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Liturgy is a given
The traditional Latin Mass has
been liberated.
On 7 July 2007, in Rome, Pope
Benedict XVI decreed by a personal
legislative act – or motu proprio
– that the traditional Latin Mass
can be celebrated privately by each
and every priest of the Roman Rite
without seeking the prior approval
of his bishop, or even of the Pope
himself – and that such Masses may
be attended, without let or hindrance,
by the faithful.

Pope confirms
old Mass
never banned
He also decreed that in every
parish “where there is a stable group
… who adhere to the earlier liturgical
tradition”, their request to worship
according to that rite should be met
“willingly” by the parish priest – or,
if not by him, then by the bishop; or
failing him, then Rome itself will act.
Furthermore, the Pope laid down
that religious communities may elect to
use – even on a permanent basis – the
traditional Roman Missal to celebrate
their conventual or “community”
Mass.
Most significantly, the papal
enactment – entitled Summorum
Pontificum – established that the
traditional Roman Missal, traceable
at least to Pope St Gregory the
Great (590-604), finally codified

and promulgated by Pope St Pius
V in 1570, and reissued by Blessed
John XXIII in 1962, had never been
abrogated by Pope Paul VI when he
issued his own “New Order of the
Mass” in 1969-1970.

Risk of judgement
We live amid events about which
it is difficult to write in a measured
way. Hyperbole and exaggeration pose
a temptation for the writer, if not
at every turn in the argument, then
at least at the principal ones. To
make a just evaluation, undisturbed
by the shock waves of history in the
making, seems beyond the power of
the ordinary observer. This is true
whether he attempts to explain what
is happening in the world at large or
within the Catholic Church.
So far as the Church affairs are
concerned, the task has been made
the harder by the promulgation of
Summorum Pontificum. The contents
of the document are tremendous; its
implications seem to reach far beyond
the horizons of recent experience.
Papa Ratzinger’s law is the most
important piece of Church legislation
since 1970 and Pope Paul’s new
Mass. That is obvious. But what is
manifestly true does not describe the
whole reality. People will be writing
about Summorum Pontificum for
generations. This is because it has
ended an era and begun a new. A long
time from now, Church historians may
well look back in judgement upon
Summorum Pontificum and find that
it ended the modern post-conciliar era
– not just that of Vatican Council II,
but also that of Vatican I.

On 7 July Benedict XVI overturned
an unprecedented forty-year “ban” on
the traditional liturgy of the Church
instituted by Pope Paul VI. The term
“ban” we use advisedly because – and
this is the central point of the motu
proprio, and of its accompanying
Explanatory Letter to Bishops – Paul
VI had never banned the traditional
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Catholics will be writing about Summorum Pontificum of 7
July 2007, and its accompanying letter to the bishops, for a
long time to come.
Both documents are packed with significant statements, though
the full force of them is, at certain points, both veiled in mildness
and sharpened by irony.
Benedict opens by positioning himself as but the latest Pope
in a long tradition. This is normal in a papal document. But it
is especially significant in one that sets about restoring what his
immediate predecessors sought to ban (in the case of Paul VI) and
could not restore (in the case of John Paul II).
Thus Summorum Pontificum – hereinafter SP – begins by
emphasising the concern of successive pontiffs for “a worthy ritual
to the Divine Majesty, ‘to the praise and glory of His name,’ and ‘to
the benefit of all His Holy Church’.”
Invoked, in particular, is St Gregory the Great (Pope Gregory
I) because he “made every effort to ensure that the new peoples
of Europe received both the Catholic faith and the treasures of
worship and culture that had been accumulated by the Romans in
preceding centuries” and “commanded that the form of the sacred
liturgy as celebrated in Rome … be conserved.”
continued page 5
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At one level Summorum Pontificum
is unfinished business from the
pontificate of John Paul II. In 1986
a special Commission of Cardinals
was appointed to report to the old
pope on two questions: Had Paul VI
abolished the old Mass? And, if not,
how could it and the new co-exist?
The Commission found that Paul VI,
whether or not he intended it, had not
abrogated the traditional missal and
proposed a series of protocols whereby
two liturgies might live together
symbiotically.
The report of this Commission,
though discreetly leaked, was never
released. It was kept under wraps thanks
to pressure on John Paul II exerted
by liberal European and American
bishops. Their visitations to Rome,
and threats of fiscal retribution, were
supported by a chorus of conservative
voices demanding, some sotto voce
others fortissimo, adherence to the
new missal as the acme of orthodoxy
and of fealty to the Pope. Benedict,
who as Cardinal Ratzinger sat on
this Commission, has proved as Pope
unfazed by the cajoling and menaces
that undid John Paul at crucial points
in his career. Benedict has brought
to light what had been hidden, and
completed what another could not
finish.
That might have been the end of
the story were it not for Ratzinger’s
critique of the new liturgy and his deep
sense of liturgical tradition expressed
in several books and interviews during
the period 1981 to 1999. It is against
these that the motu proprio must be
read.

The context
In his The Spirit of the Liturgy,
published in English in 2000, we find
this striking passage:
After the Second Vatican
Council, the impression arose

that the pope really could do
anything in liturgical matters,
especially if he were acting on
the mandate of an ecumenical
council. Eventually, the idea
of the givenness of the liturgy,
the fact that one cannot do
with it what one will, faded
from the public consciousness
of the West. In fact, the First
Vatican Council had in no way
defined the pope as an absolute
monarch. On the contrary, it
presented him as the guarantor
of obedience to the revealed

“The First
Vatican
Council had in
no way defined
the pope as
an absolute
monarch.”
- Cardinal
Ratzinger
Word. The pope’s authority is
bound to the Tradition of faith,
and that also applies to the
liturgy. It is not “manufactured”
by the authorities. Even the pope
can only be a humble servant
of its lawful development and
abiding integrity and identity.
The first point to make is that,

at this stage in his essay, Ratzinger
was discussing how there is much in
common between the Western and
Eastern views of liturgy. That while the
West allowed, in contrast to the East,
for organic historical development in
the liturgy, embedded, nevertheless,
in Western liturgical thought was a
concept shared by both traditions. Both
recognised the liturgy’s “independence
from human control”. The difference
was that in the East liturgy was regarded
as a divinely painted icon, whereas
in the West it was held to be a tree
divinely planted and husbanded. In
other words, whether we are speaking
of an icon, or of a sapling governed by
internal principles of growth, liturgy
is a given.
This is what is behind the central
positions taken in Summorum
Pontificum and the Explanatory Letter,
the latter expressing them, if possible,
more powerfully than the former:
That this Missal [of 1962] was
never juridically abrogated and,
consequently, in principle, was
always permitted….
and, more importantly,
[That] in the history of the
liturgy there is growth and
progress, but no rupture. What
earlier generations held as
sacred, remains sacred and great
for us too, and it cannot be all
of sudden entirely forbidden or
even considered harmful.
This is as near as a consummate
gentleman-Pope can steer toward
condemning one of his predecessors.
But the implication is clear. Paul VI did
not abolish the old Mass, nor could he
have done so.
This is a shock – though perhaps
less so for so-called “liberal” Catholics,
who, on the whole, understand
liturgical questions better than most,
than for their conservative critics. This
brings us to the second point.

September 2007 − Motu Proprio Special Issue



Oriens
Editorial

Spirit of Vatican I
Blame for the revolution in liturgy and
doctrine that has convulsed the Church
since Vatican II is not something that
can be sheeted home solely to liberals.
The assault of modernism could not
have advanced so far without the
complicity of conservative Catholics.
The problem is traceable to Vatican
I. At that time the infallibility of the
Pope was defined in a way that proved
a partial defeat for its key advocates,
and at their head, for the great Cardinal
Manning. These, then and afterwards,
were called “ultramontanes”. They saw
the Pope as an “absolute monarch”
whose infallibility in teaching extended
to his government of the Church

hijack. It was planned and executed
by Annibale Bugnini and a coterie
of liberal Cardinals. Pope Paul VI
provided (pseudo-) canonical cover.
It was at this point that the “Spirit
of Vatican I” clicked in. Instead of
rebuffing the Pontifex for attempting
the unthinkable, the bishops caved.
Loyalty and obedience to the “absolute
monarch” demanded it. Less than a
handful stood their ground.
The collapse of the bishops, and
with them the intellectual elite of lay
and clerical conservatism, handed the
liberals a victory they could not have
won on their own. Given that the
Pope and his loyalists had forfeited

The collapse of the intellectual
elite of lay and clerical
conservatism handed the liberals
a victory they could not have
won on their own.
in matters spiritual and temporal.
Although the latter proposition was
rejected at Vatican I, subsequently
loyal Catholics have tended to think
of the Pope as if Manning and his men
had won the entire debate. Just as after
the Second Vatican Council the “spirit
of Vatican II” trumped the Council
itself, so also after the First when
the “spirit of Vatican I” trumped the
Council’s limited definition of papal
authority.
What happened after Vatican II,
when the Pope and his closest advisers
set to reforming the liturgy, was a



practical control of the liturgy, there
was nothing effective that he, or they,
could do thereafter to roll back the
doctrinal revolution that now smote
the Church.

The Great Game
All of this ended on 7/7/7, as
numerological wits have dubbed the
day. Liberals lost their monopoly of the
liturgy. Ultramontanes lost their papal
monarch. A modest man employing the
most understated yet solemn language
cut the ground from beneath them.

He decreed that he and his successors
have no mandate but to hand on
what the Church has received both in
doctrine and liturgy.
Three days later on 10 July 2007,
with the approbation of the Pope,
the Sacred Congregation for the
Doctrine of the Faith issued a wordily
titled document: Responses to Some
Questions Regarding Certain Aspects
on the Doctrine of the Church. This
spelled out what everyone understands
to be the actual teaching of the Church
about itself, that only the Catholic
Church is the one true Church founded
by Christ. Like Summorum Pontificum
for its impact on the liturgy, the 10
July document has been declared a
rejection of another great Vatican II
project for its impact on ecumenism.
It’s true. Pope Benedict XVI has
destroyed the ideological basis for the
post-conciliar experiments in liturgy
and ecumenism. Here Oriens agrees
with the liberals. What is astonishing,
though, is that Benedict has done so,
not as a reactionary, but by formulating
an initiative in which he resets both the
liturgical and ecumenical agendae. By
positioning himself as the servant of
tradition, and restoring the traditional
liturgy, Pope Benedict has opened a
new front in the ecumenical diplomacy
between Rome and Orthodoxy.
The full import of these events
can only be guessed at. Benedict XVI,
however, has just set in motion a
movement within the Western Church
to study and reformulate the nature
and rôle of both the papacy (as servant
of tradition) and the liturgy (as gift of
God) as the basis for reunion with the
Orthodox churches.
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Missionary principle
In an important extension to
this passage, Pope Benedict links
Pope St Gregory’s work of liturgical
preservation to his active support of
the Benedictines and their missionary
role in the conversion of Europe.
He took great concern to ensure
the dissemination of monks
and nuns who, following the
Rule of St Benedict, together
with the announcement of the
Gospel, illustrated with their
lives the wise provision of their
rule that “nothing should be
placed before the work of God.”
In this way the sacred liturgy
… enriched not only the faith
and piety but also the culture of
many peoples.

