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1 A Question That Keeps Returning

Three times in the last half-century, the Holy See’s doctrinal office has been asked, in effect, the same question,
and three times it has given, in effect, the same answer. In 1981 it had to state publicly that a private letter of
1974—leaked and “given rise to erroneous and tendentious interpretations”—had not relaxed the canonical discipline
forbidding Catholics to enroll in Masonic associations.1 In 1983, the day before a new Code of Canon Law took effect
whose penal book no longer named the Masonic sect, the same Congregation declared under Cardinal Ratzinger’s
signature that “the Church’s negative judgment in regard to Masonic association remains unchanged” and that the
faithful who enroll “are in a state of grave sin and may not receive Holy Communion.”2 And in November 2023,
answering a Philippine bishop’s plea for help with “the continuous rise in the number of the faithful enrolled in
Freemasonry” in his diocese, the Dicastery for the Doctrine of the Faith—over the signatures of Cardinal Fernández
and Pope Francis himself—repeated that “active membership in Freemasonry by a member of the faithful is forbidden
because of the irreconcilability between Catholic doctrine and Freemasonry.”3

A prohibition that has to be reasserted every generation is doing something more interesting than either its defenders
or its critics usually allow. If the matter were settled and obvious, the queries would stop; if the prohibition had
really lapsed, the reaffirmations would. What actually persists is a mismatch between the Church’s stated position,
which has been continuous since 1738, and the legal instruments carrying it, which have changed materially—an
excommunication written into law for two and a half centuries, then deliberately not renewed in the 1983 Code. Into
that gap between an unchanged judgment and a changed law, the same hopeful inference keeps being poured: surely,
this time, the ban is gone. Rome keeps answering that the inference confuses two different things.

This article’s work is to keep those things distinct, because nearly every popular error on this subject—in both
directions—comes from fusing them. There are three registers in play. There is a doctrinal-moral judgment: that the
principles of Freemasonry are irreconcilable with Catholic doctrine, and that joining is objectively gravely wrong.
There is penal law: what canonical crime, if any, membership constitutes, and what penalty attaches—a register
in which the answer genuinely has changed. And there is sacramental and pastoral discipline: who may receive
Communion, what a bishop or confessor is to do with the concrete person in front of him. The 1983 declaration
operates in the first and third registers; canon 2335 of the 1917 Code operated in the second; the 2023 note gathers all
three into two paragraphs. Read each text in its own register and the record is coherent, even startlingly consistent.
Read them interchangeably and one can “prove” either that nothing was ever relaxed or that everything was.

The method here is documentary. Every consequential text is quoted from an identified witness—the exact Latin of
the 1917 canon from a page image of a 1918 Vatican printing, the 1983 and 2023 acts from the Holy See’s own site,
the eighteenth-century bull from a named translation whose defects are also named—and the popular paraphrases are
checked against them at the end, where several widely repeated claims, hostile and apologetic alike, will be found to
say more than the documents do. The reader is owed one warning at the outset: this is a study of what the Church
has said and enacted, at what authority and with what grounds. What Freemasonry is from the inside, lodge by lodge
and rite by rite, is a question this article touches only where the Church’s own documents and the lodges’ public
self-descriptions reach, and it will say so each time it reaches that boundary.

2 The Thing Itself, Within Honest Limits

Freemasonry, in the form the Church has judged, is a family of initiatic fraternities organized in local lodges under
autonomous grand bodies—a Grand Lodge in the Anglo-American pattern, a Grand Orient in much of continental
Europe and Latin America. A candidate is received by degrees, classically the three Craft degrees of Entered
Apprentice, Fellow Craft, and Master Mason; the reception is ritual, conducted under promises of secrecy traditionally
sealed by oath; and the whole is furnished with a symbolic system drawn from the working tools of the medieval
stonemasons’ craft from which the fraternity’s name and legendary history derive. The conventional modern starting
point is the formation of the first Grand Lodge in London in 1717 and the publication of Anderson’s Constitutions in
1723, which replaced any confessional test with a minimal common religiosity. None of this is contested ground: it is
how the fraternity’s own principal bodies describe themselves, and the account here deliberately stays within what
such public self-descriptions and the Church’s documents jointly presuppose.4

The largest body in the Anglo-American line, the United Grand Lodge of England, currently answers the question “Do
you have to believe in a God?” this way: “When becoming a Freemason, members are expected to be able to affirm a
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belief in a ‘Supreme Being’. This is deliberately phrased so as to be fully inclusive and we celebrate the diverse nature
of the beliefs of our members. There is no requirement to be an active practitioner of any particular religion.” The
same page describes the fraternity as “[h]aving no political or religious affiliations,” comprising “members of all ages,
races, religions, cultures and backgrounds.”5 That is a self-description, quoted here as such; but it is worth pausing
on, because it states in the fraternity’s own friendly voice the exact structural fact on which, as later sections will
show, the Church’s doctrinal objection has come to rest: a religious affirmation deliberately phrased so that men of
any religion can make it together, within a brotherhood that regards their differences as celebrated varieties of one
inclusive belief.

The family is not unified, and the differences are real. In 1877 the Grand Orient de France removed the requirement
that its members affirm the existence of God and the immortality of the soul, and the Anglo-American grand
lodges withdrew recognition; ever since, “regular” Freemasonry in the English line (which keeps the Supreme-Being
requirement and bans religious and political discussion in lodge) has stood apart from the “liberal” or adogmatic line
descending from the Grand Orient, which is historically associated with explicit laicism and, in Latin countries, with
organized anticlerical politics.6 This division matters for honest analysis, and this article will keep it in view: an
English provincial lodge holding a charity dinner and a nineteenth-century Grand Orient waging press campaigns
against the religious orders are not the same phenomenon, and a serious account may not pretend they are. But
two cautions belong beside it from the start. The distinction is the lodges’ own, drawn by recognition politics, not a
finding of the Church; and when Rome finally addressed it directly—after a decade of dialogue precisely with the
lodges most eager to show themselves harmless—it declined, on stated grounds, to make the distinction canonically
decisive. Why it declined is a matter of record, and the record is where this article now turns.

3 The First Condemnations, 1738–1869

The Church noticed the lodges within a generation of their emergence. On 28 April 1738,7 Clement XII issued In
eminenti apostolatus specula, the first papal act against Freemasonry and the template for everything that followed. It
deserves to be read for what it actually says. The pope describes “certain Societies, Companies, Assemblies, Meetings,
Congregations or Conventicles called in the popular tongue Liberi Muratori or Francs Massons” in which “men of any
Religion or sect, satisfied with the appearance of natural probity, are joined together, according to their laws and the
statutes laid down for them, by a strict and unbreakable bond which obliges them, both by an oath upon the Holy
Bible and by a host of grievous punishment, to an inviolable silence about all that they do in secret together.”

