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La priere de Jean XXIII pour les Juifs : Vrai ou Faux ?

«Nous avons conscience aujourd'hui que des siécles et des siécles d'aveuglement ont fermé
nos yeux et que nous ne pouvons plus voir la beauté de Ton peuple élu ni reconnaitre sur son
visage les traits de nos freres privilégiés. Nous nous rendons compte que le signe de Cain est
gravé sur nos fronts. Tout au long des siécles notre frere Abel gisait dans le sang et les
larmes que nous lui faisions verser car nous avions oublié Ton amour. Pardonne-nous d'avoir
faussement attacheé une malédiction a leur nom de Juifs. Pardonne-nous de t'avoir crucifié
une seconde fois dans leur chair. Car nous ne savions pas ce que nous faisions...»

Telle est la priere que Roncalli-Jean XXII1 aurait composee peu de temps avant de mourir
pour demander pardon a Dieu pour toutes les souffrances que I’Eglise catholique a fait subir
aux juifs. La premiere version francaise connue a été I’oeuvre du journal suisse La liberté le 9
septembre 1966. Elle fut reprise et confirmée comme authentique par La Documentation
Catholique® du 2 octobre 1966 :

! Les deux extraits de La Documentation Catholique repris dans ce numéro Serviam sont extraits de I’annexe
numéro 1 du livre "Le révisionnisme de Pie XII” du Professeur Robert Faurisson. Cette annexe intitulée ”Un
faux : la priére de Jean XXIII pour les Juifs” est reproduite a la fin de ce numéro de Serviam. Cet ouvrage du
Professeur Faurisson publié en 2002 aux Editions Graphos est disponible chez DPF.



Les milieux du Vatican ont confirmé le 7 septembre I’existence et I’authenticité d’une
priere composée par Jean XXIII quelques jours seulement avant sa mort et dans
laquelle le Pape demande pardon & Dieu pour toutes les souffrances que I’Eglise
catholique a fait subir aux juifs.

L’existence de cette priere qui, selon les intentions de son auteur, aurait di étre récitée
dans toutes les églises, avait été annoncée récemment au cours d’une conférence a
Chicago par Mgr John S. Quinn, qui fut un des experts du Concile (La
Documentation catholique, 2 octobre 1966, col. 1728).

Un mois plus tard, La Documentation catholique publiait un démenti :

La Secrétairerie d’Etat a publié, le 26 octobre, le communiqué suivant au sujet de la
soi-disant priere de Jean XXII1I publiée dans notre numéro du 2 octobre, col. 1728, en
nous faisant I’écho d’une information de presse a laquelle nous n’ajoutions aucun
commentaire personnel :

La Documentation Catholique du 2 octobre 1966 (n° 1479, col. 1728) reproduit,
d’aprés La Liberté de Fribourg, du 9 septembre précédent, une « priere de Jean XXI1I
pour les Juifs » et affirme que les milieux du Vatican en auraient confirmé
I’authenticité.

Il s’agit, en réalité, d’un faux.

La Liberté de Fribourg a repris ce texte du journal hollandais De Tijd du 18 mars
1965. Le Tijd le tenait de American Commentary de Chicago (organe de I’« American
Jewish Committee ») de janvier 1965, signé d’un pseudonyme (« F. E. Cartus ») sans
aucune indication de source ni d’authentification. Le fait méme de publier la chose
sous un pseudonyme aurait dd mettre en garde. Mgr Quinn, qui est de Chicago, fit
sienne cette priére (en toute bonne foi, on peut le croire) et en parla a une réunion
interconfessionnelle.

Aucun bureau du Vatican ne peut avoir confirmé I’authenticité de cette priére, qui
n’existe ni a la Pénitencerie apostolique, ni dans les écrits, tant imprimés qu’inédits, du
Pape Jean XXIII.

Mgr Louis Capovilla, qui est le dépositaire de ces derniers, dément sans hésiter
I’authenticité de cette priére.

L’examen attentif du texte fait d’ailleurs apparaitre qu’elle est étrangére au style et au
vocabulaire du regretté Pontife (La Documentation catholique, 6 novembre 1966, col.
1908-9).




Depuis lors cette priere n’a cessé de ressurgir a diverses occasions ( par exemple dans le
journal Le Monde comme en témoigne le Professeur Faurisson dans son étude déja signalée
dans la note 1).

Récemment, cette priere a de nouveau fait polémique comme en témoigne cet article
d’Andrea Tornielli, dans Il Giornale® du 21 décembre 2008, démentant les affirmations
d’authenticité de la priere qu’avait publié un autre quotidien italien, La Reppublica.

Voici la traduction francaise du début de I’article de Tornielli ;

Une page entiére sur la Repubblica d'hier révélait un exceptionnel « inédit » de Jean
XXI11, une « priére pour les juifs » que le « bon Pape » - désormais au seuil de la mort
- aurait écrit en reconnaissant les fautes des chrétiens qui sur le front porteraient, selon
le texte, « la marque de Cain ».

Un document significatif et important, qui sera récité ce soir au monastére Sainte
Cécile de Rome par l'acteur Guido Roncalli (lequel, disons le tout de suite, n'est lié
par aucun lien de parenté avec le Bienheureux Pontife) dans un spectacle au titre
suggestif mais erroné « Roncalli lit Roncalli ».

Dommage cependant que la « priére » soit un faux, démenti répétitivement, et en plus
depuis de nombreuses années.

Un apocryphe, donc, dont il n'existe aucun autographe et dont on ne connait aucun
détail sur l'origine, rendu connu pour la premiere fois par I'ex-jésuite Malachy Martin
sous pseudonyme en 1965, et déclaré absolument faux par tous les collaborateurs de
Jean XXIII, en premier lieu par son secrétaire, Mgr Loris Capovilla, qui avait été le
gardien attentif et fidele des papiers du Pontife bergamasque.

La Repubblica écrit qu'arrivé désormais au terme de sa vie, le Pape Roncalli, en mai
1963, « dans la cloture de sa chambre dans le Palais apostolique, au Vatican »,
consacra « ses derniéres forces au peuple juif sous la forme d'une priere composée
presque d'un jet sur une feuille blanche, devant le Crucifix ». En laissant ainsi a la
postérité « une demande de pardon claire et passionnée pour les « fautes » commises
par les chrétiens au cours des siécles par leur attitude antisémite ».

Le document exceptionnel, écrit le quotidien, « jusqu'a présent largement inédit en
Italie », avait été publié « seulement partiellement, en 1965 sur un journal hollandais et
brievement évoqué la méme année sur un périodique italien, semble t’il a l'initiative
d'un jeune prélat américain qui avait pris part au Concile comme expert et était trés
ami depuis lors avec le Pontife ».

Teste important et dérangeant, tombé inexplicablement « dans I'oubli pendant 45 ans
», avant que l'acteur homonyme mais sans lien de parenté, et le quotidien fondé par
Eugenio Scalfari, ne le découvrent et le relancent.

En realité, le motif d'oubli existe bel et bien, et il est fondé.

« Il s'agit d'un faux, Jean XXIII n'a rien a voir avec cette priére - explique au
Giornale Mgr Capovilla - et la premiére fois qu'il fut rendu public, il fut promptement
démenti ».

L'épisode entier a été reconstitué en son temps par le pére jesuite Jean Caprile sur
Civilta Cattolica (le 18 juin 1983), sur la base des papiers conservés dans les archives
de la « Fondation Jean XXIII » de Bergame. On découvre ainsi que la premiére a
divulguer I'apocryphe, sans par ailleurs indiquer de sources ni de témoignages

2 http://www.ilgiornale.it/a.pic1?1D=316012&START=0&2col=
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d'authenticité, est la revue de I'« American Jewish Committee », dans un article signé
d'un certain « Cartus », pseudonyme de I'ex-jésuite Malachi Martin.

C'est sur ce dernier que pointent, depuis des décennies, les plus grands soupgons
autour de la fabrication de I'apocryphe. Capovilla, qui avait déja démenti a I'époque,
renchérit aujourd'hui : « C'est une pure invention, et il me déplait qu'on ait pu croire
authentique une priere qui ne correspond pas au style et a I'esprit du Pape Jean, lequel
ne se serait pas jamais permis de dire que les chrétiens portent imprimée « la marque
de Cain » sur le front. Les textes roncalliens ont été étudiés de tres pres, et publiés, il
n'existe aucune trace de cette priere parmi les papiers du Pontife et ceux qui la citent
n'ont jamais pu produire le moindre contrdle sur son authenticité, une authenticité qui
est démentie par le texte méme ».

Il est intéressant ici de s’attarder plus longuement sur Malachi Martin et de son role joué
lors de I’élaboration du document Nostra Aetate. Malachi Martin, jésuite de nationalité
irlandaise et tres certainement juif, était le secrétaire personnel du Cardinal Béa et jouait
double jeu durant le Concile Vatican Il en tant que taupe au profit de I’American Jewish
Committee (AJC).

Dans une biographie du rabbin Heschel — le représentant officiel de I’AJC aupres du
Cardinal Béa durant le Concile Vatican Il -, on peut lire la chose suivante :

Shuster [alors représentant de I’AJC en Europe] trouva d’autre moyens pour obtenir
des informations confidentielles et méme des copies de documents secrets. Il
développa une source clandestine d’informations, une "taupe” au sein du Secrétariat
du Cardinal Béa. Cet agent secret était un jésuite irlandais, Malachi Martin.?

Avec un mélange de motifs loyaux et ignoble, Martin devint proche de Heschel et
Shuster. Il appréciait énormément leur compagnie, spécialement lorsqu’ils disputaient
le championnat de la meilleure histoire dréle en yiddish.*

Certaines manoeuvres [d’Heschel et de I’AJC] étaient contestables. A la mi-mars
[1964], Heschel prit ses dispositions avec Roger Strauss [un éditeur] pour que
Malachi Martin, qui était maintenant a I’Institut Biblique de Jérusalem, puisse
publier son livre de confidences (kiss-and-tell book) sur les travaux internes du
Concile Oecuménique dans I’espoir que cela influencerait les présentes delibérations.
En mai, Farrar et Strauss publiérent Le pélerin® (faisant référence au Pape Paul V1)
sous le peusdonyme de Michael Serafian. Avec un mélange déloyal de faits,
d’exagérations et d’inventions, utilisant des termes peu flatteurs mais précis, ce livre
caractérisait le pape comme sincere, intelligent mais indécis, faible et soumis a la
Curie. L’identité de Martin fut bientdt découverte et beaucoup protestérent contre sa
trahison. Le livre fut retiré de la circulation, causant des pertes considérables a

® »gpiritual Radical, Abraham Joshua Heschel in Americal, 1940-1972” par Edward Kaplan publié par la Yale
University Press en 2007. Page 243.

* Ibid.

® Ce livre sera publié la méme année en cinqg langues : francais, anglais, allemand, espagnol et italien. Il est
quasiment inconnu du grand public. Ce livre qui n’a pas été publié pour le lecteur lambda a surement été
distribué gratuitement aux évéques et aux cardinaux (du moins a certains) durant I’année 1964. Croire que seuls
les adversaires de Nostra Aetate (tels Maurice Pinay ou Léon de Poncins) agissaient ainsi serait faire preuve
d’une grande naiveté. On peut acheter ce livre sur abebooks.fr a un prix relativement modeste. Nous ferons un
numéro de Serviam spécialement sur ce livre.



I’éditeur(,3 mettant par la-méme un terme a I’amitié de Heschel et de Strauss pour
Martin.

Le rabbin Heschel et le Cardinal Béa

L article publié par Cartus-Serafian-Martin’ dans ’Commentary”, revue de I’AJC, en
janvier 1965, fait un total de onze pages sur deux colonnes et est intitulé ”Vatican Il & the
Jews”. Cartus est présenté comme étant le ”pseudonyme d’un observateur catholique romain
qui a observé les développements du Concile de tres prés” (sic). Voici la traduction de la

¢ Op. Cit. p.254.

" A propos de ce personnage aux multiples pseudonymes, voir I’article de Joseph Roody publié par le magazine
Look en 1966 qui lui consacrait un paragraphe entier sans toutefois révéler que derriere Cartus-Serafian-
Pushkin-Boyle, ..., se cachait Malachi Martin.

