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   On the First Sunday of Advent in the present liturgical year, the conciliar church in the United States embarked upon another detour from Tradition. A new Sunday Lectionary was mandated which presented further revisions to a rite that has already seen enough abuse. This new Lectionary makes use of even more changes in the scriptural reading  and the words of the modern rite. These changes were made principally to reflect the modern trend toward inclusive -- or gender-neutral -- language. Other alterations of the biblical texts were made  for the sake of  "accuracy". What happened in late December last year has been coming for a long time.


   I am surprised at the apparent lack of concern among the conciliarists. I would think that those who love the Scriptures would not want them touched by human hands, even under the  guise of making their language more capable of being understood by modern man. The glorious history of the Church's struggles against heresy should give ample evidence of that. What is more, I would have hoped that those Catholics who are still duped by the Robber Church (as Patrick Omlor calls it) would have objected to yet another missal, and the time and effort it takes to "sell" this new product to them. The only way I can attempt to  justify such a laissez-faire attitude among Catholics is that they have been conditioned to change. Alterations in Scripture and the modern rite have been so gradually introduced that the people in the pew have been as accustomed to them as they are to a new model car coming out each year. The whole concept of liturgy and worship has been redefined since Vatican II, and it is nothing short of arrogance in modern man to make him (or her -- got to be inclusive here) think that they can change the Scriptures, the Mass and so much more all because this is what the people want and need as they adjust to their modern struggles. Such an attitude is evidence of an arrogant pride, an attitude that is not in keeping with the virtues that Catholics have traditionally fostered.





Inclusive/Exclusive Language


   To better understand this point, we need to review the terms "inclusive" and "exclusive" as used by the modern liturgists.


   By exclusive language, the modern liturgists (and psychological behaviorists as well) mean "any words or series of words whose meaning may be interpreted as pointing to one group or type of people and excluding others." (Rev. Ronald Witherup, A Liturgist's Guide to Inclusive Language, 1996, p. 9) Although often referred to as a language which is gender oriented, exclusive language (we are told) more broadly refers to expressions which have connotations regarding ethnic backgrounds, age or physical characteristics. Thus, using American culture as an example, exclusive language can be responsible for racial hatred, the inequality of the sexes, sexual  harassment, the suppression of women's rights and the feminist agenda, and other such social dichotomies.


   By contrast, inclusive language (as the modern liturgists apply it) is something that is "positive . . .that engages all people in the action of prayer and worship. It excludes no one; rather, all are invited equally into the liturgical experience. Such language fosters unity rather than division, a sense of belonging rather than displacement. Excising all exclusive language from the Bible or the regulated liturgical texts of the Church is not always possible, especially in the current situation of diverse response to the entire issue of exclusive and inclusive language. But every worshipping community should acknowledge its own historical heritage (including exclusivity) and, at the same time, be committed to fostering inclusive language wherever possible." (Witherup, p. 9)


   Liturgical "lay workshops" took place in most dioceses a few weeks before the First Sunday of Advent to help justify the reasons for this change. At these novel gatherings (an invention of the conciliarists following the introduction of the Novus Ordo), attendees were told such things as:


   • The inclusive language used is horizontal, not vertical, meaning that the references to God will remain the same, for the time being (this will be revisited in five years). References to man, when the word means both men and women, has been changed.


   • The scriptural texts used in the new Lectionary are from the New American Bible, New Revised Standard Version of the New Testament (Old Testament yet to come -- it has been harder to make it more inclusive). This is the text the American conciliarist bishops have been "hammering" away at since 1994. Yes, it was Vatican approved, in case you're wondering.


   • Other changes in the new Lectionary: Larger, more expanded introduction rites which explain more about "hearing and receiving the Word of God as a primary focus"; the scriptural readings are laid out differently to make it easier for the lay lectors to read -- excuse me, to "proclaim the Word of  God"; and, the new Lectionary is in two volumes, one for Sundays and solemnities, and the other for weekdays (not yet issued -- still under construction, or "destruction", as one might have it).