The stated grounds are three, and their modesty is notable. First, the religious mixing itself—“men of any Religion
or sect”—bound by oath into one body. Second, the secrecy, which the pope treats as self-indicting: “if they were
not doing evil they would not have so great a hatred of the light.” Third, harm to both orders, “not only to the
peace of the temporal state but also to the well-being of souls,” with an appeal to “other just and reasonable motives
known to Us.” On this basis Clement condemns and prohibits the societies, and forbids the faithful—in a sweeping
enumeration covering joining, hosting, assisting, advising, or recruiting—to have anything to do with them, “under
pain of excommunication. . . incurred by the very deed without any declaration being required,” absolution from
which is reserved to the pope himself except at the point of death. Ordinaries and inquisitors are to proceed against
transgressors “as being most suspect of heresy.”8 What the bull does not contain is equally part of the record: no
allegation of Satanism, no conspiracy narrative, no doctrinal anatomy of the lodges’ beliefs. The eighteenth-century
Church condemned Freemasonry on the face of what could be publicly seen—indifferent religious mixing, an oath-bound
secret, and a prudential judgment about danger—while explicitly reserving deeper reasons to itself.

Benedict XIV confirmed and renewed the condemnation in Providas Romanorum in 1751, an act this article can
honestly cite only at second hand: the standard reference pages for it on the very site that supplies the In eminenti
translation turn out to hold no text at all, and even its date is transmitted inconsistently—18 March 1751 in Gasparri’s
fontes, 18 May in the notes to the Vatican’s English Humanum genus.9 The chain then runs through the nineteenth
century, and Leo XIII himself summarized it: “The first warning of the danger was given by Clement XII in the year
1738, and his constitution was confirmed and renewed by Benedict XIV. Pius VII followed the same path; and Leo
XII, by his apostolic constitution, Quo Graviora, put together the acts and decrees of former Pontiffs on this subject,
and ratified and confirmed them forever. In the same sense spoke Pius VIII, Gregory XVI, and, many times over,
Pius IX.”10 By 1869, when Pius IX’s Apostolicae Sedis reorganized the Church’s reserved censures, enrollment in the
Masonic sect stood among them as a fixture of penal law. What the whole first century and a half of condemnation
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still lacked was a developed account of why—what exactly, in the lodges’ principles rather than their secrecy or
politics, was incompatible with the faith. Supplying that account was the work of 1884.

4 Humanum genus: The Diagnosis of 1884

Leo XIII’s encyclical of 20 April 1884 opens at the widest possible aperture: the human race “separated into two
diverse and opposite parts,” the kingdom of God on earth and “the kingdom of Satan,” after Augustine’s two cities;
and at this period, Leo writes, “the partisans of evil seem to be combining together,” “led on or assisted by that
strongly organized and widespread association called the Freemasons.”11 It is the most rhetorically militant document
in this file, and it is regularly quoted as though its rhetoric were its content. Its content is more careful than its frame,
in three ways that control everything later.

First, Leo restricts his own judgment. What he says “must be understood of the sect of the Freemasons taken
generically, and in so far as it comprises the associations kindred to it and confederated with it, but not of the
individual members of them. There may be persons amongst these, and not a few, who, although not free from the
guilt of having entangled themselves in such associations, yet are neither themselves partners in their criminal acts
nor aware of the ultimate object which they are endeavoring to attain.”12 The generic institution is condemned; the
individual member’s awareness and guilt are expressly left open. Whoever says “Leo XIII taught that every Mason is
a conscious servant of Satan” is contradicting the encyclical’s own eleventh paragraph.

Second, the diagnosis. The lodges’ “ultimate purpose,” Leo argues, is “the utter overthrow of that whole religious
and political order of the world which the Christian teaching has produced, and the substitution of a new state of
things. . . of which the foundations and laws shall be drawn from mere naturalism.” And “the fundamental doctrine of
the naturalists. . . is that human nature and human reason ought in all things to be mistress and guide,” so that “they
deny that anything has been taught by God; they allow no dogma of religion or truth which cannot be understood by
the human intelligence, nor any teacher who ought to be believed by reason of his authority.”13 This is the encyclical’s
real center of gravity: not a secret crime but an open philosophy—revelation displaced by autonomous reason as the
measure of religious truth.

Third, the mechanism, which turns out to be the admission policy itself. The lodges do not require members to
abjure Catholic doctrine, and Leo saw precisely why that is not reassuring: “as all who offer themselves are received
whatever may be their form of religion, they thereby teach the great error of this age—that a regard for religion
should be held as an indifferent matter, and that all religions are alike.”14 Even the residual theism is, on inspection,
unstable: though the Masons “in a general way. . . may profess the existence of God,” Leo observes that “they do not
all maintain this truth with the full assent of the mind,” that the question of God “is the greatest source and cause of
discords among them,” and that “those who obstinately contend that there is no God are as easily initiated as those
who contend that God exists.”15 Written seven years after the Grand Orient dropped its God-clause, this reads as
commentary on the whole family: the Anglo-American requirement of a Supreme Being and the continental liberty to
dispense with one are, for Leo, two settlements of the same underlying principle—that the fraternity, not the creed, is
the governing communion.

The encyclical ends pastorally: bishops are to “tear away the mask from Freemasonry, and to let it be seen as it really
is,” and—quoting the tradition already two centuries old—“let no man think that he may for any reason whatsoever
join the masonic sect, if he values his Catholic name and his eternal salvation as he ought to value them.”16 A reader
may fairly distinguish, within Humanum genus, the doctrinal core (naturalism, indifferentism, the displaced act of
faith) from the period assessments (the unified world conspiracy, the assassination discipline reported at second hand)
that historians have treated far more skeptically. The distinction is not a modern evasion; it is the one the Church’s
own later documents drew, retaining the first while quietly declining to repeat the second.

5 The Two Codes: 1917 and 1983

When the Church codified her law, the accumulated eighteenth- and nineteenth-century censures were distilled into
one canon. Canon 2335 of the 1917 Code reads, in full:
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Nomen dantes sectae massonicae aliisve eiusdem generis associationibus quae contra Ecclesiam vel
legitimas civiles potestates machinantur, contrahunt ipso facto excommunicationem Sedi Apostolicae
simpliciter reservatam.17

That is (in a working translation): those giving their name to the Masonic sect, or to other associations of the same
kind which machinate against the Church or the legitimate civil powers, contract by that very fact an excommunication
simply reserved to the Apostolic See. Three features of the canon repay attention. The penalty is automatic (ipso
facto, in later terminology latae sententiae) and its remission reserved to Rome—the direct heir of In eminenti. The
object is enrollment (nomen dantes), not office or activity. And the famous relative clause—associations “which
machinate against the Church or the legitimate civil powers”—generated a standing interpretive question: does it
restrict the canon to actively plotting bodies, or does it characterize the Masonic sect as such, with the plotting
presumed? The canonists divided; in practice the canon was applied to Masonic membership as such, and clerics who
joined incurred additional penalties under the following canon.18

