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To the Traditionalists,
those Roman Catholics
scattered over the world

who are resisting every effort
to take from them
the Faith of their fathers
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In Rome the hours before dawn are never really warm,
even in summer. It was the vigil of Pentecost and virtually
summer (the great movable feasts came late in the year
1971) when some four thousand men and women from many
parts of the world knelt through the night on chill
flagstones below the steps of St. Peter’s Basilica. In the
immense circle of the piazza, only dimly lit by an
uncertain moon and a few electric bulbs hidden high
among the all-embracing Bernini columns, they would
have looked from above, even in such numbers, like small

huddled shadows.

Ahead, as if it were the object of their prayers, the
great facade, secure atop its thirty-eight steps, immutable
now for four hundred years, its magnificent stones
successors to lesser stones, said to cover the bones of the
Galilean fisherman, Simon called Peter. Here was the
core of Christendom, the Rock and the tangible sign of
Christian permanence. For the kneeling pilgrims the darkness
itself added dimension and wonder to the wall the Basilica
made, a wall to hold back not just the dawn that would soon
come out of the East, but a wall to hold back all the false
doctrines on earth. Hardly a handful among the crowd
would have known that already behind the brave facade a
hollowing-out process, an eating away of strength and
substance, had been going on for more than half a century,
that the Catholic Church had been undermined.



All of them knew that something was wrong; otherwise
they would not have joined the pilgrimage. In France, in
Germany, England, Argentina, the United States, Australia,
each in his own parish, had been stricken by sudden
change, by orders to worship in a strange new way. Nearly
half of the pilgrims were French, having arrived on
chartered trains from Paris and all had come to plead with the
Holy Father to give them back the Mass, the Sacraments and
a Catechism for their children.

Had any of them looked beyond the pillars and high
over to the right, they could have made out the shuttered
windows of the papal apartments. Was the Pope asleep?
Could he sleep, knowing they were there? From where
he lay, the murmured Aves and Paters of the fifteen decades
of the rosary cannot have sounded much louder than the
play of water on the ancient fountain in the piazza.

In Latin a French priest led one decade, a lawyer from
Canada the second, a farmer from Bavaria the third. At
midnight everyone rose to make “the way of the Cross”.
Holding lighted candles, they cast long shadows as they
moved in slow procession between the enormous columns.
With no painting to remind them of the suffering of Christ
they listened as a young man from one, then another, of the
main language groups, read a description of each “station”.

When the air grew more chilly, kettles of hot coffee
were provided. Someone carried cups to the carabinieri
sitting in their Fiat at a discreet distance. It was noted that
the shutters behind which Paul VI slept, or did not sleep,
remained tightly shut.

Months later it became known that the bishop who would
give resounding voice to the entreaty of these pilgrims, had
slept soundly through that June night in a modest convent
cell somewhere in the labyrinth of medieval streets on the
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other side of the Tiber. In the summer of 1971 Msgr. Marcel
Lefebvre, missionary bishop to French Africa, already dissident
clerically, was not ready to declare himself publicly.

There was no such hesitancy on the part of Pope Paul VI. His
adamant refusal to receive the “traditionalist” pilgrims, while
making himself available as usual that week in a series of private
audiences, was a declaration no one could mistake.

It had been five or six years earlier that the seven hundred
million or so Roman Catholics scattered over the world had
experienced the first shock of change. On a certain Sunday in
the late 1960’s (the date varied from country to country) they
had gone to church to find that altar, liturgy, language and ritual had
undergone total metamorphosis. Rumors had been reaching them,
and virtually every Catholic from Long Island parishioners to
worshippers in grass-roofed chapels in the Congo, knew that
high-level meetings were going on in Rome. However, none of
the information they had picked up from hearsay or even anything
they had seen in print, had prepared them for what they found in
church that Sunday morning.

In the months that followed, bewilderment would fade into
resignation, very occasionally into satisfaction. Now and then,
however, there was a sharp outcry, as when the Italian novelist,
Tito Casini, denounced his bishop, Cardinal Lercaro of
Bologna, who happened also to head the Pontifical Commission
for the Liturgy: “You have done what Roman soldiers at the
foot of the Cross never dared to do. You have torn the seamless
tunic, the bond of unity among believers in Christ, past, present
and future, to leave it in shreds.” The Casini open-letter went
around the world in a dozen translations.
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In Germany, historian Reinhardt Raffalt was writing:
“Those of other faiths are looking on in horror as the
Catholic Church casts away those ancient rites that have
clothed the mysteries of Christianity in timeless beauty.”

From England came a passionate, nearly resentful, plea
to Pope Paul to “bring back the Mass as it was so
magnificently expressed in Latin, the Mass that inspired
innumerable works of mysticism, of art, poetry, sculpture
and music, the Mass that belongs, not only to the Catholic
Church and its faithful, but to the culture of the entire
world.” The petition was signed by several score London-
based writers, artists, philosophers and musicians,
including Yehudi Menuhin, Agatha Christie, Andres Segovia,
Robert Graves, Jorge Luis Borges, Robert Lowell, Iris
Murdoch, Vladimir Askanazy.

Among the faithful dissent began, expectedly, in the
intellectual circles of France. Jean Madiran, publishing an
effective little review, [Itineraires, was already picking up
deviation from orthodoxy during the early Council sessions.
Writing in Madiran’s paper, the political economist, Louis
Salleron asked if the Church was turning Arian, a
reference to the great wave of heresy of the fourth century.
He had noticed a persistent downgrading of Christ implicit in
the just-published French translation of the Council’s
version of the Creed. Whereupon the philosophers, Etienne
Gilson and Gustav Thibon, joined novelist Francois
Mauriac to take up the question in an open letter to the
bishops of France.

Thus even before Vatican Il came to a close a sizeable
public in France had become aware of the extent of the
transformation. The young priest, Georges de Nantes, had
begun to publish a newsletter daringly entitled La Contre-
Reforme Catholique. Madiran’s Heresy of the Twentieth
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Century and Salleron’s Subversion in the Liturgy came out,
along with a major work by the Belgian philosopher,
Marcel de Corte. Defining the new orientations as “a
spiritual degradation more profound than anything the
Church has experienced in history, a cancerous sickness in
which the cells multiply fast in order to destroy what is
healthy in the Catholic Church, he called them “an attempt
to transform the kingdom of God into the kingdom of Man, to
substitute for the Church consecrated to the worship of God,
a Church dedicated to the cult of humanity. This is the most

dreadful, the most terrible of heresies.”

Meanwhile a village curate in Burgundy, Louis Coache,
holder of a degree in Canon Law, was publishing a
sharply critical periodical which he called Letters of a
Country Priest and he was reviving a local custom long in
disuse, the open-air Corpus Christi procession. People
began coming by the hundreds from all over France to the
little town of Monjavoult in the lush Burgundian farmland
to walk in solemn procession behind the Sacred Host in
its glittering monstrance, singing and praying, as deacons
swung inscensors and little girls scattered flowers along the
path. By the third Corpus Christi march, Fr. Coache’s
bishop (as in the case of Joan of Arc, it was the Bishop of
Beauvais) had had enough of critical journalism and outdated
devotions. He ordered an end to the celebrations and he
suspended the Abbé “a divinis “. Under this ban priests are
forbidden to perform their priestly functions. Undaunted, Fr.
Coache not only continued to say Mass, he founded a retreat
house in the nearby town of Flavigny. French participation
in the 1971 pilgrimage to Rome was largely due to the
efforts of Fr. Coache and it was he, five years later, who
persuaded the aged Msgr. Ducaud-Bourget and his flock to
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undertake the dramatic occupation of the Paris church of
St. Nicolas-du-Chardonnet.

Already by the end of the 1960°s the revolution, so long
in the undermining stage, was clearly in place. It had been a
relatively smooth operation, thanks to the fact that it had
been carried out, not by declared enemies of the Church, but
by her professed devotees. Unlike the near seizure in the
sixteenth century with its violent clamor for breakdown,
the twentieth century overturn had been accomplished in
comparative silence amid an orderly combination of stacked
position papers, situation reports, conference agendas,
curricular projects, all of which moved through committees,
commissions, working groups, study sessions, discussions
and dialogues. Once the Second Vatican Council opened,
the overturn was assiduously promoted in articles, press
conferences, interviews, exhortations, encyclicals, all in an
atmosphere of ecclesiastical prudence and discretion.

The Council finished, it became the turn of the com-
mentators. In rapid succession in Europe and America,
article after article, book after book appeared, attempting to
explain what had happened. Admirably detailed accounts of
each session of the Council claimed to pinpoint the
precise moment in which each of the changes had been
effected. Much of the writing was done by liberal
theologians and laymen who extolled what they called
“the great work of opening the Church to the world”.
Even more was written by conservatives who, while
generally accepting the legitimacy of Vatican II, attempted
to show how its worthy intentions had been distorted.
These writers were particularly hard on what they
called “the Rhine Group”, a set of liberal-minded cardinals,
bishops and their periti hailing mainly from northern Europe,
who, it was alleged, dominated the debates, monopolized
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media attention, to end up influencing the silent majority
of Council Fathers to vote their “progressive” way.
Commentators who came to be called “traditionalist” were
inclined to dismiss the Council altogether, claiming to see in it
an attempt to destroy the Church.

In all the writing, the Second Vatican Council, (“Pope
John’s Council”, they called it) was the protagonist. What
happened on the floor of St. Peter’s Basilica between
October 1962 and December 1965 was the whole story.
The Vatican itself fostered this idea and continues to
foster it today, passing judgment on virtually every
problem that arises ‘“according to the Council”, even
referring at times to “the Conciliar Church”. In a very
real sense Vatican II documents have become the new
Holy Scripture.

It is with this contrived inflation of the importance of
the Second Vatican Council that the present study parts
company with the writers on the Right as well as those on
the Left and with the pretense of the Vatican because, as
Pope Paul’s good friend, the French man of letters,
Jean Guitton, wrote 1in [’Osservatore Romano, “It was
long before the Council that new forms of spirituality,
mission, catechism, liturgical language, biblical study and
ecumenism were proposed. It was long before the Council
that a new spirit was born in the Church.”

It was very long indeed. For all their shock value, the
sight and sound of new kinds of worship, so startling to
Catholics and non-Catholics alike in the late 1960°s, were
only the far-shore waves of an explosion detonated a quarter of
a century earlier.

Jesuit theologians point to June 29, 1943 as the day of
the “big bang”. Fr. Virgilio Rotondi, S.J., editorialist of
Civilta Cattolica, semi-official voice of the Vatican, was
elated: “All honest men, and all intelligent men who are
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honest, recognize that the revolution took place with the
publication of the encyclical of Pius XII, Mystici Corporis.
Then it was that the groundwork was laid for the ‘new-
time’ from which would emerge the Second Vatican Council.”

As a new-time Jesuit, Fr. Rotondi in the 1970’s was
naturally pointing with pride to the historical event that
he and his colleagues saw as the successful culmination of
agitation going on inside the Company for half a century,
beginning with the Anglican convert, George Tyrell, and
carrying on, ever more openly, with the bewildering
fantasies of Pierre Teilhard de Chardin.

Fellow Jesuit Avery Dulles explains the nature of the
explosion. “Until June 1943 the juridical and societal
model of the Church was in peaceful possession but then
it was suddenly replaced by the mystical body concept.”
The designation was not new. It had been presented to the
Fathers of the First Vatican Council seventy years earlier.
They had rejected it out of hand on the grounds that it was
“confusing, ambiguous, vague and inappropriately biologi-
cal”.

Indeed, it had been the growing proliferation of a whole
set of nebulous theological concepts that had prompted Pius
IX to call a council in the first place. Once in session, the
bishops of 1870 put forward their views on the nature of
the Church in no uncertain terms. “We teach and we do
declare that the Church has all the marks of a true society.
Christ did not leave this society without a set form. Rather
He, Himself, gave it existence and His will determined its
constitution. The Church is not part or member of any other
society. It is so perfect in itself that it is distinct from all other
societies and stands far above them.”
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The man who was governing the Church in the year
1943 was talking a different language. He could, he said,
“find no expression more noble and sublime than the phrase
‘mystical body of Christ’.” Catholics agreed. The phrase
used in a pastoral, non-juridical sense, can be traced back
to St. Paul. Considered to be hopelessly old-fashioned by
progressive theologians of today, it remains dear to
conservative Catholics. That it is no longer useful to the
post-Conciliar Vatican becomes clear on reading the recent
encyclical of John Paul II, Ut Unum Sint. Referring to the
Church one or more times on each of the 114 pages of text,
he never once uses the term “mystical body”.

While in reality the papal letter of the 1940°s tended
to demote God, even as it elevated His creatures, the
current conception that the term is “exclusive” would make
it unhelpful in promoting the main thrust of Ut Unum Sint,
the plea that Catholics join hands with non-Catholics in
what it calls “the search for truth”, quite as though
Revelation had never occurred, or at least that neither the
Pope of Rome nor his hundreds of millions of followers had
ever heard of'it.

Rarely found in Catholic writing prior to 1943
and not at all as an image of the Church in the liturgy,
the phrase “body of Christ” meant for St. Paul simply
the Christians of his time. Three centuries later St.
Augustine used the Pauline term, adding to the “body”
all the just since Abel. For St. Thomas Aquinas the
words signified “living Catholics in the state of grace”.
Apparently what inspired Pius XII to give quasi
canonical status to the term, elevating it to “mysti-
cal”, were the writings of a contemporary, Emile
Mersch. By-passing objections voiced at the first
Vatican Council, this Belgian Jesuit presented a new con-
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cept by identifying the Church with the human body, adding
to it, as the encyclical would, two Persons of the Blessed
Trinity. In the analogy Our Lord is taken as the head, popes and
bishops the bones and ligaments, the Holy Ghost the life force.
Although difficult to find in print today, a considerable number
of theologians in 1943 are known to have echoed the protests of
Vatican I, pointing to a departure from reality in the divination
of the Church and the unsuitability of the biological references.

Should the boast of the neo-Jesuits of Civiltd Cattdlica
that the Pacelli encyclical opened the way to Vatican II appear
far-fetched, consider the fact that until then the Magisterium had
insisted that God was God and that we were His creatures,
Christians among us the group or body of Christ. The body
Pius XII envisioned must be capitalized and raised to mystical
status, since he declared i1t contained God the Son and God the
Holy Ghost.

Why did the still-orthodox Council fathers of 1870 reject
this arbitrary new arrangement of God and man? Because it
reduced the transcendent God to the immanent God, the ancient
heresy. Without that reduction as a basis for new attitudes, the
acceptance, twenty years later, of radical change would have been
unthinkable. The mystical body concept divinizes men in line
with the false promise Masonry has always offered. Masonic
writing is full of references to “the divine spark that is in each
one of us”. As the Masonic Satanist, Elena Blavatsky, put it,
“the more polished the looking-glass, the more clear the divine
image. And Paul VI on Christmas, 1960: “Are you looking for
God? You will find Him in man!”
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Everyman’s Encyclopedia (1958) takes from Pius X’s
Pascendi precise definitions: “Immanence is a philosophical
term used to denote the concept that the Deity pervades the
universe, that His existence is expressed only by the unrolling
of the natural cosmos. It is in opposition to transcendentalism,
which teaches that the Deity has an existence apart from the universe,
which is only a subsidiary expression of His activity.”

Tampering with the transcendence of Almighty God, albeit
“in a noble and sublime way”, has led Chicago nuns to dance
around a black cauldron in worship of an “earth mother” and
Cardinal Ratzinger the Prefect for the Doctrine of the Faith, to
call “senseless”, visits to the Blessed Sacrament.

That the average priest or layman of the 1940’s saw
anything important happening to the Church with the publication
of Mystici Corporis can be ruled out. In normal times papal
encyclicals are studied by theologians, read by a limited number
of bishops and priests and glanced over by subscribers to
religious periodicals. However, the year 1943 was not a normal
year. It marked the most terrible period of the Second World War.
In any case papal emphasis on the phrase would have seemed, to
the average Catholic who did read the document, to fall in line
quite naturally with such revered designations as “Lamb of
God”, the “Sacred Heart” or any of the long list of exalted
titles accorded the Virgin Mary in her litany. It certainly
would never have entered their minds that those two words
would be able to rock the boat, the age-old Barque of Peter.

To the serious student of theology, however, it was clear
that the phrase “mystical body” in the mind of Pope Pius XII went
much farther than mere pious name-giving. Used as he used it in
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the encyclical, the phrase tore the Church away from its
institutional character of nearly two millennia, thus setting
aside its ancient identity for a thrust into the future.

Almost immediately Pope Pacelli’s encyclical gave rise
to a new intellectual discipline, ecclesiology. The word
“ecclesiology” which until 1943 meant the study of church
architecture and archeology, was now adopted to mean a
study of how the Church looks at Herself. For more than
nineteen hundred years there had been no name for such a
study because there had been no such study. The Roman
Catholic Church knew what it was, so did the hierarchy, the
clergy and the faithful. Suddenly confronted with the new
image indicated in the encyclical, it seemed urgent to
question what it was the Church really thought Herself to
be. Overnight a new kind of theologian, the ecclesiologist,
had to be invented and installed in seminaries, universities
and on editorial staffs of Catholic publications.

