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THE EDITOR: 

 

Dear Reader, 
 

This issue was overdue six months ago. Once again, we plead better late than never. And 
before you ask, the website ought to be back up and running by now - the host was bought by 
a rival company, and to cut a long story short we have had to start from scratch. Again, itôs a 

nuisance but better than nothing at all. 
Should that be our motto? ñThe Best is 
the Enemy of the Good,ò or as G K Ches-
terton puts it: ñIf a thingôs worth doing, 
itôs worth doing badly!ò 
 

In this issue, among other things, we take 
another look at the phoney-baloney 
charge of excommunication and/or 
ñschismò so often flung at Traditionalists 
who refuse to bow the knee to Novus 
Ordo Vatican II modernism. It is as old as 
the hills, but although the truth may be 
obvious to you, there are always new-
comers and potential newcomers who 
could do with hearing it dealt with 
properly and who will be grateful if you 
can help them make sense of it all. And 
even we need to remind ourselves every 
once in a while. So, instead of the usual 
article from the pen of Archbishop 
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An unofficial SSPX newsletter, fighting a 
guerrilla war for the soul of Tradition! 

ñNor can I leave you orphaned by dying without providing for the future. 
Thatôs not possible. It would be contrary to my duty. é Unfortunately the 
media are not on our side in this, because of course theyôll doubtless use 
headlines such as ñSchism!ò, ñExcommunication!ò to their heartôs content - 
and yet we are convinced that all these accusations and penalties levelled at 
us are absolutely null and void, which is why we will take absolutely no 
notice of them.ò  
   - Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre, £c¹ne, 30th June, 1988 
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Lefebvre himself, this time we have a defence of the late Archbishop from this dishonest but 
still ubiquitous charge. One might have thought that with all the rapprochement and entente 
cordiale between Menzingen and Rome these past twelve years, the talk of ñschismò might 
have become a thing of the past, but that is not so. And such talk is not confined to modernist 
LGBT-friendly Novus Ordo parish priests, either. There are Fraternity of St Peter priests in 
this country are still going about telling people that the SSPX are ñin schismò and that one 
mustnôt go near them for fear of becoming schismatic oneself. Incredible though it may 
sound, it is true. If the SSPX of Archbishop Lefebvreôs day didnôt deserve this label, the 
wimpy, modern, pusillanimous,  navel-gazing (ñLetôs talk about ourselves some more!ò), 
vaccine-pushing, millions-of-years-old-earth promoting SSPX of our own day deserve it even 
less! The modernists approve their ordinations, officiate at their marriages, Pope Francis  
himself granted them ordinary jurisdiction for confessionsé and the SSPX in turn has been 
awfully quiet. Where they used to condemn the local bishop for his modernism, they now 
prefer to invite him to tea and get him to lead the rosary in their schools, where they are not 
actually turning up to one of his parishes (see SSPX Watch, p.55). 
 

To the battle-hardened Traditionalist of today, well aware of the modernist danger, this is 
going to seem obvious at a glance, but as mentioned we each need to be able to convince  
others, not least those who are new to all this. To many a well-meaning but  naµve Novus  
Ordo Catholic, therefore, that will mean giving a bit of context.  
 

ñSchismò in the context of..? 
 

The Modernists pretence of ñexcommunicationò and ñschismò was never anything more than 
a cynical ploy, as they themselves have shown time and again. They care nothing for Christ 
and His teaching, and even the superficial appearance of ñobedienceò to Rome is something 
they only care about in so far as it gives them the ability to try to gradually grind down     
Traditional Catholics and turn them modernist, bringing them by stages to the acceptance of 
the New Mass and the liberal, modernist teachings of Vatican II.  
 

For proof of this, we need look no further than the lessons which can be learned from the  
various groups of priests and faithful who, having fought side-by-side with Archbishop 
Lefebvre, left the fight and made their ñobedienceò to the modernist hierarchy. In 2002, the 
Priestly Society of St John Vianney of Campos, Brazil, heirs to Archbishop Lefebvreôs great 
ally Bishop Antonio de Castro Mayer, did just this. Here is what one highly placed modernist 
in Rome had to say concerning the end of this made-up ñschismò: 
 

ñLittle by little we must expect other steps: for example, that they also participate in con-
celebrations in the reformed rite. However, we must not be in a hurry. What is important 
is that in their hearts there no longer be rejection.ò  
 

   - Fr Georges Cottier, Pope John Paul IIôs personal theologian 
 

Far from being the delusional ramblings of one priest, these were prophetic words and very 
soon were proved right by events. Campos priests now say the New Mass as well as the    
Traditional Mass, and their leader, Bishop Rifan, successor of Bishop de Castro Mayer,    
concelebrates the Novus Ordo at meetings of the Brazilian bishopsô conference. 
 

The way modern Rome treated the Priestly Fraternity of St Peter is equally revealing. They 
were originally formed from a handful of SSPX priests who abandoned Archbishop Lefebvre 
in 1988 and begged Rome to be ñallowedò to remain Traditional without all the scary talk of 
schism. Rome appeared to allow this (a divide-and-conquer tactic, as John Paul II makes clear 
in Ecclesia Dei Adflicta). Their permission to be a society of priests who use exclusively the 
Tridentine rite lasted little more than a decade, however. In 1999 Rome interfered to make 
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them ñbi-ritualò which is to say, that henceforth their priests would be able to say the New 
Mass and in particular would be able to concelebrate the New Mass with the local bishop and 
Novus Ordo clergy at the Maundy Thursday chrismal Mass. Priests and seminarians who had 
thought that they had been joining and exclusively Traditional Mass priestly Fraternity could 
hardly object to this bad faith move - after all, ñobedience to Romeò was the main thing 
which distinguished them from the wicked, evil, schismatic SSPX. 
 

And there are many more such examples. The Good Shepherd Institute, the Franciscans of 
the Immaculate, indeed not a single fraternity, society, religious order or parish which is 
ñTraditional-with-permissionò has remained unmolested by the modernist authorities or free 
from some underhand attempt to make them more novus-tolerant or modernism-friendly. 
You can have your Traditional Mass, but your sermons must be inoffensive, you canôt the 
Freemasons, Jews, Protestants or whoever. You can have your Traditional Mass, but you 
must give communion in the hand to whoever wants it. You can have your Traditional Mass 
but you need to tolerate modernist devotions such as the Luminous Mysteries, Divine Mercy,  
and ñSaintò Paul VI. You can have your Traditional Mass but the collection money has to go 
to the diocese and you canôt speak out against the LGBT outreach parish which the same 
diocese also runs. You can have your Traditional Mass, but only if you accept the doctrinal 
soundness of the New Mass, and never speak a word against it. 
 

It is worth recalling that the ñreformed riteò which Fr Cottier and co. want ñschismaticò 
Lefebvrist priests to end up concelebrating, is a rite condemned unambiguously by the 
Church, both at the Council of Trent and again following the pseud-synod of Pistoia more 
than two centuries later. The modernists who give their ñpermissionò for you to have a little 
taste of Tradition are in reality playing a long game: they want you to end up as modernist 
and liberal as they are. They are the bad guys, the very ones about whom St Pius X and many 
others warned us. They are in schism from their own past and have been destroying the 
Church ever since they seized power. They act in bad faith and cannot be trusted.  
 

Archbishop Lefebvre knew this and tried to warn everyone. His glory is that he was con-
demned by such men. He was not a martyr in the physical sense, he laid down everything but 
his life: his former friends and colleagues, his good name and all the credit he deserved for a 
lifetime of service in the missions. His crown in heaven is his excommunication, an excom-
munication which was phoney-baloney here on earth, but which, coming as it did from the 
destroyers of the Church, is now his glory in heaven. God send us another Archbishop 
Lefebvre; we didnôt deserve him, but we need him now more than ever.  
 

 - The Editor 
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+ 
 

Five-day Ladies Ignatian Retreat 
 

When: 1st - 7th April, 2024 

Where: Scarborough, N. Yorks, England 

Who: Fr. David Hewko 

Cost: Whatever you can afford - financial help is available for 
those of limited means. Please get in touch if you wish to attend. 
Spaces are limited and the house is already almost full. 
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To show the ignorance or deceit of  accusations of ñschismò or ñexcommunicationò levelled at 
Traditionalists, we reproduce here several articles the first of which is by Fr. Thomas Glover.  
 

Some readers may remember Fr. Glover, an Oratorian priest who worked with the SSPX 
throughout the 1970s, 80s and early 90s, first as professor of Canon Law at £c¹ne and then as 
a priest of the British District. From the mid-1980s to the mid-1990s he offered Sunday Mass at 
the Station Hotel in Newcastle-upon-Tyne (fore-runner of the SSPX church in Gateshead) and 
in the village of Sacriston, near Durham, where he lived.  
 

Fr Glover held a doctorate in canon law and before working with Archbishop Lefebvre, he   
had been on the Roman rota. The following article was written in 1988, not long after the 
£c¹ne episcopal consecrations and printed in óThe Northern Catholic,ô his newsletter for 
Masses in Durham and Newcastle in those days. 
 