“that respectful reverence due to
divine worship should be renewed
and adapted to the needs of our time”,
Pope Benedict records that, moved by
this desire,
… Our predecessor, the Supreme
Pontiff Paul VI, approved, in
1970, reformed and partly
renewed liturgical books for the
Latin Church.

Curate’s missal

From the fact that Pope Ratzinger
has taken the name Benedict, and
shares with his order its priority for
the liturgical “work of God”, we can
deduce a missionary strategy for the
reconversion of the Western world.
This is very much part of the thinking
behind SP. By issuing this motu
proprio, Pope Benedict is drawing
from the Church’s cultural reserves
the “instruments” called for by the
new mission to the West. This is not
something articulated in passing. The
Pope formulates with great deliberation
in the opening passages of SP the
connection between missionary work,
liturgy, and the West, and he offers
it as a key principle upon which
the subsequent legislative articles are
based.
Having established this principle,
the pontiff then traces the line of care
for the Roman liturgy from Gregory I,
through Pope St Pius V, described as
“outstanding” for his work of liturgical
renewal and publication, down to
Popes Pius XII and John XXIII.
Here the line stops and the tone
shifts. Speaking of a Vatican II desire

Here is a remarkable phrase:
“reformed and partly renewed”. To
use a favourite expression of the late
Michael Davies, this is a “liturgical
time-bomb”. “Partly renewed”: in
other words, the work of renewal
upon which Paul VI embarked in the
wake of Vatican II is incomplete. Note
what the pontiff has just said. He did
not say that the use to which the Paul
VI Missal has been put falls short of
the renewal formulated in this missal.
What he said was that the missal
itself is only “partly” renewed. The
implication? The work of liturgical
reform, envisaged by Vatican II, has to
be taken up again. But having said it,
the pontiff glides serenely to his next
point.

… in those countries where
the liturgical movement had
provided many people with a
notable liturgical formation and
a deep, personal familiarity with
[it] …
So it was not curmudgeonly
reaction, nostalgia for the past, or
undue attachment to familiar forms,
that prompted people to hold to the
old liturgy. It was, rather, the success
of the preconciliar liturgical movement
in deepening peoples’ understanding
of the established liturgy, and their
attachment to it. In short, their fidelity

Pope
Benedict is
drawing from
the Church’s
cultural
reserves the
“instruments”
called for
by the new
mission to the
West.

Although these (partly renewed)
books “were willingly accepted by
bishops, priests and faithful”,
… in some regions, no small
numbers of faithful adhered and
continue to adhere with great
love and affection to the earlier
liturgical forms [which had] so
deeply marked their culture and
their spirit.
To find out how that could have
happened, one needs for a moment
to break off from SP and turn to its
accompanying Explanatory Letter to
Bishops. Here we find another quietly
spoken but astonishing remark.
Attachment to the older form of the
Roman rite was deepest, the pope
observes, precisely

to the old mass was a sign of virtue,
not of vice. Which raises a question:
what kind of Pope and episcopacy
could have made war on these most
Catholic values?
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This is not something that a reigning
Pope can answer for several pontificates
to come. But the current pope has
posed the problem – and having posed
it, has gone on to legislate:
•

─There is one Roman rite, but two
usages;

•

Mass can always be celebrated
according to the missal promulgated
by Blessed John XXIII in 962
“and never abrogated”;

•

Accordingly, previous concessions
relating to the use of the 962
missal – Quattor abhinc annos
and Ecclesia Dei – are abolished
and replaced.

•

Every priest can use the 962
missal for private masses without
seeking permission;

•

Religious communities can adopt
the missal of 962 for their
conventual masses;

•

The faithful may attend private
masses celebrated according to
the 962 missal;

•

Pastors should willingly offer mass
according to the 962 missal in
parishes where there is a “stable
group of faithful” who adhere to
it;

•

All the sacraments may be
administered according to the
traditional ritual;

•

The traditional breviary may be
used by clerics;

•

Personal parishes following the
ancient form of the Roman rite
may be erected.

Another order
The Pope then formally decreed
this “new order” in language that has
not had much of an airing in recent
times:
We order that everything We have
established with these Apostolic

6

letters issued Motu Proprio be
considered as “established and
decreed”, and to be observed
from 4 September this year,
Feast of the Exaltation of the
cross, whatever there may be to
the contrary.

done by the Church’s leaders to
maintain or regain reconciliation
and unity … omissions on the
part of the Church have had
their share of blame for the fact
that these divisions were able
to harden. This glance at the
past imposes an obligation on
us today: to make every effort
to enable those who truly desire
unity to remain in that unity
or to attain it anew. … Let us
generously open our hearts and
make room for everything that
the faith itself allows.
This will surely go down as one of
the most deeply moving and powerful
pleas for a generous spirit and peace
among churchmen and people ever
uttered by a Pope.

Pope Benedict has given his motu
proprio such a solemn, and canonically
formal, legislative character that his
successors for generations to come
will feel themselves bound by it. With
future Popes Summorum Pontificum
will prevail as Quo Primum prevailed
from Pius V to John XXIII.

Secondly, and in tough-minded
counterpoint to this, Pope Benedict
gives a devastating reply to critics of
his long-signalled measures without
a harsh or unjust word slipping
from his pen. One objection that he
identified was that use of the 962
missal “would lead to disarray or even
divisions within parish communities.”
The answer is worthy of study as a
model of its kind.

Two further points.

This fear also strikes me as quite
unfounded. The use of the old
Missal presupposes a certain
degree of liturgical formation
and some knowledge of the
Latin language; neither of these
is to be found very often.

First, in regard to the rationale for
SP, the Pope cited in his Explanatory
Letter, among other things, the need
for him, and all the bishops, to do
all in their power to bring peace and
harmony to the Church.
What was on his mind here was the
“split” between Rome and the so-called
Lefebvre movement – and the fear
that it might have already reached the
point of no return.
Looking back over the past
… one continually has the
impression that, at critical
moments when divisions were
coming about, not enough was

Like so many of Joseph Ratzinger’s
disarmingly clear and simple-seeming
statements, this has meaning in depth
– and meaning that cuts like a scalpel.
It would be too crude, and too
bloody, to spell out the pontiff’s
thought. It is best left to the reader
to dwell upon. Suffice it to say that
every bishop with a conscience will be
searching it.
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A Letter from America
By Kirk Kramer*
For Catholics in America who
love the old Mass, 7 July 2007 was a
day of rejoicing, a day of fulfillment
for hopes and prayers of many years’
standing, a day of thankfulness to
God and to the Holy Father Pope
Benedict XVI.
On a human level it was a day of
vindication, a feeling that by the motu
proprio, Summorum Pontificum,
Church authority recognises as
reasonable the conscientious objection
many Catholics have shown to the
liturgical mayhem − the “arbitrary
deformations,” in the Pope’s phrase −
of recent decades.
For others, 7 July and the days that
followed, were days of “spin.”
One of the American hierarchy’s
most zealous feminists, Bishop Donald
Trautman of Erie, Pennsylvania,
chairman of the episcopal conference’s
liturgy committee, issued a statement
on the Pope’s action notable for its flat
contradiction of the spirit of “interior
reconciliation and unity” called for by
the Holy Father in the letter to bishops
that accompanied the motu proprio.
The motu proprio “. . . is prompted
by the pope’s desire to reach out to
those in schism because of their nonacceptance of the liturgical reforms of
the council,” wrote Bishop Trautman.
“Pope Benedict, sensitive to those
still clinging to the Tridentine Latin
Mass, now grants a more generous
application of that former liturgy . . . I
do not foresee a pressing pastoral need
on the part of our people [for more
Tridentine Masses]. I will be issuing
diocesan norms to help apply and
order the specifics of the pope’s letter.
Priests who might want to celebrate

the Tridentine Mass will be given a
rubrical and Latin exam.”
It remains to be seen whether
diocesan norms and rubrical exams
will be allowed to subvert the Pope’s
plain intention of liberating the old
missal from the chicanery of bishops
like Erie’s who have discouraged or
forbidden its use for half a lifetime.
The heads of other dioceses have
been more magnanimous. The bishop
of Burlington (Vermont), Salvatore
Matano, celebrated a public Mass in
the old rite in his cathedral on 15
August, Feast of the Assumption, with
choir and servers mustered and trained
to order.
In St Louis, Missouri, Archbishop
Raymond Burke issued a pastoral letter
committing himself to make every
effort to assist his priests (including
training them) to meet calls on them to
celebrate the old rite. On the education
front, Burke is planning long-term.
His diocesan seminary will provide St
Louis’ future priests with the liturgical
and Latin language training they
need to celebrate the traditional Mass.
Bishop Robert Finn of Kansas
City is another who has taken a
public stance in favour of the motu
proprio. When he announced his
intention to celebrate the old Mass
on 15 September, the day after the
motu proprio comes into force, Finn
connected Summorum Pontificum to
a second Roman document published
a few days later.
“The Congregation for the Doctrine
of the Faith issued a brief theological
document that clarifies the definitions
of what Catholics mean by the term