   • There is an admission that the translation from other languages can never be done literally. So, the Bible "has to be translated for meaning", explained  Bishop William Skylstad to his Spokane, Washington, diocesan workshop. "This is a very difficult and complicated process. There are some tensions, but we are working through these respectfully."


   Yes, there are "tensions" as regards the use of inclusive language and the willy-nilly translations made by the modern liturgists. There are many parishes -- sorry again, "communities" -- that don't agree with the Lectionary, so they are pencilling in new changes on their own. This ad-lib style of liturgy is what goes on in more places than the conciliarist hierarchy would care to admit. The changes they make are bad enough; those left to the hands of a militant inclusionists are disastrous and can be even heretical.


   But there are even greater "tensions" then these, and they are not merely sociological or behavioral. Of concern to me are the theological "tensions".





The Church And Social Change


   Is the Church responsible for changing the sociological and behavioral views of modern society? That is a rather thorny question. 


   Men, and the society in which they live, have the obligation to acknowledge the existence of God as their Creator, to seek out His revelation and teachings to mankind, to serve Him as He wishes to be served (not as men wish to dictate their worship of Him), to give public worship to God in acknowledgment of His blessings and to ask for His favor and mercy, and to foster the right ordering of society according to the Laws which God reveals (in the Old Testament and by His Church). It is the Church's obligation to maintain that Revelation (in Scripture and Tradition), to make the teachings of Revelation available to all men and to defend those teachings against those who would heretically oppose them. Thus, the Church attempts to cause man to make his faith in God and His Revelation one that is living, i.e., a faith that is put into practice in their daily lives. She thus seeks to sanctify men.


   But, is it the responsibility of the Church to change -- or, rather, adapt -- its teachings to the conditions of man as he advances through the ages so as to make changes in Revelation? To put it another way, does the Church have the power and the right to change the sources of Revelation -- Scripture and Tradition -- so as to keep pace with modern man? No, and no matter what the modern liturgists and theologians might say, traditionally the Church has always acknowledged her solemn obligation to maintain the Faith as it was given to Her by the Apostles who, in turn, received it from Jesus Christ, the Son of God. It has always been seen in the Church that, while She may add to the explanations of doctrine to either further develop in the minds of men a dogmatic teaching that was only basically revealed in earlier times, or to better explain these teachings while defending them against heretical opinions, She will never change these teachings in such a way as to dare to think that they can be improved on or that what has been consistently taught through the centuries has been erroneous. This is the heresy of the Modernists, a principle at work in the sophistic argument which makes the liturgy of the Church "gender neutral" so as to better teach Catholics how to be sensitive to the needs of modern society.


   The Church's obligation is to preach the Gospel. This Gospel is a lamp that shines forth so that all may see it and embrace it. The Apostles were commanded to take this Gospel to every nation on earth and preach it in every language, making the belief in it, as well as the reception of Baptism, the conditions for entrance into the Kingdom of Heaven. In the course of preaching this Gospel, it has been translated into the language of the people, showing that the Gospel message is for all men, in all places, and for all time. But, so that this Gospel message might be taught the same, in every land, and every age, the worship of God has been maintained consistently -- consistent in language and consistent in content -- no matter where this worship, or the Mass, would be celebrated. This was done so that the teachings of Revelation would always remain the same, and that our Faith would have the quality of being one, holy, Catholic and apostolic. The language of worship for Roman Catholics has always been Latin because the use and meanings of that language are consistent and precise. The translations which were approved through the centuries for the various languages were always undertaken with precision. The reason for this should be obvious. While there can be difficulties in translating from one language to another, and preserving the proper sense, the sense that must be preserved is the sense of the sacred, and not that of the mundane. Prior to Vatican II, the Church never attempted in Her Liturgy (capital "L") to keep pace with the various idiomatic expressions of mankind as they develop in those living languages. She has never had to. Her obligation, through the liturgical rites, is to raise man to God, to sanctify his soul and to purify his love, first for God, and through that, for his fellow men. The Church has never considered it her duty to artificially and sophistically impose on mankind a liturgy (small "l") that seeks to make men better in the natural realm. By raising man to God in the consistency of Her liturgical rites, the Church always seeks the best for man. She teaches all mankind that society must lift itself up to God's standards in their sociological obligations, not that the Church should sink to lower Her standards and make gods of men and their actions. If society lowers itself, and distracts itself with false arguments about social obligations, the correction of the true abuse of women in some cultures and conditions, and so forth, then the Church must maintain Her standard of teaching. She must proclaim the Gospel message as the only source of equity among men, and not make changes that message to advance the hidden agenda of a secular society.





