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Chapter IX 

 

The Mass 

“The devil has always managed to get rid of the Mass by means of the heretics,  

making them the precursors of the Antichrist who, above all else,  will manage to abolish,  

and in fact will succeed in abolishing, as a punishment for the sins of men,   

The Holy Sacrifice of the altar, precisely as Daniel had predicted.” 

                                                           -St. Alphonsus Liguori, “Opere Ascetiche” 

_________________________ 
 

“Let us destroy the Mass and we shall destroy the Church.” 

         -Martin Luther 

 

“The liturgical reform has taken a remarkable step forward and has become 

closer to the liturgical form of the Lutheran church.” 

                                                 -L’ Osservatore Roman, Oct. 13, 1967 

 

Part I:  Introduction 

 

As the Church’s central act of worship and supreme manifestation of her faith, it only stands to reason 

that the Mass will be an object of attack by the agents of the Great Apostasy.  Central to the current 

apostasy is the Novus Ordo, The New Order, of the Mass.  If the Mass is the supreme expression of the 

Faith, then what is being said about the Faith when that supreme act is not only outlawed but deemed a 

threat to the [new] faith?  This is not the writer’s hypothesis; it has been openly stated by Cardinal 

Ratzinger.  He conceded that the Church was “calling its very being [Recall the prophesy of Cardinal 

Pacelli, “The Church will doubt…”] into question when it suddenly declares that what until now was its 

holiest and highest possession is strictly forbidden, and when it makes the longing for it seem downright 

indecent.”
1
  In a similar vein, the future pope wrote in “My Life;” “I am convinced that the ecclesial 

crisis in which we find ourselves today depends in great part on the collapse of the liturgy, which 

sometimes comes to be conceived ‘as if God does not exist’:  as if it no longer matters whether God is 

there and is seen and heard in it.  But if in the liturgy there no longer appears the communion of the 

faith, the universal unity of the Church and of her history, where does the Church appear in her spiritual 

substance?”  In this one excerpt, the Cardinal touches on themes consistent with the mentality of the 

Great Apostasy, to be developed later in this chapter: a man-centered enterprise, the expulsion of the 

sacred, the dissolution of the Faith, rupture with the past, and denial of the Church’s oneness.  It was in 

the same work that the Cardinal wrote of the “tragic error committed by Paul VI with the prohibition of 

the use of Pius V’s Missal, which would break away from the liturgical tradition of the Church.”
2
 

In discussing the Novus Ordo, its grotesque inferiority to the perennial rite, all of the deficiencies in its 

rubrics and prayers, the insufficient expression of Catholic theology and its predisposition to heresy and 

sacrilege, an exhaustive treatise would simply take too long.  Many excellent works exist on the topic, 

and some are included in the bibliography.  Some writers have, in a manner worthy of serious 

consideration, endeavored to demonstrate that the Novus Ordo is the fulfillment of the ancient prophesy 
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of Daniel, and the warning about the “Abomination of Desolation,” which Jesus said would indicate the 

end times.  In a very limited way, I will try to give the reader sufficient information to see that the 

Novus Ordo is indeed central to, as both a deliberate cause and a fetid fruit of, the apostasy in our own 

time, be it the great one or not. 

Sources 

• Regarding the impending apostasy and corresponding chastisement, Our Lady of LaSalette had 

this to say about priests:  “By their irreverence and their impiety in the celebration of the holy 

mysteries, by their love of money, their love of honors and pleasures, the priests have become 

cesspools of impurity.  Yes, the priests are asking vengeance, and vengeance is hanging over 

their heads.”  And this was a century before priests would, literally, dress as clowns to offer 

Mass. 

 

• Pope  St. Pius X:  “But for Catholics nothing will remove the authority of the second council of 

Nicea, where it condemns those ‘who dare, after the impious fashion of heretics, to deride the 

ecclesiastical traditions, to invent novelties of some kind…or endeavor by malice or craft to 

overthrow any one of the legitimate traditions of the Catholic Church.’”
3
 

 

• Pope Pius XII:  warned of the “suicide” of the Church in altering her liturgy, tying it in with the 

message of Fatima.  

 

• Again, “A community is calling into question its very being when it suddenly declares that what 

until now was its holiest and highest possession is strictly forbidden, and when it makes the 

longing for it seem downright indecent.”  Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, Salt of the Earth 

Part II:  The Council 

The council is not the culprit for the new Mass (although the bishops perhaps are not without culpability 

in the matter), rather, the dishonest pretext used to justify Paul VI’s passion for destruction and novelty.  

The Council declared that “Holy Mother Church holds all lawfully recognized rites to be of equal right 

and dignity;…She wishes to preserve them and in the future and to foster them in every way.”
4
  Even 

many orthodox voices suggested that some modifications in the Mass may be in order, something which, 

while never to be done lightly, had happened often enough in the Church’s past.  Still, the voices of 

protestantization were not without representation. 

Bishop Duschak (Philippines) wanted Mass said aloud, facing the people and in the vernacular.  He said, 

“I believe it is also likely that if the world receives such an ecumenical form of Eucharistic celebration, 

the faith of non-Catholic Christian communities in the sacramental presence of Christ might be renewed 

or even rectified.”
5
  The “dimming of the intelligence” is not lacking here: 

• Doing the very things protestants did to end belief in the Real Presence would now make them 

believe it again? 
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• Since the bishop was from an overwhelmingly Catholic country, perhaps he can be excused for 

not considering an obvious point:  exactly why would protestants be at a Catholic Mass in the 

first place that this novelty might convert them?  Was he not aware that they had churches and 

worship services of their own? 

 

• Is not what actually happened the more logical hypothesis than the one put forth by the bishop?  

Would changing Catholic practices to mimic protestant beliefs not be more likely to make 

Catholics adopt those beliefs, rather than the reverse?  The subsequent history gives the 

unequivocal answer, yes. 

 

• He was speaking during the Council’s first session, and already the tone of self-exultation was 

apparent.  He stated that the Council should be able to create its own liturgy because it was “the 

greatest of all ecumenical councils.” 

Still, like Pius X decades before, some at the council were not unaware of the revolutionary 

undercurrents and spoke up: 

Cardinal Ottaviani warned, “Are we seeking to stir up wonder, or perhaps scandal, among the Christian 

people, by introducing changes in so venerable a rite, that has been approved for so many centuries and 

is now so familiar?  The rite of Holy Mass should not be treated as if it were a piece of cloth to be 

refashioned according to the whim of each generation.”
6
  Ironically, and perhaps fittingly, this was the 

exact analogy Cardinal Montini [Paul VI]  used in making his case to destroy the ancient rites to satisfy 

his revolutionary bent:  “…the form in which the liturgy had been handed down, and which was like a 

garment clothing the divine mysteries, could be changed and made more applicable to present needs.”  

The topic of the Novus Ordo and the worship of man will be taken up in greater detail; for now it is only 

worth noting that the defenders of the ancient Mass were concerned for maintaining the Faith and the 

reverence due to God, while Paul’s argument stemmed for man’s momentary “needs” [whims?] and 

desires.  This is precisely the hermeneutic of Protestantism and relativism:  it is no longer man who 

conforms to the sacred; it is the sacred which is conformed to man or, better said, altogether dissolved. 

Still, we have to bear in mind that all of the elements of the apostasy overlap and are interwoven.  Pope 

John’s disregard for Pius’ wisdom opened the door for condemned writers to have influence at the 

Council, and these same writers later boasted of the vague wording they introduced into the documents 

to be exploited at a later date.  This was true of the Mass as well and, as in other regards, the bishops 

were remiss in their duty and allowed such sinister machinations to prevail.  One can find in the same 

document cited above, declaring that all rites will be preserved and fostered, the loophole, “The Council 

also desires that, where necessary, the rites be revised carefully in the light of sound tradition, and that 

they be given new vigor to meet the circumstances and needs of modern times.”
7
  This sentence reveals 

the duplicity of those who had it inserted, and the dimming of the intelligence on the part of those who 

let so loaded and muddled a statement be approved.  First of all, it is a theological oxymoron:  sound 

tradition repudiates the notion of revising traditions to fit current trends.  Secondly, how can such a 

revision be declared “necessary” given that the Rite was in use ad perpetuum (the Canon had not been 

modified since Gregory the Great)?  Even to call such a revision “desirable” would be suspect enough to 
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tradition and Catholic thought; by what calculus is it now deemed necessary?  The Council does not 

answer this; it just leaves the doors wide open for the protestants and masons.  Still, the most disturbing 

changes to the Mass were in no way directly validated by the council, but, as has already been 

documented… 

Liberals are liars 

 The destroying of sanctuaries, altars and statues, the removal of altar rails, the banishment of 

tabernacles (and Jesus) from the center of churches,  communion in the hand, the priest facing the 

people, the end of Latin – all of these things were presented to people as being “from the council,” so 

they obeyed.  These were lies, and the people telling these lies knew it.  For example, Archbishop 

Dwyer of Portland, Oregon lamented, “Who dreamed on that day (when the council approved the 

document on the liturgy) that within a few years, far less than a decade, the Latin past of the Church 

would be all but expunged, that it would be reduced to a memory fading in the middle distance.  The 

thought would have horrified us, but it seemed so far beyond the realm of the possible as to be 

ridiculous.  So we laughed it off.”
8
  This is no figure of speech.  When Cardinal Browne expressed at the 

Council his fear that, if the Council allowed the vernacular into the liturgy the Latin Mass would 

disappear within ten years, he was laughed at. 