‘the Church.’ These questions have
sometimes been at the centre of the
doctrinal dispute with some ‘traditional
Catholics.’ The concise clarifications of
the Congregation show the continuity
of the doctrine on ‘the Church’ – both
before and after the Second Vatican
Council – and provide a sort of miniCatechism.”
Meanwhile, in Denver, presided
over by Archbishop Charles Chaput,
the director of his Office of Liturgy,
a permanent deacon, Chuck Parker,
gave an interview to the diocesan
newspaper in which he issued an
assurance that was lacking on the First
Sunday of Advent in 1964 when the
overhaul of the liturgy began in the
United States.
“People should not be fearful that
tomorrow they are going to come back
into church and everything’s going to
be different,” he said. The irony of Mr
Parker’s statement is not lost on those
with long memories, or a knowledge,
of recent history.
Father Joseph Fessio, S.J., is a
former student and long-time friend
of Joseph Ratzinger’s, the founder of
Ignatius Press and a leading light in
the “reform of the reform” movement,
which holds that the solution to
the Church’s liturgical troubles is to
improve the missal of Paul VI rather
than to abandon it. Since Cardinal
Ratzinger has showed great interest
in this “reform of the reform,” and
encouraged the efforts of organisations
like Adoremus that promote it, Fr
Fessio’s view of this newest liturgical
initiative of the Holy Father is
noteworthy.
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He expressed it in an interview
with Hugh Hewitt, an American radio
host, a few days after the motu proprio
was issued. Asked by Hewitt what was
the significance of the pope’s letter, Fr
Fessio replied:
“Well, I think it’s hugely significant.
In fact, I’d been saying recently that in
1968 when Paul VI issued Humanae
Vitae, reaffirming that you could not
artificially contracept, that the unitive
and the procreative dimensions of
marriage are meant to be indissolubly
united, that I thought that was the
major document of the second half of
the twentieth century. I think that this
document [the motu proprio] could
become the major document of the
first half of the twenty-first century,
that’s how important I think it is.
“ … The Pope wanted to make the
two forms of the Mass, the extraordinary
and the ordinary form, mutually
enriching. Here’s what I think that
means. The Mass, after the Council,
should have been a slight variation
of the Mass before the Council, but
it wasn’t. It was a huge variation. I
think the Pope wants something in
between.”
Helen Hitchcock, Fr Fessio’s
colleague at Adoremus and editor
of its journal, said many practical
questions about the old Mass have
been directed to the organisation since
the publication of the motu proprio:
requests for resources such as Mass
booklets for the laity and help in
training choirs in Gregorian chant,
even questions from priests ordained
before Vatican II about how to celebrate
the old rite.
Adoremus has long been an
admirer of the motu proprio’s author.
“From its beginning Adoremus has
taken inspiration from then-Cardinal
Ratzinger’s writings on the liturgy,” said
Mrs Hitchcock. “What the Pope has in
mind is to get everything back on track
to restore the unity of worship so we



don’t have Barney Masses. He is not
neglecting the Second Vatican Council
and what it asked for. He has been
trying to get its implementation back
on track.”

In the wake of the Council [Fr
Anderson continued], there was
a very widespread opinion, a
popular consensus, according
to which a whole new era had
come, a comprehensive renewal
of the Church and subsequently,
it was hoped, of the world. There
can be no doubt that the vast
majority of the Council Fathers
clearly entered into this hope. It
would be unrealistic to deny,
however, that this hope was
largely disappointed as – to the
contrary – a veritable exodus
of the faithful occurred, leaving
numerous empty pews if not
empty churches, while large
numbers of priests abandoned
their sacred ministry … The
Pope has now taken a major
step in mending the crisis and
has helped us understand its
origin and its solution. Dare we
even hope that the time of true
renewal will at last come to us?

Pope Benedict’s letter was the
subject of a sermon preached on the
Feast of St Benedict, 11 July, at Clear
Creek Monastery in Oklahoma, a
Benedictine house of contemplative
monks founded in 1999 from the
French Abbey of Fontgombault, itself a
daughterhouse of the celebrated Abbey
of Solesmes.

The enemies of
the Church have
already begun to
denounce the motu
proprio and all
it represents as a
“cause of division”.
Dom Philip Anderson, prior of
Clear Creek, in his sermon on 11 July,
drew a parallel between the saint of the
day and the pope who has taken his
name. “The two Benedicts share a deep
love for the Church’s liturgical rites, for
those prayers and ceremonies, which
St Benedict refers to simply as the
“Opus Dei,” the work of God.
“ … Some have said that the
hallmark of the papacy of Benedict
XVI will prove to be his teaching
concerning the correct interpretation
of the history of the Church, especially
as it has unfolded and continues
to unfold since the Second Vatican
Council. Only the culturally nearsighted could fail to see how difficult
this question is, directly linked as it is
to that most grievous error which Pope
St Pius X referred to as Modernism.

Father
Anderson’s
sermon
concluded with some wise words for
all Catholics who love the Church:
“The time has come for all true
Catholic hearts to rally around the Vicar
of Christ, as the enemies of the Church
have already begun to denounce the
motu proprio and all it represents as
a ‘cause of division’ and a betrayal of
the Second Vatican Council. There
need be no excessive alarm, however,
as a great blow has now been struck
to defeat the cause of Modernism,
not only without, but also within the
ranks of the Catholic faithful where
it has sadly penetrated. The season
is one of great hope, especially as a
new generation has learned to detach
itself from the ageing ranks of those
dissident theologians and religious
whose time is now spent, and to come
forward to promote the truth and
beauty of orthodox Catholic faith.”
* The author, a sometime gandy dancer for the Frisco
Railroad, is a parishioner at Sacred Heart Church in
Miami, Oklahoma.

September 2007 − Motu Proprio Special Issue

Oriens
Letters

Law of prayer, law of faith
SIR:
“If
only
Comrade
Stalin knew.” Through the 1980s and
1990s, conservative Catholic friends
often assured doubting traditionalists
that all would be well and all manner
of things would be well, and that
the Pope knew what he was doing.
I was reminded of the poor Russian
suffering under the murderous Soviet
bureaucracy whose consolation lay
in the thought that if only Comrade
Stalin knew, this would never be
permitted.
But something is going on in the
Church and I think that your warning
against illusion (“The little needful”,
Oriens, May 2007) runs some risk
of missing it. I was travelling in the
United States while John Paul II lay
dying and I saw professional white
women cry in airports and I snuck
past film crews outside churches in
South Boston so I wouldn’t be asked
to do a vox pop and all I prayed
for was an end to his suffering and
for the Church to be “safe for just
a few more years”. We would never
have thought to hope then that the
next Pope would reorient ecumenism
toward the Orthodox, would preach
against indifferentism in Assisi, would
retranslate the pro multis, or would
liberate the Traditional Mass for all.
The human basis for pessimism
is real. The pessimist who is proved
wrong loses none of his gloomy
prestige as un homme sérieux: while,
when a man’s optimism is falsified,
his masculinity seems threatened
along with it. And while the Pope’s
“hermeneutic of continuity” does offer
the only plausible basis for the Church
to end the post-conciliar revolution
while retaining a traditionally
Catholic ecclesiology, it does not offer
present consolation for the people of
the liturgical Vendée.

Yet I think if we really believe
that the law of prayer is the law of
faith, we must be confident that this
radical liturgical change in the life of
the church will radically change the
faith of the people. And if history
since 1959 tells us anything it is
just how fast that can happen. The
chances that our priests, and people,
will “Just do it” in your editorial’s
words, will over time become
enormously greater because of the
Motu Proprio. We must acknowledge
the size of the opportunity if we are to
make the most of it.
MICHAEL COONEY
Northcote, Victoria

Church division? Hello?
SIR: If one were to believe the bishops
who are opposing the Pope, there
will follow a great division in the
Church when he broadens the indult
to use the 1962 liturgical forms of
the Roman sacraments, including the
so-called “Tridentine” Latin Mass. But
where is the proof that a rite in use
some 1,500 years will suddenly divide
the Church?
There have always been various
liturgical usages in the Latin Church.
No one has ever complained, for
instance, that the Dominican rite or
the Mozarabic rite in Spain divided
the Church.
Even in Rome there were in use,
side by side, for centuries, two forms
of the Roman Liturgy: the rite of the
basilicas and that of the papal court.
If the one Roman rite of 1962 is
divisive, then it is marvellous indeed
that a house divided against itself so
long should still be standing. Besides,

it’s not as if the Pope were suddenly
imposing one rite on anyone already
praying another.
Furthermore, if the loyalty of traditional Catholics to the Pope were
really the issue, why did not those
who have awaited the Motu Proprio
follow Archbishop Lefebvre in 1988?
But surely the Curia and the bishops
know that a vast number of Catholics
commonly labelled traditional do not
avail themselves of the spiritual succour of the Society of St Pius X. So
why the insistent identifying of the
two? As it is, the churchmen making
all the fuss over the Motu Proprio are
simply proving the Society of St Pius
X right: they can’t be trusted to find
a place in the Church for tradition
– whether practised by those following Archbishop Lefebvre, or those
who remain close(r) to the Pope.
Those who have the unity of the
Church at heart
need to sober to the
___________
idea that, if free use of the old rite is
denied any longer, that will lead to the
biggest schism since 1054. And yes,
the Orthodox are watching, watching for Rome to find in the Catholic
household a place for its own traditionalists; which is to say, for those
with whom the Orthodox have most
in common liturgically, theologically
and in religious life.
The bishops opposing the Pope
can’t have it both ways. Either there
are so many people who want the old
Mass that it would be better to give it
to them before they break away; or, if
they are so few, then what harm could
possibly come from giving it to the
very people whose aspirations, the
Holy Fathers have already recognised,
are legitimate?
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The fate of unbaptised infants
John Young* evaluates a recent, much-publicised theological report which seems
indifferent to standard Catholic teaching on the subject of limbo.
A study released by the
Church’s International Theological
Commission in April 2007 did not
aim, as Catholics might suppose,
at a balanced consideration of the
question: What happens to infants
who die unbaptised?
Not a bit of it. The ITC study had
another objective: to give the best case
for their salvation. This is indicated in
the title of the document: The Hope of
Salvation for Infants Who Die Without
Being Baptised. That orientation is
reflected throughout the document. As
a consequence the case in favour of the
children going to heaven is overstated,
while the case against is understated
– to put it mildly.