Schism and Archbishop Lefebvre 
 

By the Rev. T.C.G. Glover 
 
Voices are heard saying that Mgr. Lefebvre and Mgr. de Castro Mayer, together with the four 
bishops they consecrated on 30th June 1988, have been excommunicated for schism. The 
same voices also say that all the priests of the Society of St Pius X, and all the laity who   
support them or attend their Masses, are automatically excommunicated for schism.         
Generally, they ignore the fact that there are plenty of traditional priests running Mass      
Centres who are not members of the Society of St Pius. X, and include these as schismatics 
and so excommunicated. The facts do not support them. 
 

There is no dispute that the episcopal Consecrations took place without a Pontifical Mandate, 
it is, without the Popeôs permission and indeed against his express wishes. Canon 1382 states 
that a bishop who consecrates another without a Pontifical Mandate incurs excommunication 
ólatae sententiaeô, and the priest who allows himself to be consecrated a bishop incurs it like-
wise. Excommunication is of two types: ólatae sententiaeô and óferendae sententiaeô. The first 
type is often called automatic, as the delinquent incurs it simply by committing the offence 
specified in the law, whereas the second type requires the intervention of a judge or superior 
to impose the penalty. 
 

On 1st July 1988, the Prefect of the Sacred Congregation of Bishops (the old Consistorial 
Congregation) issued a decree declaring that all six bishops were excommunicated. As        
the penalty is latae sententiae, this is not a condemnatory sentence imposing a penalty, but a 
declaratory sentence saying that the penalty has been incurred by the violation of the penal   
in question. To many, this will seem the end of the matter: the six bishops broke a law of 
whose existence all were aware, and which carries with it automatic excommunication. This 
is not so. 
 

First, no penalty is ever incurred without grave moral imputability (Canon 1323.7). This 
means, in the moral theologianôs terminology, subjective mortal sin. The Archbishop has 
made it clear many times that his primary purpose in consecrating successors is to ensure a 
future supply of additional priests to provide the laity with Mass and the Sacraments. He  
acted only after years of thought, and many months of protracted negotiations with the Holy 
See and a similar intention and careful consideration can be discerned in the other five     
bishops. Even if the final decision is judged a mistake, it cannot amount to subjective mortal 
sin. 
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Secondly, Canon 1323.4 states that even where an offence carrying a penalty has been      
committed, the penalty is not incurred if the act was performed out of necessity unless it be 
something intrinsically evil or damaging to souls. Again, it is clear that it was the necessity of 
providing for a future supply of traditional priests which caused the Archbishop and his         
co-consecrator to act: as they did, after all hope for a óreconciliationô with Rome had proved 
groundless. 
 

There is a very old órule of lawô (Regulaluris 15) which gives the benefit of any doubt in cases 
of penal law: Odia restringi, et favores convenit ampliari. In other words, if there is a doubt 
whether a penalty has been incurred in a particular case, it means that it has not been incurred. 
It is not, therefore, necessary to prove that the Consecrations were morally innocent and done 
under necessity; it is enough to show sufficient serious arguments to establish that there is a 
doubt, so the six bishops are not excommunicated under Canon 1382. 
 

But the decree of the Sacred Congregation for Bishops goes further by declaring the six    
bishops to be schismatics and so also automatically excommunicated under Canon 1364.1.     
It further warns the faithful that if they support ñthe schism of Mgr. Lefebvre, they too will be 
ipso facto excommunicatedò. This charge involves a large and unjustified mental leap. It is 
made by the Pope in his Apostolic letter óEcclesia Deiô of 2nd July 1988. Speaking of the 
Consecrations, he writes: 
 

ñIn itself, this act was one of disobedience to the Roman Pontiff in a very grave matter 
and of supreme importance for the unity of the Church, such as is the ordination          
of bishops whereby the apostolic succession is sacramentally perpetuated. Hence    
such disobedience - which implied in practice the rejection of the Roman primacy - 
constitutes a schismatic act.ò 

 

It does nothing of the sort. Schism, defined in Canon 751, means refusal of subjection to the 
Supreme Pontiff or refusal of communion with other members of the Church. A mere act of 
disobedience to a superior does not imply denial that the superior holds office or has authority. 
The child who says, ñI won't!ò to his mother does not deny that she is his mother; the soldier 
ordered to polish his buttons by his officer, who instead smokes a cigarette, is not denying   
the validity of the Queen's Commission. Again, for the charge of óSchismô to stick, it must    
be certain beyond all reasonable doubt. In a word, the six bishops have not incurred excommu-
nication for schism so those who adhere to them cannot be excommunicated either. There is 
indeed more muddled thinking here. 
 

The phrases ófollowers of Mons. Lefebvreô, óLefebvrist Mass Centresô, óLefebvre priestsô are 
frequently used. They imply that Mgr. Lefebvre is the head of the Society of St Pius X. He is 
not. Fr Schmidberger has been Superior-General for five years, and has District Superiors  
under him. 
 

Even if the six bishops had been excommunicated for illegal consecrations and schism,           
it would not in itself affect the others. If a retired Benedictine bishop were to be                  
excommunicated, it would not mean that Benedictines throughout the world, and those who 
hear Mass in Benedictine churches, were excommunicated. Excommunication is a penalty for 
those who commit certain crimes with full moral guilt, not a contagious disease! 
 

The point may seem academic: to support a schismatic against the Pope and óadhereô to him is 
to join in his schism; but we have shown that the charge of schism will not stick. Even if it did, 
it would not automatically involve the laity who attend Mass Centres in excommunication. 
Canon 844.2 allows the faithful to seek the Sacraments of Communion, Penance and Extreme 
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Unction even from non-Catholic ministers (provided their Orders are valid), if it is physically 
or morally impossible to go to a Catholic minister. This Canon has caused great scandal 
amongst traditional Catholics but it is, of course, accepted by the Pope! Even the old Code 
allowed access to an excommunicated priest in certain cases of necessity. And there is no 
doubt that it is often physically impossible to receive traditional Sacraments, except from a 
priest who supports the actions of Mgr. Lefebvre. This does lead to another point. Traditional 
Catholics have become used to defending their actions, justifying their attendance at Masses 
not authorised by the local bishop, and so on. This article is written in a similar strain, showing 
on the basis of Canon Law that the six bishops are not excommunicated either for illegal    
Consecrations or Schism, and in consequence, that other traditional priests and lay people are 
not excommunicated either. But it is a mistake to leave the question on this defensive note. 
 

It is for the Pope and bishops to justify their actions. They have abandoned the traditional rites 
of Mass and the Sacraments, they have allowed heresy to be taught, and abuse to abound 
throughout the Church. Traditional Catholics have merely remained faithful to what the 
Church has always taught and done, and this fidelity to tradition is the sole cause of all their 
problems with authority. We now have the ludicrous episode of the Holy See condemning the 
six bishops in the Church who are clearly Catholics! There may be plenty of others, but their 
Catholicism is no longer manifest, and their attitude over the past 20 years puts it in doubt. 
 

It is now for the Pope and those who claim to be ófaithfulô to him to explain their actions, and 
to show that they are still Catholics. The six bishops involved in the events of 30th June [1988] 
have made their orthodoxy clear. 

 
The Dispositions of Canon Law in a State of Emergency 

 

The following extracts are from the 1984 study by Professor Georg May, President of the  
Canon Law Seminary at the University of Mainz, entitled: ñNotwehr, Widerstand, 
Notsandò (ñSelf-defence, Resistance and Emergencyò).  
 

The [1983] Code recognises emergency as a circumstance exempting Catholics from any   
penalty in case they have to violate the law (canon 1323, paragraph 4), provided that the action 
is not intrinsically evil or prejudicial to souls; in this latter case the emergency would merely 
attenuate the punishment. But no latae sententiae punishment can affect someone who has 
acted in an emergency situation (canon 1324, paragraph 5).  
 

In the Church as in civil society there can be conceived a state of necessity, of emergency, or 
of urgency which cannot be overcome by observing the positive law. Such a situation exists in 
the Church when the continuation, order, or activity of the Church are threatened or harmed   
in an important way. This menace can bear mainly on teaching, liturgy, and ecclesiastical   
discipline.  
 

A state of emergency justifies emergency law. The emergency law in the Church is the sum of 
juridical rules which apply where there is a threat against the perpetuity or activity of the 
Church. 
 

This emergency law can be resorted to only when one has exhausted all possibilities of           
re-establishing the normal situation by relying on positive law. Emergency law includes also 
the positive authorisation to take the measures, to launch the initiatives, to create the           
organisms, necessary for the Church to be able to continue its mission of preaching the divine 
truth and of dispensing the grace of God. 

www.TheRecusant.com 



Traditionalist ñSchismò/òExcommunicationò..? Page 7 

 

ñTo safeguard the Catholic priesthood which perpetuates the Catholic Church and not an   
adulterous Church, we need Catholic bishops. So we find ourselves constrained, because of the 
spirit of modernism invading today's clergy, an invasion reaching even to the highest summits 
within the Church, to undertake the consecrating of bishops, the principle of this consecration 
having been accepted by the Pope, according to Cardinal Ratzinger's letter of May the 30th. 
These episcopal consecrations will not only be valid, but given the historical circumstances, 
most probably also licit. However, be they licit or not, it is sometimes necessary to abandon 
the letter of the law in order to observe the spirit of the law.ò 
 

 - Archbishop Lefebvre, October 1983 (published in June 1988).  
 