Very soon these scholars found they had more than
enough to do. The abrupt transition from Perfect Society to
Mystical Body turned out to be only the beginning. It was
not long before this first paradigm shift, to wuse the
ecclesiologists’ jargon, gave way to another. “Very
soon”, writes Fr. Dulles, “ecclesiologists were asking
themselves ‘is the Mystical Body a pure communion of grace
or is it visible? Would not perhaps People of God be more
appropriate?”

Dulles goes on to explain that no sooner had People
of God been accepted (it was the favorite at Vatican II)
than the influential French Dominican, Yves Congar,
pointed out its weakness, “Does it not sound egotistical,
monopolistic? How about calling the Church a Mystery?”
Then it was that Jesuit Fr. (later Cardinal) De Lubac of the
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Gregorian University opted for designating the Church as a
Sacrament. His reasoning? “If Christ is the Sacrament of
God, then the Church is the Sacrament of Christ.” Never
mind that Catholics had been taught since time immemorial
that there are just seven sacraments and that neither the
Church nor Christ is one of them.

Non-Catholics began to play the paradigm game. Karl
Barth, the Swiss Calvinist whom Pius XII once pointed to
as his favorite theologian, suggested that Catholics call
their Church a Herald-of-the-Word while Protestant
radicals, Harvey Cox and Dietrich  Bonhbffer,
recommended the Church of Rome be called a Servant.

The wusually unflappable Jesuits took alarm. Their
ecclesiologists could find no precedent for the Servant
image in Holy Scripture. Besides, they objected, did not the
connotation of servility present certain ambiguities?
Indeed from the Perfect Society “far-above-all-others” to
the Church-as-Servant, theologians had traveled a long way
and in the process, just as the Fathers of Vatican I had
predicted, they had frittered away the identity of the Roman
Catholic Church.

Avery Dulles admits, “The contemporary Church is
racked by paradigm shifts, so that we find the phenomena of
polarization, mutual incomprehension, inability to com-
municate, frustration and discouragement. When the
paradigm shifts, people suddenly find the ground cut out
from under their feet. They cannot begin to speak the new
language without already committing themselves to a whole
set of values that may not be to their taste. They then find
themselves gravely threatened in their spiritual serenity.”
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Dulles is a priest addressing priests. While details of
the confusing shifts hardly get through to the man and
woman in the pew, at least not until another comes along to
take their place, the faithful are only too painfully aware of
what can happen to the spiritual serenity of their pastors, as
they watch the sweeping defection of the clergy. In the
United States it is estimated that around ten thousand
priests and up to fifty thousand male and female religious
have abandoned their vocations. Half of the five hundred or
so seminaries have been closed and the average age of the
clergy is over sixty.

Priestly defections continue worldwide at around four
thousand a year. In France, formerly averaging one
thousand ordinations annually there are now less than one
hundred. As serenity has vanished from the priesthood, so
worshippers have vanished from the churches. In Paris,
Mass attendance is down to 12% of the population. Even in
so-Catholic Spain only 20% of the citizens attend Sunday
Mass regularly and only 3% of the priests are under 40
years of age. According to the Chicago-based National
Opinion Research Center, the drop-off of practicing
Catholics between the years 1972 and 1973 may well have
constituted the most dramatic collapse of religious
devotion in the entire history of Christianity.

Current popular journalism has it that priests have defected
because of the Vatican’s insistence on the rule of celibacy
and that the laity has defected because of the Vatican
prohibition of artificial birth control. Forced to admit that
those restrictions have been part of the Catholic way of life
over the centuries, the writers counter with the thesis that
modern man, even Catholic modern man, has reached such a
level of “self awareness” that he cannot, must not, tolerate any con-
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trol of his freedom.

The theory is spurious and altogether divorced from reality.
True believers undertake any discipline. History shows they can
weather a lack of churches, priests and sacraments, take strong
doses of persecution, even face martyrdom. What they cannot
weather is a removal of spiritual certainties. The taunts of out-
siders can make their faith stronger but when the taunts, the
doubts, come from within, their belief and consequently their
strength, wavers. At the first suggestion of doubt on the part
of his teachers, what young man will not begin to wonder if he
has the kind of faith needed to support the priestly life? The trials
of celibacy quite suddenly seem too difficult.

What the tampering with tradition did to Catholics was to
deprive them of their Church-as-Institution, that solid and
ancient framework they had counted on for support in the
delicate task of believing and the difficult task of living as
Catholics. Bereft they are, not because of imposed limits but
because of the lack of them.

The men and women who came to Rome in 1971 to pray
through the night in front of the Basilica of St. Peter were
praying that the framework be held together and that the
debilitating decrees of Vatican II be revoked. Like the writers
who were getting out books and articles at the time, they
thought all the trouble lay with the Council. The idea that an
encyclical issued twenty-eight years before could have
shaken spiritual serenity all over the world, that its author
could have been the Pope they revered above all others, would
have seemed to them altogether incredible.
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In the hope of making the seemingly incredible not only
credible but obvious, this study will ignore the Second
Vatican Council as a cause and treat it as an effect, the
inevitable effect of a dedicated, single-minded line of
action begun decades before John XXIII called the
bishops of the world to assemble. His summons will be
seen not so much as a call for consultations as a demand
for signatures. With many of the transformations already in
place and many of the others well worked out on paper,
John’s welcome to the long, slow procession of high-mitred
prelates on that October morning in 1962 will be seen as
the fulfillment of an extended, persistent undertaking.

In perspective, the Council appears to have been a
bringing of the hierarchy to Rome in order to show them
what was already happening, to give them the satisfaction
of a very limited amount of participation and then to exert
strong moral pressure on them to put their names to each
and every document emerging from the skillfully managed
deliberations. Signatures were of the greatest importance,
giving as they would, credibility to the transformations,
thus making it easier for the bishops to face their flocks
when they returned with a bag full of novelties.

That the Second Vatican Council is the point of
departure for so many commentators is understandable.
While a look at events of earlier years would make it easy
for them to pick up the strands of change, it would also mean
having to confront the figure of Eugenio Pacelli, Pope Pius
XII, a discomforting prospect for liberal and conservative
alike. For the Left, with the passage of the years, if not in
his lifetime, Pacelli 1s an arch-conservative, sadly
unenlightened and probably anti-Semitic. For the Right, at
this distance, a saint. In both cases his life and work have
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come to be overlaid with pious and impious myth.

Probably no pope in history has been as misunderstood. He
has been revered and scorned, loved and hated for all the things
he never did and never was. No pope in history did as much to
change the Church; yet Catholic conservatives look on him as the
last firm pillar of orthodoxy. No pope in history ever did as
much for the Jews; yet Jewish writers continue to accuse him of
indifference to their fate. No pope did as much to oblige the
Marxists; yet he is hailed in the West as an anti-Communist hero
of the Cold War.

In his long years as Vatican diplomat when he pioneered
what has come to be called Ostpolitik, in his decade as
Secretary of State to Pius XI, in his nearly twenty years as
Supreme Pontiff to be followed in extension through the pontificate
of his protégée and chosen heir, Giovanni Battista Montini, the
work of Pius XII spanned nearly a century.

If the facts of the transformation of the Church are to be
honestly accounted for, then the facts of the Pacelli contribution
to them will have to be made a part of that account. Ample
material is available. With the Second World War so long over,
American and German archives have been opened and
memoirs of important figures of the time are being published.
Vatican secrecy, however, can be and often is, everlasting. It
was only the accusation against Pius XII concerning his
alleged indifference to the Jews that caused a limited section
of Vatican Archives to be opened to four Jesuit scholars in the
1970’s. With or without Vatican cooperation, however, there is
still a wealth of Pacelli material available, enough to leave only
the foolhardy willing to continue to cling to the old myths.
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Granted that Eugenio Pacelli was a giant among popes
and that his period of activity was unusually long, one may
ask what a pope has to do with revolution. In the case of
the Roman Catholic Church, everything. While it would be
hard to find a guerrilla movement, be it the Italian Red
Brigades or the Peruvian Shining Path that was not inspired
and directed by university students and professors, in the
Church with its unbudgeable hierarchical structure, the
intellectual top, the level at which theologians move, is not
high enough. Any mutation in doctrine or practice must
come from the very top, from the papacy itself. There is no
other way.

While Eugenio Pacelli was the dominant figure in the
undermining process, he was not alone. Four other
Italians shared his enterprise. Giacomo Della Chiesa,
Angelo Roncalli and Giovanni Battista Montini were
popes while Pietro Gasparri, as Secretary of State,
conducted his phase of the operation as though he were.
What the five accomplished was no small thing, being the
transformation of the single largest religious body in the
world, a body which had gone virtually unchanged for
nearly two thousand years.

Unchanged, it had weathered the great breakaway four
hundred years before, even gaining from the blow a certain
strength through forced redefinition of its own identity.
The Protestant shock had been a severing. What has
happened in our day has been no break but rather an inside
turnover, something altogether more drastic. Measured
against what had been taken to be the Catholic identity for
nineteen centuries, the undermined Church of today is
something quite new. While the outward structures of its
diminished bulk have been made more rigid than ever,
there has been a hollowing out of nearly all the old verities that
had been its life.

26



Undermining, says the Dictionary, refers to “the removal of a
foundation by clandestine means”. As far as the average
Catholic goes, what was taken from his Church was indeed taken
clandestinely, although not all the secrecy was deliberate.
Changes taking place under papal guidance among clerical
insiders were simply not shared or publicized while the faithful,
steadily deprived of theological teaching, tended increasingly to look
to their own piety, something the transformers were careful not to
disturb. As a result, until the first media light was thrown on
Council sessions, the average Catholic remained unaware that a
revolution had taken place. His natural reaction, once the New
Mass was imposed, was to assume that it was the Council that had
changed things.

The following twelve episodes in a six-decade chronology
will attempt for the first time to link together the chain of
Vatican moves, some clandestine, some openly proclaimed, that
forged the strange New Catholic Church.
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Forming an Alliance

If the Catholic revolution was not born in the sessions of the
Second Vatican Council, neither can it be said to have originated,
pace Fr. Rotondi, in 1943 with Mystici Corporis. While the
Church had, in a real sense, been under a state of siege since
the French Revolution, the first impulses destined to move Pope
Pius XII to pronounce his great paradigm shift can be traced to the
turn of the century.

It was a period when the world seemed inordinately proud
of itself. Relative peace and prosperity had gone on longer than
many men could remember. Enormous empires had spread over the
world and were functioning more or less satisfactorily, while
men of science were piling promise on generous promise for the
future. True, there had been a few sharp signals of tragedy ahead in
the assassination of an American President, an Austrian
Empress and an Italian King, but Vladimir Lenin was still
musing over the afternoon newspapers in a Zurich coffee
house, the bereaved Emperor was still kneeling through Mass each
morning in the Hofburg and his devoted Viennese were still
whirling to the waltzes of Johann Strauss.

The early 1900°’s were relatively favorable years for the
Catholic Church, in spite of harsh doses of anti-clericalism from the
governments of Italy and France. While the missionary work of
French and Belgian religious orders had scarcely begun in Africa,
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Church membership in the rest of the world was distributed
much as it is today. Although Pope Leo XIII, like his
predecessor Pius IX, insisted that he was a “prisoner in the
Vatican” in protest against insurgent Italy’s seizure of the
Papal States, he had reached the age of ninety after a
notably productive reign, little frustrated by captive status.
He had pursued vigorously a program of seminary reform,
opened the Vatican Library to scholars, founded a
commission for biblical studies and issued fifty
encyclicals, the most salient being Humanum Genus, a
candid denunciation of Freemasonry, and Rerum Novarum
in which he outlined the Church’s position on labor
relations.

Alive and well as the new century began were the five
Italians who, in the course of the coming decades, were to
take on the task of transforming the Roman Church. Oldest
among them was Pietro Gasparri, 48, the Neapolitan who
would become Secretary of State for both Benedict XV and
Pius XI. Giacomo Della Chiesa, the Genovese who would
reign as Benedict was 46, Eugenio Pacelli, 24, a Roman
just ordained, would become Pius XII. There were two
Lombards, Angelo Roncalli, the future Pope John XXIII, and
the three-year-old Giovanni Battista Montini who would
become Paul VI.

Already the lives of the four men and, through his
parents, that of the child, were linked with one another. As
the years went on, their careers would intertwine in what
might be seen as a kind of team effort which would be of
great practical help in their unusual undertaking. A
‘conspiracy’? The term is too facile, with its melodramatic
overtones, and too simplistic in its failure to take into
consideration the fact that each of these men, coming from
the particular families they came from, experiencing the
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particular education they experienced and subjected to the
particular influences they were subjected to, could not,
short of five major miracles, have acted differently from
the way they did.

Let us say they held the same vision and that the vision
was that of a new kind of Catholic Church. They were not the
only men of their time who held such a vision, however,
because of the power each one of them would wield, they
were to become its executors. One after the other in close
succession they would come to see, slowly at first, their
vision taking shape. Its accelerating development would
sustain them for half a century and more, right up to the
last years of the last of the five when statistics began to
show that the dream was turning into a nightmare and
Pope Montini, ill-suited for carrying such a burden, broke
down in tears.

On Montini, weakest of the five, and on Pacelli, the
strongest, the pressure was heaviest. Biographical material
indicates an astonishing parallel in the early lives of the
two men. Each was chosen, educated and promoted by his
parents and powerful inside-Vatican friends of his
parents, to become a pope as surely as a crown prince is
groomed to become a king. Both the Pacelli and the
Montini families had long been bound up in Vatican
affairs. Eugenio’s grandfather, Marcantonio, had come to
Rome earlier in the century from the Province of Viterbo
when his brother Ernesto, a member of the Rothschild
banking firm, undertook to facilitate a sizeable loan to
the Papal States under Pope Gregory XVI. Ernesto stayed on
to set up the first offices of the Banco di Roma while
Marcantonio became the trusted legal advisor of both
Gregory and his successor, Pius IX, finally accompanying
the latter into exile in the coastal town of Gaeta when
political unrest in Rome seemed threatening.
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The Rothschild connection soon gave rise to the near
certainty that the Pacelli banking family, like the Montinis
were of Jewish origin.

The instigation of unrest in the Papal States justifiable
or not, must be attributed to the heads of Italian
Freemasonry. Even as the Protestants of the sixteenth
century were ex-Catholics who were sure they had found a
better way to worship, so the Masons who badgered Catholic
countries with anti-clerical movements and governments
throughout the nineteenth century, were ex-Catholics, sure
they had found a better way to live and to manage society.
In the Catholic countries, particularly in Italy and France,
the lines were not always clearly drawn. It is known that at
the time of the French Revolution hundreds of Frenchmen
added a Masonic oath to their priestly vows and, according
to numerous Masonic sources, Fr. Mastai-Ferretti, who
would become Pope Pius IX, was admitted to the Eterna
Catena Lodge of Palermo in 1837 at the age of 46. Ten years
later as Pope he was granting a general amnesty to the most
revolutionary of all the Brotherhood, the Carbonari, and
halting the work of Jacques Cretineau-Joli, S.J., whom
Gregory XVI had ordered to investigate Masonic activity
in the Papal States. The Austrian Monarchy, aware of the
Mastai-Ferretti orientation, had tried to prevent his election
when, unexpectedly, it was rushed through.

Whatever happened to the thinking of Pius IX during
the two years in exile, it was enough to make him return to
the Vatican a changed man. Henceforth he was to dedicate
himself to the defense of the Church against its enemies and
his States against subversion. Peére Cretineau-Joly was
reinstated. Pio Nono, as the Italians called him with
affection, lived to summon the Vatican Council of 1870,
which has come now to be called the “First”.

34



On the return from Gaeta Marcantonio Pacelli left the
Pope’s side to join the founders of the Vatican newspaper,
I’Osservatore Romano. As in the case of the Montini child,
years later, Eugenio, the grandson of Marcantonio, was not
permitted to attend school. Said to be too frail (as the little
Montini would be said to be), he was tutored at home until
the last years of high school when he received a diploma
from the Liceo Visconti, well known among Romans to be
the state-run educational center more hostile to the Church
than any other in the city.

Eugenio Pacelli had been only two when his father
brought him to the bedside of the dying Pius IX who is
reported to have said, “Teach this little son well so that
one day he will serve the Holy See.” Pius IX’s successor,
Leo XIII, carried on the tradition that the Pacelli’s were a
“Vatican family” taking Eugenio, the high school graduate,
to put him in the special care of his Secretary of State,
Cardinal Rampolla. “Make a good diplomat of him,” was
the Pope’s bidding. Again the youth was not to live a
normal school life. Priestly training proceeded privately
until the last two years of study when the Cardinal
prevailed upon the Rector of the Istituto Capranica to
accept his charge as a day student.