Church Fathers’ thinking
Stress is placed on the truth that
God wills the salvation of all. Recent
theological thought is invoked, as is
the sensus fidelium. Salvation through
the faith of others is considered. Other
substitutes for baptism are suggested,
including a votum on the part of the
infant. The case of the Holy Innocents
is said to favour the proposition that
all unbaptised infants are saved;
however it is not noted, against this,
that there was no baptism then, but
circumcision foreshadowed baptism,
and the Holy Innocents would have
been circumcised.
The document sketches the
thinking of the Church Fathers of the
early centuries, the thought of later
theologians and pronouncements of
the magisterium. Let us look at the
main points in the statement.
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There is an historical survey,
particularly of the thinking of the
Church Fathers in the fourth and fifth
centuries. A point emphasised here is
that the Fathers were not in agreement
as to what happens to unbaptised
children, but what is not emphasised
is that not a single Father can be
cited who thought these infants go
to heaven. This is a strong argument
for their non-salvation because it
strongly suggests this is the teaching
of Tradition. But the ITC document
doesn’t mention that.

Later theologians
Coming to later theologians, not one
before the twentieth century is cited
by the commission as claiming these
children are saved. Again, no stress
is placed on the absence of advocates
for their salvation, whereas it should
be seen as extremely strong evidence
against the thesis the commission is
promoting.
Just think of it. Not a single Father,
not a single Doctor of the Church and
not a single Catholic theologian until
recent times has thought heaven is
the destiny of unbaptised children.
In the sixteenth century the great
theologian Cardinal Cajetan, following
St Bernard, gave his opinion that
some such children may be saved,
not that all are. And Pope St Pius V
ordered that this opinion be deleted
from Cajetan’s writings (which doesn’t
necessarily mean it is wrong, for it
could be objected to as being rash).

The ITC study is very weak in its
treatment of Church pronouncements
related to this question. The Church’s
magisterium is the only authentic
interpreter of Divine Revelation, as
Vatican II reminds us (Dei Verbum, n.
10), so we should look closely at the
magisterium’s statements relating to
the matter.
In 1201 Pope Innocent III stated,
in a letter to the Bishop of Arles, that
“ The penalty for original sin is the
deprivation of the sight of God, but the
penalty for actual sin is the torment of
hell” (DS 780). The ITC document,
n. 36, makes the vague comment that
this affirmation “pertains to the faith”.
But the commission thinks the Pope’s
affirmation does not necessarily imply
unbaptised children are lost. Yet that
is the obvious conclusion, especially
when the Pope’s affirmation is seen in
the light of the constant teaching of
Fathers and theologians. Later, in n.
83, the commission declares: “There
is no question of denying Innocent’s
teaching that those who die in original
sin are deprived of the beatific vision.
What we may ask and are asking
is whether infants who die without
baptism necessarily die in original sin,
without a divine remedy.” [Is Innocent
then talking about a class with no
members?]
A crucial definition was given by the
Second Council of Lyons in 1274, and
repeated by the Council of Florence
in 1439. “But the souls of those who
die in actual mortal sin or just in
original sin go down immediately to
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hell, to be punished however by very
different punishments” (DS 858). The
word hell here has a wide meaning,
signifying the abode of the dead apart
from heaven.
The commission shows bias in its
exegesis of the passage. It places the
emphasis on the word immediately,
pointing out that the passage teaches
that souls reach their eternal destiny
at once after death. The commission
does not face up to the fact that the
passage also teaches that those who die
in original sin go to hell (in the wide
sense).
This is a vitally important
pronouncement, a profession of faith by
an Ecumenical Council. It is infallible.
The commission does not question its
truth, but its interpretation is extremely
weak. It sees the profession of faith as
merely stating the Church’s common
teaching, but without endorsing it
infallibly. That would be a very odd
Profession of Faith – a Clayton’s
Profession of Faith: the Profession of
Faith you have when you’re not having
a Profession of Faith!

ITC arguments
The ITC document doesn’t mention
the statement of the Council of Florence
that baptism must not be put off for as
long as forty days, giving the reason,
“The danger of death, which can often
happen, for there is no other remedy
available to these infants except the
sacrament of baptism” (DS 1349). Nor
does the ITC mention the teaching of
the Catechism of the Council of Trent
that “…infant children have no other
means of salvation except baptism…”
(McHugh and Callan translation, p.
178).
The document appeals to Scripture
texts such as “God wills all men to
be saved…” But it has always been
recognised that these texts are to be
taken conditionally; otherwise no
one could go to hell. Nor does the

commission give due weight to the
truth that heaven is a gift to which
no one is entitled and which God
need not have offered to anyone. His
goodness in no way requires that He
offer this gift.
Appeal is made to the fact that there
is now a funeral Mass for unbaptised
children who die, and to the statement
of the Catechism of the Catholic
Church that we can hope there is a
way of salvation for these children.

Heaven is a gift
to which no
one is entitled
and which
God need not
have offered to
anyone.
But the funeral Mass does not imply
they are saved. As for the Catechism,
the statement can be taken to mean
either that we can hope all unbaptised
children are saved, or we can hope some
are. Now, to take it is the first sense is to
go against the overwhelming authority
to the contrary; and for this reason
it is bad theology, since magisterial
statements should be understood in
conformity with earlier statements.
To say we can hope some are saved is
legitimate, since God may intervene in
special cases – but we have no good
reason to suppose He does.
The document appeals to recent
theological thought and to an alleged
sensus fidelium on the part of the
faithful. Well, recent theological
thought is hardly something we can

have much confidence in. As for the
sensus fidelium, that argument has
been offered – in recent theological
thought – for opposing the Church’s
teaching on contraception. Many of
the faithful are very confused today,
and one must be extremely cautious
about attributing opinions to the
sensus fidelium.
The study suggests that children
may be saved through the faith of
others, but can offer no firm grounds
for this. It suggests substitutes for
baptism, such as the suffering the
child may experience when dying.
Again, this is guesswork, and wouldn’t
account for children who die without
suffering.
It is speculated that “infants may
be capable of exercising some kind of
rudimentary votum by analogy with
that of unbaptised adults” (n. 127). I
find this suggestion bizarre, and a sign
of the strong wish of the commission’s
members to find some way of salvation,
no matter how farfetched.
And after all their study, what
conclusion do they reach? That we
don’t know one way or the other
whether unbaptised children go to
limbo. “What we do know of God,
Christ and the church gives us grounds
to hope for their salvation” (N. 79).
There are “strong grounds for hope
that God will save infants” when we
have been unable to baptise them (n.
103).
Instead of that conclusion, the ITC
should have concluded, on a balanced
reading of the sources, that unbaptised
children, at least in general, are not
saved. Instead of holding out hope
for these children reaching heaven,
we should speak of the wonderful
happiness of limbo.
* John Young, who lives in Melbourne, has lectured
in philosophy at four seminaries. His numerous
publications on philosophical and theological topics
include the books The Natural Economy, Catholic
Thinking, and Reasoning Things Out.
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A mediaeval marriage
manual for moderns
Kenton Craven* writes to a young woman about two great women: one, another young
woman, and the other, the novelist who created her.
“Facts may be true, but they are not truths – just as wooden crates or fence posts or doors or furniture are not ‘wood’ in
the same way that a forest is . . . .The true novel, if you understand what I mean by the term, must also make use of facts,
but above all it must be concerned with the truth that lies behind them . . . .These facts will be of secondary importance
to the author . . . .they are not original; they originate from something else.”
–─Sigrid Undset (1882-1949), speech, 1940s
Dear Granddaughter,
I have put off writing this letter
long enough, and now circumstance
dictates that it must be hurried and
inadequate. I hope you will forgive me
for telescoping my thoughts about your
current circumstances, and my strange
way of answering your questions. To
wit, I recommend that you read a
very long story about a woman who
lived in fourteenth-century Norway
named Kristin Lavransdatter, which is
also the name of this novel by Sigrid
Undset, who won the Nobel Prize
for Literature (1928) in a happier
time when Christian authors were still
marginally acceptable. In our time,
I am quite sure her work could not
get a hearing, for in no way is Kristin
Lavransdatter “politically correct.” If it
were nominated, militant homosexuals
and people who fondly imagine
themselves to be pagans would surely
riot in the streets of Geneva.
Answering questions about
marriage with a thousand-page novel?
I know no better way. And I confess
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I am relieved to write about Undset’s
novel to a young, literate Christian
lady who has been home-schooled by
strong, pious Christian parents. Yes,
now that you are in the state university,
you pretty well know the culture we
are surrounded by, and I also confess
I become progressively disheartened
from teaching students who have
learned only one lesson from their
indoctrination in the public schools:
that nothing is true or valuable unless
they will it so. Relativism. It’s like
Tolkien’s Mordor, where everything
becomes grey, dark, distorted, and
dead, and where what C.S. Lewis
called the “poison of subjectivism”
has seeped into all the roots, turning
bright young souls into slaves or fools.
It is enormously, mind-numbingly sad,
but as Tolkien and Undset both knew,
we live in a dark time that demands
the best in us.

Smoke has cleared
I lived through much of the
twentieth century and dutifully read
its literary canons: Faulkner, Joyce,
Proust, Woolf, Lawrence, Kafka, Mann,

Borges, and their cousins and imitators.
For me, the smoke has cleared after a
century of rebellion and narrative
experimentation, and I find two great
works standing above the rubble of
innovation and deconstruction: J.R.R.
Tolkien’s Lord of the Rings and Sigrid
Undset’s Kristin Lavransdatter, the
Chartres and Notre Dame of modern
narrative fiction. In some measure
my preferences may be chalked up
to taste, but I would like to suggest
that what I will call “traditional storytelling” – straightforward narrative
as practised by Tolkien and Undset,
in which “technique” is masterfully
subordinated to the nearly invisible
unfolding of a vision by an omniscient
author – is best capable of rendering
a catholic (universal) vision of reality.
I mean a rendering that satisfies
the deepest hunger of the heart for
divine mysteries, not the superficial
hungers for easy resolutions catered
to by the formula writers who fill the
bookstores.
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Life fully imagined
I will try to speak of Kristin
Lavransdatter without revealing too
much of the plot, for I know few
stories which it is more important for
the reader to experience whole the first
time. What is it about? Everything:
growing up, families, nature, sin,
sex, death, society, religion, power,
politics, violence, war, love, and God.
There is absolutely no narrowness
or specialisation in this book. It
gives us a world whole from heaven
down to the pebbles of scree that
litter the Norwegian landscape, with
profoundly imagined characters that
live and change on every page. A great
fan of English literature, especially
Shakespeare, Undset knew that
what every audience really wants is
life, life fully imagined, life in all its
dimensions, and that no amount of
mere technique or experimentation
will ever give us that. That’s why I
have my students in World Literature
read it: because Sigrid Undset achieves
something no other novelist can even
touch – Tolstoy perhaps excepted
– a steady, deep, and whole vision of
reality rendered alive by a narrative
master who believes in the story more
than in the author.
Ah, Granddad, you must be saying
at this point, stop the kvetching about
your students and can the professorial
lecture! Why should I read such a
long book? The first and best answer
I can give to that is, read fifty or a
hundred pages in the Tiina Nunnally
translation, and you’ll know. Even
then, no matter how caught up in
the story you may be, I think you
will discover that Sigrid Undset does
something truly remarkable: she fuses
what used to be thought of as three
kinds of novels: the character novel,
the dramatic novel, and the chronicle.
The practical effect of that is that
each major character and many minor

