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1 One Society, Four Legal Situations

Between 1970 and 2026 the same body of priests—the Priestly Society of Saint Pius X, founded by Archbishop Marcel
Lefebvre—has stood in four distinct relations to the authority of the Holy See. It was erected by a diocesan bishop as
a body of the Church’s own law, and commended in writing by a Roman congregation. It was declared suppressed by
that bishop’s successor, while its founder denied that the suppression had ever taken legal effect. It became, after
two sets of episcopal consecrations conferred without a papal mandate, the object of the gravest penalties in the
Church’s penal law, and of a formal declaration that its ministers are in schism. And in between, for a quarter of
a century, it was the object of a Roman policy that mixed penalty with concession: excommunications remitted,
doctrinal discussions opened, faculties for confession and marriage granted while every act repeated that the Society
itself had no canonical status.

This account asks what the documents actually establish about that sequence. Who erected the Society, under what
law, and with what juridical effect? What exactly did the acts of 1975 and 1976 decide, and what does the public
record leave unresolved? What did the excommunications of 1988 attach to, and to whom? What did the remission
of 2009 restore, and what did it explicitly not restore? What is the precise scope of the faculties granted in 2015,
2016 and 2017? And what did the Holy See decree, and the Society answer, in July 2026?

Governing thesis

The Society’s history is a history of acts, and the acts say less than the polemics on both sides require. Every
consequential turn in this story—the erection of 1 November 1970, the judgment of the Cardinals’ Commission of
6 May 1975 and the suppression that followed, the suspension a divinis of 1976, the protocol of 5 May 1988 and
its repudiation, the excommunications of 1 and 2 July 1988, the remission of 21 January 2009, the confession and
marriage faculties of 2015–2017, and the decree and explanatory note of 2 July 2026—is documented, and each
document is narrower than the claim usually built on it. Two questions that both parties treat as settled are,
on the public record, not settled at all: whether the 1975 suppression was procedurally valid, and whether the
recourse lodged on 11 July 2026 suspends the decree of 2 July. This account states what each act says, identifies
who said it, and leaves open what the Holy See has left open.

The method is documentary. Where an act was printed in Acta Apostolicae Sedis, this account reads the fascicle;
where the Holy See publishes an official text or press bulletin, it reads that; where only the Society’s own archive
supplies a document, the account says so and treats the text as a party transcription. Statements of the Holy See
are attributed to the Holy See and statements of the Society to the Society, in each case with the date and the
signatory. No canonical question that competent authority has left open is decided here, and nothing in this account
is a judgment about the good faith, culpability, or spiritual state of any person named in it. The evidence classes,
terminology, and the boundaries of the corpus are set out in the terminal appendix.

A word on names. “Society of Saint Pius X” (SSPX; French FSSPX; Fraternitas Sacerdotalis Sancti Pii X) is used
throughout as the conventional English designation of the body Archbishop Lefebvre founded; it carries no implication
that the body presently holds, or ever held, the canonical figure the name might suggest. Roman documents call it
Fraternitas or Fraternità, usually rendered “Fraternity” in the Holy See’s own English texts, and quotations preserve
whatever form the cited document uses. “Traditionalist” is descriptive, not canonical. “Valid,” “licit,” “faculty,”
“delegation,” “censure,” “penalty” and “status” are technical terms and are never used as synonyms.

2 The Founder Before the Foundation

Marcel Lefebvre was sixty-five years old when he founded a seminary, and he founded it as a man who had spent his
career inside the Roman system rather than outside it. That is the first fact the later story tends to lose, and it is the
one most easily documented, because the appointments are printed in Acta Apostolicae Sedis.

2.1 An African career recorded in the Acta

On 12 June 1947 Pius XII named Marcel Lefebvre, a member of the Congregation of the Holy Spirit, titular bishop
of Anthedon and Vicar Apostolic of Dakar.1 Fifteen months later, on 22 September 1948, he was promoted to
the titular archiepiscopal see of Arcadiopolis and appointed Apostolic Delegate for Dakar—that is, the Holy See’s
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own representative for a very large part of French-speaking Africa.2 He became Archbishop of Dakar when the
hierarchy was erected in French West Africa in the mid-1950s; the Acta entry that concerns this account identifies
him retrospectively, on 23 January 1962, as “until now Archbishop of Dakar,” when John XXIII transferred him to
the French diocese of Tulle with the personal retention of his archiepiscopal title.3 On 4 April 1962 he was named a
consultor of the Congregation de Propaganda Fide.4

His tenure at Tulle lasted months. On 7 August 1962 the Acta record his transfer to the titular archiepiscopal see
of Synnada in Phrygia—the customary provision for a residential bishop who leaves his diocese for another office.5
The office was the generalate of his own congregation: the Society’s own account, and the standard record of the
Spiritans, place his election as Superior General of the Congregation of the Holy Spirit in the summer of 1962 and his
resignation in 1968. Those two dates are not established here from an official Roman act; the Acta entry of 7 August
1962 is consistent with the first, and no Roman act corresponding to the second was located.6

Act or witness: Acta Apostolicae Sedis 39 (1947) 639; 40 (1948) 560–561; 54 (1962) 107, 301, 735.
What it establishes: That Marcel Lefebvre was a papal appointee at every stage of his African and French
career: vicar apostolic, apostolic delegate, metropolitan archbishop, residential bishop of a French see, curial
consultor, and finally titular archbishop.
Limit: Appointment entries establish office and date only. They say nothing about his theological positions, his
conduct in office, or the reasons for any transfer.

2.2 The Council and the years after it

Lefebvre attended all four sessions of the Second Vatican Council as a council father. He is associated in the literature
with the Coetus Internationalis Patrum, the organized minority group that opposed several conciliar drafts, and
he signed the Council’s documents with the rest of the fathers; his later position was that assent is owed to what
the Council taught in continuity with earlier teaching and not to what he judged to be novelties. The details of his
conciliar activity are not reconstructed here from the conciliar acts, and nothing in this account depends on them.7

What matters institutionally is what happened next. According to the Society’s own foundation account, groups of
French-speaking seminarians dissatisfied with the formation offered in reorganized French seminaries sought out the
retired archbishop between 1968 and 1970; a first group was placed at Fribourg, in the Swiss diocese of Lausanne,
Geneva and Fribourg, and the seminary then moved to Écône in the Valais, in the diocese of Sion.8 The juridical act
that made this a body of the Church, and not a private arrangement, came on 1 November 1970.

Act or witness: Paul VI, letter to Archbishop Lefebvre, 11 October 1976 (Latin text on the Holy See website).
What it establishes: That by 1976 the Holy See treated Écône as the seminary of an institute it regarded as
juridically suppressed, and that the pope required Lefebvre to hand over the responsibility and direction of his
works, “and above all of his seminaries,” as a condition of any regularization.
Limit: A papal letter states the pope’s demands and his account of the file. It is not a neutral chronicle of the
foundation years, and it does not reproduce the founding documents.

3 1970–1971: Erection at Fribourg, Commendation from Rome

3.1 What Bishop Charrière did on 1 November 1970

The Society of Saint Pius X exists because a diocesan bishop erected it. On 1 November 1970 François Charrière,
Bishop of Lausanne, Geneva and Fribourg, approved the statutes Archbishop Lefebvre had submitted and gave the
enterprise a juridical existence in his diocese. Every later Roman document that speaks of “suppression” presupposes
this act; the pope who in 1976 refused to revoke the suppression called the object of it the Fraternitas sacerdotalis
Sancti Pii X, that is, a body that had once been juridically constituted.9

The text of Charrière’s decree was not located in any official witness for this account. What is available is a Roman
letter that recites the act. On 18 February 1971 Cardinal John Wright, Prefect of the Congregation for the Clergy,
wrote to Lefebvre acknowledging receipt of the statutes and referring to “this Association, which by your action,
received on 1 November 1970, the approbation of His Excellency François Charrière, Bishop of Fribourg,” adding
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that it had already spread beyond Switzerland and that several ordinaries in different parts of the world praised and
approved it. The wording quoted here is the Society’s own English rendering of a Latin letter; the Latin original was
not located, and the translator is not identified.10

Three cautions belong with that letter, and they matter later.

• A letter of a Roman congregation acknowledging statutes and praising a work is an act of encouragement. It is not
an approval of an institute of pontifical right, and the letter as published claims no such thing.

• The exact canonical figure created on 1 November 1970—whether a pious union of the faithful, an association of
clergy, or another form available under the 1917 Code then in force, and on what terms or for what period—is not
established by any witness reached for this account. The Society describes the body as erected as a pious union;
the Roman acts of 1975–1976 speak simply of a Fraternitas and of its suppression.

• Whatever the figure, it was diocesan. That is the hinge of the 1975 controversy: a body erected by a diocesan
bishop is, on the ordinary principle, subject to the authority that erected it and to its successor.

Act or witness: Letter of Cardinal John Wright, Prefect of the Congregation for the Clergy, 18 February 1971,
in the Society’s published English text.
What it establishes: That a Roman congregation was informed of the statutes within four months of the
diocesan approbation, recited the 1 November 1970 approbation by Bishop Charrière, and wrote in commendatory
terms.
Limit: A party-hosted translation of a letter never printed in Acta Apostolicae Sedis. It establishes correspondence
and goodwill, not canonical status, and its Latin wording could not be checked.

3.2 Écône and the shape of the enterprise

By the time of Wright’s letter the seminary had moved to Écône, in the Valais, within the diocese of Sion; the
international seminary there became the Society’s centre of formation and remains so. The programme was, from the
beginning, a formation programme built on the pre-conciliar liturgical books and on the scholastic curriculum—not,
in the founder’s telling, a protest movement but a continuation. The tension that produced everything afterwards
was already visible in that description: a seminary whose entire rationale was that the ordinary formation available in
the Church of 1970 was defective.

The institutional facts of these first years—houses, numbers, the opening of further seminaries—rest on the Society’s
own reporting and are treated in this account as self-reported. Where scale matters, this account gives the Society’s
own figures with their date and their source, and does not convert them into independent findings.11

3.3 The first three years and the question that was coming

Two features of the period 1971–1974 explain the collision. First, the Society ordained. A seminary that forms priests
must eventually present them for orders, and a founder who is himself a bishop can ordain them personally; the
canonical requirement, then as now, is that a candidate be ordained for a title and with the dimissorial letters of
his own ordinary. Second, the Society taught its students that the reformed liturgical books and several conciliar
documents were the cause of the Church’s crisis rather than an application of it. The first feature made conflict
inevitable in the order of discipline; the second made it inevitable in the order of doctrine. When Rome intervened in
1974 it intervened on the second front, and the discipline followed.

Document Witness consulted Evidentiary reach

Decree of erection, Bishop François
Charrière, 1 November 1970

Not located; recited in the Wright
letter of 18 February 1971 and
presupposed by Paul VI’s letter of 11
October 1976

Fact and date of a diocesan approbation.
Terms, canonical figure, and duration:
unestablished.

Statutes of the Society, submitted
to Rome 1970–1971

Not located in any official witness Existence and transmission only; content
not evidenced here.
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Document Witness consulted Evidentiary reach

Letter of Cardinal John Wright, 18
February 1971

Society’s published English text
(party-hosted)

Roman acknowledgement and
commendation; recital of the 1970
approbation.

Acta Apostolicae Sedis 63 (1971) Scanned volume, literal search of its
text layer, 2026-07-25

Bounded negative: the name Lefebvre does
not occur in the year’s official gazette.

4 1974: The Visitation and the Declaration of 21 November

4.1 The visitation

In November 1974 two apostolic visitors examined the seminary at Écône. The visitation itself is not documented
here from a Roman act: no decree of appointment, mandate, or report was located in Acta Apostolicae Sedis or on
the Holy See’s website, and the Society’s account is the only narrative available. That account states that the visitors
were favourably impressed by the seminarians’ discipline and studies but expressed opinions in conversation—about
the ordination of married men, about the mutability of truth, about the Resurrection—that scandalized the founder.12

Whatever was said at Écône, the consequence is dated and undisputed. On 21 November 1974 Archbishop Lefebvre
wrote a declaration for his seminarians. It is the single most consequential text the Society has ever produced, because
the Holy See treated it—not the liturgy, not the seminary, not the ordinations—as the ground of everything it decided
afterwards.

4.2 What the Declaration says

The Declaration is short. It professes adherence to “Catholic Rome, Guardian of the Catholic Faith and of the
traditions necessary to preserve this faith,” and to “Eternal Rome, Mistress of wisdom and truth.” It then refuses “to
follow the Rome of neo-Modernist and neo-Protestant tendencies which were clearly evident in the Second Vatican
Council and, after the Council, in all the reforms which issued from it.” It charges those reforms with contributing “to
the destruction of the Church, to the ruin of the priesthood, to the abolition of the Sacrifice of the Mass and of the
sacraments.” It states that “no authority, not even the highest in the hierarchy, can force us to abandon or diminish
our Catholic Faith,” and concludes that the only faithful attitude is “a categorical refusal to accept this Reformation,”
while the work of forming priests continues “without any spirit of rebellion, bitterness or resentment.”13

Rome read it exactly as it was written. In his letter of 11 October 1976 Paul VI reproached Lefebvre for distrusting the
Apostolic See itself, “which you accuse of being a Rome inclined to neo-modernism and neo-Protestantism”—quoting
the Declaration’s own phrase back at its author.14 That is the pivot of the whole history: the Society’s founding
manifesto asserts a right to judge the acts of the Roman authority by the criterion of tradition, and the Roman
authority answered that no bishop, alone and without canonical mission, may determine what tradition contains.

Act or witness: Declaration of Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre, 21 November 1974 (Society’s English text; date and
key phrase confirmed by Paul VI’s letter of 11 October 1976).
What it establishes: The founder’s public refusal of the conciliar and post-conciliar reforms as such, and his
claim that no authority may require their acceptance.
Limit: A manifesto written for seminarians—composed, in the words the Society’s own presentation places in
quotation marks, “in a spirit of doubtlessly excessive indignation.” It is evidence of his position in November
1974, not of the Society’s institutional practice, and this account does not adjudicate whether its propositions are
compatible with Catholic doctrine.

4.3 Why the Declaration and not the liturgy

It is often said that the Society was suppressed for celebrating the older Mass. The documents do not say that. The
Cardinals’ Commission of 1975, as Paul VI recounted its judgment, concluded that on the foundation laid by the
Declaration no institution or priestly formation answering the needs of the Church of Christ could be built.15 The
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liturgical question is present in the Roman documents, and Paul VI devoted a long passage of the same letter to the
reformed Ordo Missae and to the claim that use of the older rite had become in Lefebvre’s hands “the sign of a false
ecclesiology”; but it is present as a symptom. The stated ground of the 1975 decision is the Declaration.

That distinction survives every later turn of the story. In 1988 John Paul II located the root of the schismatic act
in “an incomplete and contradictory notion of Tradition”; in 2009 Benedict XVI insisted that the Society’s lack of
canonical status rested “not, in the end, . . . on disciplinary but on doctrinal reasons”; in 2026 the Dicastery for the
Doctrine of the Faith opened its explanatory note by recalling that attempts at reconciliation had failed “from the
times of Saint Paul VI up to the most recent conversations.” Four pontificates gave the same diagnosis.

5 1975: The Cardinals’ Commission, the Suppression, and What the
Record Does Not Establish

This is the section of the history in which the two parties tell irreconcilable stories, and in which the documents that
would decide between them are, on the public record, missing. It therefore needs to be written twice: once for what is
established, and once for what is not.

5.1 What is established

A commission of cardinals examined the case and reached a judgment dated 6 May 1975. Paul VI himself says so, in
the letter of 11 October 1976 already cited, and he endorses the judgment: on the foundation laid by the Declaration
of 21 November 1974, “as Our Commission of Cardinals rightly judged on 6 May 1975,” no institution or priestly
formation answering the needs of the Church of Christ could be built.16 That is a Roman act, printed on the Holy
See’s own website, attesting the existence, the date, and the substance of the commission’s judgment, and the pope’s
ratification of it.

The Society was juridically suppressed. The same letter says so in the same paragraph, and says it in the strongest
possible way: given the ambiguities and irregular actions past and present, the pope declares that he is in no way able
to revoke the juridical suppression of the Priestly Society of Saint Pius X. A pope’s refusal to revoke a suppression is
not a decree of suppression; but it is an authentic statement, in October 1976, that the Holy See regarded the Society
as suppressed.