The question stopped being academic when the Code was replaced. In 1974 the Congregation for the Doctrine of
the Faith sent episcopal conferences a private letter on the canon’s interpretation; it leaked; and some read it as
opening Communion, or membership itself, to Catholics in “non-plotting” lodges. The Congregation’s declaration
of 17 February 1981 shut that reading down in three numbered points: “the present canonical discipline remains
in full force and has not been modified in any way”; “consequently, neither the excommunication nor the other
penalties envisaged have been abrogated”; and the 1974 letter was “merely. . . a reminder of the general principles
of interpretation of penal laws” for individual cases—not a permission for episcopal conferences “to issue public
pronouncements by way of a judgment of a general character on the nature of Masonic associations, which would
imply a derogation from the aforesaid norms.”19

Then came the new Code, promulgated 25 January 1983 and in force from 27 November 1983. Its penal book contains
no canon naming the Masons. The nearest provision, canon 1374, reads: Qui nomen dat consociationi, quae contra
Ecclesiam machinatur, iusta poena puniatur; qui autem eiusmodi consociationem promovet vel moderatur, interdicto
puniatur—“A person who joins an association which plots against the Church is to be punished with a just penalty;
one who promotes or takes office in such an association is to be punished with an interdict.”20 Everything inherited
from 1738 that was penal and automatic is gone: no named sect, no latae sententiae excommunication for membership
as such, penalties that must be imposed rather than incurred, and only for associations that actually plot against the
Church.

Whether that legislative silence changed the Church’s position was, precisely, the question “Quaesitum est”—“It has
been asked”—with which the CDF’s declaration of 26 November 1983 opens, one day before the new Code took
force. The answer, approved and ordered published by John Paul II over Cardinal Ratzinger’s signature, has three
movements. The omission is explained: it is “due to an editorial criterion which was followed also in the case of other
associations likewise unmentioned inasmuch as they are contained in wider categories.” The judgment is restated: “the
Church’s negative judgment in regard to Masonic association remains unchanged since their principles have always
been considered irreconcilable with the doctrine of the Church and therefore membership in them remains forbidden.
The faithful who enrol in Masonic associations are in a state of grave sin and may not receive Holy Communion” (in
peccato gravi versantur et ad Sacram Communionem accedere non possunt). And the reservation is renewed: “It is
not within the competence of local ecclesiastical authorities to give a judgment on the nature of Masonic associations
which would imply a derogation from what has been decided above,” in line with the 1981 declaration.21

The 1983 settlement, then, is not a relaxation and not a restoration; it is a re-sorting of registers. Penally, Masonic
membership as such ceased to be a named delict with an automatic excommunication; canon 1374 stands ready if a
given association is judged—by the competent authority, not the member—to plot against the Church. Doctrinally
and morally, the judgment was restated in terms stronger than the old canon ever used: objective grave sin, stated
grounds (irreconcilable principles), exclusion from Communion. And jurisdictionally, the one thing no local bishop or
conference may do is declare some particular lodge exempt. Each register must be kept in view at once; the popular
errors examined in section 9 each come from reading one register as if it were the whole.

6 The Grounds, Stated Plainly

The 1983 declaration asserts irreconcilability of principles; it does not argue it. The argument came fifteen months
later, in an article published in L’Osservatore Romano presenting the declaration’s significance—unsigned, issued
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from the Congregation, and to be weighed exactly as what it is: the doctrinal office’s own explanation of its act, not
a further act.22 It is the most theologically explicit text in the whole file, and its argument has four steps.

It begins with history read doctrinally: the Church’s negative judgment was never merely a reaction to “subversive
activity,” for “from the earliest pontifical documents on the subject and in particular in the Encyclical Humanum
Genus. . . the Magisterium of the Church has denounced in Freemasonry philosophical ideas and moral conceptions
opposed to Catholic doctrine,” which “essentially led back to a rationalistic naturalism.” It quotes Leo XIII’s letter
Custodi of 1892: “Let us remember that Christianity and Freemasonry are essentially irreconcilable, so that enrolment
in one means separation from the other.”23

It then confronts, fairly stated, the strongest objection—the lodges’ own: that Freemasonry “does not impose any
‘principles’,” that it merely “gathers together, beyond the limits of the various religions and world views, men of good
will on the basis of humanistic values comprehensible and acceptable to everyone,” uniting “all those who believe in
the Architect of the Universe.” The reply is structural, not conspiratorial. Membership is not mere association: the
community and its obligations “are presented as a progressive system of symbols of an extremely binding nature,”
under “[t]he rigid rule of secrecy,” and even where “relativism is not assumed as dogma, nevertheless there is really
proposed a relativistic symbolic concept,” in which the religious communities of the individual members “can be
considered only as simple institutionalizations of a broader and elusive truth”—a truth whose fuller expression is the
fraternity itself.

Third, the theological nerve. “[F]or a Catholic Christian, it is not possible to live his relation with God in a twofold
mode, that is, dividing it into a supraconfessional humanitarian form and an interior Christian form,” nor to “express
his relation with the Creator through symbolic forms of two types.” The relativizing force of such a brotherhood, “by
its very intrinsic logic,” can “transform the structure of the act of faith in such a radical way as to become unacceptable
to a Christian”: “firm adherence to the truth of God, revealed in the Church, becomes simple membership, in an
institution, considered as a particular expressive form alongside other expressive forms, more or less just as possible
and valid, of man’s turning toward the eternal.” This is Humanum genus n. 16 restated in the idiom of fundamental
theology: the objection is not that lodges teach heresy on Tuesdays, but that the initiatic bond itself re-situates
revelation as one option within a wider religiosity—and that this operates, as the text notes with some pastoral
shrewdness, “in a gentle way and without being noticed.” The 1985 text is likewise explicit about what the judgment
does not require: it prescinds “from consideration of the practical attitude of the various lodges, whether of hostility
towards the Church or not”; hostility is not the ground, and friendliness is not a defense.

Finally, the practical consequences are given their exact weight: by the declaration’s last sentence, the Congregation
“points out to the faithful that this membership objectively constitutes a grave sin”—language chosen with precision,
since objective gravity is a judgment about the act, while full subjective culpability in a given member depends, as
always, on knowledge and consent. The barring from Communion “intends to enlighten the conscience of the faithful
about a grave consequence,” a formulation in the register of personal obligation rather than of public sanction.24

Between 1738 and 1985 the Church’s stated grounds thus made a long journey to a precise landing point: from
secrecy and suspicion, through Leo’s naturalism, to a thesis about the act of faith—that one cannot hold the Catholic
confession as revealed truth while ritually enacting, in a bound brotherhood, its reduction to one symbol among
many.

7 The Lodges That Differ, and the Judgment That Does Not

The strongest honest challenge to the Church’s position has never been “the lodges are innocent”; it has been “the
lodges are not one thing.” A judgment formed against the Grand Orient’s anticlerical politics, the challenge runs,
should not bind the Rotary-adjacent lodge of the English-speaking world, which requires belief in a Supreme Being,
forbids religious controversy at its meetings, and plots nothing. The Church did not brush this challenge aside; she
tested it, at length, in the very years the new Code was being drafted—and the most rigorous test was run by the
bishops best positioned to be sympathetic.