Similar stories in the Times foretold Council failings before they happened. Most of these were substantiated in
magazine pieces and books published later, though some had traces of special pleading. The American Jewish
Committee’s intellectual monthly, Commentary, had offered a most bleak report on the Council and the Jews by
the pseudonymous F. E. Cartus. In a footnote, the author referred the reader to a confirming account in The
Pilgrim, a 281-page book by the pseudonymous Michael Serafian. Later, in Harper's magazine, Cartus, even
more dour, added to the doubts on the Jewish text. To buttress his case, he recast Pilgrim passages and cited
Council accounts in Time, whose Rome correspondent had surfaced for by-line status as author of a notably
good book on the Council. At the time, both Time and the New York Times were glad to have an inside tipster.
Just for the journalistic fun of it, the inside man's revelations were signed "Pushkin," when slipped under some
correspondents' doors. But readers were served no rewritten Pushkin on the Council's last sessions. The cassock
had come off the double agent who could never turn down work. Pushkin, it turned out, was Michael Serafian in
book length, F.E. Cartus for the magazines, and a translator in the Secretariat for Christian Unity, while keeping
up a warm friendship with the AJC. At the time, Pushkin-Serafian- Cartus was living in the Biblical Institute,
where he had been known well since his ordination in 1954, though he will be known here as Timothy Fitzharris
O'Boyle, S.J. For the journalists, the young priest's inside tips and tactical leaks checked out so well that he could
not resist gilding them every now and then with a flourish of creative writing. And an imprecision or two could
even be charged off to exhaustion in his case. He was known to be working on a book at a young married
couple's flat. The book finally got finished, but so did half of the friendship. Father Fitzharris-O'Boyle knew it
was time for a forced march before his religious superior could inquire too closely into the reasons for that crisis
in camaraderie. He left Rome then, sure that he could be of no more use locally. Apart from his taste for
pseudonyms, fair ladies, reports on the nonexistent and perhaps a real jester's genius for footnotes, Fitzharris-
O'Boyle was good at his job in the Secretariat, valuable to the AJC and is still thought of by many around Rome
as a kind of genuine savior in the diaspora. Without him, the Jewish declaration might well have gone under
early, for it was Fitzharris-O'Boyle who best helped the press harass the Romans wanting to scuttle it. The man
has a lot of priests' prayers. Other years, Fitzharris-O'Boyle was around Rome when the declaration needed help.
At Vatican II's fourth and last session, there was no help in sight. And things were happening very fast.



partie ou Cartus révele pour la premiére fois la fameuse priére de Roncalli-Jean XXIII aux
Juifs :

La propre conception de Jean XXI11 sur les qualités d’un tel document [la déclaration
sur les Juifs] peut étre jaugée par I’acte de réparation qu’il composa trois mois avant sa
mort en 1963 et qu’il comptait faire lire a voix haute dans tous les églises catholiques
du monde a une date fixe : «Nous avons conscience aujourd'hui que des siecles et des
siecles d'aveuglement ont fermé nos yeux et que nous ne pouvons plus voir la beauté
de Ton peuple élu ni reconnaitre sur son visage les traits de nos fréres privilégiés.
Nous nous rendons compte que le signe de Cain est gravé sur nos fronts. Tout au long
des siécles notre frere Abel gisait dans le sang et les larmes que nous lui faisions
verser car nous avions oublié Ton amour. Pardonne-nous d'avoir faussement attaché
une malédiction a leur nom de Juifs. Pardonne-nous de t'avoir crucifié une seconde
fois dans leur chair. Car nous ne savions pas ce que nous faisions...» C’est envers
cette superbe déclaration chrétienne, avec son aveu des injustices du passe, sa
reconnaissance des fausses accusations et son affirmation de la valeur intrinseque du
judaisme, que les diverses versions du document sur les Juifs doivent étre mesurées.®

Peu auparavant le 3 septembre 1964, le New York Herald Tribune, avait publié une traduction

a partir de I’original latin de la derniere mouture du texte sur les Juifs. Cette version avait tout
de suite alarmé les Juifs car elle révélait le ”désir ardent” de I’Eglise de voir les Juifs s’unir a
elle. Evidemment ceci était insupportable aux Juifs et ces derniers réagirent tres rapidement.
Nous étions a quelques jours de I’ouverture de la troisieme session du Concile, le 14
septembre, lui méme veille de la féte juive de Yom-Kippour. Une rencontre® secréte entre
Paul VI et Heschel fut organisée le 14 septembre — jour méme de I’ouverture du Concile ce
qui souligne bien le pouvoir que devaient avoir les infiltrés®® du Secrétariat de Béa au Vatican
- afin de sauver ce qui pouvait I’étre.

Auparavant, Malachi Martin, dans son livre Le pélerin, avait écrit les phrases suivantes :

Mais, dans I’ensemble, la session se termina sur une note d’optimisme. Avec son
regard attentif et silencieux le cardinal Montini lui-méme sentit qu’il était nécessaire
de se prononcer clairement en faveur de la majorité et du progres conciliaire. Le
printemps 1963 s’acheva par la publication de Pacem in Terris. Les commissions
conciliaires avaient été réduites et renforcées. Quelques membres de la Curie ne
cessaient de se rappeler que Jean était dévoré vivant par un mal inexorable, dont ils
parlaient comme de ”la main de Dieu”. Les eléments opposes (surtout non italiens)
n’entrevoyaient que ciels roses : la deuxieme session serait une victoire finale de
I’amour chrétien, une victoire du Giovannismo™. (pages 121-122)

A ce moment précis de I’Histoire, un homme a été élevé a la dignité de pape. Son nom
était Roncalli et il choisit de s’appeler Jean. Et cela lui convient a merveille, car il
précha I’amour et il était le précurseur. Alors le feu de son amour transperca les

8 Vatican Il & the Jews de F.E. Cartus in Commentary, January 1965, p.21.

° On trouvera dans la biographie d’Heschel déja mentionnée de nombreux détails sur cette rencontre.

19 Malachi Martin, le Pére Morlion, les abbés Baum et Oesterreicher, ...

1 Dans son article publié dans la revue Commentary, Cartus-Martin donne pour définition du giovannismo,
I’esprit de Jean XXIII.



ténébres, éveilla partout a travers le monde, le désir d’un foyer qui réchauffat I’ame
humaine, suscitat le respect profond d’une vérité qui, jadis, avait rendu I’homme
parfait, doué de toutes les qualités. Jean XXI11 était un précurseur. Il avait semé la ou
un autre moissonnerait. Il avait préché I’unité de la race humaine et cette unité était en
marche.

Etant donné son caractere et sa maniére d’agir, la seule unité envisageable — I’unité
autour de la montagne — paraissait impossible a réaliser. L’amour est une chose, la
mise en équation de cet amour, sa canalisation dans les formes de la pensée humaine,
en est une autre. Jean XXI11 avait été un créateur. Un autre aurait & mener son oeuvre
a bonne fin. L Histoire se répétait : saint Paul s’élancait vers les ténébres extérieures
du monde, partait a la reconquéte des anciennes Vérités, et, par de nouveaux
raisonnements, cherchait a transposer I’ancienne doctrine, au moyen de références que
le monde serait apte a comprendre et qui conviendraient a ce qu’il attendait. (page
188)

Nous voyons ici clairement a travers ces quelques lignes I’ordre donné par Malachi Martin
et ses comparses a Montini-Paul VI de suivre fidélement le ”giovannismo”, la ligne de
conduite tracée par Roncalli-Jean XXII1 — odieusement comparé a saint Jean-Baptiste. Or
auparavant, Malachi Martin avait décrit le Cardinal Béa comme étant ”la voix authentique
du giovannismo” :

Pendant un certain le nom de Béa a signifié un esprit et une méthode de pensée, et ce
nom nous est apparu comme un miracle d’innocence humaine et de grace chrétienne.
Les reéalisations de Bea devaient étre étudiées sous les trois rubriques suivantes :
I’oecuménisme, la liberté religieuse et les juifs. Dans ces trois domaines, il a
profondément modifié la pensée catholique. Ses adversaires n’ont mesuré que trop tard
la portée de cette activité; et cela souligne la méthode qu’il utilise : parfaite sérenité,
parfaite tranquillité, confiance compléte en soi et en Dieu, et talent digne d’un maitre
pour présenter les changements comme associés organiquement aux précédentes
maniéres d’agir et de penser. [...]

La période qui s’écoula entre cette conférence de New York et septembre 1963
marqua le sommet de I’oeuvre de Bea. Il fut autorisé, sous I’autorité du Pape, a
proposer les principes fondamentaux de I’oecumeénisme, de la liberté religieuse et de la
déclaration concernant I’antisémitisme. Le cardinal dirigea une tournée de conférences
aux Etats-Unis, qui placa son nom, et par conséquent sa doctrine, au premier plan dans
tous les esprits, catholiques ou non-catholiques, évéques et prétres. Bea fut en cela le
porte-parole, la voix authentique du giovannismo. (pages 126-127)

La priéere de Roncalli-Jean XXII1 publiée par Malachi Martin en janvier 1965 s’incrit dans
la suite du livre Le pélerin publié par ce méme Malachi Martin en mai 1964. Quoi de mieux
que cette priére du précurseur” pour guider le "moissonneur” ? Cette priére du “precurseur”
résumait en quelques lignes le travail gigantesque effectué par le cardinal Béa, cette "voix
authentique du giovannismo”, ce “miracle d’innocence humaine et de grace chrétienne”.

Comment ne pas voir a travers cette priere une énieme manipulation des Juifs et de leurs
alliés pour finir de changer les mentalités — s’appuyant sur I’image faussement entretenue du



”bon pape Jean” et de son esprit, le ”giovannismo” — et pour voter le texte révolutionnaire sur
les Juifs ?

I nous semble donc assez sur que cette priere de Roncalli-Jean XXI11 soit un faux. Que la
supercherie fusse découverte peu de temps apres importait peu, le texte sur les Juifs étant voté
entre temps.

On fera notre ce commentaire paru dans le journal Le Monde et rapporté par le Professeur
Faurisson dans son ouvrage mentionné ci-dessus :

Ce démenti ne touche tres précisément que ce texte [celui de la priere de Jean XXIII
aux Juifs]. Il ne saurait remettre en cause I’attitude du pape Jean qui exprima, on le
sait, sa volonté d’inclure dans les documents du concile une déclaration sur les juifs
dont le cardinal Béa fut le principal auteur (Le Monde, 27 octobre 1966, p. 9).

Par conséquent, méme fausse, cette priére synthétise parfaitement quelles étaient la pensée et
I’attitude de Roncalli-Jean XXIII et ses acolytes (Bea, Isaac, ...) Ceci explique que cette
priére soit toujours citée par des auteurs qui, tout en soulignant du bout des levres son
inauthenticité, I’utilise a leurs fins. (par exemple, Paul Giniewski dans son livre
”L’antijudarisme chrétien, La Mutation”, p.493-494).

Ce qu’il importe ici de bien comprendre, c’est le systeme de fraudes qui se trouve derriére
cette fameuse priére de Roncalli-Jean XXI11, systeme d’ailleurs dénoncé par le biographe du
rabbin Heschel comme nous I’avons montré précédemment. Or on n’a jamais vu I’Eglise
catholique user de moyens frauduleux pour imposer une doctrine.

Voici ce que dit Copin-Albancelli dans son livre ”La conspiration juive contre le monde
chrétien” a propos de la fraude :

Des dangers peuvent-ils arréter ceux qui, par conviction pure et désintéressée,
veulent créer de nouvelles opinions, de nouveaux états de conscience? A cette
question la réponse est fournie par I'établissement du christianisme. Ses fondateurs
prouvérent que le danger ne compte pas pour quicongue a dans I'ame un grand idéal.
Ceux qui prétendaient changer I'état de conscience au dix-huitieme siécle n‘avaient
donc qu'a faire comme les premiers chrétiens.

Ils n'avaient que cela a faire, en vérité. Mais ce n'est pas a la portée de tout le monde:
Les fondateurs du christianisme avaient pu précher leur idéal a la face du ciel,
puisqu'ils le firent. Les fondateurs de la Magonnerie ne le pouvaient évidemment pas,
puisqu'ils ne le firent pas.

C'est que les premiers avaient. un idéal tout de sacrifice. Ils croyaient fermement que
la doctrine qu'ils apportaient a I'numanité contenait le progrés et le salut de celle-ci.
Pourquoi ne l'eussent-ils pas affirmé bien haut? lls ne risquaient qu'une chose : qu'on
s'opposat a leur évangelisation ; qu'on les en punit et méme peut-étre qu'on les fit périr.
Mais la mort était chose dont ils n'avaient point peur, précisément parce que leur
ambition avait son terme, non dans ce monde, mais dans un autre en I'existence duquel
ils avaient foi et dont la mort leur ouvrait les portes.

Et c'est pour cela que, malgré les haines et en dépit des obstacles, ils parvinrent a
substituer a I'idéal romain qui était celui de la force, I'idéal chrétien qui était celui du
dévouement, c'est-a-dire exactement le contraire.




La Puissance mystérieuse qui fonda la Maconnerie était évidemment dominée par
d'autres pensées, puisqu'elle procéda autrement. Si elle avait eu pour but le seul idéal,
elle edt proposé a la face du ciel, elle aussi, cet idéal au monde. Ses representants eus-
sent agi comme les premiers chrétiens. Dans le cas ou ils eussent été empéchés dans
leur prédication, ils se fussent dit : « Si notre idéal déplait a nos contemporains, c'est
que ceux-ci ne sont pas assez élevés, assez dévoues, assez purs pour le comprendre.
Nous allons nous sacrifier afin de leur apprendre a I'aimer.»

S'ils procéderent autrement, . c'est qu'évidemment leur royaume était de ce monde ;
c'est que leur but, au lieu d'étre moral, était matériel ; c'est qu'ils étaient dominés, non
par un idéal, mais par une ambition, par. un appétit. Et nous le savons trop maintenant
I' lls voulaient vivre pour jouir et dominer. Et comme on ne se fait généralement pas
tuer par amour de la vie, comme on ne s'immole pas par désir de jouissance, mince,
comme on ne se dévoue pas par soif de domination, ils étaient bien obligés de trouver
un autre moyen que l'exemple du sacrifice volontaire pour modifier cette opinion
catholique du commencement du XVIII siecle qui faisait obstacle a la réalisation de
leurs vues intéressées.