Paul VI led by example in this regard.  He promulgated his “Novus Ordo” as being “due to the express 

wishes of the recent Ecumenical Council.”  This was not true, as the Novus Ordo was in many ways a 

direct contradiction of the express wishes of the council, the insistence that “the use of Latin be 

retained” being just one example (as well as the retention of Gregorian Chant).   In fact, the Council 

mandated that the entire ancient rite, soon to be prohibited by Paul VI, was to be preserved in the future 

and fostered in every way.  Either Paul thought eradicating meant the same thing as preserving and 

fostering, or he was lying.  [It is worth noting that the same pope who gave the Church’s approval to 

formerly banned books was about to place her most sacred one, the ancient sacramentary, on his own 

“index of prohibited books.”] 

 

Likewise, in accord with the self-contradiction of liberals in the principles they espouse, we find Paul 

less than forthright in living out the clichés he so consistently promulgated as the hallmarks of the “New 

Church.”  The “Pope of the Council” who championed “ecumenism” and “dialogue” had no use for 

either when his novelties were opposed.  As Fr. Villa relates that, “bishops, after attending that 

‘normative Mass’ Paul VI had presented to them, rejected it…In fact, it failed to reach the majority of 

two third of the conciliar Fathers.  The ‘new Mass’ is thus entirely Paul VI’s doing.”
9
  We again see the 

insincerity, or at least the exclusively left-mindedness, of Paul’s mania for “dialogue” in that there was a 

serious movement among Europe’s intellectual and cultural elite, whom Paul so fawned over when they 

championed modernity and communism, who sent him a manifesto bearing their signatures opposing the 

proposed abandonment of the ancient rite.  Not only was their invitation to “dialogue” not accepted, no 

response was ever given at all. 
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Part III   

The Novus Ordo Missae: Triumph of the Church’s enemies 

Throughout the Church’s history, every heretical sect that arose in turn altered the Mass to reflect their 

errors, Protestantism being no different.  Because of this, the Church has always understood the 

importance of maintaining the fullness of the sacred rites, and despised any attempt at novelty, knowing 

full well that novel practices reflected an underlying novel belief.  Simply the omission of a single word 

was enough of a “red flag” to know that there was a corrosive agenda beneath the surface.  Pope Pius VI 

rightly foresaw this and thus condemned the heretical Synod of Pistoria because, “The doctrine of the 

synod absolutely omits to make any mention of transubstantiation… Since by an indiscreet and 

suspicious omission of this sort knowledge is taken away both of an article pertaining to the Faith, and 

also of the word consecrated by the Church to protect the profession of it, as if it were a discussion of a 

merely scholastic question.”  This one omission was condemned as “dangerous, derogatory to the 

exposition of the Catholic truth about the dogma of transubstantiation and favorable to heretics.”
10

  This 

omission was repeated by Paul VI, which is not surprising, as it was protestants who handed him the 

document to sign.  Now, not only were heretics allowed to alter the Church’s ancient, immutable Rite of 

the Mass, they were given the authority to outlaw it, and completely replace it with a fabrication 

conformable with their errors. 

Martin Luther 

Shortly before his death in 1419, St. Vincent Ferrer prophesied that the precursor to the Antichrist was 

near.
11

  Given that St. Vincent repeatedly raised the dead, I think we can regard his capacity as a mystic 

as altogether reliable.  Martin Luther was born in 1483.  It has already been discussed how this apostate 

was indeed the founder of liberalism, the culmination of which is at the root of the apostasy we are now 

enduring.  He had this to say about the Mass: 

• “I declare that all brothels, murders, thefts, adulteries, are less evil than the abominable Mass.”
12

 

 

• “When the Mass has been overthrown, I think we shall have overthrown the Papacy.  I think it is 

in the Mass, as on a rock, that the Papacy wholly rests…Everything will of necessity collapse 

when their sacrilegious and abominable Mass collapses.”  Again, as with the liberals and the 

Tiara, could Luther have ever dreamed that it would be a Pope himself who would overthrow the 

Mass? 

 

• “Above all, from the evils of this dragon [the Mass] the scum and vermin of all manner of 

idolatry has been begotten.” 

 

His thoughts on the Papacy were equally sacrilegious and blasphemous: 
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• “It is all up with the Pope, as it is with his god, the devil.  They are both impenitent and sin 

consciously against the truth, so that they are beyond prayers and hope.”
13

 

• As he burnt the Papal Bull condemning his teachings, he said “He who does not resist the Papacy 

with all his heart cannot obtain eternal salvation.”
14

  Centuries later, it would be the Pope who 

stopped resisting him 

Martin Luther as the inspiring force for the Novus Ordo 

Protestants formed a part of the committee that contrived the Novus Ordo.  While the Vatican’s public 

line was that they were merely observers, those with firsthand knowledge confessed the true state of 

affairs. 

• Msgr. Baum, the President of the American Bishops’ Committee on ecumenical matters:  “They 

are not there simply as observers, but also as expert advisers [heretics who do not believe in the 

Real Presence are now experts on the Mass] and they participate fully in discussions on the 

Catholic liturgical renewal.  If they had only listened there wouldn’t have been much sense in it, 

but they contributed.”
15

 

 

• Their influence was so strong that they actually were responsible for the heretical definition of 

the Mass which Pope Paul VI approved.   

 

• L’Osservatore Romano, on October 13, 1967 (the fiftieth anniversary of the Miracle of the Sun) 

remarked that “The liturgical reform has taken a remarkable step forward and has come closer to 

the liturgical form of the Lutheran church.”  Following a heretic who regarded the Mass as 

“scum and vermin” is now to be regarded as “a remarkable step forward.”  This is nothing less 

than a public profession of apostasy. 

 

• One of those “experts,” the Lutheran representative Dr. Smith could later proclaim, “We have 

finished the work that Martin Luther began.”
16

  Yes, the man who called The Holy Sacrifice of 

the Mass “evil,” “scum,” and “vermin” now had one of his disciples, from the church bearing his 

name, proudly declare that he had witnessed the triumph of Luther in the destruction of the Mass 

he so despised.  This was confirmed by a Catholic expert… 

 

• “This needs to be said without ambiguity: the Roman Rite as we knew it no longer exists.  It has 

been destroyed.”  Fr. Joseph Gelineau, S.J.
17

 

 

The Freemasons 

[Their goal is] “the ruin of all forms of religion, and especially 

the Catholic Religion.”  Pope Leo XIII 

 

In their plan for infiltrating the Church, the Masons foresaw the day when their descendants would 

“bring friends around the Apostolic Chair.”  They succeeded, and one such friend was given charge of 

creating the New Mass.   
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• Anabelle Bugnini had once been expelled from the Vatican for his suspect views.  Yet, once Paul 

VI, the Pope desired by the Masons, had ascended to the Chair of Peter, not only was he restored, 

he was given a power no man had ever had – to contrive a Rite of the Mass.  As Cardinal 

Ratzinger rightly criticized:  “Neither the Apostles nor their successors ‘made’ a Christian 

liturgy; it grew organically as a result of the Christian reading of the Jewish inheritance, 

fashioning its own form as it did so…” 

 

• Once his Novus Ordo was complete, Bugnini could brag that his concoction was “a major 

conquest of the Catholic Church.” 

 

• Eventually, he was exiled again when Pope Paul was confronted with the proof that he was 

working for the Freemasons.  Mind you, there is no reason to believe that Paul removed him for 

that reason, but for the threat of publicity that accompanied the private confrontation. 

 

• This is not speculation:  Archbishop Bugnini later admitted that this was the reason Paul 

removed him (while maintaining that the Pope was mistaken). 

 

• Again, Paul’s Masonic beliefs become evident:  Knowing full well that a member of an 

organization committed to the destruction of the Church had been able to have one of their own 

fabricate the Church’s central act of worship, he did nothing to repeal or retract that work.  A 

member of “The Kingdom of Satan,” using a heretic who regarded the Mass as “scum and 

vermin” as his model, is the creator of the rite of the Mass heard by the overwhelming number of 

Catholics.  This is a fact.  Therefore, it can also be stated as a matter of fact that:   

The purpose of the Novus Ordo is the loss of faith 

Faith in the Real Presence and the priesthood in particular, and the entire faith in general.  This is simple 

modus ponens, as logic can lead to no other conclusion: 

Fact #1 – Protestant services were designed to end belief in the Real Presence and priesthood. 

Fact #2 – The Novus Ordo was designed to imitate a protestant service. 

Fact #3 -  Currently, over seventy percent of Catholics (in name) do not believe in the Real   

               Presence, and   the priesthood cannot mathematically withstand one more decade of  

               the loss of numbers it has endured since the “New Springtime” of Vatican II.   