From 1974 to 1980 the German Bishops’ Conference conducted an official dialogue with the German grand lodges—
bodies of the “regular,” Anglo-American type—including, by the participants’ account, direct examination of the
rituals of the three Craft degrees. Its conclusion, published in a declaration of 28 April 1980, was negative, and on
doctrinal rather than political grounds. As the German conference put it in the passages most often carried into
English: “The religious conception of the Mason is relativistic: All religions are competitive attempts to explain the
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truth about God which, in the last analysis, is unattainable”; and, in sum, “[i]n-depth research on the ritual and on
the Masonic mentality makes it clear that it is impossible to belong to the Catholic Church and to Freemasonry at the
same time.”25 The finding that mattered was structural, matching what section 6 traced: not hostility, but a relativist
frame built into the symbolic practice itself, such that even a “friendly” lodge forms its members in a conception
of religious truth a Catholic cannot share. The same 1985 American documentation drew the corollary about the
proposed friendly/hostile sorting: a distinction between “favorable, neutral or hostile” Masonry, it observed, insinuates
that only membership in a hostile branch would be inadmissible—which is precisely what the 1983 declaration
denies.26

Rome’s settled response to lodge diversity is therefore neither denial nor adjudication of particular cases from the
center. The 1985 text acknowledges “the diversity which may exist among Masonic obediences, in particular in
their declared attitude towards the Church”—and states that “the Apostolic See discerns some common principles
in them which require the same evaluation by all ecclesiastical authorities.” The 1981 and 1983 declarations lock
the mechanism: no local authority may pronounce a particular lodge exempt. The analytical distinction between
Anglo-American and continental Masonry thus survives—as institutional history it is simply true—but it has been
ruled out as a canonical sorting principle, on the stated ground that what makes membership incompatible is common
to the family.

Honesty requires marking what this settlement does and does not establish. It is the judgment of the competent
doctrinal authority, twice papally approved, resting on an examined case (the German dialogue) that was as favorable
to the lodges as any available. It is not a claim that every lodge member holds relativist views, which Humanum
genus n. 11 already declined to assert; nor a finding about bodies the Church has not examined; nor immune from
the observation that its historical dossier is weighted toward Europe. Masonic bodies, for their part, continue to
reject the Church’s characterization of their principles—the UGLE’s current self-description, quoted in section 2,
presents the Supreme-Being clause as inclusive breadth, not indifferentism—and a fair account records that the two
descriptions of the same fact have never converged. What a Catholic cannot honestly say is that the difference among
lodges was never considered: it was considered, tested against the most favorable evidence, and judged not to reach
the point on which the prohibition rests.

8 The 2023 Answer and the Present State of the Question

The most recent universal act in this file is administrative in form and deliberate in content. Bishop Julito Cortes of
Dumaguete, in the Philippines—where, as the document notes, Masonic membership “involves not only those who
are formally enrolled in Masonic Lodges but, more generally, a large number of sympathizers and associates who
are personally convinced that there is no opposition between membership in the Catholic Church and in Masonic
Lodges”—asked the Dicastery for the Doctrine of the Faith how to respond pastorally. The Dicastery’s note of 13
November 2023, presented in the papal audience and bearing the subscription Ex Audientia die 13.11.2023, Franciscus
above the signature of the Prefect, Cardinal Víctor Manuel Fernández, answers on two levels, and its doctrinal level
deserves quotation in full:

On the doctrinal level, it should be remembered that active membership in Freemasonry by a member
of the faithful is forbidden because of the irreconcilability between Catholic doctrine and Freemasonry
(cf. Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, “Declaration on Masonic Associations” [1983], and the
guidelines published by the Catholic Bishops’ Conference of the Philippines in 2003). Therefore, those
who are formally and knowingly enrolled in Masonic Lodges and have embraced Masonic principles
fall under the provisions in the above-mentioned Declaration. These measures also apply to any clerics
enrolled in Freemasonry.27

On the pastoral level, the note directs a coordinated strategy of the Philippine bishops: catechesis “accessible
to the people and in all parishes regarding the reasons for the irreconcilability between the Catholic Faith and
Freemasonry,” and consideration of a public pronouncement. Genre matters here as everywhere: this is a response
approved in audience, not new legislation; it changes no canon and creates no penalty. Its whole juridical content
is a cross-reference—the 1983 declaration governs—and that is also its significance: forty years after Quaesitum
est, and under a pontificate widely predicted to soften the position, the doctrinal office restated it with express
papal approval, extending its mention to clerics and to the sympathizer culture around the lodges. The note’s
qualifiers—“active membership,” “formally and knowingly enrolled. . . and have embraced Masonic principles”—have
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attracted commentary; this article quotes them exactly and declines to build on them anything the text does not
build, noting only that “knowingly” restates what the tradition since Humanum genus n. 11 has always held about
awareness, and that the objective judgment on membership is stated without qualification in the same sentence.

The present state of the question, as of 25 July 2026, can therefore be itemized briefly. Doctrine: the principles
of Freemasonry are judged irreconcilable with Catholic doctrine—a judgment continuous from 1738, doctrinally
elaborated in 1884 and 1985, and restated in 1983 and 2023. Moral law: enrollment by a Catholic is declared
objectively gravely sinful; the enrolled faithful may not receive Holy Communion. Penal law: membership as such is
no longer a named delict and carries no automatic excommunication; canon 1374 (unchanged in the 2021 revision of
Book VI in this respect: it names no association) provides imposable penalties where an association plots against
the Church. Competence: judgments on the nature of Masonic associations that would derogate from the negative
judgment are reserved to the Apostolic See; local authorities may apply, not relax. Currentness: the Dicastery’s
public documents index, whose coverage extends through acts of July 2026, lists nothing on Masonic associations
later than the 2023 note, and no later universal act modifying this discipline was located; the check is bounded and
dated, and any act after 25 July 2026 would supersede this paragraph.28

9 The Claims and the Record

Every long-lived controversy accretes a folklore, and this one has two—one hopeful, one lurid. Checked against the
documents assembled above, the commonest claims sort as follows. Each verdict below is bounded by the witnesses
this article actually examined, which are named in the notes and research records; a negative finding about a text is a
finding about that text, not about the world.

“The Church lifted the ban in 1983” (or: “the 1974 letter allowed Catholics to join non-hostile lodges”). Contradicted
by the record three times over: the 1981 declaration issued precisely to kill the 1974 inference (“the present canonical
discipline remains in full force and has not been modified in any way”); the 1983 declaration issued the day before the
new Code took force to prevent the same inference from its silence; the 2023 note restating both. What did change in
1983 is the penal register only, as the next claim shows.

