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Thirtieth Anniversary of the 
Tridentine Mass at Saint Agnes’s

As we wrote in our previous issue in 
December 2018 (Vol. XXI, No. 3), by God’s 
grace, on January 22, 1989, the traditional 
Latin Mass was restored to the Church of 
Saint Agnes in Manhattan (143 East 43rd 
St.). This “Mass of the ages” has been 
offered without interruption at Saint 
Agnes ’s e ver y Sunday s ince then . 
Accordingly, on Sunday, January 27, 2019, a 
traditional Solemn High Mass, followed by 
the singing of the Te Deum, was offered in 
commemoration of this anniversary. Rev. Fr. 
William Elder, whose residence at the 
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Area
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Every Sunday at 9:00 a.m. 
E. 43rd St. bet. Third and Lexington aves., 
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212-682-5722
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Monday - Friday at 6:00 p.m.; 
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Ave., Manhattan
212-279-5861

Shrine of Our Lady of Mount Carmel
Every Sunday at 10:30 a.m., Monday - Saturday at 
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Parish extends nearly to that time and who 
has celebrated the traditional Latin Mass 
for nearly all of those years, graciously 
served as the Celebrant. Rev. Fr. Joseph 
Zwosta was kind enough to assist him as 
Deacon and Mr. James Bar ret t a s 
Subdeacon. The music was provided by the 
Schola Cantorum of Saint Agnes, Mr. 
Alexander Pattavina, Director of Music and 
Organist. A celebrator y coffee hour 
followed in the basement of the Church. 
Deo gracias!

POPE PAUL’S NEW MASS

CHAPTER XX
THE TABERNACLE

The following is the second and concluding 
installment of Chapter XX of Pope Paul’s New 
Mass, the third volume of the late Michael 
Davies’s masterpiece, Liturgical Revolution. In 
this chapter, Davies documents the Neo-
Modernist disrespect shown to the Blessed 
Sacrament through the impiety of separating the 
Tabernacle from the altar. In his writings, 
Davies lives on as the foremost defender of the 
traditional Latin Rite in the English-speaking 
world. 

To separate tabernacle from altar is  to separate 
two things which by their origin and their nature 
should remain united.
% % %            —Pope Pius XII
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Quite clearly the high altar is the most 
distinguished position in the church and it 
is hard to see how even in new churches the 
tabernacle could be sited anywhere but the 
high altar without defying this encyclical 
which, after all, simply reiterated the 
established law. This defiance is even more 
manifest when an existing tabernacle is 
relegated from the high altar to a less 
distinguished position. 

On 25 May 1967 the Instr uction 
Eucharisticum Mysterium was promulgated 
by the Sacred Congregation of Rites. This 
Instruction reverses the teaching of Inter 
Oecumenici and, more important, of 
Mysterium Fidei. Eucharisticum Mysterium 
changes the law that the tabernacle should 
normally be in the position of greatest 
honor upon the h igh a l t a r to a 
recommendation that it should not 
normally be on the high altar. Article 53 
includes the following:

It is therefore recommended that, as 
far as possible, the tabernacle be placed 
in a chapel distinct from the middle or 
central part of the church, above all in 
those churches where marriages and 
funerals take place frequently, and in 
places which are much visited for their 
artistic or historical treasures.

Significantly, there is no reference in 
this Article to any previous document of 
the Church—which is not surprising as this 
is a radical innovation. Paradoxically, 
Article 54 of Eucharisticum Mysterium is a 
repetition of Article 95 of Inter Oecumenici
—thus conflicting instructions are placed 
s ide by s ide . Thi s wou ld pro ve no 
embarrassment for the Liberal liturgists, 
who would ignore Article 54 and use Article 
53 as a mandate for demoting the Blessed 
Sacrament. 