 

Here are some additional sources to support these realities: 

The Novus Ordo was intended to mimic a protestant service 

• “We must discard from our Catholic prayers and from the Catholic liturgy everything that could 

constitute the slightest risk of obstacle or displeasure for our separated brethren, that is, for the 

protestants.”  Archbishop Annibale Bugnini, chief architect of The Novus Ordo
18
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• Jean Guitton, close friend and confidant of Paul VI, stated, “The intention of Paul VI with regard 

to what is commonly called the Mass, was to reform the Catholic liturgy in such a way that is 

should almost coincide with the protestant liturgy.”
19

  

 

• “The liturgical reform, that willed by Paul VI and realized with the contribution and satisfaction 

of protestant theologians, has produced extremely grave harm for the Faith.” Cardinal Joseph 

Ratzinger, “My Life” 

 

The Novus Ordo regarded as heretical 

• Cardinal Ottaviani was head of the Holy Office under three popes.  He wrote, “The Novus Ordo 

Missae…represents a striking departure from the Catholic theology of the Holy Mass as it was 

formulated at the Council of Trent,” and that there are “implicit denials of Christ’s Real Presence 

and the doctrine of Transubstantiation.”  His report concluded, “It is clear that the Novus Ordo 

no longer intends to present the faith as taught by the Council of Trent.  Yet the Catholic 

conscience is bound to that faith in eternity.  Hence the true Catholic, by the promulgation of the 

Novus Ordo, is faced with the tragic necessity of a choice.”
20

 

 

• Charles Cardinal Jounnet of Geneva wrote that, upon reading the definition of the Mass in the 

Novus Ordo, he knew it was heretical and told Paul VI this.  Paul told him, “Well, to speak 

truthfully, I did not read it.  I signed it without reading it.”  This admission truly defies words.  A 

Pope did something so monumental he had no right to do it, even swearing a solemn oath to God 

to that effect.  The reason for the oath was validated in the consequence of its repudiation: the 

loss of faith and an onslaught of sacrilege that no one would have ever dreamed possible.  Even 

with all this at stake, he simply signed what a Masonic agent placed before him.   

 

• A rather telling item of evidence is Paul’s forward, revised once confronted with the harsh 

critique of Cardinal Ottaviani.  In it, the teaching of the Council of Trent is set forth, with the 

assertion that the Novus Ordo intended to present this faith.  The fact that a Church document is 

promulgated along with a forward insisting that it is orthodox may be a good sign it is not so 

orthodox after all. 

Paul’s introduction of the Novus Ordo 

Tradition is to Catholicism as novelty is to heresy.  In II Thessalonians, the very letter in which St. Paul 

warns of the antichrist and “the man of lawlessness,”  he wrote how the faithful could avoid falling for 

this deception:  “So then ,brethren, stand firm and hold to the traditions which you were taught by us, 

either by word of mouth or by letter” (2:15).  He likewise enjoins them, and us, “Now we command you, 

brethren, in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that you keep away from any brother who is living in 

idleness and not in accord with the tradition that you received from us” (3:6).   
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This distinction between tradition and novelty as equaling the difference between Catholicism and 

heresy is as old as the Church herself.  In his “History of the Church” (4
th

 century), Eusebius wrote that 

his principal goal was to separate the true history of the Church from heretical deviations, while also 

identifying “the names and dates of those who through a passion for innovation have wandered as far as 

possible from the truth, proclaiming themselves the founts of knowledge falsely so called while 

mercilessly, like savage wolves, making havoc of Christ’s flock.”
21

 

It has already been noted that St. Pius X condemned those who “invent novelties of some kind.” Yet, a 

novelty centered on the Mass is of the grandest kind.  Leading up to the Council, Pope Pius XII 

continued the Church’s centuries old condemnation of innovations, especially in terms of the liturgy.  

His words were a veritable rebuke of the Novus Ordo, as he condemned “the temerity and daring of 

those who introduce novel liturgical practices, or call for the revival of obsolete rites out of harmony 

with prevailing laws and rubrics.”  Such innovators, he wrote, “deserve severe reproof.”
22

   

At the onset of his papacy, Pope Paul swore a solemn oath to uphold the perpetual Papal vigilance 

against innovators, swearing: “I vow to change nothing of the received tradition, and nothing thereof I 

have found before me guarded by my God-pleasing predecessors, to encroach upon, to alter, or to permit 

any innovation therein.”  He even condemned himself in advance in the same oath:  “I will keep without 

sacrifice to itself the discipline and the rite of the Church.  I will put outside the Church whoever dares 

to go against this oath, may it be somebody else or I.”
23

 

In what has to be one of the most bizarre, muddled speeches in the history of the Papacy, Paul gave his 

justifications for imposing his novelty on the Church.  Yet, as the Church already had solemnly taught, 

no such novelty ever could be justified.  Paul himself made a solemn oath to that effect; yet, liberals are 

liars, and a law unto themselves.  It would seem that the archbishop who betrayed Pius XII got a taste 

for it; not even his own oath sworn to God, with the fearsome acknowledgement that “If I should 

undertake to act in anything of contrary sense, or should permit that it will be executed, Thou willst not 

be merciful to me on the dreadful Day of Divine Justice,” would stop him from invading the most sacred 

place on earth and imposing his own fetid designs.  Novelty reigned over tradition, heresy over 

Catholicism.  The word used to condemn such an action, “novelty,” is the very word Paul used to 

describe his Mass:   

“We ask you to turn your minds once more to the liturgical innovation of the new rite of the Mass…a 

change in a venerable tradition that has gone on for centuries.  This is something that affects our 

hereditary religious patrimony, which seemed to enjoy the privilege of being untouchable and settled.  It 

seemed to bring the prayer of our forefathers and our saints to our lips and to give us the comfort of 

feeling faithful to our spiritual past, which we kept alive to pass it on to the generations ahead…“We 

must prepare for this many-sided inconvenience.  It is the kind of upset caused by every novelty that 

breaks in on our habits…”  [The Holy Mass is reduced to a “habit’] 

“It is here that the greatest newness is going to be noticed, the newness of language.  No longer Latin, 

but the spoken language will be the principal language of the Mass.  The introduction of the vernacular 

will certainly be a great sacrifice for those who know the beauty, the power and the expressive sacrality 

of Latin.  We are parting with the speech of the Christian centuries; we are becoming like profane 



 

87 

 

intruders in the literary preserve of sacred utterance.  We will lose a great part of that stupendous and 

incomparable artistic and spiritual thing, the Gregorian chant.  We have reason indeed for regret, reason 

almost for bewilderment.  What can we put in the place of that language of the angels?  We are giving 

up something of priceless worth.” 

“If I should undertake to act in anything of contrary sense, or should permit that it will be executed, 

Thou will not be merciful to me on the dreadful Day of Divine Justice,” (Paul VI, coronation oath).  “By 

your own words you will be condemned” (Jesus Christ, Matthew 12:37). 

 

Part IV:  The Mass Itself 

Many exhaustive works exist which, line by line, go through the Novus Ordo and demonstrate how it is 

a deliberate attempt to make the Mass little more than a protestant prayer service, watering down and 

deleting nearly everything specifically Catholic.  In this section, I will provide a brief sampling, thinking 

in lines of the symptoms of the great apostasy.  As it was Paul himself who proclaimed that the Church 

had turned towards a man-centered view of the world, this new orientation is certainly visible in his new 

Mass. 

The Cult of Man and the altar facing the people 

 

• Cardinal Ratzinger offered an eloquent summary of this innovation symbolizing the self-centered 

nature of the Novus Ordo, “a self-enclosed circle,” noting that it reflected the marginalization of 

God in favor of a man-centered experience.
24

  “The united sense of the Church is spoiled by face 

to face celebration, because the Church’s sense of worship depends on a united looking towards 

God, and not upon its members contemplating one another.”
25

 

 

• Also, this offers an example of the dishonest propaganda used by the Novus Ordo Church to foist 

novelties upon the faithful.  Almost any Catholic will refer to the ancient arrangement as “the 

priest standing with his back to the people,” as they have long been taught.  Yet, this is not the 

case: the priest and the faithful all faced east together, symbolic of their collective expectation of 

the coming of the Lord.  This pejorative misrepresentation of the ancient practice instills a sense 

of superiority to the past, dominated by an alleged clericalism embodied in the priest’s “turning 

his back on you” while “he did his thing.”  True to the narcissistic preoccupation of laicism, the 

people are now “empowered,” because the priest faces them, not God and Heaven. 

 

• Likewise, the priest often is speaking to them, another fruit of the apostasy and mark of its 

success.  Now instead of making present the Sacrifice of Calvary by acting in “persona Christi,” 

the consecration is often referred to merely as an “institution narrative,” the simple retelling of a 

story, not re-presenting of an expiatory sacrifice, as any protestant would agree.  In the days 

when I had to suffer through Masses offered by others, at the moment of consecration, often the 

priest would look directly at the people, precisely as any school teacher would when  telling a 

story to their children; sadly, many probably regarded their actions as little more than this. 
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• The Mockery of Martyrdom:  When the Novus Ordo was promulgated, the Bishops of England 

sent a letter to the Vatican asking to be excused from adopting the new, protestantized rite.  Their 

reason was that they venerated martyrs who died precisely because they refused to adopt 

protestant innovations the first time around, in particular turning the altar towards the people.  To 

now have a Pope mandate the very action against which these saints died in protest embodied the 

“subtlety and mockery” of the Devil (St. Hildegard), and at least there were still some bishops 

who realized it and resisted.  Since liberalism cannot withstand such logical argumentation, the 

letter was never acknowledged by the Vatican.  Dialogue?  What dialogue? 

 

“Non”- prayers 

 

As will be demonstrated in a subsequent chapter, the Vatican II Church Book of “Blessings” in fact 

blesses nothing.  Likewise, many prayers in the Novus Ordo Mass are not prayers at all.  They are 

nothing more than a man, the priest, speaking to other men.  Pedantic statements of fact are not a prayer; 

God doesn’t need to be told; He already knows.   