The suppression was the act of the diocesan bishop. The Society attributes it to Pierre Mamie, who had succeeded
Charrière in Lausanne, Geneva and Fribourg, and dates it 6 May 1975—the same date as the cardinals’ judgment.
No text of Mamie’s decree was located in an official witness for this account.17

The seminary continued. Whatever the legal position, Écône did not close, ordinations continued, and by 1976 the
conflict had moved from paper to sacraments.

5.2 What is not established

Four questions are genuinely open on the public record. This account does not answer any of them, and readers
should be wary of accounts that do.

1. The procedural regularity of the suppression. The Society has argued, from 1975 onward, that a body
approved by a diocesan bishop and commended by a Roman congregation could not be dissolved without
process, and that it was “condemned, without trial, without opportunity to defend ourselves, without due
warning or written process and without appeal.”18 No Roman act located for this account answers that objection
on its merits.

2. The legal effect of the recourse. The Society states that Lefebvre lodged a recourse and that it was
never adjudicated. Nothing in the Holy See’s published record reached here confirms, denies, or describes the
disposition of any 1975 recourse, and the pertinent files of the Apostolic Signatura are not public.

3. Whether the cardinals acted with a papal approval that would have made their decision unap-
pealable. This is the technical question on which the canonical argument has always turned. Paul VI’s letter
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establishes that he considered their judgment right; it does not state the juridical form in which the commission
acted.

4. What the 1970 erection actually created—and therefore what could be undone, by whom, and under
what procedure. As shown above, the founding decree is not available.

Act or witness: Paul VI, letter to Archbishop Lefebvre, 11 October 1976, section III B (Latin, Holy See website).
What it establishes: That a commission of cardinals judged the case on 6 May 1975; that the pope endorsed
that judgment; and that as of October 1976 the Holy See held the Society to be juridically suppressed and refused
to revoke the suppression.
Limit: The letter states the Holy See’s position and the fact of the suppression. It does not reproduce the
suppressing decree, identify its author or date, describe the procedure followed, or address the objections raised
against its validity.

5.3 Why the gap matters

An unresolved procedural question of 1975 is not an antiquarian curiosity. Every later Roman act treats the Society
as a body with no canonical status, and the Society treats each such act as the continuation of an original injustice.
The 1996 explanatory note of the Pontifical Council for Legislative Texts, discussed below, addressed the validity
of the 1988 excommunications and the alleged state of necessity, but it did not revisit 1975. Nor did the decree of
remission of 2009, which addressed a censure incurred in 1988 and nothing else. Nor, on its face, did the decree of 2
July 2026. The Holy See has consistently declined to relitigate the suppression; the Society has consistently declined
to accept it. That is the shape of the dispute, and no document reached in this research closes it.

Document Witness consulted Evidentiary reach

Judgment of the Cardinals’
Commission, 6 May 1975

Recited and endorsed in Paul VI’s
letter of 11 October 1976

Date, substance, and papal ratification.
Not membership, form, or text.

Decree suppressing the Society,
Bishop Pierre Mamie, dated by the
Society 6 May 1975

Not located in any witness Nothing; the Society’s date and attribution
are reported as such.

Recourse said to have been lodged
with the Apostolic Signatura

Not located; no Holy See statement
reached

Nothing. Its existence and fate are, on this
record, unverified.

Acta Apostolicae Sedis 67 (1975) Scanned volume, literal search of its
text layer, 2026-07-25

Bounded negative: the suppression was
never published in the official gazette.

6 1976: Consistory, Ordinations, Suspension, and the Pope’s Terms

6.1 The consistory allocution of 24 May

On 24 May 1976, addressing the cardinals in secret consistory, Paul VI did something popes rarely do: he named a
living bishop as the leader of an organized resistance to the Council. Reviewing what he called causes of bitterness
in the Church, he described those who, on the pretext of greater fidelity to the Church and the Magisterium,
systematically refuse the Council’s teaching, its application, and the reforms flowing from it; who discredit the
Church’s authority in the name of a Tradition to which they pay only verbal respect; who “reject today’s authority in
the name of yesterday’s.” And, he continued, the matter is graver still because this opposition “is not only encouraged
by some priests but led by a bishop, nevertheless always venerated by Us, Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre.”19

The same allocution states the liturgical rule Rome was applying. The new Ordo Missae was promulgated to replace
the old after mature deliberation and in execution of the Council’s directives, exactly as Saint Pius V had made the
reformed Missal obligatory after Trent; its use “is certainly not left to the discretion of priests or faithful”; and the
Instruction of 14 June 1971 had provided for celebration in the ancient form, with the ordinary’s authorization, only
for aged or infirm priests offering the Sacrifice without a congregation.20 That is the narrow legal space that existed
in 1976, and it is worth remembering when reading later documents: everything the Holy See conceded in liturgical
matters between 1984 and 2007 was a widening of that space.
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6.2 Ordinations against an express prohibition

In the summer of 1976—on 29 June, according to the Society’s account—Archbishop Lefebvre ordained priests at
Écône. That he did so without dimissorial letters and against an express papal prohibition is not a matter of dispute
between the parties: Paul VI states it as a fact in his October letter, asking whether Lefebvre had not, in this frame
of mind, ordained priests “without dimissorial letters and against Our open prohibition,” thereby constituting a body
of presbyters who are irregular in the Church and bound by grave ecclesiastical penalties.21

The penalty followed. The Society reports that Lefebvre was first suspended from conferring orders and then, on
22 July 1976, suspended a divinis. The fact of the suspension a divinis is attested by the pope himself three times
over in the October letter—as something already incurred, as something Lefebvre professed not to be moved by,
and as something that would be lifted only on conditions; its date and signatory are reported here on the Society’s
authority.22

Lefebvre’s answer, as the pope reports it, was that the suspension touched only celebration according to the reformed
rite, which he judged to have been unlawfully introduced into a Church he was by then calling schismatic—so that
he could avoid the penalty by administering the sacraments in the earlier forms. Paul VI rejected that reasoning
explicitly.23

6.3 The letter of 15 August and the audience of 11 September

On the feast of the Assumption 1976 Paul VI wrote to Lefebvre personally and briefly. He asked him to weigh before
God and the Church, in the silence and responsibility of his episcopal conscience, “the untenable irregularity” of his
present position; that position, he wrote, is not in conformity with truth and justice, because it arrogates the right to
declare that the papal apostolic ministry departs from the rule of faith and to judge unacceptable the teaching of an
ecumenical council celebrated in perfect observance of ecclesiastical norms. He ended with an appeal to have “the
humility, Brother, and the courage” to break the illogical chain that was making him a stranger and hostile to the
Church.24

On 11 September 1976 the pope received him at Castel Gandolfo. The fact, the place, and the date are attested in
the opening sentence of the October letter, together with the pope’s statement that he allowed Lefebvre to set out his
thoughts and desires freely and then asked him to weigh everything before God; the pope waited a month for an
answer.25 The answer, a letter of 16 September, the pope quotes in full and finds insufficient: one thing unites us,
Lefebvre had written, the burning desire that the abuses disfiguring the Church should cease, and how much I wish
to join my labour to Your Holiness’s and under your authority in that saving work. Paul VI’s comment was that
these few words—good in themselves—were the whole of the reply, and that they passed over in silence both the acts
committed and any adherence to the Council and the Apostolic See.26

6.4 The terms of 11 October 1976

The October letter is the most complete statement the Holy See ever made of what it wanted from Archbishop
Lefebvre, and it repays exact reading because every later negotiation—1988, 2011–2012, 2026—restates it in new
words.

1. A declaration of adherence. Lefebvre was to declare that he sincerely adheres to the Second Vatican Council
and to each of its documents “understood in their obvious sense” (sensu obvio), as drawn up by the fathers and
approved and promulgated by the pope’s authority.

2. Acceptance of the post-conciliar decisions, and by name the legitimacy of the renewed liturgy and of the
Ordo Missae, together with the pope’s right to command that the renewal be received and used by the whole
Christian people.

3. Acceptance of the binding force of the canon law then in force, including its penal canons.

4. Withdrawal of the accusations publicly made against the pope’s integrity of faith and fidelity to his office.

5. Recognition of the diocesan bishops’ authority to forbid him to preach and to administer the sacraments—
the Eucharist, Confirmation, Holy Orders and the rest—in their dioceses when they expressly object.
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6. An undertaking to abstain from initiatives contrary to that declaration and to disavow publicly those
undertaken in his name.27

Section III B added the institutional demand: the pope could not revoke the juridical suppression of the Society,
and Lefebvre was to commit to the Holy See the responsibility and direction of his works and above all of his
seminaries—which, the letter says, “have no canonical status in the Church”—so that they might one day find a place
in it. For the priests already ordained, the sanctions incurred under canons 985, 7° and 2374 of the 1917 Code could
be lifted if they showed repentance and signed the same declaration.28

Act or witness: Paul VI, letter to Archbishop Lefebvre, 11 October 1976 (Latin, Holy See website).
What it establishes: The complete Roman terms of 1976: a declaration of adherence to Vatican II sensu
obvio and to the post-conciliar decisions including the reformed Missal; acceptance of the Code; withdrawal of
accusations; recognition of diocesan bishops’ authority; surrender of the direction of the works and seminaries;
conditional lifting of the suspension and of the ordained priests’ penalties.
Limit: A demand, not an agreement. It records what Rome required in October 1976 and what it then regarded
as the facts; it is not evidence about Lefebvre’s motives, and it did not settle the questions the Society raised
about 1975.

No declaration followed. The suspension remained, the seminary continued, and for eleven years the two sides lived in
a stalemate in which the Society grew.

7 1977–1987: Growth, an Indult, and the Succession Problem

7.1 An institution without a status

The eleven years between Paul VI’s ultimatum and the negotiations of 1988 are the least documented in Roman
sources and the most consequential in institutional terms. The Society opened seminaries outside Switzerland,
established priories on several continents, and acquired the ordinary furniture of a religious institution—a women’s
congregation, oblates, brothers, a third order, schools—while holding no canonical status whatever in the Church
whose priesthood it was conferring. Its own statistics, published annually, are the only continuous record of its size;
they are self-reported and are treated here as such.29

Two internal events of the period matter for the later story. In 1983 a group of priests in the United States separated
from the Society, and in 1986 the Society’s public position hardened again after the Assisi meeting of religious leaders.
Neither event is documented here from a Roman act; both are reported by the Society and by contemporaneous press,
and neither is load-bearing for anything this account asserts.

7.2 Quattuor abhinc annos (1984): the first Roman concession

On 3 October 1984 the Congregation for Divine Worship sent the presidents of episcopal conferences the letter
conventionally called Quattuor abhinc annos. It records that four years earlier, at John Paul II’s direction, the bishops
of the world had been surveyed about the reception of Paul VI’s Missal and about difficulties and resistance; that the
results were communicated to all bishops; and that, the problem of those attached to the “Tridentine” rite persisting,
the pope now granted diocesan bishops the faculty to use an indult permitting named priests and faithful to celebrate
with the Roman Missal of the typical edition of 1962, under conditions.30

The first condition is the one that matters here. It required that it be publicly and unambiguously clear that the
priest and faithful concerned “have no part with those who call into question the legitimacy and doctrinal rectitude”
of the Roman Missal promulgated by Paul VI in 1970. The remaining conditions confined the celebration to groups
that asked for it, in churches designated by the diocesan bishop and normally not in parish churches, on days and
under conditions he approved, in Latin, with no mixing of the rites or texts of the two Missals, and with an annual
report to the congregation.31 In other words: from 1984 the older Missal was available in the Church, but only on
terms designed to exclude precisely the position the Society had taken in 1974. The indult and the Society were built
to be incompatible.
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Act or witness: Quattuor abhinc annos, 3 October 1984, Acta Apostolicae Sedis 76 (1984) 1088–1089.
What it establishes: That four years before Ecclesia Dei the Holy See had already opened a regulated,
bishop-controlled path to the 1962 Missal, conditioned on not contesting the legitimacy of the 1970 Missal.
Limit: An act of the Congregation for Divine Worship concerning liturgical faculties. It says nothing about the
Society’s canonical status and confers nothing on it.

7.3 The Gagnon visitation and the succession problem

By the mid-1980s the founder was in his eighties, and the Society’s future turned on a question of sacramental
succession: without a bishop, it could ordain no priests and confirm no faithful after his death. That practical fact
drove the negotiations of 1987–1988 on both sides, and it would drive those of 2026.

The Holy See’s own record of the final effort is a letter of John Paul II to Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, Prefect of the
Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, dated 8 April 1988 and printed in Acta Apostolicae Sedis. Writing about
the Church’s need to distinguish between renewal and rupture, the pope turned to the problems connected with “the
Fraternité of Pius X, founded and led by Archbishop M. Lefebvre,” recalled how much effort the Apostolic See had
made from the beginning of the Fraternité’s existence to secure ecclesial unity in relation to its activity, and stated
that “the last of these efforts has been the canonical visitation made by Cardinal E. Gagnon.” He confirmed his will
that such efforts should continue.32

That single sentence carries a great deal. It establishes, from the Holy See’s own gazette, that a canonical visitation of
the Society was carried out by Cardinal Édouard Gagnon before April 1988, that the pope regarded it as the latest in
a continuous series of efforts at reconciliation, and that the file was in the hands of the Congregation for the Doctrine
of the Faith. It establishes nothing at all about what Gagnon found. The contents of his report have never been
published by the Holy See, and this account treats every claim about them—in either direction—as unevidenced.

Document Witness consulted Evidentiary reach

Quattuor abhinc annos, 3 October
1984

Acta Apostolicae Sedis 76 (1984)
1088–1089

The 1984 indult, its conditions, and its
exclusionary first clause.

John Paul II to Cardinal Ratzinger,
8 April 1988

Acta Apostolicae Sedis 80 (1988)
1121–1125

The Gagnon canonical visitation as an
established fact and the papal will to
continue the effort.

Report of the Gagnon visitation Not published; not located Nothing. All claims about its findings are
unevidenced.

1983 separation of United States
priests; 1986 Assisi declaration

Society and press accounts only Institutional background; no claim in this
account rests on them.

8 1988: The Protocol, the Consecrations, and the First Rupture

8.1 The protocol of 5 May

That an agreement was signed on 5 May 1988 by Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, Prefect of the Congregation for the
Doctrine of the Faith, and Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre is established by the Holy See’s own acts, twice. The motu
proprio Ecclesia Dei of 2 July 1988 directs its new commission to work for the full ecclesial communion of priests,
seminarians, communities or individuals linked to the Society “in the light of the Protocol signed on 5 May last
by Cardinal Ratzinger and Mons. Lefebvre”; and Ecclesiae unitatem of 2 July 2009 quotes that clause verbatim
twenty-one years later.33

The protocol’s text is another matter. It was not printed in Acta Apostolicae Sedis and was not located in any official
Holy See publication for this account. What its clauses contained—a doctrinal declaration, a commission with Roman
and Society members, provision for one bishop—is reported in the literature and by both parties, but this account
does not assert the terms of a document it has not read in an identified witness.34

What is certain is that the agreement did not hold. Within weeks Archbishop Lefebvre resolved to consecrate bishops
without a papal mandate, and the Holy See moved from negotiation to warning.
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8.2 Warning, consecration, declaration

On 16 June 1988 the Holy See published an information note in L’Osservatore Romano; Ecclesia Dei cites it in its
first footnote as the record of the efforts made in the preceding months.35 On 17 June 1988 the Cardinal Prefect of the
Congregation for Bishops sent Lefebvre and the four priests a formal canonical warning—the monitio that penal law
requires before a declared penalty. That warning, its date, and its author are attested in the body of Ecclesia Dei.36

On 30 June 1988, at Écône, Archbishop Lefebvre consecrated four bishops: Bernard Fellay, Bernard Tissier de
Mallerais, Richard Williamson, and Alfonso de Galarreta. Ecclesia Dei names all four in its third paragraph. The
co-consecrator was Antônio de Castro Mayer, bishop emeritus of Campos in Brazil; his participation is attested
officially not by Ecclesia Dei, which does not name him, but by the 1996 note of the Pontifical Council for Legislative
Texts, which describes the excommunication as concerning “Bishop Marcel Lefebvre, the four bishops ordained by
him, and Bishop emeritus Antônio de Castro.”37

The Holy See responded in two acts on successive days, and the difference between them is important.

