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Revisiting Communicatio in Sacris: 
Mounting evidence that Traditionalism is dead in the water  
	  

© Copyright 2014, T. Stanfill Benns (This text may be downloaded or printed out for private 
reading, but it may not be uploaded to another Internet site or published, electronically or 
otherwise, without express written permission from the author. All emphasis within quotes is 
the author’s unless indicated otherwise.) 

Introduction 
Below is the title page for yet another dissertation written on the communication of 
Catholics with non-Catholics, a work written prior to Rev. Ignatius Szal’s dissertation so 
often quoted on this site. This most recently discovered dissertation, however, is more 
specific regarding non-Catholic sects in general, being written for the author’s doctorate 
in sacred theology. Szal’s work was written more from a canonical standpoint, since he 
was writing it for his licentiate in Canon Law. Written five years before Szal’s work, the 
author in his preface thanks Rev. Francis Connell and Rev. Joseph C. Fenton for their 
help in compiling his treatise. The influence of these two theologians is obvious, as 
distinctions are made and dogmatic lines held fast, something not always true in other 
works. While this work contains nothing that disputes any of what is found later in Rev. 
Szal’s work, it provides the historical foundation for the teaching of Can. 1258 regarding 
the true definition of what constitutes the actual violation of this canon as reflected 
throughout the ages, and carries it throughout the dissertation.  
 
Traditionalists offering opinions solely off the top of their heads on these matters and 
failing to ground their “teaching” in scholastic theology and Canon Law teach error and 
are not operating within the framework of the one, true Church. The authors approved by 
the hierarchy to teach on such matters, especially those consulting theologians personally 
commended by Pope Pius XII, are the ones we must believe, not some half-baked lay 
leader or self-appointed “priest” or “bishop,” who never even have received valid orders. 
Once their works are examined closely and thought out by the reader, it becomes clear 
that Traditionalists fail to offer dogmatic proofs to justify their much-touted “mission.” 
They are steeped in mortal sin and are leading others astray, they are part of the problem 
not the solution. And while they claim to be of good will, there is absolutely no evidence 
existing to prove this. For decades they have held gullible Catholics hostage to the belief 
that without Mass and Sacraments there can be no graces to save their souls, and the 
alleged teaching of the Vatican Council, that “the Church, as it was constituted by Christ, 
will last until the consummation,” hence the need for their “clergy.”  

But this indefectibility was never guaranteed to any bishops outside communion with the 
Roman Pontiff. Rome and its diocese alone was guaranteed indefectibility; we have no 
infallible bishops or priests. What is stated below in this dissertation will help bring the 
level of evidence on the impossibility of the Traditionalist movement’s Catholicity to the 
level of critical mass. Not that it was not already more than proven beyond a reasonable 
doubt, but the preponderance of evidence alone should at least begin to weigh on the 
minds of those who yet have eyes to see and ears to hear.  



	   2	  

	  

Preface (Preliminary notions) 
In the preface to his work, Rev. Bancroft defines non-Catholics in the wide sense as “all 
those who do not profess the Catholic religion.” He says non-members of the Catholic 
Church are treated in his work as those who: “(1) have not received valid baptism of 
water; (2) those who do not exteriorly manifest a profession of the true faith; (3) those 
who are not bound by the bond of Catholic communion… The so called Christians of the 
various sects…are either infidels, that is not validly baptized, or heretics, at least 
material, depending on whether they have formally or only materially rejected 
Catholicism,  (it is common teaching that even material heretics and schismatics are not 
members of the Church.) Not being a member of the Catholic Church is not the same as 
not being a subject of the Catholic Church. For every validly baptized Catholic is de jure 
a subject of the Church…Communication and participation are used interchangeably in 
this study…” 
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Historical summary 
Rev. Bancroft cites the Scriptural admonitions and the early Fathers’ condemnations of 
associating in any way with heretics, carefully documenting the general attitude on this 
matter up to the time of Pope Martin V.  This Pope’s constitution, “Ad Evitanda,” is a 
document much misused by Traditionalist leaders and their “clergy” to convince 
followers that they can seek the ministrations of heretics and schismatics without any 
twinge of conscience. But as Bancroft notes, those excommunicates in the 1400s were 
mainly tolerati, and the application of the law soon changed according to times and 
circumstances. Pope Benedict XIV taught that Catholics could only receive the 
Sacraments from tolerated heretics when “(1) A most grave and urgent cause compels a 
Catholic to do so; (2) The heretics and schismatics who are to administer the Sacraments 
are validly ordained; (3) No external profession of false doctrine is involved; (4) No 
scandal is given.” Bancroft then admits that, “Some theologians have been liberal in 
applying the constitution Ad Evitanda,” adding, however, that: “All took care not to 
allow any violation of the divine law.” He quotes Abp. Kenrick as follows: “It is not 
allowed to communicate in divinis with heretics or schismatics; for although some 
theologians, interpreting the constitution of Martin V generously, taught it was licit at 
times, all admit it is wrong whenever it carries with it the profession of a false dogma, or 
the recognition of a usurped office: which generally happens.” Both apply to 
Traditionalists, who have, indeed, violated divine law. 