 

The Case of  the ñHawaii Sixò 
 

This is a famous example from the days of the old SSPX. Even modern Rome, when put on the 
spot, was forced to as good as admit that there is no ñschismò really. 
 

ñIt is true that when Our Lady of Fatima chapel in Honolulu was founded in 1987 it was not 
a part of the Society of St. Pius X, and that it did invite in some other traditional priests, 
who were not members of the Society. However, as of 1990 it has been regularly and almost 
entirely serviced by the priests of the Society of St. Pius X. Consequently, the faithful whom 
Bishop Ferrario attempted to declare "excommunicated" on January 18, 1991 were so treat-
ed directly on account of their attachment to the Society of St. Pius X. 
 

This is in fact confirmed by the Formal Canonical Warning itself. Of the three grounds 
listed in it by Bishop Ferrario, two directly concern the Society. The first does not, being the 
incorporation of a traditional chapel. The second concerns the radio program ñaligning your-
selves with the Pius X schismatic movementò. The third directly concerned the visit of  
Bishop Williamson, one of the Society bishops invited to Hawaii to administer the          
sacrament of Confirmation. This visit was supposed to have communicated, as if it were an 
infectious disease, the censure of excommunication:  

 

óWhereas on May 1987 [actually 1989] you performed a schismatic act not only by  
procuring the services of an excommunicated Lefebvre bishop, Richard Williamson, 
who performed contra iure illicit confirmation in your chapel, but also by the very   
association with the aforementioned bishop incurred ipso facto the grave censure of 
excommunication.ô ò 

 

(Source: http://archives.sspx.org/Catholic_FAQs/catholic_faqs__canonical.htm#hawaiisix) 
 

Bishop Ferrario, the bishop of Honolulu diocese, served his Canonical Warning on the six 
faithful in 18th January 1991. On 1st May 1991, he formally declared them excommunicated. 
 

The six faithful appealed to Rome and in June 1993 the Congregation for the Doctrine of the 
Faith  responded by overturning the decree of the local bishop, declaring that the faithful were 
not guilty of schism and that Bishop Ferrarioôs decree of excommunication was null and void. 
 

If laity who have had an actual decree of excommunication and schism passed on them by 
name by their local bishop are not excommunicated or in schism, even in the eyes of modernist 
Rome, a fortiori faithful who have never had such a decree passed on them are not schismatic 
or excommunicated.  
 

The ñHawaii Sixò were: Mrs Patricia Morley, Mr Christopher Morley, Mrs Shirley Cushnie, 
Mr John OôConnor, Mr Herber Carlos and Mrs Louis Santos. 
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Source: http://archives.sspx.org/district_news/2011/hawaii_six-in_memoriam/hawaii_six-
in_memoriam.htm 
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The following extract is from a longer article which appeared in the summer 2002 issue of 
óThe Latin Massô, under the title ñRumbles from Franceò and can be found here: http://
www.latinmassmagazine.com/articles/articles_2002_SU_Ferrara_1.html. We do not agree 
with everything contained in the article, but the first part, below, is worth reading.  Some 
readers will be familiar with its author, Mr Christopher Ferrara. For those who are not, it is 
worth noting that he is a lawyer, and that he was not and is not a  faithful of the SSPX. 
 

The SSPX ñSchismò: a non-SSPX Lawyerôs View 
 

An article recently published in the French-language theological journal of the Priestly      
Fraternity of Saint Peter contends, in essence, that all the priests and bishops of the Society of 
Saint Pius X (SSPX) are non-Catholic ministers whose ministrations Catholics should avoid 
under pain of sin. This claim goes well beyond any official Vatican pronouncement on the 
status of SSPX clergy and lay adherents.  
 

In assessing the impact of this development, some background is necessary. John Paul IIôs 
1988 motu proprio Ecclesia Dei declared that the consecration of four bishops by Archbishop 
Marcel Lefebvre for the SSPX without a papal mandate:  
 

ñ...implies in practice the rejection of the Roman primacy [and] constitutes a schis-
matic act. In performing such an acté Mons. Lefebvre and the priests Bernard Fellay, 
Bernard Tisser de Mallerais, Richard Williamson, and Alfonso de Galarreta, have  
incurred the grave penalty of excommunication envisaged by ecclesiastical law.ò  

 

(It is significant that the co-consecrator of the four bishops, Bishop Castro de Mayer of Cam-
pos, was not even mentioned.) Thus, Mons. Lefebvre and the four priests he consecrated bish-
ops, but only these five, were declared to have been excommunicated latae sententiae as envi-
sioned in canon 1382 - that is, automatically by their own act, rather than by a sentence fol-
lowing a canonical process.* These five clerics - but, again, only they - were also declared to 
have committed the offense of schism as envisioned in canon 751, even though neither canon 
1382 nor the canonical warning issued to Archbishop Lefebvre before the consecrations states 
that an illicit episcopal consecration constitutes a schismatic act. 
 

Adhering strictly to the letter of the motu proprio, various detractors of the SSPX declare the 
case closed. But it has never been that simple. For one thing, the Church is not constrained by 
the letter of her own law when justice or charity would indicate a different course. Indeed, 
given that the Vatican has effectively ceased applying the term schismatic to the Orthodox or 
even to the one hundred illicitly consecrated bishops of the communist-controlled Catholic 
Patriotic Association (CPA) in China, it would hardly be commensurate with justice or charity 
to treat SSPX adherents as rank schismatics, cast into outer darkness, and leave it at that. 
 

This is all the more so when one considers that the actions of Catholics with respect to Church 
law are not judged by the legal standards applicable to such civil matters as traffic tickets or 
insider trading. Unlike civil law, Church law explicitly recognizes an excuse from the       
operation of penalties where subjective culpability can be shown to be lacking, just as God 
Himself would excuse an objectively wrongful action absent subjective guilt. Even a penalty 
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* It is important to note that this canon actually originated in a papal decree of Pius XII 
aimed at the illicit consecration of bishops by the communist-controlled Catholic Patriotic 
Association in Red China, as to which (paradoxically enough) the current Vatican       
apparatus has assiduously avoided any declaration of formal schism, despite the CPAôs 
illicit ordination of fully 100 bishops without a papal mandate.  
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of excommunication imposed in the external forum arguably does not operate where the   
offender has acted out of what he believed in conscience to be grave necessity or to avoid 
grave inconvenience. Cf. canons 1321, 1323. 
 

Where schism is concerned, there must be a subjective intention to refuse communion with 
the Roman Pontiff, not merely a single act of disobedience to a particular command (in this 
case the command that a papal mandate is required for consecration of bishops). 
 

Moreover, there has never been any clear determination of the status of the priests and lay 
adherents of the SSPX who are not the subject of the penalties declared in the motu proprio. 
While the motu proprio speaks of ñformal adherence to the schismò as grounds for incurring 
the same penalties as the five, the term ñformal adherenceò has never been defined in any 
universally binding pronouncement by a competent Vatican dicastery, which would appear to 
be either the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith or the Ecclesia Dei Commission. 
 

[é] The recent Vatican approaches to the SSPX constitute a marked departure from the 
strange double standard which consigns the SSPX to oblivion while an earnest ecumenical 
courtship is pursued with militantly anti-Roman Orthodox bishops, and even communist-
controlled CPA bishops handpicked by the bloody Jiang regime - which brutally persecutes 
the ñundergroundò bishops, priests and laity who remain loyal to Rome.   
 

[é] What does the Church gain from yet another denunciation of the SSPX at the same time 
both Protestants and Orthodox of every stripe are being treated as ñbrothers in the Lordò and    
invited to participate in joint liturgical ceremonies with Catholic prelates, including the Pope 
himself, without the least mention of the evil of schism or communicatio in sacris with non-
Catholics?  
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ñYou have at your disposal at the bookstall some books and flyers 
which contain all the elements necessary to help you better under-
stand why this ceremony, which is apparently done against the 
will of Rome, is in no way a schism. We are not schismatics! If an 
excommunication was pronounced against the bishops of China, 
who separated themselves from Rome and put themselves under 
the Chinese government, one very easily understands why Pope 
Pius XII excommunicated them. There is no question of us      
separating ourselves from Rome, nor of putting ourselves under a 
foreign government, nor of establishing a sort of parallel church 
as the Bishops of Palmar de Troya have done in Spain. They have even elected a 
pope, formed a college of cardinalsé It is out of the question for us to do such 
things. Far from us be this miserable thought of separating ourselves from Rome! 
 

On the contrary, it is in order to manifest our attachment to Rome that we are      
performing this ceremony. It is in order to manifest our attachment to the Eternal 
Rome, to the pope, and to all those who have preceded these last popes who,       
unfortunately since the Second Vatican Council, have thought it their duty to adhere 
to grievous errors which are demolishing the Church and the Catholic priesthood.ò 
 

    - Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre, Consecrations Sermon, 30th June, 1988 
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Another example from the old SSPX. The following extract is taken from the book: óMost Asked 
Questions About the Society of St Pius Xô - also available here: archives.sspx.org/sspxfaqs.htm 
 
Question 11: Wasnôt Archbishop Lefebvre excommunicated for consecrating 
bishops unlawfully? 
 