On the Plain,
by Erik
Werenskiold
(855-938);
this painting
appeared on
the cover of
an Englishlanguage edition of Kristin
Lavransdatter.

ones, no matter how well grasped and
known by the reader when they first
appear, continue to surprise as we
learn more and more about them and
as we see them interact in stunning
scene after scene. So we have no
armchair narrator breaking the action
to speculate about motives or fill in
historical background; the narrator is
invisible, and the action drives on from
sentence to sentence, scene to scene,
until (and it takes not very long) we
are there, deep in life and immersed in
a world that we somehow know right
down to our toes.

directness and stark violence of the
Icelandic sagas but would render that
directness within the Catholic world
that converted the Scandinavians from
Thor and Woden to Christ and Mary
and the Saints. Thus, she said:
If you peel away the layer of
ideas and conceptions that are
particular to your own time
period, then you can step right
into the Middle Ages and see
life from the mediaeval point
of view – and it will coincide
with your own point of view.
And if you try to reproduce
precisely what you have seen,
the narrative form will follow
automatically. Then you will
write as a contemporary. It is
only possible to write novels
from your own time.

Bald directness
Many other writers from Sir Walter
Scott to Umberto Eco have given us
novels of the Middle Ages, but for
Sigrid Undset “the long ago and the
far away” of romantic fiction were of
no interest. From the time she read
Njal’s Saga, as a young writer working
ten hours a day as a secretary in an
engineering office, Undset knew what
kind of fiction she wanted to write
about: the mediaeval world she first
learned about as a daughter of an
archaeologist who filled his home
with weapons and armour of Viking
times; fiction that would have the bald

That’s an extraordinary statement.
In effect it says, if one peels away all
the modern nonsense, you will see the
world as the mediaevals saw it, with
the moral clarity of the Church and
the artistic wholeness of Christian art.
Life will not necessarily be easier, but
it will be life as you know it ought to
be, a pilgrimage through laughter and
feasting and fasting and sorrow to our
true destiny.
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The Maker makes a comeback
As the case for evolution frays, Hugh Owen* revisits the patristic teaching on creation,
and its implications for Catholic belief.
The most highly esteemed Fathers
of the early Church, both in the East
and in the West, recognised that
the first two chapters of Genesis
gave a divinely revealed account
of the creation, by God alone, of
the prototypes of all living things.
All of the Fathers agreed that the
creation of these original kinds took
place during a specific period, the
“creation week.”
According to almost all of the early
Fathers, this creation period consisted
of six natural days, after which God
rested from the creation of new kinds
of beings. In the early fifth century,
St Augustine – following a line of
interpretation pursued by Origen –
speculated that the creation of the
prototypes of all living things took
place instantaneously but was revealed
to the holy angels in stages, symbolised
by the six days. Thus, the only creation
periods with any patristic support
are creation in six natural days and
instantaneous creation.
According to the unanimous
teaching of the Fathers, the creation of
new kinds of creatures came to an end
with the creation period. In the first
century, Pope St Clement I wrote of
this to the Church in Corinth:
“By his command he brought
to life the beasts that roam the
earth. He created the sea and
all its living creatures, and then
by his power set bounds to
it. Finally, with his own holy
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and undefiled hands, he formed
man, the highest and most
intelligent of his creatures, the
copy of his own image ... Then,
when he had finished making all
his creatures, God gave them his
approval and blessing: Increase
and multiply, he charged them”
(Pope St Clement I, Letter to the
Corinthians (Nn. 31-33: Funk
1, 99-103).

Fathers unanimous
In the same vein, Pelagius I, in the
sixth century, taught that Adam and
Eve “were not born of other parents,
but were created, the one from the
earth, the other, however, from the rib
of the man” (DS, 228a). Thus, he made
a clear distinction between creation
– which is by God alone without
generation – and generation, which
involves the active participation of
parents in the production of offspring
of the same nature as their own. This
doctrine completely excludes theistic
evolution, which depends upon
changes during generation to account
for the appearance of new kinds of
creatures.
For well over 1,500 years, no serious
challenge was offered to this patristic
consensus. In the nineteenth century,
however, for reasons that cannot be
explained in so short an article, a
number of natural scientists claimed
to discover “irrefutable evidence”
that contradicted the literal sense of
Genesis on several points. The most

important of these evidences included
variations within populations of plants
and animals and the discovery of
layers of fossils in sedimentary rock
formations in various places. The
discovery of fossils in layers all over the
earth inspired various interpretations.
Charles Lyell and others speculated
that the fossils had been laid down
over millions of years and that they
contained a record of the evolution
of many different kinds of living
things from common ancestors. This
interpretation provided the framework
for another creative interpretation of a
different body of evidence.

Iago’s evidence
For amateur naturalist Charles
Darwin, the “fact” that various species
of plants and animals changed over
time seemed to support Lyell’s theory
of organic evolution. According to
Darwin, given Lyell’s long ages of
geologic time, the small changes that he
had observed on the Galapagos Islands
might accumulate, resulting in the
transformation of species. He theorised
that natural selection – the survival of
the fittest, or better adapted, members
of each species – could even account
for the transformation of reptiles into
birds, land mammals into whales, and
apes into men.
What followed vividly recalls Iago’s
devilish discovery of “irrefutable
evidence” of Desdemona’s infidelity
– only in this case the victim was the
spotless Lamb “who cannot deceive
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or be deceived.” From the end of
the nineteenth century, an increasing
number of Catholic intellectuals
came to believe the facts of biology
and geology had “proven” the theory
that all living things evolved from a
primordial blob by small changes. In
reality, the proof of macroevolution
– or particles-to-people evolution
– was never provided. Instead, like
Iago (but, in some cases, without
a deliberate desire to deceive), the
theory’s promoters presented pieces of
evidence that could be interpreted as
favouring their theory, while promising
to deliver the definitive “proof” – fossil
evidence of transitional forms between
diverse kinds of living things – in the
near future.
Numerous Catholic intellectuals
of good will accepted as proven the
assumption that the fossil-bearing
rocks of the earth had been laid down
vertically in chronological order over

millions of years. Interpreted in this
way, the apparent arrangement of the
fossils from simpler to more complex
from the deepest to the surface
fossil layers seemed to confirm the
occurrence of macroevolution. A few
lone voices, like those of Sir J. Ambrose
Fleming, Paul Lemoine, and W. Bell
Dawson, protested the complete lack
of evidence for these assumptions.
However, the intellectual leadership
of the Church came under increasing
pressure to agree with the American
Association for the Advancement of
Science resolution of 1922 that “the
evidences in favour of the evolution
of man are sufficient to convince every
scientist of note in the world.”
If the evidences in favour of particles-to-people evolution were so
strong, some argued, was not the
Church justified in revising her traditional interpretation of Genesis? The
literal sense of Genesis as understood

by the Fathers of the Church taught
that God created the different kinds
of living things ex nihilo less than
10,000 years before Christ.1 If the
facts of science flatly contradicted the
literal sense, the literal sense would
have to be abandoned in favour of a
figurative sense. But if this were so,
then would she not also have to revise
her literal interpretation of other passages of Sacred Scripture – such as
the miracles of Moses, the parting of
the Red Sea, and even, perhaps, the
miracles of Christ Himself?
As, on the pretext of a false “proof,”
noble Othello lost faith in his bride,
so many Catholic professors, priests,
and even bishops lost their faith in
the literal sense of Scripture wherever
it seemed to contradict the tenets
of “evolutionary science.” The likely
consequences of this catastrophe were
not lost on Pope Leo XIII. He feared in
a special way for the young, warning
that:
continued page 16
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There are other reasons that, as
modern readers, we can appreciate
the fourteenth-century Norway Kristin
grows up in: it is a world in which
Christianity struggles to overcome the
lingering, ever-present habits and lures
of paganism, much as Christians in our
time must counter so-called “New Age”
religions and religious indifferentism,
as well as the perennial matter of
sin. And that, dear granddaughter,
brings me to the very reason Kristin
Lavransdatter embodies, with soulwrenching power, deep lessons
about marriage. Kristin allows herself
to fall into a violently passionate
“relationship,” as the moderns say,
with a man named Erlend, a sometime
brigand, outlaw, and excommunicant,
who draws her into breaking the
laws of kinship, family, Church,
God, and country. With a razor-like

mind, Undset remorselessly unfolds
the consequences that deeply rooted
sins wreak on the souls of all who
are touched by them, as well as the
heroic spiritual struggles that men and
women live in their pilgrimages.
For young Catholics preparing for
marriage, I’d suggest a long retreat
with this novel as the sole text, and
a tough-minded priest uninfected by
post-Vatican II psychological kitsch as
the retreat master. There are several
such priests in the novel – Father
Gunnulf, Brother Edvin, and Sira Eirik
– each of whom loves Kristin and
stays with her throughout her personal
Calvary. Like all the other characters,
these priests are portrayed as men who
understand sin as sinners who struggle
with it daily. There is no “get saved”
silliness in this deeply Catholic vision

of life, no cardboard saints suddenly
sucked into paradise, no nineteenthcentury pietism in the limning of the
characters. Neither is there any of the
cynicism of literary naturalism or the
kind of portrayal of the Church one
expects from “Catholic” writers with
an itch to scandalise.
Read, Granddaughter, drink deep,
and know of pilgrimage, sacrifice,
humility, and the love that passes
understanding in a society that
understands them as the signposts
facing in the right direction.
Love,
Granddad
* Dr Kenton Craven is a wandering teacher-scholar
without portfolio currently teaching Honours
and English and World Literatures at Tennessee
Technological University in Cookeville. He has taught
widely throughout the US, and in the Kingdom of
Kuwait and the Sultanate of Oman.

