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On June 18, 1968, Paul VI promulgated the Apostolic Constitution Pontificalis Romani, by which he
approved the new rites for the Ordination of deacon, priest and bishop, reformed according to the
principles of the Second Vatican Council. "Fu il primo libro liturgico della reforma ad essere
pubblicato" (1). The rituals of the diaconate and the priesthood arise from a more or less general
reform of the previous Roman rituals, but that of the episcopate — the nature of which had been
especially considered by the Council - is a work that is entirely new and distinct from the previous
rite.

If we take into account the anti-liturgical spirit that dominated the Conciliar reform, the almost
heretical doctrine of the collegiality of the episcopate taught by Lumen Gentium, which made the
nota previa necessary, and the infirmity which has since affected the exercise of authority in the
Church, especially of Her Magisterium, Catholics are justified in being concerned about the validity of
this new rite. And this concern borders on anguish when one considers that upon the validity of the
episcopate depends the entire sacramental order and the very existence of the Church.

Asked by those who have the authority to do so, we give our humble opinion on so important a
matter, humble not because of our great humility but on account of our little knowledge. As is
necessary, we first explain the theological principles on which we rely and then apply them to the
concrete case at hand.

ELEMENTS FOR JUDGING THE VALIDITY OF THE NEW RITE OF EPISCOPAL CONSECRATION

It is not a question of judging whether this or that particular Consecration was valid, but whether or
not the rite, as formulated in its text and context, ensures, or not, the validity of the sacrament. The
validity in practice presupposes, in addition, the validity of the minister and the proper application of
the rite.

The validity of the rite as such depends on three elements: matter, form and intention (2). And these
three things must be judged according to the Divine institution of the sacrament.

1) Of the Divine Ecclesiastical Institution of the Sacrament of Orders

The judgment about these three elements, not only of the matter and form but also of the intention,
depends principally on the Divine institution of the sacrament, the only Authority capable of giving
supernatural efficacy to a simple sign. It is a matter of faith that the seven sacraments were
immediately instituted by Jesus Christ, but — a fundamental distinction for our purpose - they were
instituted with greater or lesser determination, according to the nature of each sacrament. For
Baptism and the Eucharist Our Lord specifically pointed out both the material element and the words
to be used in conferring them. The other sacraments were instituted under a certain indeterminacy,
greater or lesser, leaving the Church the charge and authority to specify them.



In order to distinguish in each sacrament what is fixed by Divine institution and what has been left to
the determination of the ecclesiastical institution, chronologically, the first criterion is the actual
practice of the Church; because She is the faithful interpreter of the intentions of Jesus Christ.
Theologically, however, the explanations and definitions that the Magisterium subsequently gave
concerning these matters have primacy. In order to judge the validity of the new rite of Episcopal
Consecration, we must rely, then, on a comparison with the various liturgical usages of the Church, a
difficult terrain because of the uncertainty of the information; but it will be useful to rely above all on
the Roman judgement concerning Anglican Ordinations, because not only are the criteria for the
validity of the sacrament of Holy Orders explained and applied therein, but also because there is a
relationship between the Anglican liturgical reform and the Conciliar reform (3).

2) On The Matter and The Form

"Everyone knows that the sacraments of the New Law, as signs that are sensible which produce
invisible grace, must signify the grace they produce, as well as produce the grace they signify. This
signification, while it must be given in the whole essential rite, that is to say, in the matter and the
form, belongs, nevertheless, principally to the form; since the matter is in itself an undetermined part,
which is determined by the form" (4).

In this regard, in addition to what has been said about the greater or lesser determination in which
the Divine institution can leave the form and matter, let us make another clarification that seems
necessary. One who reads the explanations of St. Thomas on the suitability of the matter and form of
each sacrament with respect to the signification of its effects, may be left with the impression that it
is necessary for the form to explicitly define the effect in order to be able to produce it, for "they
produce what they signify". This is appropriate, but it is not necessary. The relationship between
these signs and their signification is not natural but conventional: by instituting them, Our Lord
linked the sacramental signs to their effects and explained to His Church how they signify them; in
Revelation, then, the Christian "convention" that links the sacramental signs to their effects is made
explicit. Clearly, neither Our Lord nor his Church have used capricious signs, but rather suitably
adapted, yet the full signification of the sacraments is only found in the profession of the Christian
faith. The expression "l baptize you in the name of the Father, and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost"
suggests a sanctifying washing, yet it signifies, and thus produces, the erasure of Original Sin, the
infusion of grace, virtues and gifts, and the imprinting of the baptismal character; only the context of
the profession of the Christian faith indicates this sufficiently. This is always the case with human
signs: their meaning is determined by a certain convention in the society in which they are used.