• On 1 July 1988 the Prefect of the Congregation for Bishops issued a decree—known from its opening words
as Dominus Marcellus Lefebvre—formally declaring the excommunication latae sententiae already incurred. Its
existence, date, author, and declaratory character are attested by three later Roman documents; its text was never
printed in Acta Apostolicae Sedis and was not located in any official witness here.38

• On 2 July 1988 John Paul II issued the motu proprio Ecclesia Dei, which is not primarily a penal act at all. It
declares the act schismatic, records the penalty, diagnoses its doctrinal root, and then institutes a commission and
orders a generous application of the 1984 indult.

8.3 What Ecclesia Dei decided, in its own words

The motu proprio’s third paragraph states the offence and the penalty with precision: in itself the act “was one of
disobedience to the Roman Pontiff in a very grave matter and of supreme importance for the unity of the church,
such as is the ordination of bishops whereby the apostolic succession is sacramentally perpetuated. Hence such
disobedience—which implies in practice the rejection of the Roman primacy—constitutes a schismatic act.” The
footnote to that sentence is canon 751, the definition of schism; the footnote to the excommunication is canon 1382 of
the 1983 Code as it then stood, which punished a bishop consecrating without a pontifical mandate, and the one who
receives consecration from him, with excommunication reserved to the Apostolic See.39

Paragraph 4 gives the doctrinal diagnosis: the root of the schismatic act lies in “an incomplete and contradictory
notion of Tradition”—incomplete because it does not sufficiently account for the living character of Tradition as Dei
Verbum 8 describes it, contradictory because it sets Tradition against the universal Magisterium of the Roman Pontiff
and the body of bishops.

Paragraph 5 c) states the consequence for others, and it is the sentence that has governed the status of the Society’s
adherents ever since: “Everyone should be aware that formal adherence to the schism is a grave offence against God
and carries the penalty of excommunication decreed by the Church’s law,” with a footnote to canon 1364—the canon
on apostasy, heresy, and schism.

Paragraph 6 institutes the commission, composed of a cardinal president and other members of the Roman Curia,
and orders that respect be shown everywhere for those attached to the Latin liturgical tradition “by a wide and
generous application of the directives already issued some time ago by the Apostolic See for the use of the Roman
Missal according to the typical edition of 1962”—the 1984 indult again.

Act or witness: Ecclesia Dei, 2 July 1988 (Acta Apostolicae Sedis 80 (1988) 1495–1498; Holy See English text).
What it establishes: That the consecrations of 30 June 1988 were performed after a formal canonical warning of
17 June; that Lefebvre and the four named priests thereby incurred excommunication under the then canon 1382;
that the act is declared schismatic under canon 751; that formal adherence to the schism carries excommunication
under canon 1364; and that a Roman commission was instituted with a mandate of reconciliation and liturgical
generosity.
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Limit: A papal act declaring and diagnosing. It does not adjudicate the 1975 suppression, does not define “formal
adherence”—the 1996 note was written precisely because bishops asked what it meant—and imposes no penalty
on the Society as an institution, which as a body without canonical status could not be the subject of one.

8.4 The distinction that will matter later

Read together, the acts of 1 and 2 July 1988 make three distinct statements that later commentary constantly merges:

1. Six named individuals incurred a latae sententiae excommunication, declared on 1 July.
2. The act itself was characterized as schismatic.
3. Persons who formally adhere to the schism incur excommunication by the general law of canon 1364—a

statement of law about a class, not a declaration about any individual.

In 2009 the first of these was undone for four men, and neither the second nor the third was touched. In 2026 all
three were repeated in a harder form. Nothing in the intervening decades altered the framework laid down in these
two July days.

9 1991–2007: A Movement Without a Founder, and the Question of
Formal Adherence

9.1 Succession inside the Society

Archbishop Lefebvre died on 25 March 1991; Bishop Bernard Fellay was elected Superior General in 1994 and held
the office until 2018, when the Society’s general chapter elected Father Davide Pagliarani. These are internal facts of
the Society, reported by the Society, and this account carries them as such; no Roman act establishes them.40

That last point is more than an internal curiosity. From the beginning the Society has described its bishops as
auxiliaries without jurisdiction—bishops who ordain and confirm but govern nothing—and this description recurs
verbatim in its statement of 1 July 2026. It is the Society’s own characterization of its structure, not a canonical
status recognized by the Holy See, and this account never treats it as one.

9.2 The 1996 note: what “formal adherence” means, and who said so

Ecclesia Dei 5 c) had said that formal adherence to the schism carries excommunication under canon 1364. Bishops
asked what that meant in practice. In July 1996 the Bishop of Sion—the Swiss diocese in which Écône lies—wrote to
the Congregation for Bishops asking for an authoritative interpretation, after confused press reports; the Congregation
asked the Pontifical Council for Legislative Texts for its opinion, and on 24 August 1996 the Council’s president,
Archbishop Julián Herranz, sent a covering letter and an attached note, which the Council then published.41

The document’s own account of its authority deserves quoting in substance, because it is regularly cited as though it
were a definitive Roman ruling. The Council’s president wrote that the problem raised by the Ordinary of Sion did not
appear to require an authentic interpretation, either of Ecclesia Dei, or of the Congregation’s decree of 1 July 1988,
or of the relevant canons 1364 § 1 and 1382, because no genuine dubium iuris had been shown; nevertheless, to assist
the Congregation, the attached note offered “some considerations and suggestions.” In other words: a consultative
opinion of a curial council, expressly not an authentic interpretation.

Its contents are nonetheless precise, and they became binding-by-adoption thirty years later. The note states that the
schism was declared in immediate relation to the episcopal ordinations of 30 June 1988, but that this gravest act of
disobedience consummated a progressive global situation of a schismatic character; that until changes restore the
necessary hierarchical communion, the whole Lefebvrian movement is to be held schismatic, a formal declaration of
the supreme authority existing in the matter; that the validity of the bishops’ excommunications cannot reasonably
be doubted, no exempting or attenuating circumstance appearing; and that as to the state of necessity Lefebvre
believed himself to be in, such a state must be verified objectively, and there is never a necessity to ordain bishops
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against the will of the Roman Pontiff, head of the college of bishops—which would mean the possibility of “serving”
the Church by an attack on her unity.42

On formal adherence the note gives the two-element test that has governed the question ever since: an internal
element, freely and consciously sharing the substance of the schism by placing that option above obedience to the
pope; and an external element, the externalization of that option, whose most manifest sign is exclusive participation
in Lefebvrian “ecclesial” acts without taking part in the acts of the Catholic Church—though the note immediately
adds that this sign is not univocal, since some may attend such liturgies without sharing the schismatic spirit. For
deacons and priests of the movement, it holds that ministerial activity within the movement is more than evident proof
that both requirements are met. For other faithful, occasional participation in liturgical acts or activities, without
adopting the movement’s attitude of doctrinal and disciplinary disunion, is not sufficient; the various situations must
be judged case by case, in the competent forums of external and internal forum. Finally, it insists on distinguishing
the moral question of the sin of schism from the juridical-penal question of the delict and its sanction, to which the
Code’s Book VI—including the canons on exempting and attenuating factors—applies.43

Act or witness: Explanatory note of the Pontifical Council for Legislative Texts, 24 August 1996.
What it establishes: The two-element test for “formal adherence”; the Council’s view that the whole movement
is to be held schismatic; its view that the 1988 excommunications’ validity cannot reasonably be doubted; and its
insistence that lay situations be judged case by case.
Limit: A consultative note of a curial council, sent to another dicastery, which expressly denies that an authentic
interpretation was required. Until 2026 it bound no one by its own force. The Dicastery for the Doctrine of the
Faith made it its own on 2 July 2026, and that adoption—not the 1996 text—is what gives it force today.

9.3 Jubilee contacts and Summorum Pontificum

The Society made a public pilgrimage to Rome in the Jubilee year 2000, and contacts resumed. The next Roman act
that changed the landscape was not addressed to the Society at all. On 7 July 2007 Benedict XVI issued the motu
proprio Summorum Pontificum, which—in the description given by his own later act—broadened and adapted, “by
means of more precisely determined norms,” what Ecclesia Dei had contained in general terms about the faculty of
using the Roman Missal of 1962.44

That sequence—1984 indult, 2007 motu proprio—matters for one reason here. Rome’s liturgical concessions were
real and were made without any concession on status: throughout, the Society remained a body which, in the words
repeated in every Roman document from 1976 to 2026, has no canonical status in the Church.

10 2009: The Remission and Its Exact Boundaries

10.1 The request and the decree

On 15 December 2008 Bishop Bernard Fellay wrote to Cardinal Darío Castrillón Hoyos, President of the Pontifical
Commission Ecclesia Dei, in his own name and that of the three other bishops consecrated on 30 June 1988, again
requesting the removal of the excommunication latae sententiae formally declared by the decree of 1 July 1988. The
decree that granted the request quotes his letter: “We are always firmly determined in the will to remain Catholic
and to place all our strength at the service of the Church of Our Lord Jesus Christ, which is the Roman Catholic
Church. We accept her teachings with filial spirit. We firmly believe in the Primacy of Peter and in its prerogatives,
and for this reason the present situation causes us so much suffering.”45

The decree, signed by Cardinal Giovanni Battista Re, Prefect of the Congregation for Bishops, and dated 21 January
2009, does two things and no more. In virtue of faculties expressly granted him by Benedict XVI, the prefect remits
to Bishops Fellay, Tissier de Mallerais, Williamson and de Galarreta the censure of excommunication latae sententiae
declared by the Congregation on 1 July 1988; and he declares the decree issued at that time to be devoid of juridical
effects from the date of the new decree. The reasons given are the spiritual distress the four had expressed, their
commitment to spare no effort in the necessary conversations with the authorities of the Holy See, the wish to
consolidate mutual relations of trust, and the hope that this step would be followed by the prompt realization of full
communion by the whole Society.46
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Act or witness: Decree of the Congregation for Bishops, 21 January 2009 (Acta Apostolicae Sedis 101 (2009)
150–151).
What it establishes: The remission of one censure incurred by four named men, and the deprivation of juridical
effect of the declaratory decree of 1 July 1988.
Limit: It grants no office, faculty, jurisdiction, or canonical status. It does not touch the Society, the other clergy,
the characterization of the 1988 act as schismatic, or the excommunication of Archbishop Lefebvre and Bishop de
Castro Mayer, both of whom were dead.

10.2 The Williamson crisis and the note of 4 February

Within days the remission collided with a television interview in which Bishop Richard Williamson denied the extent
of the Shoah. On 4 February 2009 the Secretariat of State published a note—printed in Acta Apostolicae Sedis as an
act of the Secretariat—clarifying the affair in three numbered parts.47

On the remission, the note records that the decree of 21 January responded to repeated requests of the Superior
General; that the Holy Father wished to remove an impediment that prejudiced the opening of a door to dialogue
and now expected equal willingness from the four bishops in total adherence to the doctrine and discipline of the
Church; that the penalty had been incurred on 30 June 1988 and formally declared on 1 July as a consequence of the
illegitimate ordination by Archbishop Lefebvre; and—the operative sentence—that the release from excommunication
freed the four bishops from a most grave canonical penalty but “did not change the juridical situation of the Society
of Saint Pius X, which at the present moment enjoys no canonical recognition in the Catholic Church,” the four
bishops likewise having no canonical function in the Church and not lawfully exercising a ministry in it.

On doctrine, the note states that full recognition of the Second Vatican Council and of the magisterium of Popes
John XXIII, Paul VI, John Paul I, John Paul II and Benedict XVI himself is an indispensable condition of any future
recognition of the Society. On the Shoah, it states that Bishop Williamson’s positions are absolutely unacceptable and
firmly rejected by the Holy Father, that the pope had not known of them at the time of the remission, and that for
admission to episcopal functions in the Church Williamson would have to distance himself publicly and unequivocally
from them.

10.3 Benedict XVI’s letter of 10 March

Five weeks later the pope wrote to the bishops of the Catholic Church about the affair—an unusual act, and the
clearest statement in the whole file of what the Holy See understands itself to have done. He regretted that the
extent and limits of the provision of 21 January had not been clearly explained at the time of publication, and then
explained them:

The excommunication affects individuals, not institutions. . . . The remission of the excommunication was
a measure taken in the field of ecclesiastical discipline: the individuals were freed from the burden of
conscience constituted by the most serious of ecclesiastical penalties. This disciplinary level needs to
be distinguished from the doctrinal level. The fact that the Society of Saint Pius X does not possess
a canonical status in the Church is not, in the end, based on disciplinary but on doctrinal reasons.
. . . until the doctrinal questions are clarified, the Society has no canonical status in the Church, and its
ministers—even though they have been freed of the ecclesiastical penalty—do not legitimately exercise
any ministry in the Church.48

The same letter contains the pope’s judgment on the Society’s doctrinal position, expressed with a bluntness rarely
met in such documents: “The Church’s teaching authority cannot be frozen in the year 1962—this must be quite
clear to the Society”—balanced immediately by a warning to the Council’s self-appointed defenders that “Vatican II
embraces the entire doctrinal history of the Church,” and that whoever wishes to obey the Council must accept the
faith professed over the centuries and cannot sever the roots from which the tree draws its life. He also announced his
intention to join the Pontifical Commission Ecclesia Dei to the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, “to make
it clear that the problems now to be addressed are essentially doctrinal in nature.”
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10.4 Ecclesiae unitatem, 2 July 2009

That announcement became law on 2 July 2009—twenty-one years to the day after Ecclesia Dei—by the motu
proprio Ecclesiae unitatem. Its fourth paragraph restates the whole 2009 settlement in one sentence: the remission
was a measure of ecclesiastical discipline to free individuals from the burden of conscience of the gravest censure,
“however, the doctrinal questions obviously remain and until they are clarified the Society has no canonical status in
the Church and its ministers cannot legitimately exercise any ministry.” Its sixth paragraph makes the Prefect of
the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith president of the Commission, gives the Commission its own staff and
secretary, and requires that the principal doctrinal questions be submitted to the Congregation’s ordinary sessions
and their conclusions to the judgment of the pope.49

Document Witness consulted Evidentiary reach

Letter of Bishop Fellay, 15
December 2008

Quoted in the decree of 21 January
2009

The request and its stated dispositions.

Decree of the Congregation for
Bishops, 21 January 2009

Acta Apostolicae Sedis 101 (2009)
150–151

Remission of the censure for four named
bishops; the 1988 decree deprived of
juridical effect.

Secretariat of State note, 4
February 2009

Acta Apostolicae Sedis 101 (2009)
145–146

That the Society’s juridical situation was
unchanged and that its bishops exercise no
lawful ministry; the conditions for any
future recognition; the Williamson
requirement.

Benedict XVI, letter to the bishops,
10 March 2009

Acta Apostolicae Sedis 101 (2009)
270–276; Holy See English text

The individuals/institutions distinction,
the disciplinary/doctrinal distinction, and
the explicit statement that the ministers
exercise no legitimate ministry.

Ecclesiae unitatem, 2 July 2009 Acta Apostolicae Sedis 101 (2009)
710–711

The restructuring of the Commission under
the doctrinal congregation and the
restatement of the Society’s want of status.

11 2009–2012: The Doctrinal Discussions and the Preamble

11.1 Eight meetings

The remission of January 2009 had been granted, in the Holy See’s own account, precisely to open a door to doctrinal
discussion. The discussions took place. A mixed study commission of experts of the Society and of the Congregation
for the Doctrine of the Faith met eight times in Rome between October 2009 and April 2011. The Holy See’s
communiqué describing them is careful about what they achieved: their object was to expound and examine in
depth the essential doctrinal difficulties on the controverted themes, and they attained “the aim of clarifying the
respective positions and their motivations”—that is, they succeeded as an exercise in mutual comprehension, not as a
negotiation.50

11.2 The Doctrinal Preamble of 14 September 2011

At the meeting of 14 September 2011 the Congregation handed Bishop Fellay a Doctrinal Preamble and, at the March
2012 meeting’s later description, a preliminary note with it. The communiqué states what the Preamble was for
and what it left open: taking account of the Society’s concerns about safeguarding the integrity of the Catholic
faith in the face of the “hermeneutic of rupture” of Vatican II with respect to Tradition—the expression Benedict
XVI had used in his address to the Roman Curia of 22 December 2005—the Congregation held the acceptance of
the Preamble to be the fundamental basis for achieving full reconciliation with the Apostolic See. The Preamble
“enunciates certain doctrinal principles and criteria of interpretation of Catholic doctrine, necessary to guarantee
fidelity to the Magisterium of the Church and the sentire cum Ecclesia, while at the same time leaving to legitimate
discussion the study and theological explanation of individual expressions or formulations present in the documents
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of the Second Vatican Council and of the subsequent Magisterium.” At the same meeting elements of a canonical
solution for the Society, to follow an eventual and hoped-for reconciliation, were proposed.51

That the Preamble’s text remains unpublished is the central evidentiary fact of this whole episode. Every public
statement about what the Society was asked to accept, and about how far the Congregation’s “legitimate discussion”
clause went, is a characterization by an interested party of a document the public cannot read.

