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My dear Catholic people, 
There is a good deal to say in this newsletter, 

both about the Church and about our nation. 
First, we are looking forward to the ordination 

to the priesthood of Rev. Mr. Luke Petrizzi on June 
24th. Rev. Mr. Petrizzi has been with us since 2013, 
when he entered as a high school seminarian, com-
pleting his senior year here in Florida. He had done 
his earlier years of high school at Our Lady of La 
Salette, a boarding school in Illinois operated by the 
SSPX.  But his family felt compelled to remove him 
from there because of the problem of their using 
priests ordained with the new rite. This problem 
persists, of course. Our faithful may remember that 
this very issue was one of the causes of our split 
with the SSPX in 1983. As time goes on, more and 
more does the SSPX pursue appeasement with the 
Novus Ordo, and more and more our actions in 
1983 are proven justified. 

Second, we are back in contract to buy the 
building in Reading, Pennsylvania which I showed 
you in my last newsletter.  Our fund-raising has 
been successful, due especially to a benefactor who 
is not even American. We are now in the process of 
seeking approval for use as a seminary. Up to now it 
has been a Bed and Breakfast. The process takes a 
long time. I doubt that the approval will come 
through until the beginning of October. None-
theless, I am very optimistic about the outcome. The 
neighbors are favorable, and ordinarily the attitude 
of the neighbors is the most important single factor 
in the process.  So please keep the intention in your 
prayers, and please continue to be generous with us 
for the project, as there is much to do inside and 

outside the building in order to make it suitable for 
our use. 

We will not move the seminary to Pennsylvania 
until the Easter vacation, at the earliest. I want all of 
the renovations to be done before we move in. 

At this writing, we are expecting five new semi-
narians next year from five different countries: from 
the United Kingdom, Nigeria, the United States, 
Spain, and Poland. It is possible that we could gain 
one or two more candidates before the end of the 
summer.  The overflow next year will be handled by 
placing the future Fr. Petrizzi and two or three older 
seminarians in the house which is presently occu-
pied by our nuns in the City of Brooksville. The nuns 
will move into their new facility on Spring Lake 
Highway, down the road from the seminary. 

What is now the seminary will become the 
school, and what is now the school will be sold, the 
proceeds going to the seminary. 

Our school apostolate both in physical schools 
and in the virtual school is expanding. At this writ-
ing, the nuns expect to be teaching over 140 children 
enrolled in the three physical schools (Modesto, 
Phoenix, and Brooksville) and in the virtual school. 
The coronavirus lockdown has caused a spike in 
interest in our virtual program.  

Our seminarian from France, Henry Chappot de 
la Chanonie, has been making steady progress in 
overcoming the mysterious illness, as yet undiag-
nosed, which afflicted him in December of 2018. He 
has been given seminary courses steadily for the 
past year over Skype, and since the autumn of 2019 
has been living in Fr. Guépin’s rectory in Nantes, 
where he has daily Mass and a religious life. He is 
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well enough to return to the seminary for the 2020-
2021 academic year, but not in Florida. He fears that 
the climate in Florida may have contributed to his 
problem. He will take his courses in Quebec, which 
will be an annex of Most Holy Trinity Seminary.  Fa-
ther Dutertre will be in charge, and will provide him 
with the courses he needs. Seminarian Chappot de 
la Chanonie will also take seminary courses given in 
Florida, since Quebec is in the 
same time zone. I am hoping to 
ordain him in June of 2021. 
Where he will go thereafter re-
mains to be seen. 

Bishop Schneider’s state-
ment. On the feast of Pentecost 
Bishop Schneider issued a 
lengthy statement in which he 
rightly criticized Vatican II for 
having errors, concentrating par-
ticularly on Dignitatis Humanæ, 
which proclaims the moral right 
to embrace false religions. In this 
he was correct, of course. How-
ever, his solution was very seri-
ously erroneous, namely that the 
Church’s councils can err, and are 
in need of correction occasional-
ly. He then went on to point out 
“errors” in past councils. 