If the Pacelli family’s choice of the Liceo Visconti had
been an odd one, the Cardinal’s choice of the Capranica
was staggering. In the 1890’s this seminary was known up
and down Italy to be the headquarters of the kind of
theological radicalism soon to be labeled “Modernism”. To
our day the school has upheld that reputation, feting the
“Red Abbot” Franzoni after his suspension a divinis in the
1970’s and CIDOC’s Ivan Illich, while neighbors continue
to complain of all-night celebrations spilling out into the
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darkened old streets at each major Leftist triumph from the
abortion victory in the Italian Parliament to referendum
results in Chile. While things would have been a good deal
more sedate at the end of the last century, unorthodox
teaching may well have been more serious.

The content of the private instruction offered the future
Pius XII may never be known; however his scanty
schooling in isolation and the revolutionary bent of the
schools he did attend, added up to strange preparation for a
career in the Catholic hierarchy. As Pope he was to remain
faithful to the Capranica, taking one of his very rare
excursions outside the Vatican in 1957 in order to inspect
restoration work he himself had ordered on the main buildings.

It is when we come to the name of the man Pope Leo
entrusted with the guidance of the boy, Pacelli, that it is
more difficult to avoid the term “conspiracy”, if only because
the Sicilian nobleman was one of the most controversial
figures in the history of the Catholic Church. Holding the
second most important post in the Vatican for sixteen of
the twenty-six years of the pontificate of Leo XIII, it had
been taken for granted that Cardinal Rampolla would
become the next pope. When Leo finally died in 1903 and a
conclave was held, Rampolla votes mounted in early
balloting until, to the astonishment of the electors, the
Cardinal Metropolitan of Krakow rose to his feet to halt
the proceedings with an announcement that would be
telegraphed around the world. Speaking on behalf of His
Imperial Majesty, Franz Josef of Austria-Hungary, the Polish
primate pronounced a veto on the election of Cardinal
Rampolla. As annoyed as they were astonished, the Fathers
soon found that a long forgotten clause in a treaty between
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Vienna and the Vatican made the intervention legally binding.

No reason for the veto was given, although a political
one was suggested. It was supposed that Austria had been
displeased by some of Rampolla’s pro-French attitudes.
Years later, however, it was revealed that one Msgr. Jouin,
a French priest dedicated to tracking down Freemasons
with the zeal of a Simon Wiesenthal tracking down Nazis,
had come upon what he claimed was irrefutable evidence
that the Cardinal was not only a member of the Brotherhood
but that he was Grand Master of a particularly occult sect
known as the Ordo Templi Orientis into which he had been
initiated in Switzerland a few years earlier. Jouin’s efforts
to bring this information to the attention of Pope Leo
were naturally frustrated by Rampolla, his followers and
friends in the offices of State. Anxious that the facts be
known in advance of the forthcoming conclave, Jouin
contacted the Austrian court and found a hearing there.

In a recent study the Italian historian, Giovanni
Vannoni, goes into some detail on the subject of the Ordo
Templi Orientis, known as the OTO. He calls it “one of the
most disconcerting secret societies existing at the present
time”. It was founded only a few years before the papal
conclave in question by a prosperous Viennese whose
frequent travels to the Far East had made him an adept in
“the techniques of sexual magic” as taught by certain yogis
in India. Cofounders of OTO were two Germans, Theodor
Reuss who was also a member of the very occult England-
based Rite of Memphis, and Franz Hartmann, a physician
who had spent years in the United States attached to the
headquarters of Madame Blavatsky’s Theosophical
Society. Later devotees of OTO would include Rudolf
Steiner whose teaching would play an important role in the
life of Angelo Roncalli, causing his dismissal from the
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faculty of the Lateran seminary. The OTO’s most
notorious member was probably Aleister Crowley,
immortalized in the first successful novel of Somerset
Maugham, The Magician. Elected Grand Master in 1912,
Crowley proclaimed himself to be “under guidance of a
Higher Intelligence” that was counseling him to “open
doors on a New Age, that which was destined to supersede
the Christian Era already in its death agony”.

It may well have been alarm following Leo’s strong
indictment of Masonry in Humanum Genus that caused the
Brotherhood to force its way into real Vatican power. It
took three years until Rampolla himself was made Secretary
of State. Once so courageous, the Pope, after decades with the
OTO chief at his side, would refer discreetly to the
dissidents around Cardinal Gibbons as “Americanists”,
whereas Civilta Cattdolica was calling their Rome center a
Masonic lodge.

Of particular interest is the tracing of Rampolla’s
relationship with the five men who soon were to direct the
Catholic Church into its “new era”. Giacomo Della Chiesa,
the future Benedict XV, was a Capranica graduate chosen by
Rampolla as his private secretary at the Nunciature in
Madrid. It was to become a twenty-year relationship. As
Secretary of State, Cardinal Rampolla brought Pietro
Gasparri from the Catholic Institute in Paris to Rome to
become his chief assistant. Gasparri would become the
power behind the throne of Pius XI. Meanwhile young Fr.
Pacelli, long under the direct tutelage of Rampolla,
became his private secretary and regular traveling compan-
ion on important diplomatic missions. Together they
attended the funeral of Queen Victoria. Subsequently and
still in his mid-twenties, Fr. Pacelli, working as minutante in
the offices of State, was given access to high level Vatican meetings.
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In and out of the offices of Secretary Rampolla in those
days was the journalist-politician father of the future Paul
VI, Giorgio Montini, whose idea of a Church-sponsored
political party had caught Rampolla’s fancy. Pope
Leo, however, was not persuaded. As for the future Pope
John, his career was related to Cardinal Rampolla through
the latter’s good friend and confidant, Msgr. Radini-
Tedeschi, a long time fellow worker with Della Chiesa in
the offices of State. Angelo Roncalli, coming from a poor
peasant family, owed his education and rise to the episco-
pate entirely to Radini-Tedeschi, becoming his private
secretary and going on to write the bishop’s biography after
his death.

Given the power of the Sicilian Cardinal’s personal
charisma and the alleged direction of his commitment,
traditional Catholics are quick to point to a “Rampolla
clique” and even to a “Rampolla mafia”. An alliance
there certainly was. The Vatican’s [’Osservatore
Romano admitted as much in an editorial celebrating the
election of Cardinal Roncalli to the papacy in 1958, “It
was Benedict XV (Giacomo Della Chiesa) who, as he had
done with Achille Ratti (Pius XI) and Eugenio Pacelli (Pius
XII), put the foot of Angelo Roncalli, whom we now known
as John XXIII, on the first rung of the ladder that led to the Chair
of Peter”.
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Suffering a Setback

Giorgio and Giuditta Montini, parents of the future Paul
VI, may have had as much to do as anyone with the hurried
substitution of Giuseppe Sarto, Patriarch of Venice, for
Secretary Rampolla, after the sensational interruption of
the Conclave of 1903. In his frequent trips to the Vatican
Montini may well have expressed the family’s preference for
Sarto, a preference conveyed by Rampolla to the
bewildered and frustrated electors. The Brescia group
headed by the Montini’s, as they worked to create a
Catholic political party, had been in touch with the
Patriarch when he was organizing after-work clubs for day
laborers in Venice.

“He is a man of our way of thinking”, Montini is quoted
as saying. That he was a man of sincere humility and
simplicity may also have recommended him as a substitute
for Rampolla. Indeed, as the Conclave resumed and his
election seemed imminent he was heard to protest to
Cardinal Gibbons “But I know nothing of world affairs!” to
which the American replied, “So much the better!”

Better indeed for what was going to continue to be a
Rampolla Vatican, the presence in the Chair of Peter of a
man who could be guided, even manipulated. Biographers
of Giuseppe Sarto, St. Pius X, tend to skip over the fact that
this brave hero for Traditionalists appointed Mariano
Rampolla to what, in the agitated theological climate of 1903
was the most sensitive post in the Curia, Prefect for the
Doctrine of the Faith, the Holy Office.
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If the move seems incongruous, let it be one more strong
support for the thesis of this book: the undermining didn’t
happen during Vatican II. Clearly, 16 years with an OTO
chief as Secretary of State had established a Masonic grip on
the Vatican so unyielding as to bring the 1903 conclave to
conclude in a “deal”, a compromise. Although the Jouin
information had not gone out to the public, the Vatican knew
it would, thus leaving the papacy itself in a vulnerable
position. The truth about Rampolla would appear to be
absurd if he were given the Holy Office by the Pope.

What rescued the Sarto pontificate was the astonishing
appointment of Rafael Merry del Val as Secretary of State.
At 38, this English-born and educated, half Irish son of a
Spanish diplomat, knew a great deal about world affairs. He
had helped the Patriarch establish the workingmen’s clubs
and must as well have helped him to an intense awareness of
the goals of the Lodges. As an enemy of Masonry, Merry
del Val has had few apologists and those who have written
dwell on his piety, humility and “boy’s town” in a Roman
slum, ignoring what must have been an eleven-year battle
for the Faith. Rampolla headed the Holy Office, while
Della Chiesa was Under-Secretary of State. Still the first four
Sarto years were quiet with Pius X apparently totally
absorbed in reviving Gregorian chant and urging early
and frequent Holy Communion.

By the conclave year, 1903, a surprising number of the
theses which were destined to transform the Church
during the next sixty years were already in circulation,
deviations in orthodox doctrine as old as Christianity and as
far in the future as Pope John Paul II. Mainly in France but
also in England, Italy and Belgium, an alternative attitude
toward religion was beginning to surface in seminaries,

41



universities, on lecture platforms, in books and reviews.
What would come to be called Modernism was underway.
The movement had no founder, no program. It boasted only a
set of shared attitudes which included rejection of the
teaching of St. Thomas Aquinas as “medieval” and a feeling
that religion must have its origin in personal experience of
which “dogma can be an expression but not a suffocating
guarantee”. Among the frequent reunions of devotees of
this different way to be Catholic, the one at Subiaco in
Italy brought together delegates from France, Switzerland
and Italy who were urged to “tear away the bindings that
oppress and stifle the Church”. In a moment of unrestrained
exaltation it was declared that everyone present felt “Christ
is preparing an immense religious transformation by
means of the Prophets and the Saints”.

Unlike the dissidents of the sixteenth century the
innovators had no desire to leave the Church. Rather they
hoped to remake it from within. Euphoria over the coming
of a new century as well as excitement over unusual
initiatives in historical and scientific research, apparently
contributed to a growing urge to invent new ways to believe.

Pope Leo, in his nineties, with Cardinal Rampolla at his
side was not one to try to stem the tide of theological
speculation. However, neither did he do the slightest thing
to encourage it. If, in the early 1900’s religious novelties
had been given the kind of Vatican support the theological
innovations of the 1950’s were going to receive, the great
transformation would surely have taken shape before the
Second World War. That such support had been expected
with the election of Mariano Rampolla to the papacy must
be assumed.
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Whether or not Merry del Val pressured the Pope to
remove the two longtime associates of Cardinal Rampolla
from his office, it was not until 1907 when Radini-Tedeschi
was consecrated Bishop of Bergamo and Della Chiesa,
Bishop of Bologna, that Pius X made any major move
against the growing chaos in Catholic intellectual circles.
Then, citing a grand total of sixty-five separate aberrations
of traditional doctrine to be found in current religious
periodicals, he dubbed the lot “Modernism” and issued two
formal denunciations, a pastoral letter beginning with the
word Lainentabili and an encyclical beginning with
Pascendi... He followed the two documents with the
formulation of a lengthy Oath Against Modernism to be
taken by the superiors of all religious orders, heads of
seminaries, and theological faculties as well as by every
priest at the time of his ordination.

The Oath acted liked a bracing tonic on restless,
vacillating clergy. In some 500 succinct words it defined
what Catholics are expected to believe. Beginning with
God Himself “Who can be known with certainty by the
natural light of reason” and by the “things that are made”, it
goes on to define the Church as instituted by the “historical
Christ while He sojourned on earth”. Hitting at the
widespread existentialism among the dreamers of a new
religion, the Oath reads, “I profess that faith is not a blind
religious feeling bursting forth from the recesses of the
subconscious... but the true assent of the intellect to the
truth as received...” and “I reject the heretical invention of
the evolution of dogma passing from one meaning to an-
other.” The Oath continued to be required up to the middle
of the 1960’s, by which time theological speculation had
gone so far afield that to take the Oath would mean
challenging the Second Vatican Council itself.
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In 1907 however, the decisive action of Pius X was
immediately effective. Insofar as it had been a movement,
Modernism fell apart. Its precipitous decline can be seen at this
distance to have been due to the fact that the theories it
promoted were bereft of any Vatican conduit to the faithful. Thus
Modernism remained exclusively a phenomenon of the academies.
The average layman had little notion that doctrinal errors, let
alone sixty-five varieties of them, were going the rounds. Had
papal action continued to be lacking, however, young priests
emerging from the seminaries would have given limited
expression to the new concepts, but to have them spreading to the pa-
rishioners the theories would have had to go through the bishops
and that would have meant Vatican involvement.

With Leo XIII and Pius X such involvement was out of the
question. While the Rampolla group inside the Vatican must
have felt encouraged when Modernism flourished and unhappy
now that it had been quashed, they showed consummate
wisdom in their refusal to give it the slightest public support.
Conscious of the fact that new doctrines can only be absorbed
into the Church through the acceptance and actuation of the
papacy, they bided their time. After the publication of
Lamentabili, Pascendi and the Oath they had only seven years to
wait.
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Starting Again

The death of Pope Pius X occurred just eighteen days
after the outbreak of the First World War. The eleven years
of his intense and singularly honest pontificate left the
Catholic Church with a renewed sense of identity, while
decisive reaffirmation of the old certainties reawakened fervor
and devotion.

At the same time the later Sarto years had represented a
severe setback for the dreamers of a new way to be Catholic.
Even to regain the promise the beginning of the twentieth
century had offered would take years, perhaps decades.
While resurgence was assured if the hoped for election of
Giacomo Della Chiesa, the longtime secretary of Cardinal
Rampolla, went through, it would perforce be slow. Given
the new alertness on the part of the faithful to deviations
in the old teachings, every move in the directions of a
“Church of the Future” would have to be made with
caution and couched in the most pious terminology.
Archbishop Della Chiesa of Bologna did become Pope in
1914, taking the name of Benedict XV, while the other
Rampolla protégée, Pietro Gasparri, moved into Merry del
Val’s post as Secretary of State. One wonders if the very
old Emperor of Austria-Hungary, weighed down with
tragedy on tragedy, was aware, two years before his death,
that the Sicilian Cardinal, whose election his veto had
prevented had, after all, mounted the papal throne in the
person of his two closest assistants.
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At the risk of indulging in generalities, a long look at the
Catholic Church would seem to make certain sweeping
qualifications plausible. Historically speaking, have there
ever been missionaries to equal the Spaniards, martyrs to
equal the English or thinkers about holy things, for better
of for worse, as gifted as the French? If the new Pope hoped
to reawaken liberalism, he would have to begin with the
French. The particular target of Benedict, logically, was the
group calling itself Sodalitium Pianein, an association of laity
and a few priests dedicated to keeping vigil on
expressions of heresy in teaching, preaching and publishing,
according to the norms set forth by Pius X. Although the
project originated in the minds of Merry del Val and his
secretary, Fr. Benigni, a journalist by profession, it was in
France that the idea flourished and where it showed no sign
of tapering off after the death of Pius X. With its call to
report directly to Rome on doctrinal aberrations, the
Sodalitium was highly distasteful to Pope Benedict and to
his Secretary of State. Years later when the process for the
beatification of Giuseppe Sarto was 1in progress,
Cardinal Gasparri voiced unrestrained bitterness, accusing
Pius X of “approving, blessing and encouraging a secret
society over and above the hierarchy which was dedicated to
espionage in its effort to monitor even the most eminent
cardinals. In short”, he averred, “the Pope blessed a kind
of masonry within the Church.”

The Sarto canonization taking place during the Pacelli
reign may seem to contradict the thesis that the latter was
the prime mover in the changes. However, since at the
same time the Pope was working with Fr. Bugnini on the
New Mass and struggling with the still conservative Curia to
put into action his Holy Week plans, it could have been a
compromise, a mutual concession.
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Pope Benedict struck at the Sodalitium in his first
encyclical but he did it in muted terms, rather the way Pope
Pacelli years later would strike at the theories of evolution
being promoted by Pierre Teilhard de Chardin. There was
no naming of names. Ad beatissimi was ostensibly a plea for
world peace in the rapidly spreading Great War. It urged
“an end to contention and discord in favor of a new sense
of brotherhood”. Although few of the laity, aside from the
leaders of Sodalitium, would read the encyclical, it gave
teachers and preachers everywhere to understand that the
war between the Vatican and the Modernists was over. The
leader of the long disbanded Sillon, prime target of
Lamentabili, Marc Sangnier, had already received the good
news in a warm personal letter from the new Pope in which
Benedict expressed his “high esteem”. Reading a work of
the French dissident today it is difficult to believe he was
not writing for the priestly junta of Nicaragua’s Daniel
Ortega, “The ideas of the revolution are nineteen centuries
old and they come right out of the Gospels. The Church
must therefore open up to the new trend and enter into the
movement which is building the modern world.”