11.3 Refusal, counter-offer, refusal

The sequence that followed is documented meeting by meeting in the Holy See’s press bulletins.

• January 2012. The Society’s response to the Preamble arrived. It was examined by the Congregation and then
submitted to the judgment of Benedict XVI.

• 16 March 2012. At a meeting that day, in execution of the pope’s decision, a letter was handed to Bishop Fellay
communicating the evaluation of his response: the position he had expressed “is not sufficient to overcome the
doctrinal problems which are at the foundation of the fracture between the Holy See and the said Fraternity.”
Guided by the concern to avoid an ecclesial rupture of painful and incalculable consequences, the Congregation
invited him to clarify his position in order to heal the existing fracture.52

• 13 June 2012. Cardinal Levada met Bishop Fellay and an assistant, with Archbishop Ladaria and Monsignor
Pozzo present, to present the Holy See’s evaluation of a further text the Society had delivered in April. At that
meeting a draft document was handed over proposing a Personal Prelature as the instrument most suited to an
eventual canonical recognition of the Society. The communiqué also confirms, referring to a press communiqué
of 16 May 2012, that the situation of the other three bishops of the Society would be treated separately and
individually. Bishop Fellay promised to make his answer known within a reasonable time.53

• July 2012. The Society’s general chapter published a declaration about a possible canonical normalization. The
Holy See Press Office responded on 19 July 2012 that the Holy See had taken note of the declaration—which,
though made public, remained primarily an internal document for study and discussion among the Society’s
members—but awaited the announced official communication of the Society for the continuation of the dialogue
with the Commission Ecclesia Dei.54

No agreement followed. The Society’s chapter of July 2012 also removed Bishop Williamson from its ranks later that
year, an internal act of the Society reported by it and not the subject of any Roman act reached here.

Act or witness: Holy See Press Office communiqués of 14 September 2011, 16 March 2012, 14 June 2012 and 19
July 2012.
What it establishes: That formal doctrinal discussions were held (eight meetings, October 2009–April 2011);
that a Doctrinal Preamble was proposed as the basis of reconciliation with a defined space for legitimate theological
discussion; that the Society’s January 2012 response was judged insufficient; that a Personal Prelature was formally
proposed in June 2012; and that the process ended without an official Society response.
Limit: Press communiqués of the Holy See are official statements of what occurred, not of the contents of
the documents exchanged. Neither the Preamble, nor the Society’s responses, nor the prelature draft has been
published, and none is characterized here beyond what the communiqués themselves say.

11.4 What 2012 left behind

Three things, all of which shaped 2026. First, a settled Roman position that the obstacle is doctrinal, not disciplinary
or liturgical. Second, a concrete canonical instrument—the personal prelature—publicly on the table, which meant
that all later Roman statements about the Society’s irregular status were made in full awareness that a remedy existed
and had been offered. Third, on the Society’s side, a conviction that Rome’s minimum conditions had grown rather
than shrunk. The Society’s own dossier of 2026 cites, as evidence of that hardening, a letter of Cardinal Gerhard
Müller to Bishop Fellay of 6 June 2017 stating that the minimum requirements for full communion include acceptance
of the whole of the Second Vatican Council and of the post-conciliar magisterium—a document published by the
Society, not by the Holy See, and not verified here.55
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12 2015–2017: Faculties for Confession and Marriage, and Their Exact
Scope

Between the collapse of the doctrinal negotiations in 2012 and the crisis of 2026, the Holy See made three concessions
in the sacramental order. They are the most misunderstood acts in the file, in both directions: they are neither the
recognition the Society’s friends read into them nor the empty gestures its critics describe. Each is precisely bounded,
and each says in its own text that the Society’s canonical situation is unchanged.

12.1 1 September 2015: absolution during the Jubilee

In his letter of 1 September 2015 to Archbishop Rino Fisichella, president of the Pontifical Council for the Promotion
of the New Evangelization, on the Extraordinary Jubilee of Mercy, Francis added a final consideration about “those
faithful who for various reasons choose to attend churches officiated by priests of the Fraternity of St Pius X.” The
Jubilee year, he wrote, excludes no one; several brother bishops had told him of these faithful’s good faith and
sacramental practice “combined however with an uneasy situation from the pastoral standpoint”; he trusted that
solutions might be found in the near future to recover full communion with the priests and superiors of the Fraternity.
And then the operative clause: “through my own disposition, I establish that those who during the Holy Year of
Mercy approach these priests of the Fraternity of St Pius X to celebrate the Sacrament of Reconciliation shall validly
and licitly receive the absolution of their sins.”56

Note the structure of the grant. It is a personal papal disposition; it concerns the faithful who approach, not the
standing of the priests; it is granted for the duration of the Jubilee; and it addresses both validity and liceity—which
is an implicit acknowledgement that, without it, the absolutions in question were exposed to doubt on both counts.

12.2 20 November 2016: Misericordia et misera 12

At the close of the Jubilee, in the apostolic letter Misericordia et misera, Francis extended the grant. Paragraph
12, after treating the absolution of the sin of abortion, recalls the Jubilee grant—that the faithful who for various
reasons attend churches officiated by the Society’s priests could validly and licitly receive sacramental absolution—and
continues: “For the pastoral benefit of these faithful, and trusting in the good will of their priests to strive with God’s
help for the recovery of full communion in the Catholic Church, I have personally decided to extend this faculty
beyond the Jubilee Year, until further provisions are made, lest anyone ever be deprived of the sacramental sign of
reconciliation through the Church’s pardon.”57

Three features are worth stating exactly, because the 2026 decree turns on them. The extension is indefinite in time
but expressly revocable (“until further provisions are made”). It is granted for the pastoral benefit of the faithful,
not as a recognition of the priests. And it is justified by trust in those priests’ good will toward recovering full
communion—a motive that a later authority could hold to have failed.

12.3 27 March 2017: marriages

The third act is a letter of the Pontifical Commission Ecclesia Dei to the presidents of the episcopal conferences
concerned, approved by Francis in an audience of 24 March 2017 and published by his order, signed by Cardinal
Gerhard Müller as president and Archbishop Guido Pozzo as secretary. Its own English text states the premise
without softening it: the new provision follows the same pastoral outlook of reassuring the consciences of the faithful,
“despite the objective persistence of the canonical irregularity in which for the time being the Society of St. Pius X
finds itself.”58

The mechanism is a delegation, and its two branches matter:

1. Ordinary form of the concession. “Insofar as possible,” the local ordinary is to grant the delegation to
assist at the marriage to a priest of the diocese, or in any event to a fully regular priest, who receives the
consent of the parties during the marriage rite; the celebration of Mass then follows, and that Mass may be
celebrated by a priest of the Society.
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2. Subsidiary form. Where this is not possible, or where no diocesan priest is available to receive the consent,
the ordinary may grant the necessary faculties directly to the Society priest who will also celebrate the Mass,
reminding him of the duty to forward the documentation to the diocesan curia as soon as possible.

The letter states its aim in the same breath as its limits: to alleviate uneasiness of conscience and uncertainty about
the validity of the sacrament of marriage, and at the same time to facilitate “the process towards full institutional
regularization.”

Act or witness: Letter of 1 September 2015; Misericordia et misera 12 (20 November 2016); letter of the
Pontifical Commission Ecclesia Dei, 27 March 2017.
What it establishes: That from 2015 the faithful could validly and licitly receive absolution from the Society’s
priests; that from 2016 this was extended indefinitely and revocably; and that from 2017 local ordinaries were
authorized to provide for the marriages of faithful attached to the Society, preferably through a diocesan priest
and, where necessary, by delegating a Society priest.
Limit: None of the three grants confers canonical status, incardination, jurisdiction, or approval on the Society;
the 2017 letter says so expressly. Each is a papal or papally-approved provision for the faithful, made in view of a
hoped-for regularization, and each remained revocable.

12.4 Why this matters for reading 2026

The faculties of 2015–2017 created a situation without precedent: a body with no canonical status whose priests
could, by papal disposition, absolve validly and licitly, and at whose weddings the diocesan bishop could delegate
them to assist. Everything in the 2026 explanatory note about the invalidity of penance and marriage among the
Society’s ministers has to be read against that background, because what the note describes is the legal position that
obtains once the grants are treated as spent. Whether and how the grants of 2016 and 2017 were revoked, and by
what act, is one of the questions the July 2026 documents raise and do not answer in terms. This account returns to
it below and does not resolve it.

13 2026: The Second Rupture

13.1 Announcement and the February exchange

At the beginning of 2026 the Society published its annual statistics as of 1 November 2025: 1,482 members, of
whom two bishops, 733 priests, 264 seminarians and postulants, 145 brothers, 88 oblates and 250 sisters, of fifty
nationalities, with an average age of forty-seven. The publication does not name the two bishops; they were Bernard
Fellay and Alfonso de Galarreta, the two who would confer the consecrations of 1 July. These are the Society’s own
figures, published on its own information service.59 A body with two bishops and 733 priests dependent on them for
ordination and confirmation faced, in 2026, exactly the problem the founder had faced in 1988.

On 2 February 2026 the Society’s General House announced that episcopal consecrations would take place at Écône on
1 July 2026. On 12 February the Superior General, Father Davide Pagliarani, met Cardinal Víctor Manuel Fernández,
Prefect of the Dicastery for the Doctrine of the Faith. According to the Society’s communiqué of 19 February,
the cardinal proposed “a path of specifically theological dialogue, according to a very precise methodology,” to
establish “the minimum requirements for full communion with the Catholic Church,” on condition that the announced
consecrations be suspended; the Superior General submitted the proposal to his council and answered in writing on
18 February, declining to make the consecrations conditional on the dialogue.60

13.2 The Roman warnings of May and June

The Holy See’s first published act of 2026 in this matter is a declaration of Cardinal Fernández, issued through the
press bulletin on 13 May 2026. It is four sentences long and does nothing but restate existing law. Concerning the
Society, it says, what has already been communicated is reaffirmed: the episcopal ordinations announced by the
Society do not have the corresponding pontifical mandate; this gesture “will constitute an act of a schismatic nature,”
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quoting Ecclesia Dei n. 3; and “formal adherence to the schism constitutes a grave offence against God and carries
the excommunication established by the law of the Church,” quoting Ecclesia Dei 5 c) and referring to the 1996
explanatory note of the Pontifical Council for Legislative Texts. The Holy Father, it adds, continues to ask the Holy
Spirit to enlighten those responsible so that they may turn back from the most grave decision they have taken.61

On 26 May the Society published the names of the four priests to be consecrated: Pascal Schreiber, rector of the
seminary at Zaitzkofen; Michael Goldade, rector of the seminary at Dillwyn; Michel Poinsinet de Sivry, superior of
the Benelux district; and Marc Hanappier, professor at Dillwyn. On 24 June it published an open letter to Leo XIV,
signed by the Superior General with his assistants and counsellors, accompanied by a lengthy Profession of Catholic
Faith.62

On 29 June 2026, the solemnity of Saints Peter and Paul, Pope Leo XIV wrote to the Superior General. The letter is
short, and its official English text is unambiguous. The Church, he writes, recognizes the devotion to liturgical life, the
commitment to priestly formation, the apostolic zeal and the desire for fidelity to Tradition that characterize many
people and communities connected to the Society, and this has motivated his predecessors’ attentive and generous
attitude. Then: “filled with Christian affection, I plead with you and ask you with all my heart: please turn back! I
urge you to consider carefully the spiritual good of the faithful, because the schismatic act you are about to undertake
would deprive them of the licit and, in some cases, even valid reception of the Sacraments, which they love and seek
for their sanctification.” The Church remains open to a path of dialogue; but “to tear the seamless garment of Christ
is a sin of extreme gravity,” and “with a sorrowful yet hopeful heart, I feel it is my duty, through the authority
received from Christ, to ask you to desist from your intended act.”63

Act or witness: Letter of Leo XIV, 29 June 2026 (French original; official English on the Holy See website).
What it establishes: A personal papal request, made the day before the ceremony and by the authority received
from Christ, that the Society desist; a papal characterization of the intended act as schismatic; and a papal
warning that it would deprive the faithful of the licit and in some cases valid reception of the sacraments.
Limit: An appeal, not a penal decree. It imposes nothing and declares nothing; the penal act came on 2 July
from the doctrinal dicastery. Its warning about validity is stated in general terms and is not, in the letter itself,
tied to named sacraments or to the revocation of any earlier faculty.

13.3 1 July 2026: the consecrations

On 1 July 2026, the feast of the Most Precious Blood, at the seminary of Saint Pius X at Écône, Bishop Alfonso
de Galarreta, assisted by Bishop Bernard Fellay, consecrated the four priests. The Society’s statement of that day
describes them as consecrated “to serve as auxiliary bishops of the Society of Saint Pius X, without jurisdiction,”
regrets that the consecrations “had to be conferred without the authorization of the Holy Father” and that the
Superior General had not been received personally by Leo XIV, and gives thanks for what it calls a very great grace
for the Society and for the whole Church.64

At the point in the rite where the apostolic mandate is read, the Society’s Secretary General instead read a declaration
setting out the reasons for proceeding. Its published English text states that “entirely exceptional circumstances”
require the Society to provide for the transmission of the deposit of faith; that since the Second Vatican Council “the
authorities in the Church have been animated by a spirit that is contrary to that of the Faith”; that it is therefore
a sacred duty before God to consecrate bishops faithful to Tradition; and—the sentence that defines the canonical
dispute—“we consider that every punishment and censure brought to bear against this step will have no validity.”65

13.4 2 July 2026: the decree

On 2 July 2026 the Dicastery for the Doctrine of the Faith published a decree and an explanatory note, both under
protocol number 99/2009—the same file number the Roman dossier has carried since the year of the remission. The
decree is signed by Cardinal Víctor M. Fernández, Prefect; Archbishop John J. Kennedy, titular of Ossero, Secretary
for the Disciplinary Section; and Monsignor Armando Matteo, Secretary for the Doctrinal Section. Its content, in
order:66

1. Notwithstanding the admonitions addressed to the Superior General of the Society, Bishop Alfonso de Galarreta,
having performed an act of a schismatic nature by the episcopal consecration of four presbyters without
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pontifical mandate and against the will of the Supreme Pontiff, incurred ipso facto the penalties provided by
canon 1387 and canon 1364 § 1 of the Code as revised in 2021.

2. The decree declares, for all juridical effects, that the said Bishop de Galarreta and Pascal Schreiber, Michael
Goldade, Michel Poinsinet de Sivry and Marc Hanappier have incurred ipso facto the excommunication latae
sententiae reserved to the Apostolic See.

3. It declares further that Bishop Bernard Fellay, having taken part directly in the liturgical celebration as
co-consecrator and having thus publicly adhered to the schismatic act, incurred the excommunication latae
sententiae provided by canon 1364 § 1.

4. It admonishes clerics and lay faithful not to adhere to the schism of the Society, since they would ipso facto
incur the penalty of excommunication latae sententiae.

Two differences from 1988 are worth marking. The consecrator is penalized under both the consecration canon and
the schism canon, and the co-consecrator under the schism canon by reason of public adherence—a route not used in
the 1988 declaration, which rested on the consecration canon alone. And the final admonition is addressed to clerics
and laity generally, in advance.

13.5 The explanatory note

The note, published with the decree and under the same protocol number, is the document with the wider reach.
It opens by observing that from the time of Saint Paul VI to the most recent conversations held at the Dicastery,
the many attempts to bring the adherents of the movement begun by Archbishop Lefebvre to full communion have
proved vain, and that the situation has been further aggravated by the recent consecrations; the Dicastery therefore
judges it necessary to note that the act has constituted the delict of schism, with canonical consequences for sacred
ministers and lay faithful, recalling Ecclesia Dei n. 3 on disobedience that carries a practical rejection of the Roman
primacy. Then, “from now on”:67

• the sacred ministers belonging to the Society “are in schism and must therefore be considered schismatics,” and
are subject to the excommunication provided by law in canon 1364 § 1;

• lay faithful who formally adhere to the Society under the conditions established in the 1996 note of the Pontifical
Council for Legislative Texts—“still in force, which this Dicastery makes its own”—are to be held schismatic and
excommunicated;

• the holy People of God is warned that the Society’s sacred ministers administer the sacraments illicitly, and that
“the sacrament of penance administered by them and the marriage at which they assist are invalid”;

• the Church will welcome with sincere affection those who wish to return to full communion, and the apostolic
nuncios will make available the procedures that ordinaries may use in the various cases;

• all the faithful are exhorted to remain firm in communion with the Roman Pontiff, with the bishops in communion
with him and with the whole Church, and to abstain from taking part in the celebrations and activities promoted
by the Society.