June 29, 1987: Archbishop Lefebvre, experiencing failing health and seeing no other way of 
assuring the continued ordination of truly Catholic priests, decided to consecrate Bishops and 
announced that, if necessary, he will do so even without the Popeôs permission. 
 

June 17, 1988: Cardinal Gantin, Prefect of the Congregation for Bishops, officially warned the 
Archbishop that, in virtue of canon1382 (1983 Code of Canon Law), he and the bishops conse-
crated by him would be excommunicated for proceeding without pontifical mandate and there-
by infringing the laws of sacred discipline. 
 

June 30, 1988: Archbishop Lefebvre, together with Bishop de Castro Mayer, consecrated four 
bishops. 
 

July 1, 1988: Cardinal Gantin declared the threatened excommunication (according to canon 
1382) to have been incurred. He also called the consecrations a schismatic act and declared the 
corresponding excommunication (canon1364 Ä1), as well as threatening anyone supporting the 
consecrations with excommunication because of ñschism.ò 
 
July 2, 1988: In óEcclesia Dei Afflicta,ô the Pope repeated Cardinal Gantinôs accusation of 
schismatic mentality and threatened generalised excommunications.  
Now, the excommunication warned of on June 17, for abuse of episcopal powers (canon 1382), 
was not incurred because: 
 
1) A person who violates a law out of necessity is not subject to a penalty (1983 Code of 
Canon Law, canon 1323, Ä4), even if there is no state of necessity: 
 

 Å if one inculpably thought there was, he would not incur the penalty (canon 1323,70), 
 

 Å and if one culpably thought there was, he would still incur no automatic penalties  
    (canon 1324, Ä3; Ä1,80). 

 
2) No penalty is ever incurred without committing a subjective mortal sin (canons 
1321 Ä1, 1323 70). Now, Archbishop Lefebvre made it amply clear that he was bound in 
conscience to do what he could do to continue the Catholic priesthood and that he was 
obeying God in going ahead with the consecrations. Hence, even if he had been wrong, 
there would be no subjective sin. 
 

3) Most importantly, positive law is at the service of the natural and eternal law and     
ecclesiastical law is at that of the divine law (Principle8). No ñauthority,ò can force a   
bishop to compromise in his teaching of Catholic faith or administering of Catholic      
sacraments. No ñlaw,ò can force him to co-operate in the destruction of the Church. With 
Rome giving no guarantee of preserving Catholic Tradition, Archbishop Lefebvre had to 
do what he could with his God-given episcopal powers to guarantee its preservation. It was 
his duty as a bishop. 
 

4) The Churchôs approving the Society of Saint Pius X allows it what it needs for its own 
preservation. This includes the service of bishops who will guarantee to maintain Catholic 
tradition. 
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Question 12: Isnôt the Society of Saint Pius X schismatic? 
 

Was Archbishop Lefebvre (along with his co-consecrator and the four bishops whom he con-
secrated) excommunicated also for having done a ñschismatic actò as well as for consecrating 
without pontifical mandate, Question 11)? 
 

No. A first argument is that already given (Question 11,1). What, moreover, constitutes a 
schismatic act? Not the mere deed of consecrating bishops without pontifical mandate. The 
1983 Code of Canon Law itself lists this offence under Title 3 (abuse of ecclesiastical pow-
ers) and not under Title 1 (offences against religion and the unity of the Church) of its penal 
section (Book6). 
 

Nor would it be a ñschismatic actò to consecrate against the express wish of the Holy Father. 
That could amount to disobedience at most.* But disobedience does not amount to schism; 
Schism requires that one not recognise the authority of the pope to command; disobedience 
consists in not obeying a command, whilst still acknowledging the authority of the one   
commanding. ñThe child who says óI wonôt!ô to his mother does not deny that she is his 
mother.ò (Fr Glover) 
 

Now, Archbishop Lefebvre always recognised the Popeôs authority (proved by his consulta-
tions with Rome for a solution to the current problems) and so does the Society of Saint Pius 
X. (See, for example, its support for Pope John Paulôs Ordinatio Sacerdotalis against women 
priests.) 
 

Consecrating a bishop without pontifical mandate would be a schismatic act if one pretended 
to confer not just the fullness of the priesthood but also jurisdiction, a governing power over 
a particular flock. Only the Pope, who has universal jurisdiction over the whole Church, can 
appoint a pastor to a flock and empower him to govern it. But Archbishop Lefebvre never 
presumed to confer anything but the full priestly powers of holy orders, and in no way did he 
grant any jurisdiction (which he himself did not have personally to give). 
 

As for the Faithful, threatened by Pope John Paul II himself with excommunication if they 
adhere formally to the schism (óEcclesia Dei Afflictaô, July 2, 1988), do they indeed incur 
any excommunication for going to Society of Saint Pius X priests for the sacraments? 
 

Not at all. The Society of Saint Pius X priests are neither excommunicated nor schismatics. 
This being so, how could any of the faithful who approach them incur these penalties?     
Besides: 
 

ñExcommunication is a penalty for those who commit certain crimes with full moral 
guilt, not a contagious disease!ò (Fr. Glover) 

 

On May 1, 1991, Bishop Ferrario of Hawaii ñexcommunicatedò certain Catholics of his     
diocese for attending Masses celebrated by priests of the Society of Saint Pius X, and receiv-
ing a bishop of the Society of Saint Pius X to confer the sacrament of Confirmation. Cardinal 
Ratzinger, Prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, overturned this decision: 

 

ñFrom the examination of the case...it did not result that the facts referred to in the 
above-mentioned decree, are formal schismatic acts in the strict sense, as they do not 
constitute the offence of schism; and therefore the Congregation holds that the Decree 
of May 1,1991, lacks foundation and hence validity.ò (June 28,1993). 

 
 
 

* (But there is no disobedience, cf. óAn Open Letter to Confused Catholics,ô pp. 129-136. cf. ñThe 
act of consecrating a bishop (without the pope's permission) is not itself a schismatic actò - Cardinal 
Lara, President of the Pontifical Commission for the Authentic Interpretation of Canon Law, in La 
Repubblica, October 7, 1988)  

Traditionalist ñSchismò/òExcommunicationò..? 
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...and then finally, legal arguments aside, there remain the: 
 

Arguments From Common Sense 
 

Legal arguments are important, but suppose you had no understanding of canon law and no 
one to explain it to you- would there be no way for you to know the truth? Not everyone can 
be expected to understand canon law, but they donôt need to. We all can apply common sense.  
 

1. Archbishop Lefebvre was supposedly excommunicated by people who clearly 
donôt believe in excommunication. 

 

How many priests and bishops since Vatican II have publicly promoted the foulest heresies 
and scandals? Freemasonic teachings such as a universal brotherhood of man, already        
condemned by the Church; Protestant teachings already condemned by the Council of Trent; 
the Dutch bishops with their blasphemous, heretical catechism? Jesuit priests leading        
communist guerilla militias in armed uprisings and carrying out terrorist attacks; we could go 
on. How many of them were said to be excommunicated, treated as outcasts? Not one. Today 
Fr James Martin is going around teaching other priests how to bless sodomitical ñunionsò but 
neither he nor they are said to be ñin schismò and neither Rome nor the local bishops warn 
people not to get involved.  
 

Even the notorious Hans Kung was never excommunicated and there was never any talk of 
ñschismò - he was merely forbidden to teach at university, something which he circumvented 
whilst everyone turned a blind eye and let him carry on. Genuinely schismatics such as the 
CCP-controlled óChinese Patriotic Associationô are given every encouragement and treated as 
fellow Catholics by modern Rome. The Rome of Pius XII, before Vatican II, excommunicated 
the CPA and declared them in schism, just as it praised and promoted Archbishop Lefebvre. 
 

Look at some of these recent so-called ñmovementsò in the modern church. Some of them are 
openly heretical and cult-like. Opus Dei donôt allow their lay members to confess to a non- 
Opus Dei priest. The Neo Catechumenal Way have only their own Masses which involve their 
own heretical, made-up ñliturgyò and which are completely separate from whatever parish 
they are supposed to be in, behind closed doors, invitation only. Those are just two examples - 
there are many more. Can you imagine for one moment Archbishop Lefebvre or the SSPX 
being accused of such things? And yet these guys enjoy modernist Romeôs official approval; 
they arenôt called ñschismaticò or ñexcommunicatedò because they donôt oppose the Vatican II 
revolution. Archbishop Lefebvre and the SSPX did, so they were. 
 

Just like the modernist-infested hierarchy donôt believe that you have to be in the Catholic 
Church to be saved, no, theyôre ecumenical and tolerant and welcoming, ñWhat unites us is 
stronger than what  divides us!ò - but when it comes to Archbishop Lefebvre and the SSPX, 
they suddenly forget all that and become the most straight-laced, hard-line clericalist authori-
tarians of all time! In much the same way, they clearly donôt believe in excommunication, 
anything goesé except they suddenly discovered that they did believe in it after all when it 
came to Archbishop Lefebvre and ñthe Lefebvristsò! 
 

This just isnôt something one can take seriously.  
 
2. When push comes to shove, even the modernist Vatican never really believed 
that there a ñschism,ò as they have shown repeatedly.  
 