This recommendation is also contrary 
to Canon 1268, which stipulates that the 

tabernacle should be on the high altar as 
the norm. E u c ha r i s t i c u m Mys t e r i u m 
recommends that the tabernacle should be 
in a side chapel as the norm. It adds the 
very vague proviso that this should be so in 
churches and chapels where marriages and 
funerals take place frequently, without 
explaining what is meant by “frequently,” or 
why marriages and funerals necessitate the 
demoting of the Blessed Sacrament to a 
position of less honor. The churches visited 
for historical and artistic treasures would 
frequently be those referred to in Canon 
1268 where choral office was sung, and so 
the Blessed Sacrament would already be 
reserved in a separate chapel.

Catholics who use the term “demoting” 
to describe the removal of the Blessed 
Sacrament from the main altar to a separate 
chapel will find that bishops in particular 
consider it a most emotive term and (where 
they have the courtesy to answer a 
complaint) deny with some indignation 
that there is any demotion involved. Their 
standard ploy is to cite some well-known 
church, such as Westminster Cathedral in 
London, where the Blessed Sacrament was 
reserved in a separate chapel long before 
Vatican II. 

This argument is specious in the 
extreme. The Concise Oxford Dictionary 
defines “demote” as “Reduce to a lower 
rank or class.” There is thus no valid 
comparison between a church where the 
Blessed Sacrament has been demoted from 
the principal to a lesser altar and one in 
which it has always been reserved in a 
specifically designed Blessed Sacrament 
Chapel. This is similar to the case of the 
abolition of the specifically sacrificial 
Offertory Prayers in the Mass. Apologists 
for the reform claim that there is no 
question of lessening emphasis on the 
sacrifice as these prayers were not always 
included in the Mass. However, the 
situation before these prayers were 
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included and the situation now that they 
have been removed (to the great approval 
of Protestants who also removed them at 
the Reformation ) are of an entirely 
different significance.

Eucharisticum Mysterium even goes as far 
as advising that Mass should not be 
celebrated on an altar where the Blessed 
Sacrament is reserved. It states (Article 55):

It is more in keeping with the nature 
of the celebration that the eucharistic 
presence of Christ, which is the fruit of 
the consecration and should be seen as 
such, should not be on the altar from 
the very beginning of Mass through the 
reservation of the sacred species in the 
tabernacle.

It must be noted firstly that this is no 
more than the expression of an opinion and 
has no legal force, although it has been used 
to deceive the ordinary faithful into 
believing that the removal of the tabernacle 
from the main altar is a mandatory change. 
Second l y, i t must be noted that 
Eucharisticum Mysterium contradicts the 
teaching of Pope Pius XII, who taught that 
tabernacle and altar should by their nature 
and origin be united. The fact that the 
Instruction was approved by Pope Paul VI 
does not necessarily mean that he had so 
much as read it. Eucharisticum Mysterium is 
not a papal act and contradicts Mysterium 
Fidei, which is. Catholics are therefore on 
safe ground if they opt to be guided by 
Pope Pius XII ra ther than by a 
recommendation of a Roman Congregation 
which contradicts his teaching, that of 
Pope Paul VI, and the Code of Canon Law. 
The Instruction even contradicts itself as it 
states in paragraph 54 (quoting Inter 
Oecumenici, Article 95): “It is lawful to 
celebrate Mass facing the people even if on 
the altar there is a small but adequate 
tabernacle.”

The next relevant document is the 
General Instruction on the Roman Missal, 
issued in 1969 and amended in 1970. In 
Article 276 this Instruction repeats the 
recommendation of Eucharisticum Mysterium 
that the Blessed Sacrament should be 
reserved in a special chapel. [2] Once again, 
it must be noted this is no more than a 
recommendation without any legal force. 
Nonetheless, Eucharisticum Mysterium and 
the General Instruction are invariably cited 
as if they were legally binding in order to 
quell any opposition to the vandalization 
and Protes tant iza t ion o f Catho l i c 
sanctuaries.