The good aspect of his 
statement is that a member of 
the Novus Ordo hierarchy is recognizing that there 
is error in Vatican II. Up to now the neocons have 
been attempting to interpret Vatican II in some or-
thodox manner. That system, false as it is, worked 
for them until Bergoglio’s Apostolic Exhortation 
Amoris Lætitia  came along. The content of this en1 -
cyclical  is clearly a heretical teaching in conflict with 
the Sixth Commandment and even the natural law. 

I think that the recognition of this error of Vati-
can II by Bishop Schneider is a good development, 
since, as everyone knows from my writings, I hold 
that Vatican II is the source of the entire problem in 
the Church. It is a council which introduced Kantian 
subjectivism into the Catholic Church, which is a 
lethal poison to an institution which is dogmatic by 
its very nature. All of the big errors of Vatican II, ec-
umenism, the new ecclesiology, collegiality, and reli-
gious liberty, spring from this Kantian subjectivism, 
which is ingrained in the modern mind. 

Vatican II needs to be reduced, by a papal pro-
nouncement, to Ephesus II or the Council of Basle, 
or the Council of Constance in its early sessions. 
These were councils which entirely or in part deviat-
ed from the Catholic Faith. For this reason they were 
condemned and nullified as councils, either entirely 
or in part. 

 The obvious “inconvenience” of a nullification 
of Vatican II is the fact that it was 
promulgated by Paul VI, so he too 
needs to be declared a false pope. To 
me, there is no other way out of this 
problem. If these steps are not taken, 
the seamless garment of the 
Church’s unchanging doctrine will 
be torn to shreds. The Catholic 
Church will be finished, and the 
claim of He who hears you hears Me 
will no longer have any meaning. 

The bad aspect of Bishop Schnei-
der’s declaration is his “fix” of the 
problem of error in the Council. He 
is having recourse, like Cardinal 
Burke, to the Correction Theory,  
namely that popes and councils can 
make errors, but the sensus fidelium  
(the belief system of the laity) is in-
fallible, and will correct the error. 
This is precisely the conciliarist 
heresy of Pierre d’Ailly and Gerson, 
of which I spoke in the May 2020 

newsletter. It is also the teaching of 
the arch-modernist heresiarch Hans Küng. 

This cockeyed notion strips the pope and the 
hierarchy of their teaching authority, and places it in 
the hands of the learning Church.  

 Here I must explain. Theologians commonly 
distinguish between the teaching Church and the 
learning Church. The teaching Church is the hierarchy; 
the learning Church is constituted by all those who 
receive with faith or religious assent the teachings of 
the hierarchy.  So even the popes and bishops them-
selves are bound to believe and accept the very doc-
trines which they teach, and in so doing are mem-
bers of the learning Church. The sensus fidelium, or 
belief system of the faithful, is not due to some di-
vine assistance given to them by the Holy Ghost 
whereby they infallibly judge concerning the truths 
of Revelation. To the contrary, if the faithful have 
universally and constantly believed a doctrine, it is 

 The Joy of Love, which we sarcastically call The Joy of Adultery.1
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because the teaching authority Church, the hierar-
chy, has taught it to them.  

In Bishop Schneider’s system, however, the 
learning Church becomes the teaching Church. Does 
this make sense? And the teaching Church learns 
from the learning Church?  Where do we find such a 
notion in Sacred Scripture? In Tradition? In the 
teachings of the Fathers? In the teachings of the 
popes or general councils? In the teachings of the-
ologians? 

This upside-down error concerning the 
Church’s teaching is based on yet another: That the 
universal ordinary magisterium (UOM) consists not 
only in the universal teaching of the hierarchy to-
gether with the pope in matters of faith and morals, 
but also in the temporal continuity of the doctrine. 

Again, let me explain. If you 
research the subject of universal 
ordinary magisterium, you will 
find in all theologians and text-
books the same definition: that 
it consists in the teaching of the 
pope and all the bishops dis-
persed throughout the world 
concerning a doctrine of faith or 
morals, and which is contained 
in divine Revelation. It must be 
proposed, furthermore, as hav-
ing been divinely revealed.  