The Roman genius, trained in the precision of legal definitions, sought - whenever it could - to specify
as far as possible the signification of the sacraments, and in this it differs from the other Eastern
rites. The essential rite of Baptism was given with all precision by Our Lord, so it was not touched;
the rite of Confirmation was not, and the Roman rite brings together for its matter the imposition of
hands and the anointing, and in the form it explicitly distinguishes that which constitutes the grace
and that which constitutes the character, a richness that is not found in the other Catholic rites. In
the Eucharist, the Romans removed all reference to the effects in the first consecration, in order to
make it clear that the Sacrifice has not yet been accomplished, and detailed them precisely in the
consecration of the wine (in addition to having removed the epiclesis, which in the Eastern rites casts
doubt on the moment of the consecration). So too, in the Ordination of priests, the Roman rite
specified both the form and the matter of the sacrament, with the giving of the instruments and the
reference to the power to celebrate the Mass, which is the power by which the priesthood must be
defined as the profession of the Christian faith teaches. Underlining the centrality of the Eucharist in
the sacramental order, it does not consider Episcopal Consecration a new order, since nothing is
greater nor comparable to the celebration of the Eucharistic Sacrifice.



But the Greek genius feels more at ease in the shadow of mystery, and did not seek so much
precision in its liturgical ordinances. Going especially to the various Eastern Ordination rites, one
observes a great deal of indeterminacy about the effects produced by each Order. In one way or
another, the only thing that is always clearly determined is which Order is involved: deacon, priest or
bishop. There is no major obstacle in this, because the context of the profession of Christian faith, in
which these rites are applied, makes it clear what are the graces and power proper to each of these
Orders (5).

Hence Leo XIlI, in having to judge of Anglican Ordinations, affirms, by way of disjunction, that the
essential form must mean "definite ordinem sacerdotii vel eius gratiam et potestatem" (6). That is to
say, that it must at least say clearly what Order is conferred (as do some Eastern rites), or better and
more fittingly, define the grace and power that characterises such an Order (as does the Roman rite).
In the first case, the grace and power are implicitly understood by the context of the profession of
Christian faith.

In Sacramentum Ordinis, Pius Xl also deals with the essential form of the sacrament of Holy Orders,
saying: "Effectus, qui sacra Diaconatus, Presbyteratus et Episcopatus Ordinatione produci ideoque
significari debent, potestas scilicet et gratia" (7). But by "potestas” he does not understand, as did
Leo XIlI, the determination of the particular powers that each Order confers, for example, the power
to celebrate Mass for the priest, but rather the generic mention of the Order conferred, that is to say,
what Leo Xlll understands by the first member of his disjunction. This is not an error, because - as we
have said - each Order implies, according to the profession of Christian faith, certain proper powers,
so that, for a Catholic, it is enough to say that the priesthood is conferred in order to know that the
power to celebrate Mass is conferred. Using, then, the formula of Leo XlIl to express what Pius XII
requires, it would be necessary to say that, since Sacramentum Ordinis, the essential Roman form
signifies "definite ordinem sacerdotii et eius gratiam", no longer signifying definite the potestas. It is
almost the formula that Pius Xll uses a little further on from the place cited: "potestas Ordinis et
gratia Spiritus Sancti" (8).

Clearly, the decision that Pius Xll took in Sacramentum Ordinis entailed a loss of determination in the
essential elements of the sacrament of Orders, because - as St. Thomas teaches and as is evident in
the rite - the words of the Preface explicitly refer only to the grace which the Order confers, while the
power is defined in the giving of the instruments (9). Hence, since it is more fitting to define the
priesthood by the power than by the grace, the Roman Church, a lover of doctrinal rigor, had added
as also necessary for the validity of the sacrament - according to the more serious theological
opinion - the giving of the instruments with the explicit mention of the potestas. But even if Pius Xl
abandons the determination of the potestas as one of the essential elements of the sacrament, he
settles the question about the elements necessary for validity by defining according to what is most
certain. In any case, in the rite, there remained the giving of the instruments explaining ex adjunctis
that which the form, the essential part of the Preface, was bestowing.