As Cardinal Gasparri would later indicate, investigations
by the troublesome French laity were coming
uncomfortably close to “eminent cardinals”. Already they
had the anti-clerical government of France on the run so that
by 1921, the last year of Benedict’s reign, pressure from the
Quai d’Orsay, combined with Gasparri’s constant com-
plaints, brought him to order the Sodalitium to disband.

On the hypothesis that men formed by Cardinal
Rampolla were sufficiently entrenched in the power
structure of the Vatican to be able to control the direction
taken by an electoral conclave, it can be supposed that the
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death of Pope Della Chiesa at 68 presented them with a
dilemma. Had he lived the usual extended years of a man
in religion his death, a decade later, would have found
Eugenio Pacelli of a proper age to ascend the throne of
Peter. At 48 he would have been thought by the faithful
too young. There was, of course, Gasparri. However it
would seem he preferred to remain in his post of Secretary
of State. In any case he backed the election of the
Archbishop of Milan, Achille Ratti, an exceedingly unlikely
candidate.

A priest librarian until his sixty-second year, only three
years a bishop with two of those years spent as a diplomat
in media-remote Poland, devastated by the war, Ratti had
been a Cardinal-Bishop in Italy for just seven months.
Electors coming from outside Italy would hardly have
heard of him and those in Italian posts precious little. It
must have needed tremendous maneuvering on the part of
his sponsors, which we assume were the Rampolla group
around Gasparri, to assure venerable cardinals, many of them
with decades of episcopal experience, that little-known
Ratti was their man. In any case the effort succeeded and in
the seventeen years that followed its backers would have
reason to wish it had failed.

Achille Ratti, who took the name of Pope Pius XI, was
the most learned of modern pontiffs. In contrast to the
altogether sketchy, not to say peculiar, education to
which Eugenio Pacelli had been subjected, that of Pius XI
followed the usual course of a son of a northern Italian
upper middle class family at the end of the last century.
Leaving the seminary in Milan he took a triple doctorate at
the Gregorian University in Rome and within a few years
after ordination found himself the director of the great
Ambrosias Library in Milan.
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If not quite a member of the Vatican inner circle, neither
was he quite out of it. He had been a student of Msgr.
Radini-Tedeschi and, like Pope Della Chiesa, he had helped
along the career of Radini-Tedeschi’s young secretary,
Angelo Roncalli. As a Milanese he had been on friendly
terms with the Montini’s of nearby Brescia as well.

On the other hand his choice of the name Pius had
been made he said, out of regard for Pope Sarto who had
moved him from the Ambrosias to head the Vatican Library
and with whom, now and then, he had enjoyed conversation
and tea at the Episcopal palace in Venice. How near he was
in outlook to Pius X becomes evident in several of his
encyclicals, while an equal number of his official acts
amounted to major strides toward the creation of a new
kind of Church. The paradox poses a nagging question
which can be answered in one of only two ways: either Pius
XI suffered from intermittent schizophrenia or his seventeen-
year pontificate was a running battle with his successive
Secretaries of State, Gasparri and Pacelli.

The year of his election, 1922, was one of tremendous
portent for the world. It saw the birth of the Socialists
Soviet Republics, the near starvation of millions of
Germans, the converging on Rome of the Black Shirts of
Mussolini, the relentless continuation of twenty minor wars
and the conferring of the Nobel Prize for Science on a
Swedish physicist for a notable breakthrough in nuclear fission.

The new Pope looked on the shambles of that age-old
bulwark of Catholicism, the Hapsburg Empire (ruling house of
Austria, 1282-1918), and its replacement with a rash of
scattered republics decreed by the Treaty of St. Germain,
with the eye of a traditionalist. In his first encyclical, Orbi
Arcani, he decried the new egalitarianism, “With God
excluded from political life, with authority derived not
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from God but from man, the very basis for authority has
been taken away, because the chief reason for the distinction
between ruler and subject has been removed.” Two years
later he defined his principles concerning Church-State
relations as the “Kingship of Christ” in the encyclical Quas
Primas. Either encyclical could have been written by Pius X.

Then, as if heading in the opposite direction, at the end
of his first year in office, Pius convoked a Eucharistic
Congress in Rome. Details, which had been worked out
by Cardinal Gasparri, included a midnight Mass on
Christmas Eve at the high altar in St. Peter’s with the Pope
singing the liturgy in a ritual so far without precedent. The
congregation sang the responses. Gasparri explained to the
crowds that “the Pope ardently wishes that the faithful take
part in the liturgy”.

Pius XI was the first pope to actuate what we now call
ecumenism. Like the word “ecclesiology” the word
“ecumenism” was given a meaning it never had before.
From signifying “general, pertaining to the whole world”
thus, an ecumenical council, it is now taken to mean a
coming together of the world’s religions. In the 1920’s
Rome had not yet begun to foster what seems with Pope
John Paul II to have become a consuming passion, a
commitment to global religion. When the first steps were
taken in the early 1920’°s, no one called it “ecumenism” or
even “dialogue”; the gentle designation was “convers-
ations”.

The Malines Conversations, a project of the much
publicized Desiré Cardinal Mercier of Malines-Brussels and
his avant-garde theologian Lambert Beauduin, brought
Britain’s Lord Halifax to Belgium to discuss with certain
members of Louvain University the feasibility of an
Anglican-Catholic rapprochement. The ensuing “conversa-
tions”, continuing intermittently during 1924 and 1925,
drew sharp protest from the Catholic hierarchy of England
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who cited the decree of Leo XIII pronouncing Anglican
orders to be “absolutely null and void.” Although nothing of
substance seems to have come from the talks, they were not
forgotten. Fifty years later in an open letter to the suc-
cessor and protégée of Cardinal Mercier, Leo Cardinal
Suenens, Pope Paul recalled the Malines Conversations,
describing them as “the fruit of a rediscovered love”.

Cardinal Mercier and Fr. Beauduin proceeded to turn
their transforming talents to making Jesuit Louvain a
center for advanced theological speculation while the
paradoxical Pope Pius, as if to do penance for having given
his consent for the Malines Conversations, sat down to write
what would turn out to be the last solemn pronouncement
to issue from the Vatican on the question of the uniqueness
of Catholicism as the one, true faith. Mortalium Animos was
a clear condemnation of the theses which the Conver-
sations had promoted. “Let these separated children return
to the Apostolic See established in this city by the princes
of the apostles, Peter and Paul, who consecrated with their
blood this root and matrix of the Catholic Church; not
indeed with the idea or hope that the Church will abandon
the integrity of the faith and bear their errors, but to subject
themselves to its teaching authority and rule... Never has the
Apostolic See permitted its subjects to take part in
assemblies of non-Catholics. There is but one way in which
the unity of the Churches can be fostered and that is by
furthering the return to the true Church of Christ by those
who have separated from it.”
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Quelling the French

Nearly as soon as Benedict XV’s condemnation, of the
Sodalitium became known, French anti-Modernists could
be found regrouping in several organizations, particularly in
the already flourishing Action Francaise. Founded by two
prominent /iterati, the parliamentarian and essayist, Leon
Daudet and the journalist Charles Maurras, [’Action
rejected the liberal dogma of separation of Church and
State, advocating instead the creation of a Catholic State,
preferably monarchist, with a corporative economic struc-
ture. Like the earlier Sodalitium, [’Action Francaise was
destined to fall under the papal axe.

The story of the condemnation is a bizarre one. How, it
has been asked, could Pius XI, who had so recently based
his encyclical, Quas Primas, on the same traditional values
[’Action promoted, turn against a movement so in line with
his own way of thinking? How could he put on the Index of
books Catholics were told not to read, the works of Charles
Maurras whom he had praised publicly as “the most
wonderful defender of the Faith”?

In several recently published memoirs of the time we find
evidence of sordid intrigue. Already in 1950 Maurras had
written from prison, “We now have proof that many copies
of my paper were falsified before being given to the Pope to
read. How otherwise could he have read my paper for months on
end to come up with obnoxious material which the most ob-
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jective readers never found, virtual enormities against us?”

The full dregs of the story came to light only after
Maurras died at the age of 84, having spent the last nine
years of his life in solitary confinement, a victim of
General de Gaulle’s post-war political purge. In 1974 a
biography of Inspector Bony, the real-life “Inspector
Maigret” of the 1920°s, was published by his son. Writing a
review of the book in the Rome daily, Il Tempo, Aldo de
Quarto stated “In Rome in 1925 those heirs to Cardinal
Rampolla and the Si/lon, headed by the Vatican Secretary
of State Pietro Gasparri, had long been putting pressure on
Pope Pius XI to condemn Charles Maurras, whose
publications were giving no peace to Freemasonry.
Vatican pressure was being seconded by pressure from the
French government.”

At this point Cardinal Mercier of the Malines
Conversations re-enters the picture. Early in 1926, as part of
his program for restructuring Louvain University, he
invited liberal-minded sociologists from all over Europe to
come to Brussels to formulate what he called the Social
Code of Malines, a kind of constitution for his newly
organized Institute of Philosophy, a body destined to
become a world center for radical Catholic thought.

Taking advantage of the presence of so many
scholars, Mercier caused a questionnaire to circulate among
the French-speaking Association of Belgian Youth which
he had founded the year before. The key question: whom do
you consider to be the greatest living Catholic teacher?
Overwhelmingly the answer was “Charles Maurras”.
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The philosophers were alarmed. With Maurras’
outstanding appeal to youth, would not this French super
patriot be on his way to heading a successful revolution
such as had already taken place in Italy? Maurras’ enemies in
Church and State closed ranks. In an effort to keep the
affair confined to France, Secretary Gasparri ordered the
Nuncio in Paris to find a French bishop willing to act as a
front for a repressive operation. Cardinal Charest of Rennes
was indignant when approached, “Strike Maurras, the
greatest anti-Bolshevist in the country?” Said the
Archbishop of Paris, Cardinal Dubois, “Don’t count on me.
I’m one of the directors of /’Action Francaise”.

Losing patience with Vatican efforts, French Premier
Poincaré decided to act on his own. He had his man,
Cardinal Andrieu, Archbishop of Bordeaux whom
Inspector Bony’s men had lately caught red-handed in a
major diamond smuggling operation. The affair had been
hushed up on payment of a huge fine but when Andrieu got
word to attack Maurras he was quick to obey. On April 25,
1926, precisely on the sixteenth anniversary of Pius X’s
condemnation of Sil/lon, the Archbishop of Bordeaux issued a
widely published open letter of accusation against Charles
Maurras and [/’Action Francaise. De Quarto writes, “Members
were accused of being exclusively political rather than spiri-
tual Catholics, profaners of virtue, advocates of slavery,
paganism and atheism.”

All France was stunned. While the real atheists, pagans
and Marxists hooted with laughter as they read the letter
over coffee along the boulevards, sincere religious writers,
even staunch progressives like the Dominican editors of
Temps Prisént forcefully objected to what they called “a
letter of calumny containing the gravest errors.”
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Unable to believe the Andrieu accusations, Pope Pius
ordered Gasparri to provide him with the Maurras newspaper
for daily reading. What he was provided with, however,
was daily listening to reading. When De Quarto was
writing in 1974, this bit of information was not available
to him. We now know that the Pope, in perfect trust,
allowed his private secretary Fr. (later Cardinal)
Confalonieri to read the morning papers to him, as the
Cardinal related in an interview in the Italian press some
years later. After three months of listening to Fr.
Confalonieri’s version of Maurras’ articles, Pius XI had had
enough. On December 20 he issued a solemn decree ordering
Catholics to abandon [’Action Frangaise under pain of
excommunication.

Four days later, on Christmas Eve, the condemned paper
appeared  carrying the banner headline, “NON
POSSUMUS!” L’Action Francaise could neither abandon the
faith nor abandon France. Wrote Maurras, “In the situation
France finds herself today the destruction of [’Action
Francaise 1s a political, not a religious act. Were we to
submit, our fatherland would find itself defenseless. Hard

as it is, if we are not to betray our country, our only
response has to be WE CANNOT!”

In the politically precarious 1930’s young Maurras
followers fought Communist youth in the streets of Paris,
while now and then a strange funeral procession was seen
with laymen assumed to be excommunicated, bearing the
crucifix and leading the prayers as a line of mourners
approached church doors that remained closed.

Correspondent Aldo de Quarto was writing his review
of the Bony biography at the height of the international
media furor over the “rebellion” of Archbishop Marcel
Lefebvre and he concluded his article admitting to an acute sense
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of malaise, “Yesterday and today, who is it over there on
the other side of the Tiber in Rome who manages to
maneuver against everything that has the odor or the sound
of tradition, everything that we call today ‘on the Right’?
Yesterday against Charles Maurras, today against Marcel
Lefebvre. What are the mysteries of this Vatican?”

Quelling the Mexicans

As the drama of Catholic transformation continues,
bewilderment over Vatican mysteries can only deepen for
those who see each major event in twentieth century Church
history as separate in itself. Seen as a consistent line of
effort meant to push forward a new kind of religion, major
events can be taken to move in coherent sequence.

Seen thus, the crushing of [’Action Francaise was a
logical gesture. If the Perfect Society was to be superseded
by a new kind of Christianity, then ardor for the old verities
would have to be dissipated. Of gravest concern to the
progressives was [’Action’s advocacy of a Catholic State.
They remembered with distaste Pius X’s admonition, “It is
an absolutely false thesis and an extremely dangerous error
to think that Church and State should be separated. Such a
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thesis is in obvious negation of the supernatural order. It
limits the action of the State to the sole purpose of public
welfare in this life and does not occupy itself in any way
with their more profound welfare, which 1is eternal
happiness, that which is prepared for them after this so brief
life.”

Even before the French troubles had been settled the
Vatican found itself confronted with another upsurge of
the old faith, this time nine thousand miles from Rome. In
Mexico the unexpected spelling out and application of
drastic anti-religious laws, alleged to be contained in the
Constitution of 1917, exploded into full-scale civil war.
During the next three years tens of thousands of peasant
farmers, workers, townsfolk and students would face
federal troops to fight and die to the cry, “Viva Cristo
Rey!” At the height of the conflict the rebels, scornfully
dubbed “Cristeros” by the government, numbered forty thou-
sand men with a corresponding officer corps. There were
no uniforms, no pay, often no food and thanks to a strict
embargo on the sale of arms by the United States, few
weapons to fight with.

It was a layman’s religious war. Not more than seven
priests are known to have taken an active part. Laymen
fought in defense of their bishops, even though the
bishops had closed the churches and fled the country nearly
to a man. Persuaded that the enactment of the so-called
Calles Laws would mean the asphyxiation of Catholicism,
the hierarchy had telegraphed Cardinal Gasparri in Rome
for permission to close the Churches. Permission came and
suddenly there were no more Masses, no more sacraments.
Reaction among the people was immediate. Poor farmers
left the fields to volunteer, maid servants banded together
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to defy the water cannon of Mexico City police for the right
to pray together and women of every social class throughout
the country formed an underground league dedicated to Joan
of Arc, enforcing on themselves a remarkable vow of
secrecy in order to raise money, undertake intelligence,
collect and serve food to the fighting men, while law
students, some of them hardly more than adolescents, faced
government firing squads. It was spontaneous collaboration
on a national scale not experienced in all of Latin America
before or since.

From the very beginning of the Mexican troubles two
contrasting signals were coming from the Vatican. There was
the sympathetic emotional reaction of Pius XI. After
listening in private audience to the tragic accounts of the
Bishops of Durango, Leon and Tamaulipas, he sat down to
write the encyclical Iniquis Afflictisquae. Clearly overcome by
what he had heard of the deaths by firing squad he wrote,
“With rosary in hand and the cry ‘Viva Cristo Rey!’ on their
lips, these young students are going voluntarily to their
deaths. What a spectacle of holiness for the whole world!”

Feeling was considerably more restrained at the office of
the Vatican Secretary of State. After a lengthy exposition of
events in Mexico, Msgr. Gonzalez Valencia of Durango,
one of the few Mexican bishops who stood up publicly for the
Cristeros, was astounded to hear Cardinal Gasparri express
skepticism about the seriousness of the rebel movement. The
Mexican could only retort, “Eminence, some people are
refusing to give us aid because they doubt the seriousness of
our cause and others say our movement is not serious be-
cause we get no aid. This is a vicious circle that must be
broken.” He pleaded in vain.
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The French Charge d’Affaires in Mexico City wrote
confidentially to Foreign Minister Briand at the Quai
d’Orsay,” Gasparri is exhausted by a stream of Mexican
prelates with their strident orthodoxy and their
fulminating anathemas. He continuously urges them to
come to some agreement with their government, to
compromise with President Calles.”

Indeed, pitting Italian subtlety against Spanish
intransigence, Cardinal Gasparri worked assiduously to
dampen the Cristero fire. He advised members of the
Mexican hierarchy to refuse encouragement to the fighters.
He alerted the bishops of the United States to refuse all
appeals for economic aid. The student leader, Ren¢
Capistran Garza, has left a pathetic account of his attempt
to raise funds among Catholics of the United States.