The note thereby does two things the decree does not. It adopts the 1996 consultative note as the Dicastery’s
own—which converts a curial council’s opinion into the operative standard of a competent dicastery, including its
case-by-case test for lay adherence. And it states the sacramental consequences that follow when a minister has no
faculty: penance and marriage, the two sacraments whose validity depends on faculty or delegation, are declared
invalid, while the note conspicuously does not say the same of the Eucharist, confirmation or orders, which it describes
only as illicitly administered.

13.6 The Society’s response and the recourse

The Society answered on three levels. On 3 July the Superior General wrote to Leo XIV, in a letter built on the
Gospel figures of the stone, the serpent and the scorpion, saying that the Society had asked for understanding and
had received condemnation, promising nonetheless that it would not receive “these new sanctions—objectively unjust
and invalid—with bitterness or revolt.”68
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On 11 July it lodged a canonical recourse, announced in a communiqué of 13 July: in response to the decree of 2 July,
the Society “submitted on 11 July a preliminary recourse to the same Dicastery, in accordance with canons 1734 and
following of the Code of Canon Law,” this being “the mandatory preliminary step before the possible introduction of
a hierarchical recourse,” and having, in the Society’s words, “the effect of suspending the execution of the decree, in
accordance with canon 1353.”69

The canons named are real and say what the Society says they say, up to a point that the Society’s communiqué
passes over. Canon 1734 § 1 does require a petition for revocation or emendation to the author of a decree before
recourse, and provides that the making of that petition is understood to include a request for suspension of execution;
canon 1353 does provide that appeal or recourse from judicial sentences or from decrees which impose or declare
any penalty has suspensive effect. Whether a declaratory decree concerning penalties incurred ipso facto produces,
through that canon, the suspension the Society claims, and what such a suspension would mean for penalties already
incurred by the law itself, is a contested question of canon law. The Holy See has published nothing on it. This
account records the claim, records its legal basis, and does not decide it.70

Finally, on 19 July, the Superior General wrote to the faithful, describing the ceremony and the storm that broke over
it, calling the condemnation “wholly unjust” and an “immense humiliation,” telling the faithful that “it is Tradition
itself . . . that is excommunicated in all those who embody it,” and that “before God, such a condemnation cannot be
valid.” The letter contains no announcement of any change of practice.71

13.7 Where the file stood at the end of July 2026

As of 25 July 2026 the Holy See had published no response to the recourse. The Holy See Press Office bulletins from
2 to 25 July 2026 contain no further item concerning the Society, and no act of the Dicastery, the Secretariat of State,
or the pope on the matter appeared on the Holy See website after 2 July.72

14 The Present Situation, Stated as the Acts State It

What follows is a description of the legal position created by the acts described above, expressed as far as possible in
their own terms. It is not legal advice, not a canonical opinion, and not a judgment about any person. Where the
acts leave a question open, this section says so and stops.

14.1 The Society as a body

No act of the Holy See has ever conferred canonical status on the Society of Saint Pius X since the suppression of
1975, and every Roman act that touches the question repeats that it has none: the Secretariat of State in 2009 (“at
the present moment enjoys no canonical recognition in the Catholic Church”), Benedict XVI in March 2009 (“the
Society has no canonical status in the Church”), Ecclesiae unitatem in July 2009 (the same, “until they are clarified”),
the Pontifical Commission Ecclesia Dei in 2017 (“the objective persistence of the canonical irregularity in which for
the time being the Society . . . finds itself”). The decree and note of 2 July 2026 do not alter that: penalties attach to
persons, and an institution with no canonical status is not the subject of a canonical penalty. What the note does is
characterize the condition of its ministers and of those who formally adhere to it.

14.2 Named persons

The decree of 2 July 2026 declares, for all juridical effects, that six named men have incurred excommunication latae
sententiae: Alfonso de Galarreta, as consecrator, under canon 1387 and canon 1364 § 1; Pascal Schreiber, Michael
Goldade, Michel Poinsinet de Sivry and Marc Hanappier, as those consecrated, with the reservation to the Apostolic
See; and Bernard Fellay, as co-consecrator, under canon 1364 § 1 by reason of public adherence to the schismatic
act. No other person is named in the decree. The Superior General is referred to only as the recipient of the prior
admonitions.
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14.3 Sacred ministers of the Society

The explanatory note states that the Society’s sacred ministers are in schism, are to be considered schismatics, and
are subject to the excommunication established by canon 1364 § 1; that they administer the sacraments illicitly; and
that the sacrament of penance administered by them and the marriages at which they assist are invalid. The note
gives this effect “from now on” (d’ora in poi).

14.4 Lay faithful

The note holds schismatic and excommunicated those lay faithful who formally adhere to the Society under the
conditions established in the 1996 note of the Pontifical Council for Legislative Texts, which it declares still in force
and makes its own. Those conditions are the two-element test—an internal option placed above obedience to the pope
and its external expression—and they include the 1996 note’s own qualifications: that exclusive participation in the
movement’s acts is a manifest but not univocal sign, that occasional participation without adopting the movement’s
attitude of doctrinal and disciplinary disunion is not sufficient, and that the various situations are to be judged case
by case in the competent forums. Adopting the note means adopting those qualifications with it. The note separately
exhorts all the faithful to abstain from taking part in the Society’s celebrations and activities: an exhortation, distinct
from the penal statement.

14.5 What the acts do not say

• They do not declare any lay person excommunicated by name, and they do not replace the case-by-case judgment
the adopted 1996 note requires.

• They do not state that the Eucharist, confirmation or holy orders conferred by the Society’s ministers are invalid;
the note calls the administration of the sacraments illicit and specifies invalidity only for penance and marriage—the
two sacraments whose validity depends on a faculty or delegation from competent authority.

• They do not expressly revoke the confession faculty extended indefinitely by Misericordia et misera 12 (2016) or
the marriage provision of 27 March 2017. The note’s statement that penance and marriage are invalid cannot
stand together with those grants remaining in force, and the natural reading is that the Dicastery regards them as
spent or superseded; but no act located for this account revokes them in terms. That is an unresolved question of
positive law, and this account does not resolve it.

• They do not address the two other bishops consecrated in 1988, Bernard Tissier de Mallerais and Richard
Williamson, whose situations were declared in 2012 to be matters for separate and individual treatment and who
are not named in any 2026 act reached here.

• They do not adjudicate the suppression of 1975, the recourse the Society says it lodged then, or the Society’s
contention that a state of necessity justifies its acts—though the 1996 note, now adopted by the Dicastery, states
that such a state must be objectively verified and that there is never a necessity to consecrate bishops against the
will of the Roman Pontiff.

14.6 The pending recourse

A preliminary recourse under canon 1734 was lodged with the Dicastery on 11 July 2026, according to the Society’s
communiqué of 13 July, and the Society asserts that it suspends the execution of the decree under canon 1353. No
response by the Holy See had been published as of 25 July 2026. Until the competent authority acts, the effect of the
recourse on the decree is a disputed question of law, and the Society’s assertion is recorded here as the party’s own.

Act or witness: Decree and explanatory note of the Dicastery for the Doctrine of the Faith, 2 July 2026, Prot.
N. 99/2009.
What it establishes: The present position as the competent dicastery states it: six named men excommunicated;
the Society’s sacred ministers in schism and excommunicated under canon 1364 § 1; formally adhering laity
likewise, on the 1996 test; sacraments administered illicitly, with penance and marriage invalid; nuncios to supply
procedures for returns.
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Limit: A dicasterial act declaring and explaining, published in the Holy See Press Office bulletin. As of 25
July 2026 no response to the Society’s recourse had been published; no express revocation of the 2016 and 2017
faculties was located; and the questions of 1975 remain untouched.

15 Answering the Governing Question

The question this account began with was what the documents establish about the Society of Saint Pius X between
1970 and 2026. Six answers can be given with confidence, and they are worth stating together, because each of them
cuts across a claim commonly made by one side or the other.

First: the Society was juridically erected, and the erection is attested by Rome’s own later acts. A body
approved by a diocesan bishop on 1 November 1970 and commended by the Congregation for the Clergy in February
1971 is not a private association, and Paul VI’s refusal in 1976 to revoke its “juridical suppression” presupposes that
it once existed in law. Accounts that treat the Society as never having had canonical existence are contradicted by
the papal letter itself.

Second: the ground of the 1975 decision was the Declaration of 1974, not the liturgy. The Cardinals’
Commission judged on 6 May 1975 that on the foundation laid by that Declaration no priestly formation answering
the Church’s needs could be built, and Paul VI endorsed the judgment. The liturgical dispute is real and runs
through every document, but the Roman acts consistently treat it as a symptom of a position about authority. Four
pontificates repeated that diagnosis: 1976, 1988, 2009, 2026.

Third: the procedural questions raised in 1975 have never been answered on the public record. The
suppressing decree, the commission’s letters, and the fate of the recourse are not published in any witness reached in
this research; the official gazette of 1975 does not mention Archbishop Lefebvre at all. That is not evidence that the
suppression was irregular. It is evidence that anyone—in either direction—who claims to know how the procedure ran
is claiming more than the public record supports.

Fourth: the penalties of 1988 and 2026 attach to persons and acts, and the Roman acts have been
consistent about what they reach. Excommunication touched six named men in 1988 and six named men in
2026. Formal adherence has, since 1988, carried excommunication by the general law, but the only official elaboration
of what formal adherence means—the 1996 note, adopted by the Dicastery in 2026—insists on a two-element test and
on case-by-case judgment, and expressly says that occasional participation is not sufficient. The severe institutional
statements of 2026 rest on that same qualified test.

Fifth: the remission of 2009 restored a great deal less than it is usually said to have restored, and
Rome said so at once. It lifted one censure for four men. It did not confer status, office, faculty, or legitimate
ministry, and three separate Roman acts within six months said so in terms. The pattern repeats with the faculties of
2015–2017: real concessions, made for the good of the faithful, each accompanied by an explicit statement that the
Society’s canonical situation was unchanged. Rome’s practice for a quarter of a century was to separate the good of
souls from the status of the institution, and to concede on the first while refusing on the second.

Sixth: 2026 repeated 1988 with a wider reach and a harder edge. The consecrator was penalized under both
the consecration canon and the schism canon; the co-consecrator under the schism canon for public adherence; the
ministers of the Society were declared schismatic as a class; and the sacramental consequences—illicit administration
throughout, invalid penance and marriage—were stated to the faithful directly. Against that stands a recourse lodged
on 11 July under canon 1734, a claim of suspensive effect under canon 1353, and, at this account’s cutoff, silence.

What the documents do not permit is a verdict. Two questions of law remain formally open at the as-of date: the
effect of the pending recourse, and the fate of the 2016 and 2017 faculties, which no located act revokes and which
the note of 2 July 2026 presupposes to be spent. Two questions of fact remain closed to the public: what the Gagnon
report said, and what the protocol of 5 May 1988 and the Doctrinal Preamble of 2011 actually contained. And one
question is not a question of law or of fact at all, but the substance of the fifty-six-year dispute: whether fidelity to
the Catholic tradition can be maintained against the judgment of the authority that the same tradition holds to be
its guardian. On that, the Holy See has given its answer repeatedly since 1976, the Society has given the contrary
answer as often, and a source-first history can do no more than set the two answers beside each other with their dates
and their signatures attached.
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16 Notes

1. Acta Apostolicae Sedis 39 (1947) 639, Sacra Congregatio de Propaganda Fide, Provisio Ecclesiarum: to the titular see
of Anthedon “R. P. Marcellum Lefebvre, Congregationis S. Spiritus sodalem, quem constituit Vicarium Apostolicum de
Dakar,” under the date 12 June 1947. Read in the Holy See’s scanned Acta fascicle for 1947 (see the References for the
archive URL); all Acta volumes cited in this account were read in the Vatican web archive on 2026-07-25.

2. Acta Apostolicae Sedis 40 (1948) 560–561, same congregation and rubric, under 22 September 1948: “Titulari archiepiscopali
Ecclesiae Arcadiopolitanae Exc. P. D. Marcellum Lefebvre, Vicarium Apostolicum de Dakar. . . quem Delegatum Apostolicum
de Dakar deputavit.” The delegation’s territorial extent is not stated in the entry and is not asserted here beyond the title
itself.

3. Acta Apostolicae Sedis 54 (1962) 107, Sacra Congregatio Consistorialis, under 23 January 1962: “Cathedrali Ecclesiae
Tutelensi Exc. P. D. Marcellum Lefebvre, hactenus Archiepiscopum Dakarensem, cui servavit archiepiscopalem titulum ad
personam.” The erection of the metropolitan see of Dakar and his appointment to it were not separately checked in the
Acta for this account; the 1962 entry is used only for the fact that he held it until then. This is why Roman documents of
the 1970s style him Archiepiscopus-Episcopus olim Tutelensis.

4. Acta Apostolicae Sedis 54 (1962) 301 (Diarium Romanae Curiae, “Nomine”), 4 April 1962: Archbishop-Bishop of Tulle
Marcel Lefebvre and Bishop Andrea van den Bronk named consultors of Propaganda Fide.

5. Acta Apostolicae Sedis 54 (1962) 735, under 7 August 1962: “Titulari archiepiscopali Ecclesiae Synnadensi in Phrygia Exc.
P. D. Marcellum Lefebvre, hactenus Archiepiscopum-Episcopum Tutelensem.” The Acta entry states the transfer, not its
cause.

6. Bounded negative: the Acta volumes and fascicles checked for this account (1947, 1948, 1962, 1971, 1974, 1975, 1976, 1984,
1988, 2009, 2015–2017) contain no act concerning the Spiritan generalate. The election and resignation dates are reported
by the Society and by general reference works and are used here only as uncontested background, not as evidence for any
contested claim.

7. The Acta Synodalia of Vatican II were not consulted for this account; conciliar-period claims about Archbishop Lefebvre’s
interventions are therefore not asserted. What is documented, and what matters for the institutional history, is the position
he took after the Council, which the Roman acts of 1975–1976 quote and answer directly. See the sections on 1974 and
1976 below.

8. The Society’s institutional history, “A Beautiful Mystery: The History of the Society of St. Pius X” (sspx.org, United
States District), read 2026-07-25, and its notice “Joyful consequence of November 1, 1970” (sspx.org, District of Australia
and New Zealand, 1 November 2013). These are party sources and are used here only for the Society’s own account of its
origins; the account’s dates for the Fribourg house are not independently verified. The one datum in this paragraph that
rests on a Roman witness—the approval of 1 November 1970 by Bishop Charrière—is discussed and sourced in the next
section.

9. Paul VI, letter to Archbishop Lefebvre, 11 October 1976, section III B: “Nos minime revocare posse iuridicam suppressionem
Fraternitatis sacerdotalis Sancti Pii X.” Latin text on the Holy See website (https://www.vatican.va/content/paul-v
i/la/letters/1976/documents/hf_p-vi_let_19761011_arc-lefebvre.html), read 2026-07-25. A refusal to revoke
a suppression is evidence that the Holy See regarded the body as having been juridically erected and then juridically
suppressed; it is not evidence of the terms of either act.

10. “Cardinal Wright’s letter of approval for the SSPX,” dated 18 February 1971, as published in English by the Society of
Saint Pius X (sspx.org, United States District, and the notice of the District of Australia and New Zealand of 1 November
2013), read 2026-07-25. Party-hosted transcription and translation: the host is the beneficiary of the letter, the translator
is unnamed, and no Latin original or Acta printing was located. The letter is not in Acta Apostolicae Sedis 63 (1971):
a literal search of the text layer of the Holy See’s scanned volume returns no occurrence of the name Lefebvre (checked
2026-07-25), a bounded negative over one volume’s optical text rather than a proof that no Roman act of 1971 touched the
Society. It is used here for the fact of a congregational acknowledgement and commendation and for the recital of the 1
November 1970 approbation; no juridical effect is claimed for it.