Ce n’était pas facile. En effet une opinion qu’on propose de modifier est, en soi,
chose capable de résistance. C'est une sorte d'étre ; un étre immariel mais un étre tout
de méme. Cet étre, comme tous les autres, est attaché a la vie. Or, comment créer une
nouvelle opinion sans que meure lI'ancienne? Et comment faire mourir celle-ci sans
qu'elle collabore a sa propre destruction? On peut l'entrainer a cela, en consentant a
mourir soi-méme, comme firent les martyrs chrétiens ; en créant par la contagion de
I'exemple, « la sainte folie du sacrifice ». Mais, dés lors qu'on renonce a ce moyen et
que d'autre part on na pas le pouvoir, c'est-a-dire la force a sa disposition, qu'est-ce
qui reste? Cherchez, et vous verrez qu'a défaut de la force ou de la prédication au
grand jour faite dans un esprit d'abnégation et de sacrifice, il n'y a .qu'un moyen pour
modifier ou détruire un état de conscience : la fraude.

Il faut alors amadouer, capter, séduire I'opinion qu'on veut détruire, lui faire absorber
certains principes destructeurs en les lui présentant comme des idées nourriciéres ; il
faut ruser et mentir, comme rusent et mentent les toréadors qui abattent les taureaux
dans les arénes. Lorsque ceux-ci tombent frappés par la spada, ils ont collaboré, eux
aussi, a leur destruction, malgré leur désir de vivre. Comment le toréador les y a-t-il
incités? En les trompant, en agitant devant leurs yeux le lambeau d'étoffe rouge que
I'animal surexcité charge furieusement, sans se douter que derriére ce morceau de soie
brillante et inoffensive est une main qui, le moment venu, tendra I'arme sur la pointe
de laquelle il se précipitera dans un élan mortel.

On peut procéder a I'égard d'un peuple dont on veut détruire I'dme, comme procede le
toréador vis-a-vis du taureau. Que faut-il pour cela? Des idees séduisantes agitées par
des rhéteurs habiles, comme est agitée la cappa par ceux qui précédent le toréador dans
I'aréne, pour exciter peu a peu la béte, pour étudier ses moyens de défense et d'attaque,
pour I'épuiser progressivement, pour créer des conditions telles que lorsque arrivera
I'neure de la lutte finale, le triomphe de la spada traitresse soit a peu prés assure.

Des idées habilement choisies, séduisantes mais corruptrices et perturbatrices, des
cappadores agiles pour agiter et faire miroiter ces idées, voila donc ce dont devait se
préoccuper ce matadore masqué, le Pouvoir occulte, qui, ne pouvant réaliser ses plans
tant que régnerait I'opinion existant au commencement du XVIllle siecle, se trouvait
dans la nécessité de la détruire alors qu'il n‘avait ni la force ni le désir de se sacrifier.
Ainsi envisageée, la difficulté.pouvait étre surmontée.

A une condition pourtant, c'est que, comme I'étre moral qu'il s'agissait d'attaquer était
organisé socialement, et comme les chefs de I'état de choses existant devaient étre plus



ou moins conscients et prévoyants, on cachat soigneusement certains travaux
préparatoires qui eussent pu éveiller les soupcons. D'ou la nécessité du secret en méme
temps que celle du mensonge. (Edition Vitte, 1909, pages 24-27).

Toute ressemblance entre ces quelques pages de Copin-Albancelli et I’élaboration du
document Nostra Aetate n’est pas fortuite.

A ce présent document, nous ajoutons deux annexes :

e L’extrait du livre du Professeur Faurisson, ”Le révisionnisme de Pie XII” ou il est
question de cette priére de Jean XXIII.

e L’article "Vatican Il & the Jews” de Cartus (alias Malachi Martin) paru dans la
revue Commentary en Janvier 1965. Cet article est inédit sur I’internet.

Contact : contact.serviam@agmail.com
Aucun copyright.
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Annexe 1 :

Le révisionnisme de Pie XI|I
Ouvrage du Professeur Robert Faurisson
Publié aux Editions Graphos en 2002.

Pages 84 a 96



LE REVISIONNISME DE PIE XI1

ANNEXE 1

Un faux : « LapriéredeJean xxiil pour lesjuifs»

[novembre 1990]

Nous sommes aujourd hui
conscients de ce que beaucoup, beaucoup
de siécles d'aveuglement ont offusqué
nos yeux de sorte que NouUs ne pouvons
plus ni voir la beauté de Ton Peuple Elu
ni reconnaitre sur leurs faces les traits de
nos fréres privilégiés. Nous nous rendons
compte de ce que la marque de Cain est
inscrite sur nos fronts. Au cours des
siecles, notre frére Abel est resté étendu
dans le sang que nous avions versé ou a
répandu les larmes que nous provoquions
par notre oubli de Ton Amour. Pardonne-
nous la malédiction que nous avons
faussement attachée a leur nom de juifs.
Pardonne-nous de T avoir une seconde
fois crucifié dans leur chair. Car nous ne
savions pas ce que nous fasions...
(Traduit del’anglais).
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Cette «priere pour les juifs» attribuée au pape
Jean XXIII, mort le 3juin 1963, est un faux. Ce faux est
apparu en janvier 1964 dans un « rapport » de la revue juive
américaine Commentary intitulé « Vatican Il and the Jews »
(Vatican Il et les juifs) sous la signature de F. E. Cartus,
présenté par ladite revue comme «le pseudonyme d’un
observateur catholique romain qui a suivi de trés prés les
développements du Concile cecuménique» (Commentary,
mensuel de I'’American Jewish Committee (New York,
Chicago, Los Angeles), janvier 1965, n° 1, vol. 39, p. 19-29 ;
la« priere » figure alapage 21).

Le seul contenu de ce texte aurait d0 donner a penser
qgu’'un pape, méme trés favorable aux juifs comme |’ était
Angelo Roncalli (1881-1963), ne pouvait guére s’ exprimer
en ces termes sur le compte des catholiques. Cette « priere »
revient, en effet, a dire: les juifs sont beaux ; ils sont le
peuple élu de Dieu ; ils portent sur leurs visages les traits de
nos fréres privilégiés. Pendant des siécles les juifs ont versé
sang et larmes. Nous, catholiques, nous avons été aveugles a
tout cela. Nos visages a nous sont hideux en ce qu'’ils portent
la margue de Cain. Nous sommes responsables du sang et
des larmes versés par lesjuifs. Nous avons oublié I’ amour de
Dieu. Nous avons menti en inventant que Dieu avait maudit
les juifs. C'est nous— et non les juifs— qui avons crucifié
Dieu. Nous étions des inconscients.

Ce texte est excessif ; il transpire trop de haine pour
les uns et trop d’ amour pour les autres.

A suivre chronologiqguement le destin de cette
« priére » dans la seule presse frangaise de 1966 a nos jours,
on s apercoit que le faux a d' abord été trés vite dénoncé,
puis que, devant les assauts répétés de certains en faveur
d’un texte si intéressant pour la cause des juifs, on a d abord

— 85 —



LE REVISIONNISME DE PIE XI1

tu la vérité, puis laissé croire qu'il s'agissait d’'un document
authentique. Le journal Le Monde, par exemple, essaiera
pendant quelques années de mettre ses lecteurs en garde
contre le faux, qu'il présentera prudemment comme
« apocryphe», puis il renoncera a toute mise au point et
méme, ainsi qu'on va le vair, il finira par donner
implicitement sa caution au faux.

Année 1966

Sous le titre « Une Priere de Jean XXIII pour les
juifs», La Documentation catholique publiait un texte
présenté comme la reproduction d’'un article de La Liberté
de Fribourg (Suisse) du 9septembre 1966. Le texte
commengait ainsi :

Les milieux du Vatican ont confirmé le
7 septembre  I'existence et |'authenticité d'une priére
composée par Jean X X111 quelques jours seulement avant sa
mort et dans laquelle le Pape demande pardon & Dieu pour
toutes les souffrances que I’Eglise catholique a fait subir
aux juifs.

L’'existence de cette priere qui, selon les
intentions de son auteur, aurait d0 étre récitée dans toutes
les églises, avait éé annoncée récemment au cours d une
conférence & Chicago par M9" John S. Quinn, qui fut un des
experts du Concile (La Documentation catholique,
2 octobre 1966, col. 1728).

Suivait le texte de la « priere». Aucune précision
n'était fournie sur «les milieux du Vatican» qui avaient,
parait-il, confirmé I’ authenticité de la piéce, ni sur la source
permettant d’ affirmer que, selon les intentions du pape, la
« priére » devait étre récitée dans toutes les églises.
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Un mois plus tard, La Documentation catholique publiait un
démenti sous le titre: « La Priére de Jean XXIII pour les
juifsest un faux ». Voici le texte intégral du démenti :

La Secrétairerie d Etat a publié, le 26 octobre, le
communiqué suivant au sujet de la soi-disant priére de
Jean XXIII publiée dans notre numéro du 2 octobre, col.
1728, en nous faisant I’ écho d'une information de presse &
laquelle nous n’ ajoutions aucun commentair e personnel :

La Documentation Catholique du 2 octobre 1966
(n° 1479, col. 1728) reproduit, d'aprés La Liberté de
Fribourg, du 9 septembre précédent, une «priére de
Jean XXII1 pour les Juifs» et affirme que les milieux du
Vatican en auraient confirmé |’ authenticité.

Il s'agit, en rédlité, d’un faux.

La Liberté de Fribourg a repris ce texte du
journa hollandais De Tijd du 18 mars 1965. Le Tijd le
tenait de American Commentary de Chicago (organe de
I'« American Jewish Committee ») de janvier 1965, signé
d’un pseudonyme (« F. E. Cartus») sans aucune indication
de source ni d authentification. Le fait méme de publier la
chose sous un pseudonyme aurait d0 mettre en garde.
Mer Quinn, qui est de Chicago, fit sienne cette priére (en
toute bonne foi, on peut le croire) et en parla & une réunion
interconfessionnelle.

Aucun bureau du Vatican ne peut avoir confirmé
I’authenticité de cette priere, qui n'existe ni a la
Pénitencerie apostolique, ni dans les écrits, tant imprimés
qu’inédits, du Pape Jean X XIII.

Mer Louis Capovilla, qui est le dépositaire de ces
derniers, dément sans hésiter |’ authenticité de cette priére.

L'examen attentif du texte fait dailleurs
apparaitre qu’ elle est étrangére au style et au vocabulaire du
regretté Pontife (La Documentation catholique, 6 novembre
19686, col. 1908-9).
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Peu auparavant, le journal Le Monde avait publié un
article intitulé: «La Priere pour les juifs attribuée a
Jean XXIII est apocryphe». L'article était présenté comme
provenant du correspondant particulier du journal a Rome et
il était daté du 26 octobre. 1| commencait en ces termes :

«La priere pour les juifs attribuée au pape
Jean XXIIl est apocryphe.» Telle est I'assertion
catégorique que nous tenons d’une source compétente du
Vatican.

Lereste de |’ article montrait que le correspondant du
Monde et I’ auteur de I’ article publié dans La Documentation
catholigue du 6 novembre avaient puisé & la méme source, a
Rome. Mais Le Monde procédait a trois gommages. Au lieu
d'un titre clar, il choisissait un titre obscur et inexact ;
« apocryphe», mot rare, signifie: dont I'authenticité est
douteuse. Au lieu de préciser que le texte provenait de
Commentary, organe de |I'« American Jewish Committee »,
il se contentait de dire: «[Cette priére] a é&é publiée aux
Etats-Unis ». Enfin, pour atténuer un peu plus lavaleur de ce
qu'il appelait «I'assertion» (proposition que I’on avance
comme vraie) d'une source compétente du Vatican, le
journal gjoutait le commentaire que voici :

Ce démenti ne touche trés précisément que ce
texte. Il ne saurait remettre en cause I’ attitude du pape Jean
qui exprima, on le sait, sa volonté d'inclure dans les
documents du concile une déclaration sur les juifs dont le
cardinal Béa fut le principal auteur (Le Monde, 27 octobre
1966, p. 9).

Année 1967

Six mois aprés cet avertissement du Monde, Henri
Fesquet, envoyé spécial du journal a Lyon au congrés de
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I’amitié judéo-chrétienne de France, n’en commencait pas
MOiNS son papier en cestermes:

L’ épopée de la renaissance de I'Etat d'Isragl,
malgré I'ambiguité de sa signification, a forcé I’ attente du
monde tandis que I’ Eglise romaine se donnait peu aprés un
pape vraiment attentif aux requétes de Jules Isaac, |’ auteur
de L'Enseignement du mépris; Jean XXIIlI n’avouait-il
pas: «Le signe de Cain est gravé sur nos fronts. Des
siécles et des siecles d aveuglement ont fermé nos yeux.
Pardonne-nous, Seigneur, de t'avoir crucifié une seconde
fois dans la chair des juifs. Car nous ne savions pas ce que
nous faisions. » (Le Monde, 21 avril 1967, p. 11.)

