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Salus populi suprema lex est.  (The welfare of the people is the highest law.)

- Cicero

The welfare of the people - is this the will of the people, or is it divinely inspired and infallible?  It has been a difficult issue for the Catholic Church to manage for centuries - whether it be the Bohemians and Jan Hus or the German princes inspired by Martin Luther.  It has also been a critical problem with the American church, both in the Americanist controversy at the turn of the 20th century as well as in the post-Vatican II Church.  Does the Church know best for its people, or do the people know what is best for the Church?   As the Church has changed its self-definition from a "perfect society" to a "pilgrim people" the will of the people has become the defining issue of struggle both within and without the Catholic Church.  While this is a key issue for liberals, it is also fundamental for the traditional Catholics who cling to the Latin Mass.  It is true in a paradoxical sense -- traditional Catholics often believe that the Latin Mass is the only proper way, rejecting any liturgical updates or "pluralism."  In this sense, most traditional Catholics would shy away from any concept of "popular will" determining the fate of Holy Mother Church.  However, in the post-Vatican II American Catholic Church, some Catholics wish to attend the Latin Mass and, feeling that they cannot, would argue that their popular will is being quashed by a "tyranny of the majority."  While it is unrealistic to confine American Catholics to but one category, a pluralism of beliefs would seem to welcome the Latin Mass as a segment of the wonderful tapestry which enriches the Church.  Yet, if traditionalists believe that the Latin Mass is the only proper order of Mass, how does this mesh with a pluralistic set of liturgies?  It is a difficult compromise, and one which some traditional Catholics are unwilling to make, instead choosing separatism.  Is it possible to find a compromise - to have the Latin Mass as but one of a variety of options open to the American Catholic?  And is this what those who attend the Latin Mass want?  In discerning this, it is critical to examine the Society of St. Pius X, the largest traditional Catholic organization, one which has enjoyed a checkered history with the institutional Church both in the United States and in Rome, to say the least.  The future is difficult to discern with regards to SSPX, but in general, the Latin Mass has enjoyed a renaissance in the present church.  However, this renaissance can also be attributed to a noticeable conservative shift in the hierarchy of the Church under Pope John Paul II, which has its own ramifications for American Catholics, and leaves many questions unanswered as to the status of the Latin Mass under future papacies.  


A clarification:  the "Latin Mass" or "Latin Rite" here means the Tridentine Rite, not necessarily the use of Latin in the "Novus Ordo."  While Latin is often used in the Novus Ordo, either in chant or songs at Mass - especially in Lent - the Tridentine Rite is distinct from the Mass as designed during and after the Second Vatican Council.  In addition, the Novus Ordo can be translated into Latin, but here the Latin Mass is distinctly different - from the prayers and rituals to the position of the priest vis a vis the congregation.  In addition, it is important to note that this branch of American Catholicism is no "underground fringe" - some 150,000 American Catholics attend Latin Mass, a number growing every day.
 

THE LATIN MASS AFTER VATICAN II -- CONFLICT WITH THE "NOVUS ORDO"


A majority of American Catholics supported the changes in the Mass instituted by the Second Vatican Council.  In some ways, it helped end the distinction of Catholicism as "different" from the majority Protestant population of the United States.  Latin chants were seen by outside observers as alien to American life, but the new Mass, with congregational hymn singing and rites in English, appeared to fit.  For five years after the end of Vatican II, the Church was in a state of flux, as liturgies adapted the ideas of Vatican II into their Masses, while still maintaining some links to the rites which had been codified in the time of Pius V.  However, this changed in 1969, when the Novus Ordo liturgy officially replaced the Tridentine Mass.  Cuneo notes that two years after, in 1971, Paul VI "effectively banned" the Tridentine Mass.
  It was at this point that the Latin Mass became the focus of controversy, and it has maintained its status as cause celebre to the present day.  It was during the 1970s that groups such as the Society of St. Pius X were created, and traditional chapels arose throughout the United States and worldwide.


The primary argument against the Novus Ordo was linked, in some ways, to the change in definition of the universal Catholic Church from "perfect society" to "pilgrim people."  Driven by the Reformation, Cardinal Robert Bellarmine defined the Church as perfect, and Pope Pius V codified the Latin Mass, thereby universalizing it as an attack against Protestantism.  It was in the Counter-Reformation period that the Church took on the universal nature it would maintain through Vatican II, thereby spurring hierarchical objections to Americanism.
   The unity of Mass was a binding characteristic of Catholicism worldwide - anywhere a Mass was said, it was the same, be it in Kingston, Jamaica or in Jamaica, Queens, Paris, France or Paris, Texas.  However, as the Church changed, the Mass changed as well.  One of the characteristics of the period between the Second Vatican Council and the promulgation of the Novus Ordo was a remarkable flexibility in the Mass - local pastors could adapt the Mass as they saw fit.  Even under the Novus Ordo a certain flexibility remains, within the framework of a universal liturgy.
  While this works well with the definition of the Church as an evolutionary organism, there is a longing for universality that remains in the Church.  Those wishing for a more "hierarchical" form of Catholicism, be it in the United States or in the Church writ-large, tend to prefer a more ordered form of the Mass, while those in favor of a "congregational" model argue for variation and adaptability as a strength of Catholicism.  Many "traditional Catholics" do not like the definition of the Church as a "pilgrim people," even those who wish to remain in communion with Rome.  And there are strengths to universality - it lends itself to a communion among all Catholics.  However, American Catholicism has long been a hotbed of devolution, be it in the bishops wishing for autonomy from Rome or in the parishes wishing for autonomy from their bishops.


The Latin Mass also contrasts to the Novus Ordo in the role of the priest and the congregation.  While in the Latin Mass the priest is the advocate for the people to God, acting as an intermediary, the Novus Ordo is a celebration, involving all in attendance.  This distinction takes away, to some degree, the "specialness" of the priest.  The Novus Ordo's emphasis on collective celebration has prompted, in the minds of many American Catholics, the idea that anyone can celebrate Mass, leading to the trend toward individualism in religious practice, as well as the call for married and female priests.  The role of the priest in the Latin Mass was of someone "holier," someone special who, using his special graces, could interact directly with the Almighty.  This loss of "specialness" can be linked to some problems within the priesthood.  Many priests enjoy the closeness with their congregations which comes form the Novus Ordo.  However, many of the privations endured by priests are compensated by the graces which are to be enjoyed by those upon whom Holy Orders have been conferred.  As the Novus Ordo changed the way in which Mass was said, it has changed the perception of the priest, be that for better or for worse.
   It has also been argued that the change to the Novus Ordo has lessened the piety of the Catholic faithful.  While not acting as participants in the Mass, the Latin Mass emphasized personal devotion.  The Novus Ordo removed that, in great deal.  However, the ability to practice personal devotion during the Latin Mass did not equate with a practice of personal devotion on the part of Catholics, while the Novus Ordo involves all members of the Church in the worship of Christ.


Another major argument against the Novus Ordo was the tradition behind the Latin Mass.  After the Missale Romanum of 1570, the order of Mass had remained largely unchanged for almost 400 years.  Many "conservative" Catholics saw no problem with this, and claimed the Novus Ordo as a concession to Modernism, decried by Pope Pius X as a heresy.
  To them, the Latin Mass is universal and permanent, while the Novus Ordo is not an aggiornamento, but rather a caving in to momentary impulses on the part of particular theologians and liberal factions within the Church.  Also, the codification of the Missale Romanum took Masses which were at their root similar, and made them universal - not the sweeping changes which came after Vatican II.  While these changes may have been seen as necessary to many, especially American Catholics, it was undoubtedly "shock therapy," especially for the vast majority of Catholics, lacking the subtle knowledge of theology possessed by those bishops and theologians promulgating the changes in Rome.


The final objection to the Novus Ordo was not the Novus Ordo in and of itself, although most traditional Catholics found it anathema.  Rather, it was the move by Paul VI to de facto ban the Tridentine Mass in 1971.  If the Tridentine Mass had been available as an option, perhaps the Novus Ordo would have been palatable to traditional Catholics.
  However, the implementation of the Novus Ordo was made mandatory, leaving those Catholics longing for the ritual of the past "out in the cold."  This represents the problem of hierarchy and change in the Church.  While Paul VI and the Vatican wanted to change the Mass, the Church by its hierarchical nature could not brook adaptation on a grass-roots level - to do so would take away from what they saw as the "catholic" - the universal nature - of the Roman Catholic Church.  As mentioned earlier, the Novus Ordo is an entirely different Order of Mass than the Latin Mass - it is not merely a translation into the vernacular.  As such, there were prayers that were maintained as universal in the Novus Ordo, but they were not the same prayers and rites as were practiced previous to 1964.  In addition, there is more room for adaptation and change in the Novus Ordo than in the Latin Rite, be that in translation or in practice.
   The desire for some sort of universality left the Tridentine Rite in the cold, which prompted the protests of individuals such as De Pauw and Lefebvre.


