RATZINGER AND THE "REFORM"
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      "Did you see the report about what Cardinal Ratzinger said?", a traditional priest-friend of mine said recently. "It's a bombshell!" After he faxed me the story, taken from one of the conciliar diocesan newspapers, I could see his excitement. Cardinal Ratzinger Says 1969 Mass Reform Seriously Damaged Church, it read. This story confirmed what I was already reading in the secular press and on Catholic e-mail "chat" lists from around the world: Ratzinger is speaking critically of the Novus Ordo Missae.


   The Catholic News Service, in reporting about some of the contents of Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger's new book: From My Life: Remembrances 1927-1977, has focused on this one aspect  of the autobiography. While Ratzinger has been previously critical of specific liturgical abuses that have become rampant in the Church today, this was the first time he has tied the present problems to the "reforms" which followed Vatican II. "I am convinced," writes Ratzinger, "that the ecclesial crisis in which we find ourselves today depends in great part on the collapse of the Liturgy . . .  I was dismayed by the ban of the old missal, since such a development had never been seen in the history of the Liturgy. The impression was that this was completely normal."


   These are strong words of criticism, coming as they do from the Prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. But while he expresses his "disappointment" at the wholesale replacement of one Liturgy with another, he tells us that the "reforms" were necessary. Here's where a little red flag comes up, and while we are happy he is admitting to what we of the Traditional Movement have been saying for years, we still have to view his statements with tempered optimism. 


   Ratzinger observes that many of the liturgical reforms stemming from the Second Vatican Council represented "authentic improvements and a real enrichment". The introduction of the of the local (vernacular) language, for example, was a reasonable change, he said. But with the promulgation of the new mass, "something else happened as well: the old structure was dismantled, and its pieces were used to construct another" to the detriment of liturgical tradition.


   Some have said that Ratzinger had to say these things because he lives in fear in the Vatican. The modernists are all around him, and he is frightened for his life if he takes a direct stand against the Novus Ordo, they say. Others comment that at least he is looking in the right direction now, and perhaps it signals that the Vatican will look at the concerns of the Traditional Movement in a new light. While I'm not so sure the first statement is a correct depiction of matters in the Vatican, I will admit that it  is something to read that the "Number 2" man  in the Vatican is critical of the "reforms", although claiming their necessity. Other public statements of Ratzinger's origin show an expression of a new ecclesiology and very little of the traditional Faith which he is supposed to be upholding. It is precisely this "forked-tongued" approach to correcting the problems in the Church the past thirty or more years that has gotten  us in this mess to begin with and which causes the "abuses" to be compounded with greater problems.





A New Ecclesiology


   The Mass is not only the central act of worship in the Catholic Church, the "Prayer of Prayers", but it is the public expression of Catholic Faith. We truly do pray as we believe, and believe as we pray. For the Innovators to succeed in changing the time-honored Tridentine Latin Mass to the Novus Ordo Missae, a new system of Catholic belief had to be introduced. If this didn't happen, then few would accept the new mass. Likewise, in order for this new system of theology to be maintained, it had to be reflected in the way people pray when they come to church. Hence, the Novus Ordo. Here is the "double-whammy" that was pushed upon the faithful following the Council.


   This new system of theology has become known as ecclesiology. Search the seminary courses in any branch of Theology prior to Vatican II and you will not find such a term used at all. It is entirely new, and reflective of the new theology of post-conciliar Catholicism.


   Ecclesiology, loosely translated, is supposed to mean a study of the way the Church works. In other words, it is supposed to be a detailed expression of the nature of the Church, its belief structure and how this is incorporated in its liturgical practice. The New Code of Canon Law, the New Catechism for the Church and other such documents are expressions of ecclesiology. (When I use this term, I only mean it as the expression of Vatican II theology. There is no such term in traditional belief, so it cannot be used interchangeably with what the Church has consistently taught prior to Vatican II.)