On comparera la version d'Henri Fesquet a la
version originale des faussaires.

Quelques jours plus tard, Le Monde publiait un
rectificatif sous le simple titre de « Jean XXIII et les juifs».
Il confiait que le fragment de la «priere», cité par son
correspondant, avait été « puisé dans I’ ouvrage Rome et les
juifs de M. P. E. Lapide, qui vient d'étre publié— traduit de
I’anglais— par les Editions du Seuil ». Aprés cette publicité
pour un ouvrage contenant un faux, il goutait que MIr
Capovillaavait « démenti tardivement [sic] I’ authenticité [de
lapriere] » (Le Monde, 7-8 mai 1967, p. 17).

Années 1974-1975

Le 3ldécembre 1974, Le Monde publiait une
correspondance de « M. Paul Samuel, de Paris » sous le titre
«L"UNESCO, le Vatican et Israél ». |l sagissait d'une
protestation contre |'attribution par le Vatican du prix
Jean XXIII a I'UNESCO. M. Samuel estimait que
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I"'UNESCO avait, en excluant Israél, obé& « aladictature du
totalitarisme pétrolier » ; quant ala décision du Vatican, il la
critiquait, jugeant que «le plus grand pape du vingtiéme
siecle, Jean XXIII, n'aurait pas agi ainsi ». Et de citer le
texte de la « priere». Le Monde acceptait de publier cette
lettre alors que celle-ci contenait un faux : un faux contre
lequel le journal n’estimait plus nécessaire de mettre en
garde ses lecteurs (Le Monde, 31 décembre 1974, p. 4).
L'ironie voulut que des juifs, probablement émus et
ravis de découvrir la « priére», écrivissent au journal pour
s éonner du silence entourant ce document. Tel fut le cas de

«M. e¢ MME [ éon Zack, de Vanves». Il fallut bien se
résoudre & démentir. Mais le démenti du Monde prit une telle
forme que le lecteur pouvait croire que le «texte
apocryphe» avat été diffusé avec la méme bonne (ou
mauvaise) foi par Commentary (sans indication du caractére
juif de la publication) et « différents organes d’Europe, y
compris La Documentation catholique ». Titre choisi : « A
propos de la priére apocryphe de Jean XXIII sur les juifs »
(Le Monde, 2 février 1975, p. 8).

Année 1983

Le 30janvier 1983, Alexandre Szombati publiait
dans Le Monde une prétendue « Enquéte sur le meurtre de
Theodor Erich von Furtenbach qui se disait nazi ». Il
écrivait :

Aprés la guerre, I'Eglise a renié ses
égarements et un pape lui-méme a reconnu « le
signe de Cain sur nos fronts ».

Ces paroles étaient attribuées a un «témoin» de
I'assassinat, un assassinat qui, soit dit en passant, allait
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valoir a |I'assassin un seul jour de prison; ce dernier avait
fait cauvre pie (Le Monde, 30 janvier 1983, Supplément, p. I,
IV-V)-

Année 1989

En septembre 1989, dans une émission de La Cing
sur le Carmel d’ Auschwitz, M. Jean Kahn, président du
Conseil représentatif des ingtitutions juives de France
(CRIF), lut devant le pére Martelet la «priere» de
Jean XXIII. Le pére Martelet se garda bien de signaler qu'il
s agissait d' un faux.

Le mois suivant, a I’occasion du nouvd an juif, le
méme Jean Kahn accordait un entretien a deux journalistes
du Monde, Patrice Jarreau et Henri Tincg. Au cours de
I’entretien, il déclarait :

[Mgr Decourtray] a décidé, aussi, de transmettre
a toutes les paroisses la derniére priere rédigee par
Jean X X111, regrettant les siécles de mépris de I'Eglise a
I"encontre du peuple juif, afin qu’ elle y soit lue par les curés
(Le Monde, 3 octobre 1989, p. 16).

Un lecteur du Monde écrivit le lendemain une courte
lettre a André Fontaine, directeur du journal :

Jean Kahn, président du Conseil représentatif des
institutions juives de France (CRIF), vous a déclaré (Le
Monde, 3 octobre 1989) que le cardinal Decourtray aurait
décidé de transmettre a toutes les paroisses « la priére de
Jean XXIIl pour les juifs». Je suis surpris qu'a cette
occasion votre journal, qui recueillait [a un «entretien »
avec Jean Kahn, n'ait pas cru devoir rappeler, comme il

™ surle personnage qui signe « Szombati », on pourra lire un article que je lui ai
consacré sous le titre: « Une enquéte du Monde diplomatique sur les chambres a
gaz » dansles Annales d'histoire révisionniste (n° 4, printemps 1988, p. 135-49).
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I’avait fait au moins en une autre circonstance, vers 1974,
que cette prigre n'est qu'un faux; pudiquement, vous
parliez de texte «apocryphe». — Jattends votre
rectification (Lettre de M. G. D. aimablement communiquée
par son auteur).

La rectification ne vint jamais et la lettre «a
publier » ne fut pas publiée. Jignore s le cardina
Decourtray eut jamais I’intention de diffuser le faux ou s'il
s'agit la d'un projet que lui prétait abusivement M. Jean
Kahn. Peut-étre le cardina de Lyon a-t-il eu cette intention
et peut-&tre méme I’ a-t-il mise a exécution. M. Jean Kahn est
un cas. |l serait doté d'une « sensibilité particuliére » et d’un
«supplément d'dmex»; chez ses coreligionnaires il
existerait, en effet, « une sensihilité particuliere qui fait que
I"électeur juif est un électeur avec un supplément d' ame »
(Le Quotidien de Paris, 11 février 1986, p. 6). Pour lui, les
juifs francais sont « des Frangais souvent plus patriotes que
les autres » (Le Figaro, 20 novembre 1989, p. 16).”

Quant au journal Le Monde, tout au long des années
1966-1989, il aura donc, selon une tradition qui lui est
propre en pareil cas, traité le sujet de maniére oblique.

Les responsables de I’ American Jewish Committee
participaient, dans leur style, alacampagne menée aupres du
Vatican et de Paul VI pour que I’ Eglise catholique en vint a
décharger les juifs de leur responsabilité dans «la
condamnation & mort de Jésus-Christ ». Les textes de

A rapprocher d'un article d’ André Glucksmann : « L’ Europe sera “juive” ou ne
sera pas» (Libération, 16 avril 1982, p. 14) et d’une déclaration du grand rabbin
Sitruk : « Chaque juif francais est un représentant d'lsraél » (Le Monde, AFP,
12 juillet 1990, p. 7), propos qui sera déformé et atténué par deux journalistes du
Monde qui demanderont au grand rabbin : « Lors de votre dernier voyage en Israél,
n'aviez-vous pas déclaré que tout juif francais devait se considérer comme un
représentant d’Israél ?» (Le Monde, propos recueillis par Jean-Michel Dumay et
Henri Tincq, 30 septembre 1990, p. 9.)
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I’office du Vendredi Saint dénoncent les «juifs perfides »
gui exigérent de Ponce Pilate cette condamnation :

[Les juifg] voulaient rejeter I'injustice de leur
forfait sur la personne du juge { romain] ; mais pouvaient-ils
tromper Dieu qui est juge aussi ? Pilate a été participant de
leur crime dans la mesure de ce qu'il afait; mais, si on le
compare a eux, on le trouve beaucoup moins criminel. ”

En 1965, les juifs espéraient que le Concile
cecuménique Vatican Il déclarerait sans ambiguité la non
perfidie des juifs et leur absence de responsabilité dans la
condamnation & mort du Christ. Mais, plus le Concile se
prolongeait, plus il apparaissait que le Vatican hésitait,
surtout sous la pression des catholiques d' Orient. En fin de
compte, la « Déclaration sur les relations de |’ Eglise avec les
religions non chrétiennes » du 28 octobre 1965 fit de larges
concessions aux juifs mais les dégut. Ce point est peu connu
et, aujourd hui, la rumeur veut que I'Eglise ait, en 1965,
déchargé les juifs de I'accusation de perfidie et de toute
responsabilité dans la condamnation du Christ. La vérité est
différente. Le Concile rappela «le lien qui relie
spirituellement le peuple du Nouveau Testament avec la
lignée d’ Abraham », réprouva et déplora I’ antisémitisme, dit
que le Christ «en vertu de son immense amour » S était
« soumis volontairement ala Passion et alamort a cause des
péchés de tous les hommes et pour que tous les hommes
obtiennent le salut ». Il insista pour que les juifs ne fussent
pas «présentés comme réprouvés par Dieu ni maudits,
commesi cela découlait de la Sainte Ecriture ».

Mais quelques mots — huit mots dans le texte latin —
rappelaient tout de méme, a I'intérieur d’une proposition

" Dom Gaspard Lefebvre, Missel vespéral romain (quotidien), 1946 [1920],
Vendredi Saint, Office des Ténebres, 6°legon, p. 674.
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concessive, que « les autorités juives, avec leurs partisans
poussérent a la mort du Christ » (auctoritates Judasorum
cum suis asseclis mortem Christi urserunt). Les péres
conciliaires ne pouvaient tout de méme pas altérer |e contenu
du récit évangdique. ™

Jacob Kaplan, grand rabbin de France de 1955 a
1980, devait écrire, tout en se féicitant de certains aspects
deladéclaration conciliaire:

Ce qui était espéré de Vatican Il, ¢ était surtout
lerget de I’ accusation de déicide portée contre les juifs. On
était en droit de I’ espérer. Comme on le sait, il y eut trois
projets sur la question. Le premier en 1963, le second en
1964, le dernier qui devint définitif en 1965. Or, la version
de 1964 (la deuxiéme) rejetait effectivement I’ accusation de
déicide, mais dans la derniére il n’en fut pas question. Il a
été tout simplement supprimé. Que s était-il passé? Un
article dans Le Monde (19 juin 1987) nous le fait savoir.
Dans le compte rendu du livre écrit en anglais d'un
orientaliste qui fait autorité, Bernard Lewis, on donne un
passage de son ouvrage Sémites et Antisémites ou il fait état
de pressions de nations arabes sur la Papauté afin que ne
fussent pas disculpés les juifs du crime de déicide. Le
Vatican céda. Regrettant cette suppression, le cardinal
Liénart, de Lille, ne put s'empécher de dire: «L’on
pourrait croire que le Concile ne veut pas laver le peuple
juif de I'accusation de déicide. » («Dossier juifs et
catholiques en dialogue », La Documentation catholique,
3juillet 1988, p. 680.)

Année 1990

Aujourd' hui d'autres combats mobilisent les juifs
dansleurs exigences a |’ égard des catholiques.

"8 Concile ceumeéni gue Vatican |1, éd. du Centurion, 1989, p. 698.
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Un récent article d'Henri Tincg dans Le Monde
(7 décembre 1990, p. 1, 14) rappelle que, dans I’ affaire du
Carmel d’ Auschwitz, les juifs ont obtenu satisfaction et que
les carmélites devront quitter leur lieu de priére en lisiére du
camp pour un centre de dialogue et de recherche sur la
Shoah. Les catholiques ont déja versé de fortes sommes pour
I” édification de ce centre mais le pape Jean-Paul |l annonce
le déblocage d’'un complément de 100.000 dollars pour hater
la construction. Cependant, le pape reste suspect et, comme
le dit le journalise du Monde, «le proces de
“révisionnisme” a été intenté a Jean-Paul Il ». Le pape tarde
trop a publier un document qu’il avait promis, en septembre
1987, de rédiger sur I’« Holocauste » et qui cautionnerait la
thése de la réalité des chambres a gaz hitlériennes. ™ Il
sintéresse trop au projet de béatification d'Isabelle la
Catholique. Les juifs, avec I'appui de MOr Lustiger,
sefforcent d’empécher la béatification d'une reine «trop
catholique », coupable d'avoir, en 1492, signé I'édit de
bannissement des juifs de son royaume, et cela sous
I'influence de Torquemada, inquisiteur général qui, dit-on,
avait abjuré safoi d'origine: lafoi juive.