ñRegarding your inquiry, I would point out at once that the Directory on Ecumenism is 
not concerned with the Society of St. Pius X. The situation of the members of this   
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Society is an internal matter of the Catholic Church. The Society is not another 
Church or Ecclesial Community in the meaning used in the Directory.ò 
 

 - Cardinal Edward Cassidy, replying to an enquiry about Romeôs ñecumenismò in 
relation to the SSPX - May, 1994 

 

ñThe act of consecrating a bishop (without the pope's permission) is not itself a     
schismatic actò 
 

 - Cardinal Castillo Lara, President of the Pontifical Commission for the Authentic 
Interpretation of Canon Law, in La Repubblica, October 1988 

 

ñFrom the examination of the case...it did not result that the facts referred to in the 
above-mentioned decree [i.e. founding a supposedly ñschismaticò chapel against the 
wishes of the local bishop, inviting supposedly ñschismatic priests to say Mass there and 
having oneôs children confirmed by a supposedly ñschismaticò and ñexcommunicatedò 
bishop] are formal schismatic acts in the strict sense, as they do not constitute the of-
fence of schism; and therefore the Congregation holds that the Decree of May 1,1991 
[i.e. the charge of excommunication], lacks foundation and hence validity.ò  
 

 - Cardinal Josef Ratzinger, President of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the 
Faith, June, 1993. 

 

ñWe are not dealing with a case of heresy. One cannot say in correct and exact terms 
that there is a schism. There is, in the act of ordaining bishops without papal approval, 
a schismatic attitude. They are within the confines of the Church.ò 
 

- Cardinal Dario Castrillon Hoyos, resident of the Pontifical Commission Ecclesia 
Dei, November 2005 

 

These are the most obvious examples, there are doubtless many more. Should anyone object, 
let us agree that the statements above may well have been ñmistakesò which slipped out and 
were instantly regretted. Let us also agree that there are many other statements where the 
modernists in Rome said the contrary (ñArchbishop Lefebvre and the SSPX are schismatics! 
Donôt go there, or youôll catch a dose of the schism and become a schismatic too!ò ...or 
something similar!) . Very well. What it does show, however, is that at the very least they 
werenôt consistent. It also shows that there is a difference between what they said when they 
were consciously towing the party line before the world and what they let slip when they 
thought no one was paying attention. And high ranking men who publicly represent a promi-
nent institution - government ministers from a political party, for instance, or (as in this case) 
Cardinals in Rome - will often have a party line which they are expected to trot out but 
which they occasionally contradict in an unguarded moment, proving that they didnôt really 
believe it all along but were only saying it because that is what they felt expected to say. The 
quotations above are the equivalent of one of Mr Bidenôs cabinet admitting that, in fact,   
inflation is a problem and the economy isnôt in such great shape. 
 

Since there is undeniable evidence that even the highest representatives of modernist Rome 
didnôt really believe in the fictitious schism, why should we?  
 

3. Holiness and Catholicity. This is so obvious and so easy to spot that it often passes us 
by. Back in the day, before the SSPX went soft, every once in a while a Novus Ordo critic 
would warn people away from the ñschismatic, excommunicated SSPXò by lecturing every-
one in moralising tones about how ñschism and heresies are proximateò or something like 
that, or how schism will always lead to a diminishing of holiness, virtue, piety and so forth. 
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All of which are true. But what they never seemed to spot was that their own argument could 
be turned back on them. If schism leads to heresy (which is true, it invariably does) where was 
there ever an example of heresy taught by Archbishop Lefebvre or his SSPX? Name just one 
example. Not only is there none to be found there, in virtually any country across the globe 
your local SSPX chapel was about the only place in the diocese where you wouldnôt find   
heresies! The same goes for the argument about holiness. If the SSPX back then (and likewise 
the Resistance today) are so dangerous, ñschismaticò and off limits to all good Catholics, why 
is there so much more piety and devotion and holiness apparent among priests and people 
there than  in any of the supposedly ñnon-schismatic,ò officially-approved priests and faithful 
and ñcommunitiesò? Why so much worldliness where one ought to see holiness and why so 
much holiness where one ought to see worldliness?  
 

The same is true of Catholicity, a word which really means that it transcends any human 
boundaries such as race, culture, language, social class and, importantly, time and era. Our 
ancestors in the Faith, if they were to be shown our own era, would they recognise Archbishop 
Lefebvreôs SSPX and todayôs Resistance as believing and practicing what they believed and 
practiced? Would they look at a typical Novus Ordo layman and recognise him as being closer 
or further from what they think of as Catholic? Would a priest from past centuries, an Edmund 
Campion or a John Vianney, see himself more in the Novus Ordo priest of today, or in the 
ñschismaticò ñexcommunicated,ò ñdonôt-go-to-them-they-arenôt-in-good-standingò SSPX or 
Resistance priest? Which would they instantly recognise as a Catholic priest and which would 
they look on as an aberration belonging to another religion?  
 

It just doesnôt add up, does it? None of it makes sense. The only way it all makes sense is if it 
was never Archbishop Lefebvre and his SSPX who were ñschismatic,ò ñdisobedient,ò 
ñdangerousò etc. all along, but rather the Novus Ordo modernists. Which brings us to: 
 
4. The onus is on them to prove that they are in good standing! Fr. Glover made  
this argument, and he was quite right to do so. In defending oneself from a particular charge, 
there is a danger of becoming self-obsessed when oneôs focus should really be on attacking the 
modern errors and those pushing them. But itôs so obvious when you stop to think about it! 
 

Not only John Paul II in 1988, but even continuing down to our own day, the very same 
churchmen who so cynically practiced upon the credulity of well-meaning Catholics, trying to 
make them think that Archbishop Lefebvre and the SSPX he founded were somehow 
ñexcommunicated,ò ñschismaticò or ñnot in good standingò, are themselves guilty of real    
errors and offences. They are the ones who ought to be forced to defend themselves and their 
actions. They are the ones who should have their ecumenism and religious indifferentism 
thrown at them as an accusation; along with their ñreligious liberty,ò their brotherhood-of-man 
talk, their Judaising, their ñsynodalityò, their Protestant óNew Massô which offends Our Lord 
and which was condemned by the Council of Trent and by Popes such as Pius VI long before 
it ever even existed. 
 

John Paul II, the Pope who brought out Ecclesia Dei Adflicta in July 1988 to inform the world 
that Marcel Lefebvre had excommunicated himself (he hadnôt!) according to what the 1983 
Code of Canon Law says (it doesnôt!), is the same man who had no problem consorting with 
and encouraging all sorts of enemies of God and of mankind during his life. Pro-abortion   
politicians received communion at Mass during his various trips around the world, and it   
didnôt end when he died: the godless mainstream media praised him to the skies and           
politicians such as the Blairs and the Clintons attended his funeral. Cherie Blair, nominally a 
Catholic, was by then well known as a pro-abortion feminist who had used her husbandôs 
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prominence to push causes such as ñwomenôs ordi-
nationò in the mainstream media. She received 
communion at the funeral of John Paul II, as did 
Brother Roger of Taiz®, a lifelong Protestant and 
the leader of an ecumenical sect (which John Paul 
II had praised while he was still alive), from the 
hands of soon-to-be Pope Benedict XVI. Poor old 
Archbishop Lefebvre. If only he had been an    
ecumenical Protestant, if only he had publicly pro-
moted feminism, abortion and womenôs ordination, 
he would have found himself ñin good standingò 
and not ñexcommunicatedò! Joe Biden, Nancy 
Pelosi... Even the infamous Robert Mugabe, a self-
described Marxist who murdered legions of his 
own countrymen in Zimbabwe, was given com-
munion at the Mass in St Peterôs where John Paul 
II was (supposedly) beatified. So heôs OK. Well, at 
least      he wasnôt a Lefebvrist! Indeed, one is left with 
the  impression that there is no crime too great, there is 
nothing anyone can do which will earn an excommuni-
cation from the post-Vatican II Popes, except the crime 
of supposedly being too Traditional (as though such a 
thing were even possible!). With all those people who 
feel duty bound to stay away from the ñLefebvre 
schism,ò does it ever occur to them to wonder whether 
it wasnôt Archbishop Lefebvre who was the problem? 
 

That is the reality, the horrifying truth. Forget about 
make-believe, trumped-up ñschismsò One only has to 
look at the Popes and the hierarchy since Vatican II to 
sense a real schism - there really is no bet-
ter word to describe it. But it is all on their 
side, they are the ones guilty of it. They 
forget that the Church exists not just 
throughout space, horizontally, but also 
through time, vertically (like a cross). 
Where is their unity with their predeces-
sors? Previous Popes condemned ecumeni-
cal prayer gatherings even if it was only 
with Protestants; these recent Popes, Car-
dinals and bishops have all been taking 
part in ecumenical prayer gatherings with 
Muslims, Jews, pagans and (from Benedict 
XVI onwards) non-believers. Previous 
Popes taught that the state has a duty to be 
officially Catholic, whereas they have 
spent time and energy making sure that as many states are officially secular and pluralist as 
possible. Previous Popes condemned the globalists and masonic revolutionaries, whereas 
these modern Vatican II Popes have embraced them. We could go on. It is not Traditionalists 
who need to defend themselves. We are guilty of being unwilling to abandon the beliefs and 
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Early-2000s - Cherie Blair receives communion 
from Cardinal Murphy-OôConnor, Archbishop 
of Westminster. Well, at least she wasnôt a 
Lefebvrist! Unlike Archbishop Lefebvre, she 
remains ñin good standingò to this very day..! 