We pause to discuss this point because, in the discussion that arose around the validity of the new
Episcopal Consecrations, there are some who, taking into account only what Pius Xll says in
Sacramentum Ordinis, confuse things a little, demanding that the essential form should signify
distinctly the power and the grace, while at the same time accepting that the power remains implicit
in the mention of the Order given (10). Also, in reality, the grace could remain implicit in the
reference to the Order being conferred, given that the mere expression of the Order is the least that
is required of the essential sacramental form, according to the usage of some Churches and the
teaching of Leo XIII.



The disjunction of Apostolicae Curae is especially emphasized by the English Bishops, in their
Vindication of the Pontifical Letter (1897), in their refutation of the Responsio of the Anglicans to Leo
Xl - they are authoritative interpreters, because they were closely involved in the drafting of the
document. Among many other things, the Anglicans object that what the Pope requires of their rites
in terms of signification, is not fulfilled in many accepted Catholic rites. To this the English Bishops
reply that the Pope requires disjunctively that the rites explicitly express the Order conferred or [vel]
the grace and the power, the two ways being equivalent, because, according to the Catholic
profession of faith, to confer such an Order means to confer such a grace and power, and vice versa
(11). If the Anglican rites have been declared invalid, it is because for more than a century they did
not even signify distinctly the Order given, and if afterwards they added to them the explanation of
each Order conferred, the Anglican profession of faith positively excluded that the priesthood
implied the power to consecrate the Eucharist. In reality, for Leo XllI, the decisive defect in the
Anglican Ordinations for which they were declared invalid, was not so much in the rite but rather in
the context of their heretical doctrinal profession.

As we have pointed out elsewhere (12), the matter (13) as well as the form of the Ordination rites
can suffer so much indeterminacy because - as St. Thomas says - this sacrament is conferred in the
manner of a generation, for the bishop communicates to the ordinand what he is and has, and
generation is a mode of univocal causality, determined by the very nature of the generator. For this
reason, it is sufficient to specify whether the priesthood is transmitted partially (deacon),
substantially (priest) or fully (bishop).

3) On The Intention

The intention can and should be considered only insofar as it is objectively manifested in the rite and
in the circumstances of its promulgation: "De mente vel intentione, ut pote quae per se quidam est
interius, Ecclesia non iudicat: at quatenus extra proditur, iudicare de ea debet" [The Church does not
judge the mind or intention, insofar as it is something by its nature internal; but insofar as it is
manifested externally, She is bound to judge” — transl. note] (14). It is not a question of the personal
intention of the material authors of the rite, which could be deduced considering the circumstances
of its development, but rather, the intention of the Authority that promulgates it, considered in the
context of its promulgation.

The proper intention is to do what the Church does. “Now”, declares Leo XIlI, "when someone, in
administering and conferring a sacrament, has seriously and properly employed the required matter
and form, precisely for this reason he is considered to have intended to do what the Church does. On
this principle rests the doctrine which holds that a sacrament is truly conferred by the ministry of
one who is a heretic or unbaptised, provided the Catholic rite be employed" (15).

The judgment on the intention, then, must be objective, that is, in some way independent of what
the minister thinks about the Church. If the minister belongs to a heretical sect, which he considers
to be the true Church, but uses the same rite that the true Church uses, then, in spite of his heretical
error, he wants to do what the Church does. But if a validly consecrated heretical bishop uses, in
order to ordain, a rite that observes all that is required by the Divine institution, that is to say, whose
matter and form sufficiently signify what they must essentially signify, but which has been
determined by the heretical sect in particular, i.e., in that which Our Lord left to his Church to
determine, such a bishop lacks the due intention and his Ordinations are invalid. For no matter how
much he may subjectively believe that his sect is the Church of Christ and is persuaded that by
accepting the rite instituted by her he does what the Church does, it is not objectively true, because
he does not use a Catholic rite.



