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Preface1

In the last few decades, the matter of the right way to celebrate the Liturgy has increasingly become one of the points around which much of the controversy has centred concerning the Second Vatican Council, about how it should be evaluated, and about its reception in the life of the Church. There are the relentless supporters of reform, for whom the fact that, under certain conditions, the celebration of the Eucharist in accordance with the most recent edition of the missal before the Council—that of 1962—has once more been permitted represents an intolerable fall from grace. At the same time, of course, the Liturgy is regarded as “semper reformanda”, so that in the end it is whatever “congregation” is involved that makes “its” Liturgy, in which it expresses itself. A Protestant “Liturgical Compendium” (edited by C. Grethlein [Ruddat, 2003]) recently presented worship as a “project for reform” (pp. 13-41) and thereby also expressed the way many Catholic liturgists think about it. And then, on the other hand, there are the embittered critics of liturgical reform—critical not only of its application in practice, but equally of its basis in the Council. They can see salvation only in total rejection of the reform. Between these two groups, the radical reformers and their radical opponents, the voices of those people who regard the Liturgy as something living, and thus as growing and renewing itself both in its reception and in its finished form, are often lost. These latter, however, on the basis of the same argument, insist that growth is not possible unless the Liturgy’s identity is preserved, and they further emphasise that proper development is possible only if careful attention is paid to the inner structural logic of this “organism”: Just as a gardener cares for a living plant as it develops, with due attention to the power of growth and life within the plant and the rules it obeys, so the Church ought to give reverent care to the Liturgy through the ages, distinguishing actions that are helpful and healing from those that are violent and destructive.

If that is how things are, then we must try to ascertain the inner structure of a rite, and the rules by which its life is governed, in order thus to find the right way to preserve its vital force in changing times, to strengthen and renew it. Dom Alcuin Reid’s book takes its place in this current of thought. Running through the history of the Roman rite (Mass and breviary), from its beginnings up to the eve of the Second Vatican Council, it seeks to establish the principles of liturgical development and thus to draw from history—from its ups and downs—the standards on which every reform must be based. The book is divided into three parts. The first, very brief part investigates the history of the reform of the Roman rite from its beginnings up to the end of the nineteenth century. The second part is devoted to the Liturgical Movement up to 1948. By far the longest part—the third—deals with liturgical reform under Pius XII up to the eve of the Second Vatican Council. This part is most useful, because to a great extent people no longer remember that particular phase of liturgical reform, yet in that period—as, of course, also in the history of the Liturgical Movement—we see reflected all the questions concerning the right way to go about reform, so that we can also draw out from all this criteria on which to base our judgments. The author has made a wise decision in stopping on the threshold of the Second Vatican Council. He thus avoids entering into the controversy associated with the interpretation and the reception of the Council. Yet he can nonetheless show its place in history and show us the interplay of various tendencies on which questions as to the standards for reform must be based.

At the end of his book, the author enumerates some principles for proper reform: it should keep openness to development and continuity with the Tradition in a proper balance; it should include awareness of an objective liturgical tradition and therefore take care to ensure a substantial continuity. The author then agrees with the Catechism of the Catholic Church in emphasising that “even the supreme authority in the Church may not change the liturgy arbitrarily, but only in the obedience of faith and with religious respect for the mystery of the liturgy” (CCC 1125). As subsidiary criteria we then encounter the legitimacy of local traditions and the concern for pastoral effectiveness.

From my own personal point of view I should like to give further particular emphasis to some of the criteria for liturgical renewal thus briefly indicated. I will begin with those last two main criteria. It seems to me most important that the Catechism, in mentioning the limitation of the powers of the supreme authority in the Church with regard to reform, recalls to mind what is the essence of the primacy as outlined by the First and Second Vatican Councils: The pope is not an absolute monarch whose will is law; rather, he is the guardian of the authentic Tradition and, thereby, the premier guarantor of obedience. He cannot do as he likes, and he is thereby able to oppose those people who, for their part, want to do whatever comes into their head. His rule is not that of arbitrary power, but that of obedience in faith. That is why with respect to the Liturgy, he has the task of a gardener, not that of a technician who builds new machines and throws the old ones on the junk-pile. The “rite”, that form of celebration and prayer which has ripened in the faith and the life of the Church, is a condensed form of living Tradition in which the sphere using that rite expresses the whole of its faith and its prayer, and thus at the same time the fellowship of generations one with another becomes something we can experience, fellowship with the people who pray before us and after us. Thus the rite is something of benefit that is given to the Church, a living form of paradosis, the handing-on of Tradition.