September 2007 − Motu Proprio Special Issue

15

Oriens
Creation

continued from page 15 – The Maker

If they lose their reverence for
the Holy Scripture on one or
more points, [they] are easily
led to give up believing in it
altogether.2
Providentially, to this day no official
magisterial pronouncement has ever
endorsed particles-to-people evolution
and its attendant ideas. Indeed, the
official 1993 Catechism of the Catholic
Church does not even mention the
word “evolution.” But unofficial
statements in favour of the theory have
proliferated. Today, it almost seems as
if “particles-to-people evolution” has
become the conventional wisdom of
the Roman Catholic Church. But the
tide is about to turn.

Evolution unravels
In spite of confident references to
“evidences in favour of evolution,” the
greatest non-event of the twentieth
century was the evolutionists’ failure
to provide the promised “proof” for
particles-to-people evolution. In the first
place, a growing number of Christian
theologians and philosophers have
realised that creation, as understood
by the Fathers, is a completed divine
action, and hence not susceptible to
empirical study. Indeed, although the
media has made much of his nonauthoritative statements in favour of
theistic evolution, towards the end
of his pontificate Pope John Paul II
became increasingly outspoken on the
urgent need to rediscover the authentic
meaning of the metaphysical language
employed by the Fathers and Doctors
of the Church.
In his encyclical letter Fides et Ratio,
Pope John Paul II noted that Vatican
Council I “pronounced solemnly on
the relationship between reason and
faith. The teaching contained in this
document strongly and positively
marked the philosophical research of
many believers and remains today a
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standard reference-point for correct
and coherent Christian thinking in this
regard.”3 According to this “standard
reference point,” there is a knowledge
that surpasses human reason, derived
from divine revelation. Philosophical
knowledge depends upon sense
perception and experience and
advances by the light of the intellect
alone. Faith, enlightened and guided
by the Holy Spirit, knows truths that
cannot be known through the senses
or through the light of the intellect
alone – and creation is one of these
truths.
An ever-growing number of natural
scientists now admit that there is
no evidence whatsoever in favour
of particles-to-people evolution. No
transitional fossils have been found.
No examples of upward evolution –
through the formation of new organs or
bodily systems – have been observed.
Until recently, the failure to find these
“proofs” has been glossed over with
assurances that they will be found
eventually. In the light of scientific
advances in many disciplines during
the last quarter century, evolution no
longer suffers from a mere absence
of proof. It has been definitively and
fatally contradicted.
Although many recent advances
in genetics, biochemistry, molecular
biology, and geology, among other
fields, have challenged the macroevolutionary theory, a few have
destroyed the very assumptions upon
which it is based. In a brief article like
this it will only be possible to sketch a
few of them.

Age of strata
In geology, the work of
sedimentologists like Guy Berthault
has demonstrated that the sedimentary
layers of the earth are far more likely to
have been formed by flowing water in
sideways sloping strata than by having

been deposited one on top of the other.
Thus, the strata cannot be used to date
rocks or the fossils contained in them.
Moreover, studies of the aftermath of
the 1980 Mount St Helens volcanic
eruption have confirmed Berthault’s
findings and demonstrated that rock
formations thought to have been
formed over millions of years can be
formed in a matter of days.4

Complexity
Meanwhile, in molecular biology,
recent discoveries have revealed the
staggering complexity of even the
simplest cell. According to molecular
biologist Michael Denton:
A functional protein or gene
is complex beyond our own
creative capacities . . . Alongside
the level of ingenuity and
complexity exhibited by the
molecular machinery of life,
even our most advanced artefacts
appear clumsy.5
Information theory now strongly
suggests that this complexity cannot
have arisen from within material things.
It had to have been programmed into
them by an intelligent designer. In the
words of Dr Walt Brown:
Based on modern advances in
the field of information theory,
the only known way to decrease
the entropy [tendency to
disorder] of an isolated system
is by having intelligence in that
system.6
Genetics research has also
demonstrated that the wonderful
complexity of information carried
within the simplest living things
cannot have arisen through beneficial
mutations or through any natural,
undirected process. Thus, all the
so-called examples of upward
(information-adding) evolution have
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turned out to be examples of loss of
genetic information. In the words
of information specialist, Dr Lee
Spetner:

Mount St
Helens,
Washington
State: showing
a stratified
volcanic
formation laid
down in a
matter of days.

All point mutations that have
been studied on the molecular
level turn out to reduce the
genetic information and not to
increase it.7
Contemplating these facts in the
light of Providentissimus Deus, is
there any reason for Roman Catholics
to reject the literal and obvious sense
of the first eleven chapters of Genesis?
The answer is a resounding “No!”
On the contrary, since creation is
a metaphysical reality and there is
no compelling scientific evidence in
favour of macroevolution or long ages
of geologic time, Tradition – in the
authoritative teachings of the Fathers
and Councils – urges us to return to
the literal sense of Genesis. Indeed,
Tradition tells us that we must cling
to the literal sense unless “proof” is
provided that the literal sense is not
true.

The coming restoration
It would be difficult to overestimate
the significance of this return to a
traditional understanding of Genesis.

While recognising that some passages
of Scripture, like the visions of Daniel,
for example, must be interpreted
figuratively, the Apostles and the
Fathers of the Church believed in
the absolute trustworthiness of God’s
Word, in its literal sense, wherever
the authors intended to be taken
literally. By allowing a materialistic
theory to compromise their faith in
the trustworthiness of the literal sense
of God’s Word in Genesis, Catholic
converts to evolutionism could not
help losing faith in the trustworthiness
of the literal sense of other Scriptures,
including even the Gospel. In short,
they could no longer take their Father
at His Word.

As natural science administers the
coup de grâce to particles-to-people
evolution, millions of Christians will
arise from the empty cornhusks of
materialism and return to the Father.
But it is to be hoped that many will not
return unchanged to the Faith of their
Fathers. Like the Gadarene demoniac
after his exorcism, delighting in their
deliverance from the evolutionary
demon, they will repent of their lack
of faith and rejoice in the rediscovery
of their Father’s goodness.

* Hugh Owen is the founder of the Kolbe Center for
the Study of Creation, Mt Jackson, Virginia.

1 The “literal sense” means both “the plain sense of the text” and the sense of the text intended by the sacred author. According to Pope Leo XIII in
Providentissimus Deus, unless there are clear indications that a sacred author had a purely figurative intention in writing a particular text, the words should be
accepted at face value. For this reason, Leo XIII wrote that the “literal and obvious” sense of the text must be accepted unless “reason makes it untenable.”
2 Pope Leo XIII, Providentissimus Deus.
3 John Paul II, Fides et Ratio, 52.
4 Interestingly enough, efforts to test the age of rocks at Mount St Helens (and elsewhere) by various radiometric dating methods have shown that these
methods are based on false assumptions. According to Dr Walt Brown, those who use these methods assume that the molecular “dating clock has always
operated at a known rate, that the initial setting of the clock is known, and the clock has not been disturbed” (Dr Walt Brown, In the Beginning: Compelling
Evidence for Creation and the Flood (Phoenix: Center for Scientific Creation, sixth edition, 1995), p. 23). By interpreting test results according to these false
assumptions, Mount St Helens rocks formed in 1986 were dated by the potassium-argon method at 0.35 + 0.05 million years old (Dr Stephen A. Austin,
“Excess Argon within Mineral Concentrates from the New Dactite Lava Dome at Mount St Helens Volcano,” Creation Ex Nihilo Technical Journal, 10(3):335336, 1986.
5 Dr Michael Denton, quoted in Dr Jonathan Sarfati, Refuting Evolution (Green Forest, Arkansas: Master Books, 1999), p. 124.
6 Dr Walt Brown, In the Beginning, p. 43.
7 Dr Lee Spetner, Not By Chance (Brooklyn, New York State: Judaica Press, pp. 131-143), quoted in Dr Jonathan Sarfati, Refuting Evolution, p. 126. As Dr
Sarfati observes, wingless beetles, sightless fish, and “new forms” of antibiotic-resistant bacteria are all examples of loss or transfer of genetic information.
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Anthropologist of the sacred
On 22 May this year, London’s Daily Telegraph published this obituary of Dame Mary
Douglas, who pioneered studies in the field of natural and religious ritual.

Professor Dame Mary Douglas,
who died on 16 May aged eightysix, elucidated, as perhaps the
leading British anthropologist of
the second half of the twentieth
century, the cult of the pangolin,
the abominations of Leviticus and
the explosive tendencies behind alQa’eda.
In 1949, a neat figure still in her
twenties, with sharp, intelligent eyes,
she found herself living with the Lele
people of the Kasai region of what
was then the Belgian Congo. Through
this fieldwork, the backbone of the
Oxford approach to anthropology, she
discovered that the pangolin (scaly
anteater) was regarded by the Lele as
utterly taboo, inedible and dangerous
– yet sacred.

Ritual animal
A creature of anomalous appearance,
with warm blood but a reptilian shell,
the pangolin does not run off like
game, but rolls itself up. For for all the
danger with which it was regarded,
the Lele incorporated it into a secret
rite that expressed a transcendent
understanding of the tragic facts of
death. “Lele say things which uncannily
recall passages of the Old Testament
interpreted in the Christian tradition,”
Mary Douglas wrote. “Like Abraham’s
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ram in the thicket
and like Christ, the
pangolin is spoken
of as the voluntary
victim.” Initiates of
the cult, as they carry
its corpse round the
village, sing, “Now
will I enter the house
of affliction.”

The Lele of the Kasai
(1963) became a classic
of anthroplogy, but
already her approach
was attracting far wider
interest. One of her
maxims was that “as
a social animal, man
is a ritual animal”, and
she demonstrated that
Western society had its
rituals as much as the
Congo.
Her explanation of
how mankind functions socially was
taken by some readers as deriving
from the structuralism of Claude
Lévi-Strauss. But a quite independent
influence on her thinking was her
mentor at Oxford, E. E. EvansPritchard. “In the 1930s car designers
found that they could eliminate the
steel frame if they treated the whole

car as a single unit,” she explained. “At
about the same time, Evans-Pritchard
found that he could make a political
analysis of a system in which there
were no control organs of government
and the strains of political functioning
were dispersed through the whole
structure of the body politic.”
In her celebrated book Purity and
Danger (1966) Mary Douglas caught
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popular interest by providing an
explanation for the “abominations”
of Leviticus. The creatures declared
by the biblical book of Leviticus
to be unclean, and abominable as
food, such as pigs, had for centuries
puzzled commentators. Some took the
prohibition to be based on hygiene.