Next, Rev. Bancroft cites Pope Pius VI’s Charitas, as follows: “He warned the faithful to 
‘avoid all usurpers, whether they were called archbishops, bishops or pastors, in such a 
way as to have nothing in common with them, especially in sacred matters.’” These and 
other develeopments eventually resulted in the codification of law that became the 1917 
Code of Canon Law. Canon 1258 forbidding communicatio in sacris reads:  

“§1. It is unlawful for Catholics to assist actively in any way at, or to take part in, the 
reoligious services of non-Catholics. 

§2 A passive and merely material presence at funerals and weddings and similar 
solemnities of non-Catholics may be tolerated for the sake of civil duty or honor, because 
of a grave reason, (to be approved by the bishop in a doubtful case), provided there is no 
danger of perversion or scandal present.” 

Commenting on the paragraphs above, it should first be noted that according to Pope 
Benedict XIV’s dicta, even though a grave and urgent cause may exist, there are certainly 
no validly ordained priests from whom to seek the Sacraments today. Even some 
Traditionalist groups are admitting this belatedly. Secondly, as Abp. Kenrick notes, such 
recognition almost always involves the recogniton of a usurped office. While such offices 
may not be claimed by Traditionalists per se, they have set up their own churches, 
presenting themselves as Catholics just as the Anglicans first did. This is the equivalent 
thereof. They may not name which specific office they intend to occupy, but they are 
publicly substituting for those who once held them.  

The good will that Traditonalists claim to possess is explained in its particulars according 
to the norms of moral theologians in Bancroft’s next section. 
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Immorality of communicatio in sacris 
Three conditions must be present for a person to incur responsibility for an evil external 
effect. 1) The person must, even confusedly, foresee the effect. 2) He must be able not to 
place the cause or be unable to remove it once it is placed. 3) He must have an obligation 
not to place the cause and the effect of the cause must be bad both in itself, and by reason 
of the obligation to avoid it. To avoid the evil moral effect of such an act, since 
sometimes things not permitted are allowed, the act committed must be good or at least 
indifferent; the evil effect must not be intended as either a means or an end; the good 
effect must at least follow along with the bad and a proportionately grave reason for 
placing the cause must exist. But none of this is true concerning the reception of the 
Sacraments from the hands of the unworthy or those not priests or bishops! The act 
committed (seeking Sacraments from one not authorized by the Church) is evil in itself; 
the evil effect may not be intended, but it very much is used by Traditonalists as a means 
to an end — the Sacraments at any cost. NO good effect follows, only sacrilege for both 
“priest” and people. And as Bancroft later states, no one is ever obliged to receive the 
Eucharist or Penance from one not certainly possessing both orders and (at least supplied) 
jurisdiction, removing any excuse for a “grave cause.”  As Bancroft states later on page 
92, Catholics sin gravely by receiving invalid or doubtfully valid Sacraments, or by 
requesting the Sacraments without sufficient grave cause to do so.   
 