Protestant sect leader ñBrotherò Roger of 
Taiz® receives communion from Cardinal 
Ratzinger at John Paul IIôs funeral (2005). 
But again, at least he wasnôt a Lefebvrist! 

(2011) If only Archbishop Lefebvre had been a genocidal   
Marxist with the blood of tens-of-thousands on his hands!  
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practices of our Catholic forefathers, nothing more. The irony is that, in talking of there being 
a ñschismò between themselves and us, the modernists are in fact condemning themselves, 
whether they realise it or not. They need to repent, they need to return to the  Catholic Faith 
free from error and heresy, they need to return to Catholic practice, free of scandal and novelty 
and syncretism and paganism.  
 

Archbishop Lefebvre famously said that it is the modern Popes who are disobedient to their 
predecessors, to all the Popes from nineteen centuries up to Vatican II, and who can doubt that 
he was and is right? He said ñWe are condemned by those who are themselves condemned.ò I 
also recall hearing somewhere that when asked one time by a journalist about ñthe schism,ò he 
replied simply ñSchism from what?ò That is about the neatest three-word summary one can 
imagine. Schism from what? From all your novus-bogus blasphemies? From your newfangled 
conciliar church, the church of the new advent, the church of the new springtime, the church 
of the global brotherhood of man, the church of religious pluralism and empty sentimentality, 
the church of Bônai Bôrith -sponsored Religious Liberty? Fine. We never asked to be a part of 
that in the first place. But from the Catholic Church which Our Lord Himself founded? No, in 
that case it is the ones handing out condemnations who are in fact condemning themselves, 
since their talk of ñschismò reveals a very real schism between themselves and their predeces-
sors. It shouldnôt worry us in one sense, but it should spur us to greater zeal and charity in 
trying to convert them from their errors.  
 

Conclusion 
 

Common sense is a wonderful thing, it cuts to the heart of the matter and leaves no room for 
scruples. In order to believe in and take seriously the ñexcommunicationò of Archbishop 
Lefebvre and the ñschismò of all the priests and faithful who agree with him, you first of all 
need to be convinced that: 
 

1. There is nothing wrong in the modern church. It isnôt carnage everywhere. Everythingôs 
basically fine and not much different from how it was before the Council. 
 

2. Authority is something totally arbitrary. It has no purpose in particular and can be used 
by the one who wields it for whatever end he sees fit, no matter how arbitrary or perverse. 
It is the mere plaything of whoever happens to be in office.  
 

3. The Churchôs law is not something which applies equally to all Catholics. It can be   
totally ignored in 99.9% of cases, cases which are huge, stinking and indefensible and 
which richly deserve punishment, but then scrupulously and minutely applied with no  
benefit of the doubt whatever in one particular case. Straining at gnats and swallowing 
camels comes to mind. 

 

Whereas, any Catholic with common sense can see that: 
 

1. Things are about as far from ñfineò and ñnormalò as one can imagine. We have gone 
from the crisis in the Church to the zombie apocalypse in the Church. There has never been 
a time in all human history where the Church has suffered as she is suffering now. It is just 
about possible to think that things are more or less ñnormalò in the Church, but only from a 
position of virtual ignorance. To see that all is not well, one has only to look; and the closer 
one looks, the worse things are.  
 

2. No authority is arbitrary, even that of the Pope (especially not that of the Pope!) It exists 
for a reason, for a purpose and that purpose will be fulfilled or thwarted depending on how 
the authority is used. Does the Popeôs authority exist to spread masonic ideas about broth-
erhood of man throughout the world, to spread the gospel of climate change, welfare state 
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socialism, ñtolerance and diversityò and so on? (And if you think those things are unique 
to Pope Francis, think again! John Paul II was guilty as sin when it came to that stuff 
too!) Or does it exist for the glory of God and the salvation of souls, to convert the sinner, 
to help the Holy Souls in Purgatory, to encourage virtue and help extinguish vice, and so 
forth?  
 

The father of a family does not have authority over his wife and children just so that he 
can amuse himself or live a life of ease - his authority serves the responsibility which he 
carries of getting his family to heaven. The high court judge may not pass whatever    
sentence he wishes however ridiculous, in order to amuse himself according to his own 
whim or fancy, but is himself bound to observe the law of the land, legal precedent, and 
so on. Likewise, a Pope does not have arbitrary authority, he only has authority in order 
to guard Christôs flock and is himself bound by the law of God and Tradition, as the Papal 
Coronation Oath makes explicitly clear. 
 

3. If all the Blairs, Bidens, Mugabes and ñbrotherò Rogers (to name just four of literally 
hundreds) in the world, and all the Fr James Martins, Fr Pedro Arrupes and Hans Kungs 
(again: many, many more could be cited) are somehow not guilty, not worthy of excom-
munication, not worth warning people away from, but Archbishop Lefebvre is, along 
with Bishop de Castro Mayer and anyone who agrees with them; if the Neocatechumenal 
Way with their mystery religion -esque invitation only, Protestantised  ñMassò (which is 
Protestant and liberal even by the standards of the New Mass!) are not off limits to unsus-
pecting Catholics, but the SSPX with their Tridentine Mass areé then the law has been 
turned on its head: subverted, to use the proper term. Worse, it is not only not being used 
for purpose for which it exists, it is being used deliberately to thwart that same purpose.   

 

Archbishop Lefebvre was excommunicated by a Pope who clearly didnôt believe in excom-
munication. The SSPX was accused of being outside of the Catholic Church by men who 
clearly donôt believe in the Catholic Church. They were treated as somehow non-Catholic, by 
people who are busy trampling underfoot anything which is actually Catholic. SSPX and 
Resistance Masses are labelled ñillicitò by people who themselves offer and assist at the New 
Mass. The Tridentine Mass requires permission from bishops who donôt believe in the need 
for permission when it comes to literally anything else, LGBT drag queen Masses come to 
mind, and other horrors. Who would want to be in good standing with people like that? Let 
the indult ñextraordinary formò Mass goers take heed and think on it. Are you proud of being 
in the good books of such men? Why do you think they give you permission for your       
Traditional Mass when they hate Tradition so much, doesnôt that strike you as odd? Why 
might that be, do you think? It doesnôt take any great amount of intellectual book-learning to 
work out what is really going on; all that is really needed is a little bit of honesty.  
 

A Final Word 
 

The astute reader will notice that throughout all this we have been talking about the old 
SSPX, the SSPX of Archbishop Lefebvre, the one which ceaselessly warned about the errors 
of the  Second Vatican Council and took to task the Pope, the Cardinals and the bishops for 
their errors and scandals, for leading the sheep astray.  
 

By contrast, the new SSPX of recent years seem to be becoming less ñin schismò from the 
modernist hierarchy by the day, and one need hardly add that is not a good thing! They    
appear to have become ashamed of what should be their pride and glory: ñWhen the world 
[and the modernist hierarchy] hates you for my sakeéò  
 

      St Pius X, ora pro nobis! 
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This should probably have been printed here years ago. Ah well. Better late than neveré 
 

How To Set Up Your Home For Mass 
 

So youôre about to have your first visit from a priest of the Resistance. Mass is scheduled to 
take place and youôre hosting. What do you need to do to prepare? Here is a an idea of what 
you may wish to do. These are just some thoughts, nothing comprehensive, but it ought to give 
you some ideas. Not everything will be possible, but at the same time it is our duty to make 
things as dignified and worthy as possible for Our Lord when He visits.  
 

1. The Altar 
 
Most of us donôt have an altar, or even an altar stone, readily to hand, so youôll want to start off 
with a table. The priest will usually have a Greek corporal with him (you may want to check, 
however), which contains the relics of martyrs and which allows him to say Mass on a table 
which is not otherwise an altar. Thatôs fine, but we owe it to Our Blessed Lord to make the 
setting for his holy Mass as dignified as possible - anything beyond our capabilities He will 
surely understand, this is about seeing what is possible and making improvements as and when 
we are able.   
 

a. Shape: ideally you want a rectangular table, avoid a circular one if at all possible. Ideally 
you want eight feet in length (from left to right as you look at it) but six feet or even five will 
do just fine. I have seen smaller altars than that used, it can be done, it just isnôt ideal. As for 
the depth, you can judge it by eye if you stand at the altar in the centre, where the priest will 
stand during most of the Mass and try to imagine the priest unfolding the corporal on the altar 
top. An unfolded corporal might take up sixteen inches or slightly less, meaning youôll want 
roughly that in depth: ten inches is a bit cramped, more than twenty-six inches is too much. 
 

b. Height: in an ideal world your table-soon-to-be-altar would be exactly forty inches high 
and certainly you wouldnôt want it much higher than that - most tables and desks are nowhere 
near that high. If yours isnôt, donôt worry too much: any attempt to make it higher will be   
appreciated by the priest who wonôt have to bend so low during Mass. Thirty-eight or even 
thirty-six inches will usually work well. Waist height or slightly above is what youôre aiming 
for. Without a tape measure, you can judge it like this: stand in front and without bending 
down, see if you can place your hands on it. If you canôt, or if you can only place your fingers 
on it but not the flat of your palm without bending forwards, then itôs too low. If possible, take 
into account how tall the priest is, because if heôs quite short, then youôll get away with the 
altar being a bit lower, but if heôs 6ô3, then you really wonôt! 

