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My dear Catholic people,

There are many who are asking me if there is 
anything to hope for in Novus Ordo Cardinal 
Burke and Bishop Schneider. For those who do not 
know them, these are two vocal critics of Bergoglio 
among the Novus Ordo hierarchy. 

My response is that for the mo-
ment there is nothing to hope for 
from them. Cardinal Burke has taken 
the position thus far that the way to 
solve the Bergoglio problem is (1) by 
making public corrections of his er-
rors, or (2) by dismissing his errors as 
merely Bergoglio’s opinion. 

Neither of these “solutions,” 
however, does anything to preserve 
the Church’s continuity of doctrine. 
The problem facing the Novus Ordo 
conservatives is how to preserve the 
seamless garment of continuity of 
dogmatic teaching, moral teaching, 
essential disciplines, and liturgical 
rites of the Catholic Church. The 
Church claims to be divinely assisted 
in these matters, in such a way that the universal 
teachings, disciplines, and liturgical rites of the 
Catholic Church would be free from any pernicious 
error. 

Let me explain. The infallibility of the Church 
is restricted in this way: (1) the doctrine which is 
taught must be contained in revelation, either Scrip-
ture or Tradition, at least implicitly; (2) the doctrine 
must be taught as having been divinely revealed ei-
ther by the pope speaking with his full authority or 

by all the bishops of the world, together with the 
pope, either in a general council or dispersed 
throughout the world. 

Infallible teaching made by popes alone, what is 
commonly referred to as ex cathedra teachings, are 
very rare. General councils are very rare, as well, and 
not all things which a general council teaches quali-

fy as infallible unless such language is 
used to indicate that the Church is 
declaring something to be divinely 
revealed. There are many explana-
tions given in council documents 
which do not qualify as having been 
divinely revealed, or promulgated 
with supreme authority with the in-
tention to define. 

What is not rare is ordinary univer-
sal magisterium, which happens every 
day, according to Pope Pius XI. This 
is the common teaching of bishops in 
union with the pope, that is, in union 
with the pope who is also teaching 
the same doctrine. This teaching 
happens through preaching, through 
the creeds of the Catholic Church, 

through approved catechisms, through the general 
teaching of Catholic theologians, and through ap-
proved universal liturgical rites. Nearly all of the 
Church’s moral teaching is by means of universal 
ordinary magisterium. For example, I know of no 
document which solemnly teaches that adultery is 
wrong, or that fornication is wrong. These things 
are taught by the Church’s universal ordinary mag-
isterium, and require the assent of faith. The same 
may be said concerning the doctrine of Guardian 
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Angels. These are infallible teachings. To deny them 
would be heresy. 

Apart from these teachings which I have already 
described, there are many doctrines, disciplines, and 
liturgical rites which are negatively infallible. This 
simply means that although they are subject to re-
form, even suppression or retrac-
tion, they nonetheless are free from 
anything that would be sinful to 
accept or observe. So, for example, a 
pope might increase or decrease the 
obligation of fasting. While one 
could argue about the prudence of 
his decision, we have the guarantee 
from the indefectibility of the 
Church that it would not be a sin to 
observe the law. The same would be 
true of what is known as pontifical  
magisterium, which is used very 
commonly by popes, in which they 
teach authoritatively, usually in en-
cyclicals, but do not wish to make a 
definition of what they are teaching. 
They may be unwilling to define the 
doctrine for many reasons, for ex-
ample, that they have not done suf-
ficient research about the matter 
necessary for a definition. To these teachings of 
popes we owe something called religious assent, that 
is, not the assent of faith, which can never change, 
but an assent to the teaching based on the authority 
of the pope as universal teacher of the whole 
Church. It would be sinful to repudiate these teach-
ings, although not the sin of heresy. An example of 
this would be the teaching concerning the Mystical 
Body of Christ contained in Mystici Corporis of 
Pope Pius XII.  1