In an open second-hand Studebaker in the dead of
winter he and a bilingual companion made their way to Texas
armed with letters of recommendation to bishops and
regional commanders of the Knights of Columbus.
Stopping first in Corpus Christi, they stood waiting for the
bishop to read their credentials. Then they told their story.
Concluding, they heard words they could scarcely believe,
“Nothing doing, sorry.” In Galveston the bishop took a ten
dollar bill out of his pocket and handed it to them.
Houston, Dallas, Little Rock brought hardly enough to
pay for their gasoline at 1926 prices. Then in the
prosperous German diocese of St. Louis the bishop gave
them one hundred dollars of his own. But at that point
the Studebaker broke down and in order to repair it the
youths had to pawn an heirloom gold watch and a new pistol.
Meeting constant rejection, they drove through sleet and
snow to Indianapolis, Dayton, Pittsburgh and finally to the
great diocese of Boston, already famed for its covey of Irish
Catholic millionaires.

Cardinal O’Connell received their letters and listened to

59



their tale. Then he made his contribution. It took the form of
advice, “I exhort you and your people to suffer in patience
the trials God has sent you.” He added that if either of them
felt like abandoning their project in order to look for jobs
in Boston, he would be happy to give them letters of
recommendation.

When two months later René and his friend José, were
home in Mexico, their hope was to soar for a last time. The
Texas oilman William F. Buckley notified them that he had
persuaded his good friend Nicholas Brady, Knight of St.
Gregory and Duke of the Papal Court, to donate one million
dollars to the cause. Arriving in New York after the long
train journey Capistran found that the Vatican’s non placet
had got to Brady ahead of him. One can only conclude that
to have turned men like Brady and O’Connell away from
helping so Catholic a cause as that of the Cristeros, the
Vatican message must have been not only peremptory but
noxious.

Yet, in spite of unimaginable poverty, sacrifice and
suffering, little by little, battle by battle, Cristero fortunes
were rising and popular favor was growing to the extent
that by the spring of 1929 victory was in sight. Historians
agree that then and there the government of Plutarco
Elias Calles, faced with overwhelming adhesion to the
rebel cause, would have found it expedient to come to terms
with the Cristeros. It was the moment when Mexican
bishops, returning from self-imposed exile, could have
claimed the rights so many men had died for.

However, it was not the Mexican bishops but Cardinal
Gasparri who took the initiative. Alerted by the threat of a
Cristero victory, the Vatican Secretary of State began to pull
strings he had long been fingering. Having found two
bishops who were willing to compromise, Msgr. Ruiz Flores of
Morelia and Msgr. Diaz Barreto of Tabasco, he put them in
touch with the Apostolic Delegate and the National
Catholic Welfare Conference in Washington. It was soon
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arranged that Dwight Morrow, a Protestant, and Ambas-
sador to Mexico from the United States, would act as sponsor
for the Vatican peace plan.

Inviting the two bishops to ride to Mexico in his private
railroad car, Mr. Morrow also arranged for them to leave
the train when an unscheduled stop was made on his order a
few miles before reaching Mexico City. It was important
that the negotiations were not thought of as an American
undertaking. Once in town Ruiz Flores and Diaz Barreto
were deposited in the mansion of the banker Agustin
Legorreta, where they were to remain virtually incom-
municado for twelve days. Meanwhile several other
bishops had returned to Mexico and were frantic for news of
what was afoot, however all their efforts to speak with the
two at the Legorreta house were in vain.

Finally on October 11, 1929 papers were signed which
amounted to nothing less than the unconditional surrender of
a victorious army. In the words of the Bishop of
Huehuetla to the faculty of Louvain University a month
later, “The Mexican people, preserving the pure, integral
faith of their fathers, look on the Pope as the Vicar of
Christ on earth. Knowing this fact the enemies of Christ
were very astute to betake themselves to Rome in order to
break the immovable wall of armed resistance. Very soon
they had the satisfaction of seeing the people surrender
their arms at the first signal from the Pope. Those in the
government who consented to a settlement, offered all
kinds of promises verbally but afterward never removed a
single comma from the monstrous laws that have
wounded Holy Church in Mexico and strangled the most
sacred rights of men and of society.”

Churches, it is true, were reopened to a great thunder of
clanging bells and general rejoicing. However it was not the
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government that had closed .the churches in the first place.
Ostensibly nothing was changed. There was still no
religious education in the schools and monasteries,
convents and seminaries were to remain closed. Foreign
priests continued to be forbidden to exercise ministries
within the country and no priest might wear clerical garb or
enjoy ordinary civil status, including the right to vote. Exiled
for life were the two or three bishops who had
championed the Cristeros and the blanket amnesty
promised to rebel fighters was to result in a systematic
liquidation by assassins’ bullets of leaders of the movement
during the coming years.

Paralleling its canonical sanctions against members of
I’Action Francgaise, the Gasparri Vatican threatened with
suspension any priest who administered sacraments to a
Catholic who was still bent on resistance. “As a
consequence”, in the words of Msgr. Gonzalez Valencia,
“the traditional esteem of the Mexican for his bishops
has been completely destroyed, as the faithful see the
inexplicable indulgence given by the bishops to the
persecutors and their no less inexplicable severity, even
cruelty, to the sincere defenders of the faith. And I warn
you, Eminence”, he was addressing the new Secretary of
State, Eugenio Pacelli, “these charges against the bishops
have now begun to touch on the Holy See!”

The role of Achille Ratti, Pope Pius XI, in the Mexican
tragedy was apparently much like his role in the French
affair. Msgr. Manriquez, the new Bishop of Durango,
attempted to explain it, “What we Mexicans must
remember about His Holiness is that the reason he acted
mistakenly is because of enormous pressure put on him by
individuals determined to get their way. In the end those
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intriguers persuaded him that these “arreglos”, which we
all know resolved absolutely nothing, were the only way to
obtain freedom for the Mexican Church.”

To this day the treaty has never been given a more
dignified name than “los arreglos “, the arrangements. There
is a report from Cardinal Baggiani to the effect that, on
finally learning what the arrangements actually amounted to,
Pope Pius wept.

Heading Toward War

By the year 1930 the five leading transformers of
the Catholic Church had become effectively three,
Giacomo Della Chiesa having died eight years earlier
and Pietro Gasparri retiring after sixteen years as
Vatican Secretary of State.

Coming on the scene from the Nunciature in Germany
was Eugenio Pacelli, 53, and soon to join him, Giovanni
Battista Montini, 33. As for Angelo Roncalli, then 49, his
routine diplomatic reports were reaching Rome from the
Nunciature in Istanbul where, it was said, he had been
exiled by Pope Pius XI for having inserted into his
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theological teaching at Lateran University theories of
anthroposophist Rudolf Steiner.

Returning to Rome in January 1930 to receive the
Cardinal’s hat and his appointment as Secretary of State,
Msgr. Pacelli was to find the Vatican enjoying a new status.
Inside the palaces there was business as usual but the
ground on which the palaces, the churches, gardens and
chapels stood had become a sovereign and separate State.

Letters dating from the early 1920’s have come to light
which show Charles Maurras urging Benito Mussolini, as
Prime Minister of Italy, to “establish religious peace by an
historic gesture”. Maurras was referring to the state of cold
war existing between the heirs to Italian insurgency of the
last century and the “prisoner in the Vatican”, Pius XI.
There followed a few cautious feelers on both sides and
then an event took place unprecedented since the troops of
Cardona broke through the Porta Pia on a Rome absorbed
in the First Vatican Council: Cardinal Merry del Val, still in
his early sixties but long out of the mainstream of Vatican
power, was invited to participate in the official ceremonies
of the Fascist Government to commemorate the six-
hundredth anniversary of the death of St. Francis of Assisi,
patron saint of Italy. It may have been the Cardinal’s
enthusiasm for reconciliation that finally moved Pius XI to
begin negotiations. In any case, on February 11, 1929,
Cardinal Gasparri and Benito Mussolini signed the Lateran
Treaty and a Concordat between the new Vatican City State
and the Kingdom of Italy.

The agreement gave the Church sovereignty over 108
acres in the heart of Rome, thus creating the City State.
Catholicism became the State religion of Italy. Crucifixes
went up on the walls of all public buildings from
schoolrooms to police stations across the country and
religious education becam e obligatory in the nation’s schools.
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Both the clergy and the hierarchy received certain
privileges in legal matters. In Rome slums were cleared to
make a wide approach to the Basilica of St. Peter while a
generous financial settlement was accorded the Holy See
by the Italian State as reparation for the material losses
which had occurred in 1870.

Mussolini’s historic gesture of peace, although
generally praised at the time, won him little lasting
gratitude. “To think of what my husband did for the
Church!” widow Rachele Mussolini would sigh to a
French reporter many years later and Cardinal Krol of
Philadelphia, called to Rome in 1981 to help sort out the
Holy See’s alarming financial problems, declared, “The
only thing that keeps the (Vatican’s financial) ship afloat
is the Patrimony of the Holy See, that reimbursement made
by Italy at the signing of the Lateran Treaty. It’s not an
inexhaustible resource.”

Scarcely had ink dried on the Concordat when young
Fr. Gianbattista Montini, chaplain of the Rome sector of the
Federation of Catholic university students, the FUCI,
managed to destabilize it. From early childhood he had lived
the excitement of politics, his mother having been as much
an activist as his father. Watching the Popular Party (later
renamed Christian Democrat) taking shape virtually in the
family living-room, he had followed each successive
election of his father as deputy for Brescia to the national
parliament up to 1924 when Italy became a one-party State.
After that year, like the forbears of Eugenio Pacelli, the
Montini,s went into banking. At a time when very few
[talians were antagonistic to Fascism, the Montini’s were
notable exceptions, and by the time the Concordat was
signed they had experienced five years of political
frustration. Not unexpectedly, Fr. Montini looked on his
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assignment with the FUCI as a chance to make a stand. He
decided to refuse to obey a government order to let his
students be incorporated into the national youth organi-
zation. Since the authorities, in strict conformity with the
provisions of the Concordat, were providing Catholic
chaplains for all sections of the Balilla formation, they
looked on the holding back of Montini’s Rome group as not
only unnecessary but divisive. Ordered to join up or
disband, Montini claimed persecution and the foreign press,
as 1s their custom, took up the cry. At the height of the
rumpus, the Vatican issued a fiery anti-government
encyclical which, for quick availability to the press, was
given out, not in the usual Latin, but in Italian. Non
Abbiamo Bisogno, according to a former FUCI member, the
senior statesman, Giulio Andreotti, was written, not by
Pope Pius XI, but by his new Secretary of State, Eugenio
Pacelli. The longed-for religious peace was shattered. To
salvage what it could of the hopes of 1929, and in the face
of worldwide incrimination, the Mussolini government
permitted the survival of the FUCI, provided it confined
itself to religious activities.

A mere six weeks before the appearance of Non Abbiamo
Bisogno, the Pope himself had issued what has come to be
seen as a pro-Fascist encyclical, Quadragesimo Anno.
Intended as a tribute to Pope Leo XIII on the fortieth
anniversary of his outstanding encyclical on labor relations,
Rerum Novarum, the new statement demonstrated the fact that
Catholic social doctrine is more in harmony with the
corporative industrial system being developed at that time
in Italy than it is with the basically class-struggle structure
of conventional capitalism.

In the eyes of Secretary Pacelli Fr. Montini’s triumph
against the Italian government had won him his spurs. Very
soon after the worldwide media furor, Pacelli brought
Montini into his office to begin an intimate working
association that was to last for twenty-three years. Of the
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five Italians who directed the changing of the Catholic
Church, the two who would prove to be the most effective
had become a team. A generation apart, they had
everything in common. Both of them had been born into
Vatican-ambitious families. Both of them had spent their
childhood in forced isolation with scant opportunity either
for normal association with their peers or for classroom
instruction. Their careers were notably Vatican nurtured.
Pope Leo himself had put the young Pacelli into the hands of
Cardinal Rampolla and another Pope, Benedict XV, would
consecrate him to the episcopate in a private ceremony in
the Sistine Chapel. As for Giovanni Montini, he was
received immediately on ordination by Pius XI who
appointed him to the Nunciature in Warsaw with the
words, “You are the most promising young priest in Rome”
and this in spite of the fact that it would be seventeen
years before Montini was to obtain a degree in Canon Law.
Indeed he had not received either the title or a consecration
to the episcopate when Pius XII made him Pro-Secretary of
State in 1954.

As international political tension mounted during the
1930’s. Secretary Pacelli and Fr. Montini found themselves
increasingly committed to one side. According to
Andreotti, not only was Non Abbiamo Bisogno the work of
Pacelli but also the vehement Mit Brennender Sorge, the other
vernacular encyclical, this one aimed against the government
of Germany. The late Cardinal Siri of Genoa has noted that
the original drafts of the latter document show numerous
corrections in Pacelli’s hand. The fact that Pius XI’s anti-
Marx encyclical Divini Redemptoris appeared just five days
after Pacelli’s anti-German Mit Brennender Sorge gives one
the impression that once more Pope and Secretary were
carrying on two separate battles quite out of tune with each other.
Divini Redemptoris with its most quoted line, “Communism
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is intrinsically evil”, was destined to present serious
problems for Pope Pacelli in his relations with American
Catholics when Russia entered the Second World War.

With Achille Ratti now in his eightieth year, Cardinal
Pacelli is known to have taken virtual charge of the Vatican.
Aware of the fact that Pius wanted to receive Adolf Hitler in
audience on a forthcoming state visit to Italy, he whisked
the aged Pope off to Castel Gandolfo. Then, finding that the
German Chancellor had expressed a particular wish to see.
the greatest Michaelangelo frescoes, he locked the Sistine
Chapel. There was acute embarrassment on the part of
Italian authorities when, without warning, the escorting party
was confronted with a sign, “closed for repairs”.

In March 1938, when German troops entered Austria,
Cardinal Innitzer of Vienna was caught up in the all-night
celebration along the Ringstrasse and wound up giving his
blessing to the ecstatic throngs. As soon as word reached the
Vatican, Cardinal Pacelli is said to have expressed “real
bitterness”. He promptly called Innitzer to Rome and
ordered him to make a public retraction and, although the
order came, not from the Pope but only the Secretary of
State, the Austrian complied. In that year, 1938, unnoticed
by all but an intellectual elite, Civiltd Cattolica, the Jesuit
review considered to be the semi-official voice of the Vatican,
suddenly left off its warnings about the danger to the
Church of Freemasonry, particularly in its declared
program to create what it called a “new world order”.

According to Giulio Andreotti, the two Ilengthy
international tours of Cardinal Pacelli were taken entirely
on the latter’s own initiative, rather than on orders of the
Pope. As Secretary of State he attended the International
Eucharistic Congress of 1936 in Buenos Aires and the
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same year found him in the United States where he
visited twelve ecclesiastical provinces, held consultations
with seventy-nine bishops, called on scores of religious
institutions, seminaries and hospitals, topping off the tour
as a guest of President Roosevelt at Hyde Park. The two
were reported to have “hit it off splendidly”, Roosevelt
going on in subsequent exchange of correspondence to
address Pope Pacelli as “my old and good friend”. In New
York the future Pius XII was the house guest of Myron C.
Taylor who, despite the fact that attainment of the Thirty-
Third Degree in Freemasonry was well known, was to be
welcomed as Washington’s Special Envoy to the Vatican
during the war years. The spectacular American tour of
Pacelli in 1936 was stage-managed by Archbishop
Spellman of Boston and was to make of the Secretary of
State a far more important figure in the public eye than the
studious and rather stolid person of the reigning Pope.

On the religious front in the mid-1930’s the Pacelli-
Montini partnership could look back at the two major strokes
of the decade, before the suppressions in France and
Mexico, with certain misgivings. If the brave new Church
was able to boast nothing but negation, it would appear as
rigid and intolerant as the old. Along with destruction must
come construction. Needed now was new spiritual
excitement.

Causing the greatest excitement in scholarly circles
at the moment was a privately printed essay entitled Le
Sens Humain by the French Jesuit paleontologist, Pierre
Teilhard de Chardin. Foreshadowing his Phenomenon of
Man, the paper offered a wild leap into evolution-based
eschatology which the creators of a new kind of
Christianity might well have been tempted to adopt and
adapt. In many ways it paralleled the more colorful
deviations of pre-Pius X Modernism. Admittedly under the
Teilhard spells themselves, the reformers decided against
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inviting the Catholic masses to share in the French Jesuit’s
fantasies. Experience had shown them that the average be-
liever expects a measure of realism along with his piety.

Dismissed although the Teilhard speculations were,
they did not draw Vatican condemnation. It was later
supposed that certain passages in the Pacelli encyclical
Humani Generis were meant as reproof of the Jesuit’s
evolutionism, however the papal document named no
names and, speaking on the centenary of Teilhard’s birth in
1970, Cardinal Casaroli lauded “the amazing impact of his
research, the brilliance of his personality, the richness of
his thought, his powerful poetic insight, his acute perception
of the dynamic of creation, his vast vision of the evolution of the
world”.