The Society of Saint Pius X, 
in order to save their system of 
recognize and resist, have added a 
further condition: that there 
must be a temporal continuity 
of this doctrine, that is, it must be constantly taught 
over time in order to qualify as UOM. This means 
that the UOM could occasionally deviate from the 
truth, but if you find a pattern of consistency over 
time, then you know that it is infallibly true. 

I compare it to a dot-to-dot picture. If by con-
necting the dots you see a figure appear — a bird or 
a dog, for instance — then you know you are on the 
right track. So, in the SSPX system, if you see a pat-
tern appear over time, in which many acts of UOM 
are in agreement, then you have infallible UOM. But 
you could have some deviations. These you just ig-

nore or resist, since they are not part of the pattern. 
But who decides what is in conformity with the pat-
tern or not? The pope or the SSPX? 

No Catholic theologian mentions this condition of 
temporal continuity. It is true that UOM has the prop-
erty of consistency over time, but this consistency is 
the effect of the assistance of the hierarchy by the 
Spirit of Truth, and not the cause of the infallibility of 
the doctrine. In like manner, smoke is the effect of 
fire, but not its cause. Therefore something is not 
UOM because it is consistent with the past teaching, 
but instead the reverse is true: something is consis-
tent with past teaching because it is UOM. 

In this system of Bishop Schneider and the 
SSPX, therefore, if the UOM is not in conformity 
with Tradition, then it is just wrong, and the faithful 

must merely reject the new teach-
ing, and some members of the hi-
erarchy merely need to speak out 
against it.  This is straight out of the 
pages of Hans Küng, with the sole 
exception that he restricts his dis-
cussion to the solemn magisterium. 
But for a greater reason he would 
apply it to the UOM. It is also the 
conciliarist heresy of the first ses-
sions of the Council of Constance.  2

This poisonous doctrine is the 
same as Protestantism. Whereas the 
Protestants hold to free examina-
tion of the Scriptures, Bishop 
Schneider, the SSPX and the neo-
cons are now holding to the doc-
trine of free examination of Tradition,  

that is, they are opposing their view and their judg-
ment concerning the continuity of doctrine to that 
of the Catholic hierarchy. For who is the arbiter of 
what is in conformity with Tradition or not? Cardinal 
Burke? Bishop Schneider? The SSPX? Or the Roman 
Pontiff? Take this power from the pope and you de-
stroy the Catholic Church. 

To support his theory Bishop Schneider has re-
searched the “errors” of certain councils. Most of his 
examples are not applicable, since they are purely 
disciplinary matters (e.g., that Jews should wear spe-
cial clothing) and do not concern faith and morals.  

 The early sessions of the Council of Constance (southern Germany), held from 1414 to 1418, expressed conciliarist  doctrine, 2

namely that a general Council was superior to the pope, and could correct a pope, etc. These doctrines were not accepted or 
approved by Pope Martin V. All of the authority of a Council comes from the approval of the pope. If the pope rejects the 
teachings even of a general or ecumenical council, the teachings of the Council, however solemnly decreed, count for abso-
lutely nothing. Prominent theologians at that council also proposed the heretical theory that both popes and councils can 
err, but that the universal Church, i.e., the faithful, cannot err. This is essentially the same as the position of the SSPX and 
Bishop Schneider.
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The only one that deserves any attention is that 
of the Council of Florence. The Council of Florence, 
in a decree given to the Armenian schismatics as the 
basis of their reconciliation with Rome, stated that 
the matter of priestly ordination consisted not only 
in the imposition of hands, but also in the porrec-
tion of instruments (the touching  of the chalice and 
paten by the ordinand). Over the years, theologians 
grappled with the problem that the Greeks never 
required this for validity. 

Father Edouard Hugon, commenting 
on this problem says this: “First of all, it is 
hard, even very hard, to admit a grave 
error in a decree of so much importance 
and which is truly dogmatic, although 
not all of the characteristics of infallibility 
come together in it, which decree, the 
Roman Pontiff, in the name of the council 
of Florence and in the name of the 
Roman Church gave to the Eastern 
Church. If this decree is erroneous, 
then the Oriental Church was de-
ceived in the very solemn circum-
stance in which they were returning 
to the Roman Church, at the very 
invitation of the Roman Church!” 

