I consider him to be the most important bishop of the 20th century with regard to the universal Church.”

Extraordinary comments from an extraordinary man who would become pope.

Instead of asking the SSPX to prove their extraordinary mission by miracles that Mr. Salza, Esq. believes are provable by ordinary means – we should be asking what miracle vindicates Mr. Salza, Esq. with his extraordinary claims that are “deceiving good traditional Catholic faithful.”

 

[1] Tissier de Mallerais, The Biography of Marcel Lefebvre (Angelus Press, 2004), 541.
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OnePeterFive has requested articles on both sides of the SSPX debate. I hate to break the rules, but I want to suggest a third side.
I am not God. But if I were, I probably would not allow hundreds of millions of children to be tortured to death in their mother’s wombs. I probably would not allow kids to be kidnapped and then used to produce horrific videos. I probably would not allow a pope to pretend to change unchangeable truths regarding marriage, the death penalty, the power of God’s grace to keep us from sin, and a slew of other things.

But God allows these things.
If we ask why He does so, I think very few would have the boldness to offer reasons more specific than the very general reason, “to bring about a greater good.” What is this greater good that permits child pornography or mass destruction of the faith by a man who is supposed to defend it? Hard to tell.

His ways are unsearchable and His wisdom is beyond us. We are men. For the most part, we know very little. Very little indeed.

The third side I want to suggest, regarding the SSPX, is this: we can’t really know what to think.

There are things we can know (I use the word “know” here, to mean, “be certain about”). Three persons are one God. Jesus Christ is one person with two natures. He established a Church with an office of Pope. To obey the pope is to obey Christ. The Eucharist is the body of Christ.
These things we can know.

There are things we cannot know. This particular host was consecrated correctly. The correct action when faced with external signs of heresy in the reigning pontiff is to consecrate bishops without his consent in order to keep the faith. This or that man was, or was not, excommunicated. A particular group which claims a man (who habitually displays external signs of heresy) is a valid pope, but refuses to obey him in certain particulars, is, or is not, in schism.

Can you genuflect to a host, even though you cannot be sure that it was consecrated correctly? (The host could have been made from rice flower. The priest may have accidentally skipped an essential word in the consecration, etc.) Yes. You can.

Can you consecrate a bishop against the will of the pope when there are grave reasons to think that it is the only way to safeguard the faith? I think so.
But in either case, does doing so make you any more certain about the uncertain facts upon which your moral action was judged? No. It doesn’t.

If the uncertain reasons which lead a bishop to consecrate another bishop against the will of the pope were actually insufficient, then the act would objectively be schismatic. If a host is not actually consecrated, then genuflecting to it would objectively be idolatry.

But short of certainty, the genuflector and consecrator are neither idolators nor schismatics.

There were saints that defended antipopes. Whoops! But… they were saints. Why?
I think, perhaps, that part of the answer lies in humility. Knowing that we cannot know some things with certainty is an essential part of the intellectual and moral life.

If I die today and face my judge, perhaps He will ask me how many persons are in the Trinity, and perhaps He will ask if a pope can abrogate the old Mass, and perhaps too He will ask what I think about Lefebvre. I would answer “three,” and “I doubt it” and “probably a saint.” And perhaps He will ask me how certain I am about each answer. I would reply: “100%,” and “I’m sure that I doubt” and “fairly sure, but not entirely.”

I think that’s enough to pass the test (at least on those questions). And if another man wanted to answer the second two questions differently, I wouldn’t presume to think him damned. But if a man wanted to be absolutely sure about them, I might worry a little.

But, I’m not sure. I would be interested to hear what the readers think.
My main point however is this: the reasons for or against the SSPX are probable reasons, not certain reasons. And, in the moral life, probability is very often all we can have. It’s sufficient for holiness.

I have followed the arguments for both sides, and I see grades of probability for each. It seems to me however that not enough attention is given to the various levels of certainty. When “things are a mess,” arguments from canon law are not absolutely certain. And reports of reported letters seem not “entirely fallacious,” but perhaps, “of little weight.” The greatest danger in discussing the SSPX (as far as I can see) is to claim certainty where it doesn’t exist.
Would God allow a pope to commit such grave errors that consecrating a bishop against his will would be necessary? And then (!) allow the next pope to canonize the first one while lifting the excommunication resulting from the consecration? That seems a bit weird. If I were God, I would probably not allow that. But I’m not God.

May His wisdom be praised forever and ever.
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