While the Novus Ordo was "shock therapy" to many American Catholics, the Church adapted, in general, to its usage.
   Most American Catholics today, especially those ignorant of the pre-Vatican II Church, find the Tridentine Rite as alien as those non-Catholic observers viewing the Church before the Council and the promulgation of the Novus Ordo, and they feel at home in today's American Catholic Church.  The Novus Ordo also maintains within it the potential to use Latin, in prayers as well as more often in chants and hymns.  The average American Catholic cannot even necessarily tell the difference between the Novus Ordo and what would be imagined to be the Church before the Second Vatican Council, except for the priest's position.  However, there are groups which would dispute the claim that the Novus Ordo is just an "update" of the Catholic liturgy.

"DEFENDERS OF THE FAITH" -- THE SOCIETY OF ST. PIUS X


The Society of St. Pius X was not the first group to rise up in opposition to the Novus Ordo.  That "honor" goes to De Pauw's Catholic Traditionalist Movement of the 1960s.  And the 1960s message of the CTM was quite moderate in tone:  rather than condemning the Novus Ordo, it wished to see the Latin Mass offered as an alternative to the vernacular, thereby displacing no one.
   However, De Pauw became radicalized when Paul VI mandated the Novus Ordo, replacing the Tridentine liturgy entirely.  This placed many Catholics in a quandary - if Rome is infallible, as they claimed to uphold, a doctrine declared by the same Pope who brought forth the Syllabus of Errors, then how could Rome remove the Latin Mass?  Many conservative Catholics, trusting in the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, went along with the Church, but some decided to take the route of opposition, and rallied around a French bishop, Marcel Lefebvre, and his Society of St. Pius X, founded in 1970.  Throughout the 1970s and 1980s, it evolved into the global leader in the "traditionalist" movement, as Catholics maintained their allegiance both to Rome and to the Society, many seeing themselves as a sort of "loyal opposition," loyal either to Rome or, more likely, to the legacy of the Church before Vatican II.  Much of the power of SSPX came from Archbishop Lefebvre - as a duly consecrated bishop, he had powers which other traditionalists such as De Pauw lacked, as well as a legitimacy lacking in any other organization.  Archbishop Lefebvre's priestly faculties were suspended by Rome in 1976 - a bit ironic, given that he was not practicing the Novus Ordo in the first place.  This served to further radicalize SSPX, driving it away from a hierarchy which it saw as uncompromising on the issue of the Tridentine Rite.  However, after the death of Pope Paul VI and the consecration of John Paul II as Pope, things took a different turn in relations between the Vatican and traditionalist Catholics, including multiple attempts at a rapprochement and the "Indult."  However, in 1988, Archbishop Lefebvre decided to consecrate new bishops to succeed him - a role only to be filled, under Church law, by the Pope.  For this action he was excommunicated and SSPX declared schismatic, a position they have held ever since.
   While SSPX remains the primary traditionalist sect, there are arguments on both sides of the ledger for its role and position.

THE CASE FOR SSPX


Before 1984 - when the Indult was first promulgated - the Society of St. Pius X had some valid complaints, stemming back to those brought by De Pauw in the 1960s.  There was no avenue for the Latin Mass after 1971, when the Novus Ordo was mandated.  In fact, in 1980 the cardinal of Boston sanctioned one of his priests for opening traditionalist chapels.
   This was a violation of the priestly vow of episcopal obedience, but at the same time, there was no other avenue for the Latin Mass, and those Catholics, both American and otherwise, who wished to practice their faith in the old style felt themselves shunned by the Church.  The spirit of Vatican II, offering liturgy that would "speak to the heart," did not seem to extend to those to whom the old rites were most powerful.  As such, these disaffected Catholics turned to SSPX, which, although radicalized, did find some means of compromise with the Church.  This compromise was somewhat one-sided -- Lefebvre would threaten episcopal ordination, and the Vatican would compromise, with the Indult as well as with negotiations to bring SSPX back into the fold, in some ways similar to the "personal prelature" given to conservative groups in the 1980s such as Opus Dei.  There was also a significant hierarchical backlash against the reforms of Vatican II, led by Council reformers such as John Paul II and Cardinal Ratzinger.  However, these moves toward conservatism were tempered with the constant need for respect for the papal seat and remembrance of the importance of what occurred at Vatican II.  If papal infallibility held, then Vatican II was valid, and if the Church was divinely inspired, would it not follow that Vatican II was itself divinely inspired?  SSPX was, if not "justified," then understandably striving to bring the Church back to what it believed were its authentic roots.  However, SSPX was not necessarily in concert with Rome, nor was it faithful to the Vatican at all times.

THE CASE AGAINST SSPX


There are two primary "strikes" against SSPX - first, its lack of acknowledgement of the Novus Ordo as a valid form of the Mass, and second its violation of Vatican authority through the ordination of its own bishops, making it excommunicate from Rome.  In addition, the more conciliatory tone taken by the papacy of John Paul II has eroded the validity of the arguments as structured during the Paul VI papacy.


The Society of St. Pius X considers the Novus Ordo to be an invalid Mass.  According to SSPX, the Novus Ordo is Modernist, and therefore in heresy against the Church.
  However, part of this argument stems from the belief that the Church is "indefectible", and therefore the Latin Mass was "perfect."  If the Church is a "pilgrim people" rather than a "perfect society," then change is possible, but SSPX rejects the fundamental change in Catholicism wrought by the Second Vatican Council.  Yet if it does this, then it denies the grace bestowed by Christ upon the Pope and the Church to call councils - so was the Church lacking in grace?  This is a paradox where SSPX raises those questions which, in the end, led to its labeling as schismatic by the hierarchy.  For American Catholics, this is especially problematic because of American tendencies toward change as a good in the Church, especially with regard to liturgy.  This lack of acknowledgement of the Novus Ordo also stands as a stumbling block to any rapprochement with the post-Vatican II church, even with its willingness to allow the Latin Mass to be said under the Indult.  SSPX also stands in firm opposition to "religious liberty," a belief which has been seen by them as enshrined in the post-conciliar Church.  This is a problem in the post-Vatican II Church, especially in the United States, where more and more, theologians and the general public have called for some sort of diversity of belief - not necessarily religious pluralism per se, but some sort of diversity of belief as a strength of the Church, rather than a weakness.
 


The proximate cause for Archbishop Lefebvre's excommunication from the Catholic Church, and the declaration of SSPX as schismatic, was the Archbishop's decision to anoint episcopal successors.  To a large degree, this was a survival impulse - Lefebvre was nearing the end of his life, and saw SSPX dying without the legitimacy of bishops leading it.  As noted earlier, SSPX gained much of its legitimacy from the fact that a bishop, with the attendant power and legitimacy, was at its head.  No other bishops - all of whom had sworn allegiance to Rome as part of their vows - had joined under the SSPX banner.  In addition, SSPX does not always recognize those priests who have been ordained under the Novus Ordo, thereby drying up its pool to those priests ordained by Lefebvre or the priests ordained before Vatican II - a narrowing pool as the 1980s drew to a close.  Episcopal ordination was always the "stick" which SSPX could use against the Vatican - compromise could be forced by threatening an action which would undoubtedly prompt excommunication.  The fact that any compromise could be made in this manner shows the difference between the Paul VI papacy and the John Paul II papacy - Paul VI suspended Lefebvre's priestly faculties, while John Paul II showed a real interest in bringing SSPX back into the Church.  A former reformer himself, he had become as Pope more conservative, in the same manner as many of his colleagues did in reaction to the evolution of the Church after Vatican II.  However, the episcopal ordinations were not merely a means of guaranteeing the survival of SSPX.  In 1988, when Lefebvre ordained four bishops, he did so after abrogating a concord signed between himself and the Vatican, returning his priestly faculties and the right of SSPX to say the Latin Mass in return for recognition of the Novus Ordo's validity and his profession of loyalty to the pope.
   His act was an act of rebellion -rebellion, as he may have seen it, against injustice, but rebellion nonetheless, and against a pope who, it would appear, was the legitimate successor to the Seat of St. Peter.
   As such, SSPX moved into schism.

THE LATIN MASS IN THE VATICAN II CHURCH -- THE INDULT


The papacy of John Paul II has differed greatly from that of Paul VI.  Rather than moving to quash traditionalist Catholics, John Paul II has sought accommodation, both in negotiations with SSPX and in allowing, first in 1984 and later in 1988, the Latin Mass to be said within the confines of the post-Vatican II Church.  This is not the Novus Ordo in Latin, but rather the 1962 and therefore last, most modern version of the Missale Romanum, the Tridentine Rite which had been said for 400 years before the Second Vatican Council.