He does admit, however, that 
the Church could correct this decree, if indeed it 
contained an error. 

 Pope Pius XII in 1947 settled the hotly discussed 
issue by removing the necessity of the porrection of 
instruments for validity. But he did not say that the 
Council of Florence was wrong.  He said, “We do by 
Our Apostolic Authority declare, and if there was 
ever a lawful disposition to the contrary We now 
decree that at least in the future the porrection of 
instruments is not necessary for the validity of the 
Sacred Orders of the Diaconate, the Priesthood, and 
the Episcopacy.” He also pointed out that the Council 
of Florence did not require the Greeks to use the porrec-
tion of instruments, thereby proving that the Council 
of Florence did not see the porrection of instru-
ments as being of divine origin. It was a requirement 
in the Latin rite only, which concludes that the 
Church has the power to change those things which 
are not of divine institution. This furthermore 
proves the point of Père Hugon and other theolo-
gians, that the Catholic Church has control over the 
determination of matter and form of those sacra-
ments in which the matter and form were deter-
mined by Christ only in a general way, but not 
specifically. Our Lord specifically determined matter 
and form only for Baptism and Holy Eucharist, and 
so the Church has no power to change these things.  

This explains the diversity of matter and form in 
the Eastern and Roman rites for various sacraments. 
For example, the Eastern rites impose only one hand 
for ordination. This was even observed in the West 
for a time. The Church can determine these things as 
she will, and may require something for validity in 
one rite and not another for a multitude of reasons.  
The essential goal of the Church is to preserve the 
unambiguous signification of the sacrament. 

Consequently Bishop Schneider’s example 
from the Council of Florence does not apply. 
For nowhere did the Church say that the 
Council was erroneous. Pius XII’s justifica-
tion for the change of matter and form was 
not that the Church was wrong in the Coun-
cil of Florence, but that the Church has con-
trol over the matter and form of Holy Or-
ders. 

A cure worse than the disease. 
Actually the new Correction Theory is 
far worse than the previous error, that 
of the hermeneutic of continuity. This is a 
fancy term to mean that we can save 
Vatican II by interpreting it “according 
to Tradition.” Of course, this is impos-
sible. But I will say this for the propo-

nents of hermeneutic of continuity: at least they pre-
serve the notion of the Church’s teaching authority 
and the necessity of its unchanging consistency. The 
Correction Theory, on the other hand, destroys the 
very notion of the homogeneous continuity of doc-
trine. 

In addition, Bishop Schneider in this docu-
ment plays the old pastoral council card, as if to con-
fine Vatican II to mere disciplinary rules which could 
be reformed. But to strip Vatican II of any doctrinal 
authority has no basis. For it speaks about many 
doctrinal issues, including the nature of the Church 
of Christ and the right to embrace false religions. 
This is faith and morals. Furthermore, has not the 
hierarchy universally promulgated the decrees of 
the Council? Do they not require adherence to its 
teachings?  Can seminarians say “I don’t accept Vati-
can II,” and still hope for ordination? Is not the ob-
stacle of reunion between SSPX and the Vatican the 
very doctrine of religious liberty? Does not the Vati-
can, even the neocon Icon Ratzinger, insist on the 
heretical interpretation of this document? My point 
is that the Novus Ordo hierarchy considers the 
dogmatic and moral teachings of Vatican II to be 
binding. 

I am sure that Bishop Schneider means well and 
is in good conscience, but he does not understand 
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Catholic doctrine. His “cure” of Vatican II is worse 
than the disease. 

Archbishop Viganò’s statement. In contrast 
to Bishop Schneider’s statement expounding the 
Correction Theory, Novus Ordo Archbishop Viganò 
issued a statement on June 9th which was music to 
my ears. 

Archbishop Viganò starts by praising Bishop 
Schneider for his insightful criticism of Vatican II, 
namely that Bergoglio’s claim that God wills many 
religions is an error which comes straight out of Vat-
ican II. 