For example, on September 20 (Andrew Kim Taegon & companions) the opening prayer reads:  “In the 

land of Korea your call to Catholic faith formed a people of adoption, whose growth you nurtured by the 

blood of Andrew, Paul, and their companions.”  Does God really need to be told that, or is it, rather, that 

the “prayer” is really an informational factoid for the sake of the congregation?  On the feast of “The 

Beheading of John the Baptist,” we pray, “God our Father, you called John to be the herald of your 

Son’s birth and death.”  Yes, He knows that.  The rambling, verbose preface proscribed for that feast is 

truly insufferable.  Again, it is nothing more than a horrendously constructed “life of John the Baptist” 

under the guise of a prayer.  The examples could go on forever, so I will simply invite the reader to take 

a Novus Ordo Missal and explore for yourself how anemic and watered down so many of those prayers 

are.  Comparing the old & new missals and their corresponding prayers side by side is truly a depressing 

exercise in minimalism and banality.   

Ending Belief in the Real Presence 

 

1.  The Sacrifice of the Mass reduced to a meal:  Protestant theology abhors the notion of the Mass being 

the Sacrifice of Christ on Calvary made present.  The Novus Ordo is an attempt to conform the Church 

to this belief by over-emphasizing the notion of Mass as merely a memorial meal.  Pope John Paul II 

recognized this: “Stripped of its sacrificial meaning, it [the Mass] is celebrated as if it were simply a 

fraternal banquet.”
26

 

Cardinal Ratzinger offered a similar observation:  “To speak of the Eucharist as the community meal is 

to cheapen it, for its price was the death of Christ…and only at this price can we enjoy the Resurrection.  

Therefore, the Eucharist does not stand or fall by its effect on our feelings. Feelings come to an end, and 

ultimately, all entertainment becomes tedious – as we know only too well nowadays.”
27

 

2. The Sacramentary itself seeks to perpetuate this protestant emphasis.  The Real Presence is blatantly de-

emphasized [precisely the objection of Cardinal Ottaviani], and an inordinate number of prayers use 
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terms that could just as easily apply to bread and wine as the Body and Blood of Christ.  There is a 

deliberate vagueness in the formulas which in no way support the doctrine of transubstantiation, and can 

be interpreted in any of a multitude of ways, most of which would be agreeable to any protestant.  The 

prayer after Communion, meant to give thanks for the Body and Blood of Christ we have received, uses 

the following vague terms... 

 

• “Our communion” appears eight times. 

• “Food from Heaven” is used seven times. 

• “Food,” with no other qualification, on Tuesday of the 2
nd

 week of Lent. 

• “This mystery” is used thirteen times. 

• “This eucharist” is used seventeen times. Although most Catholics equate “Eucharist” with the 

Blessed Sacrament, it literally means “thanksgiving,” a word any protestant would use to 

describe his service. 

• “This sacrament” is used eight times. 

• “Food of life” is used once.  (Milk and eggs are rightly described thus) 

• “Your food and drink” is used once (Christmas). 

• “Gifts and blessing we receive” is used once. 

• The very thing we have received, “Body and Blood of Christ,” is explicitly called such a mere 

four times.   

 

The prayers over the gifts in preparation for the consecration likewise are a systematic attempt to 

obscure the Real Presence.  When the liturgical year is taken as a whole, there are literally scores of 

occasions on which this prayer, absolutely in no way whatsoever, anticipates the fact that the bread and 

wine will become the Body and Blood of Jesus.   

 

•  In one such prayer, we ask God that they become “a source of health and strength,” as they 

would be even if they remained mere bread and wine. 

   

• We ask God that “this bread and wine we offer as a sign of our love and worship lead us to 

salvation.”  Yet, it is what the bread and wine become that leads to salvation.  One may say 

that this transformation (transubstantiation) is implied; yet, the words do not justify that, hence 

the prayers is completely compatible with the protestant belief that the bread and wine remain 

as such.   

 

• Repeatedly, we ask God that “our spiritual sacrifice make of us an everlasting gift to You.”  It 

is the sacrifice of Jesus, made present on the altar, that makes us an everlasting gift to Him, not 

our nebulous “spiritual sacrifice,” which has no precise meaning and, again, is in no way 

dependent upon the Real Presence. 

 

• It is repeatedly asked of God that “our offerings make us holy.”  Jesus makes us holy, not “our 

offerings.”   
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• Repeated prayers are offered for our “health in mind and body.”  Should our souls not be 

thrown into the equation? 

 

• Over and over, we come across such vapid phrases as “source of blessing,” “this memorial,” 

“this mystery,” “source of health and strength,” “ sacrifice of praise…”  Could not each of 

these be explained in a way which does in fact imply the Sacrifice of Calvary and the Real 

Presence of Jesus in the Blessed Sacrament?  Yes.  Could they likewise be explained in a way 

which does not?  Yes.  Hence the protestant ministers who helped write the new Mass said that 

they could pray all of the prayers in complete accord with their own beliefs.   

 

3.  Communion in the hand: Once again, we find “The Kingdom of Satan” pulling the strings in the 

Vatican.  It was the Masonic Cardinal Leo Suenens who led the drive to institutionalize this abuse.  He 

openly patronized the “International Congress of B’nai B’rith” in Brussels and received the Masonic 

“Templeton Prize” for “his contribution to the transformation of ecclesial structures.”  He favored 

women’s ordination and contraception, and in his own diocese only erected churches designed so as to 

make kneeling impossible.  This rebellion which he instigated embodies the characteristics of the Great 

Apostasy in a number or ways:   

 

A.  Laicism/anti-clericalism: 

Thomas Aquinas wrote that only the priests could touch the Blessed Sacrament with their 

hands for three reasons: 

• He consecrates in the person of Christ and, included in the mandate of Christ at the Last 

Supper, they are the ones commissioned to give Communion to others. 

• The priest exists to offer the people’s gifts to God, and God’s consecrated gifts to them. 

• Out of reverence for the Sacrament, nothing touches it that isn’t consecrated, which is 

why the priests’ hands are consecrated at ordination. 

 

B.  Modernism – nothing is sacred: The German protestant Martin Bucer knew full well that the 

reason Catholicism insisted on Communion on the tongue only was to both live out and 

safeguard her teachings on the Priesthood and the Real Presence:  “I have no doubt that the usage 

of not putting these sacraments into the hands of the faithful has been introduced out of a double 

superstition: firstly, the false honor they wish to show to this sacrament, secondly, the wicked 

arrogance of priests claiming greater holiness than that of the people of Christ, by virtue of the 

oil of consecration.” 

 

C. Lawlessness:  The mystery of lawlessness foretold by St. Paul could not be more apparent, or 

more dramatic, than in the Novus Ordo itself and with Communion in the hand.  Yet again, 

liberals are liars: most Catholics assume, because they have been told, that communion in the 

hand was approved by the Council. This is false. Communion in the hand was an abuse begun in 
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Holland that spread through Europe.  Pope Paul VI polled the bishops of the world on the matter 

and they overwhelmingly rejected allowing communion in the hand. Pope Paul communicated to 

the bishops of the world that the manner of placing the Sacred Host on the tongue “must be 

observed” because: 

 

1. “It rests upon a tradition of many centuries.” 

2. “A pressing sense of reverence toward this Holy Sacrament.” 

3. It embodied the humility which receiving the Sacrament demanded. 

 

           He wrote that Communion in the hand could lead to: 

 

1.  A lessening of reverence “toward the noble Sacrament of the Altar” 

2. Its profanation 

3. The adulteration of correct doctrine 

 

Yet, at the same time, he rewarded the rebels.  In places where the abuse had begun he allowed it 

to continue if a secret ballot among the bishops voted in favor of it.  In America, the bishops began 

this abuse after this mandate, thus compounding the rebellion and disdain for the Church’s rightful 

authority.  What could be more in accord with the spirit of lawlessness and the antichrist than: 

 

1.  To use The Body of Christ Himself as the means of rebelling against the Church, and 

then… 

2. To have the Church in turn make those same rebels the source of law. Mr. Amerio points out 

the icon of this incoherence is the bulletin issued on the matter, where the abuse is both 

permitted and forbidden in the same decree. 

3. The Church’s hierarchy taking steps to dissolve its own authority:  This ties in with the unit 

on “The Papacy Attacking Itself,” as we see the “self-destruction” observed by Paul VI in 

effect. 

 

Again, this is evident in adapting the Mass to the beliefs of Martin Luther.  Not only did 

Luther despise the papacy, he rightly understood that the Roman Rite was a safeguard 

preserving the Church’s doctrine concerning her own hierarchy and divine authority.  That 

same authority would in turn incorporate Luther’s ideas, and soon find itself flatly disobeyed 

when it came to regulating that same Mass.   

This was confirmed by Cardinal Gut, the Prefect of the Congregation for Divine Worship in 

Documentation Catholique, No. 1551, p.18: “Many priests did whatever they liked.  They 

imposed their own personalities.  Very often unauthorized initiatives could not be stopped.  

In his great goodness and wisdom [!], the Holy Father then made concessions, often against 

his own inclinations.”
28

   

Communion in the hand overlaps with many principles convergent in the Novus Ordo, and 

we will further discuss the implications of this practice under subsequent headings.   
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Ending belief in the priesthood 

 

• Communion in the hand:  It is Catholic theology that only a priest can self-communicate, and 

even then only in the context of offering Mass.  Yet, true to its desire to end belief in the 

ordained priesthood, in the Novus Ordo, everyone is his own priest and gives himself 

communion.  When a priest places the Sacred Host on your tongue, he has administered to you 

Holy Communion.  However, when he places the host in your hands, he is giving you a Sacred 

Host that you, in turn, will administer to yourself.  