SSPX has criticized the Indult as a "sellout."  And there is some conflict - if the Tridentine Mass is the only acceptable form of the Mass, how it is possible to attend it when the priests saying it also accept the Novus Ordo, and perhaps even say Novus Ordo masses?  This is the reason why SSPX believes Indult masses to be invalid, in the same way as Novus Ordo masses are, through a tacit acceptance of the new version of the Mass.  By condemning the Novus Ordo, SSPX demands of its members a choice - follow the Church or follow SSPX.  This alienates many Catholics who love the traditional liturgy but do not wish to find themselves in what they believe to be a state of sin.  But those members of SSPX who remain are bound closer together - they can only worship at their own parishes, creating their own sense of community to combat what they see as a hostile environment.


The Indult has not helped SSPX, because it has eliminated their primary appeal to traditionalist Catholics who wish to maintain their allegiance to the Pope.  To many Catholics, young and old, it offers the best of both worlds, a sanctioned Latin Mass.  Traditionalist Catholics, as conservatives within the post-Vatican II structure, generally support the Pope vis a vis demands for further devolution, and believe in papal infallibility and other doctrines - they were promulgated before Vatican II.  Catholics who have missed the ritual of the Tridentine Mass, to whom it appeals in a need for piety, can attend an Indult Mass in approximately 50 percent of the dioceses in the United States without fear of sinning, attending a Mass which has been judged by the hierarchical Church to be valid.  In many ways, the Indult was what De Pauw sought in the 1960s, although the actions of Pope Paul VI pushed him and his followers away from the Church.  Many Catholics who enjoy the Latin Mass wish to be in communion with Rome - either they have no problem with the Novus Ordo and simply prefer the rites of Latin Mass once in a while, or they believe that the Church can be "reformed" from within.
   Also, some see the Indult as aimed at SSPX - many of the dioceses where bishops have decided to grant the Indult are dioceses where demand for the Latin Mass has been demonstrated by the strength of SSPX.  The Indult has also tarred SSPX with an extremist brush it lacked before the 1980s.  For four years, the Indult existed before SSPX was labeled as schismatic, although the first 1984 indult was limited when compared to the 1988 proclamation Ecclesia Dei.  Most Catholics today who attend Latin Mass do so under the Indult rather than in the confines of SSPX.  The Indult has forced SSPX to change its appeal to Catholics.  No longer can it lay claim to the Latin Mass as its appeal - rather, since the Latin Mass is now available to many Catholics outside of SSPX, the Society has focused on the problems with the Novus Ordo, as well as the argument that by accepting the Indult, that the Latin Mass was lawfully suppressed.
   This is why they reject the Indult - they refuse to take the new in addition to the old.  Even though the Mass is said in an identical manner to that said by SSPX priests, the Society finds it invalid.


The Indult also serves as an example of the liturgical pluralism which has grown since Vatican II.  During the 1970s, "liturgical pluralism" was confined to the Novus Ordo, and the interpretations allowed therein.  However, part of the spirit of Vatican II was an appeal to the popular will, to increase the devotion of the Catholic faithful through a further involvement in the Mass.  For some American Catholics and other Catholics worldwide, involvement in the Mass is more personal than congregational, and the Novus Ordo failed to slake their thirst for piety.  The Latin Mass as a viable alternative to the Novus Ordo, without rejecting the Novus Ordo wholesale, a compromise which has been accepted by much of the Church, and which has grown in popularity.  Bishops can use it as a means of engagement, keeping the faithful within the Church and away from SSPX, while appealing to what has grown to be a renewal of conservative values among many American Catholic faithful.  The Indult is by no means a replacement for the Novus Ordo, nor is it meant to be, but rather it is both a tactical gambit against SSPX and a means to incorporate something very valuable, something which bound all Catholics together for hundreds of years, back into the Church, without losing it.
 

RAPPROCHEMENT?


SSPX may be schismatic, but some of the actions it has taken could be forgiven by the Church - the Lord forgives all those willing to accept His mercy, and the Church is no exception.  Paul VI moved swiftly against SSPX, but the current Pope has made many efforts to bring SSPX back into the Church, both before they became schismatic and since.  The two "strikes" against SSPX differ in terms of bringing the two sides together in a compromise - episcopal ordinations, while the proximate cause for the declaration of SSPX as schismatic, are a minor hurdle compared to the doctrinal difference in the acceptability of the Novus Ordo, the primary stumbling block to a reconciliation between SSPX and the universal Church.


A problem with seeking compromise between SSPX and the Church is that it has been tried in the past, and has failed.  John Paul II and Cardinal Ratzinger tried to bring SSPX back into the Church in the 1980s, before they became schismatic.  The Indult of 1984 was one compromise, although its acceptance of the Novus Ordo was anathema to Archbishop Lefebvre.  In 1988, a compromise was signed by the Archbishop, in which he swore allegiance to Rome and a willingness to accept the Novus Ordo as valid in return for recognition of SSPX and allowance for their priests to say the Latin Mass exclusively.
   However, one day after signing this concord, Archbishop Lefebvre backed out.
   This willingness to sign an accord, then move away from it, must be seen as a problem when negotiating - how can the Vatican believe that it is negotiating in good faith with an organization which has shown in the past a willingness to renege on formal accords?  In addition, the death of Archbishop Lefebvre has, surprisingly, left a more radical leadership in SSPX.
 


Recent negotiations with SSPX pose a different set of problems because of the formal declaration of schism, as well as the existence of four SSPX bishops, bishops who were anointed illegally, according to Church law.  The Church has proven willing to accept these bishops as legitimate - however, what does this present as an example to other separatist groups?  This Pope has shown one of his primary missions to be ecumenism, to bring the "believers" of the world together, as shown by his recent moves vis a vis the Orthodox and Protestant churches.  But why is it that the Pope has been willing to go so far out of the way to appease SSPX?  In some ways, SSPX presents a case of a group that was, in some ways, persecuted in the past.  It was targeted in the 1970s under Paul VI, its priests censured and Lefebvre's faculties removed.  However, at the same time its belief in the invalid nature of the Novus Ordo creates a major problem for the Church's wish to bring them back into the Church.  The Church does not need SSPX to appeal to all traditional Catholics - many of them were satisfied by the Indult.  Also, SSPX has been particularly hawkish.  But John Paul II has been a liturgical conservative in some ways - granting a personal prelature to Opus Dei as the primary example of this.  But to be blunt, the Church does not need SSPX, and its leaders have proven troublesome.  Yet the Church has apparently persisted in negotiations with SSPX.  However, their leaders have been unwilling to compromise on the validity of the Novus Ordo - the sticking point.  If SSPX is unwilling to grant the validity of the Novus Ordo, it would be impossible for them to be brought back into the Church.


Even SSPX, as intransigent as it has appeared to be, has been criticized for being too soft.  Members of the Society, seeing any willingness to negotiate with the Vatican as weakness, have created other groups, especially the Society of St. Pius V, a more "fringe" group but with its own set of followers.  These people have accused SSPX of the same accusations leveled at followers of the Indult - "sellout."  To members of SSPV, any negotiations are in and of themselves a recognition that the Vatican has a point of view deserving of an audience, sacrificing principle to expediency.
  In some ways, this demonstrates a similarity between the traditionalist movement and the Protestant Reformation, a similarity preferred to be avoided by the traditionalists themselves - constant infighting and splintering, all claiming to have the "true Faith."  However, while SSPV threatened to become the primary traditionalist movement in the United States at one time, it now only has approximately 4000 lay followers in the United States.
   Another difference between SSPX and other traditional groups is that SSPX mandates prayers at every Mass for Pope John Paul II, while SSPV leaves the sedevacantist position open to personal interpretation.
  In this way, even SSPX can be seen as "moderate" within the traditionalist community, although the existence of the Indult tends to invalidate this.

ANALYSIS -- THE LATIN MASS IN THE FUTURE

Does the Latin Mass have a future in the Catholic Church?  Perhaps not under SSPX.  However, there has been a flowering of the Latin Mass in the American Church since the promulgation of the Indult.  Part of this flowering has been a surge in youthful interest in the Tridentine Rite.  Many of those who attend Tridentine services barely remember the pre-Vatican II Church, or were not even born before the Council.  To them, it is another option open to churchgoers, one that provides a valuable alternative to a Mass seen as "watered down."


It is impossible to survey all attendees of the Latin Mass, either within the Indult or through SSPX and other schismatic organizations.  However, some young attendees of the Latin Mass have offered comments as to why they attend the Tridentine Rite rather than a Novus Ordo Mass.
   Out of those attendees surveyed, surprisingly, none came from a family background where the Latin Mass was practiced.  In part this may be a result of the recent adoption of the Indult, but all surveyed stated a spiritual hunger which was not served by the Novus Ordo.  Again, all these surveyed had never lived before Vatican II, and had grown up in the Novus Ordo Mass.  Clearly, for them something was missing, to them, from their Catholic upbringing.
  Another point that was brought up was the idea of "lex orandi, lex credendi" - that the manner and ritual of prayer has a direct impact on belief.
   A Mass perceived as a celebration may improve belief among some, but within this group a certain solemnity and piety, was found missing in the Mass, something they found in the Tridentine Rite.  There is an appeal to something "different" to any generation of youth, and to today's young Catholics, the Latin Mass represents something dramatically different - alien to most, but appealing to some.