What Is The Agenda Of Militant Inclusionists?


   This is not so easy  a question to answer as it might seem. The drive for inclusive language has been carefully engineered so that the formula of words used to justify this cause appears to be charitable and just. After all, who would not want women treated fairly in society? Who would dare paint a role for women that treats them with less dignity than their human nature deserves? I would dare to say that no one who is a true lover of God would stand up and identify themselves with such false causes. Has there been abuse of women? Yes, but we need to qualify the sources of those abuses as well as the role of the Church in changing a liturgical rite so as to increase a natural sensitivity toward that subject. Those who are both lovers of God and of His Revelation would rather see this topic a subject of sermons, retreats, counselling and other sources of spiritual direction instead of being used as an excuse to change the liturgy one more time.


   Those who have promoted the use of inclusive language tell us that since we will believe as we pray (lex orandi, lex credendi), if Catholics learn to pray in church in an inclusive manner, then they will think inclusively, and all of society will benefit from it. This, too, is a good bit of sophistry, for under the guise of promoting a "good" we are thereby to think that it is OK for us to change the Scriptures and the rites of worship, even though the Church strictly prohibits it. 


   You see, there is a new definition of liturgy at work today. The new ecclesiology tells us that the liturgy cannot be something that is static, steady and sure. Rather, it is something that is living, something that is capable of adapting to meet the changing needs of man's expressions. Fr. Jan Larsen, a "liturgical consultant" for the Archdiocese of Seattle, tells us: "Liturgy is an art form, not unlike drama, dance, music and many types of literature. It is an art form because it seeks to express some invisible reality through movement, sound and sight. As poetic art, the liturgy uses the human senses to convey what words or printed text alone cannot. But, because it is an art form, liturgy is subject to the various judgments of human taste. One may judge a particular celebration a 'great liturgy', while another may have the opinion that it left much to be desired. Taste and opinion vary, even though the liturgy was celebrated according to the proper rules." (Inland Register, August 20, 1998, p. 18) So, do we go to church to be entertained by "great liturgy", to listen to a proper expression of good taste, and to get a warm and fuzzy feeling when we leave from church? Or, do we attend Holy Mass to worship God, to receive Him in our hearts and souls in Holy Communion, and to let His grace touch our hearts in a sacred manner? The second definition is traditionally the correct one.


   It is precisely because the conciliarists view the liturgy as something that is dynamic and capable of change that the greatest danger arises. Perhaps it is in this that we will find a hidden agenda of the enemies of the Roman Catholic Church.


   The problem with change is that the more it happens, the less like the original the altered item becomes. While there have truly been developments in the rites of Holy Mass from the time of the Apostles until the codification of the Roman Mass by Pope St. Pius V, there were no real changes as we have seen performed by the ICEL and other modern liturgical commissions. In fact, in order to correct the desires of Luther, Calvin, Cranmer and others, the Council of Trent specifically forbade under penalty of an anathema a change in the sacred rites that have come to us from Christ through the Apostles. This is a teaching that is unchangeable in itself, although the conciliarists so conveniently ignore it -- despite their appeal to "following the rules" for a "good liturgy".


   The concerns expressed by the fathers of the Council of Trent against liturgical changes which would make such liturgy "more meaningful to the people" is based in the theological reasoning that each change opens the door to potential doctrinal error. There is much truth in this, as Catholics in our age can attest to. The promulgation of the Novus Ordo Missae and its invalid form of the consecration of the wine is a real life example that those who tamper with the Liturgy for the sake of updating its meaningfulness can quickly fall into doctrinal error.