Le mythe de «la priére de Jean XXIII pour les
juifs» n'est guere vivace; mais il demeure et, en raison

PlLe27 septembre 1990, I’ Osservatore Romano publiait, cependant, en premiére
page un article sur une « méditation du pape & Jasna Gora [Pologne] ». Jean-Paul |1,
parlant des juifs, aurait déclaré en polonais: « Ce peuple a été frappé par la mort
terrible de millions de ses fils et de ses filles. D’ abord, on les a marqués d’ un signe
particulier. Puis, on les a jetés dans des ghettos, des quartiers isolés. Puis on les a
portés aux chambres a gaz, leur donnant la mort — seulement parce qu'ils étaient
des fils de ce peuple (Poi portati alle camere a gas, dando loro la morte — soltanto
perché erano figli di questo popolo) ». A moins d'une erreur de ma part, Jean-
Paul |1 aura donc été le premier pape a cautionner ainsi — timidement, il est vrai —
I’ existence des chambres & gaz homicides.
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méme de sa discrétion, il risque de survivre bien des années

encore.
Quant a I’American Jewish Committee, continuant

sur sa lancée, il vient d'annoncer deux fausses nouvelles:
selon son correspondant (?) a Paris, Roger Kaplan, la loi
Fabius-Gayssot n'est pas passée et Faurisson est décédé
(Commentary, ao(t 1990, p. 49, 51).
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A COMMENTARY REPORT

VATICAN 1l & THE JEWS

F. E. CARTUS

the third session of the Second Vati-
can Ecumenical Council in Rome—the highest
legislative and representative body of the Roman
Catholic Church, by the overwhelming vote of
1893 to 99, approved of a document condemn-
ing “hatred and persecutions of Jews, whether they
arose in former or in our own days,” affirming the
validity of Judaism as a religious way of life with
which Catholics must establish relations of “mu-
tual knowledge and respect,” and repudiating the
idea of “the Jewish people as one rejected, cursed,
or guilty of deicide.” This text, running a little
more than six paragraphs, marked a turning point
in the history of the Church, for in and through
it a tacit but definitive judgment was passed
on countless generations of Popes, Kings, Church
Fathers, Saints, writers, theologians, and ordinary
Christians; on them and on their attitude to Jews
and Judaism.

The declaration approved by the Council
Fathers stood in the most dramatic contrast to a
theological tradition which has dominated Catho-
lic thinking about Jews for 1900 years. According
to that tradition God chose the Jewish people in
the time of Abraham to serve as a preparatory
stage for the coming of Jesus of Nazareth, His
Son, and the establishment of the Catholic Church.
Once Christ came, all that was valuable and effec-
tive for human salvation was transferred from
Judaism to the new Church. The Ancient Alliance
between God and Israel was voided and replaced
by the New Alliance between the Church and God.
The Jews, as the original Chosen People, should
have been the first Christians, but they elected
instead to repudiate Christ. They did not accept
his doctrine; they opposed him during his life-
time; they instigated his arrest; they clamored for
his execution; they acquiesced in his crucifixion.
For these sins they were punished in three ways
by God: they ceased to be the Chosen People; they
were blinded so that they could not see the truth
of Christianity; they were dispersed among the
nations, never to be reunited until the end of time
when Christ will return to this world to judge the

ON November 20, 1964—the last day of

F. E. CARTUS is the pseudonym of a Roman Catholic observer
who has watched developments at the Ecumenical Council
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living and the dead. At the end of time, they will
be converted as a group, but until that day they
will remain blinded, dispersed, and persecuted as
a sign that God has entrusted salvation to the
Church alone, and that He punishes obduracy.

Roman Catholic believers drew a whole range
of practical conclusions from these premises. The
Jews as a people—not only the Jews of Christ’s time
but Jews of all time—were guilty of having killed
Christ, the God-man: theologically speaking, they
were deicides. Second, because they were cursed by
God to remain dispersed among the nations until
the end of time, the very existence of a Jewish
state must be against God’s will, and Israel must
therefore be doomed to extinction after a short
while. Third, the sufferings of the Jews were to be
understood as part of their punishment for the
crime of having rejected Christ and their original
destiny. Fourth, Judaism was a useless thing, an
invalid ethic, an invalid way of life, an invalid
method of worship, which had been rendered
pointless by the advent of Christ, And in the long
history of Jewish-Christian relations more phan-
tasmagoric conclusions still were frequently drawn.
The Jews were allied with the devil, they were
always entering into conspiracies—with Free-
masons, with Communists, with atheists, with sec-
ularists—for the sole purpose of destroying the
Church and wiping Christianity off the face of the
earth,

For the conservative Catholic mind, then—the
mind whose outlook is to be found reflected in any
official Roman Catholic manual of theology and
which governs the thinking of the Papal govern-
ment, or Curia as it is called—Judaism is not a
non-Christian religion like any other—like Bud-
dhism, Hinduism, or Islam. It was geared to Christ
before he came and it remains geared to Christ
and his second coming. Buddhists, Hindus, and
Moslems should be Catholics because they are
men, but Jews should be Catholics because they
are Jews. Hence the pertinacity of the general
Curial opposition to a declaration on the Jews and
hence the particular pertinacity of the conver-
sionist note in the several of the many drafts of
the text that were eventually produced.

The “rain” of opposition to which Pope Paul VI
was overheard referring after the November 20
vote, thus had not waited until then to fall. It
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had, in fact, been hammering steadily on the dome
of St. Peter’s for three years—ever since the idea of
a document on the Jews was first launched. But
neither has opposition ceased with the adoption
of the document by the plenary assembly. The
Bishops have declared their will, but until their
will is ratified by the Pope in solemn promulgation
—an act which has been reserved for the fourth and
final session of the Council, tentatively scheduled
to be held in the fall of 1965—the document will
not represent the official voice of the Church.
Nevertheless, the adoption was itself of major
historical importance and signified the culmina-
tion of a bitterly intense struggle which started
shortly after the accession of John XXIII to the
Papal throne.

HE sToRrY of the document goes back originally
Tto the work of the late Jules Isaac, a French-
Jewish scholar whose studies had convinced him
that official Catholic teaching was shot through
with several basically anti-Semitic ideas: that the
Jews were collectively accursed by God for the
crime of deicide and that it was God’s command
that they suffer and be dispersed for all time. In
1947, Isaac organized the Seelisberg Conference
(in Switzerland) at which the participants drew
up the famous Ten Points of ideal Christian
behavior toward the Jews. (These ten points
incorporated Isaac’s chief findings about the tradi-
tional Christian attitude to Jews, and they formed
the substance of the text that was finally adopted
last November.)

Pursuing his campaign, Isaac met with Pius XII
at Castelgandolfo in 1949 and pleaded with him to
change certain injurious phrases concerning the
Jews in Catholic prayers. Pius, in a wholly charac-
teristic gesture, refused to change the actual word-
ing but directed that new and less offensive
translations be made. Fourteen years later, at the
Good Friday ceremonies in St. Peter’s, when the
offensive words were sung by the .Sistine Choir,
John XXIII—and this was characteristic of him—
flushed with anger, called the ceremonies to a halg,
and had the Choir repeat the prayer with the
offensive phrases omitted. They have since been
excised altogether.

The spirit of John XXIII, or giovannismo as it
was called, rested on the late Pope’s conviction that
the Roman Catholic Church in the world of the
late 50’s was living in an ever-deepening spiritual
isolation. On the one hand, she refused to meet
any non-Roman Catholic Christian on any basis
but that of conversion to Catholicism. On the
other hand, she regarded the rest of the world as
positively leagued against her existence and the
truth she professed. John also saw that while this
was the offictal attitude of the Roman Church,
the vast bulk of Roman Catholics had been grow-
ing increasingly restive, increasingly uncomforta-
ble, and increasingly impatient with the tradi-
tional mentality. It was to bring this mentality

more closely into line with the realities of the day
and the needs and sentiments of the contemporary
Catholic that John decided in 1959 to call an
Ecumenical Council in Rome.

As time went on, the basic purposes of the com-
ing Council became clear. Apart from interna-
tionalizing his own Roman government and mak-
ing Church doctrine and worship intelligible to
moderns, John wished to open up the Church to
the outside world, to call off the hostilities and
opposition that kept the world at a distance, and
to effect a rapprochement with all men not under
the ecclesiastical sway of Rome. As a practical
policy, however, such a rapprochement had one
major difficulty to face. Because the Roman Cath-
olic Church claims to be the only true religion,
the necessary prelude to any dialogue with it had
always been submission to this preliminary truth.
John wished to change all that. The Church would
go on believing and claiming that it was the one
true religion, and it would go on praying and
hoping that all men might finally come to see that
truth. But as John understood, no real dialogue
between the Church and other communities could
be based on the condition that they approach the
Church with the intention of being converted.
Nor could genuine dialogue be grounded in some
utilitarian aim—mutual defense or the attainment
of common sociological progress. The new basis
that John wished to establish was summed up in
a phrase coined by his close associate, Augustin
Cardinal Bea: to see the truth lovingly. That is,
each party to the dialogue was to approach the
other with two predispositions: with love and with
a desire to know. That was all—but it implied an
entire theory of religious liberty: the right of any
human being to worship God in the way his con-
science dictated, and his right to be respected by
all others in his chosen way. To implement these
principles, John, on March 25, 1960, entrusted to
Cardinal Bea the formation of a special secretariat
for the promotion of relations with other Christian
churches and called it the Secretariat for the
Promotion of Christian Unity (SECU).

So far as the Jews in particular were concerned,
John’s thinking was influenced by an interview
with Jules Isaac (on June 13 of the same year)
at which Isaac submitted a long dossier to him
on Jewish-Christian relations and, among other
things, petitioned him to set up a special secre-
tariat to deal with those relations. Partly as a
result of this interview, John determined that, if
not a secretariat, the Church should find some
other concrete institutional means by which Jews
and Roman Catholics could enter into relations of
mutual knowledge and esteem, that the Council
should issue a statement on Jews and Judaism, and
that Jewish observers should be invited to assist
at the Council sessions. By November, however,
several modifications had been imposed on these
plans by circumstances. The conservative element
in the Vatican—which dominates the Curia—would



not hear of a special secretariat for Judaism; they
saw it as the thin end of a wedge opening the door
to an alien mentality and ultimately to diplomatic
recognition of Israel. John therefore decided that
the best course would be to assign the responsibil-
ity for drawing up a document on Jewish-Christian
relations to Bea’s new secretariat.

However, the very idea of a document on the
Jews was itself repellent to the conservatives in
the Curia; in their view the doctrine of the Church
with respect to the Jews was quite clear already.
Trouble also came from Cairo. News of Isaac’s
visit, of John's subsequent proposals, of Bea's
preliminary contacts with Jewish representatives
filtered through. The Voice of the Arabs, Nasser’s
powerful broadcasting station, began issuing state-
ments denouncing the “world Zionist plot to
capitalize on the Vatican Council in order to fur-
ther the oppression of the Palestinian refugees.”
The Egyptian and Lebanese ambassadors in Rome
acquainted the Vatican with their government’s
viewpoint: no secretariat to deal with Jewish-
Christian relations nor any document on the Jews
would be acceptable to the Arab people; neither
would the idea of Jewish observers at the Council
be welcome. In spite of all this, John held fast
and asked Bea to organize relations and contacts
with competent Jewish representatives, and to set
up a section of the SECU which would work on
the proposed document.

John’s own conception of the essentials of such
a document may be gauged by the act of reparation
which he composed three months before his death
in 1963 and which he originally intended to have
read aloud in all Roman Catholic churches of the
world on a fixed date. “We are conscious today
that many many centuries of blindness have
cloaked our eyes so that we can no longer either see
the beauty of Thy Chosen People nor recognize in
their faces the features of our privileged brethren.
We realize that the mark of Cain stands upon our
foreheads. Across the centuries our brother Abel
has lain in the blood which we drew or shed the
tears we caused by forgetting Thy Love. Forgive
us for the curse we falsely attached to their name
as Jews. Forgive us for crucifying Thee a second
time in their flesh. For we knew not what we did.
....7 It is against this superb Christian statement,
with its acknowledgment of past injustices, its
recognition of false accusations, and its afirmation
of the intrinsic value of Judaism, that the various
drafts of the document on the Jews must be
measured.

HE FIRST OF THESE drafts was drawn up in 1961.
While written with a certain benevolence, it
emphasized the dignity of Judaism only in relation
to Christianity, and it failed to pin down and kill
the basic tenets of anti-Semitism. Even Bea and
his collaborators in the SECU, who were receiving
a good deal of material from the American Jewish
Committee and other Jewish sources concerning
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the anti-Semitic elements in Catholic prayers and
literature, felt that the draft they had produced
lacked the necessary force. For the conservatives,
however, it had all too much force, and by Sep-
tember of 1961 it had generated one of their first
big clashes with the Pope. The argument they
reportedly put to him was subtle and far-reaching
in its intent: nothing, they said, must be done to
disturb the simple piety of Christians or the
Church’s position in the Middle East; it was a
good idea to issue a general statement on all non-
Christian religions, including Judaism, but the
SECU was not the body to produce such a state-
ment. The SECU—reports of their argument went
on—could not submit a document to the Council
legally, for it was neither a Council commission
nor an organ of the Holy Father’s government. It
was, in fact, an anomaly, a para-ecclesiastical
growth that needed to be regulated. At all events,
the conservatives continued, the preparatory work
for the Council could not possibly be performed
efficiently for any date earlier than 1965. The Holy
Father should therefore fix that year for the open-
ing of the Council.

John reacted swiftly and rather ruthlessly. The
Council would begin in 1962. It would make a
statement specifically on the Jewish problem, the
outlines of which were announced in March 1962
to the Central Preparatory Commission (CPC), the
organizing body of the coming Council. After the
Council, a permanent secretariat would be estab-
lished to concern itself with relations with Jews
in the ethical and religious fields. Meanwhile,
Bea’s SECU would be given the status of a perma-
nent conciliar commission. It would be empowered
to invite observers from non-Roman Catholic and
non-Christian bodies, and to submit documents to
the Council of its own accord. It would not be
subject to the Theological Commission which,
under the tight control of Alfredo Cardinal
Ottaviani, was a main bastion of traditionalism
and anti-giovannismo.