While such a group of Catholics as the students surveyed here can be dismissed as but a tiny fraction of American Catholics, in truth they wield more power than their numbers would imply.  In practice, a group such as these Catholics is similar to a political pressure group - even when small in number, the importance of the Catholic Church in everyday life - as would be implied by the willingness of college students to travel halfway across the city in time for a 9:00 AM Sunday mass - students such as these and other young persons who attend the Latin Mass are willing to dialogue and work to see their point of view become fruitful and prosper.  This is the case for most traditionalist Catholics - it is impossible to be a "Christmas and Easter" traditionalist Catholic.  The faith demands not only piety, but activity - a different sort, to be sure, from the activity of a Novus Ordo Mass, but an activism which allows young traditionalist Catholics to make their voices heard.  In addition, these numbers have been growing - at Georgetown, more and more people attend Latin Mass downtown every week, an event for which the only publicity is word of mouth.
 


It is also important to note that the young people who do attend the Latin Mass are willing to take the Mass seriously enough to use the contemplative portions for introspection, rather than the proverbial "doing knitting."  For many Catholics today, Mass is just another hour of the week, another mark in the ledger, and a Mass where long periods are spent in silent prayer and reflection has little appeal, especially in the United States.  However, the results of this survey show that there is an appeal to some young people, in some ways as a reaction to the Novus Ordo, and in some ways as an answer to a particular spiritual need.  However, these are not students who reject the Novus Ordo out of hand -- in the spirit of Vatican II, they turn to a liturgy which resonates to them.
  This was the spirit of the Indult - an allowance for those Catholics for whom the Latin Mass has a special reverence to be able to worship as they please, while acknowledging the validity of the Novus Ordo and the fundamental changes which the Church has undergone since Vatican II.


The Latin Mass has grown in popularity, and in the foreseeable future its popularity may grow, both as a contrast to the Mass celebrated by the vast majority of American Catholics, as well as a viable component in the religious tapestry of American Catholicism.  It is impossible to predict what the future will hold for American Catholicism and the Latin Mass, whether the Indult will be extended or if a rapprochement with SSPX could come in the future.  However, one quote from the leader of SSPX is telling.  At a February 2001 press conference, Fr. Franz Schmidberger stated "Faith is more important than disobedience."
 This is a telling quote for both the traditionalists remaining outside the Church and those within.  For the members of SSPX, believing in the invalid state of the Novus Ordo Mass, their perpetual faithfulness to what they see as the one true Mass is more important than fidelity to a Church for whom they pray, but which they view as being grievously erroneous.  This makes any sort of rapprochement between SSPX and the institutional Church very difficult.  On the other hand, for many of the Catholics who attend the Latin Mass under the Indult, their faith is nourished within the compromise offered by John Paul II.  For them, there is no need for disobedience - their faith is supplemented by obedience to an institution they see as ordained by God and guided by the Holy Spirit throughout her history - Holy Mother Church.  For these Catholics, the Latin Mass remains a vital and important means of communicating with God, a way to maintain a piety and devotion which they find lacking in the modern Catholic Church.  Their Latin Mass is flourishing and growing, and it may continue to do so, as more Catholics find themselves looking for something else, perhaps to replace their experience in the Church, or perhaps to supplement it, to add devotion and piety to the sense of community garnered in the post-conciliar Church.  Either way, the Latin Mass is not just a relic of the past.  It has found a new appeal to American Catholics, an appeal which is growing.  Perhaps not every church in the United States will feature the Tridentine Rite, but American Catholics looking for a different sort of experience now have a new option, an option which in the future will continue to benefit all Catholics.
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APPENDIX A

> 1)  How often do you attend Latin Mass?

 > I was attending it much more regularly first semester but not as  frequently now.  When summer rolls around I will probably go back to going  every week.

 > 2)  When did you start attending Latin Mass?

 About a year ago this spring.

 >

 > 3)  How conservative is your family background?

 Fairly conservative, but my mom did not care for latin mass and continues not to.  I was thus never exposed to it as a kid

 >

 > 4)  If your family background is not conservative, what prompted you to change?  If your family background is conservative, what has kept you within the conservative movement?

 I enjoy the feeling of being correct (heehee)

 >

 > 5)  How does Latin Mass appeal to you specifically in the post-Vatican II  world?

 The post-Vatican II church sometimes seems too liberal, too relativistic and humanistic, and the latin mass is the anthesis of these qualities

 >

 > 6)  How does Latin Mass appeal to young people, in your opinion?

 I think every generation kind of has to find its own place, and many young people are not content with the kind of church that their parents brought them up in, or are looking for their own religious identity.  I personally think that there's a bit of a conservative reaction building against the spirit of the 60s and 70s and that the revived interest in latin mass could be a bit of an indicator in that direction.

 >

 > 7)  Do you see the Church today moving toward a more widespread acceptance of the Latin Mass, or more in the direction begun by Vatican II?

 I think the church overall doesn't know that the latin mass still exists and still has the full force of legitimacy behind it.  I certainly didn't know until last year that latin masses were still said regularly.  I think it is too early to tell whether the Church will move back towards latin mass or not, but i think that the pope's efforts to bring SSPX back into the fold is indicative of more of an acceptance of the latin mass.

 >

 > 8)  How does the post-Vatican II Church appeal to you?  Compare the direction taken after Vatican II with the papacy of John Paul II?

 I think the biggest step John Paul II has taken has been to move the church back towards Marian devotion.  Vatican II tried to purge a lot of the marianism out of the church, and JPII has tried to bring it back.  I think JPII has also done a lot to re-empasize that the Church is still unambiguous on several issues, especially the abortion question, and I would like to see more of a trend towards standing firm in the future

 >

 > 9)  Was Vatican II a mistake, or the right thing to do?

 This is a question I've asked myself over and over again, because i really had no problems with what I saw the church as being pre-vatican II.  of course the way i see it now is not necessarily the way it was because i never experienced the church first-hand before vatican II.  I think vatican II did some valuable things in bringing people into more of an active role in the church, but i think that the fast one they pulled to change the mass so drastically was not right.  Of course the mass reform was not a part of vatican II technically, if i remember correctly, so i don't think it was necessarily the fault of vatican II, although it can be said that the council paved the way for the reforms.

 >

 > 10)  Has Pope John Paul II reached out to conservatives, or has he continued the trends of Vatican II?  Feel free to focus on the case of the Indult as well as the Archbishop Lefebrve case.

 I think that JPII started out his ministry not reaching out very much towards conservatives, but by the end of his ministry, he has started to do more of that.  He still focuses a lot on the humanitarian and social side of the church, which is not particularly attractive to the dyed in the wool conservatives, but I think he is better now than he was earlier.  what will be interesting is to see who JPII may start grooming to succeed him, whether he picks a strong liberal or if he picks someone like Joseph Cardinal Ratzsinger

 >

 > 11)  What are your thoughts on SSPX?

 >I think that they are a good idea gone wrong.  The movement was based on good ideas, and everything was going fine until the dispute between lefebre and rome, with rome refusing to schedule a date for bishop appointments within the sspx, leading lefevre to do it himself, which put them in schism. If there had been more openness about things in the first place, without trying to subject the believers to the vagaries of politics, i think the whole situation could have been avoided.  I attended a couple of their

 masses before i became aware that they were schismo, and I honestly didn't see anything wrong with what they were doing.  Of course now i can't go back w/o risking excommunicating myself.

 > 12)  How likely, in your opinion, is a rapprochement between SSPX and the institutional Church?  Is such a rapprochement a good thing?

 I think it's definitely a good thing.  We need to repair the schism and bring them back into the fold.  Plus it will lead them back to legitimate recruitment among the faithful to attend latin mass and so raise the

 consciousness of the existance of the latin mass in general among the church.

 >

 > 13)  Should the Church appeal to popular sentiment in the order of the Mass, as was done at Vatican II?

 Huh?

 >

 > 14)  Would a return to a more traditional Mass appeal to the mass of Catholics?  Should it?