Slightly too low... Just right! 
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Some men who are hobby craftsmen and carpenters may wish to have a go at building a  
wooden frame to precise dimensions. For those so inclined, a copy of St Charles Borromeoôs 
book on how to build churches, Instructiones Fabricae et Supellectilis Ecclesiasticae may 
come in useful. It was published in 1577 and, I gather, was in use right up to Vatican II. It 
will be out there somewhere on the internet, though you may have to track it down and buy 
it. (If you do, please drop us a line and let us know!) 
 

For the rest of us lesser mortals who havenôt the time, the patience, the tools, the skills or the 
real estate, you might want to find something to place under the table legs to raise its height a 
little. Anything that is stable: four bricks (or four piles of bricks, two or even three high, to 
achieve the right height!), four plastic stools, four books, very thick volumes of the same 
thickness, in the past we even used an ingenious contraption made out of drainpipes with a 
thick bolt inserted through it near the bottom. Whatever works. Once you think youôve 
achieved what youôre after, test it out to see how stable it is. It shouldnôt be too wobbly or 
liable to collapse - and if for some reason you canôt fully avoid that, then at the very least 
warn the priest, but while you still have the opportunity you should try to find a solution. 
 
c. Covering & Decoration: a white sheet is something indispensable. A linen table cloth 
is far preferable to a bedsheet. There are supposed to be three altar cloths, so if you are going 
to have Mass regularly you should try to acquire these and (of course, as with everything) 
once they been used for Mass, if possible they should be set aside and not used for anything 
else. The white cloth should hang down on each side, either to the floor or to just above the 
floor. If the front of the table is also covered, this will hide the fact that it is a table and hide 
the books or bricks (or drainpipes!) under the legs. If you can find something of the right 
liturgical colour, something precious-looking (gold?) or what have you, to go under the 
cloths and hang down in front, like an altar frontal or antependium, so much the better. But 
failing that, a white sheet will do. Just bear in mind that if it is a single, thin sheet, it may end 
up looking a bit see-through depending on the lighting. In the long run it may be worth look-
ing at a high-street fabric shop for something which looks nice enough to be used on the  
altar, damask for instance. Are there any Indian shops where you live? Why not take a look.  
 

Whenever you think youôve finished arranging this part, always take one last opportunity to 
double check that it isnôt crooked before you start putting things onto the altar.  
 

What needs to be placed on the altar? The first and most obvious thing is a crucifix. You can 
have a hanging-on-the-wall type of crucifix, (make sure it hangs above the centre of your 
altar) but more common is to have a stand-up crucifix placed on the altar. In that case, the 
danger is that it is not tall enough and can barely be seen. As a rule of thumb, any stand-up 
crucifix will need to be raised higher, what youôre aiming for ideally is the top of the priestôs 
head or slightly higher, but if itôs not 
that high in the first instance, donôt 
worry too much. But do try to find 
something for it to stand on, to raise it 
up a bit higher. As with altar legs, 
there are a number of solutions: an old 
biscuit tin, a Tupperware box, a solid 
block of wood or even a pile of books 
are some examples Iôve seen used at 
Resistance Masses, all of which 
worked and whose presence can be 
disguised by the altar cards. 

Mass in Your Home 
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The two candles and their candlesticks (for low 
Mass) can be placed on the altar at the extreme 
left and right,  either side of the crucifix and will 
be useful as something to prop the altar cards 
against. Nice brass candlesticks, ideally, with 
proper candles in them, do try to avoid those  
awful tea lights. Two vases of flowers can also be 
placed on the altar during most of the year 
(flowers arenôt allowed if itôs Lent or Advent, 
with the exception of Laetare Sunday and     
Gaudete Sunday). Try to use two matching vases 
to keep things symmetrical, brass is preferable 
but glass will do pro tem. A church antiques shop 
or certain internet websites (etsy or ebay, for 
instance) will have brass vases for sale fairly 
cheaply - if they are old they may benefit from a    
thorough application of brasso. If you have them 
and there is enough space, then two statues of 
saints can go somewhere in between, one on either side. Again, in the interests of symmetry, 
you want your two statues to be of roughly the same height.  

 

All those three things, candles, vases and statues, 
will look even  better if they, like the crucifix, are 
raised up slightly. To do that you will need some-
thing to serve as a gradine, the ñstepò on the back of 
the altar. Because these need to be long and flat and 
fairly stable it is  difficult to know what to use, and it 
may be that youôll have to do without. I have seen 
these made by placing two fairly thick planks of 
wood, one either side of the crucifix. Upturned   
window box flower pots might work, but youôd want 
to cover them with some sort of fabric to disguise 
them and check that they donôt wobble a lot. An 
identical pair of drawers removed from a cabinet and 
upturned is another thing I have seen. Or just do 
without for the meantime.  

 

On the topic of altar cards, the now defunct website resistere.org used to carry pdf files of the 
altar cards which could be printed and laminated. They can still be found using the internet 
archive (archive.org) here. If you can stick the print-out onto a card backing before laminating, 
the effect is even better. Another option is to put them in picture frames (A4 for the centre 
card, and A5 for the two smaller ones, for instance). A high street picture shop will do this for 
a small fee, or you can do it yourself. The priest will usually have his own altar cards in his 
Mass kit anyway, but the more things you have of your own, the better. The priestôs travel altar 
cards will likely be small and light to save space like everything else in his travel Mass kit, 
whereas your ones, if they are only every going to be kept at home and donôt need to be packed 
for travel, can afford to be bigger and nicer-looking. 
 
2. Location and Surroundings: obviously your table-turned-altar should be against the 
wall, this isnôt the Novus Ordo! Stand and face the altar from roughly where you think people 
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Very small, but still not bad for a first effort: vases, 
candles, a crucifix, with a white cloth on top and a 
nice fabric to cover the front. Notice, there are no 
altar cards and the piano behind may not be such a 
wise idea. Against the wall is more stable / less risky! 

Another example of an altar from the early days 
of the Resistance. This was a chest of drawers, 
minus the drawers. No gradines yet, and only a 
white cloth to cover the front, but it works well 
enough. Statues either side but not on the altar. 

https://web.archive.org/web/20160321021510/http:/resistere.org/resources.html
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assisting at Mass will find themselves. What can you see that might be a distraction? Pictures 
on the walls which arenôt holy pictures, family photos and so on, can be taken down         
temporarily and put safely out of the way somewhere. Bookcases can be covered with a 
cloth, a blanket or similar. If you are unfortunate enough to have a television, you can throw 
it in the bin; but if, for whatever unhappy reason, you really feel you canôt do that just yet, 
then at least cover it too. If there are windows in front or to the side, then closed curtains 
means less chance of distraction. If a telephone is located in the room or in the hall just    
outside, or if it rings especially loud, consider taking it off the hook just before Mass begins. 
 

One other thing to check is that there is enough light: it may not be obvious to you, but the 
priest will have to read the text from the missal without having to strain his eyes. If the light 
is a little dim, do you have a lamp which can be placed somewhere nearby should he want it? 
 
3. Besides the Altar: you will want to have a credence table, where the cruets (water and 
wine) will be. This ought normally to be to the right of the altar (the epistle side) and it can 
be a lot smaller and lower-to-the-ground than the altar. Even a coffee table or bedside cabinet 
will work. Cover it in a white cloth, if you have one. On it will be the cruets, bowl and finger 
towel, the bell, the communion plate and anything else.  
 

You should also think about where the priest will vest before and after Mass. If there really is 
nowhere obvious, or the accommodation is cramped, then he can always vest and unvest at 
the altar. But if there is a table in another room, then that could serve as a sacristy. Often this 
will also double-up as the confessional, for which you will need two chairs and a crucifix. 
 

For whoever is going to serve Mass, you should try to acquire your own cassock and cotta. If 
itôs your first time, then you can be forgiven for serving in smart lay clothes, but if you know 
that this is going to be the first of several such occasions, then you should start looking.  
Finding them isnôt too difficult, finding them cheaply may be another question, and may vary 
by country and region. You can always ask the priest if he knows somewhere, or someone. 
 
4. Other Things Which Will Be Appreciated, but arenôt essential. Presumably the 
priest is going to preach. A music stand makes a decent pulpit, if you have one. If not, donôt 
worry. On a Sunday, he will want to read the Epistle and Gospel in English right before the 
sermon - do you have a laymanôs missal to hand to him at that moment, for him to read from?  
 

If others are visiting you for Mass do you have holy water to offer them? If you donôt, think 
about finding a large container and asking the priest to make you some holy water to last 
until the next visit. You can never have too much holy water! Are you going to sing a hymn 
before or after Mass, or both? Picking something everyone knows is the easy option, but it 
may be an idea to print out the words for people, if you are able. Cushions will be greatly 
appreciated by those with bad knees, especially on a hard wooden or stone floor.  
 

In the Long Run, you will want to acquire a full set of everything if you are going to have 
regular visits from a priest. That way he wonôt need to worry, you will always have a spare, 
and you may one day end up welcoming a priest who doesnôt have a travel Mass kit at all.  
 