The universal disciplines of the Church, as well 
as her universal liturgical rites, also come under 
negative infallibility. This means that while they 
may be more or less good, more or less perfect, they 
nevertheless could never prescribe anything sinful or 

pernicious. The Chinese missal, approved in the 
seventeenth century, is an example of this. The ap-
proval was later rescinded as a bad idea, but the law 
did not prescribe something sinful.  2

This infallibility of the Church in its solemn 
and universal ordinary magisterium, as well as its 

negative infallibility in its sacred 
rites, pontifical magisterium, and 
disciplines, is all the effect of a more 
general principle of its indefectibili-
ty. By indefectibility we mean that 
(1) the Church must continue as an 
institution until the end of time, and 
(2) must continue the same in all its 
essential elements, without devia-
tion or corruption, until the end of 
time. The essential elements of any 
religion are threefold: (1) faith and 
morals; (2) laws and disciplines; (3) 
liturgical rites. 

This indefectibility is based on 
Our Lord’s words: “Behold I am 
with you all days even to the consum-
mation of the world.” 

The central issue for the 
Catholic Church since Vatican II is 
this indefectibility. While there is no 

argument about the continuity of the Catholic 
Church as an institution, there is plenty of angst 
about its continuity in doctrine, disciplines, and 
liturgy. 

There are three responses to this problem: (1) 
that of the sedevacantists, who hold that the Vati-
can II revolution was evil from the start, and that all 
those who have participated in it and promote it 
have lost their ability to rule the Church, or never 
had it to begin with; (2) that of the SSPX and simi-
lar organizations, which hold that many doctrines, 
disciplines, and liturgical practices of the Novus 
Ordo are indeed evil, but that Catholics can “sift” 
these things for what is Catholic, and reject what is 
non-Catholic; (3) that of the Novus Ordo conserva-

 Pope Pius XII was explicit about the necessity to accept non-infallible papal teachings. In his encyclical Humani Generis  of 1950, the 1

Pope states: “Nor must it be thought that what is expounded in Encyclical Letters does not of itself demand consent, since in writing 
such Letters the Popes do not exercise the supreme power of their Teaching Authority. For these matters are taught with the ordinary 
teaching authority, of which it is true to say: “He who heareth you, heareth me”; and generally what is expounded and inculcated in 
Encyclical Letters already for other reasons appertains to Catholic doctrine. But if the Supreme Pontiffs in their official documents 
purposely pass judgment on a matter up to that time under dispute, it is obvious that that matter, according to the mind and will of 
the same Pontiffs, cannot be any longer considered a question open to discussion among theologians.”

 “From the extent of the infallible teaching authority to all questions of faith and morals it follows that the Church, and, consequent2 -
ly, the pope, is infallible also in decrees binding the whole Church in matters of divine worship and discipline, since these are in closest 
connection with faith and morals; that such decrees, therefore, can never contain anything contrary to faith or morals. The same infal-
libility extends to the canonization of saints.” (Rev. W. Wilmers, S.J., Handbook of the Christian Religion, New York: Benziger Broth-
ers, 1891, no. 59.)
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tives, who, up to recently, have said that the 
changes of Vatican II are in themselves acceptable, 
if deficient, but involve nothing false or pernicious. 
The problems in the Church are caused by bad in-
terpretation of the documents of Vatican II. 

The preservation of indefectibility is absolutely 
central and essential to the Vatican II problem. If 
Vatican II involves defection from the faith, or has 
prescribed or even permitted pernicious errors or 
sinful practices, then the claim of the Catholic 
Church to be assisted by Christ until the end of 
time collapses in ashes. If Vatican II is defection, 
and has been promulgated by the true hierarchy of 
the Catholic Church, then the Catholic Church is a 
big hoax. 

The Novus Ordo conservatives are presently 
experiencing a meltdown, because they are no 
longer capable of making a credible argument that 
Bergoglio’s teachings are in accordance with the 
Catholic Faith. So they are turning toward one of 
the two other solutions, either that of sedevacantism 
or that of the SSPX, the “sifting solution.” 

