NOVUS ORDO LEFT ONE QUESTION UNANSWERED
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   Moses taught the Chosen People to seek answers from the priests. Whatever their question, the priests would help them out. In the New Dispensation, this concept continued. Our respect for priests is such that we seek their opinion on a wide variety of subjects touching our daily lives. Most important, we turn to them when there is a question of Faith, knowing full well that they will give us solid doctrinal answers. There is one question, though, that has been put to the modern clergy for over twenty years and we still have not heard a definitive answer from anyone on the matter. The question: Under Pope St. Pius V, the mass of Cranmer in the Anglican Book of Common Prayer was declared invalid since the words of Consecration were destroyed and the thought of transubstantiation was eliminated. The novus ordo parallels quite uncomfortably the liturgy of the Anglicans. In fact, it is nearly the same. How is it that what was declared invalid by the Church in the 1500's can be  valid  today? Isn't the Church supposed to be consistent in her teaching for all ages?


   There we have it. In its basic simplicity, this is the theological question that very few of the modern clergy wish to tackle. Rather they either ignore the question altogether, or else they divert the person asking it to another subject. For well over twenty years this question has remained unanswered.


  It doesn't take much knowledge of the human condition to see why our question is unanswered. There is a certain element of fear here. To attempt to answer it by appealing to the continuity of the Roman Catholic Church through the centuries is to condemn everything that is established in the modern church. The modern church is not only out of sync with the past, its liturgy is a total break with the past infallible teachings. Thousands of bishops, priests and lay people went to death in England rather than assist at the mass of Cranmer. Rome approved their actions and raised most of them to the heights of the altar through canonization. To say that the novus ordo of our time is valid when the liturgy these martyrs would not attend was declared invalid -- and the two are practically the same -- is to spit on the graves of these holy men and women of past ages.


   Thomas Cranmer, the first Protestant Archbishop of Canterbury, noted that the power of the "great Harlot, that is to say, the pestiferous See of Rome" lay in "the Popish doctrine of transubstantiation of the Real Presence of Christ's flesh and blood in the Sacrament of the Altar (they call it) and of the Sacrifice and Oblation of Christ made by the priest for the salvation of the quick and the dead."


   Cranmer felt it his religious duty to destroy the Roman Catholic concept of Mass.  In his liturgy he framed a system of belief opposite that of the Roman Catholic Church. He said, "the eating and drinking of Christ's flesh and blood is not to be taken in common signification, with mouth and teeth to eat a thing present, but with a lively faith in heart and mind to digest a thing being absent." The new rite he established devised this belief: "the administration of the Holy Supper" must have nothing in it which could be twisted to resemble "the never-to-be-execrated Mass". Anyone who held that in the Mass there is a sacrifice of Jesus in an unbloody manner offered to God was found to be guilty of heresy and worthy of death.


   Cranmer accomplished his diabolical plan in three ways: he replaced the Latin with the vernacular, substituted the altar with a table, and made changes in the wording of the Canon of the Mass. These changes, I repeat, are similar to the ones foisted on the Catholic Church in the late 1960's. The Anglican Book of Common Prayer's rendering of the prayers for the Church Militant was found centuries ago to be lacking in the expression of faith regarding transubstantiation. It was said to be heretical and the mass of Cranmer was looked upon as invalid. It even rendered the priest of the Anglican Church invalid (according to Pope Leo XIII) since the concept of a sacrificial priesthood was obliterated. This same Anglican prayer is used in Eucharistic Prayer II, the one that is chosen  ordinarily to be in use and from which the catechetical instruction of the young is required to be established. Anaphora II is heretical according to the teachings of the past, but not according to the teachings of the present. For arguments sake, even if  Prayer II alone has this problem and the others do not, we still have the evident contradiction in that the Church in modern times has permitted a declared heretical form to be used in her public worship thus submitting to the faithful heretical teachings in place of valid ones. The situation is all the more serious since all four of the Eucharistic Prayers use the invalid form of words of Consecration of the wine (from De Defectibus), so even if three of the prayers do not embody the Cranmerian heresy, they all are still in error and sinful to use.


   When Pope St. Pius V enacted Quo Primum on July 19, 1570, he established in perpetuity that the Mass we know as the Tridentine Latin Mass be everywhere said and that it was forbidden to be changed. This was done to safeguard the faith of the people as well as to insure that transubstantiation would always be confected. At that time Cranmer's liturgical aberrations were declared invalid and all Catholic faithful were forbidden to attend it. On April 3, 1969, this all changed. Past censures about changing the words of Consecration were cast aside and Cranmer's version of prayer (although not officially called that) was approved. Our question still stands: How can that form of liturgical prayer which was declared invalid in an infallible manner by Pope St. Pius V be declared valid in the Apostolic Constitution Missale Romanum of Paul VI? What will be the next infallible teaching of the Catholic Church to fall under this form of change? 


   This is a serious question that demands an answer. Perhaps our readers will attempt to get it answered. If you do, please let us know what the answer is. >








This article first appeared in the October 1995 issue of The Catholic Voice.


