THE LITURGICAL MOVEMENT AND SOME MISDIRECTION
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                It is quite a formidable task to write concerning those matters which touch on the Sacred Rites of Holy Mother Church: Holy Mass, the Sacraments, the Divine Office, processions and more. The reason for this is because the Roman Catholic Church is filled with wonderful acts of liturgical piety which are, of themselves, an expression of the Faith of the Church. Ecclesiastical liturgical practices are many, and vary between the approved Rites of the Church and what is found in practice in Rome. This does not make the practice of one Rite "bad" and the other "good". Rather, it demonstrates that, according to the infinite variety found in God, He established His Church on earth upon the Apostles in different lands with different cultures. This variety is the source of the many liturgical practices in the Church, taken as a whole.  But, the vast majority of those who read this publication are Roman Catholics, which means that we follow the liturgical practices in use in Rome (Eternal Rome, not the one controlled by the Modernists). So, for the rest of this article, any discussion regarding the Liturgy or the Liturgical Movement will apply specifically to the Roman Rite, unless otherwise noted.


   It is the plan of this article to discuss what has come to be known as the Liturgical Movement: that historical work of clergy and laity which had as its end the desire to draw the faithful closer to God through a deeper understanding of the prayers and actions of the liturgical ceremonies.


   I make mention of this Movement in the past tense because I separate the work of Catholics in the Traditional Movement from the neo-pagan revolution which followed the Second Vatican Council, an aberration which was never the desired end of the participants in the centuries-old true Liturgical Movement. Likewise, I also refer to it in the past tense because,  among Catholics of the Traditional Movement,  the desires of the popes and saints who were main movers of liturgical awareness through the centuries is not being realized today -- and perhaps never will be. We spend too much time defending the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass against the Novus Ordo Missae of Paul VI to advance to the same liturgical understanding the saints and other devout men and women achieved. Too many today are caught up in listening to tapes and reading books about this error and that, or the latest element of a conspiracy. Few relish reading a devout work on the Mystery of the Mass, or listening to a conference or sermon on the meaning of the prayers of Holy Mass or the Sacraments. The Council of Trent bid pastors most solemnly to preach on this important element of everyone's spiritual life, but I'm sure many were discouraged in its practice due to the lack of interest on the part of the laity. Or, maybe they were lost in how to explain such a religious topic, except in the words of a tattered book that has been over-used on the same topic already. Likewise, we live in too materialistic an age to say that we could even think (and I'm writing about traditional Roman Catholics here) that the same people who are too bored to listen to a sermon of more than 15 minutes in length on a Sunday or a feastday, or the clergy who too "religiously" avoid a sermon of a length greater than a quarter hour (they were taught in the seminary to do this), could even dream of understanding and implementing a true Liturgical Movement amongst us as the real method of combatting the errors of our age. But I digress.





Meanings and Definitions


   Before I proceed any further, I want to assure the reader of my absolute compliance with traditional Catholic thought and belief in the matter of liturgical practice. My definition of terms, although they may sound like those used in the Novus Ordo Church, will not (for the most part) have the same meaning as theirs. Pope St. Pius X warned us in his encyclical Pascendi (On the Errors of the Modernists) that a subtle error of the Modernists is to use the same vocabulary as a traditional Catholic, but to use these words in an entirely different sense from what the Church has always held and does hold today. I assure the reader that I did take the Oath Against Modernism prior to ordination and do fully intend to live up to its demands. So, that I may not confuse the reader, I list below a few words that will be used frequently in this article and the meaning I attach to them:


   Liturgy: That combination of spiritual exercises which the Roman Catholic Church uses in her public worship of God. I'll interchange this with the language of the Council of Trent which refers to such ceremonies as the rites of the Church. What I do not mean by this term is the central act of worship in the Church. I believe it to be wrong for traditional clergy to use Liturgy when they refer specifically to this central act of worship which all are bound to attend on Sundays and Holydays. By doing this they have joined in the newspeak of the Modernists, and they confuse those who listen to them. When I wish to talk about that act of worship, I will call it:


   The Holy Sacrifice of the Mass, or The Mass: The unbloody re-enactment of Calvary, solemnly codified by Pope St. Pius V, and which bears little, if any, resemblance to the Novus Ordo Missae of Paul VI. That last mentioned heretical form of worship is not the Mass, but is an invalid error of the highest caliber.