Then the Archbishop correctly 
— and refreshingly — criticizes the 
hermeneutic of continuity, declaring it 
unsuccessful, citing the Roman 
poet Horace: Drive nature out with a 
pitchfork; she will come right back.   In 
other words, you can no more 
make Vatican II sound orthodox 
than you could change a frog into a 
prince. 

He then masterfully points out 
that in any council before Vatican II, 
there was never talk of the “spirit of 
the Council,” nor any “post-concil-
iar era.”  Why? Because, as he so 
rightly puts it: “Those Councils [be-
fore Vatican II] were all, indiscrimi-
nately, the expression in unison of 
the voice of Holy Mother Church, 
and for this very reason the voice 
of Our Lord Jesus Christ.” Beautiful. 

Then Archbishop Viganò goes 
on to criticize Bishop Schneider’s 
Correction Theory: “This appears to me to be an ar-
gument that, although made with the best of inten-
tions, undermines the Catholic edifice from its 
foundation.” I could not have said it better myself. 
He adds: “And, by the same principle, in a certain 
way we could maintain that the words of Blessed 
Pius IX in Quanta Cura were in some manner cor-
rected by Vatican II, just as His Excellency hopes 
could happen for Dignitatis Humanae.” 

Then come these startling words:  

There comes a moment in our life when, 
through the disposition of Providence, we are 
faced with a decisive choice for the future of the 
Church and for our eternal salvation. I speak of the 
choice between understanding the error into 
which practically all of us have fallen, almost al-
ways without evil intentions, and wanting to con-

tinue to look the other way or justify ourselves.  

Archbishop Viganò criticizes ecumenism, say-
ing that we all assumed that it was a means of draw-
ing non-Catholics of all kinds into the Catholic 
Church, but in fact “ecumenism was configured in a 
way that was in direct opposition to the doctrine 
previously expressed by the Magisterium.” Perfect. 

The Archbishop then blasts the notion univer-
sally preached by the Novus Ordo, namely that we 
all worship the same God: “They believe that the 
One and Triune God revealed to our fathers is the 
same as the god of Mohammed. Already twenty 
years ago we heard this repeated from pulpits and 
episcopal  cathedrae, but recently we hear it being 

affirmed with emphasis even from 
the highest Throne.” 

The next salvo is against the 
Council’s use of the term subsists in 
when talking about the Catholic 
Church and the Church of Christ. 
The Council teaches that the 
Church of Christ subsists in the 
Catholic Church.  This is what the 
Archbishop says: “Thus ‘Ecclesia 
C h r i s t i s u b s i s t i t i n E c c l e s i a 
Catholica’ does not specify the iden-
tity of the two, but the subsistence 
of one in the other and, for consis-
tency, also in other churches: here 
is the opening to interconfessional 
celebrations, ecumenical prayers, 
and the inevitable end of any need 
for the Church in the order of sal-
vation, in her unicity, and in her 
missionary nature.“ Bravo. 

But there is yet better to come: 

What the world wants, at the instigation 
of Masonry and its infernal tentacles, is to 
create a universal religion that is humanitarian 
and ecumenical, from which the  jealous 
God whom we adore is banished. And if this 
is what the world wants, any step in the same 
direction by the Church is an unfortunate 
choice which will turn against those who 
believe that they can jeer at God. The hopes 
of the Tower of Babel cannot be brought 
back to life by a globalist plan that has as its 
goal the cancellation of the Catholic Church, 
in order to replace it with a confederation of 
idolaters and heretics united by environmen-
talism and universal brotherhood. There can 
be no brotherhood except in Christ, and only 
in Christ: qui non est mecum, contra me est.  

…that despite all the efforts of the hermeneutic 
of continuity which shipwrecked miserably at 
the first confrontation with the reality of the 
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present crisis, it is undeniable that from Vati-
can II onwards a  parallel church  was built, 
superimposed over and diametrically op-
posed to the true Church of Christ. This paral-
lel church progressively obscured the divine 
institution founded by Our Lord in order to 
replace it with a spurious entity, correspond-
ing to the desired universal religion  that was 
first theorized by Masonry. 