In the sacraments of Baptism and the Eucharist this does not happen, because the Divine institution
fixed the substance of the rite in particular, but in the other sacraments whose ultimate
determination has been left to the Church, it is not enough that the essential rite complies with what
is required by the Divine institution, but rather, that a rite should be used that is accepted by the
Church -ab Ecclesia receptus- because She alone has the authority to legitimately establish such a
determination (16).

In the case of Anglican Ordinations, this was another of the main reasons why they were declared
invalid: "If the rite is changed to introduce another not approved by the Church - ab Ecclesia non
receptus - and to reject what the Church does and what belongs to the nature of the sacrament
according to the intention of Christ, then it is clear that not only is the intention necessary to the
sacrament lacking, but that there is even an intention contrary and opposed to the sacrament" (17).

The use of a rite ab Ecclesia non receptus not only implies a defect of intention, but also a defect of
form. Because for the sacraments whose essential rite has not been determined in particular by
Jesus Christ, the form must not only be true, that is to say, have the proper meaning of the words
according to the Divine institution, but it must also be legitimate, that is, it must have been
determined in its words by the ecclesiastical institution.

CONCERNING THE VALIDITY OF THE NEW RITE OF EPISCOPAL CONSECRATION

According to what we have said, the first thing that we should consider in the new rite of Episcopal
Consecration is its legitimacy. Then we will deal with its validity.

1) The New Rite is Certainly lllegitimate

The new rite, which Paul VI pretended to promulgate by his Apostolic Constitution Pontificalis
Romani, is certainly illegitimate, for the combination of two reasons: firstly, because no Pope has the
authority to abrogate the Roman liturgical tradition and, even less so, to invent a rite in rupture with
all of Catholic tradition; secondly, because the contagion of modernist doctrines renders it harmful to
the faith, and a determination contrary to the common good of the Church cannot have the force of
law.

Firstly. In their reforming fever and protected by the complicity of Paul VI himself, the experts of the
Consilium dared to set aside completely the traditional Roman rite of Consecration of bishops. Now,
no Pope has the authority to abrogate the traditional liturgical rites of the Roman Church, a fact we
will not even bother to demonstrate because it is so obvious, so much so that even the current Pope
himself acknowledges it.

If a Pope were to seek to abrogate the Roman liturgical tradition and to accept a liturgy of the

Eastern tradition, the manoeuvre would be illegitimate but the rite, considered in itself, would not
cease to be Catholic. But the experts of the Consilium, in the most excessive archeologism, took as
the basis of their reform the Traditio Apostolica [Apostolic Tradition of Hippolytus of Rome — transl.
note] an ancient document that belongs to no particular liturgical tradition of the East or the West, of
uncertain origin, which bears only a resemblance to liturgical rites recognised by the Church.

Moreover, even if it were proved that the Traditio Apostolica was once used as a Catholic liturgical
rite, the rite of Paul VI is so novel that it cannot be said to be a form of that rite, but has only taken it
as a source of inspiration.

For all this, even if the rite, considered in itself, were fully orthodox and better in the expression of
the doctrine of the episcopate, it would not be legitimate, because no Pope has the authority to



break with the liturgical tradition of the Church. The invention of a new rite is a certainly illegitimate
act, no matter whether it be a Pope or an Angel from Heaven who pretends to establish it.

Secondly. The liturgical reform in general and the new rite of Consecration in particular, are tainted
with the principles of modernist theology. We will deal with this only insofar as it has to do with the
validity of the rite. But just as the Society [SSPX — transl. note] has been obliged to declare the
illegitimacy of the novus ordo Missae, because of the doctrines of the Paschal Mystery which
animate it (18), so it must also be recognised that the novus ordo of Episcopal Consecration is
certainly illegitimate.