It is important, in this connection, to interpret the “substantial continuity” correctly. The author expressly warns us against the wrong path up which we might be led by a Neoscholastic sacramental theology that is disconnected from the living form of the Liturgy. On that basis, people might reduce the “substance” to the matter and form of the sacrament and say: Bread and wine are the matter of the sacrament; the words of institution are its form. Only these two things are really necessary; everything else is changeable. At this point modernists and traditionalists are in agreement: As long as the material gifts are there, and the words of institution are spoken, then everything else is freely disposable. Many priests today, unfortunately, act in accordance with this motto; and the theories of many liturgists are unfortunately moving in the same direction. They want to overcome the limits of the rite, as being something fixed and immovable, and construct the products of their fantasy, which are supposedly “pastoral”, around this remnant, this core that has been spared and that is thus either relegated to the realm of magic or loses any meaning whatever. The Liturgical Movement had in fact been attempting to overcome this reductionism, the product of an abstract sacramental theology, and to teach us to understand the Liturgy as a living network of Tradition that had taken concrete form, that cannot be torn apart into little pieces but that has to be seen and experienced as a living whole. Anyone who, like me, was moved by this perception at the time of the Liturgical Movement on the eve of the Second Vatican Council can only stand, deeply sorrowing, before the ruins of the very things they were concerned for.

I should like just briefly to comment on two more perceptions that appear in Dom Alcuin Reid’s book. Archaeological enthusiasm and pastoral pragmatism—which is in any case often a pastoral form of rationalism—are both equally wrong. These two might be described as unholy twins. The first generation of liturgists were for the most part historians. Thus they were inclined to archaeological enthusiasm: they were trying to unearth the oldest form in its original purity; they regarded the liturgical books in current use, with the rites they offered, as the expression of the rampant proliferation through history of secondary growths that were the product of misunderstandings and of ignorance of the past. People were trying to reconstruct the oldest Roman Liturgy and to cleanse it of all later additions. A great deal of this was right, and yet liturgical reform is something different from archaeological excavation, and not all the developments of a living thing have to be logical in accordance with a rationalistic or historical standard. This is also the reason why—as the author quite rightly remarks—the experts ought not to be allowed to have the last word in liturgical reform. Experts and pastors each have their own part to play (just as, in politics, specialists and decision-makers represent two different planes). The knowledge of scholars is important, yet it cannot be directly transmuted into the decisions of pastors, for pastors still have their own responsibilities in listening to the faithful, in accompanying with understanding those who perform the things that help us to celebrate the sacrament with faith today and the things that do not. It was one of the weaknesses of the first phase of reform after the Council that to a great extent specialists were listened to almost exclusively. A greater independence on the part of pastors would have been desirable.

Because it is often all too obvious that historical knowledge cannot be elevated straight into the status of a new liturgical norm, this archaeological enthusiasm was very easily combined with pastoral pragmatism: people first of all decided to eliminate everything that was not recognised as original and was thus not part of the “substance”, and then they supplemented the “archaeological remains”, if these still seemed insufficient, in accordance with “pastoral insights”. But what is “pastoral”? The judgments made about these questions by intellectual professors were often influenced by their rationalist presuppositions and not infrequently missed the point of what really supports the life of the faithful. Thus it is that nowadays, after the Liturgy was extensively rationalised during the early phase of reform, people are eagerly seeking forms of solemnity, looking for “mystical” atmosphere and for something of the sacred. Yet because—necessarily and more and more clearly—people’s judgments as to what is pastorally effective are widely divergent, the “pastoral” aspect has become the point at which “creativity” breaks in, destroying the unity of the Liturgy and very often confronting us with something deplorably banal. That is not to deny that the eucharistic Liturgy, and likewise the Liturgy of the Word, is often celebrated reverently and “beautifully”, in the best sense, on the basis of people’s faith. Yet since we are looking for the criteria of reform, we do also have to mention the dangers, which unfortunately in the last few decades have by no means remained just the imaginings of those traditionalists opposed to reform.