   The Liturgical Movement: Begun around the Twelfth century, principally in Germany and France, for the purpose of creating an awareness among the people of the Liturgy of the Church and to encourage the faithful to participate with their whole heart and soul in every liturgical function they could. It was derailed by the Modernists in our century who took the desires of the popes from St. Pius X to Pius XII to continue this work for a deeper understanding and appreciation of the Liturgy and made it into something which takes Catholics away from their spiritual and supernatural ends by over emphasizing man and his natural ends. The thieves who stole this name for their erroneous work have made of the Liturgy a mockery and something which will not touch the soul of man in his desire to know and serve his Creator better.


   Eucharist: This term will never be separated from the Holy Eucharist, to mean the Blessed Sacrament, the true Body, Blood, Soul and Divinity of Jesus Christ present on the altar at Holy Mass and in the tabernacle. I will not use this term synonymously with the Mass. This is Modernist newspeak. Even though the early Christians used this term, as well as many saints and pious writers, I stand behind Pope Pius XII's observation in Mediator Dei when he explains that just because something is an old or ancient practice of the Church does not mean that it should be recalled and used today. There has to be a true pastoral reason for doing so. The Modernist innovators re-coined this term so that they could give legitimacy to their liturgical revolution. I don't want to be looked upon as aiding their cause. Some may think me to be over-sensitive, but I see the refusal to use "Eucharist" as they do as an act of reparation for the evil abuse in the modern church. I do not say it is a "sin" to use the term, just that I prefer not to in this present writing.





The Liturgical Movement: An Historical Overview


   The definitions being made, let's proceed to look at what the Liturgical Movement really was.


   As mentioned above, it began centuries ago; about the time when more and more of the faithful were losing sight of the simplicity of their Faith. What is all too common today is a centuries-old vice: too many people stay away from the liturgical rites of the Church, contenting themselves with doing what is necessary just to avoid sin -- mortal sin, at that. That it is a venial sin to come late to Sunday Mass without a good reason is beside the point to them. It's not a mortal sin. Likewise, that it is a venial sin to miss or get excessively distracted during the Sunday sermon without good reason is something they don't care about either. "It's not a mortal sin, is it Father?", they ask. No, I reply, but such actions speak of a terrible disposition of the soul.


   The Liturgical Movement began with the desire to have more people participate in the liturgical ceremonies. Now there's another term I should have added to my list of definitions, for it is under the hallowed banner of participation that the Modernist innovators have convinced a gullible faithful and clergy that their liturgical revolution bears a great resemblance to the true Liturgical Movement. Modernist "participation" is to have people standing, sitting, "dialoguing", shaking hands, standing around the table, concelebrating and more, all the while being assured that they are the "People of God", a branch of the priesthood (the Apostle says so!), and their participation in activity is important, nay, necessary for the "Liturgy" (sorry, used it in the Modernist sense here.). It is so necessary that a modern priest is forbidden to celebrate the novus ordo without someone else there to actively participate (Mysterium fidei, AAS 57 - 1965). This is different from the prescript of the priest requiring the presence of at least an altar server.


   However, the true sense of participation is to have all present, the clergy and the laity, come to a deeper understanding of the prayers of the rites and the actions that take place. By fully uniting their prayer to that of the Church they are in fact participating in the manner that the Church has always understood. An example will bring this thought closer.


   How many times during your attendance at Holy Mass have you read the words of the Offertory? If you are a "Sunday-only" Catholic, then I venture to say that you haven't done so very much. Or, even if you have, it was done so quickly or distractedly because the Offertory is the time the Sunday collection is taken up. People are too busy rummaging around their pockets or purses to pay attention to the prayers. The movement of the ushers, although necessary, distracts far too many people who really are probably just looking for an excuse to be distracted anyway. But, if you will take the time to read and pray the Offertory with the priest (in your heart, not out loud) you will find one of the most solemn acts of participation that has ever taken place in any liturgical function. As you follow the prayers, count how many times the priest says the word "I" as compared to "we" or "us". You will see that most of the prayers are said in the plural form. Don't you realize that the Church expects us to offer the prayers with the priest because he is praying in our name too? We are called to participate in the prayers of the Offertory, not by saying words out loud, and by all means not by being part of a  little procession of "gifts" down the aisle for the priest to use in the ceremony. No, our participation is by uniting our hearts and souls to the words of the prayers and really, really making them our own. When the host is being offered up in reparation for sin, that is our sins the prayers mean -- and not just sins, but faults, failings, negligences and the like which all cause us to fall short of the true worship of God in our daily lives. Each Mass, then, becomes a true propitiatory action, not just for sin in general, but for my sins - our sins - in particular.


   This is but one example of how the true Liturgical Movement desired participation in the Liturgy. We in the Traditional Movement are wrong if we do not recognize these ideas and do what we can to implement them in our personal lives. If we shy away from the term participation it is only because of the abuse of the term in the Novus Ordo Church. We should not, however, fail to make use of it in its proper sense.