2) The New Rite is Probably Valid

A sacramental rite can certainly be illegitimate, but it is not for that reason necessarily invalid.
Archbishop Lefébvre and the Society have maintained that the novus ordo Missae is illegitimate, but
they have not considered it invalid. Is it valid to hold the same position with respect to the novus
ordo Consecrationis? As we pointed out in the first part, there is an important difference between
these two sacraments: the matter and the form of the Eucharist have been determined in particular
by Divine institution, whereas those of the sacrament of Holy Orders have been determined by
ecclesiastical institution. Therefore, in having to recognise that the pretended institution of the new
rite of Episcopal Consecration by Paul VI is illegitimate, the shadows that are cast over the validity of
this sacrament are darker than in the case of the Mass. But let us go from the clearest to the more
obscure.

a) The Intention

If the Consilium had acted under the authority of the Queen of England, we could declare it invalid
without further inquiry by defect of intention, because we would be in the presence of a sect
proposing a rite ab Ecclesia non receptus. But Bugnini and company acted in close dependence upon
the highest Authority of the true Church. Paul VI justified the rupture with the liturgical tradition
with the motive, in itself sufficient, of the greater good of souls (19). In fact, he was careful not to go
openly against the dogmas, in the doctrinal order, nor against the Divine liturgical institution, in the
practical order; a care in which modernism has specialised, in its desire to remain Catholic.
Therefore, even if the rite introduced is not legitimate, it cannot be said that the one who uses it
does not want to do what the Church does, because it was the Authority of the Church which, in
appearance, approved it.

There is, however, a certain shadow as to the intention, because of the intrinsic contradiction of the
dialectical game that modernism sets in motion. The modernist reformer posits and does not posit an
intention that is contrary to what the Church had done up to that time: he puts it forward in the first
instance to then, supposedly, overcome it in the second. The neo-liturgists’ criticism of the
traditional rite of Episcopal Consecration is severe and they manifest their unwillingness to continue
to do what the Church had done up until then (20). But if they are pressed, they do not want to
dissociate themselves from what has gone before and incoherently justify the Church's actions with
the historical circumstances. And since it is now the very Church Authorities that have taken on this
procedure, this contrary intention remains latent and does not become manifest. Therefore, the new
rite does not imply an intention simpliciter opposed to the intention of the Church, but only
secundum quid: whoever uses the new rite seems to not want to do what until then the Church has
done.

b) The Matter

The traditional Roman ordo mandates the imposition of the Gospels as a yoke, on the nape of the
neck and shoulders of the Elect, and then the laying on of the hands of the consecrating bishops. The



novus ordo interposes the imposition of the Gospels, on the very head of the Elect, between the
laying on of hands and the consecratory Preface. This is a daring modification, because of the timing
and the manner of the imposition of the Gospels - the book is opened like two hands over the head -
it does not appear as an accessory ritual, but as determining the undetermined laying on of hands.

But even if this modification were seen as intending to specify the essential matter, the laying on of
hands does not cease to be done and the interposition of a ritual cannot be said to break the moral
union between matter and form. Prior to the definition of Pius XII, serious theologians thought that,
in the Ordination of deacons and priests, the giving of the instruments with its formula kept a close
moral union with the laying on of hands and the words of the Preface, completing their essential
signification, being, however, rituals that are liturgically even more separate. It does not seem, then,
that the sufficiency of the matter can be seriously questioned.

c) The Form

Absence of an authoritative judgement. Paul VI establishes, in the Constitution Pontificalis Romani,
the essential elements of the Episcopal Consecration: "The matter of the Ordination of the bishop is
the laying on of hands on the head of the one elected, made in silence by the consecrating bishops,
or at least by the principal consecrator, before the consecratory prayer; the form is the consecratory
prayer itself, of which are essential, and therefore necessary for validity, the words: "Et nunc effunde
super hunc Electum eam virtutem, quae a te est, Spiritum principalem, quem dedisti dilecto Filio Tuo
lesu Christo, quem Ipse donavit sanctis Apostolis, qui constituerunt Ecclesiam per singula loca, ut
sanctuarium tuum, in gloriam et laudem indeficientem nominis tui" [“And now pour out upon Thy
Chosen One the power that comes from Thee, the governing Spirit, which Thou didst give to Thy
beloved Son Jesus Christ, the same Spirit He Himself gave to the holy Apostles, who established the
Church in every place as Thy sanctuary, to the unceasing glory and praise of Thy Name” — transl.
note]. However, the judgement that affirms the validity of this form has the guarantee neither of the
Extraordinary Magisterium, nor of the Universal Ordinary Magisterium:

1. Extraordinary Magisterium. Paul VI seems to suggest that his Constitution has a similar value to
Pius Xll's Sacramentum Ordinis, from which he takes his very words: "It has seemed necessary to Us,
in order to avoid any controversy or cause for qualms of conscience, to declare which parts of the
reformed rite are to be considered essential. Therefore, with our Supreme Apostolic Authority, we
decide and dispose what follows concerning the matter and the form of each Order" (21). Even
though the decision of Pius Xll is not dogmatic but practical in nature, all theologians agreed in
recognising its infallible character. If that of Paul VI could be accorded the same character, then truly
there would be no controversy or qualms of conscience. But, as we have said, verbal expressions
must be considered in their context. Since the Council and Ecclesiam Suam, the expression "Supreme
Apostolic Authority" has meant something very different than it did for Pius XlIl, and hierarchical acts
no longer offer us the assurance of Divine Authority (22). Moreover, the new Roman liturgical
prescriptions are merely a framework to be taken into account for the liturgical inculturation in each
place. If we wanted complete peace of mind, we would have to ask the Pope for an infallible
declaration for each of the vernacular versions of the sacramental forms. Unfortunately, there
remains room for controversy and confusion of conscience.

2. Universal Ordinary Magisterium. As Benedict XVI has recognized, Paul VI had no authority to
abrogate the traditional Roman rite. But if he had introduced into the Roman Church some liturgical
usage ab Ecclesia receptus, although his act would have been illegitimate, the rite would certainly be
valid with the guarantees of the Universal Ordinary Magisterium, which is infallible. For the
acceptance of the Church means nothing else. But the experts of the Consilium, even though they
did not invent the consecratory prayer entirely de novo, they based themselves on the Traditio



Apostolica, which is an ancient document of uncertain origin which, as such, was not in use in any
Church of the East or the West.

Theological judgment. In the absence of a judgment of higher authority, there is nothing left - for
now - but to judge in the light of our own theological authority. In order to judge its validity, the
essential form must be considered in itself, in the context of the rite in which it is inserted and in the
broader context of its institution. A form in itself insufficient is inevitably invalid, but if it is
ambiguous, it can be validated or invalidated by its context (23).

The form of Anglican Ordinations, an example which it is interesting in keep in mind, was for more
than a century invalid in itself. Because both for the Ordination of deacons and priests, as well as for
the Consecration of bishops, the following words were used as the form: "Accipe Spiritum Sanctum",
which not only did not specify the grace and the power that were conferred, but not even which
Order was intended to be given in each case. Then, affected by Catholic criticism, they added:
"Accipe Spiritum Sanctum ad officium et opus episcopi”, vel "presbyteri”, etc. Although ambiguous,
since they do not say what these offices are, they could be valid in a Catholic context. But considered
in the context of their institution, they are certainly invalid, because the Anglican sect excluded from
the rite and from their profession of faith the essential relationship of the priesthood to the Sacrifice
of the Mass (24). Let it be established, then, that in order to judge an ambiguous form, "nothing is
more important than to consider carefully under what conditions - quibus adiunctis rerum - it was
composed and publicly constituted" (25).

3. The form itself. Considered in themselves, the essential words certainly suffer from some
ambiguity, because it is requested that the Holy Ghost, Who is the source of every gift, whether of
grace or of power, be infused into the one chosen. But there are two determinations that can be
understood as referring especially to the episcopate: the Spirit is qualified as "principalis", meaning
that it is infused as a cause of sovereignty, and it is proper to the Bishop to be a Prince in the Church.
In addition, it is said to be the same one as that which was given to the Apostles "qui constituerunt
Ecclesiam”, an operation related to the sovereignty and which belongs to them as the first bishops
and sources of the episcopate.

As Fr Pierre Marie OP points out (26), the validity of this interpretation is confirmed by the close
resemblance of this form to that of two other Catholic rites ab Ecclesia recepti: the rite of Episcopal
Consecration of the Coptic Catholics and that of the Consecration of the Maronite Patriarch. The
consecratory prayers of both rites show a close relationship with the Traditio Apostolica. The Coptic
rite brings: "Tu iterum nunc effunde virtutem Spiritus tui hegemonici, quem donaste Apostolis tuis in
nomine tuo". It does not say that the virtue is the governing Spirit Himself, but that it comes from the
hegemonic or governing Spirit (which is what the Greek term means); but this variation is not
significant, because whenever the Holy Spirit is given, it is given as the source of some gift. Since
these words are commonly considered as the essential ones in the Coptic consecratory prayer (27),
evidently the mention of the sovereignty must be sufficient to signify the episcopate, because the
rite is certainly valid and could not be valid without sufficiently defining the Order that is given (28).