11. See the statistics discussed in the section on the second rupture. The Society publishes an annual snapshot; the figures
used here are those it published for 1 November 2025.

12. “Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre’s 1974 Declaration” (sspx.org, United States District, 21 November 2024), read 2026-07-25,
which prefaces the Declaration with this account of the visitors’ remarks and dates the visit ten days before the Declaration;
and the Society’s institutional history cited above. Party sources reporting private conversations. Bounded negative: no
appointment decree, mandate, report, or communiqué of the 1974 visitation was located on the Holy See website, and a
literal search of the text layer of the scanned Acta Apostolicae Sedis 66 (1974) and 67 (1975) returns no occurrence of the
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name Marcel Lefebvre at all—the only hits in the 1975 volume belong to a different person (checked 2026-07-25). What
Rome concluded from the visitation is known only from what followed.

13. Quoted from the Society’s published English text of the Declaration of 21 November 1974 (sspx.org, 21 November 2024),
read 2026-07-25. This is a party-hosted translation whose translator is not identified and whose French original was not
located in an independent witness; the quotations are given as the Society’s own English wording. The Declaration’s date is
independently confirmed by Paul VI, who refers to “pronuntiatio tua, die XXI mensis Novembris anno MCMLXXIV facta”
(letter of 11 October 1976, section III B), and its central phrase is independently attested by the same letter (next note).

14. Paul VI, letter of 11 October 1976, section I: “diffidendi ipsi Sedi Apostolicae, quam «Romam ad neo-modernismum et
neo-protestantismum proclivem» esse criminaris.” The English words in the text above paraphrase the Latin; no project
translation of the papal letter is offered. This is the strongest available evidence for the Declaration’s wording, because it is
a Roman act quoting the document.

15. Paul VI, letter of 11 October 1976, section III B: “sed, quemadmodum merito prorsus iudicavit Nostra Commissio
Cardinalium die VI mensis Maii MCMLXXV, super tale fundamentum nulla exstrui potest institutio aut formatio
sacerdotalis congruens necessitatibus Ecclesiae Christi.” The demonstrative tale fundamentum refers to the Declaration
named in the preceding sentence.

16. Paul VI, letter of 11 October 1976, section III B. The Latin is quoted in the preceding section’s notes. The letter names
neither the members of the commission nor the form of its act; the membership generally reported—Cardinals Gabriel-Marie
Garrone, John Wright, and Arturo Tabera—is not established here from any official witness.

17. The Society’s institutional history states that “the new bishop of Fribourg suddenly suppressed the SSPX, May 6, 1975”
(sspx.org, “A Beautiful Mystery”), read 2026-07-25. Bounded negative: no decree of Bishop Mamie, no letter of the
Cardinals’ Commission, and no communiqué about either was located in Acta Apostolicae Sedis 67 (1975) or on vatican.va;
a literal search of the scanned 1975 volume’s text layer returns no occurrence of the founder’s name (checked 2026-07-25).
The date and authorship of the suppression are therefore reported here on the Society’s authority, corroborated only in
substance—not in form—by Paul VI’s 1976 statement that a juridical suppression existed.

18. The quoted words are Archbishop Lefebvre’s, as reproduced by the Society from his Open Letter to Confused Catholics in
the notice “Joyful consequence of November 1, 1970” (sspx.org, 1 November 2013), read 2026-07-25. Party source quoting
a party document; the underlying book was not consulted.

19. Paul VI, allocution in the secret consistory, 24 May 1976, Italian text on the Holy See website (https://www.vatican.
va/content/paul-vi/it/speeches/1976/documents/hf_p-vi_spe_19760524_concistoro.html), § 2 a): “. . . si rifiuta
l’autorità di oggi, in nome di quella di ieri. E il fatto è tanto più grave, in quanto l’opposizione di cui parliamo non è
soltanto incoraggiata da alcuni sacerdoti, ma capeggiata da un Vescovo, da Noi tuttavia sempre venerato, Monsignor
Marcel Lefebvre.” The Latin of the same allocution is printed in Acta Apostolicae Sedis 68 (1976) 369–378, the passage
naming Lefebvre at 373. Read 2026-07-25. English wording in the text above is a paraphrase; this account offers no project
translation of the allocution.

20. Same allocution, § 2 a). The 1971 provision referred to is the instruction of the Congregation for Divine Worship on Masses
sine populo; this account cites it only as the allocution describes it and does not independently reconstruct the 1971 faculty.

21. Paul VI, letter of 11 October 1976, section II: “Nonne, hac ductus mente, sine litteris dimissoriis et contra apertum vetitum
Nostrum sacerdotes ordinasti, constituens quendam gregem presbyterorum, qui in Ecclesia sunt irregulares gravibusque
poenis ecclesiasticis innodati?” The letter does not give the date of the ordinations; 29 June 1976 is the Society’s date.

22. Paul VI, letter of 11 October 1976: section I (“ne illius quidem rei, propter quam suspensio a divinis tibi est irrogata”),
section II (“neque suspensione a divinis te commoveri fateris”), section III A (“Hoc enim prima condicio est, et suspensio a
divinis tollatur”), and the closing warning that if the required declaration is refused, “suspensus a divinis manebis.” The
suspension’s date of 22 July 1976 and its attribution to the Prefect of the Congregation for Bishops are taken from the
Society’s account and were not verified in an official witness; a literal search of the scanned Acta Apostolicae Sedis 68
(1976) finds the founder’s name only in the consistory allocution (checked 2026-07-25).

23. Same letter, section II: “asseveras suspensionem a divinis, in quam incurristi, tantummodo ad sacramentorum celebrationem
referri secundum ritum renovatum . . . quam — eo enim progrederis — schismaticam appellas, arbitrans te poenam istam
devitare, si sacramenta administras anterioribus formulis utens.”

24. Paul VI, letter to Archbishop Lefebvre, 15 August 1976, French text on the Holy See website (https://www.vatican.
va/content/paul-vi/fr/letters/1976/documents/hf_p-vi_let_19760815_mons-lefebvre.html), read 2026-07-25:
“l’insoutenable irrégularité de votre position présente. . . Ayez l’humilité, Frère, et le courage de rompre la chaîne illogique
qui vous rend étranger et hostile à l’Église.” The English words above paraphrase the French; no project translation is
offered.

25. Paul VI, letter of 11 October 1976, opening: “Cum te die XI mensis Septembris hoc anno in Arce Gandulfi coram admisimus,
facultatem tibi fecimus cogitata tua ac desideria libere proferendi . . . Per mensem exspectavimus.” No minutes of the
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audience are published by the Holy See; the Society has published its own transcription of a recording, which this account
has not used as evidence for what was said.

26. Same letter, opening section, quoting Lefebvre’s letter of 16 September 1976 and commenting: “Quomodo interpretanda
sunt haec pauca verba — per se quidem probanda — quibus tota responsio tua continetur?”

27. Paul VI, letter of 11 October 1976, section III A, which introduces the list as “a minimum which every Catholic bishop
must embrace” (“de minima quadam parte, quam amplectatur oportet omnis catholicus Episcopus”) and states that the
declaration is the first condition, upon which the suspension a divinis would be lifted. The six numbered items above
summarize the letter’s own paragraphs in order; they are a paraphrase, not a translation.

28. Same letter, section III B: “te iubeamus committere Nobis officium et regimen operum tuorum, potissimumque seminariorum
. . . seminaria illa, quae nullum habent canonicum statum in Ecclesia”; and on the ordained, “sanctiones, in quas illi
incurrerunt vi canonum 985, 7 et 2374.” In the 1917 Code, canon 985 lists irregularities arising from delict—the seventh
concerning those who perform an act of an order reserved to clerics in sacred orders while lacking that order or while
forbidden its exercise by a canonical penalty—and canon 2374 attaches an ipso facto suspension from the order received to
one who approached orders without, or with false, dimissorial letters. The subject-matter of both canons was located in
the uncorrected optical transcription of the 1918 Vatican Polyglot printing registered in this repository’s source library; the
page images of these two canons were not inspected, and no wording is quoted from the transcription.

29. The Society’s published annual statistics are discussed with their figures in the section on the second rupture below. No
independent census of the Society exists, and none is attempted here.

30. Congregation for Divine Worship, letter De usu Missalis Romani iuxta editionem typicam anni MCMLXII, 3 October 1984,
Acta Apostolicae Sedis 76 (1984) 1088–1089, signed by Archbishop Augustin Mayer, O.S.B., pro-prefect, and Archbishop
Virgilio Noè, secretary, protocol 686/84; read in the Holy See’s scanned Acta volume on 2026-07-25. The same letter is the
act cited in footnote 9 of Ecclesia Dei (1988).

31. Same letter, conditions a–e. Paraphrase from the Latin; no project translation is offered.

32. John Paul II, letter to Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, 8 April 1988, Acta Apostolicae Sedis 80 (1988) 1121–1125, at 1124–1125
(Italian text): “. . . i problemi collegati alla «Fraternité di Pio X», fondata e guidata dall’Arcivescovo M. Lefebvre . . . L’ultimo
di tali sforzi è stata la visita canonica fatta dal Cardinale E. Gagnon.” Read in the Holy See’s scanned Acta volume on
2026-07-25. The letter attests the visitation, its visitor, and its purpose as the pope describes it. It does not publish the
visitor’s report, and no report was located; claims about the report’s contents or conclusions circulate on both sides and
are not evidenced here.

33. John Paul II, motu proprio Ecclesia Dei, 2 July 1988, n. 6 a); Latin in Acta Apostolicae Sedis 80 (1988) 1495–1498, at 1498
(“iuxta Protocollum superiore die 5 mensis Maii obsignatum a Cardinali Ratzinger et ab Archiepiscopo Lefebvre”), English
on the Holy See website. Benedict XVI, motu proprio Ecclesiae unitatem, 2 July 2009, n. 2, quoting the same clause: Acta
Apostolicae Sedis 101 (2009) 710–711, at 710. Both read 2026-07-25.

34. Bounded negative: a literal search of the text layer of the scanned Acta Apostolicae Sedis 80 (1988) finds the founder’s name
only in the papal letter of 8 April and in Ecclesia Dei; the protocol is nowhere printed there, and no official publication of
its text was located on vatican.va (checked 2026-07-25). What is officially established is its date, its two signatories, and
the fact that the Holy See continued to treat it as the reference point for reconciliation.

35. Ecclesia Dei, footnote 1: “Cf. Nota informativa diei 16 Iunii 1988 in diurnario «L’Osservatore Romano» (17 Iunii 1988),
pp. 1–2” (Acta Apostolicae Sedis 80 (1988) 1495 n. 1). Bounded negative: the text of that note was not located in any
digital witness reached for this account. Its existence, date, and place of publication are officially attested by the footnote
itself.

36. Ecclesia Dei, n. 3 (English, Holy See website): “notwithstanding the formal canonical warning sent to them by the Cardinal
Prefect of the Congregation for Bishops on 17 June last.”

37. Pontifical Council for Legislative Texts, explanatory note Sulla scomunica per scisma in cui incorrono gli aderenti al
movimento del Vescovo Marcel Lefebvre, 24 August 1996, covering letter (Italian text on the Holy See website; published in
Communicationes 29 [1997] 239–243), read 2026-07-25.

38. Attestations: Pontifical Council for Legislative Texts, note of 24 August 1996, n. 1 (“il Decreto «Dominus Marcellus Lefebvre»
della Congregazione per i Vescovi, del 1 luglio 1988”); Secretariat of State, note Notandum circa excommunicationem
quattuor Praesulum Fraternitatis Sancti Pii X, 4 February 2009, n. 1, Acta Apostolicae Sedis 101 (2009) 145–146 (the
penalty incurred on 30 June 1988 and “formally declared on 1 July of the same year”); Congregation for Bishops, decree of
21 January 2009, Acta Apostolicae Sedis 101 (2009) 150–151 (“la scomunica latae sententiae formalmente dichiarata con
Decreto del Prefetto di questa Congregazione per i Vescovi in data 1o luglio 1988”). Bounded negative: the decree itself is
absent from the 1988 Acta volume, whose only Lefebvre entries are at pages 1121 and 1495 (index checked 2026-07-25).
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39. Ecclesia Dei, n. 3 with footnotes 3 and 4 (Acta Apostolicae Sedis 80 (1988) 1496): “Cf. Codex Iuris Canonici, can. 751”;
“Cf. ibid., can. 1382.” The English quoted in the text is the Holy See’s own English version. The 1983 Code’s canon 1382
was renumbered 1387 in the Book VI revised by Pascite gregem Dei (2021); the substance of the offence is unchanged, and
the 2026 decree cites the new number. This account never projects the new numbering backward.

40. The Society’s own institutional history and its published chapter communiqués, read 2026-07-25. Note that the Superior
General after 2018 is a priest, not a bishop: the Society’s bishops hold no office of government in it. Its own statistical
page states that the ministerial function of its bishops “being limited to the administration of the sacraments of Holy
Orders and Confirmation, our bishops neither receive nor claim any episcopal jurisdiction over priests or the faithful” (sspx
statistics for 1 November 2025, published 4 January 2026).

41. Pontifical Council for Legislative Texts, note of 24 August 1996 (Italian text on the Holy See website; Communicationes 29
[1997] 239–243), read 2026-07-25. The covering letter identifies the request of Bishop Norbert Brunner of Sion, transmitted
by letter of 26 July 1996.

42. Same note, nn. 1–4. Paraphrase from the Italian; no project translation is offered. The note’s n. 4 also declines to assess a
canonist’s contrary thesis reported in the press, because that thesis was not known to the Council.

43. Same note, nn. 5–8, again paraphrased.

44. Benedict XVI, Ecclesiae unitatem, 2 July 2009, n. 3, Acta Apostolicae Sedis 101 (2009) 710, with footnote 3 citing
Summorum Pontificum (7 July 2007), Acta Apostolicae Sedis 99 (2007) 777–781. The characterization quoted is the Holy
See’s own, in its later act; the text of Summorum Pontificum itself is not analyzed in this account, which is a history of the
Society and not of liturgical law. Its later abrogation and replacement by Traditionis custodes (16 July 2021) lie outside
this account’s object and are noted only because they form the background of the 2020s.

45. Congregation for Bishops, decree of 21 January 2009, Acta Apostolicae Sedis 101 (2009) 150–151, at 150, quoting the letter
of 15 December 2008. The English rendering above paraphrases the Italian closely; the decree’s original is Italian and this
account offers no project translation of it. Read in the Holy See’s scanned Acta fascicle for February 2009, 2026-07-25.

46. Same decree, at 151: “In base alle facoltà espressamente concessemi dal Santo Padre Benedetto XVI, in virtù del presente
Decreto, rimetto ai Vescovi . . . la censura di scomunica latae sententiae dichiarata da questa Congregazione il 1o luglio
1988, mentre dichiaro privo di effetti giuridici, a partire dall’odierna data, il Decreto a quel tempo emanato.”

47. Secretariat of State, note Notandum circa excommunicationem quattuor Praesulum Fraternitatis Sancti Pii X, 4 February
2009, Acta Apostolicae Sedis 101 (2009) 145–146, read 2026-07-25.

48. Benedict XVI, Letter to the Bishops of the Catholic Church concerning the remission of the excommunication of the four
Bishops consecrated by Archbishop Lefebvre, 10 March 2009; Italian text in Acta Apostolicae Sedis 101 (2009) 270–276,
at 272, English on the Holy See website (https://www.vatican.va/content/benedict-xvi/en/letters/2009/documen
ts/hf_ben-xvi_let_20090310_remissione-scomunica.html), from which the block quotation is taken verbatim. Read
2026-07-25.

49. Benedict XVI, Ecclesiae unitatem, 2 July 2009, nn. 4–6, Acta Apostolicae Sedis 101 (2009) 710–711; the English sentence
quoted is the Holy See’s own version. Read 2026-07-25.

50. Holy See Press Office, communiqué Incontro tra la Congregazione per la Dottrina della Fede e la Fraternità Sacerdotale
San Pio X, bulletin B0532 of 14 September 2011 (https://press.vatican.va/content/salastampa/it/bollettino/pu
bblico/2011/09/14/0532/01275.html), read 2026-07-25. The Italian is the original text; the French version was issued
simultaneously. Participants named: Cardinal William Levada, Prefect and President of the Commission Ecclesia Dei;
Archbishop Luis Ladaria, S.I., secretary of the Congregation; Monsignor Guido Pozzo, secretary of the Commission; Bishop
Bernard Fellay and the Society’s two general assistants, Niklaus Pfluger and Alain-Marc Nély.