Advance To A Modern Discussion


   Time and space do not permit a worthy discussion of the work of the Liturgical Movement, particularly at the Council of Trent and by Pope St. Pius V. Perhaps at another time. I will mention here, however, that the popes, whose job it is to safeguard the Liturgy, have always taken great care to make sure that the substance of the Mass and the Sacraments was never tampered with. Prior to the Tridentine Council, many "liturgies" were in vogue which started to do harm to the Faith. This is why pope St. Pius V issued the bull Quo Primum to standardize -- codify -- the Mass and to eliminate from  liturgical usage any form that was not more than 200 years old. What may have started as a desire to advance piety was quickly corrupted by the Protestant Reformers. These enemies of the Church of Christ used the motto: It is the Mass that matters, meaning that the only way to cause the Catholic Church to fall apart was to attack the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass and the surrounding liturgical rites and ceremonies. St. Pius V recognized this and acted against it with a papal bull and the publication of the Catechism of the Council of Trent. The only way to safeguard a true Liturgical Movement was to make sure that the faithful, both clergy and lay, knew their Holy Faith well and had it preached to them, in sound doctrine, from the pulpit.


   The Protestants and the other enemies of the Church suffered a great defeat at Trent. The internal reforms mandated by that holy Council did wonders to restore the piety of the faithful and the training of the clergy. However, the enemies may have lost a battle, but they were still in the war for the duration. What was tried in the sixteenth century was begun again in the eighteenth, although in a more subtle manner. A lesson learned by those who wish to make changes is that if you want to be subtle, be bold. While this may sound like a confusion of terms, it is what was found in the very actions of the neo-Revolutionaries in France and Germany.


   The Protestant insisted on a vernacular ceremony with prayers that de-sacralized the ancient understanding of Holy Mass. Trent answered their arguments and showed the falsity of them. It condemned the whole concept and forbade Catholics the use of such ceremonies in the Liturgy. The neo-Revolutionaries, however, just went ahead and did it because the eighteenth century was the Age of the Enlightenment. Whatever was truly avant garde and against the Old World established customs was done. Whereas the Protestants attacked only the Mass and the Sacraments, the neo-Revolutionaries went after them and more. Their one mistake was in attempting to dissolve the Sodalities in the parishes. Seeing their pious organizations threatened, the sodalities rose up against the neo-Reformers, and brought to light the errors of their promotions. But, like a giant cockroach, these neo-Reformers scurried away to a safe hiding place when their plans were brought to light, waiting for the chance to advance. This time it would be to go after the seminaries, the training ground of future priests.


   A new liturgical outlook geared toward a false concept of participation arose in the 1870's, and liturgical authors of our time like Joseph Jungmann, Odo Casel, Romano Guardini and Pius Parsch give the best expressions of it. The railroading of the Liturgical Movement was underway,  and they would use the Modernist newspeak to accomplish it.





The Corruption of Papal Documents


   Read the following. It is a document out of the era which is outlined above. The year is 1913.


   "Two years ago, in publishing Our Apostolic Constitution, We had especially in sight the recitation, as far as possible in its entirety, of the Psalter on weekdays, and the restoration of the ancient Sunday offices. But Our mind was occupied with many other projects -- some mere plans, others already on the way to realization -- relating to the reform in the Roman Breviary.


   "However, because of the numerous difficulties preventing Us from executing them, We had to postpone them for a more favorable moment. To change the composition of the Breviary to make it in accordance with Our desires, that is, to give it a finished perfection in every part, would involve:


  • restoring the calendar of the Universal Church to its original arrangement and style, retaining meanwhile the splendid richness which the marvelous fruitfulness of the Church, the Mother of Saints, has brought to bear upon it.


  • utilizing appropriate passages of Scripture, of the Fathers and Doctors, after having reestablished the authentic text;


  • prudently correcting the lives of the Saints according to documentary evidence;


  • perfecting the arrangement of numerous points of the liturgy, eliminating superfluous elements.


   "But in the judgement of wise and learned persons, all this would require considerable work and time. For this reason, many years will have to pass before this type of liturgical edifice, composed with intelligent care for the Spouse of Christ to express her piety and faith, can appear purified of the imperfections brought by time, newly resplendent with dignity and fitting order.


   "In the meantime, through correspondence and conversations with a number of bishops, We learned of their urgent desire -- shared by many priests -- to find in the Breviary, together with the new arrangement of the Psalter and its rubrics, all the changes which already have come or which might come with this new Psalter.


   "They have repeatedly asked Us, indeed they have repeatedly manifested their earnest desire that the new Psalter be used more often, that the Sundays be observed more conscientiously, that provision be made for the inconvenience of transferred offices, and that certain other changes be effected which seem to be justified.