 I have been thinking about this type of question a lot recently, and I have come to the conclusion that there are many types of catholics:  cutltural catholics (rarely go to church but hold the moral codes, roughly, of the church), twosies (those that attend church on xmas and easter), the lukewarm (go to church everyonce in a while when it's convienent, and the faithful, which can be divided up into two categories:  outward and inward.  Inward focus more on personal development with the spirit and God and putting one's own soul in order (this is the 11:15ish person i think)  the outward faithful are the ones who are always at the soup kitchens and focus more on the social and societal aspect of the church.  This is not to say that traits between the two are mutually exclusive, but i think it depends more on what your view of religion in your own life is.  I think the traditional mass can and will appeal more to the inward faithful.  I don't think it would appeal as much to the other groups, for the convienent catholics b/c

 the latin mass is hard to follow if you don't go regularly b/c it takes some pratice to learn the correct cues and learn how to follow along and so forth.  The latin mass is also much more introspective - the homily is usually short and to the point, but the rest of the mass is either chanted or said softly, leaving you time to either pay attention or meditate and reflect on your own life and how the readings or homily applies to it.

APPENDIX B

1)  How often do you attend Latin Mass? 

 Every Sunday and Holy Day of Obligation. 

 2)  When did you start attending Latin Mass? 

 Spring 1998 

 3)  How conservative is your family background? 

 Conservative, but not traditional, Catholic 

 4)  If your family background is not conservative, what prompted you to change?  If your family background is conservative, what has kept you within the conservative movement? 

 My family is devout and vaguely conservative, and a subscription to National  Review in my senior year in high school sparked my interest in the  conservative intellectual movement.  I worked on a conservative off-campus  paper my freshman year, and since then, have been friends with/worked with 

 people in the movement.  I enjoy having intellectual discussions with  like-minded people from all over the Right--neocons, theocons, libertarians,  etc. 

 5)  How does Latin Mass appeal to you specifically in the post-Vatican II  world? 

 It's a serious approach to Catholicism.  The Novus Ordo seems like a Mass designed for children, what with its hand-holding, sing-songy nature.  The Tridentine Mass seems more mature, solemn, etc.  Plus, it connects me to 2,000 years of Christian tradition.  I cannot feel there's a Communion of Saints when I partake in a Mass that the saints never celebrated. 

 6)  How does Latin Mass appeal to young people, in your opinion? 

 I think the Tridentine Mass addresses a spritual hunger in the young that the Novus Ordo fails to fully satisfy.  The way we pray affects the way we believe.  The Novus Ordo Mass is too anthropocentric and doesn't present the mystery of transubstantiation in its fullest glory.  Too much emphasis on "community", which is a feature of Protestant (read heretical) liturgies.   The Tridentine Mass is properly Christocentric and puts the Real Presence in the forefront of the Liturgy. 

 7)  Do you see the Church today moving toward a more widespread acceptance of the Latin Mass, or more in the direction begun by Vatican II? 

 The Post-Conciliar Church will eventually lose followers as the True Faith's message continues to get drowned out in Church-abetted relativism, ecumenism, and accomodation to the modern world.  The Tridentine Mass will gain more acceptance. 

 8)  How does the post-Vatican II Church appeal to you?  Compare the direction taken after Vatican II with the papacy of John Paul II? 

 The post-Vatican II church does not really appeal to me.  It seems the Church suffers from a crisis of the will to confront the systemic deChristianization of the Western world.  It wastes too much time attacking social and economic "injustice". 

 9)  Was Vatican II a mistake, or the right thing to do? 

 I hate to say it, but I think more and more that it was a mistake.  I believe it was well-intentioned.   

 10)  Has Pope John Paul II reached out to conservatives, or has he continued the trends of Vatican II?  Feel free to focus on the case of the Indult as well as the Archbishop Lefebrve case. 

 I think Pope John Paul II has done a somewhat admirable job of outreach, but it's more out of a spirit of misguided ecumenism than out of any affinity for traditional Catholics.  Traditionalism is just another "belief" to be subsumed under the umbrella of ecumenism. 

 The Lefebrve case is special, though.  Lefebrve and his proteges were all authoritarian personalities.  I think  their "defense of tradition" stemmed more from megalomania than it did out of religious devotion.  They were certainly devout, but unwilling to bend even to the proper authority. 

 11)  What are your thoughts on SSPX? 

 SSPX is schismatic.  I don't buy any arguments from the SSPX on the validity of the excommunication of Lefebrve.  

 12)  How likely, in your opinion, is a rapprochement between SSPX and the institutional Church?  Is such a rapprochement a good thing? 

 The Society remains in the thrall of miniPopes, insistent on keeping their power.  A rapprochement would be nice, but I don't see it happening.  Rome is certainly willing, but the Society isn't.   

 13)  Should the Church appeal to popular sentiment in the order of the Mass, as was done at Vatican II? 

 Popular sentiment should no more be a guide for Church teaching/policy than casting lots.  The Church derives its teaching authority from the Holy Ghost, not from the "will of the people". 

 14)  Would a return to a more traditional Mass appeal to the mass of Catholics?  Should it? 

 I think a return to the Tridentine Mass would appeal to the mass of Catholics eager for a serious liturgy that shows what the Church believes.  However, I don't think the desirability of attracting people to a liturgy should be any factor in deciding to adopt a liturgy.  See my answer to the above.

APPENDIX C

1)  How often do you attend Latin Mass?

 -Every Sunday and Holy Day Of Obligation

 2)  When did you start attending Latin Mass?

 -Spring of 1998

 3)  How conservative is your family background?

 -My parents are both liberals, as are my brother (bordering on socialist) and sister. My grandparents were Democrats, but of the older Catholic variety, and after the Kennedy presidency, voted pretty much Republican. Both are more conservative than my parents.

 4)  If your family background is not conservative, what prompted you to change?  If your family background is conservative, what has kept you within the conservative movement?

 -In high school, I met a very conservative Catholic priest (not traditional Catholic, but very conservative novus ordonarian who later received an Indult and celebrates both rites), and many of my religious and political views stem from mentoring by him. There were several young men like myself in his classes, and we sort of formed a tight-knit group of conservatives who fed off each other spiritually and politically. At the same time, many of my views were shaped by my grandfather and several of my conservative uncles. In the end, the battle between the conservative and liberal elements in my life was decidedly won by the right. To me, it just made more sense morally to be a conservative, and was definitely more in touch with true Catholicism (althought that is cleary open to question). Keep in mind that at the time, I was not traditional.

 5)  How does Latin Mass appeal to you specifically in the post-Vatican II world?

 -It is impossible to deny the fact that Vatican II is the singles biggest event in the entire history of the Church. Never before in the entire history of the Church had such a paradigm-shifting phenomenon occurred (which SHOULD be an oxymoron when referring to religion, especially True Catholicism, which cannot change!). The most compelling part of the story is that Vatican II was a pastoral council as opposed to a doctrinal council. In the former, the declarations that come out of the Council do not carry the force of law. But somehow, Vatican II acquired a sense of doctrinal application which it does not legally enjoy. Nonetheless, it persists and after forty years, it is impossible to reverse. Vatican II did NOT call for a new Mass, as some would have us believe. It called for a reform of the liturgy, but nothing at all on the scale of a NEW liturgy. In any event, the new liturgy was written up and promulgated (some say illegally, I have no position on this), and almost immediately, it was hijacked. The altars were turned around, even though the rubrics didn’t call for this, and in fact assume the priest faces the same direction as the people; the vernacularized Mass allowed for ad-libbing, bad translations and easier breaking of the 

 rubrics; communion in the hand, never before seen, became commonplace. These were just the early abuses: over the next thirty years, even more egregious abuses occurred as priests moved farther and farther away from the Mass to their own customized “shows” presenting them as producer, director and star. Key doctrines of the Church, i.e. Real Presence, Triune God, the Sacrament of Confession, etc. were downplayed in favor of an emphasis on community above all else. The Mass and the theology surrounding it are decidedly different than the Mass of the saints and our forefathers. The solemnity was 

 gone, as was the sense that something was happening during the HOLY SACRFICE OF THE MASS, OF CHRIST ON CALVARY as opposed to a lovey-dovey symbolic reenactment of the Last Supper (two very different focuses here!).

 I do not buy into much of Vatican II’s spirituality, but if I attend a novus ordo Mass, that’s all I find. My thirst for True Catholic teaching is not quenched at the novus ordo, where the Mass de-emphasizes many key points of dogma, and the priest often uses the pulpit to put forth questionable ideas.  To be quenched, I must go to a Mass that teaches and emphasizes my beliefs, and that is the Latin Mass.

 6)        How does Latin Mass appeal to young people, in your opinion?

 -I think as a whole, we’re shifting to a more conservative youth. Young people realize that the novus ordo is often a bully pulpit for the spread of liberal ideas and a less-than-stellar source of spiritual nourishment. So, they turn to the Latin Mass, devoid of the novus ordo’s guitars and snare drums, its emphasis on community and company picnic…instead they get a mystical and solemn experience, quiet and subdued, the melodic Gregorian Chant echoing off the walls….a time to pray and reflect and truly commune with God in the Holy unbloody Sacrifice on Calvary. The sermon is decidedly Catholic and minimally political.