   Space does not permit a detailed study of ecclesiology. However, a few points will show that this error is expressed in the Novus Ordo Missae of Paul VI. It is my intention to point out that post-conciliar Catholics are praying a different theology in the modern mass, and hence a new belief structure -- a non-Catholic one -- has been foisted upon them. This is the real damage done to the Church since 1969, and not merely a ceremonial one of disarray in liturgical style.





Some Expressions Of Ecclesiology


   Ecclesiology in regards to the Mass was first expressed in the General Instructions on the Roman Missal issued April 3, 1969: "The Lord's Supper, or Mass, gathers together the people of God, with a priest presiding in the person of Christ, to celebrate the memorial of the Lord or eucharistic sacrifice." (Chapter II, 7.) However, according to Tradition, the Mass is not a supper, nor is the priest  a presider, nor is the celebration a mere memorial of the Lord. It is a sacriifce and an unbloody renewal of Calvary.


   Ecclesiologists always keep the Catholic guessing about what is true belief. Discussing this same thought about the definition of the Mass, Canon 897 of the Code of Canon Law of 1983 (the New Code) states: ". . . The Eucharistic Sacrifice, the memorial of the death and resurrection of the Lord, in which the sacrifice of the cross is perpetuated over the centuries, is the summit and source of all Christian worship and life . . . " There are a few problems here, but in essence it is somewhat in conformity with Tradition. Then, in the Commentary as provided by Rev. John Huels, O.S.M., he tells us that there is a known contradiction between the old ways and the new definition, the new ecclesiology, but "The canons manifest an effort to harmonize past doctrine, such as the real presence and the sacrificial nature of the Mass, with Vatican II emphases such as Eucharist as a meal as well as its celebrational and memorial character." In reality, no such harmony exists, nor can it ever exist, because both concepts -- sacrifice vs. a meal -- are essentially opposed to each other. The Novus Ordo is flawed in its definition and it is not an expression of traditional Catholic thought.


   The main thrust of the ecclesiologists is to separate us from the past as much as possible. If you will become an ecclesiologist yourself, you will have to look to a Church whose teachings do not predate Vatican II. Oh, an occasional lip-service homage can be made to past teachings, but all current teaching must be done in the light of Vatican II and the  post-conciliar emanations from the Vatican and the various synods of bishops throughout the world. Even the new catechism uses as a majority of its references from post-conciliar teachings, quoting only occasionally from the Catechism of the Council of Trent or papal teachings before Vatican II.





Was There A Need For Reform?


   One of the biggest fables of the ecclesiologists is that the  Mass from before Vatican II needed reformed. They point to useless repetitions in the prayers of the Mass, the lack of participation by the faithful (ecclesiology-speak: the People of God), that it was said only in Latin and that the priest faced away from the people. What is more, they tell us that there was a groundswelling of desire on behalf of the faith....no, People of God, for just these changes to take place. In reality, no such overwhelming expression ever existed. Rather, it was the Innovators, writing over and over again, sometimes using pen-names, who developed an artificial desire, and then told the People of God that the changes of the Novus Ordo were what they really wanted, although they didn't know it completely. This error is perpetuated today in a  movement which calls for a "reform of the reform" of Vatican II. The hybrid "Mass" of EWTN, the upcoming Missal 2000, and such like efforts are supposed to be expressions of correction. One cannot take something that is bad, acknowledge the bad effects it is producing, change it around while maintaining the error, and say that now it will accomplish something that is good. If it is bad from the start, it must be cast aside in toto.


   While the statements of Cardinal Ratzinger sound promising at first glance, the answer to the problems is not to keep the efforts of Vatican II alive. Our prayers are needed now, more than ever, for those who see the problems in the new mass, that they will see the only solution to these problems: the restoration of the Tridentine Mass in every church, now!





This article first appeared in the July 1997 issue of The Catholic Voice, P.O. Box 130, Mead, WA 99021 USA.