“Catholic Masons are automatically excommunicated.” True under In eminenti and canon 2335 of the 1917 Code; false
under the law in force since 27 November 1983. No canon of the 1983 Code attaches a latae sententiae censure to
Masonic membership as such, and the 1983 declaration attaches none: “grave sin” and exclusion from Communion
are moral and disciplinary categories, not censures. A Mason who plots against the Church could be penalized
under canon 1374—by imposition, after process, at the competent authority’s judgment. Both halves of the popular
confusion—“still excommunicated” and “therefore now permitted”—misread the same re-sorting of registers.29

“Canon 1374 is the Church’s rule on Freemasonry, so only plotting lodges are forbidden.” The canon does not mention
Freemasonry—literal searches of the complete Latin and English deliveries of revised Book VI find no form of the
word—and the 1983 declaration exists precisely because the prohibition does not ride on that canon: membership is
forbidden on doctrinal grounds whether or not a given lodge plots, and no local authority may judge otherwise. The
plotting clause bounds the penalty, not the prohibition.30

“The popes condemned Freemasonry as secret Satanism.” Not in these texts. In eminenti alleges no devil-worship; its
grounds are religious mixing, oath-bound secrecy, and public danger. Humanum genus deploys the kingdom-of-Satan
frame and calls the sect’s spirit that of the demon, but its stated doctrinal ground is naturalism, its n. 17 expressly
contemplates lodges whose members merely disagree about God, and its n. 11 refuses the inference to individual
members’ intentions. The lurid nineteenth-century “Masonic devil-worship” literature culminating in Léo Taxil’s
fabrications—eventually confessed as a hoax—is a cautionary tale about evidence, not part of the magisterial record,
and this article rests nothing on it.31

“Leo XIII taught that every Mason is a conscious enemy of the Church.” Contradicted by Humanum genus n. 11,
quoted in section 4: the judgment is of the sect “taken generically. . . not of the individual members,” many of whom
are “neither themselves partners in their criminal acts nor aware of the ultimate object.”

A closing finding about witnesses. Even this small file transmits its dates unevenly: the Vatican’s English Humanum
genus notes date In eminenti 24 April 1738 and Providas 18 May 1751, where Gasparri’s fontes give 28 April and
18 March; the standard web source for the eighteenth-century texts serves one bull in an unattributed translation
on a page carrying injected spam links, and the other as an empty stub.32 None of this shakes any substantive
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conclusion—the operative modern texts are officially published and were checked at source—but it is a fitting last
exhibit for an article whose burden has been that on this subject, above most, one must read the documents rather
than their reputations. The judgment the documents deliver is continuous, doctrinally grounded, and narrower than
its enemies and some of its friends report: not a theory about what Masons secretly do, but a claim about what the
act of joining says—and about the one confession a baptized Catholic cannot, even implicitly, file among the symbols.

Notes
1Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, declaration of 17 February 1981, AAS 73 (1981) 240–241; quoted here

from the official English text on the Holy See portal, fetched, hashed, and read 2026-07-25 (see References). The declaration’s
three numbered points are quoted in section 5.

2CDF, Declaratio de associationibus massonicis (Quaesitum est), 26 November 1983, AAS 76 (1984) 300; official English
and Latin web texts fetched, hashed, and read 2026-07-25 (see References). The 1983 Code entered into force on 27 November
1983, the first day of Advent; the declaration is dated 26 November 1983. Promulgation and force dates are from Sacrae
disciplinae leges (25 January 1983), checked the same day.

3Dicastery for the Doctrine of the Faith, note for the audience with the Holy Father of 13 November 2023, on the request of
Bishop Julito Cortes of Dumaguete; official English text fetched, hashed, and read 2026-07-25 (see References). The note is
quoted at length in section 8.

4Institutional and chronological orientation in this paragraph (lodge and grand-body structure, the three Craft degrees,
1717, the 1723 Constitutions) is common documentary record carried at that level; no ritual text is cited in this article and no
claim about ritual content is made beyond what the cited Church and Masonic documents themselves assert. The boundary is
stated in the terminal appendix.

5United Grand Lodge of England, “Freemasonry FAQs,” ugle.org.uk, web state fetched, hashed, and read 2026-07-25 (see
References). The page is mutable; the quotation witnesses the body’s self-description at that date only.

6The 1877 divide and the regular/liberal distinction are carried as common documentary record at orientation level; the
essay’s argument does not depend on any finer institutional detail. “Regular” is the lodges’ internal recognition term and
implies no Catholic approval. The Roman documents themselves presuppose diversity among the obediences: the 1985 CDF
text speaks of “the diversity which may exist among Masonic obediences, in particular in their declared attitude towards the
Church” (see section 6).

7The date is taken from Gasparri’s fontes to canon 2335 of the 1917 Code (“Clemens XII, litt. ap. In eminenti, 28 apr.
1738”), read at printed page 635 of the 1918 Vatican Polyglot printing (see section 5 and References). The editorial notes of
the Vatican English web text of Humanum genus give “April 24, 1738”; the discrepancy among witnesses is discussed in section
9. The translation quoted in this section is the unattributed English version at papalencyclicals.net, fetched, hashed, and read
2026-07-25; its date line reads only “in the year 1738 of Our Lord.” The Latin original was not collated for this article.

8All quotations from the papalencyclicals.net translation of In eminenti, checked as above. Note the juridical shape: an ipso
facto (latae sententiae) excommunication reserved to the Apostolic See, with suspicion of heresy as the procedural category—not
a finding that Freemasonry was a heretical sect, still less an allegation of devil-worship. The complete translation contains no
such allegation; that bounded negative reading is recorded in this article’s research records and discussed in section 9.

9Providas Romanorum is cited at catalog level only: no textual witness was inspected for this article. The papalencyclicals.net
page for the work contained no document text when fetched on 2026-07-25 (a recorded negative finding). Date witnesses:
Gasparri’s fontes to canon 2335 (“18 mart. 1751”); the Vatican English Humanum genus, editorial note 4 (“May 18, 1751”).
Standard accounts of its contents (confirmation of In eminenti and renewal of its censure, with naturalism, oaths, and
secrecy among the grounds) are consistent with both the 1884 encyclical’s description and the 1917 fontes, but they are not
independently verified here.

10Humanum genus, n. 5, Vatican English web text, checked 2026-07-25. Gasparri’s fontes to canon 2335 cite, in addition,
Pius VII, const. Ecclesiam, 13 September 1821, and Leo XII, const. Quo graviora, which the fontes date 13 March 1825
(commonly given as 1826); Pius IX’s censure inventory Apostolicae Sedis (12 October 1869) is commonly recorded as retaining
the excommunication of members of the Masonic and kindred sects among the censures reserved to the Holy See. These acts
are cited here as links in a documented chain, not from inspected texts.

11Humanum genus, nn. 1–2, Vatican English web text, fetched, hashed, and read 2026-07-25 (see References); the Latin
delivery on the same portal is registered as the authoritative-language witness but was not collated, and paragraph numbers
are the English delivery’s. All quotations in this section are from that English text.

12Humanum genus, n. 11. The same paragraph allows that some affiliated societies “by no means approve of the extreme
conclusions” that would follow from the common principles, while insisting that the federation is to be judged “not so much by
the things which it has done. . . as by the sum of its pronounced opinions.”

13Humanum genus, nn. 10, 12. Leo’s argument runs through the sect’s practical program (nn. 13–23): separation of Church
and State, secular education, civil marriage, and popular sovereignty detached from God—the nineteenth-century political
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struggle is inseparable from the doctrinal diagnosis in the encyclical’s own presentation, a historical conditioning the terminal
appendix flags rather than resolves.

