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From the Pastor’s Desk
Our parish is approaching its one-year anniversary as a

mission of the Society of St. Pius X. During this time, some
of the faithful have had questions regarding the Society’s
positions on various doctrinal and spiritual issues.

From time to time, we will publish supplements (such as
this one) to clearly present information for the edification of
parishioners. Also, all parishioners should know that they
are welcome to approach the pastor at any time with any
questions.

May our Blessed Lord and His Glorious Mother bless
and protect all of you, the faithful of St. Anthony of Padua
Mission. Always in my daily prayers and Masses, in Jesus,
Mary, and Joseph,

Fr. Greig Gonzales

Pastor: Rev. Fr. Greig Gonzales
(in residence at: St. Ignatius Retreat House, 209 Tackora
Trail, Ridgefield, CT 06877.  Telephone: 203-431-0201)

Mass Schedule
Sunday – 10:00 AM

Holy Days – To be announced

Confession
Confessions are heard prior to each Mass.

Other Sacraments, Sick Calls, & Pastoral Visits
Please contact Fr. Gonzales at the Ridgefield retreat
house (203-431-0201) for information regarding Baptism,
Marriage, Confirmation, Extreme Unction, Holy Orders,
and Sick Calls.

Contact Us:
24-hour information:  (973) 954-7350
Web:  http://www.latin–mass.net

The Mass of All Time Versus
The Mass of Our Time

by Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre (1986)

In preparation for the 1981 Eucharistic Congress, a ques-
tionnaire was distributed, the first question of which was:
“Of these two definitions: ‘The Holy Sacrifice of the Mass’
and ‘Eucharistic Meal,’ which one do you adopt spontane-
ously?” There is a great deal that could be said about this
way of questioning Catholics, giving them to some extent
the choice and appealing to their private judgment on a sub-
ject where spontaneity has no place. The definition of the
Mass is not chosen in the same way that one chooses a po-
litical party.

Alas! The insinuation does not result from a blunder on
the part of the person who drew up the questionnaire. One
has to accept that the liturgical reform tends to replace the
idea and the reality of the Sacrifice by the reality of a meal.
That is how one comes to speak of eucharistic celebration,
or of a “Supper”; but the expression “Sacrifice” is much
less used. It has almost totally disappeared from catechism
handbooks just as it has from sermons. It is absent from
Canon II, attributed to St. Hippolytus.

This tendency is connected with what we have discov-
ered concerning the Real Presence: if there is no longer a
sacrifice, there is no longer any need for a victim. The vic-
tim is present in view of the sacrifice. To make of the Mass
a memorial or fraternal meal is the Protestant error. What
happened in the sixteenth century? Precisely what is taking
place today. Right from the start they replaced the altar by a
table, removed the crucifix from it, and made the “president
of the assembly” turn around to face the congregation. The
setting of the Protestant Lord’s Supper is found in Pierres
Vivantes, the prayer book prepared by the bishops in France
which all children attending catechism are obliged to use:

“Christians meet together to celebrate the Eucharist. It
is the Mass . . . They proclaim the faith of the Church,
they pray for the whole world, they offer the bread
and the wine. The priest who presides at the assembly
says the great prayer of thanksgiving.”

Now in the Catholic religion it is the priest who cele-
brates Mass; it is he who offers the bread and wine. The no-
tion of president has been borrowed directly from Protes-
tantism. The vocabulary follows the change of ideas. For-
merly, we would say, “Monsignor Lustiger will celebrate a
Pontifical Mass.” I am told that at Radio Notre Dame, the
phrase used at present is, “Jean-Marie Lustiger will preside
at a concelebration.” Here is how they speak about Mass in
a brochure issued by the Conference of Swiss Bishops:
“The Lord’s Supper achieves firstly communion with
Christ. It is the same communion that Jesus brought about
during His life on earth when He sat at table with sinners,

Our effort to maintain and promote the Latin
Tridentine Mass is not simply a liturgical battle. It is
much more. It is the struggle to preserve all Catholic
doctrine and morals — which should be clearly
expressed at funerals, weddings, baptisms, and
ordinations. Doctrine and morals are really one,
since they flow from one divine Will. Our efforts to
preserve the True Mass will simultaneously result in
the preservation of the true doctrine and true
morals.

—Fr. Paul Wickens (2001)



and has been continued in the Eucharistic meal since the
day of the Resurrection. The Lord invites His friends to
come together and He will be present among them.”