The progress of affairs alarmed the conservative
elements both within the Vatican and in the
Church in general—particularly in Italy and Spain.
Nasser, who was kept informed of happenings in
Rome, was also disturbed. Money already had
come from Cairo and from certain interested
sources in Northern Italy and Spain to finance the
publication of an anti-Semitic book entitled Plot
against the Church. But this would only appear
in the autumn during the first session of the
Council. Something must be done at this moment,
it was felt, before things got out of hand.

The intransigent opposition of the Arab world
to a document on the Jews was—and is—based on
the fear that it might imply or lead to Vatican
recognition of Israel: for if a Christian could be
pro-Jewish, he could also be pro-Israel. And the
Vatican is sensitive to Arab pressure for a variety
of reasons. First of all, most of the Catholics in the
Middle East live in Arab lands, speak Arabic as
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their daily language, are drawn from Moslem
stock. The major Catholic Holy Places are in Jor-
dan. The vast majority of Church possessions in
the Middle East—lands, monasteries, schools,
churches—are in Arab lands. And the vast major-
ity of Christian communities not yet in commu-
nion with Rome live in Arab lands and partake
of Arabic culture. Secondly, the Vatican sees Nasser
as a bulwark against Communism in the Middle
East, the only alternative to a series of Cominunist
governments in that area. Finally, Vatican foreign
policy is tied to the foreign policy of Italy, which
means, among other things, that the Church’s
financial interests are involved with those of
Italian capital—and the natural markets of Italy
lie along the southern and eastern shores of the
Mediterranean, the lands of the Maghreb and the
Levant, whose Arab rulers must be kept as friendly
as possible.

It would be inaccurate and misleading to detach
these political considerations from the theological
prejudices and axioms of Vatican conservative
thinking; the connections are deep. Nevertheless,
for the conservative Catholic mind, the trouble
lay primarily with the contents of the proposed
document on the Jews, which was looking more
and more like a complete rejection of traditional
Catholic doctrine: Cardinal Bea was actually
proposing to condemn the idea that Jews were
Christ-killers. And indeed, Bea had had difficulty
in his own secretariat on this point. Some members
were against it, and at one stage discussion was
discontinued as being too thorny. How could a
suitable formula be found to reconcile such a
condemnation with the Gospels as they had always
been interpreted? The Italian paper, L’Avvenire
d’Italia, flatly declared that “it 1s almost incon-
ceivable that the Council should make a statement
on the issue of collective deicide.” Yet the fact is
that by early 1962 precisely such a statement had
been included in the document.

T 1S CERTAIN that if nothing disastrous had hap-
I pened between May and October, the docu-
ment on the Jews would have been proposed with
John's blessing and accepted at that session. But
one small incident occurred which was seized on
by the opponents of Bea’s whole ecumenical vision
and John’s idea of the Council, and used for a
series of delaying tactics that prevented the docu-
ment from ever coming up in the Council during
John's lifetime.

There had been talk for over two years now of
inviting Jewish observers to the Council. Some
Jewish organizations were in favor of the action,
others were against it. On June 12, the World
Jewish Congress announced that it had chosen
Chaim Vardi, an official of the Israeli Ministry of
Cults, to represent the W]JC as its observer at the
Council. On the same day the CPC in Rome
shelved not only the proposals Bea had prepared
concerning the invitation of Jewish observers, but

also his proposals concerning the document on the
Jews and the document on religious liberty. This
meant that neither of these documents would come
up for discussion at the first session.

It has been said more than once, both in public
and in private, that it was Jewish imprudence in
appointing an Israeli (and thus embarrassing the
Vatican in the face of objections from the Arab
world) which dashed Bea’s hopes in June 1962.
But that is less then a half-truth. The fact is that
the CPC acted as it did for quite different reasons.
For several months pressure had been building up.
From April through June, Bea’s proposals were
attacked and harassed by conservatives not only as
unwise politically and diplomatically; they were
also stigmatized as “going against the fundamental
dogma of the Church’s exclusive and unique pos-
session of the revealed truths.”’* At the same time,
Cairo and the other Arab governments were being
heard from. Diplomatic channels in Rome reiter-
ated their objections; restrictive measures were
threatened against Churchmen in Egypt, Syna,
and Iraq; the Permanent Arab Information Office
in Cairo announced a future meeting of the Arab
League to discuss the question of why Jews should
be mentioned in the Ecumenical Council; Nasser
and his agents tried to organize a meeting of
Catholic Oriental prelates in Jordan to protest
against all of Bea’s proposals.

With the entire progress of his Council in dan-
ger, John had no alternative but to yield to these
pressures. By the time the CPC met in June for its
final preparatory discussions, the decision to shelve
Bea’s proposals had already been taken. Thus it
was that the first session of the Council passed
without any mention of the document on the Jews.
The session itself was a victory for John and for
the whole prudent progressive movement.t And by
the end of 1962, Bea and John had reached more
definitive decisions concerning the document on
the Jews. The greatly strengthened version they
then planned to introduce at the second session
began with a general introduction affirming the
value of Judaism and denying that the Jews were
a “cursed people” or that they were “to be blamed
for the death of Christ.” The death of Christ, it
was asserted in this draft, “was not brought about
by all the Jewish people then living and much
less by the present Jewish people.” The document
then proceeded to condemn “the hatreds and per-
secutions inflicted on Jews in ancient times and
in our time” as a special evil, even more objection-
able to the Church than hatred and oppression
of other groups.

From January of 1963 on, it was clear to every-
one near John XXIII that he was dying. But
this did nothing to diminish the attacks on his

*The quotation is from Cardinal Ruffini of Palermo.

+See Letters from Vatican City by the pseudonymous
Xavier Rynne (Farrar, Straus & Giroux, 289 pp., $3.95)
and Pope, Council, and World by Robert Blair Kaiser
(Macmillan, 266 pp., $4.95) .



ideas for the Council; nor did the clamor against
Bea let up. Various rumors were circulated about
him: his health was failing; he would have
to retire; the Holy Office—supreme guardian over
matters concerning faith and morals—had been
watching him for suspicious doctrine; he no longer
had the support and trust of the Pope; and so on.
Even John himself was not spared: clerical pens in
Spain described him as a tamperer with the faith
of Christ’s Church, and right-wing papers in Italy
referred indirectly to his illness as the “hand of
God.” Tempers were frayed further by the appear-
ance in February of Hochhuth'’s play, The Deputy,
and Archbishop Giambattista Montini of Milan
wrote an open letter to the Tablet in London
dismissing the play as the work of “a very young

»

man.

oHuN died on June 3 and Montini became Paul
J VI. At first the greatest harmony reigned be-
tween the new Pope and Cardinal Bea: according
to authoritative reports, Paul gave Bea assurances
that he was prepared to back his documents on
religious liberty and on the Jewish question as
clear illustrations of the Church’s will to bridge
the gap between it and other religions. (By this
time, on the basis of a decision made while John
was still alive, the document on the Jews had been
incorporated into Bea’s tract on ecumenism, and
a part had been added in which preachers and
teachers were admonished to be careful about how
they spoke of Jews and the Gospel story.) The
conservatives in Italy, Spain, and elsewhere were
alarmed: the victory of giovannismo under John’s
successor seemed inevitable. The usual diplomatic
activity started again, the usual representations
from Cairo and the other Arab governments were
made by their ambassadors in Rome. Oriental
Churchmen were polled for their ideas and reac-
tions; they responded that the document on the
Jews would be a disaster. A long memorandum
presented to Amleto Cardinal Cicognani (the
Papal Secretary of State and also head of the
Council Coordinating Committee) proposed that
the document on the Jews either be amalgamated
into a much larger document on all non-Christian
religions or that it simply be removed from the
agenda. On the specific point of deicide, the
Egyptians let it be known that Jewish guilt for
the death of Christ was as integral to the Koran
as it was to the Gospels, and for the Church to
deny that guilt would be tantamount to tampering
with the faith of the Arabs. Paul answered one
communication from Cairo coolly: “Nothing in
this document, which is a purely religious one,
can possibly be construed in a political manner.”

The second session of the Council began on
September 29, 1963. By November 1, after the
conservatives had suffered a resounding defeat on
the question of Church government,* excitement
was mounting. The introduction of the document
on the Jews was imminent, and messages to Rome
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spoke of equally imminent disorders in Arab
countries, threatening the lives and property of
Catholics. Oriental prelates were informed that
they would not be welcomed back to their Arab
homelands if the document was introduced, voted,
and promulgated.

In spite of all this, the document was printed
and distributed to the Council Fathers on Novem-
ber 8. This action unleashed the severest attack on
Paul in private from the most influential members
of his own government. The attack, it was subse-
quently learned, underlined the idea that the whole
prudent progressive movement as headed by Bea
and as outlined and exemplified in the Jewish
and religious liberty documents was a danger to
Paul’s position as Pope and head of the Church.
Bea’s schema on religious liberty was nothing less
than heretical; his schema on the Jews violated a
Catholic tradition unbroken since the days of the
Gospels; and his interference with the opinions
of Council Bishops amounted to his being “a
second pope.” Furthermore, the introduction of
the document on the Jews would jeopardize the
success of Paul’s proposed visit to the Holy Places
in “Palestine,” where he intended to meet the
Patriarch of Constantinople, Athenagoras, and lay
the foundations of union between the Greek and
the Roman Churches. Why not, then, put the
whole thing off? It was now only the 9th of
November. There were three more weeks to go to
the end of the session. The Jewish and religious
liberty documents were now chapters 4 and 5 in
Bea’s set of schemas on ecumenical relations. Why
not propose to the Council Fathers that they first
vote on the acceptability of the chapters 1-83—on
relations with other Christians—and delay the vote
of acceptability on the last two? Discussion of the
three chapters could be prolonged until the end
of the session quite easily, what with other Council
business to be concluded. The last two chapters
need never even come up for a vote of acceptabil-
ity, much less for a final vote and for promul-
gation.

In the end Paul went along with this advice.
The Council Fathers were told that they would
vote first on chapters 1-3 en bloc and that “after-
ward” they would be allowed to vote on chapters
4 and 5. At first the discussion and vote of accept-
ability on 4 and 5 was promised for the last ten
days of the month. Then it was stated that time
would not permit the vote to be taken this session,
but that solemn assurances would be given by the
presiding Cardinal at the Council’s last meeting
that both chapters 4 and 5 would come up for
discussion at the third session in the autumn of
1964. As expected, the presiding Cardinal (Agagi-
anian) gave no such assurances at the last meeting.
To calm any sense of disappointment, however,

*For exended descriptions of the second session in gen-
eral, see The Open Church by Michael Novak (Macmillan,
370 pp., $6.50) and The Second Session by Xavier Rynne
(Farrar, Straus & Giroux, 390 pp., $4.95) .
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Paul decided to turn aside from his pilgrimage to
the Holy Places in Jordan and pass through Israel,
a gesture calculated to imply a de facto recogni-
tion of the existence of the state.

HE NEXT STAGE in the development of the docu-

ment on the Jews took place between January
of 1964 and the following September when the
third session of the Council opened. What hap-
pened at this stage must be seen against the back-
ground of Pope Paul’s conception of how the
Church should react to the world around it, and
what he considers the essential conditions under
which it can engage in a dialogue with that world.
In his Encyclical Letter of August 6, 1964, the
Pope set down his own distinctive viewpoint in
unequivocal terms. The Church must look inward
to refurbish its doctrine, to return to the purity of
its practice and outlook, to revivify its self-aware-
ness as the Church of Christ’s salvation. It is
surrounded, however, by a world in need of salva-
tion, a world full of dark and sombre possibilities.
The Church wishes to establish a dialogue with
that world, but only along very definite lines. The
Church must be ready to explain the privileged
position it holds, the priceless deposit it carries, its
exclusive possession of the keys of the kingdom of
heaven. In other words, the Catholic Church alone
has the truth and any real “dialogue” consists in
interpreting this truth to potential converts. For
all men are destined to become Roman Catholics.
The difference between the Pauline approach and
the Johannine idea expressed in Bea’s phrase “to
see the truth lovingly” is obvious.

With the Jews and Judaism, as well as with
other non-Christian religions, Paul envisages coop-
eration for ‘“defending and promoting common
ideals of religious liberty, human brotherhood,
good culture, social welfare, and civil order.” For
the rest, with all due respect for “‘the moral values
and. spiritual values of the various non-Christian
religions,” Paul bluntly tells them that they have
still to find religion in its “perfect and definitive
form, free from all error,” and hopes that all “may
come to acknowledge the truth.” Specifically speak-
ing of the Jews, Paul refers to them as “faithful to
the religion of the Old Testament” and as worthy
of “our affection and respect.” These are generous
words, yet they also clearly betoken an
affirmation of the view that the chief value and
significance of Judaism lie in its having been the
preparatory stage for Christianity. Here again we
have the conversionist mentality.* And it is this
note that was strengthened and made explicit in
the new draft of the document on the Jews which
came to be prepared between January and Sep-
tember of 1964.