A list of what ought to be found in a Mass kit will be attached here. You wonôt always be 
able to acquire everything in one go, but if you keep an eye out you will find that it can be 
built up bit-by-bit as the months go by. With vestments, for instance, most of us wonôt be 
able to afford a full set of every colour, so I would start by getting a cheap, reversible purple/
white set of travel vestments as your first purchase, and maybe a green/red reversible set as 
your second. After a few years you might find yourself looking at those rose vestments for 

Mass in Your Home 
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Gaudete or Laetare Sundays, just in case! And *cough* if the ladies step up to the mark, we 
ought eventually to be at the stage where we no longer need to purchase what can be made by 
our own skill and craft... But of course that is easier said than done, and in the meantime needs 
must and every little helps.  
 

The most important thing is that you see Mass not just as an opportunity for you to benefit  
yourself (although it is that), but also as an opportunity to give something to Our Lord by way 
of service and self-sacrifice, in whatever way you are able, to contribute to making his worship 
that little bit more dignified and worthy. I am convinced that one of the reasons the English 
and Irish seem to prefer Low Mass is that we feel self-conscious singing, as though everyone 
were looking at us. Even the mortification of forcing oneself to sing the hymn at the end in a 
loud, clear voice when they really donôt want to, can be a significant sacrifice for some people. 
If you are not hosting the Mass but only attending it, and you have something which you think 
might help improve things (some nice fabric, for instance, or a pair of statues roughly the same 
size), speak to the person hosting the priest and offer to bring them. Just remember, if the   
answer is yes, try not to turn up at the last minute or after Mass has begun!  
 

Serving and Singing 
 

If you are a young man and you donôt yet know how to serve Mass, you should try to learn. 
Even if you think that you are not needed to serve right now, there is always going to be at 
least one occasion in your life where you will be the only person able to serve and the priest 
(and Our Lord Himself) will be grateful. There are books to teach you (ñHow to Serve Low 
Mass and Benedictionò by Angelus Press has been a staple for many over the years) or better 
still, get someone to show you. If you are already the server, offer to teach the other men how 
to serve. Two servers at Mass, one who knows what he is doing and the other who is a        
beginner, is possibly the best way to learn: books can be a great help, but there is no substitute 
for monkey-see-monkey-do, as they say. Donôt be afraid to step out of your comfort zone, and 
donôt be overcome by thoughts of how unworthy you are either. Weôre all unworthy, including 
the priest, but we are also obliged to put ourselves at Our Lordôs service as far as possible.  
 

The same applies to singing. Why are there so many low Masses and so comparatively few 
sung Masses? If you have a singing voice and can sing in tune, and if you are familiar with the 
Traditional Mass and know your way around a laymanôs missal, you can start by looking up   
in your  missal the Introit for your next Mass. A youtube search for the first three words in 
Latin will usually bring up several Gregorian chant videos with both music and text on the 
screen, which you can have a go at singing along to whilst trying your best to read the music. I 
understand why relatively few people ever do this: it isnôt easy and if you have never done it 
before it will take time to rehearse it again and again until you feel youôre getting it, but just 
remember that your efforts are for Our Lord Himself and just think of what He has already 
done for you. As a first-timer you can be forgiven if you only manage to sing the Introit this 
way and have to resort to singing a single tone for the other propers (the Gradual, the Alleluia 
or Tract, the Offertory and the Communion). A sung Mass done this way is still more worthy 
for Our Lord than a low Mass, especially on Sundays and feast days and many a Traditionalist 
layman who today can confidently sing Gregorian chant at sung Mass started out this way. 
Somebody has to do it and if Our Lord doesnôt want that person to be you, ask yourself why 
He hasnôt arranged for someone else to be doing it already? For the ordinary, use Kyrie 8 (the 
Missa de Angelis) which everyone seems to know, until you feel more confident. 
 

One thing which you will find invaluable for singing at Mass is a Liber Usualis, a big fat book 
like a giant missal which contains all the chant you could ever possibly need. Any Catholic 
press which sells Traditional Missals will usually also sell these. To get you started though, or 
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if your budget is tight, the website resistere.org (now defunct, but you can access it via the 
internet archive at archive.org here)  has a free, downloadable pdf of the 1962 Liber.  
 

To return one last time to the chapel and its furnishings, let us finish by saying that there will 
be ways of making even more worthy for Mass, even if the room is permanently left as a  
chapel and you think you have the altar ideally set up. An altar rail enclosing the sanctuary, a 
raised platform under the altar extending out into a step on which the priest will stand, a     
baldacchino or similar above the altar with an image of the Holy Ghosté and many other 
small improvements. Perhaps one day you will reach that stage, but in the meantime any small 
steps we can make will be appreciated by Our Lord and will help increase the devotion of all 
who assist at that Mass.  
 

Liturgical Fabric:  
(for altar frontals, vestment making, etc.) 

 

https://www.ecclesiasticalsewing.com/products/lichfield 
 

https://www.wattsandco.com/collections/liturgical-fabrics 
 

https://www.etsy.com/uk/market/liturgical_brocade 
 

https://www.catholicliturgicals.com/index.php?
URL=productlist.htm&subcat_id=38&subcat_name=Fabrics 
 

https://www.etsy.com/uk/shop/TopFabrics?ref=l2-about-shopname 
 

Altar Cards:   
https://web.archive.org/web/20140713112546/http://www.resistere.org/resources.html 
 

Priestôs Vesting Prayers:  
https://web.archive.org/web/20141009015151/http://www.resistere.org/resources/
ORATIONES.pdf 
 

Vestments: 
https://www.catholicliturgicals.com/  (ñCatholic Liurgicalsò - Indian) 
https://vestment.co.uk/contact-eng.html  (ñAckermann Vestmentsò - Polish) 
 

What a Mass Kit Should Contain: 
 

   Larger Altar Crucifix 
   Smaller (confessional) Crucifix  
   3 X White Altar Cloths  
   Altar Covering(s) / large sheets 
   Small White Cloth (credence) 
   Altar Missal 
   Missal Stand / Small Cushion 
   2 X Cruets 
   Bowl 
   Finger Towel 
   Bell 
   Communion Plate 
   Altar Cards 
   2 X Candles 
   2 X Candlesticks 
   Matches/lighter  
   Altar Wine 
   Large Hosts, Small Hosts  
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Depending - ask your priest: 
  Patten  
  Chalice 
  Greek Corporal 

 
Not necessary, but can be useful: 
  Square Box/Tin, Gradines 
  Statues/Holy Images 
  Copies of music/hymns 
  Printed: Prayers After Low Mass 
  Vases 
  Collection bag 
  Safety Pins, strong tape 
  Collapsible table 
  4 X Stools to raise the table 
  Chamois leather   

 

Vestments: 
  Chalice Veil 
  Burse 
  Maniple 
  Stole 
  Chasuble 
  Amice 
  Alb 
  Cincture 
  (At sung Mass: Cope) 

 
Altar Linens: 
  Corporal  
  Pall 
  Purificator 

https://web.archive.org/web/20160321021510/http:/resistere.org/resources/liberusualis1961.pdf
https://www.ecclesiasticalsewing.com/products/lichfield
https://www.wattsandco.com/collections/liturgical-fabrics
https://www.etsy.com/uk/market/liturgical_brocade
https://www.catholicliturgicals.com/index.php?URL=productlist.htm&subcat_id=38&subcat_name=Fabrics
https://www.catholicliturgicals.com/index.php?URL=productlist.htm&subcat_id=38&subcat_name=Fabrics
https://www.etsy.com/uk/shop/TopFabrics?ref=l2-about-shopname
https://web.archive.org/web/20140713112546/http:/www.resistere.org/resources.html
https://web.archive.org/web/20141009015151/http:/www.resistere.org/resources/ORATIONES.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20141009015151/http:/www.resistere.org/resources/ORATIONES.pdf
https://www.catholicliturgicals.com/
https://vestment.co.uk/contact-eng.html


 

Page 26 

 

Resistance Snapshots GB 

May/June 2023: 
 

Fr. David Hewko visits England 

Woking: Menôs Ignatian Retreat 

Adult Baptism Woking: Pentecost Sunday Mass 

https://www.youtube.com/live/t9oUDzpXoU4?feature=share 

https://www.youtube.com/live/UNhscW1a8J8?feature=share 
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Wimbledon: Trinity Sunday Mass  

https://www.youtube.com/live/t9oUDzpXoU4?feature=share
https://www.youtube.com/live/UNhscW1a8J8?feature=share
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https://www.youtube.com/live/WMXhHpFdb-0?feature=share 

2nd-3rd June, 2023 
 

Fr. Hewko visits Ireland 
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April 2023 
 

VISIT OF 
 

Fr. Hugo 
Ruiz 

Low Sunday, Wimbledon 

All-night Adoration 

Blessing of new crops 

https://www.youtube.com/live/WMXhHpFdb-0?feature=share
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November 2023 
 

Fr Rafael Arizaga OSB 
 

visits 
 

London, Durham & Ireland 
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October 2023 - 
 

Rosary Pilgrimage 
 to  

 

York 
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Durham: adult baptism... 
...abjuration of heresy... 

...first communionsé  
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...scapular investitures  