Finally, on 21 June 1973, the Sacred 
Congregat ion for Div ine Worsh ip 
promulgated the Instruction Eucharistiae 
Sacramentum on Holy Communion and the 
Worship of the Eucharistic Mystery 
Outside of Mass. This document contains 
much admirable doctrine but also many 
deplorable concessions likely to lessen 
respect for the Blessed Sacrament. It 
reiterates (Article 6) the recommendation 
of Eucharisticum Mysterium that the Blessed 
Sacrament should not be reserved on an 
altar upon which Mass is to be celebrated, 
citing Eucharisticum Mysterium, Article 55, as 
its authority for this recommendation.9

Those who wish to know what legislation 
actually exists with regard to sanctuaries 
should consult Canons 1268 and 1269. 
Those who require a clear papal directive 
should refer to the address given by Pope 
Pius XII to the International Congress on 
Pastoral Liturgy on 22 September 1956 and 
to the Encyclical Mysterium Fidei of Pope 
Paul VI. There has been no papal teaching 
on this topic since Mysterium Fidei, only the 
instructions of Vatican departments which 
have received generalized papal approval.

Unfortunately, in the Conciliar Church 
neither tradition nor legality are considered 
obstacles to imposing the l iturgical 
revolution. I will cite just one of a number 
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of cases known to me in which the 
tabernacle has been removed from the 
main a l t a r a ga ins t the wi shes o f 
parishioners and in defiance of Canon Law 
and Pope Paul’s  Mysterium Fidei. In 1978, a 
priest who had taken over a London parish 
decided to remove the tabernacle from the 
main altar. He called a parish meeting to 
discuss the “proposed changes.” The 
proposed changes consisted of architect’s 
plans in an evidently finalized form with 
architect and contractor on hand to answer 
questions. It was a case, not of discussion, 
but of a fait accompli. As a majority of the 
meeting was evidently against the change 
the priest said there would be no vote. 
When asked why the tabernacle had to be 
removed he stated that it was to conform 
with Vatican II. A parishioner informed 
him that Vatican II had not ordered the 
removal of the tabernacle from the main 
altar. He replied that he was satisfied that it 
had and, in any case, his bishop had 
ordered the changes and he had taken an 
oath of obedience. 

A group of parishioners then wrote to 
the bishop, who admitted that he had not 
even seen the plans but that they were in 
accordance with the directives of the 
Constitution on the Sacred Liturgy which 
recommended that tabernacles be placed in 
a separate chapel distinct from the central 
part of the church. He had also been 
assured that a majority of the parishioners 
supported the plans. He refused to meet 
the parishioners who had written to him. 
We thus have the Supreme Pastor of a 
diocese refusing to meet members of his 
flock, telling them that plans which he had 
not seen conformed to a non-existent 
directive in the Liturgy Constitution, and 
assuring them that they were in a minority 
when their parish priest had refused to 
allow a vote which would have proved the 
contrary. A meeting to secure final approval 
for the plans was then held to which 

admission was permitted only to those who 
had received a written invitation from the 
parish priest. It appears that the plans were 
approved unanimously, no one who 
opposed them having been invited. Critics 
of the plans, some of whom had spent their 
lives in the parish and donated time and 
money generously to build the beautiful 
church which was to be vandalized, were 
then classified as divisive. [1] Needless to 
say, they then gave up the fight; there was 
nothing more they could have done. Had 
they complained to the Apostolic Delegate 
or to the Holy See they would probably 
either have received no answer at all or 
been told not to oppose changes approved 
by their bishop. As the Conciliar Church 
contains no structures which enable the 
laity to be heard, let alone to receive justice, 
it is hardly surprising that so many have 
decided that the one way in which they can 
uphold the traditional faith is to support 
priests who continue to celebrate the 
Tridentine Mass.