The Archbishop then devotes some paragraphs 
to how he was deceived for so many years, assum-
ing that what we were being told by the hierarchy 
was in accordance with the Catholic Faith. How true 
this is. This was the natural thing to do, since it is true 
that the Catholic hierarchy is rightfully presumed to 
be teaching and defending Catholic doctrine. Now 
the Archbishop realizes that this confidence in the 
hierarchy was misplaced. 

He finishes his statement by citing the 
Athanasian Creed, lamenting that the conciliar litur-
gy outlawed it, and that it was reduced to being re-
cited only twice a year in the 1962 liturgy: “Whosoever 
wishes to be saved, before all things it is necessary that he 
hold the Catholic faith; For unless a person shall have kept 
this faith whole and inviolate, without doubt he shall 
eternally perish.” 

A big surprise. I could hardly believe my eyes 
as I read this statement of Archbishop Viganò. In the 
fifty-five years since Vatican II, I have never seen 
such a succinct presentation of the errors of Vatican 
II, and an intelligent criticism of the two “cures” of 
the Council, the hermeneutic of continuity and the Cor-
rection Theory. It is also obvious that the Archbishop 
is deeply familiar with Catholic doctrine.  

I do not know where the Archbishop will go 
from here, but he is going someplace. His compass, 
from all that he has said, is pointing straight toward 
sedevacantism. For he has utterly trashed the Sec-
ond Vatican Council, masterfully identifying it as the 
source of the Church’s problems, and loaded with 
serious errors. He has trashed, as well, the entire 
post-conciliar era, calling it a parallel church in op-
position to the true Church. And since he rejects the 
Correction Theory, what is there left to do but to 
annul the Council as an illegitimate meeting? But to 
say this necessarily implicates John XXIII and Paul 
VI.  It is impossible to assert that the Council is the 
mother of a false and parallel Church, but that it was 
promulgated to us by a true pope. To hold that such 
a deviation comes from the authority of Christ vest-
ed in the pope undermines the Catholic edifice from its 
foundation, to use Archbishop Viganò’s own words. 

Declaring the Vatican II popes as false popes will 
be a very painful act for the Church, but it is indis-
pensable for her integrity, her truth, and her credi-
bility as a divine institution. These maleficent agents 
— the Vatican II popes — must be unmasked as 
Modernist intruders who put into place a wicked 
plan to overthrow the Catholic Church dating back 
many centuries. 

I urge all Catholics to read the entire text of 
Archbishop Viganò’s statement. It can be found on 
OnePeterFive, but beware, this is a conservative Novus 
Ordo website. 

Let us pray for Archbishop Viganò, that he make 
the right decisions in his path to truth, and especially 
that he avoid the theological pit of recognize and resist,  
the system of the SSPX, which, precisely, under-
mines the Church’s magisterium and indefectibility. 

The Left has lost its mind. When I was grow-
ing up, the difference between Democrat and Re-
publican amounted mostly to economic issues, 
such as taxation and government programs such as 
medicare and welfare. There was no opposition of 
the two parties on the major moral and political 
issues: abortion was a felony; sodomy was consid-
ered immoral; communism was evil, and commu-
nists had to carry identity cards and were surveilled 
for subversive activities by the FBI.  

If your party did not win, it was a source of dis-
appointment, to be sure, but American life went on, 
despite the party affiliation of the White House or 
the Congress. 

Public schools, although secular, kept to the 
teaching of the normal subjects. There was no so-
cialistic indoctrination, or preaching of left-wing 
morality or causes. There were no drag queens read-
ing stories to the kindergarteners. It was just school. 

There was some sympathy for the Left in col-
leges. I remember my father, around 1960, com-
plaining that a local college was “pinko,” a 1950’s 
term for someone or something which had com-
munist (therefore red) inclinations. 

But this relative calm and peace of the 1950’s 
and even of the 1960’s is no longer with us. The Left 
has become so radicalized that it is threatening the 
traditional way of life in the United States. They want 
a totalitarian socialistic society in which only leftist 
(woke) ideas are tolerated, in which there is no police, 
in which looting, murder, burning, rioting, and steal-
ing are legitimate means of expressing frustrations 
over political problems, in which a terrorist organi-
zation can take over the center of a city government, 
and declare it a separate nation, and get away with it. 
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I am referring, of course, to Seattle, where the 
mayoress, when asked when the new CHAZ  state 3

might be overturned, responded: “We may have a 
summer of love.” 