The Modernists, of course, have no care about 
continuity of doctrine, discipline, or liturgy. They 
believe in the evolution of all of these things. What 
they are very concerned about, however, is the con-
tinuity of the institution of the Catholic Church, 
since they want to use its credibility as a vehicle for 
their wicked doctrines and practices. It is similar to 
a bunch of thugs who have stolen your Rolls-Royce 
and are now taking it for a joy ride around town. 

All of this brings us to the point: Is there hope 
in Cardinal Burke and Bishop Schneider? The an-
swer is no, not at this point at least. They are aban-
doning the Novus Ordo conservative position (the 
“nothing-has-changed” solution), but they are em-
bracing the SSPX “sifting” position. So Cardinal 
Burke has issued corrections of Bergoglio’s false 
doctrines, as if this fixes the problem.  

It does not fix the problem. The very idea that a 
correction is necessary proves the fact that there has 
been a deviation in doctrine in the supreme teacher 
of the Church. The correction merely supports the 
accusation that the Church has defected. Then 
there is the problem: Who is right? the pope or the 
correctors? Would not a Catholic side with the 
pope? Who appointed the correctors anyway? What 
authority do they have? Maybe the self-appointed 
correctors need self-appointed correctors. And 
maybe the correctors’ correctors need self-appointed 
correctors. Does everyone see the absurdity of this? 
Why have a pope if all you need is self-appointed 
correctors? 

Bishop Schneider has written a whole treatise 
addressing the heretical pope issue, in which he in-
corporates many Modernist ideas about the papacy, 
and advocates the recognize and resist (SSPX) ap-
proach to the problem. For example, he espouses 
the Modernist doctrine that the Church did not 
become “pope-centrist” until the late Middle Ages, 
as if up to that time the pope were merely one bish-
op among many. He also espouses the Modernist 
idea that the pope does not embody the whole 
Church. This is clearly false, since the pope is the 
vicar of Jesus Christ, who is the Head of the entire 
Mystical Body, the Roman Catholic Church. Con-
sequently, as all the members of the Church are 
members of Christ’s Mystical Body, so does the 
pope represent in himself the entire Church. Saint 
Ambrose (fifth century) said it so succinctly: Where 
Peter is, there is the Church. 

So there is no hope in these men. They are try-
ing to save the Vatican II religion and its heresy-
promulgating hierarchy by diminishing the authori-
ty of the pope, and by suggesting that issuing “cor-
rections” will suffice to ensure the indefectibility of 
the Catholic Church. These are very serious errors. 

I say, however, that there is no hope for the time 
being. For these men, and those like them, are obvi-
ously of good will, and desire to see doctrinal conti-
nuity in the Church. But we must understand that 
they have, for many decades, inhabited the same 
ecclesiastical nest together with the Modernists. As a 
result, they have lost their sense of outrage against 
heresy. They live in a church that has institutional-
ized heresy. It is a heretical flop-house, lodging in it 
all sorts of theological derelicts. It is akin to living in 
a slum, where there are rats and cockroaches crawl-
ing everywhere in the house, and stinking garbage 
cans overflowing with refuse. These men have lost 
all sense of the magnificence, the doctrinal purity, 
the integrity, the consistency, and the unity of pre-
Vatican II Catholicism. Perhaps one day, by God’s 
grace, they will come to realize what they must do 
to solve the problem.    

The only solution to Vatican II is to dump it, 
that is, to recognize it as a modernist revolution in 
the Church, conceived by Modernists, used by 
Modernists, and directed by Modernists. Conse-
quently, it has no value in the history of the 
Church, and the hierarchy which instigated it and 
promulgated it, from John XXIII on, have no legit-
imacy as rulers of the Catholic Church. In other 
words, it is not the Catholic Church which is the 
hoax; it is they who are the hoax. 

But one or the other is the hoax. In other 
words, you cannot somehow bring together an in-
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fallible, divinely-assisted, indefectible Church, on 
the one hand, and the universal promulgation of 
condemned doctrines, heresies, evil laws, evil disci-
plines, and non-Catholic rites on the other hand. 
Logically this is impossible. Something must give. 