 One other thing, and I am not kidding when I say this: young Catholics like the social atmosphere of past-Mass discussion. Talking to the conservative stalwarts can provide infinite amounts of learning, pleasure and hilarity all at once. Trad Catholic communities as a whole are MUCH tighter than novus ordo communities, in my experience.

 7)  Do you see the Church today moving toward a more widespread acceptance of the Latin Mass, or more in the direction begun by Vatican II?

 -The Church as a whole MAY be starting to move to a more wide-spread acceptance of the Latin Mass. In 1984, a very restrictive Indult was given.  In 1988, the Ecclesia Dei Commission was formed to administer to traditional groups, the 1984 Indult was expanded and the FSSP became the first traditionalist society to recognized by the Church. Ten years later, the FSSP was forced to allow it’s priests to say the novus ordo if they so chose, which the SSPX, parts of the FSSP and other traditionalist groups viewed as a power-play slap-in-the-face betrayal to the traditionalist movement and the True faith. At the time, the SSPX declared that there was no hope for the traditionalist movement within the Church, because the best one could hope for was a lukewarm and hostile acceptance of the Latin Mass with a conciliar structure that would never allow the Mass to truly be accepted over it’s own insidious creation (not me speaking, but me trying to represent a position). To many traditionalists, the conciliarists took it as a direct insult to their handiwork if the Latin Mass was even allowed, simply because it meant people did NOT want to attend what they worked so hard to shape in their own liberal image. However, in 2000-2001, there has been an active attempt by the Church to bring the SSPX back into the fold, which seems to indicate a genuine desire for rapproachment. The SSPX bishops have been understandably cautious though, and have demanded that the Church declare that it is the right of every priest in the world to say the Latin Mass whenever he desires. Church officials have conceded that this is TRUE, but claim that it would not be politically expedient to state it, fearing a revolt from the Bishops and others. To me, this does not smack of “mainstream acceptance” of the Latin Mass by any means.

 8)  How does the post-Vatican II Church appeal to you?  Compare the direction taken after Vatican II with the papacy of John Paul II?

 -I answered a lot of this in a previous question, so I’ll only say it briefly here. It doesn’t appeal much at all. While the documents of Vatican II are pastoral, they’ve been interpreted doctrinally and liberally at that, clearly not by the letter of the law. The Council and its documents have been hijacked, so to speak, and shaped into what the liberal establishment wants them to be, whether they say that or not.

 As for JPII, he’s definitely more conservative than his post-Vatican II predecessors. Some say he’s stalled a lot of the more negative fruits of the Council, and I’ll agree with that to an extent, especially as far as the Indults and the Ecclesia Dei Commission go. Additionally, the seventies liturgical mania wasn’t repeated to the same extent in the 80s and beyond. He still has had his share of noticeable lapses, however, the 1983 Assisi conference being among the examples of this.

 9)  Was Vatican II a mistake, or the right thing to do?

 -I don’t think the Council was intended to be as far-reaching and paradigm-shifting as it was. Had John XXXIII known that it was going to turn out as it had, he probably would not have called it (unless he was under duress as the conspiracists say, no joke). In that sense, as a pastoral council not carrying the force of law, and with no chance of it being interpreted as law and implemented as it, the council was proper. Insofar as what actually happened and unfolded, it was a grave mistake, and ultimately stole the True faith from us. Some think that’s hogwash, claiming that everything “taught” by the Council can be reconciled with pre-Vatican II teachings, but this is not true. In many cases, they are directly contradictory. Vatican II is contra the Syllabus of Errors (an Encyclical carrying the force of law) in many areas, especially as far as Modernism goes.

 10)  Has Pope John Paul II reached out to conservatives, or has he continued the trends of Vatican II?  Feel free to focus on the case of the Indult as well as the Archbishop Lefebrve case.

 -See question seven…I think that covers it.

 11)  What are your thoughts on SSPX?

 -On occasion I attend SSPX Masses. The Church considers the Society schismatic, but has stated that their Masses are valid, although not licit.  Understandably, this creates quite a bind for me. I can’t really say more than that, because I never truly worked through it all in my mind. I do not consider myself to be a member of the SSPX by any means (like a life-long SSPX-attender, those who have been through the ups and downs since 1970), but rather just someone who attends their Masses because I receive True Catholic teaching and spiritual nourishment from them. I do not ascribe to the party lines on most issues (i.e., don’t attend the indult, other issues in the “Commonly Asked Questions” book). Am I in sin? I don’t know.

 12)  How likely, in your opinion, is a rapprochement between SSPX and the institutional Church?  Is such a rapprochement a good thing?

 -I think it’s only going to be possible if the Church does in fact go public on the point I mentioned earlier. If not, all bets are off. If they do declare that, and the rapprochement is made, a chunk of the SSPX will object anyway and remain out (probably led by Bishop Williamson).

 13)  Should the Church appeal to popular sentiment in the order of the Mass, as was done at Vatican II?

 -If you mean a “democratic Catholicism”, then absolutely not. True Catholicism cannot be sacrificed in favor of a rite that seemingly pleases more people.

 14)  Would a return to a more traditional Mass appeal to the mass of  Catholics?  Should it?

 -It should, but would it? That is harder to determine. I think a lot of those deeply entrenched in the folk Mass culture and those parishes that are so far removed from a validly celebrated Mass (liberal extreme) would revolt against it and maybe even leave the Church out of spite or disinterest. That attitude is just terribly hard to break. As for conservative Catholics, it would be a welcome change. The mainstream would be trickier to predict. I think a lot of Catholics would at first be skeptical, but after attending a 

 few Traditional Masses, or the Latin novus ordo, or a very rubrical novus ordo, they’d warm up to it.

APPENDIX D

1)  How often do you attend Latin Mass?

         Currently, one or two times a month; previously, every Sunday.

  2)  When did you start attending Latin Mass?

         October 1999.

  3)  How conservative is your family background?

         Not very - most of my family is of the non-praticing, "Christmas and Easter" Catholic variety.

  4)  If your family background is not conservative, what prompted you to change?  If your family background is conservative, what has kept you within the conservative movement?

         Though I'd been baptized in the Church and received my first communion, during most of my youth I didn't attend church regularly but felt more strongly drawn to it in high school, became an observant Catholic and was confirmed; I suppose I outgrew my adolescent agnosticism and found that I couldn't make do without a spiritual component in my life, which I had tried unsuccessfully to do. 

  5)  How does Latin Mass appeal to you specifically in the post-Vatican II world?

         For me it provides a strong sense of continuity with the Catholic past; it also has a great sense of reverence and mystery which I often find lacking in modern Catholicism.  As an experience of the sacred, I find that the Latin mass respectfully seeks to bring the congregation closer to God rather than condescending to bring God down to the level of the congregation, which too often can stifle one's ability to appreciate the divine.

  6)  How does Latin Mass appeal to young people, in your opinion?

         I think that many Catholics who have lived solely in the post-Vatican II church feel a kind of alienation from their spiritual heritage; they feel that they've been denied many of the riches of the Catholic tradition, and the Latin mass allows them to get in touch not only with God but with a part of themselves that they feel they have lost.

  7)  Do you see the Church today moving toward a more widespread acceptance of the Latin Mass, or more in the direction begun by Vatican II?

         In my experience there seems to be a gradual move toward greater acceptance of the Latin mass; there is still a lot of hostility to the Latin mass on the part of many Church liberals of the Vatican II generation, but it is counterbalanced by an openness to the mass on the part of many in the post-Vatican II generation as well as older Catholics.  I think the broad majority of Catholics are underinformed on the issue, in the sense that they erroneously assume that the Latin mass was somehow abrogated by the reforms of the Second Vatican Council and has been irretrievably lost.  If there was more education and information about the true state of affairs, however, I believe that there would be much more support for increased public celebration of the Latin mass.

  8)  How does the post-Vatican II Church appeal to you?  Compare the direction taken after Vatican II with the papacy of John Paul II?

         Particularly in the United States, it seems to me that Catholicism has become much more a part of mainstream culture in the post-Vatican II era, but I'm not sure that this can be abscribed to the reforms of the Second Vatican Council or to other social trends (general decline in discrimination, expansion of the Catholic population in the U.S., etc.).  To a certain degree, I think the empowerment of the laity was a positive development of Vatican II, requiring more accountability on the part of clergy and the hierarchy and dooming the "Father is always right" mentality to extinction.  (I would also argue that the empowerment of the laity has benefited conservatives, making it possible to resist some of the more liberal reforms proposed following the council)  There was a lot of dislocation and disorientation after the Second Vatican Council, and the Church appeared rudderless for a while, but I think that overall Pope John Paul II has restored order and stability and moved the Church in a more positive direction than the direction it was taking in the 1970's.

  9)  Was Vatican II a mistake, or the right thing to do?