51. Same communiqué of 14 September 2011; the sentence quoted in the text renders the Italian closely and is given here as a
paraphrase, the Italian being the original. The text of the Preamble itself has never been published by the Holy See and
was not located for this account: a bounded negative that matters, because both parties have characterized its contents
without publishing them.

52. Holy See Press Office, communiqué of 16 March 2012, bulletin B0158 (https://press.vatican.va/content/salastampa/
it/bollettino/pubblico/2012/03/16/0158/00366.html), read 2026-07-25; Italian original with French version.

53. Holy See Press Office, communiqué of 14 June 2012 reporting the meeting of 13 June 2012, bulletin B0355 (https:
//press.vatican.va/content/salastampa/it/bollettino/pubblico/2012/06/14/0355/00833.html), read 2026-07-25.

54. Holy See Press Office, communiqué of 19 July 2012, bulletin B0427 (https://press.vatican.va/content/salastampa/
it/bollettino/pubblico/2012/07/19/0427/00994.html), read 2026-07-25; the English version is the original for that
communiqué’s English text.
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55. “Episcopal Consecrations: Updated Dossier” (fsspx.news, 24 March 2026, updated thereafter), which lists among its “official
documents” a “Letter from Cardinal Müller to Bishop Fellay, 6 June 2017” and a “Letter from Father Pagliarani to Bishop
Pozzo, 17 January 2019.” Read 2026-07-25. Party-hosted publication of correspondence; the Holy See has not published
either letter, and this account asserts nothing about their contents beyond the fact that the Society presents them as such.

56. Francis, letter to Archbishop Rino Fisichella, 1 September 2015, Acta Apostolicae Sedis 107 (2015) 974–976, at 976 (Italian);
the English quoted is the Holy See’s own version on vatican.va (https://www.vatican.va/content/francesco/en/letter
s/2015/documents/papa-francesco_20150901_lettera-indulgenza-giubileo-misericordia.html). Read 2026-07-25.

57. Francis, apostolic letter Misericordia et misera, 20 November 2016, n. 12; Latin in Acta Apostolicae Sedis 108 (2016)
1319–1320 (“Anno Iubilari fidelibus dedimus copiam, qui varias ob causas ecclesias adeunt ubi sacerdotes Fraternitatis
Sancti Pii X sacra celebrant, ut ibi valide liciteque suorum peccatorum absolutionem sacramentalem recipere possent. . . ”),
English on vatican.va, from which the quotation is taken. Read 2026-07-25.

58. Pontifical Commission Ecclesia Dei, Epistula ad Praesules Conferentiarum Episcopalium quarum interest de licentia ad
celebranda matrimonia fidelium Fraternitatis Sancti Pii X, 27 March 2017; Italian in Acta Apostolicae Sedis 109 (2017)
426–427, English text in the Holy See Press Office bulletin B0218 of 4 April 2017 (https://press.vatican.va/conte
nt/salastampa/it/bollettino/pubblico/2017/04/04/0218/00485.html), from which the quotations are taken. Read
2026-07-25.

59. “SSPX Statistics 2025” (fsspx.news, 4 January 2026), read 2026-07-25. Self-reported; no independent verification exists or
is attempted here. The same page states that the Society’s bishops “neither receive nor claim any episcopal jurisdiction
over priests or the faithful.”

60. “Communiqué from the General House: the Society’s response to Rome” (fsspx.news, 19 February 2026), read 2026-07-25,
with the accompanying dossier “Episcopal Consecrations: Updated Dossier” (fsspx.news, from 24 March 2026). Party
sources reporting a private meeting and publishing the Society’s own correspondence; the quotations above are the Society’s
English rendering of what it says the cardinal proposed. Bounded negative: the same communiqué refers to “the statement
published by the Holy See on 12 February,” but no statement concerning the Society appears among the items of the Holy
See Press Office bulletins for February 2026 (all bulletin listings for that month checked 2026-07-25). Whatever was issued
on 12 February was not released through the ordinary bulletin channel, and this account does not reproduce it.

61. Dichiarazione di Sua Eminenza il Card. Víctor Manuel Fernández, Prefetto del Dicastero per la Dottrina della Fede, Holy
See Press Office bulletin B0403 of 13 May 2026 (https://press.vatican.va/content/salastampa/it/bollettino/pubb
lico/2026/05/13/0403/00788.html), read 2026-07-25. Italian original; the English above is a paraphrase with the quoted
phrases rendering the declaration’s own quotations of Ecclesia Dei.

62. The names and offices are given in the declaration read at the consecrations (below) and in the Society’s timeline of 14
July 2026; the open letter and profession are listed and published in the Society’s 2026 dossier. Party sources throughout.

63. Leo XIV, letter to the Reverend Father Davide Pagliarani, Superior General of the Priestly Fraternity of Saint Pius X,
29 June 2026; French original and official English on the Holy See website (https://www.vatican.va/content/leo-xiv
/en/letters/2026/documents/20260629-lettera-fraternita-sanpiox.html), published in the Holy See Press Office
bulletin B0563 of 30 June 2026. The block quotations are from the Holy See’s own English version. Read 2026-07-25.

64. “General House Statement Following the Episcopal Consecrations,” Écône, 1 July 2026 (fsspx.news), read 2026-07-25.
Party statement. The Society reports a very great gathering of priests, religious and faithful; its later timeline gives a
figure of 17,000 faithful from nearly seventy countries, which is self-reported and not verified here.

65. “«Habetis mandatum apostolicum? » | Declaration read before the episcopal consecrations” (fsspx.news, 2 July 2026), read
2026-07-25. Party text. The declaration also names the four priests with their offices.

66. Dicastery for the Doctrine of the Faith, Decreto, Prot. N. 99/2009, 2 July 2026, Holy See Press Office bulletin B0568
(https://press.vatican.va/content/salastampa/it/bollettino/pubblico/2026/07/02/0568/01077.html), read
2026-07-25. Italian original; the summary below paraphrases it clause by clause and offers no project translation.

67. Dicastery for the Doctrine of the Faith, Nota Esplicativa, Prot. N. 99/2009, 2 July 2026, same bulletin B0568 (https:
//press.vatican.va/content/salastampa/it/bollettino/pubblico/2026/07/02/0568/01078.html), read 2026-07-25.
Italian original; the summary paraphrases it. The note cites Ecclesia Dei 3 and 5 c), the 1996 note of the Pontifical Council
for Legislative Texts at nn. 5–7, canon 1364 § 1, canon 751, and Lumen gentium 22.

68. “Letter to the Holy Father regarding the Decree of the Dicastery for the Doctrine of the Faith,” Écône, 3 July 2026
(fsspx.news), read 2026-07-25. Party document; quotations are from the Society’s own English text.

69. “General House Communiqué: The Society Files a Recourse Against the Decree of 2 July 2026,” Menzingen, 13 July 2026
(fsspx.news), read 2026-07-25. Party document.

70. Canon 1353 (Codex Iuris Canonici, Book VI as revised in 2021): “Appellatio vel recursus a sententiis iudicialibus vel a
decretis, quae poenam quamlibet irrogent vel declarent, habent effectum suspensivum”; canon 1734 §§ 1–2 and canon 1737
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(Book VII) on the preliminary petition, the ten useful days for it, and the fifteen useful days for hierarchical recourse.
Latin texts read in the Holy See’s official web presentation of the Code on 2026-07-25 and registered in this repository’s
source library. The canons are quoted for what they provide; their application to this decree is precisely what is disputed.

71. “Letter from the Superior General to all the faithful of the Society of Saint Pius X,” Menzingen, 19 July 2026 (fsspx.news),
read 2026-07-25. Party document; quotations from the Society’s own English text.

72. Bounded negative: every bulletin listing for July 2026 was checked on 2026-07-25, and the only Society-related items
are the decree and note of 2 July (bulletin B0568). This is a bounded search of one publication channel on one date; a
non-public act, or an act published elsewhere, would not appear in it.

A Scope, Method, and Historical Coordinates

A.1 Identity and corpus boundary

Subject: the institutional and canonical history of the Priestly Society of Saint Pius X (SSPX/FSSPX), founded by
Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre, from its diocesan erection on 1 November 1970 to the acts of July 2026, told through
identified acts and documents. The account covers: the founder’s documented ecclesiastical career; the erection and
the Roman commendation of 1971; the apostolic visitation and Declaration of 1974; the Cardinals’ Commission
and suppression of 1975; the ordinations, suspension, papal correspondence and terms of 1976; the growth of the
institution, the 1984 indult, and the Gagnon visitation; the protocol, warning, consecrations, declaratory decree
and motu proprio of 1988; the 1996 note on formal adherence; the 2009 remission and its three clarifying acts; the
doctrinal discussions of 2009–2012 and the Doctrinal Preamble; the confession and marriage faculties of 2015–2017;
and the announcement, warnings, consecrations, penal decree, explanatory note and recourse of 2026.

Excluded: a general history of the Second Vatican Council, of the liturgical reform, of French traditionalism, of
sedevacantism, or of the wider traditionalist world; the distinct histories of the Priestly Fraternity of Saint Peter, of the
Institute of Christ the King Sovereign Priest, and of other institutes; biographies of the Society’s superiors, bishops,
or dissidents beyond what the institutional history requires; any liturgical-law study of Summorum Pontificum or
Traditionis custodes; any independent census or financial account of the Society; any assessment of the good faith,
culpability, or spiritual state of any person; and any pastoral advice about attending the Society’s chapels or receiving
sacraments there.

A.2 Evidence classes

Class Meaning

A Acts printed in Acta Apostolicae Sedis, read in the Holy See’s own scanned fascicles: appointment
entries of 1947–1962; the consistory allocution of 1976; Quattuor abhinc annos (1984); the papal
letter of 8 April 1988 and Ecclesia Dei (1988); the Secretariat of State note, the decree of remission,
the papal letter of 10 March and Ecclesiae unitatem (2009); the letter of 1 September 2015;
Misericordia et misera 12 (2016); the Ecclesia Dei Commission’s marriage letter (2017).

H Official Holy See texts published on vatican.va or in the Holy See Press Office bulletin, not (or not
yet) in the gazette: Paul VI’s letters of 15 August and 11 October 1976; the 1996 note of the
Pontifical Council for Legislative Texts; the press communiqués of 2011–2012; Cardinal Fernández’s
declaration of 13 May 2026; Leo XIV’s letter of 29 June 2026; the decree and explanatory note of 2
July 2026.

L Canonical texts read in the Holy See’s official web presentation of the 1983 Code as revised in 2021
(cann. 751, 1353, 1364, 1387, 1734, 1737, 1739), and the 1917 Code in the registered 1918 Vatican
Polyglot printing (cann. 985, 7° and 2374, located through the registered optical transcription only).

P Documents published by the Society of Saint Pius X on its own information services: the 1974
Declaration, the 1971 Wright letter in translation, institutional histories and statistics, the 2026
communiqués, declarations and letters. Interested-party sources, labelled as such wherever used.

N Bounded negative results: acts sought and not found in a named corpus on a named date, recorded
so that the search can be repeated and corrected.
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Class Meaning

S Project synthesis, drawn from the classes above and never attributed to a witness.

A.3 Method and viewpoint rules

Every consequential claim is tied to an identified act or witness with its date. Statements of the Holy See are
attributed to the organ that made them—pope, congregation or dicastery, council, press office—and statements
of the Society to the Society. Interested-party sources are labelled at the point of use, and are never allowed to
establish a contested fact against, or in the absence of, an official act; they are used for the Society’s own positions,
self-description, internal events, and self-reported numbers.

No text in any language is translated by this project. Quotations in English are taken from the Holy See’s own
English versions where these exist (Ecclesia Dei, the letter of 10 March 2009, Ecclesiae unitatem, Misericordia et
misera, the letter of 1 September 2015, the marriage letter of 27 March 2017, Leo XIV’s letter of 29 June 2026) or
from the Society’s own English texts where the document is the Society’s. Latin, Italian and French acts without an
official English version—Paul VI’s letters, the 1976 allocution, the 1996 note, the 2009 decree and note, the 2026
declaration, decree and explanatory note—are paraphrased, with short phrases quoted in the original.

This account decides no canonical question that competent authority has left open. In particular it does not decide
the regularity of the 1975 suppression, the existence or verification of a state of necessity, the validity or invalidity of
any penalty, the effect of the recourse of 11 July 2026, or the present force of the 2016 and 2017 faculties. Sacramental
statements are reported as the acts state them and are not extended by inference.

A.4 Canon-law control

Statements of current law rest on the 1983 Code of Canon Law of the Latin Church, whose Book VI was integrally
revised by the apostolic constitution Pascite gregem Dei of 23 May 2021, effective 8 December 2021. Penal provisions
are always named under the numbering in force at the time of the act described: the 1988 declaration rests on the
then canon 1382; the 2026 decree cites canon 1387 of the revised Book VI together with canon 1364 § 1. Historical
acts of 1976 are described under the 1917 Code then in force. This module is a study aid; it is not legal advice, and
independent canonical review remains outstanding.

A.5 Terminology

“Society of Saint Pius X” is conventional English usage and implies no canonical figure. “Suppression” is used of
the act the Holy See asserts and the Society contests, with the contest preserved. “Schismatic act,” “schism” and
“schismatic” appear only inside a dated act of competent authority or in explicit attribution. “Auxiliary bishop without
jurisdiction” is the Society’s own description of its bishops and is never treated as a recognized office. “Faculty,”
“delegation,” “censure,” “penalty,” “validity,” “liceity” and “status” are used technically and are not interchangeable.
“The 1962 books” is preferred to “the Latin Mass” where the exact liturgical books matter.

A.6 Material uncertainties preserved

The terms and canonical figure of the 1970 erection; the text, author and procedure of the 1975 suppression and the
fate of any recourse; the membership and juridical form of the Cardinals’ Commission; the date and signatory of the
1976 suspension a divinis; the contents of the Gagnon report; the text of the protocol of 5 May 1988, of the 1988
information note in L’Osservatore Romano, of the decree Dominus Marcellus Lefebvre, and of the 2011 Doctrinal
Preamble; whether any Holy See statement of 12 February 2026 was published and where; the effect of the recourse of
11 July 2026; and the present status of the 2016 and 2017 sacramental faculties. Each is flagged at the place where it
bears on the narrative.
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A.7 Rights, currentness, and review state

Project prose is original and intended for CC BY 4.0. Official texts of the Holy See are quoted within ordinary
scholarly limits with citation and remain subject to their own rights; documents published by the Society of Saint
Pius X are quoted briefly, with attribution, and remain its own. No liturgical text, image, facsimile, photograph or
logo is reproduced. Public web availability is not treated as a reuse licence.

All web sources were read on 2026-07-25, and the account states the position as of that date. This publication has
received internal editorial checking only. No independent historical, canonical, theological, or rights review has been
performed, and no ecclesiastical review or approval is claimed or implied. Nothing here is pastoral or legal advice.

A.8 Orientation timeline

Dates marked “(S)” are supplied by the Society and were not verified in an official act.