The consecration of the Maronite Patriarch brings: “lllumina eum et effunde super eum gratiam et
intelligentiam Spiritus tui principalis, quem tradidisti dilecto Filio tuo, Domino nostro lesu Christo".
There are some who object that this is not a rite of Episcopal Consecration, because the one chosen
for Patriarch had to be previously a bishop. But it is probable that in the beginning it did have
consecratory efficacy, because in the early centuries a bishop never left his diocese, so that the one
chosen for Patriarch was always, necessarily, a simple priest (29). In any case, even if it were not a
sacramental rite, it does not fail to show that the mention of the governing Spirit refers to the
episcopal office.



4. The form in the context of the rite. The undeniable ambiguity suffered by the essential words is
sufficiently removed by the rest of the consecratory prayer. Inmediately before, it says: "qui
constituisti principes et sacerdotes, et sanctuarium tuum sine ministerio non dereliquisti". By saying
there that God constitutes the ministers of the sanctuary as princes and priests, it is sufficiently clear
that, in the following words, the outpouring of the governing Spirit signifies the operation by which
they are constituted. And the words immediately following dissipate all possible ambiguity: "Da,
cordium cognitor Pater, huic servo tuo, quem elegisti ad Episcopatum, ut pascat gregem sanctum
tuum, et summum sacerdotium tibi exhibeat sine reprehensione". The sufficiency of these concepts is
supported, as we have said, by the similarity with the Coptic and Maronite rites (30).

5. The form in the context of its institution. The darkest shadow appears when considering the
broader context of the Conciliar liturgical reform and the novus ordo Consecrationis in particular,
because if we consider the circumstances of the institution of the new rite, the modernist spirit that
guided its creation is notorious. If there is one thing that modernism subverts, it is the notion of
authority; hence, in the Second Vatican Council, the greatest efforts were made to give a more
democratic version of ecclesiastical authority, under the sophism of "collegiality". Now, if the rite of
Episcopal Consecration was not reformed but rather created de novo, it was precisely in order that
the lex orandi might express the Conciliar lex credendi.

If we wanted to point out what is at the heart of the new thinking on the episcopate, we believe we
would not be mistaken in saying that it consists in the denial of the personal powers of the bishop:
that of teaching (proper exclusively to bishops) and that of celebrating the Eucharist (proper to
priests in general). If the bishop has personal powers, he has personal authority, which the
democratic Christian abhors. The effort of modernism was directed, therefore, to transferring these
powers to a broader subject: the People of God. Conciliar doctrine strives to show that the
priesthood belongs to the Church as a whole, that the whole Church teaches and celebrates.

Hence, the new rites tend to avoid references to the transmission of personal priestly powers and
keep only the concepts of presidency and sovereignty over the ecclesiastical community. Nothing
could be more obvious than the change in what had been the excellence of the Roman rite of
Ordination of priests, the formula at the giving of the paten and chalice, where the proper and
principal power of the priesthood was defined: "Accipe potestatem offerre sacrificium Deo,
Missasque celebrare, tam pro vivis, quam pro defunctis". In the novus ordo it says: "Receive the
offering of the holy people to present it to God: consider what you do and imitate what you
commemorate, and conform your life to the mystery of the Lord's cross" (31). The personal power
has been changed into a presidential function with respect to the "holy people".

The entire rite of Episcopal Consecration is diluted in this direction. The giving of the mitre, which
signifies the power to teach, and which was done with great solemnity after the celebration of Mass:
“Imponimus, Domine, capiti hujus Antistitis et agonistae tui galeam munitionis et salutis, quatenus
decorata facie, et armato capite, cornibus utriusque Testamenti terribilis appareat adversariis
veritatis; et, te ei largiente gratiam, impugnator eorum robustus exsistat, qui Moysi famuli tui faciem
ex tui sermonis consortio decoratam, lucidissimis tuae claritatis ac veritatis cornibus insignisti: et
capiti Aaron Pontificis tui tiaram imponi jussisti”. In the new rite, the mitre is "imposed in silence".
We even dare to affirm that if, in the essential words, it has avoided speaking of the infusion of a
created virtue, as do the Traditio and the Coptic and Maronite rites, and speaks of the infusion of the
Holy Ghost Himself, Uncreated Virtue, it is precisely following this tendency to avoid that the
priesthood be understood as a true personal power.