14Humanum genus, n. 16.
15Humanum genus, n. 17. Compare the oath and obedience analysis at n. 9 (“a special oath” of silence; the promise “to be

thenceforward strictly obedient to their leaders and masters with the utmost submission and fidelity”) and the natural-law
argument against such bonds at n. 10.

16Humanum genus, n. 31. On authority level: an encyclical addressed to the bishops, containing authoritative ordinary papal
teaching together with historical and prudential judgments of its period; nothing in it is a solemn definition, and the Church’s
present discipline rests formally on the acts of 1981–2023 examined below, which themselves invoke this encyclical’s doctrinal
core.

17Canon 2335, verified against the page image of printed page 635 (scan leaf 693) of Codex Iuris Canonici Pii X Pontificis
Maximi iussu digestus, Benedicti Papae XV auctoritate promulgatus (Rome: Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis, 1918), digitized copy
of the University of Illinois exemplar, Internet Archive item codexiuriscanoni00cath, read 2026-07-25; the page image is
retained in the project’s source library. The 1917 Code was promulgated by Benedict XV by Providentissima Mater Ecclesia
(27 May 1917) and took effect 19 May 1918 (Pentecost); these dates are common documentary record consistent with the
printing’s title matter. The working translation is the project’s own.

18Canon 2336 of the same Code (read in the OCR discovery text of the 1918 printing, not independently verified at the
page image) added suspension or privation for clerics and religious enrolling, and canon 2335’s interpretive history—restrictive
versus characterizing readings of quae. . . machinantur—is reported here at the level of standard canonical literature, not from
an inspected commentary corpus. What matters for this article’s argument is that the question existed and that Rome resolved
its practical import in 1981–1983, as the text goes on to show.

19CDF, declaration of 17 February 1981 (Cardinal Šeper, Prefect), AAS 73 (1981) 240–241; official English web text checked
2026-07-25. The reservation of the general judgment to the Apostolic See, first stated here, is the through-line of everything
after: it reappears in the 1983 declaration and in the 1985 explanation.

20CIC 1983, canon 1374, quoted from the Holy See’s Latin and English web deliveries of Book VI as revised by Pascite
gregem Dei (23 May 2021, in force 8 December 2021), both fetched, hashed, and read 2026-07-25. Complete-delivery literal
searches found no occurrence of “mason”/“masson” in either text (a bounded, correctable negative recorded in the research
records). The canon’s penalties are ferendae sententiae—imposed by authority, not incurred automatically—and its object is
the plotting association, unnamed.

21CDF, Quaesitum est, 26 November 1983, AAS 76 (1984) 300; official English and Latin web texts checked 2026-07-25;
the Latin operative phrases are quoted from the Latin delivery. The English delivery’s operative sentence reads “Masonic
association” in the singular; the Latin has the plural, circa associationes massonicas. The declaration is a doctrinal-disciplinary
act of the Congregation expressly approved by the pope and published by his order; it is not legislation amending the Code,
and it attaches no censure.

22“Irreconcilability between Christian faith and Freemasonry: Reflections a year after the declaration of the Congregation for
the Doctrine of the Faith,” L’Osservatore Romano, 23 February 1985 (English edition 11 March 1985); official English web text
on the Holy See portal, fetched, hashed, and read 2026-07-25. All quotations in this section are from that text. Its genre—an
unsigned explanatory article, carried on the dicastery’s own document list—gives it explanatory, not legislative or definitional,
authority.

23The Custodi sentence (8 December 1892) is quoted here as quoted within the 1985 text; the letter itself was not inspected
for this article.

24The distinction between the objective gravity of the act and subjective culpability, and between the personal obligation not
to approach Communion and any external-forum determination by a minister, follows the 1985 text’s own careful wording;
this article decides no concrete case and takes no position on the application of canons 915–916 to any person. The 1985 text
also records the 1970–1980 correspondence between the CDF and episcopal conferences “especially interested in this problem
because of the dialogue undertaken by some Catholic personages with representatives of some Masonic lodges which declared
that they were not hostile, but were even favourable, to the Church”—the immediate background of the next section.

25Declaration of the German Bishops’ Conference of 28 April 1980, issued at the close of the official 1974–1980 dialogue
commission; published in the German diocesan gazettes (e.g., Amtsblatt des Erzbistums Köln, June 1980, pp. 102–111); Italian
translation in G. Caprile, La Civiltà Cattolica 131 (1980/III) 485–502. The quotations above are taken verbatim from the
documentation transmitted to the U.S. bishops with Cardinal Bernard Law’s letter of 19 April 1985 (Committee on Pastoral
Research and Practices; reproduction at catholicculture.org, fetched, hashed, and read 2026-07-25). Ceiling: this article
inspected neither the German original nor the Civiltà Cattolica pages; the German conclusions are used only as reported in
these identified witnesses, and the date is carried from the academic literature citing Caprile.

26Cardinal Bernard Law, letter of 19 April 1985 to the U.S. bishops, with the attached reports (the German study’s
conclusions, W. Whalen’s study of American Masonry, and the 1985 L’Osservatore Romano article), witness as in the preceding
note. The U.S. materials confirm the same judgment for the American lodges—“the principles and basic rituals of Masonry
embody a naturalistic religion active participation in which is incompatible with Christian faith and practice”—while candidly
noting Freemasonry’s non-unified worldwide structure.
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27DDF, note for the audience with the Holy Father, 13 November 2023; official English text on the Holy See portal, fetched,
hashed, and read 2026-07-25 (see References). The Philippine bishops’ 2003 guidelines are cited here only as the note cites
them; they were not inspected for this article.

28Currentness check of 2026-07-25: the DDF’s English documents index (doctrinafidei.va, fetched and hashed that day) lists
exactly four items concerning Masonic associations—the 1981 declaration, the 1983 declaration, the 1985 article, and the 2023
note—and its coverage extends through documents dated 2 July 2026. This is an index check, not a search of every organ of
the Holy See or of any particular church’s law. The characterization of canon 1374 rests on the revised Book VI deliveries cited
in section 5. Concrete cases (penalty, Communion, office, reception of a former Mason) turn on facts and forums this article
does not assess; they belong to the competent authority or a qualified canonist, as the terminal appendix states.

29Sections 5 and 8 above set out the texts. On terminology: an excommunication is a censure barring, among other things,
sacramental reception; a declared state of grave sin with Communion excluded produces a partially overlapping practical effect
by a different route, which is exactly why the two are so persistently conflated.

30Bounded negative searches of 2026-07-25 recorded in the research records; texts in section 5; the prescinding-from-hostility
point in the 1985 reflections, section 6.

31Taxil’s confessed fabrications (1885–1897) are named here only as a source-discipline warning; no claim in this article
depends on that literature, and the reader should treat any quotation of a Masonic “Luciferian doctrine” sourced to Taxil’s
circle or to the “Pike” quotations it spawned as presumptively spurious. The bounded readings of In eminenti and Humanum
genus are in sections 3–4.