To that every Catholic is obliged to reply in a categoric
manner, “NO! the Mass is not that!” It is not the continua-
tion of a meal similar to that which Our Lord invited Saint
Peter and a few of his disciples one morning on the lake-
side, after His Resurrection. “When they came to land they
saw a charcoal fire there and a fish laid thereon and bread.
Jesus said them, come and dine. And none of them durst ask
Him, ‘Who art thou?’, knowing that it was the Lord. And
Jesus cometh and taketh the bread and giveth them, and fish
in like manner” (John 21: 9-13).

The communion of the priest and the faithful is a com-
munion in the Victim Who has offered Himself up on the al-
tar of sacrifice. This is of solid stone; if not it contains at
least the altar stone which is a stone of sacrifice. Within are
laid relics of the martyrs because they have offered their
blood for their Master. This communion of the Blood of
Our Lord with the blood of the martyrs encourages us also
to offer up our lives.

If the Mass is a meal, I understand the priest turning to-
wards the congregation. One does not preside at a meal with
one’s back to the guests. But a sacrifice is offered to God,
not to the congregation. This is the reason why the priest as
the head of the faithful turns toward God and the crucifix
over the altar.

At every opportunity emphasis is laid on what the New
Sunday Missal calls the “Narrative of the Institution.” The
Jean-Bart Center, the official center for the Archdiocese of
Paris, states, “At the center of the Mass, there is a narra-
tive.” Again, no! The Mass is not a narrative, it is an action.

Three indispensable conditions are needed for it to be
the continuation of the Sacrifice of the Cross: the oblation
of the victim, the transubstantiation which renders the vic-
tim present effectively and not symbolically, and the cele-
bration by a priest, consecrated by his priesthood, in place
of the High Priest Who is Our Lord.

Likewise the Mass can obtain the remission of sins. A
simple memorial, a narrative of the institution accompanied
by a meal, would be far from sufficient for this. All the su-
pernatural virtue of the Mass comes from its relationship to
the Sacrifice of the Cross. If we no longer believe that, then
we no longer believe anything about Holy Church, the
Church would not longer have any reason for existing, we
would no longer claim to be Catholics. Luther understood
very clearly that the Mass is the heart and soul of the
Church. He said: “Let us destroy the Mass and we shall de-
stroy the Church.”

Now we can see that the Novus Ordo Missae, that is to
say, the New Order adopted after the Council, has been
drawn up on Protestant lines, or at any rate dangerously
close to them. For Luther, the Mass was a sacrifice of
praise, that is to say, an act of praise, an act of thanksgiving,
but certainly not an expiatory sacrifice which renews and
applies the Sacrifice of the Cross. For him, the Sacrifice of
the Cross took place at a given moment of history, it is the
prisoner of that history; we can only apply to ourselves
Christ’s merits by our faith in His death and resurrection.
Contrarily, the Church maintains that this Sacrifice is real-
ized mystically upon our altars at each Mass, in an un-
bloody manner by the separation of the Body and the Blood
under the species of bread and wine. This renewal allows
the merits of the Cross to be applied to the faithful there
present, perpetuating this source of grace in time and in

space. The Gospel of St. Matthew ends with these words:
“And behold, I am with you all days, even until the end of
the world.”

The difference in conception is not slender. Efforts are
being made to reduce it, however, by the alteration of Cath-
olic doctrine of which we can see numerous signs in the lit-
urgy.

Luther said, “Worship used to be addressed to God as a
homage. Henceforth it will be addressed to man to console
and enlighten him. The sacrifice used to have pride of place
but the sermon will supplant it.” That signified the introduc-
tion of the Cult of Man, and in the Church, the importance
accorded to the “Liturgy of the Word.” If we open the new
missals, this revolution has been accomplished in them too.
A reading has been added to the two which existed, together
with a “universal prayer” often utilized for propagating po-
litical or social ideas; taking the homily into account, we of-
ten end up with a shift of balance towards the “word.” Once
the sermon is ended, the Mass is very close to its end.

Within the Church, the priest is marked with an indelible
character which makes of him an alter Christus: he alone
can offer the Holy Sacrifice. Luther considered the distinc-
tion between clergy and laity to be the “first wall raised up
by the Romanists”; all Christians are priests, the pastor is
only exercising a function in presiding at the Evangelical
Mass. In the Novus Ordo, the “I” of the celebrant has been
replaced by “we”; it is written everywhere that the faithful
“celebrate,” they are associated with the acts of worship,
they read the epistle and occasionally the Gospel, give out
Communion, sometimes preach the homily, which may be
replaced by “a dialogue by small groups upon the Word of
God,” meeting together beforehand to “construct” the Sun-
day celebration. But this is only a first step; for several
years we have heard of those responsible for diocesan orga-
nizations who have been putting forward propositions of
this nature: “It is not the ministers but the assembly who
celebrate” (handouts by the National Center for Pastoral
Liturgy), or “The assembly is the prime subject of the litur-
gy”; what matters is not the “functioning of the rites but the
image the assembly gives to itself and the relationship the
co-celebrants create between themselves” (P. Gelineau, ar-
chitect of the liturgical reform and professor at the Paris
Catholic Institute). If it is the assembly which matters then
it is understandable that private Masses should be discredit-
ed, which means that priests no longer say them because it
is less and less easy to find an assembly, above all during
the week. It is a breach with the unchanging doctrine: that
the Church needs a multiplicity of Sacrifices of the Mass,
both for the application of the Sacrifice of the Cross and for
all the objects assigned to it, adoration, thanksgiving, propi-
tiation,1 and impetration.2