If the institution of the novus ordo Consecrationis had been made in the context of an explicit
profession of these modernist doctrines, it seems clear to us that it would have to be declared invalid



for the same reason that Anglican Ordinations were declared invalid: for understanding the
priesthood in a non-Catholic way, in particular, by not referring it essentially to the celebration of the
Eucharistic Sacrifice. But here it is necessary to point out again what we said about the intention: the
Conciliar hierarchy has been infected by modernist doctrines, but it has not made an explicit
profession of them. On the contrary, although with the incoherence typical of the Catholic
modernist, it has always said and repeated that the new orientations do not go against the
traditional doctrine and practice. Benedict XVI is, perhaps, the last survivor and the best example of
the contradictory conciliar spirit, seeking with complete conviction the synthesis of continuity
between the traditional thesis and the antithesis of the Conciliar rupture. For this reason, although it
is easy to discern the germ of the new doctrines that, developed, would lead to invalidity,
nevertheless, it cannot be said that the new rite was instituted in an explicit denial of the traditional
doctrine of the priesthood.

CONCLUSION

If we consider the matter, form and intention of the new rite of Episcopal Consecration in the context
of the rite and in the circumstances of its institution, it seems to us that it is very probably valid,
because not only does it signify what it should signify, but most of its elements are taken from rites
received by the Church (32).

But we also believe that there is no certainty of its validity, because it suffers from two important
defects, which we could classify as one canonical and the other theological:

- Canonical defect. From what has been said above, the institution of this new rite cannot be
considered legitimate.

- Theological defect. The novus ordo is not the same as, but only similar to, other rites accepted by
the Church. Although certainly valid, these rites, on the one hand, are not very precise in their
concepts; and on the other hand, the differences introduced by the novus ordo follow tendencies of
bad doctrine. All this makes theological judgment, which is always difficult in these matters, even
more difficult. Now, in a matter of the utmost importance for the life of the Church, such as the
validity of the episcopate, it is necessary to have absolute certainty. Therefore, in order to be able to
accept this rite with peace of conscience, it would be necessary to count not only on the judgement
of theologians, but also on the infallible judgement of the Magisterium.

As for the practical attitude to be taken with regard to the new Episcopal Consecrations, the one that
the Society has maintained up to now seems to us to be justified:

1. The very probable validity of the rite seems to us to make it morally acceptable to occasionally
assist at the Mass (traditional rite) celebrated by a priest or a bishop ordained or consecrated in the
new rite, and even to receive Communion therein; it seems to us acceptable, in case of necessity, to
receive absolution from them; to treat them as priests and bishops and not as laymen in costume; it
seems to us acceptable to allow them to celebrate in our own houses. For the shadows that hover
over the validity of their priesthood are but shadows and in all these activities our responsibility is
not engaged concerning their exercise of the priesthood. And the remote risk that one communion
or one absolution may be invalid is not so serious.

2. But the positive and objective defects from which this rite suffers, which prevent our having
certainty of its validity, it seems to us - until there is a Roman judgement, for which many things
would have to change - justify and make necessary the conditional reordination of priests ordained



by New Bishops and, if necessary, the conditional reconsecration of these bishops. Such doubts
cannot be tolerated at the very root of the Sacraments (33).

Father Alvaro Calderon
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2) Matter and form must not only be valid in themselves separately, per se seorsum, but also, as the
terms themselves indicate - must be given together in the same meaning, because the matter is said
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principalis", he studies what is said in the dictionaries, Psalm 50, the Fathers of the Church, some
ancient and modern theologians, and even some non-sacramental ceremonies of the Coptic rite, but
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equivocal way, one of the elements whose expression Pius Xl had demanded in the sacramental
form, namely, the power of Order which is conferred". But we have demonstrated that this is not
true, confirming it with the Coptic and Maronite rites.
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