Paul’s pilgrimage to the Holy Land was marked
by one short visit to Israel during which he made

*Cf. The Pilgrim by the pseudonymous Michael Serafian
(Farrar, Straus & Giroux, 281 pp., $4.50) .

a point of defending Pius XII against the charges
of Hochhuth. While in Israel he was also handed
a report drawn up by Archbishop Hakim of Haifa
which purported to show that a slow but deliberate
process of de-Christianization had been initiated
and was being maintained by the Israeli govern-
ment. Subsequently, according to reliable sources,
a special meeting of the Israeli Cabinet was held
to discuss the report, but it was decided to do
nothing for the moment either about it or Arch-
bishop Hakim.

Once back in Rome, Paul directed that another
form of the document on the Jews—one that
neither the pro-Bea members of the Council, nor
his opponents, nor interested Jewish bodies could
approve—be substituted for the original text sub-
mitted to the Council by Bea on November 8,
1963. The purpose of this maneuver—a prime
example of that peculiar combination of public
relations naiveté and ecclesiastical sophistication
which provoked Joseph de Maistre to describe the
Vatican chancellery of his day as “endowed with
the contradictory qualities of the simplicity of the
serpent and the wisdom of the dove”—was to create
a situation in which it would be virtually impos-
sible for any final vote to be taken on any docu-
ment on the Jews in the third session.

The first move was to get the document out of
the hands of the SECU. To effect this, Paul gave
orders that the SECU, in order to mollify Arab
opposition, was to amplify the original document
to include at least a mention of the Moslems and
a general reference to all religious-minded people.
And since the term “deicide” bothered the con-
servatives no end, it had to come out. Bea was thus
presented with a dilemma. If he acceded to the
request that the Moslems and other non-Christian
religions be mentioned, the document would really
cease to belong to the competence of the SECU,
and would fall properly into the jurisdiction of the
Secretariat for all non-Christian religions, headed
by Cardinal Marella, a staunch conservative and
opponent of Bea. On the other hand, if Bea
refused to effect the proposed modifications, then
it would be up to Cardinal Cicognani’s Coordinat-
ing Committee (which must approve all Council
documents and project-decrees) to see that ‘“‘the
Holy Father’s will was carried out.”

The SECU authorities, as expected, declined to
make the necessary additions, pleading incompe-
tence in Moslem religious matters. They did, how-
ever, delete the term “deicide,” and at the end of
April handed the document back to Cicognani’s
Coordinating Committee.

The next move was to restructure the text while
making sure that no word of the changes would
reach the outer world, above all the American
clerical world. For since February all the American
Cardinals, except Cardinal McIntyre of Los
Angeles, had on different occasions publicly
declared that the Council must pronounce on the
Jewish question. Cardinal Cushing of Boston



stated that “this Jewish declaration is the touch-
stone of our sincerity.” Cardinal Spellman of New
York told a meeting of the American Jewish Com-
mittee that the deicide charge was absurd. Cardi-
nals Meyer (Chicago) and Ritter (St. Louis), as
well as other prominent members of the American
hierarchy, also made their attitude quite clear:
they expected the document on the Jews—meaning
Bea’s text of November 8, 1965—to be voted and
promulgated in the forthcoming session of the
Council.

Around the end of May, a new draft emerged
from Cicognani’s Coordinating Committee. It
began by speaking of Judaism as the preparatory
stage for Christianity, and went on to recommend
that because Christians “have received their inher-
itance from the Jews,” they should cultivate good
relations with them. It condemned any maltreat-
ment of the Jews (the word “persecution” was
sidestepped) “just as the Church severely reproves
wrongs inflicted upon men wheresoever.” It
declared that the conversion of the Jews “is part
of the Christian hope” and that the Church
“expects the entrance of the Jews” into Cathol-
icism. On this account, the draft went on, Catholics
must avoid denigrating Jews either in sermons,
catechetical instruction, or daily conversations,
and must also avoid imputing to the Jews of our
time “what was perpetrated in the sufferings of
Christ.” The all-important words ‘“‘cursed” and
“deicide” did not appear.

The firm expression of the conversionist men-
tality, the reason given for avoiding denigration
of Jews or attacking them for the death of Christ,
the omission of any direct and explicit condemna-
tion of anti-Semitism and its evils—all this ren-
dered the new draft unacceptable. It would be
unacceptable to the Jews (for whom it was
intended as a bridge to better relations) because
it made their continued existence and safety con-
tingent on the disappearance of Judaism and only
forbade denigration of them in view of this
eventuality. It would be unacceptable to Bea and
his supporters and the American hierarchy because
it did not clearly repudiate the idea that the Jews
were deicides and an accursed people. And like any
other document on the Jews, it would be unac-
ceptable to Cairo and to the Arab world. The
revised text really did meet all the conservative
exigencies of the moment.

T THE beginning of June, news that some
A “changes” had been effected in the document
on the Jews leaked out. No details, except the dele-
tion of the term “deicide,” were yet known, and
inquiries at the SECU and elsewhere only brought
forth the statement that the document had been
“strengthened.” The actual condition of the docu-
ment was kept secret until the last days of August
so that nothing effective could be done about it
before the Council met for its third session on the
14th of September. And it was only through the
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offices of an interested American Churchman that
the actual text of the new draft came, in late
August, into the hands of the American press. Its
publication evoked sharp protest on all sides
—not least from Jewish spokesmen who had seen
in the November 8 draft a major instrument for
the eradication of anti-Semitism in the Western
world, and who were stirred to ancient memories
of forced conversion by the proselytizing theme in
the revised text. The summer of 1964 was thus a
difficult time for supporters of the document on the
Jews, and the third session opened with its fate
still highly uncertain.

However, other events in the Council from Sep-
tember 14 to 25 engendered as much euphoria in
the majority of the Bishops participating as they
did foreboding in the conservative minority of
Council Fathers and the holders of power
in the Vatican, The voting on progressive issues
was massive: the Bishops declared themselves
entitled by divine right to share in the government
of the universal Church with the Pope (the doc-
trine of collegiality). They approved of lay deacons
who might also be married. They refused to exag-
gerate the importance of the Virgin Mary in the
total scheme of the Church. They were clearly for
closer ties with other non-Christian bodies, even to
the point of praying together and sharing intimate
acts of worship with them. They demanded a bold
enunciation of the principle of religious liberty
and asserted that this principle was applicable to
Catholic and Christian, non-Christian and atheist
alike. They insisted that Schema 13, dealing with
ticklish problems like contraception, birth-control,
conscientious objection, disarmament, peace, and
poverty be taken up at this session and not put
off “until a further date.” And they further made
known their feeling that this session of the Coun-
cil must not be the last. It is difficult for the non-
Catholic to imagine the dismay that these develop-
ments created in the conservative mind.

It was at this moment in time and spirit that
Bea took the podium (September 25) to present the
new draft of the document on the Jews. The main
point of his presentation was that neither the Jews
of Christ’s time nor of any other time could be
accused of deicide; the historical and archaeolog-
1cal evidence was against such an interpretation of
the Gospel story. He urged the Council to adopt
the document, regardless of any political con-
siderations.

A press conference given on the following day
by Monsignor Heenan, Archbishop of Westmin-
ster, shed further light on the trouble and confu-
sion that prevailed at that moment in progressive
ranks over the revised text of the document on the
Jews. The Archbishop admitted, astonishingly
enough, that “I do not know why the wording
was changed.” More astonishing still, he said the
“expression ‘deicide’ has always seemed to me
personally rather odd.” That “Jesus Christ was
condemned to death by the Sanhedrin,” he went
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on, ‘“‘is a fact of history. In that sense it is correct
to say that Jesus Christ was killed by the Jews.”
The Archbishop did, however, believe that “the
Jewish people as such cannot be held guilty for
the death of Christ.” And in answer to questions
at the end of the press conference he said that he
himself was disposed to do all he could to satisfy
the desires of his Jewish friends. Speaking on
September 29, he humbly pleaded “that this
declaration of ours shall openly proclaim that the
Jewish people as such are not guilty of the death
of Our Lord.” To temporize or water down
the original text, he said, would be a great mis-
take.

The debate on the revised text lasted two days,
the 28th and the 29th of September. Cardinals
Ritter, Meyer, Konig, and Lienart came out clearly
in favor of a return to the original draft of the
document. They also insisted, together with
Bishops Elchinger, Mendez Arceo, and others, that
the original repudiation of the charge of deicide
against any generation of Jews be adopted by the
Council. Cardinals Cushing, Lercaro, and Leger,
Bishops Nierman, Daem, Jaeger, Pocock, O’Boyle,
and others accepted the new draft, but agreed that
an outright condemnation of the deicide charge,
as well as of all persecutions and injustices com-
mitted against the Jews in the past and in the
present, should be included.

Only two speakers touched on the conversionist
issue in a courageous way. Bishop Leven of San
Antonio, Texas urged that instead of expressing
the hope of the Church that Jews would become
Catholics, the text should contain “an expression
of our eschatological hope that all men of every
race and people, Jews and Gentiles, will be
gathered together with God.” (Leven was not
authorized by the other American Bishops to
make this suggestion in their name.) Archbishop
O’Boyle of Washington came even nearer the
bone: “There is a passage in which is expressed
the concept of the ultimate joining together of
Jews and Christians. This brings immediately to
the minds of many Jews the memories of past
persecutions, forced conversions, and forced rejec-
tion of their faith. This raises the prospect of
proselytism in Jewish minds.”

Conservative thinking on the Council floor was
subtly represented by the intransigent Cardinal of
Palermo, Ruffini. “It 1s clear that Christians love
Jews,” the Cardinal said, “for such is the law of
Christians, but Jews should be exhorted to cease
hating us and regarding us as contemptible ani-
mals.” And echoing the anti-Semitic pamphlets
that had been distributed in Rome during all
three sessions of the Council and with which the
Cardinal was so well acquainted, he said that “it
it also well known that the international organiza-
tion of Freemasonry which is so hostile to the
Church, is supported and encouraged by the Jews.”

Oriental prelates spoke firmly through the
mouth of Ignatius Cardinal Tappouni, Syrian rite

Patriarch of Antioch. In the name of Stephanos I
Sidarouss of Alexandria, Maximos IV Saigh of
Antioch, Paul IT Cheikho of Babylon, and Ignatius
Peter XVI Batanian of Cilicia, Tappouni stated
bluntly: “If this document is insisted upon, the
most serious difficulties for the hierarchy and the
Roman Catholic faithful in many localities would
arise. The Council would be accused in Arab
countries of favoring specific political interests. I
solemnly ask that this declaration on the Jews not
be included among the acts of the Council. The
declaration merely promotes political ends.” “The
Council should scrap this declaration,” declared
Bishop Joseph Tawil of Damascus, “we must not
admit it.” “We must not glorify Jews by such a
declaration,” pleaded Archbishop Sfeir of I.eban-
on, “we would only arouse Arab animosity and
difficulties for bishops living in Arab lands.”
“There is the phenomenon of Zionism with all its
ambitions,” said Maximos IV Saigh, “which, no
matter how much we may stress its strictly spiritual
import, will make use of a conciliar document such
as now proposed in order to further its own aims.
At least that is what Arab nations think.”

HE debate concluded, the document was sent

back on September 29 to the SECU with over
seventy suggestions for its emendation. Immedi-
ately, the machinery of opposition went into
action. On September 30, Salah al din Bitar,
Premier of Syria, announced quite frankly: “The
Syrian Government regrets that the Jews have
been permitted to raise this question at the
moment when world Zionism and Israel are trying
to mobilize Catholics against the Arabs and just
when the Arabs are trying to interest the world in
the Palestinian question.” And he issued a warn-
ing: “The declaration on the Jews cannot be
considered to be a purely religious matter.”
Charles Helou, President of Lebanon, got ten
non-Roman Bishops from Lebanon, Syria, and
Egypt to send a telegram to the Pope stating that
the “Gospels teach clearly the Jewish crime of
deicide. In this matter of the Jewish declaration
we see clearly the intrigues of Zionist politics. We
ask Your Holiness to be wise and to obviate all
discussion on this question in your venerable
Council.” Cyril VI, Patriarch of the Orthodox
Coptic Church in Egypt, under prodding from
the Egyptian Ministry of the Interior, declared
publicly: “The Coptic Church thinks that no
Ecumenical Council can forget the responsibility
of the Jews in the crucifixion of Jesus. I follow
with great disquiet the attitude which the Ecu-
menical Council will take following on the call of
Cardinal Bea.”

Through the offices of Arab statesmen in
Lebanon and Syria, the subject of the document
was brought up privately at the Cairo conference
of non-aligned nations which began on October 5.
It was decided to avoid any public statement on
the subject, but President Sukarno of Indonesia



was asked to make representations to Paul during
his visit to Rome later on in the month. Then
again, on Saturday, October 3, Paul received
Nasser’s Plenipotentiary Ambassador, Mohammed
el Tabui Mohammed, in private audience. And
on the following day, a delegation of Oriental
Roman prelates waited on Cardinal Cicognani, to
whom they presented a memorandum destined
ultimately for Paul VI, in which they reiterated
all their objections based on fears for their own
lives, for the lands and schools of the Church, and
for the very freedom of the Church in her mission
in Arab lands.