Clean and unclean
Mary Douglas argued that, far
from this being the case, the rules
expressed the Hebrew characteristics
of holiness – wholeness, completeness,
separateness. Leviticus characterises
as “clean”, or holy, creatures of land,
sea or air: those that walk on the earth
with cloven hoofs and chew the cud;
fish with fins and scales in the sea;
and two-legged, winged birds in the
firmament of heaven. But pigs, for
example, are anomalous – they have
cloven hoofs but do not chew the cud.
“A rule of avoiding anomalous things,”
Mary Douglas wrote, “affirms and
strengthens the definitions to which
they do not conform.”
She went on to apply the same sort
of distinctions of clean and unclean to
modern Western cultures too, where,
for example, food is looked upon as
clean on your own plate, dirty on your
lapel, and dirty for you when it is on
someone else’s plate.
Mary Douglas’s interests in systems
of taboo and dirt grew into an attempt
to build a typology of cultures based
on people’s need for classification.
She designated two defining forces on
cultures as “Grid” and “Group”. Grid
is the amount of classification that is
imposed on people – what they wear
or eat, where they live. Group is the
force that holds people together.
Societies with strong forces of Grid
and Group are hierarchical. Weak Grid

and weak Group produce free-moving
entrepreneurs. Where Grid is weak
but Group is strong you find sectarians
or enclavists. “Enclavists have formed
a group of like-minded friends who
reject the rankings, formalities and
inequalities of the outside society,” she
wrote. “Their culture is radical and
angry.” Al-Qa’eda and its extremist
predecessors are examples of enclavists
in action.
For the last thirty years of her
life Mary Douglas developed and
refined – in collaboration and
sometimes in sharp debate with
fellow anthropologists – what has
become known as Cultural Theory.

Her kindness extended beyond her
family. When she moved into a flat
near the British Museum last year,
she explained that the woman who
helped to look after her needed a large
room with her own television: “It’s her
home, you see.”
Mary Douglas was born Margaret
Mary Tew on 25 March 1921 at San
Remo in Italy, when her parents were
on the way home on leave from Burma,
where her father was a member of the
Indian Civil Service.
From the age of five Mary was
left in Devon with her maternal
grandparents. Her mother died when

Mary Douglas demonstrated that
Western society had its rituals as
much as the Congo.
Her ideas of how enclavists behave
was taken up by Emmanuel Sivan
and his co-authors in their influential
book Strong Religion (University of
Chicago, 2003).
To the end of her life, Mary
Douglas remained lively and incisive
in conversation. She was pointed in
meeting ill-informed, malicious or
pretentious criticism. Her humour
could be laconic. Yet her personality
was immediately attractive and
companionable. She greatly valued the
drawings by her sister that decorated
the covers of her books, and she was
glad to complete, weeks before her
death, the preparation for publication
in book form of essays by her father
on fly-fishing.

she was twelve, and Mary was sent as
a boarder to the Convent of the Sacred
Heart at Roehampton.
That school a generation earlier
had been a bitter place for Antonia
White, as described in her novel Frost
in May. But the young Mary found
there a sense of belonging, in an
ordered, hierarchical setting.
Thanks to support from her school,
she was able to go up to Oxford in
1939, reading PPE at St Anne’s. War
work with the Colonial Office brought
meetings with people who set her
mind on anthropology as a career,
and in 1946 she returned to Oxford
as a student at the Institute of Social
Anthropology under Evans-Pritchard,
in his first year as professor there.
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“Everything about that post-war
year was fresh and exciting,” Mary
Douglas was to remember. “It is still
famous.”
On Evans-Pritchard’s advice, she
went off to do her fieldwork among
the Lele, submitting her doctorate
in 1953. In 1951, the year of her
marriage, she had joined University
College, London, as a lecturer, and
there she spent twenty happy years,
at first combining her career with
bringing up children.
In 1970 she published another
book that was to make a splash far
beyond the narrow academic world.
This was Natural Symbols (1970),
in a memorable chapter of which,
called “The Bog Irish” (among whom
she counted her ancestors), she
pointed out that the dropping of the
prohibition for Catholics of eating meat
on Fridays took away the cohesion
of the group. Worse, “people who
have become unritualistic in every
other way will eventually lose their
capacity for responding to condensed
symbols such as that of the Blessed
Sacrament”.
Among anthropologists who
criticised Mary Douglas harshly were
those who disapproved of her lifelong
Catholic beliefs. In the 1970s there was
a good deal of dissension in the faculty
in London, where she was Professor
of Anthropology from 1970 to 1978.
Her fellow academics were split into
factions following Max Weber or neoMarxism – not at all the spirit of
Oxford under Evans-Pritchard.
In 1978 a change in her husband’s
work allowed her to take up an
appointment in America. From 1977 to
1985, in academic posts in New York
and Illinois, she wrote a series of books
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on Western societies, notably Risk and
Culture (with Aaron Wildavsky, 1982)
and How Institutions Think (1986). In
1980 she had published a short study,
Evans-Pritchard.
Returning to London at the end
of the 1980s, Mary Douglas found
herself respected by a new generation
of academics and revered by a wider
readership. She was elected a fellow of
the British Academy in 1989 and made

and argued that this brought out the
intentions of their redactors.
Anthropologists took some
interest, but biblical scholars, Jewish
and Christian, were astounded by her
argument that the pattern of the book
of Leviticus followed the ground plan
of the Jewish tabernacle. If no one else
had noticed this in the centuries since
the books were written, hers were no
Holy Blood, Holy Grail imaginings,

In Natural Symbols Douglas argued
that dropping the prohibition
against Catholics eating meat on
Fridays weakened the cohesion
of the group. “People who have
become unritualistic ... will
eventually lose their capacity for
responding to condensed symbols
such as that of the Blessed
Sacrament.”
a distinguished fellow of University
College London in 1994. In 1992
she was appointed CBE, and this year
DBE.
In her seventies and eighties she
returned to a study of the Bible and
astonished a new audience with her
findings in In the Wilderness (1993),
Leviticus as Literature (1999) and
Jacob’s Tears (2004). She detected
highly structured compositional forms
in the books of Numbers and Leviticus,

but academic theories published by
Oxford University Press. This year
she published Thinking in Circles,
a study of “ring composition”, a
circular structure to be found in some
books, including, she argued, Tristram
Shandy.
She married, in 1951, James
Douglas, who died in 2004. They had
a daughter and two sons.
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Melting pot meltdown
State of Emergency: The Third World Invasion and
Conquest of America, Patrick J. Buchanan; New
York, St Martin’s Press, 2006; 320pp.
Reviewed by Martin Sheehan
American political commentator,
paleoconservative crusader, former
Nixon adviser and presidential
candidate, Pat Buchanan, has
produced a third instalment to what
may be called his Decline of the
West series of books.
In The Death of the West (2002),
Buchanan charted the influence of
the 960s counter culture on western
societies, linking counter cultural
ideas to western moral decline, the
falling birth-rate, and the collapse of
traditional communities. In Where the
Right Went Wrong (2004), Buchanan
described the way in which the
Republican Party, once the bastion
of middle-class conservatism, was
converted to liberalism (also known as
neoconservatism), and how the Bush
Administration used the events of 9/
to justify a global Wilsonian crusade to
advance liberal democracy. In his latest
book, State of Emergency (2006),
Buchanan takes a last despairing look
at how, as he sees it, the idea of the old
America republic was sold out by both
Democrats and Republicans in favour
of a multicultural, anti-Western future
in which the Latinisation of America
seems the most likely outcome.
It should be stated at the outset
that this book is not pleasant reading,
and is unlikely to appeal to Catholics
already won over to the contemporary

Church’s support for multiculturalism.
Australian Catholics – and let’s face
it, there are plenty of traditionalist
Catholics who go along with this
agenda – have long supported an
end to the White Australia Policy, not
only in terms of a government policy
supporting whites-only immigration,
but also in terms of actively supporting
the conscious dismantling of European
cultural dominance in Australia
through immigration and settlement
policies seemingly designed to create
what our former Governor-General
Bill Hayden once called a “honeycoloured” race in Australia. But it is
important that we look again at the
policies of the past thirty years to see
where we might be heading.
“Civilisations,” says Buchanan,
paraphrasing Arnold Toynbee, “die
when they fail to resolve the crisis
of the age.” And the crisis facing
modern America, and the Western
world in general, is how to assimilate
the millions of immigrants, legal and
illegal, forcing their way through
our borders every year. The surge in
immigrant numbers in recent times
dwarfs any immigrant intake in the
past two hundred years. The US faces
the prospect of assimilating thousands
of illegal Mexican immigrants that
enter every year, often with the aid
and at least the tacit support of the
Mexican government. Europeans

face the daunting task of assimilating
thousands of Muslim immigrants that
enter Western Europe every year,
many from some of the poorest and
most backward parts of the Islamic
world.

Reconquest’s advance guard
According to Buchanan, this influx
of alien peoples into the West, many
of whom are either unassimilable or
deeply hostile to Western culture, is
an existential crisis for the West far
more profound than that offered by
the extremists of Al-Qaeda. Already
in parts of the south-west of the US,
and in Western European countries
like Holland and France, immigrant
communities are starting to flex their
political muscles, demanding special
rights for their communities, some
even proclaiming that they are no
longer a part of the host country.
In the US, illegal immigration from
Latin America has been pursued by
successive Mexican governments to
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advance Mexican strategic interests.
According to Buchanan, Mexican
officials refer to Mexican illegal
immigrants as “heroes” and provide
them aid and assistance in the form
of maps and tips on how to avoid
US border patrols, and once they
have arrived, how to exploit the US
welfare system. Many Mexicans seem
to harbour a deep hostility towards
America, for its conquest of Texas,
New Mexico, and California in the
early nineteenth century. Thus, many
Mexicans see illegal immigrants
entering the US as the advance guard
of a bloodless Mexican reconquest of
the American south-west. This state
of affairs has also been advanced,
according to Buchanan, by the North
American Free Trade Agreement, which
has allowed the American south-west
to become a part of Greater Mexico so
to speak, where Mexican immigrants
can go in search of better jobs and
higher pay.
How did this situation come
about? How was it that the mass
migration of people from the Third
World to the First World became the
greatest challenge to the continued
existence of the Western world after
the end of the Cold War? Buchanan
blames our political and cultural elites
largely for the slow destruction of
the West through mass migration,
through their Panglossian obsession
with the multiculturalist fantasy that
peoples from vastly different cultural
and religious backgrounds could live
together in peace.
But it wasn’t just the antiWestern animus and self-loathing of
the Western intellectual elites, says
Buchanan. Equally to blame were the
Western economic and business elites
of the corporate world who saw in the
wretched, benighted masses of Africa,
Asia, and Latin America a source of
cheap labour and a means of lowering
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their costs through the lowering of
minimum wages.
It is a bleak picture that Buchanan
paints, and in many respects the mind
revolts against this analysis. How can
this be correct, I found myself saying?
How could we have let things go this
far? Surely things aren’t that bad?
Surely something can be done to turn
things around? But then again, the
West has been on a suicidal course for
some time now.