         In theory, the calling of the Second Vatican Council was positive in that it allowed for constructive discussion of many issues that needed to be addressed - the implementation and interpretation of the Council's directives was undoubtedly imperfect, though, partially on account of the ambiguity of the Council itself - it was capable of being all things to all people.  It's easy to say, looking at the problems the Church faces today - lower mass attendance, fewer vocations, etc. - that Vatican II was to blame and that we were better off without it.  Others unrealistically regard the Second Vatican Council as a kind of be-all end-all, and won't broach any critcism of it.  I think the best approach to our current situation is not to hem to either of these views but rather to look at the legacy of Vatican II critically and realistically, accepting and continuing the elements which have had a positive impact and rejecting the elements that have not.

  10)  Has Pope John Paul II reached out to conservatives, or has he continued the trends of Vatican II?  Feel free to focus on the case of the Indult as well as the Archbishop Lefebrve case.

         I think that Pope John Paul II has worked constructively to try to heal the rift within the Church, but there is certainly more that he could do.  The Vatican showed a lot of patience in dealing with the Lefebvre case, but mistakes were made on both sides.  On the issue of the Ecclesia Dei indult, I think the Vatican erred in giving the diocesan hierarchy too much autonomy in carrying out its directives, leading to extremely uneven implementation.  Practically speaking, a general indult - permitting the unrestricted public celebration of the Latin mass - would be ideal; some suggest that such a move would amount to biritualism, abandoning the "One Church, One Mass" idea, but I would respond that that idea has already been thoroughly shredded not only by the Vatican's toleration of the Latin mass in certain circumstances but also by the Vatican's policy of endorsing inculturated variations of the Novus Ordo mass which tend to to make it less an expression of the Church's unicity and more a reflection of ethnic and national particularism.

  11)  What are your thoughts on SSPX?

         There is much in the group's ideology that I thoroughly disagree with, and I question whether SSPX today is the organization that Archbishop Lefebvre intended it to be.  However, as a kind of "pressure group" it has played an indispensable role.  There is no doubt in my mind that the progress that has been made toward the expanded authorized celebration of the Latin mass - e.g., Ecclesia Dei - would not have been possible without the role played by SSPX.

  12)  How likely, in your opinion, is a rapprochement between SSPX and the institutional Church?  Is such a rapprochement a good thing?

         I think rapprochement is unlikely because of SSPX's continued intransigence and suspicion of the Vatican and the Vatican's apparent unwillingness to endorse rapprochement on SSPX's terms - which is the only rapprochement SSPX would conceivably accept.  I have mixed feelings as to whether rapprochement would be positive: on the one hand, I would like to see the members of SSPX fully reintegrated into the institutional church in a way that did not conflict with their beliefs, but I also wonder whether such a renunication of independence would prevent the group from exercising the 

 "watchdog" role it has had in the past.

  13)  Should the Church appeal to popular sentiment in the order of the Mass, as was done at Vatican II?

         Objectively speaking, no. The Church is not - and should not be - a democratic institution; furthermore, "popular sentiment" is nebulous and impossible to measure.  Supporters of liturgical reform surely thought they were acting in accordance with popular sentiment, but the mixed record of the past 30 years leads one to question whether the changes they made were really all that popular.  The idea that the mass should be adjusted to appease the public is theologically untenable, stifling respect for the sacred and reducing the mass from a mystical sacrifice to something akin to dinner theater, where the audience votes to decide how the play is going to end. That's not what faith is about.

  14)  Would a return to a more traditional Mass appeal to the mass of  Catholics?  Should it? 

         Again, the mass shouldn't be tailored to popular sentiment, but I think that a majority of Catholics would at the very least be receptive to the increased celebration of the traditional Latin mass.  The most realistic solution, as I wrote earlier, appears to be a de jure acceptance of the de facto reality of biritualism, permitting the unrestricted celebration of both the traditional Latin mass and the Novus Ordo.  Purists on both sides of the fence would undoubtedly be horrified by this solution, but it seems to be the 

 only practical way to resolve the issue.>>

APPENDIX E

> 1)  How often do you attend Latin Mass?

 It depends on the work load, but I try to go every week.

 > 2)  When did you start attending Latin Mass?

 Gaudete Sunday 1999.

 > 3)  How conservative is your family background?

 My mother votes Repubican or Democrat depeding on the candidate.  She is very pro-life and she would probably label herself as a conservative.  But then again, I am from Rhode Island, where a 60+ percent Catholic district sends a Kennedy to Congress.

 > 4)  If your family background is not conservative, what prompted you to change?  If your family background is conservative, what has kept you within the conservative movement?

 Who says that I am conservative?  I generally vote democrat and think that the such causes like the pro-life movement are the logical progression of the civil rights movement.  I think 'conservative' and 'religious' are not interchangable.  Now, of course there is a high correlation.  Nonetheless, I believe in the welfare state, redistribution of wealth and the extension of charity by the state.  Moreover, I believe that the ultra-conservative nature of the individuals who attend the latin mass has attached a stigma to it.

 > 5)  How does Latin Mass appeal to you specifically in the post-Vatican II world?

 The Latin Mass proivides me with much more spiritual nourishment than I could ever hope to achieve at many of the Novus Ordo Masses celebrated throughout the nation.  True worship glorfies God, stimulates the intellect, and causes one to recognize the mystery of divine love, characteristics distinctly lacking in guitar masses and such.

 > 6)  How does Latin Mass appeal to young people, in your opinion?

 I think that many young people are not truly aware of the appeal of faith, and from that derives a desire to worship in a way that glorifies the self rather than God.  This desire precludes the widespread acceptance of any form of solemn worship.  Young religious individuals and many potential vocations admire the Latin Mass and seek to glorify God in this manner.

> 7)  Do you see the Church today moving toward a more widespread acceptance of the Latin Mass, or more in the direction begun by Vatican II?

 I don't honestly know.

 > 8)  How does the post-Vatican II Church appeal to you?  Compare the direction taken after Vatican II with the papacy of John Paul II?

 I am not sure there "post-Vatican II Church" is that accurate an identifier. I think there is a crisis of authority and that there the Church still needs time to interpret the true spirit of Vatican II.  I think the pontificate of John Paul II is an example of this discernment.

 > 9)  Was Vatican II a mistake, or the right thing to do?

 Vatican II was the right thing to do.

 > 10)  Has Pope John Paul II reached out to conservatives, or has he continued the trends of Vatican II?  Feel free to focus on the case of the Indult as well as the Archbishop Lefebrve case.

 I think the indult system is only a temporary solution.  Both the Novus Ordo and the Tridintine Rite are articulations of Roman Worship.  Thus they should be interchangable.  Any priest should have general permission to say either.

 > 11)  What are your thoughts on SSPX?

 The SSPX committed the same error as did Luther and Arius.  The SSPX is schismatic because they sought to start over rather than look to work inside of the Church.

 > 12)  How likely, in your opinion, is a rapprochement between SSPX and the institutional Church?  Is such a rapprochement a good thing?

 Of course we should seek to repair the damage caused by the SSPX schism, but we should not compromise any truth to do it.

 > 13)  Should the Church appeal to popular sentiment in the order of the Mass, as was done at Vatican II?

 I disagree that popular sentiment changed the mass.  The Patriach of the Latins, Paul VI, changed the order of mass on his authority.  It is not like you can circulate a petition to change the truth.

 > 14)  Would a return to a more traditional Mass appeal to the mass of Catholics?  Should it?

 I think many people error when they believe that you need to be clapping and hooting to worship God.  Nonetheless, it is a valid form of worship.  The Church should seek is to embrace all forms of true worship and fulfill its institutional role as pastor of the faithful.  With true guidance, it becomes possible to embrace all articulations of truth, which is the goal of Vatican II.  As it stands now, I think that most Catholics do not understand the situation at hand well enough to make an informed decision, and I think that lack of information contributes to a lack of appeal of the Latin Mass.  This consequence is truly unfortunate.

APPENDIX F
Saint Thomas Aquinas Seminary 

 > R. R. 1, Box 97 A-1 

 > Winona, Minnesota 55987 

 > --------------------------- 

 > (507) 454-8000 

 > 

 > >From Rome, Good News 

 > March 1, 2001 

 > 

 > 

 > Dear Friends and Benefactors, 

 > 

 >      For the month of the tenth anniversary of the great Archbishop 

 > Lefebvre's death, we have the pleasure of offering you not only the 

 > enclosed portrait of him (from Virginia), but also good news of the 

 > Society of St. Pius X which he founded; it is standing firm in the 

 > face of Rome's recent efforts to buy it back into the Conciliar 

 > Church. One may never put one's trust in man, as last month's letter 

 > sternly recalled, following Jeremiah (XVII, 5-8). But one may, and 

 > must, put one's trust in God, with whom the Archbishop will certainly 

 > have been interceding for us. 