I should like to come back to the way that worship was presented, in a liturgical compendium, as a “project for reform” and, thus, as a workshop in which people are always busy at something. Different again, and yet related to this, is the suggestion by some Catholic liturgists that we should finally adapt the liturgical reform to the “anthropological turn” of modern times and construct it in an anthropocentric style. If the Liturgy appears first of all as the workshop for our activity, then what is essential is being forgotten: God. For the Liturgy is not about us, but about God. Forgetting about God is the most imminent danger of our age. As against this, the Liturgy should be setting up a sign of God’s presence. Yet what happens if the habit of forgetting about God makes itself at home in the Liturgy itself and if in the Liturgy we are thinking only of ourselves? In any and every liturgical reform, and every liturgical celebration, the primacy of God should be kept in view first and foremost.

With this I have gone beyond Dom Alcuin’s book. But I think it has become clear that this book, which offers a wealth of material, teaches us some criteria and invites us to further reflection. That is why I can recommend this book.

Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger
26 July 2004




Introduction

The liturgical reforms enacted following the Second Vatican Council occasioned some disquiet, even controversy.1 The unity of the Roman rite of the Catholic Church has suffered from the breakaway of various so-called traditionalist groups and from the absence of those, whose number is unknown, who simply stay away from the Liturgy as it is currently celebrated. In the words of Archbishop Rembert Weakland, “there is discontent among our faithful with regard to liturgical renewal”,2 and “few dispute that the liturgical reforms of the Second Vatican Council have been implemented with mixed results.”3

Over thirty years after the promulgation of the missal of Paul VI in 1970, calls for a reevaluation of the work of the postconciliar reformers, or for a “reform of the reform”, as well as for a revival of the Liturgical Movement of the twentieth century are increasing. These voices are by no means unanimous as to the path to be taken. Yet most agree that the present liturgical state of the Roman rite is not all it should be or what it was intended to be by the Liturgical Movement or even by the Fathers of the Second Vatican Council.4

At the same time, those exclusively committed to the Pauline reform energetically dispute that a reevaluation or a reform of the reform is desirable or even legitimate. A reevaluation of the Council, they assert, necessarily involves its repudiation, as would any assumption that the Liturgical Movement has not enjoyed anything other than its springtime since the Council.5

They also vehemently argue that permitting the use and perpetuation of former liturgical rites (a solution to the liturgical malaise adopted by significant numbers)6 is a betrayal of the Council and an inappropriate response to belligerent traditionalists, whom they stigmatise as refusing to accept the “renewed” Liturgy. To allow such would be, for them, tantamount to blasphemy against the Holy Spirit.7

In some circles the demarcation is absolute, with the result that, on the one hand, anything “preconciliar” is regarded as utterly disloyal and reprehensible and, on the other, the slightest suggestion of development or reform beyond a given point (1962, 1955, and so on) is anathema. Such uncritical stances are understandable but unhelpful. This study seeks to begin a critical examination of the factors involved in the complex process that is liturgical development.

As the Council’s liturgical reforms are claimed as the consummation of the work of the twentieth-century Liturgical Movement,8 any assessment of these reforms must clearly understand the nature of this Movement. In determining whether the rites promulgated by Paul VI herald the apotheosis of liturgical history or its nadir, we must know the mind of Guéranger, Saint Pius X, Beauduin, Guardini, Parsch, Casel, and others.

We must also grasp the principles of liturgical reform operative in the history of the Roman rite and the relationship of the Liturgical Movement to them. As these principles are one of the pillars upon which the legitimacy of the Council’s mandate rests, if they are not indeed its a priori foundation,9 an assessment of the Council’s mandate or of its implementation must be clear as to what they are. It must also ask whether the Council and those who implemented it were faithful to them. Only then can discussion of the legitimacy of any “reform of the reform”, or of its possible shape, be sufficiently informed.

This study seeks to contribute to the first part of such a discussion. The first chapter provides a (necessarily brief) review of liturgical reform in the history of the Roman rite. Significant reforms and the principles operative therein are considered.

The second chapter details the origins of the Liturgical Movement and demonstrates its nature as primarily a movement seeking to return liturgical piety to its rightfully central place in the life of the Church. The Movement’s consequent consideration of the desirability of liturgical reform and the stance taken by the Holy See with regard to the Liturgical Movement and to liturgical reform are examined.