32Witness details and hashes in the research records; the fontes readings were verified at the page image of the 1918 printing
(section 5, References). The dating discrepancies are almost certainly transmission artifacts (the fontes’ 18 mart. against the
notes’ “May 18”; “April 24” against 28 apr.), but this article reports rather than adjudicates them.

A Scope, Method, and Qualifications

A.1 Reader, question, and method

This is a discursive historical-theological article for a serious general reader—Catholic or not—able to follow
documentary argument, and secondarily for pastors and catechists who need the exact texts distinguished from
their popular paraphrases. Its governing question: what has the Catholic Church actually said and enacted about
Freemasonry, at what authority levels, on what stated grounds, and what is the present state of doctrine and law? Its
claim, argued in epistemic order rather than announced: the negative judgment is continuous from 1738 to the present;
its juridical expression changed materially in 1983 (from named delict with automatic reserved excommunication to a
doctrinal-moral prohibition without censure, backed by canon 1374 only where plotting exists); its stated grounds
deepened from secrecy and suspicion (1738) through naturalism and indifferentism (1884) to a thesis about the
relativizing of the act of faith (1985); the real diversity among lodges was examined—most rigorously by the German
episcopate’s 1974–1980 dialogue—and deliberately not made canonically decisive, the judgment being reserved to the
Apostolic See; and the 2023 DDF note restates rather than modifies the 1983 position. The claims-versus-record
audit of section 9 applies the assembled texts to the common folklore in both directions.

The argument is governed by the repository’s articles profile. Its canon-law claims follow that profile’s canon-law rules:
exact body of law and edition identified per claim, promulgation and effective dates verified at the acts themselves,
translation witnesses named, and the whole bounded by the Legal Scope and Currentness statement below. Theology,
history, and law are kept at their own authority levels: a papal constitution, an encyclical, a dicasterial declaration
approved by the pope, an unsigned explanatory article, an episcopal-conference study, and a lodge’s self-description
are each cited as what they are, and no prudential or historical judgment of 1738 or 1884 is treated as definitive
doctrine.

Source class Function in the article Governing boundary

Papal acts,
1738–1884

In eminenti read closely from the
identified translation (section 3);
Providas at catalog level; Humanum
genus quoted at nn. 1–2, 5, 9–12, 16–17,
31 (section 4).

The In eminenti witness is an unattributed
translation on an editorially uncontrolled page
(defects recorded); the Humanum genus Latin
was registered but not collated; Providas was
not textually inspected. Historical penal
provisions are superseded law.
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Source class Function in the article Governing boundary

Codes of canon
law

Canon 2335 quoted in Latin and
glossed; canon 1374 quoted in Latin
and English; promulgation and force
dates from Sacrae disciplinae leges and
Pascite gregem Dei (section 5).

Canon 2335 verified against a page image of
one 1918 Vatican Polyglot printing (no AAS
collation); canon 1374 from the Holy See’s web
deliveries of revised Book VI; English
renderings are working aids, the Latin governs.

Dicasterial acts,
1981–2023

The 1981 declaration, Quaesitum est
(EN and LA), the 1985 reflections, and
the 2023 note, quoted verbatim
(sections 5–8).

Registered dated Vatican web states, fetched,
hashed, and read 2026-07-25; genre and
authority stated per act; the 1985 text used as
explanation, not legislation.

Episcopal
witnesses

The German 1980 declaration’s
conclusions and the U.S. 1985
documentation (section 7).

German conclusions used only as reported in
the identified U.S. transmittal reproduction
(hashed fetch) and academic citation of the
Civiltà Cattolica translation; no primary
German text inspected; date carried at
reported level.

Masonic
self-description

UGLE FAQ quoted for the
Supreme-Being answer and
self-description (section 2); the 1877
divide as common documentary record.

A mutable page at its registered dated state;
establishes only how the body presents itself;
no ritual text cited anywhere in the article.

Project synthesis The three-register distinction (doctrine
/ penal law / discipline); the reading of
1738–2023 as juridical change within
doctrinal continuity; the claims audit.

Original editorial synthesis argued from the
checked sources; attributed to no source;
resolves nothing the Church has left open.

A.2 Included and excluded scope

Included: the condemnation history 1738–1884 as documented in the named witnesses; the two Codes’ provisions on
Masonic and plotting associations with their interpretive history at summary level; the Roman acts of 1981, 1983,
1985, and 2023 in full substance; the German and American episcopal materials of 1980–1985 as reported; the lodge
family’s basic structure, the 1877 division, and the UGLE’s current self-description; the theological grounds as the
Church’s documents state them; and the claims-versus-record audit.

Excluded: ritual texts, exposés, and any claim about ritual content beyond what the cited documents assert; lodge-
by-lodge or country-by-country history (including P2, suppressions, and the conspiracy historiography); the Leonine
exorcism and the modern deliverance-prayer literature; the Taxil corpus except as a named warning; the Eastern
Catholic churches (no CCEO analysis is performed; nothing here should be applied to Eastern Catholics without
one); the Catechism (judged not among the operative sources for this specific question); civil-law matters; and every
concrete case—membership, penalty, Communion, office, or reception of a former Mason—in any forum.

A.3 Material qualifications

1. The In eminenti quotations depend on one unattributed English translation; its Latin was not collated, and section
3’s characterizations (including the negative finding about devil-worship) are bounded to that delivery.

2. Providas Romanorum is cited without textual inspection; its date is transmitted inconsistently across the witnesses
named, and this article reports the discrepancy without resolving it.

3. Paragraph numbers of Humanum genus are the Vatican English delivery’s; the doctrinal core attributed to the
encyclical (naturalism, indifferentism, the n. 11 restriction) is quoted, while the assessment distinguishing that
core from period judgments is the article’s own reading, shared with the 1985 CDF text’s selective retrieval of the
encyclical.
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4. The canon 2335 interpretive dispute (restrictive versus characterizing readings of quae. . . machinantur) is reported
at the level of standard literature without an inspected commentary corpus; nothing in the argument turns on
resolving it.

5. The statement that canon 1374’s wording names no association is verified at the cited deliveries; the statement
that membership as such carries no automatic censure under the 1983 Code rests on those deliveries and the 1983
declaration’s own framing, and concerns universal law only—particular law, precepts, or additional delicts on
other facts are not examined.

6. The German conclusions are triple-hearsay by the strictest standard (German text, Italian/English translations,
U.S. transmittal); they are used only for what the identified witnesses show, and the strength of section 7’s
argument is capped accordingly.

7. “Grave sin” language is the declaration’s objective judgment on the act; subjective culpability requires knowledge
and consent, and the Communion consequence is stated in the register of personal obligation. This article decides
no application of canons 915–916 and no individual’s standing.

8. The 2023 note’s qualifiers (“active membership,” “formally and knowingly enrolled. . . and have embraced Masonic
principles”) are quoted exactly; commentary disputes about their scope are noted as existing and left unresolved,
because the note itself does not resolve them.

9. The Anglo-American/continental distinction is affirmed as institutional history at orientation level and expressly
identified as not adjudicated by the Church as canonically decisive; the lodges’ own rejection of the Church’s
characterization is recorded, and the disagreement is preserved, not settled.