In the 1930’s it was not the Vatican but his own order,
the Society of Jesus, that forbade Teilhard de Chardin to
publish any religious works during his lifetime and for many
years the Society forbade him to lecture. However, soon
after becoming, Pope, Eugenio Pacelli persuaded the Jesuits
to lift the ban so that a series of Teilhard lectures could
take place in German-Occupied Paris during the latter years of the
war.

While the theories of Teilhard de Chardin attained a
certain vogue in the limited world of academia, it was the
thoughts of another Frenchman, a layman, which, once
they had been embraced by the Vatican, were to become the
spiritual food the transformers had been looking for.

Jacques Maritain, a professor of philosophy at the
Catholic Institute of Paris, had been born into a Protestant
family. During his student days at the Sorbonne he converted
to Catholicism and became a member of [’Action Francaise.
In 1926, astonished at the sudden Vatican clamp down on
that organization, he went to Rome where, thanks to his
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prestige as a Thomist scholar, he was able to talk
privately both with the Pope and the Secretary of State.
While the purpose of his journey had been to ask how the
Maurras condemnation had been possible, he must have
wound up expounding a set of theological ideas that had
been going around in his head for some time. He left
Rome with an assignment, whether from Pius XI or, as is
more likely, from Secretary Gasparri, to gather his
theories on what he called “integral humanism” into a book.
Ten years later the Church-shaking Maritain work
appeared. Nearly simultaneously with the first French
edition, an Italian version came out with a glowing
introduction by its translator, Giovanni Battista Montini.

The Maritain thesis calls for a basic shift in
ecclesiology, that is, in the way the Church looks at itself,
at its function and identity. His book prepared the way for
the great paradigm change to be found in Pius XII’s
encyclical Mystici Corporis. However, because it is the
pope, not the theologians, who actuate the acceptance of
new beliefs, the Maritain message, already circulating
freely in academic circles, had to wait for a papal encyclical
before it could become part of the lives of the faithful. In
1936 Achille Ratti was still Pope.

Integral Humanism, not unlike the theories of Teilhard
de Chardin, envisions religions of every kind converging
toward a single human ideal in a world civilization
wherein all men will be reconciled in justice, love and
peace. Friendship among men will guide all life toward a
mysterious accomplishment of the Gospel. As the French
theologian Henri Le Caron explains, “Integral Humanism is
a universal fraternity among men of good will belonging
to different religions or to none, even those who reject the
idea of a creator. It is within this framework that the
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Church should exercise a leavening influence without
imposing itself and without demanding that it be recognized
as the one, true Church. The cement of this fraternity is
twofold, the virtue of doing good and an understanding
grounded in respect for human dignity.

“This idea of universal fraternity”, continues Le Caron,
“is neither new nor original. It was already advanced by
the philosophers of the eighteenth century and by the
French revolutionaries of 1789. It is also the fraternity
beloved of Freemasons and Marxists. What distinguishes
Maritain’s humanism is the role it allocates to the Church.
Within the universal fraternity the Church is to be the
inspiration and the Big Sister, and it goes without saying
that if she is to win the sympathy of her little brothers, she
must neither be intransigent nor authoritarian. She must
learn how to make religion acceptable. She must be practi-
cal rather than dogmatic.”

That Fr. Montini’s early enthusiasm for Maritain stayed
with him throughout his life is described by the novelist
and one-time Jesuit, Malachi Martin, “The Integral
Humanism of Paul VI permeated the entire policy of his
pontificate. What the philosophy has to say is that all men
are naturally good, that they will respond to be good and
reject the evil if they are shown the difference. The function
of the Church is merely to bear witness by service to men
in today’s world where a new society is being born.”

Implementation of the Maritain doctrine can be
recognized in document after document emerging from the
Second Vatican Council and in most of the official
exhortations and encyclicals that followed, even though at
the time Maritain’s book first appeared, the Council was
still a quarter of a century in the future. The thesis can be
felt as a kind of ground bass beating right through to our time. It
was implicit in the warm welcome Pius XII accorded Maritain
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when he came to Rome as the first post-war French
Ambassador to the Holy See, in the very frequent public
homage by Paul VI, in the constant study meetings and
symposia dedicated to his work that have proliferated
throughout the Catholic academic world and by the
glowing tribute paid to Maritain by John Paul II on the
centenary of the philosopher’s birth. By the end of the tur-
bulent thirties Vatican acceptance of Integral Humanism
made it only a question of how to pass it on to the faithful
once the old Pope died.

In the third month of the last year of the decade
Eugenio Pacelli was elected to the papacy and in the ninth
month the Second World War began.

Digging Deeper

War or no war, the Catholic revolution, under the
impetus of its newly found theological boost, was to leap
ahead during the early 1940°’s. In his first encyclical, Summi
Pontificatus, the new Pope offered a correction to his
predecessor’s Quas Primas with its plea for a return to
traditional Church-State relations. Instead of looking to
authority from above, from “Christ the King” as Pope Ratti
had defined it, Pacelli insisted the basis for government
should be human solidarity. The British historian, W. A. Purdy
comments, “Summi Pontificatus foreshadows that interest in
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the ideal world community which would figure increasingly
in the Pope’s pronouncements over the succeeding
twenty years”. Although muted wunder traditional
phraseology there was implicit in the text the Maritain thesis
calling for a coming together of the world’s religions.
Summi Pontificatus foreshadowed John Paul 11°s Day of Peace
at Assisi.

In the way of practical application of the thesis that had
been timidly promoted as “conversations” between
Anglicans and Catholics two decades before, ecumenism now
moved into full-fledged symposia. In Rome a gathering
called “Love and Charity” took place under the auspices
of the Holy See. The presiding Cardinal, Lovatelli, called
for an “end to useless and divisive polemics in favor of
love for our brothers in Christ”. Effectively it was a call
for heart to replace mind, sentiment to replace sense. Thus
discussions over such questions as the real presence of
Christ in the Eucharist gave way to the question of
whether Protestants and Catholics felt affection for one
another. Meanwhile Jesuits entered the new public forum
sponsoring the lectures of global-Church enthusiast, Fr.
Charles Boyer at their Gregorian University. In thirty-six
years of teaching there it is estimated that Fr. Boyer
influenced something like five thousand elite candidates for
the priesthood with his passion for ecumenism.

As the war raged more furiously than ever,
spreading now to the Pacific, occupied Paris offered an
oasis of curious tranquility. The dress designer Christian
Dior, thanks to generous allowances of lavish materials
granted him by the German authorities, was presenting his
soft and flowing “new look”, while Pierre Teilhard de
Chardin, thanks to the sympathy of Pius XII, was
expounding his soft and flowing new way to be Catholic.
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He exulted to a friend, “I now have so many friends in
good, strategic positions that I am absolutely without fear
for the future.” At the same time word reached him from
occupied Brussels that one of his disciples, Fr. Jean
Monteuil, was addressing a convention of philosophers and
theologians at Louvain University on some of the more
fanciful Teilhard theories. “The revolution”, declared
Monteuil, “demands new techniques but that is not
enough. What must take place is reclassification. All the
concepts of humanity must be called into question.”

Occupied Paris was to become the milieu of Msgr. Angelo
Roncalli. As the war drew to a close and ideological purges
of the defeated began, Pius XII, who had been in close
touch with Nuncio Roncalli in the Balkans over his project
to get Polish Jews into British Palestine, was finding
himself in urgent need of a trusted diplomat in order to

confront a triumphant and vengeful General Charles de
Gaulle.

The retreat from France of the German Army had left the
Church in an awkward position. De Gaulle was accusing one
hundred French bishops of having collaborated with the
Germans and with the so-called “Vichy” government of
Maréchal Pétain. Returning to France to take over as
head of government, De Gaulle had been appalled to find
himself unable to secure even one priest in all of Paris
whom he considered sufficiently “anti-Fascist” to say
Mass for him and his staff at the Elysée Palace. Finally his
secretary, Claude Mauriac, a son of the novelist, came upon
Fr. (later Cardinal) Jean Dani¢lou, immersed at the time in
setting up an association of “Catholics of the Left”. De Gaulle
was satisfied.

While ordinary French Catholics by the thousands met
imprisonment or death, often in summary execution at the
hands of the triumphant “Resistance”, smooth diplomacy
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on the part of Msgr. Roncalli, Pius XII’s new Apostolic
Nuncio to France, managed to save all but two members of
the French hierarchy from any punishment whatsoever. The
message of the future Pope John to General de Gaulle was
as remarkable as it was successful: “Wait! Let them be. We
in the Vatican are engaged in creating an entirely new kind
of Church, one that will be to your liking and we will see to
it that the Bishops of France go along with us. Be patient!”

Not only was the General patient, he became notably
cooperative by assigning Prof. Jacques Maritain to the Holy
See as French Ambassador. The formulator of Integral
Humanism had spent the war years in Canada, a refugee
from Vichy France, because of his wife, Raissa’s, Jewish
origin. Teaching mainly in Toronto he had also been
engaged as guest lecturer at several universities in the United
States.

Rome at that time saw the founding of the Focolare
Movement, a forerunner of both the “Charismatic
Catholics” and the so-called “basic communities”, the cell-
like organizations in the parishes which would prove so
effective in spreading Marxist “liberation theology” in
Latin America. Today a worldwide organization,
Focolare’s early commitment to a “new priesthood” and a
“new humanity” made it a rich font for progressivism. An
early Focolare enthusiast was Countess Pacelli, sister of Pope
Pius XII.

Meanwhile sacramental discipline was loosening. One of
Pope Pacelli’s first acts was to relax the rules for the
sacrament of penance by reviving the permission granted
during the First World War for general versus individual,
absolution for soldiers about to go “over the top”.
Subsequently he extended the indult to include civilians in
danger of aerial bombardment and finally to prisoners of

war with language problems.
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The liturgy was still in Latin, however the Dialogue
Mass or Missa Recitata wherein responses were made by the
congregation rather than by a server at the altar, was
becoming so widespread in wartime Germany that Bishop
Grober of Freiburg-im-Breisgau expressed concern that “the
eager insistence of neo-liturgists on laity participation is
beginning to subtract from the sacrificial role of the priest.”

Such complaints brought forth a papal response in the
way of the encyclical Mediator Dei on the subject of the
liturgy. Didier Bonneterre in his excellent study, Le
Mouvement Liturgique, has high praise for the document
which wurges caution and prudence regarding liturgical
reform. Then he laments, “However, I regret and I continue to
regret that this beautiful piece of writing was accompanied by
no concrete measures, no sanctions. Pius X had not been
content with writing Lamentabili, he outlawed the Sillon
and excommunicated Tyrell and Loisy.” With its selections
from St. Paul of such phrases as “Try everything; retain
what is good”, Mediator Dei was, in fact, taken by the neo-
liturgists as a go-ahead for experimentation.

Meanwhile the Vatican approved a liturgical updating
in the way of a new Latin translation of the Psalms for
the Canonical Hours. Fr. Bonneterre remarks, “This
version, very faithful to the Hebrew text, lacks all poetic
feeling. It 1s full of words difficult to pronounce and
impossible to sing to Gregorian melodies. It remains a
witness to the lack of liturgical sensitivity on the part of
Augustin Bea and his fellow Jesuits at the Biblicum.”

The Pontifical Biblical Institute, known in Rome as the
“Biblicum” had been founded by Pope Pius X as a center
for the setting of orthodox norms in biblical research and
interpretation at a time when the approved Vulgate
translation of the Scriptures was under attack both from
Protestant and Modernist Catholic exegetes. Toward the
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end of the 1930’s the Biblicum began to undergo rapid
change as Secretary of State Pacelli brought to Rome an
old friend from his Berlin and Munich days, Fr. Bea,
Provincial for the Company of Jesus in Germany, asking
Pius XI to make him head of the institution. In the end the
Pope also accepted Bea as his confessor.

Safeguarding the Marxists

Again and again in her long history the Roman Catholic
Church reacted spontaneously to severe outside pressure. At
each major attack She called a council so that in Episcopal
assembly She could redefine and thus reaffirm Her identity.
Such recourse was taken twenty-six times in nineteen
hundred years. Then in the mid-1940’s, to the sharpest blow
since the Protestant revolt, namely, the advance across
Europe of atheistic Communism, an advance which involved
the subjugation of sixty-five million Roman Catholics, the
Vatican registered no reaction whatsoever. Indeed Rome
would wait seventeen years before calling a council and
during the sessions of that council the question of

Marxism was not only not discussed, discussing it was strictly
forbidden.
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The outcome of the Second World War entailed for the
Church some of the most violent experiences in its history.
Any business enterprise confronted with flood or fire would
take immediate action, calling in its board of directors to
assess damages and work out future strategy. If ever there
was a time for a Pope to gather his chieftains around him it was
the year 1946.

However, in a thick series of public appearances during
that year Pius XII avoided all reference to Marxism. In
his June address to the College of Cardinals, while
“rejecting rivalries and groupings dictated solely by
political and economic interests”, he expressed
confidence that “dangers on the Right and on the Left” could
be avoided “in the light of the Church”. He then went on to
defend the remarkably one-sided stance he had maintained
throughout the war saying, “We, as head of the Church
refused to call Christians to a crusade.” He had been careful,
he said, in spite of pressures, “to insure that not one word of
approval of the war against Russia was permitted to be
said”. As Hungarian Catholics drawn into the Sovietic
vortex begged him for help, Pacelli urged “patience and
endurance” because, he said, “the old oak can be buffeted
but it cannot be uprooted.” In the Acta Apostolica,
the official catalogue of Pontifical speeches and acts,
neither the word “communism” nor the word “socialism”
can be found for twelve long crucial years, that is from
1937, the year following the Pacelli talks with President
Roosevelt and 1949 when defeat of the Italian Christian
Democrat Party by the Communist Party in upcoming
national elections seemed imminent.

As for the crusade referred to by the Pope, in 1941 the
French Cardinal Boudrillat had come to Rome to ask a
papal blessing for the volunteer regiments of Frenchmen,
Spaniards, Italians, Croatians, Hungarians and Slovenians,
Catholics nearly to a man, who were setting out with the
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German Army to conquer Soviet Russia or, as the Cardinal
put it to the Pope, “to free the Russian people”. Along with
the volunteer “crusaders” went a sizeable contingent of
Russian and Ukrainian-speaking priests, young
graduates of the Russicum, Rome’s Russian seminary,
who hoped to open long closed churches along the way.
Cardinal Boudrillat’s expectations were speedily dashed by
Pius XII who ordered the request for a blessing to be im-
mediately retracted. In addition the Cardinal was to have
no contact whatsoever with the press.

As the war dragged on there would be even stronger
pressures on Pius XII to lend the weight of his office to
resisting the advance of Marxism. By May 1943 Nuncio
Roncalli was writing from Istanbul expressing “panic” at
the new Soviet offensive. He had tried in vain, he said to
find out from his recent visitor, Cardinal Spellman of New
York, just how much Roosevelt had promised Stalin.

From Berne the Nuncio to Switzerland, Msgr.
Bernardini, wrote to the Pope that the Swiss press, “up to
now preoccupied with German hegemony in Europe, has
suddenly begun to take account of a far greater, indeed
mortal danger, that of Germany falling into the hands of
the Soviets.” Pleading for the Catholic majorities in
Poland and Hungary, he urged the Pope to back any
reasonable Allied peace initiative and to condemn the
intransigent insistence of Roosevelt and the American
Secretary of the Treasury, Morgenthau, that Germany must
surrender unconditionally.

In March Cardinal Maglione, the Vatican Secretary of
State, without, it must be assumed, the Pope’s knowledge,
was urging Britain’s envoy to the Holy See to try to
convince Prime Minister Churchill that the British Empire
needed a non-Communist Germany in a stable Europe.
Finally in April the Prime Minister of Hungary, Kallay,

80



came to the Vatican with a desperate plea to the Pope to
put himself at the head of a peace initiative capable of
halting the Soviet advance that was about to engulf the
Christian peoples of Europe.

Pius XII, as he would boast in his 1946 message to the
College of Cardinals, resisted every pressure, rejected
every plea. And he gave his reason: “National Socialism has
had a more ominous effect on the German people than has
Marxism on the Russians. Only a total reversal of German
policy, particularly those relating to the Jews, could make
any move on the part of the Holy See possible.”

A strange comparison to make when, in contrast to
Soviet isolation in aggressive atheism, Germany and the
Vatican were enjoying full diplomatic relations, when
churches were not only open but, like Catholic schools and
universities, subsidized by the German State. Adolf Hitler
was never excommunicated nor was his autobiography,
Mein Kampf, ever put on the Index.

The curious legend that Eugenio Pacelli was indifferent
to the fate of European Jews had its origin in the thesis,
“the silence of Pius XII”, an invention of a German
Protestant playwright, Rudolf Hochhuth, and a German
Jewish journalist, Saul Friedlander, both writing, in the
1960°s. That there had been a tragic silence, the twelve
volumes of the Acta Apostolica attest, but the silence did
not concern the Jews. On the contrary, as the Jesuit historian
Robert Graham asserts “Pius XII was the greatest
benefactor of the Jews in modern times.”