The third chapter details the work of liturgical reform commenced by the Pian Commission for Liturgical Reform in 1948 and carried through to the eve of the Second Vatican Council. The reforms enacted by the Holy See throughout this period are studied as are the parallel activities and writings of the Liturgical Movement in relation to liturgical reform.

While the history of the Roman rite and the origins, writings, and activities of the Liturgical Movement witness to the existence of fundamental principles of liturgical reform, it will be demonstrated that, at times, liturgical reforms have been enacted—even authoritatively—that, when critiqued in accordance with such principles, may be said to be flawed. In delineating principles, and in drawing attention to instances of reprobate liturgical reform in the history of the Roman rite, this study seeks to furnish some of the apparatus necessary for a critique of the controversial work of the postconciliar Consilium ad exsequendam Constitutionem de Sacra Liturgia, the body entrusted with the implementation of the mandate for liturgical reform given by the Second Vatican Council.

Herein pertinent authors have been quoted at length, not only to illustrate the narrative and to ground analysis, but in order to collect a substantial amount of primary material. Illustrative material has been selected from English-language sources where possible, though not exclusively, and some relevant publications in other languages are referred to in the footnotes or the bibliography. Where unpublished or obscure material has been translated, or a passage is of particular importance, the original language has been published in a footnote. Full bibliographical information is provided in the bibliography.

I am indebted to very many people for their generosity and assistance over many years in preparing this book, who have been acknowledged in the first edition. To those who have offered critical observations on that edition, the Rev. Anthony Chadwick, Monsieur Philippe Guy, and Rev. Doctor Peter Joseph, I am particularly thankful. I am grateful also to Father Joseph Fessio, S.J., and his team at Ignatius Press for their encouragement to prepare this second edition, which is slightly expanded and corrected where necessary.

To His Holiness Pope Benedict XVI—whose concern for the Sacred Liturgy over recent decades has been an inspiration and a motivation—for his gracious interest in and encouragement of my work, and for his kindness in providing the preface to this edition whilst still Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, I express my profound and humble gratitude. Ad multos annos!

Dom Alcuin Reid, O.S.B.
4 August 2005




Chapter 1


LITURGICAL REFORM IN HISTORY

Introduction

The Roman rite, the ritual of the local Church at Rome and of most Western Churches in communion with her,1 may broadly be said to have undergone a gradual development throughout the first Christian millennium, being enriched by the introduction of some customs and suffering the loss of others over time.

The central rôle of the Church of Rome in the Christian West meant that particular attention was given by other local Churches to her liturgical forms. The early Carolingian monarchs showed her particular reverence. Franciscan mendicants of the thirteenth century would spread the Roman missale throughout the West. The post-Reformation papacy would impose it upon all Western Catholics where no venerable local rite existed.

Early Liturgical Development

The last two centuries have benefited from the work of scholars on the historical development of the Roman rite, and it is not the purpose of this study to recapitulate their work.2 However, it is pertinent to recall some key moments in the development of the Liturgy in history with a view to the principles operative therein.

One of the most widely and popularly accepted of twentieth-century liturgical historians, Theodor Klauser, divides the development of the Western Liturgy in the first Christian millennium in two. He summarises the first period, up to the year 590:

The fundamental acts of worship of the early Church—the celebration of the eucharist, the rites of the sacraments, prayer in common, and the liturgical sermon—all go back to the express command of Jesus, or are at least based on his example and commendation. Jesus, however, did not originate these liturgical acts, but took them over from the practice of late Judaism. The primitive Church continued this policy; to a limited extent it created of its own accord forms of worship which had not already been laid down by Jesus; but to a much greater extent it fashioned its worship according to the liturgical customs of Judaism. In Gentile congregations, borrowings were made increasingly from the religious practices of the Graeco-Roman world.3

In the words of Klaus Gamber, “in their origins, the forms of Christian worship, so far as their relation to Judaism is concerned, were nothing fundamentally new.”4

This is the period of the initial formation of the Liturgy. As Christianity spread, its forms of worship developed and diversified. The language, gestures, prayers, vesture, and music used were influenced, but not exclusively produced, by the local Church. In the West, according to Joseph Jungmann, S.J., “by the turn of the fifth century” we find the “framework of the Roman Mass” established.5