The Left has become sick and weird. The 
scheme to get rid of police is demented and crack-
brained. While some might argue that this proposal 
comes only from extreme left-wing “kooks,” I would 
respond that there has been no chorus from the 
“moderate” and supposedly more sensible leftists 
condemning such an idea. 

Police are absolutely necessary for any so-
ciety. It seems ridiculous to have to even say this, 
but because many have lost their minds, I suppose 
that repeating sane thoughts may be of benefit to 
them. It is good therapy for those who suffer from 
schizophrenic hallucination to bring them back to 
reality from time to time. 

A law is nothing but ink on a piece of paper. If 
there is no day to day enforcement of law, there is 
chaos. 

Police should be praised for their work of pro-
tecting the common good and civil order. They risk 
their lives in so doing, and not a few are killed or 
seriously wounded in the performance of their 
normal duties. Many times they are maimed or par-
alyzed. Many leave behind young widows and small 
children. It is a dangerous job, and they should be 
rewarded for it. Far from defunding the police, I say 
that their salaries and their pensions should be 
doubled. 

What about police “brutality?” Let me say three 
things about this.  

The first is that in any walk of life there will be 
persons who misbehave. This is true of clergy, politi-
cians, firemen, lawyers, physicians, businessmen, 
and and any other profession you can name. It is 
absurd to denigrate the entire profession because of 
a few who do not obey the rules. These usually ac-
count for a very small percentage of the profession. 

Second, it may be true that the police are not 
well trained in certain cities. Clearly in the case of 
Mr. Floyd in Minneapolis, the policeman lacked the 
proper training in regard to the neck hold. The po-
liceman in this case is certainly to blame, for any 
normal person would have quit the neck hold if the 
man complained of inability to breathe. But the po-
lice chief in this leftist-governed city may not have 
been doing her job in training the police sufficiently. 

Third, police have to make split-second deci-
sions in regard to the subduing of criminals. It is 

contrary to the principles of moral theology that 
someone should be held morally accountable for an 
act concerning which he had no time to reflect. This 
is common sense. Consequently police may use 
what is objectively excessive force since in the mo-
mentary decision it seems to be the safer course in 
regard to the preservation of public order, or the 
protection of their own lives or those of others. But 
for this they should be given the benefit of the 
doubt. Yes, certainly there are cases of purposeful 
brutality or excessive force, but these are rare, and 
are nil in comparison to the general good that police 
provide. (Of 7500 African-Americans killed last year, 
nine were unarmed and killed by police). 

The United States is not a racist nation. The 
United States is not racist, but it is very behaviorist. I 
will explain. 

This country has received over the past 250 
years, and even longer as a colony of England, all 
sorts of races and peoples.  

In order to make it in America, it is absolutely 
necessary to assimilate. This means that you must 
acquire certain civic virtues whereby you become 
socially acceptable. You can keep all of your original 
culture, religion, language, and ways. You can be of 
any race, and have any skin color whatsoever.  But 
you must acquire these civic virtues. If you fail in 
this, you will be shunned and scorned. 

What are these civic virtues? (1) You must sup-
port yourself financially, or at least strive to; (2) you 
must be respectful, polite, courteous, even friendly; 
(3) you must keep your house clean both inside and 
out; (4) you must mow your lawn; (5) you must 
function reasonably well in your job; (6) you must 
be clean and smell good; (7) you must not engage in 
violence or any other form of criminality. 

Do these things, and you will rise, no matter 
what your race. You will be accepted and respected. 
Fail to do these things, you will sink, and you will be 
spurned. 

All the people who have arrived on these shores 
have had to jump through these fiery hoops. No one 
is shown any mercy in this struggle for acceptance. 
No one is given any slack. 