Not only does the prohibition to participate in non-Catholic worship apply to sects such 
as Islam, the Jews and others, it applies as well to “worship Catholic in form…under the 
auspices of a non-Catholic body…(i.e., Mass by a schismatic priest.)  It expresses either 
faith in a false religious body or rebellion against the true Church…Ordinarily 
communication in the Sacraments with such validly ordained, but schismatic or 
heretical ministers, even when a Catholic rite is used,  involves a betrayeal of the 
Catholic religion; it implies a recognition of the authority of the minister and the sect.” 
And there, in a nutshell, is the problem. As has been demonstrated repeatedly on this site, 
at the very least we must have serious doubts that any of these men ordained and/or 
consecrated by Lefebvre, Thuc, Shuckhardt or any other alleged Traditional or Orthodox 
“bishop” truly became priests or, if validly ordained, became bishops. Surely 
Traditionalists realize that by recognizing these men for decades as true representatives of 
the Catholic Chruch outside the communion of the pope they have engaged in false 
worship. If this is not the case then they were never Catholic to begin with, having denied 
all those truths so clearly taught by the Vatican Council. Those rare, few priests now 
calling themselves Traditionalists, validly ordained under Pius XII, could perform one act 
and one act only for Catholics according to Bancroft, (and this would apply only if a true 
pope existed): They could absolve in danger of death. But because there is doubt that 
even this act could be validly placed, we believe that Catholics are better off relying on a 
Perfect Act of Contrition and Spiritual Communion. Bancroft himself, as did Szal, 
mentions this in his work. 
 
As regards the Orthodox, it is important to note here that, as Bancroft relates, “The 
Congregation for the Propagation of the Faith, in dealing with this matter of 
communication with heretics or schismatics of the Orient, mentions that there is scarecely 
any rite among them which is not tainted with some error in the matter of faith, for in 
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their chruches there is either dedication in memory of some schismatic who is venerated 
as a saint, or fasts are celebrated for those who died in schism, or there is commemoration 
of living schismatic and heretical Patriarchs and Bishops,  who are commended as 
preachers of the Catholic faith,” (“Instructio pro Missionariis Orientis,” 1729). If they 
were perverted already then, nothing in way of validity can remain today. Certainly we 
see here the heresy of “una cum,” which explains why no one can attend Novus Ordo 
services. Also if any Traditional “bishop” or “priest” is mentioned in Traditional services, 
far less the current usurper in Rome, the same applies, remembering that already these 
services are forbidden outside such mention for other grave reasons. 
 
Private and public communication 
Especially if done for reasons of or even the hope of conversion, or simply in the course 
of daily activities, Bancroft exempts formal private religious communication with non-
Catholics from any prohibition, as long as there is no perversion of faith or morals or 
scandal involved. This applies also to the use of the form and methods chosen for private 
(approved) devotions, providing all danger of perversion is removed and there is no 
scandal. Here he notes that Can. 1258 is concerned only with public communication.  
To learn about the parameters of public communication, Catholics should read the article 
by Rev. Francis Connell written on this topicand posted with this article. 
 
Canons 2261 §2 and §3; Canon 882 
Rev. Bancroft explains the history surrounding the deliberate confusion Traditionalists 
have created around the permissions granted under Can. 2261 §2. He cites the Council of 
Trent as the milemarker in permitting (validly ordained) heretics, schismatics and 
apostates to absove in danger of death, but only in extreme necessity, i. e., when no other 
minister is available. Note here the caveat, valdidly ordained.  He writes: “After the 
prounouncement of [the Council of] Trent, some authors excluded certain priests, for 
example heretics, from jurisdiction, even in articulo mortis. Suarez holds that heretical 
priests have jurisdiction in such a case, but as long as they remain in heresy, they are 
unworthy to administer the sacraments.  
 
[However] in danger of death the penitent need not be disturbed over the unworthiness of 
the minister,” because in articulo mortis, the penitent is obliged to receive the Sacrament 
of Penance, providing he can locate a certainly validly ordained priest. But this is true 
only if there is no danger the non-Catholic priest will abuse the Sacrament, the faith of 
the peneitent will not be perverted, no scandal is given and the penitnent shows no 
approval for the priest’s sect. If any of these conditions exist, the penitent receives the 
Sacrament illicitly but validly. This is true, however, only if there is a canonically elected 
pope to supply the necessary jurisdiction.  
 