10. All negative findings are bounded literal checks of named deliveries and indexes, correctable in principle, and claim
nothing beyond their stated coverage.

A.4 Legal scope and currentness

The canon-law claims concern the Latin Church only. Historical law: the 1917 Codex Iuris Canonici (promulgated 27
May 1917, in force 19 May 1918, superseded 27 November 1983), cited for canon 2335 as verified at the 1918 Vatican
Polyglot printing—presented as history, not present law. Present law: the 1983 Codex Iuris Canonici (promulgated
25 January 1983 by Sacrae disciplinae leges, in force from 27 November 1983), with Book VI as integrally revised
by Pascite gregem Dei (23 May 2021, in force 8 December 2021); canon 1374 cited from the Holy See’s Latin web
delivery of the revised book, the English from the parallel delivery, the Latin governing. Universal non-codal acts
relied on: the CDF declarations of 17 February 1981 (AAS 73 [1981] 240–241) and 26 November 1983 (AAS 76 [1984]
300, approved and ordered published by John Paul II), the CDF explanatory article of 23 February 1985, and the
DDF note of 13 November 2023 approved by Francis in audience. As-of date: 25 July 2026. Amendments and
later acts were checked to that date as described in section 8’s note (a bounded index check). Facts not assumed:
church sui iuris, age, knowledge, office, clerical state, the nature and conduct of any particular association, particular
law, precepts, or prior censures—any of which can change a concrete conclusion. This is a study aid, not legal or
canonical advice; rights, penalties, sacramental access, and every concrete case belong to the competent ecclesiastical
authority or a qualified canonist with the complete facts.

A.5 Notes, translations, rights, and review

The numbered Notes carry exact citations, verification dates, evidentiary ceilings, and the qualifications that would
interrupt the argument; no indispensable premise lives only in a note. Latin is quoted where the original governs, with
English working glosses labeled as project translations; official Holy See English texts are quoted where the portal
provides them, with the original noted as authoritative. Official texts, the papalencyclicals.net and catholicculture.org
materials, and the UGLE page remain outside the project’s CC BY 4.0 grant; project-created prose and organization
are project content; brief quotations are within scholarly-use bounds, and no complete text is reproduced except the
two-sentence canons and the 1983 declaration’s operative sentences, quoted as legal texts require. All online witnesses
were fetched, hashed, and read publication-locally on 2026-07-25; source-library records (dated web states, artifacts
with hashes, and registered passages, including a retained public-domain page image of the 1918 printing for canon
2335) were created for this article, with publication bindings in this leaf’s research records.
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This revision received internal argumentative, source-consistency, quotation, rights, and production review by the
authoring agent. Independent review—historical, theological, canonical, and ecclesiastical—is outstanding; no
imprimatur, nihil obstat, or ecclesiastical approval is claimed, and internal checking is not independent review. The
publication language for this work is: source-audited working article.

B References

Papal acts
• Clement XII, apostolic constitution In eminenti apostolatus specula (28 April 1738, per Gasparri’s fontes); unattributed English

translation, papalencyclicals.net, fetched, hashed, and read 2026-07-25 (new source-library record; witness defects recorded). Latin
not collated.

• Benedict XIV, apostolic constitution Providas Romanorum (1751; 18 March per Gasparri’s fontes, 18 May per the Vatican English
Humanum genus notes); catalog-level citation only; no textual witness inspected (the papalencyclicals.net page for the work held
no text on 2026-07-25).

• Leo XIII, encyclical Humanum genus (20 April 1884), official English web text, vatican.va, fetched, hashed, and read 2026-07-25
(new source-library record); Latin delivery registered from the same portal, not collated.

• John Paul II, apostolic constitution Sacrae disciplinae leges (25 January 1983), official English web text, vatican.va, checked
2026-07-25 (new source-library record).

• Francis, apostolic constitution Pascite gregem Dei (23 May 2021), official English web text, vatican.va, checked 2026-07-25 (new
source-library record).

Codes of canon law
• Codex Iuris Canonici Pii X Pontificis Maximi iussu digestus, Benedicti Papae XV auctoritate promulgatus (Rome: Typis Polyglottis

Vaticanis, 1918); canon 2335 with Gasparri’s fontes verified at the page image of printed page 635 (scan leaf 693), Internet Archive
item codexiuriscanoni00cath (University of Illinois exemplar), read 2026-07-25; page image retained in the source library under a
recorded public-domain basis. Superseded law, cited as history.

• Codex Iuris Canonici (1983), Book VI as revised (in force 8 December 2021): Latin, vatican.va (la); English (cann. 1364–1399),
vatican.va (en); both fetched, hashed, and read 2026-07-25 (new source-library records; canon-1374 passages registered). The
Latin governs.

Dicasterial acts and explanations
• Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Declaration concerning the canonical discipline forbidding Catholics to enrol in

Masonic associations (17 February 1981), AAS 73 (1981) 240–241; official English web text, vatican.va, checked 2026-07-25 (new
source-library record; Latin delivery hashed).

• CDF, Declaratio de associationibus massonicis (Quaesitum est, 26 November 1983), AAS 76 (1984) 300; official English and Latin
web texts, vatican.va (en) and vatican.va (la), checked 2026-07-25 (new source-library records).

• CDF, “Irreconcilability between Christian faith and Freemasonry: Reflections a year after the declaration” (L’Osservatore Romano,
23 February 1985; English edition 11 March 1985); official English web text, vatican.va, checked 2026-07-25 (new source-library
record). Unsigned explanatory article; quotes Leo XIII, Custodi (8 December 1892), cited here only as there quoted.

• Dicastery for the Doctrine of the Faith, note for the audience with the Holy Father on the request of Bishop Julito Cortes of
Dumaguete (13 November 2023), signed by Cardinal Víctor Manuel Fernández, Ex Audientia Franciscus; official English web text,
vatican.va, checked 2026-07-25 (new source-library record; official PDF hashed). Currentness checked against the DDF English
documents index, doctrinafidei.va, same day.

Episcopal and institutional witnesses
• German Bishops’ Conference, declaration on Catholic membership in Freemasonry (28 April 1980), issued at the close of the

1974–1980 official dialogue; published in the diocesan gazettes (e.g., Amtsblatt des Erzbistums Köln, June 1980, 102–111); Italian
translation in G. Caprile, La Civiltà Cattolica 131 (1980/III) 485–502. Cited only as reported in the U.S. documentation below
and in academic literature; not independently inspected.

• Bernard Cardinal Law, letter to the U.S. bishops with the reports of the NCCB Committee on Pastoral Research and Practices
(19 April 1985), including the German conclusions and W. Whalen’s study; reproduction at catholicculture.org, fetched, hashed,
and read 2026-07-25. Secondary reproduction, so identified.

• Catholic Bishops’ Conference of the Philippines, guidelines on Freemasonry (2003); cited only as cited by the 2023 DDF note; not
inspected.

• United Grand Lodge of England, “Freemasonry FAQs,” ugle.org.uk, web state fetched, hashed, and read 2026-07-25 (new
source-library record). Mutable institutional self-description at the retrieved date.
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