  

•  Eucharistic ministers:  The Latin word for priest, “sacerdos,” means “giver of sacred things.”  

When receiving Holy Orders, a priest’s hands are anointed with the sacred chrism for precisely 

this reason, as these hands have been consecrated and set apart to handle and give, sacred 

things to the faithful.  This understanding of the role of the priest has been apparent from the 

first days of the Church.  In fact, the Liber Pontificalis credits Pope Sixtus I (d. 127 A.D.) with 

having laid down as ordinances that none but the clergy should touch the sacred vessels. But a 

modernist could not accept such distinctions, and they would have their day.  Now, not only 

can anyone pick up a chalice, anyone can distribute its sacred contents as well.  Pope John 

Paul II affirmed the Catholic teaching that “to touch the sacred species, and to distribute them 

with their own hands, is a privilege of the ordained.”
29

  Yet, this did nothing to stop the ever-

increasing use of lay-ministers of communion, thus allowing the theology and practice of the 

priesthood to be diluted on a daily basis.   

 

• The priests themselves:  Priests are not exempt from the Apostasy, and it is oftentimes their 

own disbelief in the sacred character of their own office that inspires them to perpetuate this 

abuse.  While the instruction permitting the laity to do what is reserved to the ordained (the 

same schizophrenia we saw in the document allowing Communion in the hand) states that only 

“genuine necessity” allows this exception, that is not the case in any parish of which I am 

aware.  As incoherent as it is, there is no shortage of anti-clerical clerics who accept Holy 

Orders only to exercise it in such a way so as to deprive it of its substance.  

 

I have never seen a parish with multiple priests in which the priests all come to the altar at that 

point in the Mass, vested, to help distribute Communion, as was always done before the 

Council.  The other priest(s) can be found idling at the kitchen table, shuffling papers at his 

desk, or standing on the parking lot waiting to greet the people after Mass, but never carrying 

out their sacred function.  While this is often a case of simple laziness, it is more so evidence 

that they simply make no distinction between themselves and a layman, laywoman, or even 

lay-adolescent doing that which is reserved to their sacred personage.   
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There is certainly no “genuine need” for the excessive number of people in parishes who take 

communion to the homebound and nursing homes.  There is only a “genuine convenience” for 

a priest who would rather be pursuing the secular elements of his job, as increasingly, on the 

part of priests and chanceries alike, it is his ability to run the business that is the measure of a 

priest.   

 

Censuring God 

 

Truly, nothing is sacred, as the Vatican II Church has even taken it upon itself to edit the words of God 

when they contradict their own agenda and ends; and this from the same men who said they  would no 

longer censure heretics. 

 

• “For all…”  Even thought the Latin version of the Novus Ordo contains the actual words of 

Christ at the Last Supper when He consecrated the chalice, “For many,” virtually every 

translation changed the words of Jesus Himself to better conform to the modernist belief of 

universal salvation and the absence of distinction between believer and non-believer.  They 

cannot do this without The Holy See’s approval.  (Pope Benedict has tentatively repealed this 

false translation, a development that figures in to the conclusion of this book). 

 

• Even if one were to contend that a theological, even linguistic, justification for that translation 

can be rightly proposed, the Vatican took it a step further.  The rite of the Assyrian anaphora 

(Nestorian) of Addai and Mari was declared valid by a document clearly approved by John 

Paul II, in spite of the fact that it does not contain the words of consecration at all.  True to the 

post Vatican II hubris, “My will is enough,” and not even the words of Christ Himself in 

confecting His own Body and Blood are binding. 
 

• The lectionary and breviary likewise are the objects of mutilations.  This occurs most often in 

verses in which God does not come across as being “nice.”  The Novus Ordo’s Masonic 

overlord, Archbishop Bugnini, stated that the censuring of the psalms was done at the personal 

insistence of Pope Paul.
30

  All “imprecatory” verses were deemed at odds with Vatican II’s 

utopian views and removed.  Likewise, in twenty two places verses from the Gospels used at 

Mass have been expunged in order to remove references to the Last Judgment, the 

condemnation of the world, and sin. 
 

Part V:  Dissolution  

A “New” Mass for a “New” Church 

Since Vatican II the Church has left virtually no dimension of her life untouched in an attempt to sever 

every semblance of her past.  This process of historical dissolution, destroying the continuity that we 

profess to be the “Apostolic” Church, has touched her most sacred dimension, the Mass.  I have heard 

numerous people recall stories of being in foreign lands, often in times of war, and being so comforted 

by the fact that, the second they stepped into a Catholic Church and Mass began, it was identical to the 
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Mass at home.  This was both a symbol and a concrete expression of the Church’s unity.  Yet, it is 

precisely this unity, this supra-national cohesion, which the enemies of the Church rightly saw as an 

impediment to their own designs.  They would rather have a Church divided, incoherent and fragmented, 

and so unable to even detect, let alone resist, their own designs.  Now, in virtually every diocese, you 

can go down the road only a mile or two and find a Catholic church which in no way resembles its next 

door neighbor: both in the way Mass is carried out, the content of the sermons, the behavior of the 

people, and the divergence in the rituals.  In fact, one can hardly speak of Catholic rituals at all, since 

ritual implies a uniform repetition.  Parish by parish, and even priest by priest within the same parish, 

the “rituals” change on an hourly basis.   

Again, the irony and incoherence are of such vast proportions that only the “dimmed intellect” of a 

liberal could miss them.  The advent of ecumenism was hailed as the Church’s era of “focusing on what 

unites us.”  The Novus Ordo was meant to “ecumenize” the Mass; now, it is a celebration of division.  

The Church and individual parishes have masses for every ethnic group and nationality, masses for 

children, masses for teens, masses for young adults, folk masses, polka masses, clown masses; what was 

the manifestation of the Church’s true universal unity is now a festival of division; truly, her own Tower 

of Babel.  However, the most significant act of violence done to the Church’s universality was the 

elimination of her universal language. 

The Extinction of Latin 

Liberalism gave birth to the protestant movements, all of which abandoned the sacred language of the 

Church in favor of the profane language of the local region.  This was to accomplish a number of ends: 

• “Nothing is sacred:”  The termination of a sacred language would obviously diminish the 

sacred nature of divine worship. 

 

• A man-centered religion:  Rather than possessing a beautiful language, refined by the ages, 

which was reserved to divine worship and formal church writings and doctrines, whatever 

language prevailed in a given region was good enough for God. 

 

• “The Papacy attacking itself:”  The loss of a universal language in particular would likewise 

harm the universality of the Church in general, and also weaken the ability of her universal 

authority to govern.
31

  With an endless multiplication of translations and rituals, the Vatican 

can no longer effectively govern them, with numerous doctrinal errors as a result.  Martin 

Luther stated that, by destroying the Mass, the Papacy would likewise be undone; centuries 

later, Pope Paul would follow the decrees of a man who regarded the Pope as the Antichrist, 

calling the devil his god, and dying with the words “keep alive my hatred of the Roman 

Pontiff,” and mutilate the Mass according to his designs.  In attacking the Mass, Paul was 

attacking himself, a logic which his liberalized mind never seemed to comprehend.  

 

• The dimming of the intellect:  Just as secular liberalism has led to a systemic “dumbing down” 

of the West, the Church no longer requires her ministers to learn a common language (Canon 
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law says they should, but this “law” is not enforced in the age of lawlessness), nor expects the 

faithful to learn a handful of prayers in the universal language.  The perpetual recourse to the 

“lowest common denominator” in ecumenism is likewise made manifest in this regard.  If the 

Church wanted the faithful to better understand the prayers offered on their behalf, she could 

have taught them.  Mere children throughout the world are multi-lingual; could not the modern 

Catholic, supposedly superior to his ancestors, learn a few pages worth of liturgical Latin? 

   

• “The Restrainer Removed:”  This is the title of a chapter soon to come, regarding the means by 

which the agents of the apostasy have sought to deny the faithful the sources of grace and 

supernatural protection.  The Latin language is a sacred language, and has an efficacy above 

and beyond prayers said in the vernacular.  (This is in the context of the Church’s formal 

prayers, and does not imply that a person praying to God privately in his own tongue is less 

heard than a seasoned Latinist).  At the age of five, St. Gemma Galgani, a simple peasant girl, 

had taught herself enough Latin to pray the Church’s basic prayers, as well as the Office for 

the Dead, knowing the power of “the language of Heaven.”  Likewise, as any exorcist will 

confirm, the Latin language is abhorred by demons and has a special power over them, a 

power we now surrender. 

The Popes on Latin 

The larger and, yes, sinister agenda behind destroying the Church’s sacred language can best be gleaned 

from the popes themselves: 

• Pope Pius VI, Auctorem Fidei, 1794:  In condemning the errors of the Synod of Pistoia, he 

rejected demands for the use of the vernacular on the following grounds:  “As referring to the 

use of the vernacular in liturgical prayers – false, rash, disturbing the prescribed order of the 

celebration of the mysteries, and easily productive of many evils.”
32

 

 

• Pope Pius XI:  “For the Church, precisely because it embraces all nations and is destined to 

endure till the end of time…of its very nature requires a language which is universal, 

immutable, and non-vernacular.”
33

 

 

• Pope Pius XII:  “The use of the Latin language prevailing in a great part of the Church affords 

at once an imposing sign of unity and an effective safeguard against the corruption of true 

doctrine.”
34

 

  “The day the Church abandons her universal tongue is the day before she returns to the                                                                 

catacombs.” 