   Understanding this, now we can see that Catholics should not be too quick to embrace the ideals of an inclusive liturgy. There are some serious theological hurdles that the innovators would have to jump over in order to make such a liturgical presentation  remain Catholic and faithful to apostolic teaching. Here are but a few:


   • The Fatherhood of God: Jesus Christ, who is truly the eternal God, also delighted to refer to Himself as the "Son of Man". Likewise, He points to God as His Father, and bids us address Him as such when we pray: "Our Father . . ." St. Paul picked up on this imagery, telling the Ephesians that this Fatherhood of God is that upon which "all paternity in Heaven and on earth takes its name". (Eph. 3:15) Never in the history of the Church has it been understood that such paternal imagery of God denigrates from His spiritual nature. In fact, both truths are taught side by side with no conflict. Those who have as an agenda to destroy this apostolic Tradition are the ones who would dare to suggest differently and to take offense as such "patriarchal" language.


   • The Inerrancy of Scripture: The Bible, as the inspired Word of God, gives testimony in nearly every one of its books of the expression of God as a male figure. Not only is this done from the aspect of God the Creator, but also of God as King and Lord. Our subservience to God is an essential doctrine of our Faith, and the imagery under which the sacred writers were inspired to present it is to represent God as a male figure.


   • The Role of Women: This is admittedly a "hot" topic, for the reason given by the inclusionists for the modern change is because scriptural and ritual references based on a patriarchal society have led to the degradation and the abuse of women. It is this failure in sensitivity to women and their issues that  leads the conciliar church to adapt its liturgy to "modern needs". However, while in no manner wishing to make women appear to be "second class citizens" in the Church, there is a style of life that God has established from the beginning that is the pattern for all mankind to follow. After the fall of Eve, she, and all future women through her, were placed under Adam: "And thou shalt be under they husband's power, and he shall have dominion over thee." (Gen. 3:16) There is an imagery given by God to marriage which expresses a unity, or cleaving together as "one flesh" (Gen. 2:24), however, St. Paul explains that, in Christian marriage, a wife's life with her husband patterns the subjection of the Church to Jesus Christ (Eph. 5:23). There is obedience and there is respect and liberty. Now, does all this imagery suggest that women are "inferior" to men in any way? Excluding the modern interpretation of such text, such is not the case. Both biblical and secular history gives us  many, many examples of wise and even saintly women, rulers of the land and those who set the religious tone of the household, all being treated with dignity and respect as they lived according to the Divine plan. What God-fearing man who honestly loves his wife as himself (Scripture says this) is going to treat his wife as some neanderthal, or a dictator and a harsh ruler? Likewise, what man who loves his wife will say that he will not listen to what she says and attempt to abide by it when practically possible? That some men do abuse their God-given role is a truth no one can deny. However, we cannot so easily step aside from the Divine plan of human roles, as well as the appellations given to humanity as mankind, without in some way destroying the Divine pattern of creation. When a society departs from the Divine plan for creation, , it will not be long before God ceases to be the ruler and guide for such irreligious and arrogant people.


   Perhaps there is more of a "hidden agenda"? The more radical elements of the feminine agenda have set their sites on the abolition of a "male-only" priesthood. An inclusive language liturgy paves the way for this.


   By way of summary: The issue of an inclusive language liturgy is not only contrary to the teachings and practices of the  Roman Catholic Church, but it has the potential of disrupting the natural order of society as planned by God. As the conciliarists  turn to an inclusive language liturgy, we see that the leaders of that church are too willingly distracted from the right end of religion in favor of natural, societal considerations. The end product of an inclusive language liturgy is supposed to be an increased natural sensitivity to the charitable treatment of women, but it will also decrease a respect for the consistent liturgical practices of the Roman Catholic Church.





This article first appeared in the March 1999 issue of The Catholic Voice, P.O. Box 130, Mead, WA 99021 USA.