As if that were not enough, the objective of some is to
eliminate the priest entirely, which has given rise to the no-
torious ADAP (Sunday Assemblies in the Absence of the
Priest). We can imagine the faithful gathering to pray to-
gether in order to honor the Lord’s Day; but these ADAP
are in reality a sort of “dry Mass,” lacking only the conse-
cration; and the lack, as one can read in a document of the
Regional Center for Social and Religious Studies at Lille, is
only because “until further instructions lay people do not
have the power to carry out this act.” The absence of the

1The action of rendering God propitious.
2The action of obtaining divine graces and blessings.



priest may even be intentional “so that the faithful can learn
to manage for themselves.” Father Gelineau in Demain la
Liturgie writes that the ADAP are only an “educational tran-
sition until such time as mentalities have changed,” and he
concludes with disconcerting logic that there are still too
many priests in the Church, “too many doubtless for things
to evolve quickly.”

Luther suppressed the Offertory; why offer the pure and
Immaculate Host if there is no more sacrifice? In the French
Novus Ordo the Offertory is practically non-existent; be-
sides which it no longer has this name. The New Sunday
Missal speaks of the “prayers of presentation.” The formula
used reminds one more of a thanksgiving, a thank-you, for
the fruits of the earth. To realize this fully, it is sufficient to
compare it with the formulas traditionally used by the
Church in which clearly appears the propitiatory and expia-
tory nature of the Sacrifice “which I offer Thee for my innu-
merable sins, offenses and negligences, for all those here
present and for all Christians living and dead, that it may
avail for my salvation and theirs for eternal life.” Raising
the chalice, the priest then says, “We offer Thee, Lord, the
chalice of Thy redemption, imploring Thy goodness to ac-
cept it like a sweet perfume into the presence of Thy divine
Majesty for our salvation and that of the whole world.”

What remains of that in the New Mass? This: “Blessed
are You, Lord, God of the universe, You who give us this
bread, fruit of the earth and work of human hands. We offer
it to You; it will become the bread of life,” and the same for
the wine which will become “our spiritual drink.” What pur-
pose is served by adding, a little further on: “Wash me of
my faults, Lord. Purify me of my sin,” and “may our sacri-
fice today find grace before You”? Which sin? Which sacri-
fice? What connection can the faithful make between this
vague presentation of the offerings and the redemption that
he is looking forward to? I will ask another question: Why
substitute for a text that is clear and whose meaning is com-
plete, a series of enigmatic and loosely bound phrases? If a
need is found for change, it should be for something better.
These incidental phrases which seem to make up for the in-
sufficiency of the “prayers of presentation” remind us of
Luther, who was at pains to arrange the changes with cau-
tion. He retained as much as possible of the old ceremonies,
limiting himself to changing their meaning. The Mass, to a
great extent, kept its external appearance, the people found
in the churches nearly the same setting, nearly the same
rites, with slight changes made to please them, because
from then on people were consulted much more than be-
fore; they were much more aware of their importance in
matters of worship, taking a more active part by means of
chant and praying aloud. Little by little Latin gave way to
German.

Doesn’t all this remind you of something? Luther was
also anxious to create new hymns to replace “all the mum-
blings of popery.” Reforms always adopt the appearance of
a cultural revolution.

In the Novus Ordo the most ancient parts of the Roman
Canon which goes back to apostolic times has been re-
shaped to bring it closer to the Lutheran formula of conse-
cration, with both an addition and a suppression. The trans-
lation in French has gone even further by altering the mean-
ing of the words pro multis. Instead of “My blood which
shall be shed for you and for many,” we read “which shall
be shed for you and for the multitude.” This does not mean
the same thing and theologically is not without significance.