•  Pope John XXIII: “The Catholic Church has a dignity far surpassing that of every merely 

human society, for it was founded by Christ the Lord.  It is altogether fitting, therefore, that the 

language it uses should be noble, majestic and non-vernacular.” 

 



 

96 

 

• Cardinal Montini (Paul VI) at the council:  “When it is a matter of the language used in public 

worship, think seriously before you decide that those parts of the liturgy which belong to the 

priest should be in any other language than that handed down to us by our forebears; for only 

thus will the unity of the Mystical Body at prayer and the sacred formularies be maintained.”
35

  

Only thus!!  Yet, the same Cardinal who issued these warnings would become the Pope who 

made it so.   

 

• Incredibly, even as Pope, Paul would write in his apostolic letter Sacrificium Laudis, that 

abandoning Latin, “attacks not only this bountiful spring of civilization, this rich treasure of 

piety, but attacks too the decorum, the beauty and the original vigor of the prayer and song of 

the liturgy.”
36

  By his own words, Paul would soon attack the vigor of the Church’s prayer!  

All of these things warned against by previous popes embody safeguards against the beliefs and ends 

sought by the agents of apostasy:  the universality of the Church, her divine nature, the unchangeable 

nature of her doctrines, her foundation by Christ, that she is more than a mere human enterprise.  Other 

latent elements of the apostasy are likewise made manifest in the extinction of Latin: 

“My will is enough.” 

In teaching about the Roman Canon, the ancient prayer of consecration, the Council of Trent had this to 

say:  “Since it is becoming that holy things be administered in a holy manner, and of all things this 

sacrifice is the most holy, the Catholic Church, to the end that it might be worthily and reverently 

offered and received, instituted many centuries  ago the holy canon, which is so free from error that it 

contains nothing that does not in the highest degree savor of a certain holiness and piety and raise up to 

God the minds of those who offer.  For it consists partly of the very words of the Lord, partly of the 

traditions of the Apostles, and also of pious regulations of holy pontiffs.”  Such credentials were not 

sufficient for the modernists, and they would soon have their day. 

The hallmark of the post-Vatican II Church’s leadership is a hubris exceeded only by incompetence.  

Paul VI’s embodiment of the “attitude of apostasy” could not have been more evident as it was in his 

eliminating of Latin… 

Superior to the Past 

Pope Pius XII wrote in his encyclical of 1947 “Mediator Dei” regarding “the serious reasons the Church 

has for firmly maintaining the unconditional obligation the celebrant has to use the Latin tongue.”  Even 

Pope John XXIII, despite his manifest infection with modernity, wrote in “Veterum Sapientia” in 1962: 

“Let not innovator dare to write against the use of Latin in the sacred rites…nor let them in their folly 

attempt to minimize the will of the Apostolic See in this matter.”  As already noted, Paul likewise 

regarded the directives of Vatican II subject to his own whimsical veto, even as he claimed to be 

enforcing them. 

The “utter incoherence” of Catholic liberalism 
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This is yet another example of Paul’s frequent bouts of schizophrenia.  The same Pope who abolished 

Latin in the Church’s formerly sacred rites reproached the mayor of Rome in January of 1970 for 

abolishing Latin in middle schools (a nationwide action).  He called it “an offense to Rome, and a self-

inflicted mutilation of Roman culture.”
37

  That he did not recognize his own identical action, only in a 

far graver venue, as being a mutilation of Catholic culture can only be recognized as what our Lady of 

LaSalette called it: a dimming of the intelligence on the part of negligent pastors. 

Even more telling of Paul’s schizophrenia was his response to an inane proposal to change the Rosary:  

“The faithful would conclude that ‘the Pope has changed the Rosary,’ and the psychological effect 

would be disastrous.”
38

  Could he, then, genuinely not foresee the same effect, on a far more staggering 

scale, when the ancient Mass suffered just such mutilations at his command? 

Laicism and the dissolution of the priesthood 

As the priest is one set apart, praying “In the Person of Christ” for the sake of those present and the 

whole Church, His prayers were addressed to God, and the people did not need to hear or understand all 

of them.  It was a conversation between the priest and God, albeit on the people’s behalf.  The 

elimination of Latin embodies the anti-clerical tenets of modernism which essentially holds that the 

priest does not have such a privileged position, is in no way superior to the community, and should not 

pray in such a way that it is not, in fact, directed to them.  Therefore, the priest now faces the people, 

always speaking into a microphone, in the language they can understand, rather than the sacred language 

reserved for God.   

Part VI   

The Man-centered religion & the fostering of irreverence 

 

The Mass of the ages was instituted and developed in a way which reflected the God-centered nature of 

Catholicism, with the logical culmination in Christ present in The Blessed Sacrament.  The gravity of 

the Mass was, among other ways, reflected in the proscriptions that the priest had to observe.  Given that 

the Mass was earth’s greatest treasure, that he was standing in the person of Christ offering the Sacrifice 

of Christ to the Father, in accord with the universal Church, led to the seriousness with which every 

sacred action was taken.  Defects in the Mass, ways in which the priest violated the Church’s ancient 

rituals, perhaps even to the point of invalidating the consecration, were a possibility of which the priest 

was always conscious.  As Mr. Amerio summarized, “These possible mishaps and irregularities were 

very carefully considered in the old Missal.  But obviously, when the sacrament ceases to be sacred in its 

very essence, defects in its celebration become matters of no importance.”  For this reason, the 

instruction “Concerning defects occurring in the celebration of Mass” was completely dropped from the 

new missal.   

The advent of a man-centered religion to replace the God-centered one would likewise mean abolishing 

those God-centered elements to reflect the new orientation towards “the cult of man” which Paul so 

effusively espoused.  As already noted, this is reflected in the nullification of the divine orientation of 

the altar (which in most cases is no longer a true altar), as it now faces man, the abandonment of the 

“Language of Heaven” in favor of the pedestrian language of man, the replacement of prayers to God 
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with statements of fact intended for the congregation, the dissolution of the priestly character as “another 

Christ” by relegating his sacred duties to anyone whomsoever, and finally, the treatment of God 

Himself.  When Christ, therefore the Blessed Sacrament, was regarded as the center of the universe and 

Mass, the Church acted accordingly.  Now that it is man, the Blessed Sacrament is treated accordingly, 

with the logical consequence, foretold by the very pope who made it possible, that reverence for the 

Blessed Sacrament would decrease, correct doctrine would be adulterated, and finally, the Blessed 

Sacrament would be profaned: the sin of sacrilege.   

It is not a matter of abuses; the Novus Ordo itself degrades the reverence due to the Blessed Sacrament 

in serious ways.  From time immemorial, if the Sacred Host fell to the floor during the distribution of 

Communion, everything stopped; in short, people acted as though Christ Himself had been dropped to 

the floor.  A bell was rung, everyone stopped in their tracks, the spot on the floor was purified, and a 

cloth placed over it so that further rites of purification could be carried out after Mass.  The instruction 

for the Novus Ordo?  Pick it up; nothing more.  Just as you would if you dropped a cookie you were 

eating.  Oftentimes this is mockingly called “the five second rule,” a reference as to how long food can 

remain on the floor and still be deemed edible.   

 In all of this we see a two-fold denigration of both the priesthood and The Blessed Sacrament.  For all 

of the centuries in which only the consecrated hands of the priest could touch the Sacred Host, even that 

was only after he performed the ablutions at the altar and then touched nothing else whatsoever for the 

balance of the Mass, so as in no way profane the Blessed Sacrament.   Now, as anyone whomsoever can 

handle the host, they do so in any deplorable manner whatsoever.   People routinely stick out their hand 

to receive communion as they juggle their car keys in the same hand, or expect the sacred host to placed 

on top of the note they have scribbled on their palm.  Teenagers stick their hand out to receive the Host 

with their sleeves completely covering their palms, and simply respond with a vacant stare, revelatory of 

their spiritual stupor and shoddy parenting, clueless as to why I proceed to put the host in their mouth.   

Manual laborers whose professions leave their hands with a permanently embedded layer of grease and 

grime glibly stick it out nonetheless, never even stopping to consider that the Holiest object on earth and 

in Heaven just might deserve better.  I can only ask you to consider, dear reader, who takes more 

pleasure in such “worship,” God or the Devil? 

Likewise the division among Catholics is accentuated further still as people contrive their own “mini 

rituals” as they give themselves communion.  Laymen who give communion think that they are so 

central to the Rite that they call communicants by name as they approach, hence creating a distinction 

between those they know and those they don’t.  Truly, most novus ordo Masses have to be regarded as 

festivals of irreverence far beyond any measure in which they constitute anything even remotely 

approaching the worship due to God.  Sadly, however, such irreverence is just the beginning… 

Man as the greatest good leads to sacrilege for the sake of  human pride 

As duly documented, the goal of the ecumenical Church was to end distinctions among religions.  This 

distinction is most apparent in the requirements for receiving Holy Communion; a Catholic in the state 

of grace.  Such distinctions are not acceptable to the ecumenist, so on September 21, 1966, Paul 

authorized Miss Barbarina Olson, a Presbyterian, to receive Holy Communion, during her wedding 
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Mass, while in no way whatsoever abjuring her errors and making a profession of Faith of any kind.  