Date Act or event Witness used Status

1947-06-12 Lefebvre named titular bishop of Anthedon
and Vicar Apostolic of Dakar

AAS 39 (1947) 639 (A) Secure

1948-09-22 Titular archbishop of Arcadiopolis; Apostolic
Delegate for Dakar

AAS 40 (1948) 560–561 (A) Secure

1962-01-23 Transferred from Dakar to the see of Tulle,
archiepiscopal title retained

AAS 54 (1962) 107 (A) Secure

1962-08-07 Transferred to the titular see of Synnada in
Phrygia

AAS 54 (1962) 735 (A) Secure

1970-11-01 Bishop Charrière approves the Society in the
diocese of Lausanne, Geneva and Fribourg

Wright letter (P); presupposed
by Paul VI 1976 (H)

Fact secure; terms
unknown

1971-02-18 Cardinal Wright acknowledges the statutes
and commends the work

Society’s English text (P) Commendation
only

1974-11 Apostolic visitation of Écône Society account (P) Not in any Roman
act located (N)

1974-11-21 Declaration of Archbishop Lefebvre Society’s text (P); date and key
phrase in Paul VI’s letter (H)

Secure

1975-05-06 Judgment of the Cardinals’ Commission Paul VI, letter of 11 October
1976 (H)

Secure

1975-05-06 (S) Suppression by Bishop Mamie Society’s date and attribution
(P); suppression attested (H)

Fact secure;
document not
located

1976-05-24 Consistory allocution naming Lefebvre AAS 68 (1976) 369–378, at 373
(A); vatican.va Italian (H)

Secure

1976-06-29 (S) Ordinations without dimissorial letters, against
express prohibition

Paul VI, letter of 11 October
1976 (H)

Fact secure; date
from the Society

1976-07-22 (S) Suspension a divinis Attested repeatedly in Paul VI’s
letter (H)

Fact secure; date
and signatory from
the Society

1976-08-15 Papal letter on the “untenable irregularity” vatican.va French (H) Secure
1976-09-11 Audience at Castel Gandolfo Paul VI, letter of 11 October

1976 (H)
Secure

1976-10-11 Papal terms: declaration of adherence,
surrender of the works and seminaries

vatican.va Latin (H) Secure

1984-10-03 Quattuor abhinc annos: indult for the 1962
Missal under conditions

AAS 76 (1984) 1088–1089 (A) Secure

before
1988-04

Canonical visitation by Cardinal Gagnon John Paul II to Cardinal
Ratzinger (A)

Fact secure; report
unpublished

1988-04-08 Papal letter to Cardinal Ratzinger on the
Fraternity

AAS 80 (1988) 1121–1125 (A) Secure
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Date Act or event Witness used Status

1988-05-05 Protocol signed by Cardinal Ratzinger and
Archbishop Lefebvre

Ecclesia Dei 6 a) (A); Ecclesiae
unitatem 2 (A)

Existence secure;
text unpublished

1988-06-16 Information note in L’Osservatore Romano Ecclesia Dei, footnote 1 (A) Existence secure;
text not located

1988-06-17 Formal canonical warning by the Cardinal
Prefect of the Congregation for Bishops

Ecclesia Dei 3 (A) Secure

1988-06-30 Consecration of four bishops at Écône Ecclesia Dei 1 and 3 (A) Secure
1988-07-01 Decree Dominus Marcellus Lefebvre declaring

the excommunications
Attested in 1996 and twice in
2009 (A/H)

Existence secure;
not printed in
AAS (N)

1988-07-02 Ecclesia Dei: schismatic act, excommunication,
commission, liturgical generosity

AAS 80 (1988) 1495–1498 (A) Secure

1996-08-24 Note of the Pontifical Council for Legislative
Texts on formal adherence

vatican.va Italian;
Communicationes 29 (1997)
239–243 (H)

Secure;
consultative

2007-07-07 Summorum Pontificum AAS 99 (2007) 777–781, as cited
in Ecclesiae unitatem (A)

Cited, not
analyzed

2008-12-15 Bishop Fellay’s request for remission Quoted in the 2009 decree (A) Secure
2009-01-21 Decree remitting the excommunication of four

bishops
AAS 101 (2009) 150–151 (A) Secure

2009-02-04 Secretariat of State note: no change in the
Society’s juridical situation

AAS 101 (2009) 145–146 (A) Secure

2009-03-10 Benedict XVI to the bishops: discipline
distinguished from doctrine

AAS 101 (2009) 270–276 (A);
vatican.va English (H)

Secure

2009-07-02 Ecclesiae unitatem: the Commission joined to
the doctrinal congregation

AAS 101 (2009) 710–711 (A) Secure

2009-10 to
2011-04

Eight doctrinal meetings of the mixed
commission

Press communiqué of 14
September 2011 (H)

Secure

2011-09-14 Doctrinal Preamble handed to Bishop Fellay Same communiqué (H) Existence secure;
text unpublished

2012-03-16 Society’s response judged insufficient Press communiqué of 16 March
2012 (H)

Secure

2012-06-13 Draft proposing a personal prelature handed
over

Press communiqué of 14 June
2012 (H)

Secure

2012-07-19 Holy See awaits the Society’s official
communication

Press communiqué (H) Secure

2015-09-01 Jubilee faculty: valid and licit absolution by
the Society’s priests

AAS 107 (2015) 974–976 (A);
vatican.va English (H)

Secure

2016-11-20 Misericordia et misera 12 extends the faculty
“until further provisions”

AAS 108 (2016) 1319–1320 (A);
vatican.va English (H)

Secure

2017-03-27 Marriage provision through the local
ordinary’s delegation

AAS 109 (2017) 426–427 (A);
bulletin B0218 (H)

Secure

2026-01-04 Society reports 1,482 members at 1 November
2025

Society statistics (P) Self-reported

2026-02-02 Consecrations announced for 1 July Society communiqué (P) Party
2026-02-12 Meeting of the Superior General with Cardinal

Fernández
Society communiqué of 19
February (P)

Party; no bulletin
item that day (N)

2026-05-13 Declaration of Cardinal Fernández: no
pontifical mandate; a schismatic act

Bulletin B0403 (H) Secure

2026-05-26 Names of the four published Society (P) Party
2026-06-29 Leo XIV asks the Superior General to desist vatican.va; bulletin B0563 (H) Secure
2026-07-01 Consecrations at Écône by de Galarreta with

Fellay
Society statement (P);
corroborated by the decree of 2
July (H)

Secure
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Date Act or event Witness used Status

2026-07-02 DDF decree and explanatory note, Prot.
N. 99/2009

Bulletin B0568 (H) Secure

2026-07-11/13 Preliminary recourse lodged and announced Society communiqué of 13 July
(P)

Party claim

2026-07-25 No published Holy See response to the recourse Bulletin listings for July 2026
(N)

Bounded negative

B References

All sources were read on 2026-07-25. Acta Apostolicae Sedis volumes and fascicles were read in the Holy See’s own
scanned archive at https://www.vatican.va/archive/aas/index_sp.htm; individual volume files follow the
pattern https://www.vatican.va/archive/aas/documents/AAS-vol -year -ocr.pdf, and the 2009–2017 fascicles
the pattern https://www.vatican.va/archive/aas/documents/year /. Sources are grouped by function.

Acts printed in Acta Apostolicae Sedis
• Sacred Congregation de Propaganda Fide, Provisio Ecclesiarum: 12 June 1947 (Marcel Lefebvre, titular bishop of

Anthedon, Vicar Apostolic of Dakar), AAS 39 (1947) 639; 22 September 1948 (titular archbishop of Arcadiopolis,
Apostolic Delegate for Dakar), AAS 40 (1948) 560–561.

• Sacred Consistorial Congregation, provisions of 23 January 1962 (Tulle) and 7 August 1962 (Synnada in Phrygia),
AAS 54 (1962) 107 and 735; Diarium Romanae Curiae, appointment as consultor of Propaganda Fide, 4 April
1962, AAS 54 (1962) 301.

• Paul VI, allocution in the secret consistory, 24 May 1976, AAS 68 (1976) 369–378 (Lefebvre named at 373); Italian
text at https://www.vatican.va/content/paul-vi/it/speeches/1976/documents/hf_p-vi_spe_19760524
_concistoro.html.

• Congregation for Divine Worship, letter De usu Missalis Romani iuxta editionem typicam anni MCMLXII (Quattuor
abhinc annos), 3 October 1984, AAS 76 (1984) 1088–1089.

• John Paul II, letter to Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, 8 April 1988, AAS 80 (1988) 1121–1125.
• John Paul II, motu proprio Ecclesia Dei, 2 July 1988, AAS 80 (1988) 1495–1498; official English at https:

//www.vatican.va/content/john-paul-ii/en/motu_proprio/documents/hf_jp-ii_motu-proprio_0207198
8_ecclesia-dei.html.

• Secretariat of State, note Notandum circa excommunicationem quattuor Praesulum Fraternitatis Sancti Pii X, 4
February 2009, AAS 101 (2009) 145–146.

• Congregation for Bishops, decree remitting the excommunication of the four bishops, 21 January 2009, AAS 101
(2009) 150–151.

• Benedict XVI, letter to the bishops of the Catholic Church concerning the remission of the excommunication, 10
March 2009, AAS 101 (2009) 270–276; official English at https://www.vatican.va/content/benedict-xvi/en/
letters/2009/documents/hf_ben-xvi_let_20090310_remissione-scomunica.html.

• Benedict XVI, motu proprio Ecclesiae unitatem, 2 July 2009, AAS 101 (2009) 710–711; official English at
https://www.vatican.va/content/benedict-xvi/en/apost_letters/documents/hf_ben-xvi_apl_2009070
2_ecclesiae-unitatem.html.

• Francis, letter to Archbishop Rino Fisichella on the Jubilee indulgence, 1 September 2015, AAS 107 (2015) 974–976;
official English at https://www.vatican.va/content/francesco/en/letters/2015/documents/papa-frances
co_20150901_lettera-indulgenza-giubileo-misericordia.html.

• Francis, apostolic letter Misericordia et misera, 20 November 2016, n. 12, AAS 108 (2016) 1319–1320; official
English at https://www.vatican.va/content/francesco/en/apost_letters/documents/papa-francesco-l
ettera-ap_20161120_misericordia-et-misera.html.

• Pontifical Commission Ecclesia Dei, letter to the presidents of the episcopal conferences concerned on the licence
for marriages of faithful of the Society, 27 March 2017, AAS 109 (2017) 426–427.
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Official Holy See texts and press bulletins

• Paul VI, letter to Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre, 15 August 1976 (French), https://www.vatican.va/content/pau
l-vi/fr/letters/1976/documents/hf_p-vi_let_19760815_mons-lefebvre.html.

• Paul VI, letter to Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre, 11 October 1976 (Latin), https://www.vatican.va/content/pau
l-vi/la/letters/1976/documents/hf_p-vi_let_19761011_arc-lefebvre.html.

• Pontifical Council for Legislative Texts, explanatory note Sulla scomunica per scisma in cui incorrono gli aderenti
al movimento del Vescovo Marcel Lefebvre, 24 August 1996 (Communicationes 29 [1997] 239–243), https:
//www.vatican.va/roman_curia/pontifical_councils/intrptxt/documents/rc_pc_intrptxt_doc_1996082
4_vescovo-lefebvre_it.html.

• Holy See Press Office, communiqué on the meeting between the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith and
the Society, 14 September 2011, bulletin B0532, https://press.vatican.va/content/salastampa/it/bollett
ino/pubblico/2011/09/14/0532/01275.html.

• Holy See Press Office, communiqué of 16 March 2012, bulletin B0158, https://press.vatican.va/content/sal
astampa/it/bollettino/pubblico/2012/03/16/0158/00366.html; communiqué of 14 June 2012 on the meeting
of 13 June, bulletin B0355, https://press.vatican.va/content/salastampa/it/bollettino/pubblico/2012/
06/14/0355/00833.html; communiqué of 19 July 2012 on the Society’s general chapter declaration, bulletin B0427,
https://press.vatican.va/content/salastampa/it/bollettino/pubblico/2012/07/19/0427/00994.html.

• Pontifical Commission Ecclesia Dei, marriage letter of 27 March 2017, English text in bulletin B0218 of 4 April 2017,
https://press.vatican.va/content/salastampa/it/bollettino/pubblico/2017/04/04/0218/00485.html.

• Declaration of Cardinal Víctor Manuel Fernández, Prefect of the Dicastery for the Doctrine of the Faith, 13 May
2026, bulletin B0403, https://press.vatican.va/content/salastampa/it/bollettino/pubblico/2026/05/1
3/0403/00788.html.

• Leo XIV, letter to the Reverend Father Davide Pagliarani, Superior General of the Priestly Fraternity of Saint
Pius X, 29 June 2026 (French original; official English used here), bulletin B0563 of 30 June 2026, https://www.
vatican.va/content/leo-xiv/en/letters/2026/documents/20260629-lettera-fraternita-sanpiox.html.

• Dicastery for the Doctrine of the Faith, Decreto, Prot. N. 99/2009, 2 July 2026, bulletin B0568, https://pr
ess.vatican.va/content/salastampa/it/bollettino/pubblico/2026/07/02/0568/01077.html; and Nota
Esplicativa, same protocol and bulletin, https://press.vatican.va/content/salastampa/it/bollettino/pu
bblico/2026/07/02/0568/01078.html.

Canonical texts

• Codex Iuris Canonici (1983), Book VI as revised by Pascite gregem Dei (23 May 2021, effective 8 December
2021), Latin: cann. 1353, 1364, 1387 at https://www.vatican.va/archive/cod-iuris-canonici/latin/do
cuments/cic_liberVI_la.html; Book VII, cann. 1734, 1737, 1739 at https://www.vatican.va/archive/cod
-iuris-canonici/latin/documents/cic_liberVII_la.html. Registered in this repository’s source library as
work.catholic-church.codex-iuris-canonici-1983.

• Codex Iuris Canonici (1917), Typis Polyglottis Vaticanis 1918: cann. 985, 7° and 2374, located in the registered
uncorrected optical transcription of that printing (page images of these canons not inspected). Registered as
work.catholic-church.codex-iuris-canonici-1917.

Documents published by the Society of Saint Pius X (interested party)

• “Cardinal Wright’s letter of approval for the SSPX,” 18 February 1971 (English translation, translator unnamed),
https://sspx.org/en/cardinal-wrights-letter-approval-sspx-30125; and the notice “Joyful consequence
of November 1, 1970,” https://sspx.org/en/news/joyful-consequence-november-1-1970-4816.

• “Archbishop Marcel Lefebvre’s 1974 Declaration,” https://sspx.org/en/news/archbishop-marcel-lefebvres
-1974-declaration-48902.

• “A Beautiful Mystery: The History of the Society of St. Pius X,” https://sspx.org/en/beautiful-mystery-h
istory-society-st-pius-x-30949.
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https://sspx.org/en/news/joyful-consequence-november-1-1970-4816
https://sspx.org/en/news/archbishop-marcel-lefebvres-1974-declaration-48902
https://sspx.org/en/news/archbishop-marcel-lefebvres-1974-declaration-48902
https://sspx.org/en/beautiful-mystery-history-society-st-pius-x-30949
https://sspx.org/en/beautiful-mystery-history-society-st-pius-x-30949


• “SSPX Statistics 2025” (as of 1 November 2025), https://fsspx.news/en/news/sspx-statistics-2025-56151.
• “Communiqué from the General House: the Society’s response to Rome,” 19 February 2026, https://fsspx.news

/en/news/communique-general-house-societys-response-rome-57308; “Episcopal Consecrations: Updated
Dossier,” https://fsspx.news/en/news/episcopal-consecrations-updated-dossier-57964.

• “General House Statement Following the Episcopal Consecrations,” 1 July 2026, https://fsspx.news/en/news/g
eneral-house-statement-following-episcopal-consecrations-59913; “«Habetis mandatum apostolicum?
» Declaration read before the episcopal consecrations,” 2 July 2026, https://fsspx.news/en/news/habetis-man
datum-apostolicum-declaration-read-episcopal-consecrations-59936.

• “Letter to the Holy Father regarding the Decree of the Dicastery for the Doctrine of the Faith,” 3 July 2026,
https://fsspx.news/en/news/letter-holy-father-regarding-decree-dicastery-doctrine-faith
-59956; “General House Communiqué: The Society Files a Recourse Against the Decree of 2 July 2026,” 13
July 2026, https://fsspx.news/en/news/general-house-communique-society-files-recourse-aga
inst-decree-2-july-2026-60112; “Letter from the Superior General to all the faithful,” 19 July 2026,
https://fsspx.news/en/news/letter-superior-general-all-faithful-society-saint-pius-x-60210;
“A Timeline of the Society of Saint Pius X’s July 1, 2026, Episcopal Consecrations,” 14 July 2026, https:
//sspx.org/en/news/timeline-society-saint-pius-xs-july-1-2026-episcopal-consecrations-60126.

Consequential negative results

• No decree of erection (1970), decree of suppression (1975), Cardinals’ Commission letter (1975), decree of suspension
(1976), protocol (1988), information note of 16 June 1988, decree Dominus Marcellus Lefebvre (1988), Gagnon
report, or Doctrinal Preamble (2011) was located in Acta Apostolicae Sedis, on vatican.va, or in the Holy See Press
Office bulletin.

• Literal searches of the text layer of the scanned Acta volumes for 1971, 1974 and 1975 return no occurrence of
Archbishop Lefebvre’s name; the 1976 volume contains only the consistory allocution; the 1988 volume only the
papal letter of 8 April and Ecclesia Dei.

• No item concerning the Society appears in the Holy See Press Office bulletins for February 2026, although the
Society’s communiqué of 19 February refers to a Holy See statement of 12 February.

• No Holy See response to the recourse of 11 July 2026 appears in the bulletins through 25 July 2026.
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