Sources of jurisdiction 
Rev. Bancroft notes that in the case of extreme necessity, “jurisdiction is delegated to a 
(validly ordained) priest by the law itself. This is known as supplied jurisdiction…It is 
conferred only in the very act of confession and is afterwards removed.” Remember, 
such a priest is able to confer only the Sacramentof Penance in this extreme necessity, 
and then the jurisdiction is removed.  There is no “lingering,” extraneous jurisdiction for 
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any other Sacrament, far less celebration of the Holy Sacrifice. This is because this 
concession in the case of extreme necessity is an exception to the law, and exceptions, 
Canon Law teaches, are to be interpreted strictly. Bancroft concedes that the source of 
jurisdiction for absolution in danger of death has been controverted among the authors, 
but cites Trent as demonstrating that “this Tradition has risen from the Church, and is at 
most an apostolic tradition. All the documents granting this jurisdiction indicate that it is 
a grant of the Church. In giving this jurisdiction, the Church has always prescribed an 
order and manner to be observed. Therefore, its actual grant is not immediately from 
Christ, but it has been given to His vicars, who are bound by the divine, and even 
natural, precept of charity to provide sufficiently for the neccessity of the faithful.” So 
in stating that the law itself provides jurisdcition, Bancroft really is saying that the 
lawgivers [Christ’s vicars] are providing jurisdiction, for how can a law be a law unless it 
issues from the lawgiver?  
 
Below, Bancroft surveys the affect of communicatio in sacris on the Sacraments. 
 
Baptism 
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Notice on page 92 above that baptism of desire will not suffice whenever it is possible to 
receive water Baptism. And most importantly, Traditionalists should notice here that NO 
heretical or schismatic minister should ever be preferred as the minister of Baptism to 
the ordinary, duly instructed lay Catholic! Bancroft quotes Sylvius on a previous page, 
who teaches: “Heretics and schismatics can licitly baptize in necessity even if they 
remain such and impenitent, but.. no other Sacrament can be conferred by them licitly 
unless they repent at least internally.” (St. Augustine disagrees, characterizing such 
baptisms as valid but illicit. To the best of this author’s knowledge, this is a matter yet 
undecided by the Church.)  Lemkuhl believes that heretic, apostate and schismatic priests 
are the equivalent of vitandi, and Bancroft quotes a decision of the Holy See that seems 
to indicate that even when there is a question of Baptism by lay non-Catholics versus a 
non-Catholic priest, the lay non-Catholics are to be preferred! He concludes: “What has 
been said has referred to the administration of Baptism by a [valdily ordained] non-
Catholic priest. The doctrine applies a fortiori to a non-Catholic [non-ordained] minister. 
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He has no consecration to act as a minister of the Sacraments [so is] really only a 
layman.” This is the very doctrine those who keep the faith at home have been holding 
all along, and in retrospect it makes perfect sense. Even stay-at-home Catholics who 
believe they are guilty of communicatio in sacris in the past but who have made 
reparation and publicly retracted their errors would be considered as less culpable in such 
matters and more worthy. For they have satisfied the laws of the Church concerning the 
peliminary steps necessary to being accepted once again into the Chruch. 

Holy Eucharist 

	  

  

“The reception of the Holy Eucharist is necessary for salvation with a necessity only of 
precept, not of means, so that it is possible for eternal happiness to be obtained without 
its actual reception… The Holy Eucharist was not instituted to confer first grace per se, 
[according to the Council of Trent]… A case of extreme necessity cannot be verified in 
regard to Holy Communion.” Once again, this is what stay-at-home Catholics have 
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maintained all along. In his conclusions (#23), Bancroft labels it as formal 
communication in non-Catholic worship to even receive Communion as one’s Easter 
duty from a non-Catholic priest.  

Penance 
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Danger of death 
At least one Traditionalist leader has so confused those wishing to be Catholic on this 
point that it needs to be stressed here. Those in danger of death do not need to be on their 
deathbed per se. If a man is given six months to live, he is in danger of death. If an infant 
is diagnosed with a condition that often leads to death, s/he is in danger of death.  Even if 
positive doubt exists, absolution may be sought. In ordinary times a validly ordained 
priest can then provide jurisdiction. But during an interregnum the supplying power is 
absent. As stated below and discussed above, the jurisdiction supplied issues from 
Christ’s vicars, not Christ himself. Validly ordained priests could still hear confessions 
without giving absolution, if St. Thomas can be taken literally in these times and even lay 
people can hear confessions if no one else is available. As the Church later taught, lay 
people cannot hear confessions in danger of death but a validly ordained priest could 
assist the penitent in making a good act of Contrition and hearing his confession. This is s 
precisely what these priests should have done for their flocks, but instead they became 
Traditionalists. Now nearly all of them are deceased. But as one priest said earning his 
dissertation said, God will not fail to provide the necessary means for those cases not 
covered by the law.  
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Here we find the subject matter discussed above concerning the origin of the 

jurisdiction enjoyed under Canons 2261 §2, 3 and Can, 882. We also see that 

Bancroft cites Noldin-Schmidt concerning the option of resorting to a perfect Act 

of Contriton in danger of death.  This option is preferred today only because we 
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have no Roman Pontiff to supply jurisdiction and no certainly valid priests to 

resort to in danger of death.  