Adolf Hitler had been Chancellor of Germany less than
half a year when Secretary of State Pacelli was urging Pope
Pius XI to give hospitality inside Vatican City to prominent Jews
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who requested it. In 1937 coming into New York Harbor on
the Conte di Savoia, Cardinal Pacelli requested the Captain
to run up an improvised banner with the six-pointed star
of the future state of Israel in honor, he said, of six hundred
German Jews on board. A year later Catholics in
Munich were astonished to see the Torah and other ritual
objects being removed from the city’s chief synagogue in
the limousine of the Archbishop for safe keeping in the
Episcopal palace and to learn that it had been the Vatican
Secretary of State, Cardinal Pacelli in Rome, who had
ordered the transfer. One of his last acts before becoming
Pope was to notify American and Canadian bishops of his
displeasure at the reluctance of Catholic universities and
colleges in their countries to accept more European Jewish
professors, scholars and scientists on their staffs and he
looked to the bishops to remedy the situation.

As Pius XII, Pacelli understood early on the importance
of Palestine to the Jewish mind. As soon as the news
reached Rome of the German advance into Poland he was
telegraphing his Nuncio, Paccini, in Warsaw to “try to
organize Polish Jews for a passage to Palestine.” Meanwhile
in Istanbul, Msgr. Roncalli, asked to work at the halfway
point where the Jews were to be given Catholic baptismal
certificates in the hope the British would let them through,
registered a forthright protest. “Surely”, he wrote to Pius
XII, “an attempt to revive the ancient Kingdoms of Judea
and Israel is utopistic. Will it not expose the Vatican to
accusations of support for Zionism?” The Secretary of
State, Cardinal Maglione was hardly less troubled. “How”,
he asked the Pope, “can you justify historically, a
criterion of bringing back a people to Palestine, a territory
they left nineteen centuries ago? Surely there are more suitable
places for the Jews to settle.”
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Years later, provoked by the Hochhuth accusations,
Pope Paul VI permitted the opening of a certain section of
the Vatican Archives to take place under the care of four
Jesuit scholars. The American among them, Robert Graham,
told the Washington Post, “1 was stupefied by what I was
reading. How could one explain action so contrary to the
principle of neutrality?” He was finding that during the
first months of the war the new Pope was himself writing the
intensely anti-German texts beamed around the world by
Vatican Radio. Although his personal involvement was
not discovered at the time, the sensational nature of the
tracts were so strong that they brought vigorous protest
from the German Ambassador to the Holy See and even from
the Polish bishops themselves. The broadcasts were
suspended to the chagrin of London which lost what Fr.
Graham calls “a formidable source of propaganda.”

Pius XII then turned his attention to setting up his
Catholic Refugee Committee in Rome, putting it in charge
of his secretary, Fr. Leiber S.J. and his housekeeper, Mother
Pasqualina. Msgr. Georges Roche in his Pie XII Avant
I’Histoire says this committee paved the way for thousands
of European Jews to enter the United States as “Catholics”,
providing them with a regular and efficient documentation
service, baptismal certificates, financial aid and
arrangements abroad. The French historian estimates that
by 1942 over one million Jews were being housed in
convents and monasteries throughout Europe on Vatican
directives. According to the British historian, Derek
Holmes, Jews, as well as partisans of the underground
guerrilla movements, were dressed as monks and nuns and
taught to sing plain chant. The Pope himself set an
example by taking care of some fifteen thousand Jews and
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anti-government Italians at Castel Gandolfo, as well as a
thousand in Vatican City, among them the Italian Socialist
leader, Pietro Nenni.

St. Francis’ little hilltown of Assisi became the chief
center for the printing of baptismal certificates, as Pius XII
proceeded to set up the complex known as the Cittadella, a
kind of “think tank” for new Church projects which would
one day organize Pope John Paul II’s “Day of Peace”.
Throughout the Second World War papal permission was
given for synagogue services to be held in the lower level
of the Basilica of St, Francis. It was here, at the Cittadella,
that Msgr. Bugnini did most of his work on a “New Mass”.

Even as Nuncio Roncalli, despite his protest, was
knuckling down to provide fake baptismal certificates,
Cardinal Tisserant and his Joint Distribution Committee
were facilitating Jewish emigration under the very nose of
the Vichy government. Msgr. Roche, who acted as the
Cardinal’s secretary, describes an underground printing
press at Nice which was protected by the Mayor of the
City and the Archbishop where 1895 false identity cards,
136 false work permits, 1230 false birth certificates, 480
false demobilization letters and 950 false baptismal
certificates were produced before the operation was discovered.

In a spectacular gesture Pius ordered the papal seal to
be engraved on the front of Rome’s main synagogue, prior to
the arrival of German troops, while in Hungary Fr. Montini
was working to protect 800,000 Jews, provided they submit
to mass baptism. In neighboring Czechoslovakia Jewish
families like that of Madeleine Albright would enjoy the
same privilege, something, which the American Secretary of
State told the press, caused her “great pain”.
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To the continued amazement of the Jesuit scholars, they
came upon archived documentation of Pius XII’s personal
involvement in a plot to overthrow Hitler. In January
1940 the Pope was approached by an emissary of a certain
clique of German generals who asked him to tell the British
government that they would undertake to “remove” Hitler if
they were sure Britain would come to terms with a moderate
German regime. Pius promptly carried out the mission
through Sir Francis D’Arcy Osborne, London’s envoy to
the Holy See. The offer was turned down. Three months
later, on May 6, 1940, thanks to his friend Josef
Mueller, a German double agent, the Pope was able to give
Osborne details of the forthcoming German advance on the
West, the so-called Blitzkrieg, urging him to pass the word on
to the governments of Holland, Belgium and France. All
three were later reported to have been incredulous.

Papal preference for one side during the war hit a major
snag when the Allied side became the Soviet side. By that
time Hitler’s so-called Fortress Europe had become
overwhelmingly Catholic. With the incorporation of the
Germans of Catholic Austria, Alsace-Lorraine, the
Saarland, Sudetenland and German-Occupied Poland, the
Third Reich had an enormous Catholic majority while its
allies, Italy, Slovakia, Slovenia and Croatia were entirely
Catholic, Hungary mainly so. Occupied France was
cooperating and Catholic Spain and Portugal were
sympathetic. A Catholic priest had been elected as
president of the German-created Republic of Slovakia and
with the Axis’ extended ban on Masonry, crucifixes went
up on the walls of all public buildings in France as they had
in Italy at the time of the Vatican-Fascist Concordat, while
the old motto from the French Revolution, Liberty,
Equality, Fraternity was replaced on French coinage with
Work, Family, Fatherland.
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With the “fortress™ virtually a Catholic one, Pius XII
found himself in the awkward position of having become
the champion of atheistic Russia and overwhelmingly
Protestant Britain, her vast mainly non-Christian Empire
and the mainly Protestant United States of America. His
predicament reached a climax with Pearl Harbor and the
American entry into the war. How were forty million
American Catholics going to face that contingency? Already
most of those of Italian, German, Irish, Hungarian,
Slovenian and Slovakian descent were calling themselves
“isolationists”. Communist atrocities suffered by priests
and nuns during the recent Spanish Civil War were fresh in
their minds.

Skilled diplomat that he was, Pius XII met the
challenge. Appointing the dynamic young Michael J. Ready,
Auxiliary Bishop of Cleveland, to head a campaign to
“reinterpret” the anti-Marxist encyclical of Pius XI, Divini
Redemptoris, word was put forth that Josef Stalin was
opening the way for religious freedom in the Soviet Union.
It must have been a remarkable juggling act on the part of
Bishop Ready and his assistants when one considers that
the old Pope, Achille Ratti, had been able to preempt
this very disinformation campaign when he wrote the
encyclical two years before the outbreak of the war. From
Divini Redemptoris: “There are even some who refer to
certain changes recently introduced into Soviet legislature as
a proof that Communism is about to abandon its program of
war against God. But do not be deceived!”

That it perturbed Pius XII as head of the Catholic Church
to face so many millions of European Catholics as an
enthusiastic supporter of their enemies, is evident from a
poignant letter the Pope wrote to his old friend and host in
New York, Myron C. Taylor, President Roosevelt’s envoy
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to the Vatican during the long years of the war in Russia.
From the letter, “At the request of President Roosevelt,
the Vatican has ceased all mention of the Communist
regime. But this silence that weighs heavily on our
conscience i1s misunderstood by the Soviet leaders who
continue the persecution against churches and faithful.
God grant that the free world will not one day regret my silence.”

Still the efforts of Pope Pacelli in behalf of Marxism
continued. In July 1944 he consented to a meeting between
Msgr. Montini and the undisputed leader of Italy’s
Communists, Palmiro Togliatti, who had just returned to
Italy after eighteen years of exile in Soviet Russia.

According to Document JR1022 released by the
Washington Office for Strategic Services in 1974 “the
discussion between Msgr. Montini and Togliatti was the
first direct contact between a high prelate of the Vatican
and a leader of Communism. After having examined the
situation, they acknowledged the potential possibility of a
contingent alliance between Catholics and Communists in
Italy which could give the three parties (Christian
Democrats, Socialists and Communists) an absolute
majority, thereby enabling them to dominate any political
situation. A tentative plan was drafted to forge the basis on
which the agreement between the three parties could be
made. They also drafted a plan of the fundamental lines
along which a practical understanding between the Holy See
and Russia could be created.”

The OSS showed sloppy homework in citing this as the
first Vatican-Soviet encounter. Both Jean Madiran and I
queried Msgr. Roche about his mention of a wartime
meeting between Montini and Stalin himself. We received
identical non-answers: “Yes, I agree with you that the Montini-
Stalin accord in 1942 was of the greatest importance.”
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A shocking event that occurred soon afterward was
the publication by the Vatican Poliglot Press of a book,
Madonna di Fatima in which Our Lady’s words are so
twisted as to provide the enemies of Germany with
prime propaganda. The name, “Russia” was removed, so
that German guilt was implied.

Who, one wonders, filed Report JR-1022? In the book
0SS, the Secret History of America’s First Intelligence
Agency, published by the California University Press in
1971, there are indications that it was Montini himself.
According to the author, R. Harris Smith, the future Pope
Paul was the key Vatican man in a network of Allied spies
particularly  charged with  gathering information
concerning strategic bombing targets in Japan. As for the
key Vatican man in Japan at the time, it was none other
than Pedro Arrupe, S.J., the future Father General of the
Society of Jesus, and survivor of the bombing of Hiroshima.

At the time of his official meeting with Togliatti,
Giovanni Montini was 47 and not yet in possession of a
Canon Law degree, let alone a bishop’s mitre. Yet he was
charged with carrying on top level negotiations in the
name of the Church. He had indeed gone a long way along
the path dreamed of by those early political activists who
were his parents.
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Quashing the Mind

Q. Who made you?
A. God made me.
Q. Why did He make you?

A. He made me to know Him, to love Him and to serve
Him in this life and to be happy with Him forever in the next.

Thus the serene opening of religious teaching for Catho-
lic six-year-olds the world over before the Vatican
undermining. It was the simple question and answer
formula known as the Catechism. Missionaries had long
relied on the method. In sixteenth century Mexico
Augustinians and Franciscans from Spain had been able to
Christianize the Indians in a remarkably short time by asking
such questions as “Are there many gods or is there only
one?” Answers were learned by rote so that they were apt
to remain on call throughout a lifetime. Repeating the
questions and answers of the Catechism left to them by
Spanish missionaries was all the Catholics of Japan had to
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help them live through two centuries without priests or
sacraments and often under intense persecution.

The Catechism was the kind of natural, basic
structure that was certain to set the troubled minds of
modern Jesuits on a course of frantic invention. Already in
1929 A.J. Jungmann, S.J., a young professor at the Univers-
ity of Innsbruck, was petitioning Rome for permission to
submit a comprehensive revision of the entire catechetical
system. He received no encouragement from Pius XI. It was
not until well into the reign of Pius XII and the conclusion
of the Second World War that anything was done and then it
was done with a vengeance. By 1946 the Jesuits in Brussels
were ready with what they called a catechetical center. In
reality Lumen Vitae turned out to be headquarters for a
frontal attack on Catholic belief unparalleled in history. It
was a Jesuit project to be carried out by Jesuits. That it
could have come into being or continue to function without
papal approval is impossible. Popes are very well informed
about what the leading religious orders are up to and Pius
XIT was in daily contact with one of the highest ranking
members of the Society of Jesus, Augustin Bea.
Interviewed shortly after the death of the Pope the head of
the Biblicum said, “As his confessor I can, of course, say
nothing. However I was continuously in close touch with
His Holiness on matters which had nothing to do with con-
fession.”

The Lumen Vitae center at 186 Rue Washington in
Brussels was established ostensibly for the creation and
dissemination of catechetical publications. Writing in The
Wanderer, Farley Clinton considered the significance of the
organization: “It was an all-Jesuit institution dedicated to
the more or less rejection of all received ideas and the
divesting of religious teaching of all traditional content.
Lumen Vitae was extremely well financed from the first and it was
meant to function as a worldwide movement. It is difficult
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to convey in words how extremely big this organization
had become, even within ten years of its founding, that is,
by 1956. When the Second Vatican Council was announced
it was able to act effectively on an enormous scale because it
had been set up by men with very big i1deas and
extraordinary patience.”

It had taken over a quarter century for the pioneer in
the movement, the Austrian Jesuit, Dr. A. Jungmann, to
realize his project to efface the Catechism. A dry,
scholarly priest, Jungmann was an early and passionate
participant in the neo-liturgical movement and he would go
on to guide the drafting of the Liturgical Constitution of the
Council. In the view of Jungmann, “for religious teaching
to be effective it must get away from the sterile
transmission of theological knowledge and offer instead the
good news of the Kingdom of God.” This was the precise
message of Cardinal Karol Wojtyla to the 1977
International Episcopal Synod when he wound up his
intervention with the words, “Personal acceptance is what
counts, not mental assent. The best catechist is one who
lives out the catechesis.”

As far back as 1943 alert observers monitoring the
frequent discourses of Pope Pius XII could have guessed
that a new approach to religious education was in the
offing. Among new openings for aspirants to the priesthood
he was suggesting they explore a field only hurriedly
touched on up till then, namely that of comparative religion.
Then came Menti Nostrae, an encyclical which would form
the basis for the overturn of a great deal of seminary
teaching. In the opinion of Cardinal Garrone, the Curia
member in charge of education during the pontificate of Paul
VI, “Menti Nostrae was not only in tune with the times, it
was prophetic, one of the most heroic writings of Pius XII’s
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audacious ministry. The Council document on seminaries
would have been unthinkable without Menti Nostrae
having set the precedent. In the beautiful Council texts we
find everything Pius XII asked for with such courage in his
encyclical.”

Just how audacious were his thoughts on the learning
process was to become crystal clear in an address he
made to the Brothers of the Christian Schools in Rome:
“The art of education” said the Pope, “is in many aspects the
art of adaptation, adapting to the age, adapting to
temperament, to character, to the needs of all just
aspirations, of adapting to time and place and adapting to
the rhythms of the general progress of humanity.”

It has been a short, fast trip from Menti Nostrae to life in
today’s seminaries. Setting the pace, the school Ignatius
Loyola founded in Rome in the year 1551 as an intellectual
citadel from which to battle the Protestant revolt, the
Pontifical Gregorian University. By the end of the 1960’s
Latin had disappeared at the “Greg”, along with traditional
monastic routine and all off-campus restrictions. Women
came on the scene, some two hundred attending classes,
Protestant and Jewish professors were appointed, cinema
courses included wuncensored films of Bufluel,
Bergman and Dreyer and beer became available at an inside
bar.

Reinhardt Raffalt recalled dropping in one day in 1940
at the Germanicum, Rome’s German-Hungarian College, to
find the students clad in their fire-engine-red cassocks
dining in silence as they listened to devotional reading.
Paying a second visit in 1970 he was greeted by a babel of
jeans-clad youth shouting from table to table.
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Other young Germans had been treated to a curious
experiment during the late 1940’s when Nuncio Roncalli
and Pro-Secretary Montini dreamed up a correspondence
course for prisoners of war, dubbing the scheme, “barbed
wire seminaries”. The curriculum was publicized as being
the work of Msgr. Montini, however, considering his very
heavy schedule, virtually running the Vatican, and
considering Pius XII’s penchant for writing, it can be
reasonably assumed that the lessons were planned and
detailed by the Pope in his excellent German.

What happened at the “Greg” (Gregorian)
and the Germanicum was happening all over the world
during the sixties and seventies. The faithful of Newark,
New Jersey, had pooled their meager savings during the
Depression years to build what soon became a flourishing
major seminary at nearby Darlington. Today faculty
members admit, “there are so few vocations in Newark
that we accept students from anywhere, including lay
people, both men and women, nuns, Protestants.” Roman
Catholic doctrine has been replaced almost entirely by
what is called “current Catholic thought” and the few
students who aspire to the priesthood are as free to come
and go as any of the others, each sharing a two-bed
apartment with bath, television, stereo, refrigerator and, on
demand, a portable bar.