 > 

 >      Here is the sequence of events. In early December of last year, 

 > Cardinal Castrillon Hoyos, with a mandate from the Pope to bring to 

 > an end the 13-year old "schism" (as Rome seems it) of the Society of 

 > St. Pius X, invited Bishop Bernard Fellay, the Sociey's Superior 

 > General, to Rome to see the Pope. On December 29 and 30 the Cardinal 

 > had two long talks with Bishop Fellay, including a brief encounter 

 > with the Pope where New Year greetings were exchanged, and little 

 > else. On January 13, SSPX leaders met in Switzerland to consider the 

 > Cardinal's generous-looking proposals, decided that Rome must first 

 > liberate the Tridentine Mass and null the 1988 "excommunication" of 

 > the four SSPX bishops, before the SSPX will ever sit down to 

 > negotiate with Rome and end to the "schism". 

 > 

 >      A few days later Bishop Fellay conveyed this decision to the 

 > Cardinal. A few weeks later the Cardinal replied verbally (not in 

 > writing!) to an SSPX priest in Rome, firstly that the Tridentine Mass 

 > is not banned but that Rome cannot be expected to say so in public 

 > (!); secondly, that the "lifting" of the "excommunication" would form 

 > part of a package deal re-integrating the SSPX into the mainstream 

 > Church. 

 > 

 >      On February 19, two SSPX priests, mandated by Bishop Fellay, 

 > gently but firmly brought the Cardinal to understand that the SSPX 

 > had meant what it said when it said one month previously that EITHER 

 > Rome must liberate the Tridentine Mass for all priests, OR the SSPX 

 > will not even sit down to begin negotiating. The Cardinal has the 

 > reputation of a powerful negotiator who gets what he wants, and in a 

 > variety of ways since last summer he has made it clear that he and 

 > the Pope want to get the SSPX "back into the Church" (as Rome sees 

 > it). That is why he did not want to accept that the Society was 

 > taking such a principled stand on the Mass of the old religion, hated 

 > by all Conciliarists, but after three and a half hours of talking, he 

 > had to accept that that was the Society's pre-condition for any 

 > further negotiations. 

 > 

 >      One need wish the Cardinal no ill. Bishop Fellay's spokesman at 

 > this February 19 meeting commented that in any normal circumstances 

 > the Cardinal's loyalty to the Pope and his desire to serve him would 

 > be touching. Cardinal Castrillon surely desires to bring the SSPX 

 > "back into the Church" and he may even sincerely wish the Society 

 > well. But so little does he (or the Pope, then) grasp the issue at 

 > stake that our spokesman was at a loss "in what language to speak to 

 > him". And it was horrifying, he said ("effroyable" in French), to 

 > realize how the highest of churchmen in Rome today could be so 

 > ignorant of the essentials of the true Faith! 

 > 

 >      We are reminded of the carefully weighed words of Archbishop 

 > Lefebvre before the "excommunication" of June, 1988: "I do not think 

 > we can say that Rome has not lost the Faith". Also of what he said 

 > more than once after the "excommunication", namely that Rome having 

 > thereby given final proof of its unwillingness of inability to look 

 > after the Faith, then from that time onwards any discussions with 

 > Rome could no longer be juridical or canonical, they would have to be 

 > dogmatic. In other words, the problem between the SSPX and Rome was 

 > no longer a question of legal nuts and bolts, it was a question of 

 > basic doctrine, and could only be handled as such. The February 19 

 > meeting in which the Cardinal insisted on nuts and bolts, shows how 

 > right the Archbishop was. Coming out of three and a half hours with 

 > the Cardinal, our spokesman said he was more convinced than ever that 

 > the Society's firm stand was the right one. But how few Catholics can 

 > yet see that! The BASIC THEOLOGY of Conciliarism, that infernally 

 > subtle falsification of Catholicism emerging from the Second Vatican 

 > Council, is the real problem between this Rome and the Society. 

 > 

 >      However, Cardinal Castrillion is not a man easily stopped. On 

 > February 19, he told our priests that four new members would be added 

 > to the Ecclesia Dei Commission (set up to handle the 1988 refugees 

 > from "Lefebvrism") in order to prepare for the new Commission due to 

 > replace Ecclesia Dei as soon as (!) there is an agreement with the 

 > SSPX. On February 24, these four names were publicly announced by 

 > Rome, and they are heads of the four departments that will be most 

 > concerned by a Rome-SSPX deal: Cardinal Ratzinger (Doctrine), 

 > Cardinal Medina (Liturgy), Archbishop Herranz (Canon Law), and 

 > Cardinal Bille (primate of the French bishops). 

 > 

 >      Now these are four heavyweight churchmen being added to a 

 > lightweight Commission, given the fact that important Congregations 

 > or dicasteries of the Roman Curia rarely include more than one 

 > Cardinal. But when we add Cardinal Castrillon, here there will be 

 > four! There are two opposite interpretations of this unusual move. 

 > 

 >      Either, as I was told by an English journalist who claims to 

 > have contacts high up in the Roman Curia, these four celebrities are 

 > being added to Ecclesia Dei in order to put brakes on Cardinal 

 > Castrillon, who is moving towards a Rome-SSPX deal altogether too 

 > fast for the liking of Conciliar Romans who fear the SSPX acting like 

 > a Trojan horse if it is given re-entry within the walls of their 

 > official Church. Or, on the contrary, as Cardinal Castrillon told our 

 > two priests on February 19, these powerful men are being brought on 

 > board in order to make the supposedly imminent Rome-SSPX deal work. 

 > In this case, the unusual move corresponds to the Cardinal's 

 > expressed desire to have the agreement concluded by Easter! 

 > 

 >      Such a hurry may also correspond to Rome's public announcement 

 > on February 26 of an extraordinary Consistory of Cardinals to be held 

 > from May 21 to 24 of this year in order "to analyze, among other 

 > things, the Petrine ministry and episcopal collegiality." A Roman 

 > newspaper interprets this announcement as meaning that the Cardinals 

 > will study "the role and functions of the primacy of the Bishop of 

 > Rome as well as...the ministry of bishops united among themselves and 

 > in communion with the Pontiff". 

 > 

 >      In plain English, the Conciliarists in Rome are planning, in 

 > accordance with Vatican II, to do away with the Pope, and replace him 

 > by some committee of cardinals and/or bishops. But the Conciliarists 

 > are well aware that for many Catholics still within their Novus Ordo, 

 > this might prove the last straw. If, in addition to everything else 

 > Catholic which "the spirit of Vatican II" has taken away from them, 

 > Catholics lost also their Holy Father, then they might really look 

 > for some Catholic refuge in which to ride out the storm. At which 

 > point, if there simply was no longer any such refuge, many could lose 

 > heart and feel obliged to go along even with the destruction of the 

 > Papacy. But if there was still in existence a refuge like the SSPX, 

 > proclaiming itself the staunch defender of the old-fashioned Catholic 

 > Papacy, then such distressed Catholics would have somewhere to go, 

 > and the numbers and strength of the SSPX might grow alarmingly. 

 > 

 >      So, is the unprecedented extension of the temporary Ecclesia Dei 

 > Commission proof that Rome wants to bring in the SSPX, or proof that 

 > Rome wants to push it away? Either way, the story is by no means 

 > over. 

 > 

 >      If the Cardinal has his foot on the accelerator, then he must 

 > come up with new enticements to draw the SSPX out of its Traditional 

 > fortress, and we must continue to trust God and to pray to the 

 > Archbishop that the Society neither flinch nor waver. On the other 

 > hand, if the Cardinal's colleagues have their foot on his brakes, 

 > then Rome must fall back on its 13-year old policy of smothering the 

 > SSPX in silence, a silence so remarkably broken by the recent 

 > initiatives of Cardinal Castrillon. And in that case, we clergy and 

 > laity of the Society must possess our souls in patience, and continue 

 > to practice humbly and steadily the Catholic Faith of all time. But 

 > if quiet does return, for sure and certain it is simply a matter of 

 > time before another Cardinal Castrillon will be coming back to busy 

 > himself with the Society! Roman error cannot leave the Truth alone. 

 > 

 >      Inevitably, our thoughts come back to the great Archbishop 

 > Lefebvre. Ten years since he died! But as we always knew, he is the 

 > master of Rome. What a man of God! What a man! He is by no means yet 

 > generally vindicated, but by his magnificent fidelity to the Truth 

 > when everyone else was, in a collective madness infecting even 

 > Cardinals and Popes, abandoning it, he sits astride the Catholic 

 > Truth for all future generations, so that tomorrow or the day after, 

 > all Catholics without exception will be profoundly grateful to him. 

 > 

 >      And we have known him sooner than most. Dear readers, you and I 

 > are lucky creatures! Let us only be faithful! Let us do Lenten 

 > penances for fidelity! 

 > 

 >      Most sincerely yours in Christ, 

 > 

 >       + Richard Williamson
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� Holy Cross Fathers 47.
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