We know by faith that the Church is divinely 
assisted, infallible, and indefectible. Consequently 
the necessary logical conclusion, required by faith, is 
that it is Vatican II, together with its subsequent 
reforms, which is the hoax.  

Explicit heresy concerning evolution of 
dogma. Whereas during the “reigns” of John Paul 
II and Benedict XVI there was a certain hesitation 
about going too far in their heretical pronounce-
ments and practices — although there were some 
blatant cases of heterodoxy and heteropraxis (ac-
tions which bespeak heresy) — we have seen in the 
“reign” of Francis a new boldness. Francis, for ex-
ample, has recently denied the divinity of Christ 
and Transubstantiation (He said: “Christ becomes 
the bread”). Earlier he has denied the existence of 
hell, saying that bad souls are merely annihilated at 
death, has denied the unity of God (calling the sin-
gle divine essence merely “God Spray”), has called 
the Church’s mission to preach the gospel “solemn 
nonsense,” has stated that atheists can go to heaven, 
said that sometimes God wants you to commit 
adultery “in order to keep the family together,” and 
has taught that those who live in adultery can ap-
proach Holy Communion. These are merely some 
of his outrageous statements. Add to this the intro-
duction of the Pachamama idolatry into the Vati-
can. 

Recently, in the context of the idolatrous wor-
ship, the Vatican website produced an article which 
explicitly teaches the heresy of evolution of dogma, 
condemned by Saint Pius X.   

Read this from the Vatican News website: 

It is necessary to understand when a develop-
ment of doctrine is faithful to tradition. The history 
of the Church teaches us that it is necessary to fol-
low the Spirit, rather than the strict letter. In fact, if 
one is looking for non-contradiction between 
texts and documents, they’re likely to hit a road-
block. The point of reference is not a written text, 
but the people who walk together. [emphasis added] 

So the Vatican is now saying through this arti-
cle on its website that there will be contradictions 
found between texts, i.e., between what was taught 
before, and what is taught now. The author cites 
the ludicrous example of the Council of Jerusalem, 
in which it was decided that the ritualistic rules of 

the Old Law would not apply any more. He gives a 
better example, however: that of the contradiction 
concerning the teaching about the salvation of un-
baptized babies. The Catechism of the Council of 
Trent, upheld by the Catechism of Saint Pius X, 
excludes the possibility of the beatific vision for 
unbaptized babies. The Catechism of the Koran-
kissing “Saint” John-Paul II, however, gives a nebu-
lous and typically Modernist gobbledygook answer 
that would lead you to believe that they do achieve 
the beatific vision. 

So the Vatican, albeit informally, now admits 
that there is contradiction in dogma. This is a his-
toric admission, for it is precisely what the sedevacan-
tists have been saying all along.  We have been criti-
cized mercilessly by Novus Ordo conservatives as 
being “off the wall” and “too far.” But now they 
must face the facts as they are uttered by Vatican 
Modernists. 

It all goes back to Vatican II.  In response to 
the Pachamama scandal, a spokesman for the SSPX 
made the comment saying essentially that there is 
nothing new here. This is just more of the same. 

I completely agree with him. Pachamama has 
permission to be in the Vatican Basilica from Vati-
can II, which says that non-Catholic religions are 
means of salvation. Remember that there was the 
worship of fire permitted at Assisi in 1986, as well as 
the worship of the Great Thumb by the American 
Indians. There is nothing new. That is absolutely 
correct. It means that SSPX ought to condemn 
Vatican II instead of trying to make peace with it. 

For this reason, Fr. Cekada recently said it per-
fectly in his recent blog: Instead of throwing the 
Pachamama idol in the Tiber, they should have 
thrown the documents of Vatican II in the Tiber. 
And this time put weights on it. 

Sincerely yours in Christ, 

Most Rev. Donald J. Sanborn 
Rector 
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