There are millions of African-Americans who 
have acquired these virtues and who have gained 
acceptance in American society. Dr. Ben Carson is a 
shining example: a man who rose up from the 
poverty of the Detroit ghetto to become a well-
known brain surgeon. There are very many African-
Americans like him. No white American, apart from 
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a few backward sickos, begrudges to the African-
American his place in society because of his race.  It 
all depends on these civic virtues. 

Unfortunately, there are many African-Ameri-
cans who have not achieved these virtues, and these 
are the ones who are shunned, not because of race, 
but because of behavior.  Their race is incidental. 

It is also unfortunate that, statistically, there is a 
much higher rate of criminality among African-
Americans than among whites. This behavior natu-
rally brings them into disproportionate contact with 
the police. 

It did not do any good for the reputation of 
African-Americans to watch videos of crowds of 
them burning and looting businesses in many cities 
of the United States. While no one objected to their  
peaceful manifestation of anger and frustration over 
what happened in Minneapolis, the fact that these 
manifestations turned wild, violent, and criminal 
has the natural effect of causing fear in the people of 
any law-abiding community, and a desire to dis-
tance themselves from the looters, of whatever race. 

In contrast, when, about a year or so ago, a black  
policeman in Minnesota shot dead an unarmed 
white Australian woman  merely for having approached 
the police car, did the white population go on a ram-
page of looting because of black police violence 
against an innocent white person? No. And this is 
because the white people are not racists. They accepted 
the fact that occasionally police, white or black, 
make errors, sometimes tragic. 

What needs to be done. In my opinion, al-
though it may sound radical to some, I think that the 
United States of America needs to be realigned. It is 
simply not possible that Left and Right live together 
in the same political house.  It has become an agony 
on both sides, and it is time for a divorce. 

This could come in a peaceful way by realigning 
counties in such a way that right-wing counties and 
left-wing counties be lumped together, respectively, 
into new states. This has already been proposed by 
some in Virginia and in Oregon. Politically and cul-
turally, most of the counties of Virginia are conserv-
ative. Their political views are radically opposed to 
those of the Washington suburbs and Richmond. 
Likewise, eastern Oregon has much different politi-

cal views from those of the Left Coast. These con-
servative counties want to join up with Idaho. I even 
remember that in the 1960’s, there was a call on the 
part of some left-wing activists to create the “51st 
State,” that is, New York City, which would secede 
from the State of New York. This suggestion came 
from the realization that, even then, the downstate 
politics was very different from the upstate politics. 
The breaking off of counties to form new states is 
legal, provided that Congress approve. 

Critical, however, would be the reduction of the 
national government to something which it was 
originally intended to be: an entity that takes care of 
national defense, foreign policy, and the post office. 
All other legislation should be left to the states. The 
Supreme Court should be stripped of its power to 
interpret the Constitution and to effectively legislate 
in the place of the elected government.  The usurpa4 -
tion of legislative powers by the courts in general 
and especially the Supreme Court, particularly in the 
area of morality, has been perhaps the worst abuse 
of the American system of government.  Nowhere 
in the Constitution are these powers given to the 
judicial branch, and nowhere in the same document 
do we find the interpretation of legislation as one of 
its powers.  In all law and even common sense, it is 
the legislator who or which interprets laws. This 
would be the Congress. It pertains to courts only to 
apply the written law to individual cases. 

Short of this separation of Left from Right, I 
think that our country will see serious civil unrest, 
maybe even civil war. 

Sincerely yours in Christ, 

Most Rev. Donald J. Sanborn 
Rector 

 The most recent example of this usurpation by the bird-brained boobs from beyond the ballot box (i.e., the Supreme Court Jus4 -
tices, with the notable exception of Clarence Thomas) is their “interpretation” of the 1964 Civil Rights Act to include homo-
sexuals and transgenders under this act. Such an interpretation is perfectly ridiculous. The general population in 1964, both 
Republican and Democrat, considered sodomitic acts to be perversions and transgenderism as something that weirdos had 
done in super-liberal Sweden. There would have been outrage on both left and right. This new “interpretation” by the bird-
brained boobs means that if one of the priests of the seminary should become a woman (very unlikely), the seminary could 
not fire him. He could also show up for class as a drag queen.
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