Abolishing ourselves
All the life-giving sources of
Western culture and society have
been undermined and insulted by our
cultural elites. The Christian religion is
mocked and pursued from the public
square as the source of irrationality
and superstition. Marriage and the
family are derided as oppressive and
homophobic, and as the sources of
guilt and neuroses. Children are taught
in schools that Western civilisation
is inherently racist, genocidal, and
authoritarian, while other civilisations,
from the Aztec to ancient China, are
held up as inherently enlightened and
tolerant.
So, why not abolish ourselves and
bring in others to take our place?
That certainly seems to be the attitude
of many on the political Left. The
people have let them down for long
enough, with their patriotism and
family values and their propensity to
turn to religion, that is, Christianity
(other non-Western religions are OK,
it seems), for solace. And our greedy
corporate elites seem determined
to smash union power and abolish
minimum wages by calling for more
immigration from the Third World,
even if that means the end of what
is distinctive about our society. This

seemingly unlikely alliance between
the multiculturalist Left and the
corporate Right makes sense if you
think about it. Each gets what it wants
out of the deal.

Huge experiment
Or am I completely wrong about the
whole thing? And maybe Pat Buchanan
is also completely wrong. After all, it is
passing strange that a staunch Catholic
like Pat Buchanan is lamenting the
demise of Protestant America at the
hands of Catholic Mexicans. Maybe
the Latino deluge will do America a
world of good, sweeping away the
secular, liberal dross dominating
modern America. What is certain,
however, is that through deregulation,
multiculturalism, and mass migration
policies we have embarked on
a gigantic social experiment, with
consequences we are yet to see clearly.
What is also certain is that the West
will never be the same again.
And the Church is in a precarious
position. Once seen as the defender
of Western civilisation and traditional
morality, increasingly the Church is
seen rather as the defender of the
Third World poor and marginalised.
In countries like Australia, the Church
supports multiculturalism and mass
migration, including a more tolerant
attitude to illegal immigrants and
refugees. Maybe the Church will gain
from all this change. Then again, the
Church may be inviting its enemies
into the very heart of what once was
known as Christendom. Only time
will tell.
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Baptismal impress
But is there a difference in being
actually baptised? In looking at this, it
can be helpful to look more closely at
the results of baptism. While baptism
negates and washes away our sins, it
also has two positive effects.
First, the baptised person receives
grace. This is the great gift by which
we share God’s life and become able
to share His happiness in Heaven.
Scripture describes it as the white
wedding garment which enables us to
the Lamb’s marriage feast and without
which one is cast into the darkness.
While the angels and the Old
Testament saints also received the
gift of grace, only a trickle of grace,
so to speak, was available to them.
By contrast, we have a torrent of
grace (even though most of us will
only dabble our toes). Participating
in Christ’s sacraments unites us much
more closely to His Passion, the source
of grace, and therefore gives us more
access to the fruits of the Passion.
In fact, the liturgy includes the
outrageous line, “O felix culpa” (“Oh,
happy sin”). Being redeemed through
Christ’s sacrifice, we can receive a
greater grace than we would have
had if there had been no Fall (cf.
Romans 5:20). Thus Mary, who is
most closely united to Christ’s sacrifice,
surpasses even the angels in holiness
and is appropriately called “Queen of
Angels”.
My godson recently made another
outrageous comment. Given the graces
we get though baptism, he suggested
that being re-baptised might help us
become even holier! But, of course,
the point is that baptism is a birth
and, after we are born, the task is
to start growing up (John 3:3; cf. 1
Corinthians 3:1,2). And, having been
baptised, the thing is to participate in

the life of the Church and above all in
Christ’s sacrifice through the Mass.
This brings us to the second
baptismal gift, the sacramental
character. As we might remember from
the catechism, this is an indelible
mark on our souls which brands us as
Christians.

Sacramental participation
As Christians, we have the responsibility
of joining the Church’s worship of
God in the sacraments, principally in
the Mass, and this is the great means
of our salvation. The sacramental
character enables us to participate in
Christ’s redemption by participating
in the sacraments. Incidentally, it’s
worth remembering that the central
task for Christians and for the Church
is to worship God. Everything else is
secondary, even evangelisation.
Let’s take two people at Mass, Jenny
who has been baptised and her nonbaptised friend, Sam. Outwardly, both
are doing the same thing. Both make
the Sign of the Cross, stand and kneel,
say the responses (even if Sam is a little
slower off the mark). But, if we could
use spiritual X-ray vision, we would
see that there is a total difference
between the two.
This is because Jenny participates
supernaturally, effectively offering the
sacrifice of Calvary to the Father. Sam,
on the other hand, has no part in the
reality of the mystery. Without wishing
to hurt Sam’s feelings, he no more
participates than does, say, an animal
that has been trained to stand, kneel
and parrot the responses. And even
when he starts to believe in the truths
of the Catholic religion and wants to
participate, he cannot do so until he
is baptised and fully incorporated into
Christ.
St Thomas Aquinas adds a further

precision (Summa Theologica III, q.
63, art. 1). He refers to the three
“offices” traditionally ascribed to
Our Lord: prophet, priest and king.
Noting that Christian worship derives
specifically from Christ’s priesthood, St
Thomas concludes that the sacramental
character gives us a participation in
Christ’s priesthood, flowing from
Christ Himself. It’s because of this
sharing in Christ’s priesthood that we
can offer His sacrifice at Mass. (Of
course, there is a difference between
the priesthood of all Christians and the
ministerial priesthood of the ordained
deacons, priests and bishops.)

Royal priesthood
This may remind us that the priesthood
of the laity is not an amazing discovery
made during Vatican II. The first
Pope had described Christians as a
“royal priesthood” (1 Peter 2:9), and
mediaeval thinkers such as St Thomas
were very aware of this teaching.
Although the life of grace can
be lost by sin, this does not affect
the fact that we are committed to
Christ through our baptism. Reflecting
this commitment, the sacramental
character is not lost by sin or even
apostasy. There is, therefore, no basis
for repeating baptism.
St Thomas takes this further.
Although the sacraments are not
celebrated in Heaven, it is an enduring
fact that we have been consecrated and
dedicated to Christ. Consequently, he
concludes (Summa Theologica III, q.
63, art 5, ad 3) that the sacramental
character continues after death, “both
in the good as adding to their glory,
and in the wicked as increasing their
shame.”
* Henry Craft is a convert from Anglicanism and is a
public servant in Canberra.
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Oriens
Baptism

Our christening gifts
Henry Craft* reflects on the nature of sanctifying grace and baptism.
In my experience, the worst
sermons are given on Trinity Sunday.
Perhaps this is to be expected. The
Blessed Trinity, God’s inner life, is
the greatest mystery and completely
beyond
our
comprehension.
Understandably preachers fall short
when attempting to expound it. And
surely the second greatest mystery
is sanctifying grace, by which we
share in God’s inner life.
It can be hard to remember this
when we look at a christening, the
baby wriggling and crying like any
other infant. But actually there is a new
reality in baptised children. It’s not
just that they have now been washed
of their sins. There is an existential
difference and, if we had spiritual Xray vision, we would see a new reality
that wasn’t there before.
The difference is sanctifying grace.
It is so great a change that St Paul
says that the little baby, squirming
and unaware, has now become a
“new creation” (2 Corinthians 5:17,
Galatians 6:11).

ability to know and love God in the
same way that He knows and loves
Himself. And, because we share in
God’s nature, we are able to be His
adopted sons and daughters (Romans
8:23, Ephesians 1:5, cf. Romans 9:4).
Our vocation is no less than to be
members of God’s own family, sharing
in the inner life of the Blessed Trinity
(Romans 8:9).

Old Testament
Some people are a bit hazy on
whether the saints of the Old Testament,
such as Abraham and Sarah, had
sanctifying grace, and they can feel
quite uncomfortable if asked about
the angels. But these points are easy
to resolve. Sanctifying grace is what
sanctifies us. Our first parents were
given this greatest of gifts, but then
threw it away. And the Old Testament
saints were saints precisely because
they were given sanctifying grace.

Similarly, the angels were given
sanctifying grace when they were
created, and they had the choice
whether to love and serve God. If
they did choose, they then entered
Heaven. Perhaps we can envisage the
angels as having been created in a sort
of angelic Paradise, a Garden of Eden
comparable to our first parents before
the Fall. Or, less plausibly, we can
imagine St Michael saying, “I knew St
Raphael before he was a Saint.”
But how could this be if the angels
and Old Testament saints did not have
baptism? As the angels did not sin,
they did not need baptism to unite
them to Christ’s redemptive sacrifice.
The Old Testament saints, needing
redemption, desired the means for this
and had an implicit desire to be united
to Christ’s sacrifice through baptism:
they had baptism of desire.
continued page 23

We can explore this mystery a
bit further. Despite people treating
their pet cats and dogs as members
of the family, pets remain pets and
cannot be adopted. Even if progressive
legislatures change the law in this
respect, the reality will remain that
human parents can only adopt a child
as a son or daughter if the child shares
their human nature.
And if we have sanctifying grace,
we share God’s nature and His life.
Of course, we don’t become God,
omniscient,
omnipotent,
and
omnipresent. But we share in the
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A fourteenth-century baptismal font from Bakewell, England
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