   "Because they are grounded in objectivity and completely conform to Our desire, We have agreed to these requests and We believe that the moment has come to grant them."


   An observant reader, one well versed in the current rage of arguments in the Traditional Movement, should have caught some of the things being planned in this document: a new Breviary Psalter (the Psalms used), the re-authentication of passages of Scripture in liturgical texts, the correcting of the lives of the saints according to modern evidence, and the elimination of superfluous (redundant) elements in "numerous points of the liturgy". So, who was the conspiratorial author? None other than Pope St. Pius X in his Motu Proprio Abhinc Duos Annos given on October 23, 1913.





What Was The Papal Plan For The Liturgy?


   So, why bring this up? Are we saying that the Pope, and a saint at that, was a conspirator with the same modernists that he condemned not long before in a very forceful encyclical letter? Or, shall we say, as some  have alluded, that Pius X said these things because he didn't know what he was doing, or that he didn't go to the right schools, or that he was influenced by the Freemasons. Freemasons? Yes, the Vatican has many of them in there, and one was almost elected in the place of Pope St. Pius X. (In all fairness, some who state this make these comments about Pope Pius XII. However, this line of argument is what is used when talking about what may or may not be legitimate acts of a Liturgical Movement.) All this is begging the question, for we don't know what Pope St. Pius X had on his mind. As the editor of the text from which the above quote is taken remarks: "Minor modifications are then authorized, with the hope of a full reform later, but Pius X died less than ten months later."


   What was the idea of a papal reform of the Liturgy? Just how far could a pope go before he ventured into areas that were not within his power? More to the point, could he reform some liturgical ceremonies, such as those of Holy Week, and still be within his power? Yes he can, and the Council of Trent says so.


The 1956 Restoration Of Holy Week


   Was the change to the Holy Week missal by Pope Pius XII really a part of the true Liturgical Movement? That is hard to say, for the papal decrees and desires of Pius X, Benedict XV, Pius XI and Pius XII on this matter were misdirected toward the end of the Modernists toward the accomplishment of a goal: to change the Mass and force all Catholics to worship using it. Was the Restoration of Holy Week a part of this plan? Not on the part of Pius XII, I'm sure. Yes, he did have Annibale Bugnini in his midst, but that supposed Freemason (there is no conclusive evidence that Bugnini was a Mason) did not willy-nilly play to the fancy of change in the mind of  Pope Pius XII as some might suggest. The  pope's first intentions were to restore Holy Week to its ancient practice of an evening ceremony so that the faithful would have no good excuse for not attending, and because it didn't seem liturgical that Lent should end at Noon on Holy Saturday. So, the Pope's first action was to restore Holy Week to its ancient time of the day. The Ordo for Holy Week was changed, and Annibale Bugnini, the master architect for the "reform" of the Mass resulting in the Novus Ordo Missae, did cooperate in writing the Ordo. But it was read over and debated for several years by cardinals in the Sacred Congregation of Rites (under Cardinal Cicognani, not Bugnini). But, is that reason enough for condemning it? After all, Archbishop Lefebvre admitted that he was ordained and then later consecrated by a Freemason. Does that affect the validity of his ordination and consecration? No, and neither does it affect what we say here.


   It has been alleged that what Pope Pius XII did was "heretical" and "against the Council of Trent". A passage from the Canons for Session 7 is quoted, stating that all "pastors may not change the Liturgy". Since the pope is a pastor, they say, therefore he cannot change the Liturgy. But, in Session 21, Chapter II, the Council of Trent declares that "this power has ever been in the Church, that, in the dispensations of the Sacraments, their substance being untouched, it may ordain, or change, what things soever it may judge most expedient, for the profit of those who receive . . . according to the differences of circumstances, times and places." As long as the substance of the Sacraments is not changed, the Church has the power to change other liturgical ceremonies. So, Pope Pius XII was within his power to do this. Perhaps the real question is: Were the changes prudent? Perhaps not, but that will be up to a future pope to decide, not priests and pastors who have no right to go aside from these matters based on their own devotional practices, whims or desires.


   It is certain that the Restoration of Holy Week gave courage to the enemies of change within the Church, and that at Pope Pius XII's death the true Liturgical Movement ended. The devil and the Modernists took over, and we have the mess we are in right now. But the point is, the Popes did plan to make some liturgical changes -- not to the degree done at Vatican II, but some things were planned. In the next issue, we will explore some of these from Pope Pius XI, using the encyclical On Divine Worship, seeing that if a true Liturgical Movement had been carried out, we may not be suffering as we are. 
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