Apart from the doctrinal significance of 
demoting the Blessed Sacrament to side 
chapels in almost every church in every 
Western country, note should be taken of 
the material cost. The vandalization of tens 
of thousands of sanctuaries must certainly 
have cost tens if not hundreds of millions 
of pounds—and for what? The much 
vaunted renewal of Vatican II has made 
little impact beyond the liturgical sphere. 
Clearly, the changes in the Mass represent 
the most deplorable result of the Council 
but the changes in the sanctuary are the 
most obvious to anyone entering a Catholic 
church today. It is a sad reflection upon the 
majority of our Catholic clergy when it is 
remembered that these changes were not 
ordered by the Council and can even be 
shown to be contrary to the teaching of 
Mysterium Fidei. Clearly, it was a case of one 
priest doing it because his neighbor was 
doing it until eventually everyone did it. 
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Let us hope that upon reflection, some, at 
least, regret what they have done.

Rorate, caeli.
See how the Holy City is deserted now,
Sion is empty,
Jerusalem has been desolated,
The place where Thou didst dwell
in holiness and glory
where our fathers
sang Thy praises.

[1]% In the translation published by the 
Catholic Truth Society in England, Article 276 
reads: “It is strongly recommended that the 
Blessed Sacrament be reserved in a special 
chapel well suited for private prayer (and 
adoration) apart from the nave.” The italicized 
words do not occur in the Latin text and the 
words in brackets, which do occur in the Latin 
text, have been omitted from the translation. 
These words, “and adoration”, did not occur in 
the first (1969 ) edition of the General 
Instruction, so severely criticized by Cardinals 
Ottaviani and Bacci, but were inserted in the 
1970 version together with a number of other 
amendments designed to give the General 
Instruction a Catholic veneer.
[2] I have complete documentation concerning 
th is inc ident , inc luding copies of the 
correspondence with the bishop.

% % %         —Michael Davies

IOTA UNUM 

CHAPTER XVIII
THE VIRTUE OF FAITH

We are pleased to present another excerpt 
from one of the most impressive critiques of 
the Conciliar Church yet penned, Iota 
Unum, an encyclopaedic study written by 
Ro m a n o Am e r i o t ha t r e v e a l s t h e 
breathtaking dimensions of the destruction 
wrought by the Second Vatican Council and 
those who have implemented it these fifty 

unhappy years. We here present the first two 
sections of Chapter XVIII, “The Virtue of 
Faith,” with the kind permission of Sarto 
House. Iota Unum is available from The 
Angelus Press at 2915 Forest Avenue, Kansas 
City, MO 64109, or at their toll-free number, 
8 0 0 -9 6 6 - 7 3 3 7, o r t h e i r w e b s i t e a t 
www.angeluspress.org.

163. Rejection of natural theology.
Cardinal Garrone. Mgr Pisoni.
The denial of the primacy of knowledge 
over life has penetrated the Church. Many 
people today doubt, set aside or deny the 
Church’s teaching concerning the rational 
preambles of the faith, namely that “The 
one true God, Creator and Lord, can be 
known with certainty by the natural light of 
human reason.” [1] The supernatural virtues 
of hope and charity are thus deprived of 
their foundation and become mere 
manifestations of vitality. Keeping to our 
methodo log ica l c r i te r ion , we wi l l 
demonstrate the eclipse of the Church’s 
rational sense by giving two pieces of 
evidence; one from the Cardinal Prefect of 
the Congregation for Catholic Education 
(alias Seminaries and Universities), and one 
from a priest who with his bishop’s 
authorization, for many years wrote what 
was called a theological column in one of 
the most widely read weekly magazines in 
Italy.