You may have noticed that most priests nowadays recite
as one continuous passage the principal part of the Canon

which begins, “the night before the Passion He took bread
in His holy hands,” without observing the pause implied by
the rubric of the Roman Missal: “Holding with both hands
the host between the index finger and the thumb, he pro-
nounces the words of the Consecration in a low but distinct
voice and attentively over the host.” The tone changes, be-
comes intimatory, the five words “Hoc est enim Corpus
Meum,” operate the miracle of transubstantiation, as do
those that are said for the consecration of the wine. The new
Missal asks the celebrant to keep to the narrative ton of
voice as if he were indeed proceeding with a memorial.
Creativity being now the rule, we see some celebrants who
recite the text while showing the Host all around or even
breaking it in an ostentatious manner so as to add the ges-
ture to their words and better illustrate their text. The two
genuflections out of the four having been suppressed, those
which remain being sometimes omitted, we have to ask our-
selves if the priest in fact has the feeling of consecrating,
even supposing that he really does have the intention to do
so.

Then, from being puzzled Catholics you become worried
Catholics: is the Mass at which you have assisted valid? Is
the Host you have received truly the Body of Christ?

It is a grave problem. How can the ordinary faithful de-
cide? For the validity of a Mass there exists essential condi-
tions: matter, form, intention and the validly ordained
priest. If these conditions are filled one cannot see how to
conclude invalidity. The prayers of the Offertory, the Canon
and the Priest’s Communion are necessary for the integrity
of the Sacrifice and the Sacrament, but not for its validity.
Cardinal Mindzenty pronouncing in secret in his prison the
words of Consecration over a little bread and wine, so as to
nourish himself with the Body and Blood of Our Lord with-
out being seen by his guards, was certainly accomplishing
the Sacrifice and the Sacrament.

A Mass celebrated with the American bishop’s honey-
cakes of which I have spoken is certainly invalid, like those
where the words of the Consecration are seriously altered or
even omitted. I am not inventing anything, a case has been
recorded where a celebrant went to such an extent of cre-
ativity that he quite simply forgot the Consecration! But
how can we assess the intention of the priest? It is obvious
that there are fewer and fewer valid Masses as the faith of
priests becomes corrupted and they no longer have the in-
tention to do what the Church — which cannot change her
intention — has always done. The present-day training of
those who are called seminarians does not prepare them to
accomplish valid Masses. They are no longer taught to con-
sider the Holy Sacrifice as the essential action of their
priestly life.

Furthermore it can be said without any exaggeration
whatsoever, that the majority of Masses celebrated without
altar stones, with common vessels, leavened bread, with the
introduction of profane words into the very body of the
Canon, etc., are sacrilegious, and they prevent faith by di-
minishing it. The desacralization is such that these Masses
can come to lose their supernatural character, “the mystery
of faith,” and become no more than acts of natural religion.

Your perplexity takes perhaps the following form: may I
assist at a sacrilegious Mass which is nevertheless valid, in
the absence of any other, in order to satisfy my Sunday obli-
gation? The answer is simple: these Masses cannot be the
object of an obligation; we must moreover apply to them
the rules of moral theology and canon law as regards the
participation or the attendance at an action which endangers
the faith or may be sacrilegious.



Directions to St. Anthony of Padua Mission
(VFW Hall, 45 Plymouth Street, Fairfield)

From I-280: Exit 1 (New Rd.) to US-46; right onto US-46
East. Take jughandle for Clinton Rd./Plymouth St.

From I-287: North/South to I-80
East. Follow directions for I-80
eastbound.

From I-80 westbound (Bergen/
Passaic Counties): Exit 52 (The
Caldwells/Fairfield) to US-46 West.
Approx. 4 miles past Willowbrook
Mall, right turn onto Plymouth St.

From NJ-23:
North/South to US-46

West. Approx. 4 miles past
Willowbrook Mall, right turn

onto Plymouth St.

From Garden State
Parkway: Exit 153B, then

NJ-3 to US-46 West. Approx. 4
miles past Willowbrook Mall,

right turn onto Plymouth St.

From N.J. Turnpike: Exit 16W, then NJ-3 to US-46 West.
Approx. 4 miles past Willowbrook Mall, right turn onto Plymouth St.

From I-80 eastbound (Morris County & points west): Exit 47B (The Caldwells/Montclair) to
US-46 East. Take jughandle for Clinton Rd/Plymouth St.

The New Mass, even when said with piety and respect
for the liturgical rules, is subject to the same reservations
since it is impregnated with the spirit of Protestantism. It
bears within it a poison harmful to the faith. That being the
case, the French Catholic of today finds himself in the con-
ditions of religious practice which prevail in missionary
countries. There, the inhabitants in some regions are able to
attend Mass only three or four times a year. The faithful of
our country should make the effort to attend once each
month at the Mass of All Time, the true source of grace and
sanctification, in one of those places where it continues to
be held in honor.