Such sacrilegious communions multiplied quickly, and eventually Pope Paul VI gave permission for 

Cardinal Willebrands to issue a decree (July, 1972) stating that inter-communion was left to the 

judgment of the local bishop.  Many elements of the apostasy are revealed in this act: Paul’s belief that 

he was a law unto himself, unbound by the deposit of faith, and then, in his typically incoherent fashion, 

renouncing his authority in lieu of individual bishops after using that same authority to exceed its proper 

limits.  This also embodies the dissolution of the Church, as diocese by diocese bishops decide for 

themselves whether to uphold Apostolic Tradition or join the movement of indifferentism.  In the 

Vatican, the Bishop chose the latter, and protestants were soon invited to desecrate chapels and altars by 

holding their services there, an abomination John Paul would taken even further in Assisi.   

Within the universal Church as well sacrilege flourished.  Upon reports of priests sending consecrated 

hosts through the mail, the Bishop of Verdun stated that he saw nothing objectionable in the practice.
39

   

Fr. Villa testified, “I would never come to lay down my pen were I to document the countless lists of 

scandals and sacrileges, of “black masses,” of obscenities, perpetrated after Vatican II, precisely on 

account of the “new liturgy.”  Pope John Paul II acknowledged this on February 24, 1980, in his 

Apostolic Letter, Dominicae Cenae.  He described the results of the Novus Ordo thus:  “Cases of a 

deplorable lack of respect towards the Eucharistic species have been reported, cases which are imputable 

not only to the individuals guilty of such behavior, but also to the pastors of the Church who have not 

been vigilant enough in regarding the attitude of the faithful towards the Eucharist...” 

Yet, by likewise blaming the pastors under whose watch such sacrilege occurs, John Paul likewise 

brings some scrutiny upon himself.  At Masses in St. Peter’s square, the Sacred Host is indiscriminately 

placed in the hand of anyone who reaches for it; the obvious result, tourists, without a clue as to what 

they are receiving, carry home their “souvenir” from the Pope.  World Youth Day’s are an even greater 

abomination.  How can one expect to hold a worthy Mass in which hundreds of people cover several 

acres to give communion to tens of thousands, again, many simply there for the “tourist event” of it all? 

How could such a scenario end in anything but mass sacrilege?  Christopher Ferrara described his, sadly, 

not uncommon experience at World Youth Day:  “The assisting priests who were to distribute Holy 

Communion, implementing enculturation, accommodated themselves to the heat and humidity by 

wearing tee shirts, shorts, flip-flops and baseball caps along with their stoles…Hosts were being 

distributed from big, shallow bowls that could have been used for punch or potato chips.  People were 

reaching over each other’s shoulders to grab the consecrated Hosts from the priests.  I saw Hosts falling 

into the mud, where they were being trampled on.”
40

   

Mr. Michael Matt related his experience:  “At the outdoor papal Mass in Des Moines during the papal 

visit of 1980, consecrated Hosts were being distributed from cardboard boxes.  A group of Hell’s Angels 

was given Holy Communion in the hand.  I saw them washing down the Body of Christ with cans of 

beer…” 

It is not only a matter of these horrifying examples; it is the day to day life in virtually every parish.  

Hosts are found in pews, stuffed in missallettes, and on parking lots all the time.  The attentive priest 

will often have to chase after a communicant who clearly has no intention of consuming the Host and 

retrieve it.  People, literally dressed worse than pigs I have seen at a State Fair, stick out their unwashed 
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hand, which, in the Novus Ordo Church, is the only real condition for receiving Communion, despite 

any rhetoric to the contrary.    

 

Sacrilege and invalid consecrations have even been fostered by bishops and their chanceries.  The 

Archdiocesan paper of Seattle published a “recipe” so people could make their own hosts to be 

consecrated.  It included milk, Crisco, eggs, baking powder and honey.  This is not the only instance of 

such sacrilegious activity but, as Fr. Villa wrote, “I would never put my pen down…” 

 

 As Christ so often taught, the Christian would at times have to make a choice between God and man, 

even to the extent of renouncing one’s own family.  Likewise, Pope Paul, and the entire hierarchy with 

him, were confronted with a choice:  is Christ and the reverence due to Him the greatest good, or is it the 

pride of man, even more specifically, those men who take it upon themselves to defy the Church and her 

rightful authority, using the very Body of Christ Himself as the means of their defiance?  True to his 

mantra of the Church’s turn towards a man-centered view of the world, he chose the latter.  Even as he 

stated it would lead to a loss of reverence, he let the rebels have their way, thus staking the approval won 

by placating their pride over the reverence due to Christ and the demands of his office.   

The incidences of sacrilege, be it explicit profanation or the hidden guilt of tens of millions of unworthy 

communions, are known to God alone; yet, for fear of offending men, they continue unaddressed and  

unabated.  Imagine a simple scenario:  a Pope writes to the Catholics of the world explaining all of the 

sacrileges and desecrations, as well as the more subtle erosion of faith resulting from Communion in the 

hand.  In conclusion, he mandates that the practice be abolished and all Catholics return to the traditional 

manner of communicating.  In general terms, there would be three levels of responses: 

 

1)  Faithful Catholics would say “it’s about time,” and even those who somehow were oblivious to 

these realities would gladly accept the mandate for the sake of preventing such outrages once 

they were made aware. 

2) Nominal Catholics, although they may grumble, reciting all of their catch phrases about 

returning to “pre-Vatican II” would nonetheless go along, all the while not really understanding, 

as that is how they have lived their entire lives. 

3) Proud Catholics, the self-absorbed, self-worshipping liberals who have dominated the Church for 

forty years would refuse.  They would find parishes where priests likewise refused to obey this 

decree and defy the Church to take any action.   

 

It is this third group whom the Popes have feared and obeyed.  Christ is not the greatest good; He is not 

the center.  Likewise, even the “man-centeredness” proclaimed by Paul shows all the same incoherence 

as his “openness” and “dialogue.”  Faithful Catholics who would like to attend a Mass where Christ is 

shown due reverence are told “be quiet and go away,” while those who insisted on the “right” to receive 

Communion in the hand, even though no such right existed were told, “as you wish.” 

 

The simple act of informing mixed congregations at weddings and funerals as to who may and may not 

receive Holy Communion is almost an act of “heroic virtue” these days, as the priests who do so are in 

the minority and are often undermined by their chanceries and fellow priests.  As one priest doing his 
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best to be faithful in the midst of all the irreverence conceded, he oftentimes feels a temptation to say 

nothing and not deal with the grumblers and malcontents.  Priests who explicitly invite everyone to 

communion without distinction, on the other hand, do so freely and without consequence.   

 

Even we “conservative” Novus Ordo priests (yes, I am aware that that may well be an impossible 

oxymoron) don’t do all that we should to prevent sacrilegious communions.  I once asked a group of 

like-minded priests if any of them, after a Holy Day of Obligation, said to the congregation at the next 

Sunday Mass:  “Since only one third of you came to the Mass for the holyday, and I am quite certain 

that I did not hear one thousand confessions between now and then, you are in a state of grave sin and 

your receiving Communion today would be another grave sin.  Do not receive until you make a sincere 

confession and resolve to never miss another Mass again.”  No one had, myself included.  Pray, dear 

reader, that I do exactly that the next time around.  In the meantime, however, I can only say that it is my 

firm conviction that at virtually every Novus Ordo Mass in the world, unworthy communions far exceed 

worthy ones and I have never, ever, neither explicitly nor implicitly in any formal context, at any 

workshop, seminar or priest gathering, had this put forth as a problem to be addressed. When we meet as 

a presbyterate, it is to talk about ourselves, the secular dimensions of the Church, and the litany of topics 

prescribed by liberals (diversity, inclusivity, the evils of rigidity, a pluralistic unity in the diverse fruity 

springtime of the new humanity,  etc…).  It simply isn’t about Christ anymore. 

 

True to modernity, the war declared against Christ in the Blessed Sacrament and the relentless campaign 

to annihilate every sense of the sacred reaches its culmination in the Novus Ordo’s downgrading of the 

sacrament, but is not limited to that.  The corrosive effect of forty plus years of people coming to Church 

for a thoroughly “horizontal,” secular, man-centered experience has permeated virtually every single 

pre-existing safeguard by which minds were raised to Heaven.  As this chapter has already exceeded its 

due limit, I will instead add for your consideration a sermon given on the topic which conveys this 

dimension of the apostasy. 

 

 

 The Blessed Mother & The Gift of Piety 

 

Advent, 4
th

 Sunday, Year B - Gospel:  Luke 1:26 – 38 (The Annunciation) 

Christmas is the Feast on which we celebrate the bridge from Heaven to earth being established in 

Christ, as His divinity took on our humanity.  By the Holy Spirit’s gift of piety (literally, “godliness”) 

we, in a sense, begin to build the bridge from earth to Heaven, as we use and order creation to direct our 

minds and hearts back to the Creator.  Piety, to a large extent, is the gift by which we employ the natural 

to raise us towards the supernatural. 

