Liturgiam Authenticam: Further Mutilation of Holy Mass


Fr. Kevin Vaillancourt





Among some of the more vigorously debated topics at the July 2001 meeting of the U.S. Conference of Catholic (?) Bishops was a variety of issues centering on the liturgical practices of the modern church. While the bishops saw some importance in discussing a few social issues, I don't — not while the faith of Catholics is being perverted and souls are being lost.


   One of the more publicized liturgical discussions was the response the bishops made to surveys taken among Catholics regarding their belief (or lack of it) in the Real Presence of Jesus Christ in the Holy Eucharist. While the bishops adopted a statement entitled The Real Presence of Jesus Christ in the Sacrament of the Eucharist: Basic Questions and Answers, they went on to approve another volume of the Lectionary for Mass for use in the United States which promotes a liturgy which denies the Real Presence through the words contained in it. After this, they approved other documents and norms which continue to undermine the "sense of the sacred" which the traditional liturgical rites convey, and which nearly a generation of Catholics have not witnessed. Just how serious are these men in trying to renew in Catholics the simple basics of their Faith? Are they only "faithful" when an opinion poll says they should?


   One of the least publicized discussions at the July meeting was over "concerns" raised by a recently published Vatican document on liturgical translation called Liturgiam Authenticam ("The Authentic Liturgy"). According to a report from Catholic News Service, "some bishops questioned whether the document's detailed translation rules were appropriate. Others asked about its impact on a wide range of matters from biblical and liturgical scholarship (interpret as modernist interpretation. FKV) to liturgical music and the future of international translation commissions." 


   From the tone of the discussions at the USCCB, it appears that most of the modern bishops are upset at the efforts Liturgiam Authenticam demonstrates to curtail their increased efforts to force a "new and improved" version of the Novus Ordo Missae on unsuspecting and (to some degree) uncaring Catholics. It is well known that the a large majority of the nearly 230 members present for the meeting are to be listed among the "progressives." 


   On the opposite side of this liberal tendency we have the  more conservative elements within the modern church (those still attached to the Novus Ordo Missae as well as the Latin Mass). They see Liturgiam Authenticam as a good start to "righting the wrongs" caused by the 1969 document which led the way for "liturgical revolution": Consilium ad exsequendam. The guidelines proposed by Archbishop Bugnini through this document led to the work done by the ICEL, and the liturgical, as well as doctrinal abuses that we have all seen in the English "liturgies." While these conservatives see some hope for modern Catholics in this new document, most appear to no be holding their breaths. The modernist spirit is quite strong in the American church, and few "liturgists" of the ICEL school will care one way or another what modern Rome tells them.





How Should We View It?


Looking at both sides of the issue confronting the modern liturgy as a result of Liturgiam Authenticam, what view should  traditional Catholics take of it? Should we be hopeful in that Rome is feeling the "pressure" of the Traditional Movement and is thus taking a "hard stand" against liturgical abuse? Or, is it another modernist smoke-screen? I tend to believe the latter.


   Liturgiam Authenticam is the fifth document of its kind to come out since the close of Vatican II, each one making a new attempt to "authentically" interpret the teachings of the Vatican II document Sacrosanctum Concilium and the doors it opened to liturgical change. I dare say that no document from Vatican II clearly expresses traditional Catholic thought, so nothing that comes from modern Rome today in support of Vatican II is going to get me excited. 


   In addition to this, the Latin text which is proposed by Liturgiam Authenticam as the base structure for all translations is the Novus Ordo of Paul VI in Latin! This is a doctrinally defective text from the start, so since we're not talking about the Roman (Tridentine Latin) Mass here as the basis for modern liturgical translations, it really doesn't matter what version of an English text is proposed — it is still corrupted from the beginning! Any translation of the 1969 Latin missal is bad because that version of the "mass" if full of errors!


   For all the "desk pounding" that Liturgiam Authenticam does, insisting on "fidelity and exactness in rendering the Latin text into the vernacular," it is all "smoke and mirrors," in that it never addresses the most important issue we have with the ICEL translation (as well as the 1969 Latin missal, I might add): the corruption of the form of the consecration of the wine as found in the Canon of the Roman Mass, which corruption has rendered the effect of transubstantiation null and void. Don't talk to me about "choice of vernacular languages," and "proper liturgical commissions," and such other nonsense: tell me how this essential doctrinal issue will be corrected, and then, perhaps, I will listen. Don't get me wrong — I am not in favor of any vernacular translation of the Roman Mass. I reject it all, and I am even quite sure that Liturgiam Authenticam is not  an expression of solid Catholic Faith and worship. 





This article was originally published in the December 2001 issue of The Catholic Voice.