At the Congress of Italian Theologians 
held in Florence in 1968 Gabriel Marie 
Cardinal Garrone attributed the crisis in 
faith to our inability (unnoticed by Teilhard 
de Chardin) to offer contemporary man a 
notion of God that is meaningful for him, 
that is, in accord with his distaste for 
rationality, reasonableness and truth. His 
Eminence detected an excess of theoretical 
knowledge in Catholic theology, an 
intemperance o f rea son , a sor t o f 
philosophism. His precise words were 
these: Au siècle dernier les théologiens avaient 

5

http://www.angeluspress.org
http://www.angeluspress.org


été amenés à affirmer la capacité de la raison 
humaine à prouver l’existence de Dieu. . . . Les 
théologiens ont abandonné Dieu entre les mains 
des philosophes. Nous devons reconnaître que 
nous nous sommes trompés, car nous avons 
demandé à la philosophie ce quelle ne pouvait pas 
donner. . . . Nous devons retrouver les attributs de 
Dieu, non pas les ideés abstraites de la 
philosophie, mais les noms, les vrais noms de 
Dieu. Nous avons mission deprêcher non pas des 
ideés mais la foi. [“In the last century 
theologians had been led to affirm the 
capacity of human reason to prove the 
existence of God. . . . Theologians have 
abandoned God into the hands of the 
philosophers. We must recognize that we 
have made a mistake, because we have 
asked of philosophy what it could not 
give. . . . We must discover the attributes of 
God, not the abstract ideas of philosophy, 
but the names, the true names of God. Our 
mission is to preach the faith, not ideas.”]

The authority of a particular person 
does not deprive members of the faithful of 
their right to compare the teaching of one 
of the Church’s ministers with the teaching 
of the Church universal. It was not merely 
the theologians who taught that reason was 
able to prove the existence of God; it was 
the Church itself that solemnly taught it, 
exercising its supreme teaching authority at 
the First Vatican Council. It will therefore 
not do to say nous nous sommes tromper [we 
made a mistake]. It would have to be l’Eglise 
s’est trompée [the Church made a mistake]. It 
is not only the Florence congress that 
displays this lack of confidence in reason 
and this “circiterism” [denoting language 
that seems to mean something, but on close 
examinat ion i s d i sco vered to be 
meaningless. —Ed.]. It is the whole People 
of God who today talk half Azotic [the 
language of the city Azotus (a.k.a., Ashdod) 
—Ed.] and half Hebrew [Nehemiah, 13:24]. 
Nonetheless, it would be a bad day for the 

Church if it were to say to men: “Believe in 
me, when I don’t believe in myself.”

When I asked the editors of the journal 
which referred to the Cardinal’s speech [2] 
whether it had not perhaps misreported 
the event, and the editors had forwarded 
my enquiry to the Cardinal, the latter 
replied to me saying: Ce texte des I.C.I. ne 
m’avait pas échappé et j ’ai pris avec les 
responsables le contact qui convient en leur 
remettant le texte authentique de cette conference. 
Je n’ai pas besoin de vous dire que le ton etait tout 
autre. [“The text in I.C.I, had not escaped 
my notice and I have made appropriate 
contact with those in charge by sending 
them the authentic text of the address. I 
need hardly tell you that the tone was quite 
other.”]

Since it seemed worth pursuing the 
matter, I asked I.C.I, to publish the 
authentic text, and two editors of the 
review discussed the question with 
Cardinal Garrone in Rome. The Cardinal 
then declared préferer ne pas poursuivre 
l ’affaire [“to prefer not to pursue the 
matter”]. [3]