It must not, however, be imagined that it was
the document on the Jews alone which was the
object of conservative attack at this stage. Council
pressure, the Curia felt, had mounted to an intol-
erable point. The pace of the Council, its decisions
on Church government, its approval of the prin-
ciples of religious liberty, the admission of lay
people to the Council, the possibility of a fourth
session in the spring of 1965, the demand that the
Council be permitted to air its views on concrete
problems like birth-control, disarmament, and
peace (the famous Schema 13)—all this constituted
an intolerable threat, of which the document on
the Jews was only one element.

On Friday, October 9, Cardinal Bea received
two letters, signed by Archbishop Pericle Felici,
Secretary of the Council. One concerned the docu-
ment on the Jews, the other the document on reli-
gious liberty. It had been decided, Felici said, to
set up a mixed commission to rewrite the text on
religious liberty; on the commission would sit
Cardinal Browne, Bishop Marcel Lefebvre, and
Father Aniceto Fernandez (three arch-enemies of
religious liberty), together with the Pope’s own
favorite, Monsignor Colombo of Milan. The fate
of the document on the Jews was to be different.
Since'the majority of the Council Fathers, progres-
sive and conservative alike, had insisted on the
Church’s roots in Judaism, the portion of the
document which dealt with that point would
be inserted into the schema on the Church. In this
way, the Church could avoid being accused of
dealing in politics. As for the rejection of the
accusations of deicide and accursedness against the
Jews, these could be included in a condemnation
of anti-Semitism which would ultimately appear
in Schema 13.

The aim of these moves was apparently to
prevent either the document on the Jews or the
one on religious liberty from coming to a vote
at this session of the Council. And Paul, it was
rumored, was thinking of ending the third session
with a proclamation that another session would
be held in two or three years, “when the matters
discussed in the Council would have matured in
the mind and soul of the Church.”

Reactions set in. A group of progressive Cardi-
nals organized by Raul Silva Henriquez of Chile
and counting among them Cardinals Ritter, Ler-

VATICAN Il & THE JEWS 27

caro, Doepfner, Konig, Lienart, and Alfrink, met
at the residence of Cardinal Frings of Cologne to
draw up a memorandum for Paul. In it, they
insisted that the document on the Jews and the
one on religious liberty be returned to the Coun-
cil, and they called on the Pope to redress the
grave injustice done by the minority to several
texts which had already been approved by
avalanche majorities in the Council.

On October 12, Paul received President Sukarno
of Indonesia who had unpleasant news for the
Pope. If the document on the Jews was passed,
all Vatican diplomatic missions in the Arab
countries might be closed. Simultaneously, at a
meeting of the Arab High Commission for Pales-
tine, it was unanimously resolved to send a delega-
tion to Paul to protest the efforts being made at
the Council to force the Church into taking up a
position in the Palestinian conflict in favor of the
Jews.

On the 13th, Paul saw the fiery representative of
the progressive Cardinals, Frings, who reportedly
asked that the procedural rules of the Council be
respected and that the Holy Father not make
unilateral decisions in response to pressures ema-
nating from the conservative bloc. Frings was
assured that all these matters would be considered.
At the same time—so it was later learned—Paul
expressed to the Cologne Cardinal his inclination
to go slowly and not to force on the powerful
minority at the Vatican or on the relatively back-
ward masses of Catholics in Italy, Spain, and else-
where measures of law and methods of thought in
Church matters which could, in his opinion, only
result in a terrible confusion leading to a weak-
ening of the faith.

That same day, at five o’clock in the afternoon,
the conservatives, stimulated by Cardinal Ruffini,
held a meeting under the presidency of Arch-
bishop Geraldo de Proenca Sigaud of Diamantina,
Brazil. They decided—in what turned out to be a
major tactical blunder—to make every effort to
prevent inclusion of the document on the Jews in
the schema on the Church. The Pope could never,
it was argued, allow a separate and isolated docu-
ment on the Jews to be accepted by the Council.
And if this document were incorporated into the
schema on the Church, it could be protected.

N more than one point the new version of the

document on the Jews which Bea's secretariat
had prepared after the Council discussions
held on the 28th and 29th of September was
stronger than the November 8 draft. The tone was
positive. The term “deicide” was included. The
offensive passage concerning the conversion of the
Jews in the Cicognani version was eliminated. Bea
now went to see Paul and, according to authorita-
tive sources, urged that the document be allowed
to come to a vote before the end of the session
without being split up or weakened in any way;
such, he said, was the wish of the Council. The
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final vote (meaning ratification and promulgation)
could be taken at the fourth session.

A few days later, the document was delivered to
the Theological Commission for examination. In
the meantime, exact copies of the new version
made their way out of the SECU to conservative
Cardinals, to the desk of the Egyptian ambassador,
and ultimately to the Ministry of Guidance in
Cairo. Caution was counseled, however; it was felt
that the document would not make its way suc-
cessfully either through the Theological Com-
mission or the Coordinating Committee. But
nothing happened to the new text in the Theolog-
ical Commission, which refused to incorporate it
into the schema on the Church. By Wednesday,
October 21, it was back in the hands of the SECU,
and from there it travelled to the Coordinating
Committee. Apprehension arose in the conserva-
tive camp once more: things were going too well
with the document, and the Coordinating Com-
mittee could not, theoretically, interfere with the
actual text. True, it had dared do this in April-
May but the result had been disastrous and there
had been a subtle excoriation by Heenan on the
Council floor (“I have no idea who are the theolo-
gians charged with drawing up this document . . .
certainly they are not expert in this matter”).

Cicognani, however—who was supposed to hand
the document back to the SECU ready for printing
and redistribution to the Council Fathers by Mon-
day the 26th of October—once again started delay-
ing tactics. Already by the 24th, he had heard of
a proposed meeting under the aegis of the Ministry
of Guidance in Cairo on the 27th of all Christian
community leaders in order to protest against the
document on the Jews. He wanted the memoran-
dum these leaders would draw up to come to
Paul’s attention before it was too late. And the
memorandum indeed turned out to be strong,
playing on all of Paul's fears as head of the
Church. How could the Pope, it asked, prefer to
align himself and his Church with 10,000,000
Jews (the numbers were inaccurate) against
100,000,000 Arabs? Besides, any attempt to absolve
the Jews from deicide was contrary to the teaching
of Scripture. And lastly, this unholy washing of
the “guilty one” was sure to cause a schism in the
Church.

Cicognani urged these objections on the Pope.
However, pressure was also coming from the
Moderators of the Council; the insistence of the
American Cardinals (except for MclIntyre) was
unrelenting; the very intensity of Arab opposition
had made it politically impossible for the Pope to
accede to their demands; and the summation of
the Council debate on the document showed an
overwhelming majority in favor of it. Cicognani
was therefore overruled. The order for printing
the new version went out.

Cicognani nevertheless held off the printing for
eight more days—and with good reason. Once
printed, the text could hardly be withheld from

distribution. Once distributed, it could hardly be
withheld from a preliminary vote by the Council.
For what Bea had now produced was no longer
merely a document on the Jews and we can no
longer speak of it as such. Running to more than
1200 words and bearing the title, The Relation-
ship of the Church to the Non-Christian Religions,
it dealt with Hindus, Buddhists, and Moslems, as
well as with Jews, and then concluded with a
general disquisition on universal brotherhood and
the evils of discrimination. There was no doubt
that it would be acceptable to the great majority
of the Council Fathers.

The Jewish part itself was clear on the basic
issues. In round terms, it condemned the idea that
the Jews as a people were or are deicides. It
repudiated the idea that the Jews were cursed or
rejected by God. It denounced hatred and perse-
cution of Jews. It called on Christians to foster
relations of mutual esteem and knowledge with
Jews. It did not contain any expression of the
proselytizing spirit which was present in the ver-
sion submitted to the Council in September of
1964. And it spoke of Judaism as an intrinsically
valid ethos and religious way of life today.

N drawing up this new text, it would seem that
Bea was intent on doing something more than
submerging his draft of November 8 in a docu-
ment of wider ambit or placating Moslem, Hindu,
or Buddhist sentiment. While he must have taken
these considerations into account, he also must
have calculated that such a document would be of
prime value to Paul VI on his forthcoming visit
to Bombay, and that Paul would immediately see
this. Paul, however, continued to hesitate, and at
this point, according to well-informed reports,
Cicognani suggested the procedural maneuver of
a split vote. The text fell naturally into three
parts: Hindus and Buddhists; Moslems; and Jews.
Why not have a separate vote on each part? The
first two parts (Hindus and Buddhists; Moslems)/
would be sure to receive overwhelming majorities,
while there would be dissension concerning the
third (Jews). The third part might even be
detached from the other two, leaving them to be
approved en bloc. In addition, the whole text, as
well as the religious liberty document (about
which the Pope had so many misgivings as opening
the door to indifferentism and as usable by the
Italian Communists in persuading Catholics that
they could vote Communist with a good conscience
in the now imminent elections) would be distrib-
uted late, as late as four days before the end of the
session.

In accordance with this plan, the document on
religious liberty was distributed on the 17th, with
the promise of a vote on the 19th, and Bea’s new
document on non-Christian religions was distrib-
uted on the 18th with a promise of a vote on'the
20th. So confident were the conservative forces
that neither document would come to a vote at



all that Nasser's representative in Rome was
reported to have said to some companions at a
private party that his government and the Arab
peoples had stopped worrying about “the prema-
ture adoption of the Zionist document.”

On Thursday morning, the Council convened
as usual in St. Peter’s Basilica. After some prelim-
inary business, Cardinal Tisserant arose to
announce that no vote would be taken on the
religious liberty document. The reason, he said,
was that some 250 to 300 Bishops had expressed
the wish that the vote be delayed. Over two-
thousand pairs of eyes switched from Tisserant’s
red-bearded face to the downcast eyes of Arch-
bishop Pericle Felici, Secretary of the Council,
who had assured them on Tuesday and again on
Wednesday that the vote would be taken. Cardinal
Cicognani stirred uneasily in his seat. And then
pandemonium—of a restricted kind, but pande-
monium—broke loose. Bishops rose from their
places, descended the aisles, and gathered in little
knots. Cardinal Meyer of Chicago went to the table
of the Council Presidents to argue with conserva-
tive Cardinals Siri and Ruffini, who were by now
looking rather uncomfortable. He then joined
Cardinal Ritter and others to discuss the matter.
Bishop Frank Reh, Rector of the North American
College in Rome, called for_paper, and a petition
was drawn up for the Pope. Cardinals Ritter,
Meyer, and Leger left the hall to go straight to the
Pope. The petition circulated feverishly among
the agitated Bishops.

Paul was watching on his closed-circuit televi-
sion screen closely. One of his secretaries reportedly
heard him murmur apprehensively: “Abbiamo
delle guai; non hanno capito” (‘“We have trouble;
they have not understood”). The telephone rang
on the table of Felici in the Council hall: would
the Secretary please re-establish order and proceed
with the day’s work? Felici motioned Bishop de
Smedt, one of the finest orators at the Council, to
the podium to begin his report on the religious
liberty document. De Smedt’s speech—which in-
cluded a cold factual account of the procedural
maneuvers practiced in recent days to keep the
document on religious liberty off the floor—was
punctuated five times by applause that sometimes
went on for minutes in defiance of all calls of
order.
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“C’era la bomba oggi” (“It was the day of the
bomb"), remarked the valet of Cardinal Pizzardo
to a Council theologian that afternoon. This was
almost literally true. Bishop Reh’s petition was
eventually signed by over 1500 Council Fathers
and brought to Paul’s notice. But Paul’s authority
as Pope was at stake; he could not go back on his
decision. Even when, at an evening meeting with
his Cardinals, new requests were made that he
allow the religious liberty vote to take place, he
remained adamant. There would be no vote. And
Tisserant rose on Friday to state in the name of
the Holy Father that the vote was being put off
until the fourth session.

None of Felici’s attempts on Friday morning—
the last voting day of the session—to introduce a
relaxed atmosphere succeeded. He addressed the
assembled Bishops as Venerandi (“Venerable”)
instead of his usual (and less reverential) Amplis-
simi et Ornatissim: (“Most illustrious and most
noble”) . He announced that the Holy Father had
decided to confer a gold medal on each of the
Bishops present, and that he was also going to
confer twenty-six new powers on General Supe-
riors. It was all to no purpose. The majority was
disillusioned and disappointed; and the decision
blocking the document on religious liberty had
evoked an unpleasant response in many countries.
The result was that even Cardinal Ruffini thought
that a vote on Bea’s document on non-Christian
religions had now become necessary. The proce-
dural maneuver of a split vote was abandoned, and
Bea’s entire text was introduced. After three years
of struggle, then, a declaration on the Jews was
finally permitted to reach the Council floor.

An overwhelming majority of the Council
Fathers, roughly 89 per cent, declared in favor of
it. This vote means that the Jewish part of the
text is now an official document of the Council.
Since it has not yet been promulgated, the possibil-
ity still exists that it may again be altered. But it
cannot be discarded or left aside. In a truly historic
act, one which may come to be seen as a major
step in the process of Christian self-renewal in our
time, the highest legislative and representative
body of the Roman Catholic Church has unequiv-
ocally issued a statement that will be of immense
value in uprooting anti-Semitism and destroying
some of its main foundations.
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