An extreme case, perhaps, but in line with the
worldwide consequences of the destruction of the Catechism
and the invitation to freedoms initiated at the top with a
papal encyclical. Kenneth Baker, one of the few Jesuits
unwilling to go along with the Lumen Vitae crowd, wonders
now that seminary after seminary has been forced to close
down for lack of students, if the future training for the
priesthood had best be done privately by knowledgeable,
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still dedicated, pastors. Obviously the time for finding
those pastors is running out.

The enthusiasm expressed by Cardinal Garrone for
Menti Nostrae was matched only by his joy over another
Pacelli encyclical of the 1940°s, Divino Afflante Spiritu
which he described as “a powerful breath of fresh air”.
Dedicated to the problem of biblical scholarship this
document deals with the precise subject which had touched
off the Modernist movement of the turn of the century. It
had been the publication of a study called The Essence of
Christianity by the German Lutheran theologian, Adolf
Harnack, with its demand for a radical reassessment of
the Scriptures and the subsequent favorable reaction to
that book on the part of prominent Catholic pedagogues,
that had set the stage.

The American exegete, Raymond Brown, agreed
wholeheartedly with the applause of Garrone for Divino
Afflante Spiritu saying the encyclical “represents a complete
about-face in attitudes toward biblical study” and he
expressed satisfaction that, thanks to the opening it
afforded, it is now possible in Catholic seminaries “to
consider that the early chapters of Genesis were not
historical, that the Book of Isaiah was not a single book,
that Matthew was not the work of an eye-witness, that the
four Gospels were not four harmonious biographies and
were sometimes inaccurate in detail.”

Another well-known churchman who had kind words
for Divino Afflante Spiritu was the usually dissident Fr. Hans
Kiing. “It shows”, he wrote, “how far the Church i1s willing
to go in accepting modern attitudes toward exegetical
methods and along with it, shows a tacit disapproval of the
anti-Modernist decrees of Pope Pius X. Moreover the
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document gives clear recognition of the authority of the
original texts over that of any translation, ancient or
modern. Hence it gives a definite decrease in the
importance of the Vulgate.”

When in the early 1950°s Pius XII gave the green light to
Bea and his staff at the Biblicum to begin work on a new
translation of the Psalms, as well as the scriptural prayers
recited in the priest’s daily office, they were meant to
replace those contained in the Vulgate, the officially
accepted translation of the Bible since the days of its
author, the fifth century St. Jerome. Not only was the
resulting text, as Bonneterre points out, impossible to sing
to plain chant but it was to provide yet another blow to
what Avery Dulles calls the priest’s “spiritual serenity”
by taking away the familiar and beloved ring of the old,
often recited phrases of the Vulgate.

Savaging Tradition

In comparison with the chaos that followed it, the long
reign of Pius XII seems to older conservative Catholics of
today to have been a time when all was right with the
Church. Except for occasional rumors of liturgical
experimentation in Belgium and France, the old institution
appeared to be united in doctrine and ritual, secure in
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its Magisterium and that Magisterium safe in the austere,
rather remote figure of Pope Pacelli. Wraithlike in white, he
enhanced his frequent pronouncements in melodious
Italian with unequaled dignity. It was a time when eighty
percent of American Catholics were attending Sunday
Mass regularly while an atmosphere of absolute certitude
brought conversions and not only in the missionary fields
of Africa. In 1950 Cardinal Spellman was able to say, “If
the present rate of conversions continues, in another
century the United States will be a Catholic country.”

Yet it was precisely in those flourishing times that the
Pope, who was coming to be referred to as “the Angelic
Pastor”, with Fr. Montini, his right-hand man in tandem,
was pushing through mutations in doctrine and practice that
were going to set the whole edifice trembling. Step by step
the two were moving toward a Council that would be a
kind of final solution for those mutations.

While the destruction of the Catechism would be the
most telling blow the faithful would be asked to take, the
subversion of the liturgy would effect them emotionally to a
much greater degree. As early as 1947 Pope Pacelli, in
consultation with academics of Louvain University along
with a group of advanced neo-liturgists based in Paris,
was setting up a commission for the complete overhauling
of the sacred liturgy. As Secretary he chose a thirty-five
year old priest, one Fr. Bugnini, who had the evocative
first name of Annibale, having been born in a town along
the shores of Lake Trasimeno where Hannibal and his
elephants roundly defeated the Romans. Beating the
Romanness out of the Missal, the ancient Book of the Mass,
became the major goal of Fr. Bugnini and his group of
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periti. That the Pope gave great importance to this
committee and its works is evident in lines from an
autobiography which Bugnini wrote many years after the
Council when he had attained the rank of Archbishop.
“We enjoyed the full confidence of Pius XII who was kept
informed of our work by Msgr. Montini and even more
by Fr. Bea, his confessor. Thanks to these intermediaries
we could arrive at remarkable results even in periods when
the Pope’s illness prevented anyone else from seeing him.”

Had it not been for this enthusiastic support of the
Pope, it is probable that major liturgical changes would
not have been attempted by the commission, since
members of the Curial office, the Sacred Congregation for
Rites, opposed Bugnini nearly all the way. Even to attain
the radical changes that the Pope wanted in the Easter rites
took six years, but Pacelli was Pope and he would have to
be the victor. Finally in 1955 the papal decree Maxima
Redemptionis went into effect, moving the Holy Saturday
celebrations from the morning to late in the night and
calling for a series of variants, making of it a kind of
rehearsal for the New Mass, still a decade in the future. In
many of the Pacelli-planned Easter ceremonies the priest
faced the people, the opening prayers at the foot of the altar
and the last Gospel were suppressed, as were the tra-
ditional Holy Week devotions of the Three Hours on Good
Friday and the very moving solemnities of Tenebrae.

It was early in the 1950°s that Pius XII sent a directive
to the superiors of every order of women religious in the
world. Its message, according to a Canadian nun who
remembers it, was “modernize, or else...” The directive
had to do with spiritual attitudes, the cloistered life, dress and so
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on. It had gone largely unheeded. Apparently dismayed, the
Pope ordered the superiors to come to Rome so that he
could impress upon them the seriousness of intention to
bring nuns up to date. Mentioning in his initial address to
the group that sending for them had cost a good deal of
money, he was promptly presented with a generous check
to cover expenses. He returned it saying that a better way to
use the money would be to contribute it to a fund to
establish a school for higher studies in Rome where certain
women in the worldwide religious orders could come for
special courses and seminars. This was the origin of the
women’s College of Regina Mundi.

During the decade between 1944 and 1954 the French
worker-priest movement had its beginning and its subsequent
ups and downs. During the last year of the war the three
most liberal-minded Cardinals of France, Lienart, Suhard
and Feltin, obtained from Pius XII permission for a project
in which certain priests were to be freed from ordinary
duties to work in factories and in what were termed “city
missions”. The idea, it was said, was to evangelize workers
who were being increasingly subjected to Marxist
pressure. Within a year or so there were around a
hundred French worker-priests, half of them members of
religious orders.

It was not long before many of these men became
involved one way or another in Marxist cadres. Instead of
converting, they were being converted. Even so, there
appears to have been no conflict with the Vatican until the
spring of 1949 when Pius XII made an abrupt move
amounting to a political about-face. The politics were
Italian, not French. Since the war the heirs to Giorgio
Montini’s Popular Party, the Christian Democrats, had been the
leading,force in the Italian Parliament. By 1949, however, the
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growing Communist Party was threatening to overpower
them in coming elections. Then it was that Pius XII came
to the rescue in a pragmatic gesture that would win for him
a mythical status, that of an “anti-Marxist”. Calling in the
Holy Office, he ordered them to publish a decree
forbidding Italian Catholics to join the Communist Party.
As a consequence the Christian Democrats pulled through
and the Pope, already ten years in the Chair of Peter,
delivered the first recognizably anti-Marxist discourse of his
pontificate.

Immediately Vatican Radio, broadcasting inter-
nationally, startled the world with a wealth of data they had
been collecting but had been forbidden until now to divulge.
Suddenly it was learned that, not only was it true that some
sixty-five million European Catholics in the East were
finding it difficult or impossible to practice their faith, but
priests had been executed, some six thousand of them as a
matter of fact, mostly in the Ukraine, but also in the
Baltic States and in Bulgaria. Four thousand five hundred
priests had disappeared, deported to Siberia or
imprisoned in Czechoslavakia, Hungary and Poland.

Neither that news, the papal discourse, or even the
Holy Office decree put an end to the worker-priest
movement in France, however. There followed four more
years of activity, much of it exceedingly controversial
with priests reported wounded and even arrested in street
battles. From the Vatican came occasional reminders of the
wrongness of class struggle but it was not until 1953 that
Pius XII withdrew permission for the worker-priest
movement. How effective the notice to withdraw was, can
be judged from a note in the Paris daily Le Monde in 1987
citing the presence of at least eight hundred worker-priests
operating in the country.
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Meanwhile, as if to balance in a very small way his turn
against the far Left, Pius XII directed his attention to
Catholics at the other end of the social scale. For three
successive years, on one excuse or another, he had put off
the customary annual reception of the Roman aristocrats,
members of the Black Nobility, men and women of
ancient lineage who had closed their palace doors in 1870
when the Papal States fell to the insurgents. Refusing all
favor from the newly installed royal House of Savoy, they
professed solidarity with the “Prisoner in the Vatican”.
Finally deciding to receive them in 1956, Pius in effect
dismissed them. His explanation: “The impetuous wind of a
new era blows away many traditions of the past. It carries
with it much that the past has built up. Italy’s new post-
Fascist constitution does not recognize any particular
mission in any social class, neither any attribute nor any
privilege. A page in history has been turned, a chapter
closed. A new chapter has opened. You may think what you
like but those are the facts.” He was echoing the words of
Franklin Roosevelt to Winston Churchill when the latter
lamented the fact that America seemed indifferent to the
fate of the British Empire. Said the President, “A new period
has opened in the world’s history and you will have to adjust
yourselfto it.”

For the Church the early 1950’s brought more
loosening of sacramental discipline. Pius XII gave
permission for the celebration of evening Masses and he
reduced the period of fasting from the midnight before the
reception of Holy Communion to a mere three hours, while
in the United States a major step in liturgical change got
underway when the Confraternity for Christian Doctrine
requested and received permission from the Vatican for the
celebration of what it called an “American Ritual” in which
a good deal of the Mass was said in English.
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Structures which would become important in the New
Church were beginning to take shape. At the suggestion of
the radical Brazilian, Msgr. Helder Camara, the Pope sent
Bishop Antonio Samord, assisted by the young Fr. Agostino
Casaroli, to Colombia to pull together the individual
episcopal conferences of the vast regions of Latin America
into a cohesive, easier to manage, super-episcopal
conference which would emerge after the Council as
CELAM. At the same time the Pope gave encouragement to
Spaniards to launch the Cursillo movement, like the Focolare
and the Base Communities, convenient to the eventual
spread of “liberation theology” in Central and South
America. One Latin American, destined to become a
Marxist martyr, the young Colombian Camilo Torres,
S.J. turned up in Rome in 1953 to receive the blessing not
only of the Jesuit Father General but of Pope Pius who
praised him for his expressed ®oal of establishing a “new
world order for Latin America.”

Soon Pius XII was joining the worldwide hue and cry
organized by the Socialist International to save the Soviet
spies, Ethel and Julius Rosenberg, from the electric chair.
The gesture was in line with his intervention ten years
earlier when his friend, the British envoy to the Holy See,
armed with the signatures of forty pro-Marxist London-
based intellectuals, begged him to save the life of Italy’s
top Communist leader, Luigi Longo, rumored to be slated
for execution. To the acute embarrassment of the Vatican,
the Fascist Foreign Minister, Count Galeazzo Ciano, replied
icily that “Although the militant Communist Longo is being
held in detention, there has never been the intention of
executing him.”

Outstanding among the Pacelli encyclicals of the 1950’s
was Humani Generis, which dealt with the origin of man.
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John Paul II referred to it in October, 1996: “Humani Generis
considered evolution to be a serious hypothesis worthy of
more deeply studied investigation.”

At the time, particularly in France, intellectuals, both
those pro and con on the evolutionism of Teilhard de
Chardin, reached for first copies with interest, only to find,
as “Xavier Rynne” explained, “What was immediately
discernible about the encyclical was its pastoral spirit. It
cited no one for condemnation nor did ecclesiastical
censorship occur after the publication, although eventually
two provincials, a Dominican and a Jesuit, were shifted to
other assignments. Although certain tendencies and ideas
were proscribed, the encyclical made no attempt to stifle
theological initiatives. Rather it encouraged vital and
existentialist investigation of current problems.”

That was the good news that reached Fr. Teilhard
boarding an ocean liner at Southampton for a voyage to
Buenos Aires. Having recently been invited to join the
dissident Old Catholics in Utrecht, he had declined saying
that, while he agreed in general with their stand, he intended
to remain within the Church in order, as he put it, “to
transform 1it”. His letter to Holland read in part, “I think
essentially that the Church has come to the point where
transformation, that is, essential reform, must occur. After
two thousand years there is no help for it. Mankind itself is
in the throes of transformation; how could Catholicism
escape? To be specific, I believe this reformation, a much
more radical affair than the one in the sixteenth century, is
not a mere matter of institutions or morals but of faith it-
self. Somehow our conception of God is divided. Besides
the traditional transcendent God a sort of God of the future
has arisen for us in the course of the last century.”
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In France just then, Catholic academics were playing
with the idea of rehabilitating the one-time Augustinian
monk, Martin Luther. A young priest who protested,
Georges de Nantes, was relieved of his teaching post.
Nearly as serious to the Abbé as losing his job, was the
appearance of the first major work by the Dominican, Yves
Congar. It was shock from reading, True and False Reform in
the Church as much as the personal matter that took him to
Rome in 1953. “I wanted to alert those responsible against
the grave danger of the reforms Congar proposed. I saw
them leading to a perversion of the whole Church, along the
lines we were already experiencing in France. Although
I was well received and listened to, I found the Romans
did not take our French quarrels seriously and were too
certain of their own authority over the rest of the world.”

Meanwhile in Rome Msgr. Bugnini and his Pontifical
Commission were proceeding energetically with the organi-
zation of international liturgical congresses. Successive
meetings at the German shrine of Maria Laach, at Lugano
in Switzerland and Louvain in Belgium were dedicated to
the progressive reduction of what had come down through
the ages as the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass. The continual
hacking away for the purpose, it was claimed of making it
“more relevant to modern man” was to attain its goal a
decade later when a representative of the Lutheran
Augsburg Conference was able to declare that “obstacles
hindering the Protestant participation in the (Catholic)
Eucharist are disappearing. Today it should be possible
for a Protestant to recognize in the Catholic eucharistic
celebration the Supper instituted by the Lord.”
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After Louvain came the greatest of the liturgical
congresses, that of Assisi. Twelve hundred delegates, among
them six cardinals and eighty bishops, converged on the
little Umbrian city of St. Francis. The year was 1956. In his
book Has the Catholic Church Gone Mad? the British
scholar, John Eppstein, considers this assembly to be the
run-up to the drastic liturgical decrees that followed the Council.

He writes, “Here was a group of enthusiasts ready to
implement the pre-Conciliar organization still to be
convoked by Cardinal Cicognani. Its members were drawn
mostly from France, Germany, Belgium, Holland and the
United States. It did not take them long to work out the
schema for the Liturgical Constitution which was ready
when the Council met. Many of the same group worked
together throughout the Council and found their way into
the post-Conciliar commission set up to implement the
principles which Vatican Il had adopted. And during the
whole process the dominant figure was Msgr. Bugnini who
headed each of the stages of work in the reforming bodies.
...Bugnini was as much an architect of the New Mass as
Cranmer of the Book of Common Prayer.”

That Pius XII was pleased with the Congress at Assisi
and with its guidance by his appointee, Bugnini, was evident
from the closing message he addressed to the assembly. In
part, “The liturgical movement has appeared like a sign of a
providential gift of God for our time, like a passage of the
Holy Spirit over the Church in order to show the faithful
the mysteries of the faith and the riches of grace that come
from active participation in the liturgy.”

Among the events drawing inspiration from the Assisi
Congress that year, was a Canadian symposium entitled “The
Great Action of the Christian Church”, organized by the
North American Liturgical Conference and a committee
headed by Bishop (later Cardinal) John Wright of
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Worcester, Massachusetts, it presented a central ritual
unparalleled at the time. Replacing the /ntroibo, the opening
words that had come into the Mass in the days of
Charlemagne, “I go unto the altar of God, to God who
gives joy to my youth” with “We welcome our president”
chanted in unison, the ceremony proceeded to the tune
of rousing Lutheran hymns, a sermon in which it was
explained that the Eucharist was a community meal rather
than a sacrifice and to top th