There is no need to go into the question 
further. It is obvious, however, from merely 
reading the texts, that Cardinal Garrone’s 
words contradict Vatican I, just as not to be 
able contradicts to be able. It is also a fact 
that the tone, whether it be A sharp or B 
flat, does not change the tune of the music, 
and that the feelings one has when making 
a judgment can change neither the meaning 
of the terms nor the value of the judgment. 
The Cardinal’s opinion has a modernist 
or ig in , s ince i t i s character ist ic of 
modernism to base beliefs on a feeling and 
an experience of the divine, rather than on 
a preliminary rational certitude, and to 
hold that reason nec ad Deum se erigere potis 
est nec illius exsistentiam, utut per ea quae 
videntur, agnoscere. [“Can neither reach God 
nor come to know of His existence by 
means of visible things.”] [4]
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In his column called  La posta dell ’anima 
Mgr Ernesto Pisoni writes: “Human reason 
alone can certainly show the possibility of 
the existence of God and therefore prove 
that the existence of God is credible.” [5] 
This is the precise opposite of the Church’s 
teaching. Reason can prove not only the 
possibility but in the reality of God’s 
existence. One could perhaps also say that 
God’s existence is possible in the sense that 
it does not involve contradiction; from 
which St. Anselm would immediately 
deduce his existence. Non-contradiction is 
indeed a condition for the possibility of the 
existence of something. But what the 
Church teaches is not that God’s existence 
is possible, that is, not absurd, but rather 
that it is real. “The existence of God is not 
contrary to reason” says Mgr Pisoni, but he 
fails to realize that he is thus applying to 
natural truths a test that is really relevant 
to supernatural ones. Reason apprehends 
and sees natural truths, which are its 
proper intelligible object. It does not 
apprehend supernatural truths, but has the 
task of showing that they do not conflict 
with reason.

164. The theological virtue of faith.
The failure to distinguish between the 
sphere of the naturally intelligible and the 
sphere of the superintelligible brings with it 
a misrepresentation of Catholic doctrine 
concerning the theological virtues, which 
we must now examine.

Rea son cannot a r r i ve a t a 
demonstration of supernatural truths such 
as those regarding the Holy Trinity, the 
God-Man, the resurrection of the body, the 
real presence in the Eucharist. These are 
t r uths proposed by re ve la t ion and 
apprehensible only by faith. But that 
impossibility does not deprive the act of 
faith of its rational character: it remains 
supremely reasonable. By recognizing itself 
as finite, reason sees that knowable truths 

can exist beyond its own limit, without 
being apprehensible by rational evidence. 
Reason adheres to these truths with an 
assent; but this assent is produced not by a 
logical necessity stemming from the 
e v idence , but by a super natura l 
determinant, namely grace.

Faith is a supernatural virtue, pertaining 
to our own power of knowing, by which 
man goes beyond his own limits and assents 
to things he cannot see precisely because of 
their being beyond his own l imits . 
According to Catholic teaching faith is a 
virtue that resides in mans intellect, just as 
charity resides in the will; it is possible 
because, as we have said, man’s intellect is 
limited.

The reason for faith is, on one side, this 
limitation of the intellect, [6] and on the 
other the authority of the revealed divine 
word. The fact that there has been a 
revelation pertains to history, and has to be 
shown from history. The authority of the 
divine word is likewise something knowable 
by reason. It would be a vicious circle to say 
that man recognizes God’s authority on 
God’s authority; the proposed revelation is 
accepted as authoritative because of 
arguments showing that it really does come 
from a God whose authority can be known 
by an analytical examination of the concept 
of God itself. All the sources of authority in 
the Catholic system are thus grounded on 
reason, and if reason submits to authority it 
is because reason itself has seen the need of 
submitting. Thereafter, divine authority 
becomes the criterion that prevails over all 
others. The things Christians believe are 
thus certain since the grounds for believing 
them lie not in some property belonging to 
the creature, but in the truth of God’s own 
thought.

[1] Vatican I, Denzinger 1806.
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[2] It was mentioned in I.C.I., No.305, 1 
February 1968, pp.12-13.

[3] The whole correspondence that began with 
my letter to I.C.I, on 18 February 1968 and 
ended with this statement of the Cardinal’s 
preference is to be found in the materials for 
Iota Unum.

[4] Pascendi Dominici Gregis,  Denzinger, 2072 
[Saint Pius X’s Encycl ical condemning 
Modernism —Ed.].

[5] In the magazine Amica, 7 July 1973.

[6] All sciences are based on faith in that they 
receive from other sciences knowledge that 
they do not themselves prove, but believe on 
the authority of the sciences from which they 
receive them. This sort of thing also happens in 
ordinary social life.

% % %     —Romano Amerio
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