Imagine if, when you had pulled up on the parking lot, you saw two churches; the one we are in and a 

second one next to it, of equal dimensions, but made of papier-mâché.  Both would be “real” in the 

literal sense of the word, as the paper one does truly exist and takes up space, yet which one would you 

accept as the “real” church, the one of substance that will endure?  This one, of course, and you would 

have entered this building not the vastly inferior, albeit real, counterfeit.   
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In fact, our lives offer us that very same choice, as we live within two coexisting, mutually permeating 

realities, the natural and the supernatural.  Yet, so often we choose to live entirely within the counterfeit 

world, real, yet inferior, while paying little if any heed to the supernatural which surrounds us.  If we 

could only “tear back the veil” for a moment, physically see the angels and demons which surround and 

outnumber us, if we could see the saints who share our communion and the God who is present among 

us, if only for a sliver of a second, our lives would never be the same.  Yet, the greater reality is here, it 

is real, and the gift of piety is the human expression of our longing to live in it. 

 

During the readings for Advent, twice the Archangel Gabriel is sent to announce the birth of a child.  

When he went to Zechariah to announce the birth of John the Baptist, Zechariah was frightened when he 

saw the angel.  The Blessed Mother, on the other hand, was only troubled when she heard Gabriel’s 

message; the sight of an angel apparently caused her no alarm.  Perhaps that is because seeing an angel 

was not unusual for Mary, living so immersed in the supernatural that its physical manifestation was not 

surprising to her.  Seeing what she knew was there all along wasn’t much of a shock, and so the 

abundance of the gift of piety within her was made manifest. 

   

With piety, we use the lesser reality of the material, natural order to draw us towards the greater reality, 

rather than allowing it to distract us or weigh us down.  As Christmas marks the beginning of 

Christianity, it also was the beginning of Christian piety.  A simple manger became the first temple of 

Christ, straw became God’s mattress, the breath of animals gave the Christ-child warmth, a star led the 

pilgrims’ way, and the first to arrive fell down in worship.  This is piety; all of creation and the bodies of 

creatures being directed towards God to offer Him praise.   

 

This is what St. Francis of Assisi had in mind when he created the first nativity scene.  He used creation, 

a manger, real people and live animals, to draw men’s hearts and minds to the supernatural.  He only did 

it after receiving the Pope’s approval, as he never wanted to be known as an innovator.  God also 

manifested His approval of this act of piety.  When people left St. Francis’ live nativity, they took pieces 

of straw with them, and the straw healed the sick to whom it was touched.  As nature was used to draw 

minds to God, God used it as well to reveal His supernatural power through this natural act of piety.   

 

I am reminded as well of St. Bernadette, the visionary of Lourdes.  So reverently did she make the sign 

of the Cross, that people were sometimes converted merely by witnessing it.  This is the gift of piety; a 

simple, human gesture raising minds and hearts to God.   

 

Recent centuries have seen western politics infected with Deism, which is the belief that God exists, but 

that He leaves the world to itself, with no bridge between the two having ever been established.  Many 

of our founding fathers were deists; in fact, Thomas Jefferson rewrote the Bible, removing ever 

reference to Christ’s divinity.  Religiously, this has taken the form of Modernity, which St. Pius X 

described as “the synthesis of all heresies.”  This heresy also asserts that the natural and supernatural are 

entirely separate; the divine does not descend to us, and we cannot ascend to it.  While piety is the gift 

by which we seek to make all of creation sacred so as to raise us to the supernatural, modernity states 
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that this is just not possible.  Modernity’s credo could be summarized as “nothing is sacred.”  All is 

natural and material, as divinity keeps its distance.  

 

The sad fact is, however, that the loss of piety, the physical expression of faith, will lead to the loss of 

religion, the corporate expression of faith, and ultimately to the loss of faith itself.  By waging war on 

piety, modernism has caused many casualties of faith.   Rome, like any major city, is crowded and loud.  

Yet, the moment you step into one of its churches, from the grandest basilica to a modest neighborhood 

parish, it is as though you have entered heaven’s foyer.  Everything about them calms the spirit, and 

allows the mind and heart to be raised to the things of Heaven.  One such sanctuary is the Scala Santa, 

The Holy Staircase, which St.  Helen brought to Rome from the palace of Pontius Pilate.  For over 

sixteen centuries, Catholics have gone up these stairs on their knees, in atonement for the sins that 

caused Jesus to climb those same stairs on His way to crucifixion.  No foot may ever touch the stairs that 

Jesus climbed, an act of piety in honor of the place where He trod.  In all of those centuries, only one set 

of feet has been known to step upon them.  While there may be the occasional pilgrim whose strength 

fails in mid-course and must resort to rising to his feet, only one man ever did it as an act of contempt 

against this act of piety.  That was Martin Luther, the forerunner of modernity, and his destructive effect 

on religion is a matter of the historical record.   

 

At that same shrine I too witnessed a sad spectacle which embodied the inroads modernity has made.   

As I went up the Scala Santa on my knees, I was eager to see the great shrine at the top, the Sancta 

Sanctorum, the Holy of Holies.  As my guide book explained, it contains many great relics, including a 

piece of the true Cross and a portrait of Jesus which tradition attributes to St. Luke.  Only the Pope was 

permitted to say Mass there, and when he was not present, no one at all was allowed to enter; thus the 

name, Holy of Holies.  As I was admiring the relics through the grate which allowed pilgrims to see 

within, someone came traipsing through the Holy of Holies, and it wasn’t the Pope; it was a tour guide 

with a band of slovenly dressed tourists in her train.  Reserved for centuries for the Vicar of Christ 

alone, modernity had succeeded in making it just one more stop for glib tourists, who flashed away with 

their disposable cameras at things they did not understand, making no sign of reverence whatsoever.  

Not even the Sancta Sanctorum is sacred anymore, and so piety is extinguished.  Martin Luther would 

have been pleased to see how his example has taken root.   

 

The success of modernity in its war against piety and the sacred hits closer to home as well.  Isn’t it a 

sad day when we have to begin Mass by reminding people not to eat or chew gum?  If you think that 

announcement is unnecessary, just run your fingers along the bottom of your pew, and you will feel the 

disgusting evidence to the contrary.  We no longer know how to act (or dress, for that matter) in the 

presence of God; this is the loss of piety that soon becomes the loss of faith.   

 

We have heard the Gospel of the Annunciation, truly the first Holy Communion, as the Body and Blood 

of Christ became present in the Blessed Virgin Mary.  The same Jesus conceived within Mary is 

received within us in Holy Communion, yet here too we can witness the tragic loss of faith that soon 

follows the loss of piety.  Today, over seventy percent of people who identify themselves as Catholics 

do not believe in the Real Presence.  They can no longer “pull back the veil” to see the eternal which 

surrounds them, and instead can’t see past the physical presence of a wafer of bread.  They cannot 

escape the real, yet barren, counterfeit world of materialism to see the God Who is right there before 
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them, just as so many missed Him at Christmas and on Calvary.  While there may be many factors 

contributing to this loss of faith, can it be denied that the loss of piety is among them?   

 

• Piety once dictated that worshipping God should be done in our best clothes; now, everyday is 

a “dress-down day.” 

• Gone is the pious act of fasting in preparation for Holy Communion (sorry, folks; not even in 

overweight America can one hour of not eating really be thought of as a fast). 

• Piety dictated that we approached God on our knees to receive Him; now we stand, as we 

would for any other person.   

• Only after several years of seminary and having his hands consecrated in the act of ordination 

was a priest able to touch the Sacred Host; now everyone does, and this as they possibly 

receive communion from their thirteen year old next door neighbor.   

• The Sacrifice of the Mass was once offered on a magnificent, marble high altar; now it is on a 

wooden table, often amounting to little more than a shabby piece of plywood encased in 

thumbtack-hole-riddled two-by-fours.   

• The sanctuary, the “Sacred Place,” was once marked by an altar rail; yet, since “nothing is 

sacred” the rail has no purpose and has been removed, leaving people free to saunter back and 

forth through the sanctuary as if it were their living room before and after Mass.  Of course, 

their living room more than likely has better carpet than the shabby one which has replaced the  

marble floors we once laid as an act of piety.   

 

Can anyone be surprised that the systematic destruction of layer after layer of piety, the purpose of 

which was to raise our minds towards the God Who was present, has nothing to do with the fact that His 

Presence is no longer believed?  Is it only a coincidence that these are the same innovations adopted by 

the protestants precisely to end belief in the Real Presence, and that same loss of belief swiftly followed 

upon our imitation of them?  Like Martin Luther’s proud defiance of the piety of the Scala Sancta, it 

may have taken centuries, but modernity has dragged the Church in his train.  The loss of piety results in 

the loss of faith; the protestants knew this; perhaps someday we will as well.   

 

If all of this sounds discouraging, it should.  The loss of faith is a tragic thing, as is the loss of reverence 

for God that so often precedes it.  Yet, no one can keep us from seeking the Holy Spirit’s gift of piety, 

and we must manifest it in every way possible.  Perhaps, like St. Bernadette, our piety will edify 

someone else, but more importantly, protect and strengthen our own faith and, ultimately, please God.  

During this Holy Season of Advent, following the example of the Blessed Virgin Mary, we should step 

back, be quiet, allow ourselves to be immersed in that greater reality, and direct everything else towards 

it.  Piety is that supernatural gift which should permeate every element of our natural lives; it is in the 

way we dress, the way we speak, the way we act, the way we adorn the walls of our homes.  It is the gift 

of piety that “transforms our ordinary actions into acts of religion.”  By piety, we make our natural lives 

something that draws us towards the supernatural, rather than allowing it to be a distraction that weighs 

us down and keeps us blind to it.  In the words of St. Paul, “Exercise thyself unto godliness…for 

godliness is profitable to all things, having promise of the life that now is, and of that which is to come.” 
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