	  



	   13	  

	  

Holy Orders 

Here there is no quarter given to those who wish to pursue Holy Orders outside the 

pale of the Catholic Church. They simply are forbidden to function. There is no 

cause offered as legitmate for any deviation from this teaching. There is no 

extreme necessity warranting such a cause. Even the sacramentals are regarded as 

“sacred things,” and cannot be adminstered by a non-Catholic minister. But 

Traditionalists do not even regard the Sacraments as sacred things, for they place 

their wants and needs before the prerogatives of Our Lord, who instituted them. 
	  



	   14	  

	  

The Holy Sacrifice 

The same is true of the Holy Sacrifice as for Holy Orders. No quarter is given; one 

is not even permittted to attend schismatic services in places where there is no 

Catholic priest. “The precept of hearing Mass does not oblige when a Catholic 

priest cannot be had.” Bancroft cites the same canon quoted in articles appearing 

on this site: Even if a danger to the faith does not exist, Can. 21 states that the law 

still binds. Traditionalists have no excuse; they cannot ordain clergy to offer Mass 

under the extreme necessity law, regardless of what they teach. It violates not only 

Canon Law, but Bancroft says it violates the divine law as well, since formal 

cooperation in the Mass of a non-Catholic is communicatio in sacris.  
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Conclusion 

Below, please find the conclusions to Rev. Bancroft’s work, which should convince even 
the most ardent Traditionalist that what they are doing is not Catholic. Knowing 
Traditionalists as we do, it is assumed they will immediately select two items from this 
list and ply their followers’ sympathies with these. That would be items #3 and #35. 
Concerning Item 3, we must emphasize the phrase, “to some extent.” Yet this item is 
factored in to a large extent by Traditionalists, especially whenever they feel that it could 
benefit their cause in some way.  Concerning Item #35, Traditionalists will say that any 
danger of perversion or scandal today has been removed. But in fact the contrary is true.  

Traditionalists present themselves as the last vestige of what constituted the Catholic 
Church prior to Pope Pius XII’s death in 1958. Using this snare, they have managed to 
entrap a great many.  The danger of perversion for those trying to find the true faith today 
is greater than ever and that faith harder than ever to identify. Here too we are not talking 
about what is or is not “illicit.” We must consider primarily what is or is not valid, which 
is a totally different consideration. Traditionalist “orders” are, at the very least, doubtfully 
valid. So in following the teachings of Bd. Pope Innocent XI (DZ 1151) and the 
unanimous teaching of modern theologians, Bancroft included, this means that we may 
not use these men for purposes of requesting the Sacraments. Nor may we use the very 
few validly ordained among them even in danger of death, since the jurisdiction that they 
need to absolve in such cases comes solely from the Roman Pontiff and we have no true 
pope. The “old priests only” crowd, never permitted to celebrate Mass or administer 
Sacraments in any case, are intended here.  

In case those reading this article have forgotten, Traditionalists operate outside the 
jurisdiction of and communion with the Roman Pontiff necessary for their inclusion in 
the Church. They usurp papal jurisdiction and void all their acts by their consecration 
without papal mandate and ordinations without dimmissorial letters or valid tonsure, 
(since tonsure is a jurisdictional act and they possess no jurisdiction). They implicitly 
deny the authority of the Roman Pontiff by a) accepting the Roman usurpers as pope 
and/or b) adhering to the heretical material/formal theory; or c) posing as sedevacantists, 
since this rightly identifies the See as vacant, but provides no process for surviving or 
resolving the vacancy according to the laws governing interregnums. d) None of those 
mentioned in (a-c) make any effort whatsoever to promulgate and obey papal teaching or 
abide by Canon Law.  This is heresy, and they are engaging in communicatio in sacris. 
They have been warned many times, but seem unconcerned that they are in any danger. 
Enveloped in this stifling miasma of indifferentism and exterior religion, they are lulled 
into a false sense of religious observance that will find them some day knocking at the 
gates of hell. The watch dogs can bark, but those who have no real concern for their 
spiritual welfare will never hear them. They have had the Traditionalist earbuds in so 
long they are deaf to the clarion call of truth.  
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