I owe it to truth to say and affirm without fear of error
that the Mass codified by St. Pius V — and not invented by
him, as some often say — express clearly these three reali-
ties: sacrifice, Real Presence, and the priesthood of the cler-
gy. It takes into account also, as the Council of Trent has
pointed out, the nature of mankind which needs outside help
to raise itself to meditation upon divine things. The estab-
lished customs have not been made at random, they cannot
be overthrown or abruptly abolished with impunity. How
many of the faithful, how many young priests, how many
bishops, have lost the faith since the introduction of these
reforms! One cannot thwart nature and faith without their
taking their revenge.

But as it happens, we are told, man is no longer what he
was a century ago; his nature has been changed by the tech-
nical civilization in which he is immersed. How absurd! The
innovators take good care not to reveal to the faithful their
desire to fall into line with Protestantism. They invoke an-
other argument: change. Here is how they explain it at the
theological evening school in Strasbourg: “We must recog-
nize that today we are confronted with a veritable cultural
mutation. One particular manner of celebrating the memori-
al of the Lord was bound up with a religious universe which
is no longer ours.” It is quickly said, and everything disap-
pears. We must start again from scratch. Such are the soph-
isms they use to make us change our faith. What is a “reli-
gious universe”? It would be better to be frank and say: “a
religion which is no longer ours.”

This article is excerpted from Open Letter to Confused Catholics, which is
available from Angelus Press (http://www.angeluspress.org or 800-966-7337).

A Reflection on the Council
by Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre (1987)

Where are we going? What will be the end of all the
present-day bewilderments? It is not a question so much of
wars, of atomic or ecologic catastrophes, but above all of
the revolution on the outside and on the inside of the
Church, of the apostasy in short which is winning over en-
tire peoples, formerly Catholic, and even the hierarchy of
the Church right up to its summit. Rome seems to be sub-
merged into a complete blindness; the Rome of all times is
reduced to silence, paralyzed by the other Rome, the liberal
Rome that occupies it. The sources of divine grace and faith
are drying up, and the veins of the Church are coursing ev-
erywhere in her the mortal poison of naturalism.

It is impossible to comprehend this profound crisis with-
out taking into consideration the central event of this centu-
ry: the Second Vatican Council. My feelings with regard to
that are well enough known, I believe, so that I can express
from the outset the essence of my thoughts: without reject-
ing this Council wholesale, I think that it is the greatest di-
saster of this century and of all the past centuries, since the
founding of the Church. In this, I am doing nothing but
judging it by its fruits, making use of the criterion that Our
Lord gave us. Now when Cardinal Ratzinger is asked to
show some good fruits of the Council, he does not know
what to answer. And whereas one day I was asking Cardinal
Garrone how a “good” council had been able to produce
such bad fruits, he replied to me, “It is not the Council, it is
the means of social communication.”

It is there that a little bit of reflection can help common
sense: if the post-conciliar age is dominated by the revolution
in the Church, is this not very simply because the Council it-
self introduced it? “The Council, this is 1789 in the Church,”
declared Cardinal Suenens. “The problem of the Council was
to assimilate the values of two centuries of liberal culture,”
says Cardinal Ratzinger. And he explains himself: Pius IX, by
the Syllabus, had rejected without appeal the world sprung
from the Revolution, by condemning this proposition: “The
Roman Pontiff can and should reconcile and adapt himself to
progress, Liberalism, and with modern civilization.” The
Council, Cardinal Ratzinger says openly, was a “Counter-Syl-
labus” by bringing about this reconciliation of the Church
and of Liberalism, notably by Gaudium et Spes, the longest
conciliar document. The Popes of the nineteenth century, in-
deed, did not know how to discern, it seems, what there was
of Christian truth, and therefore capable of assimilation by
the Church, in the Revolution of 1789.

Such an affirmation is absolutely dramatic, especially
when voiced by representatives of the magisterium of the
Church! Indeed what was, essentially, the Revolution of
1789? It was the naturalism and the subjectivism of Protes-
tantism, reduced to juridical norms and imposed on a soci-
ety still Catholic. From this you have the proclamation of
the rights of man without God; from this, the exaltation of
the subjectivity of each one at the expense of objective
truth; from this the placing onto the same level of all the re-
ligious “faiths” before the Law; from this, in short, the orga-
nization of society without God, outside Our Lord Jesus
Christ. One sole word describes this monstrous theory:
Liberalism.

This article is excerpted from They Have Uncrowned Him, which is available
from Angelus Press (http://www.angeluspress.org or 800-966-7337).