The Venerable Bede witnesses to the formation of the Liturgy in England. Late in the sixth century Saint Augustine of Canterbury writes to Pope Saint Gregory the Great asking about liturgical customs. Gregory replies:

My brother, you are familiar with the usage of the Roman Church, in which you were brought up. But if you have found customs, whether in the Church of Rome or of Gaul or any other that may be more acceptable to God, I wish you to make a careful selection of them, and teach the Church of the English, which is still young in the Faith, whatever you have been able to learn with profit from the various Churches. . . . Select from each of the Churches whatever things are devout, religious, and right; and when you have bound them, as it were, into a Sheaf, let the minds of the English grow accustomed to it.6

It is difficult to identify principles of liturgical reform in the period of the very formation of the Liturgy. We can, however, observe that the Liturgy is a developing entity. There was no one time in the first six centuries where its development halted. The Liturgy was a living reality, an organism, and was capable of further growth. This cannot but be a fundamental component of any principles of liturgical reform.

Similarly, we can observe in Saint Gregory’s reply to Saint Augustine that there is a clear sense in which the Liturgy is received and not simply constructed anew according to the tastes of the people among whom he finds himself and that innovation must be for good reason and carefully integrated with the Tradition. We can also see that the pope and the bishop exercise authority over the liturgical forms to be used. Saint Gregory recognises the possibility of diversity in local forms, and indeed—within the principles outlined above—he allows considerable freedom to Saint Augustine in the formation of rites for the English.

The Liturgy contained elements handed on that were regarded as untouchable. Clearly the words and actions of our Lord with bread and wine fall into this category. However, later, non-Dominical products of Tradition were also accorded such reverence, the prime example being the Roman Canon. While this certainly underwent further development in the seventh and eighth centuries,7 Klauser reports that by the sixth century it was “looked upon as part of the most sacred apostolic Tradition”.8 Thus, at the close of the sixth century we find developed liturgical rites that are themselves sacred, yet capable of further development: a living, but nevertheless objective, Tradition.

The Sixth to Eleventh Centuries and the Carolingian Reform

Klauser’s second period spans 590-1073:

The Liturgy of the Roman Church had, in its new Latin form, been gradually developed by the labours of the popes in writing prayers, in particular by Saint Leo the Great and Gelasius I [492-496]. Under Gregory the Great and his immediate successors, it received its final form, which found its concrete embodiment in the so-called Gregorian Sacramentary, the so-called Gregorian Antiphonary, the Capitulare evangelorium, and the Ordines. The Gregorian Sacramentary contains the prayers to be recited by the celebrant at Mass throughout the liturgical year, and those to be said at the administration of the sacraments. . . . The Ordines give directions to the clergy containing the ritual procedure to be observed at each liturgical function.9

Klauser also notes that “there is no trace of any real advance in the development of the Roman Liturgy during this period”, with the minor exceptions of the introduction to the Mass of the Lord’s Prayer by Gregory the Great and of the Agnus Dei by Pope Sergius I (687-701).10

Nevertheless, this period sees the so-called “Carolingian reform”. Yitzhak Hen has recently argued that this period suffers from a scholarly “illusion”11 that Pippin III effected an “official Romanisation of the Frankish rite”12 and, Hen argues, that under Charlemagne, while “Roman books and liturgical practices were undoubtedly introduced . . . both voluntarily and by legislation”, contrary to received opinion “the traditional nonRoman rites were neither deliberately suppressed nor lost. Continuity in liturgical celebration is apparent, even when it seems that new practices and prayers were introduced”, and it is “highly improbable that liturgical uniformity was aimed at by the Carolingian court”.13 Thus, “diversity on top of an underlying unity”, Hen argues, “is a more accurate way of describing the Frankish situation. . . an eloquent witness to the richness of religious life and culture in the period.”14

It is nevertheless true that toward the end of the eighth century, Charlemagne sent for Roman liturgical books to copy. What arrived was a book designed for papal use (the Hadrianum), which omitted the texts necessary for liturgies not celebrated by the pope but that were ordinarily used by priests. This was clearly inadequate.15

Scholars have widely assumed that Charlemagne authorised the travelled and scholarly Alcuin of York, himself familiar with the Roman usages from England, to compensate for the lacunæ. Hen questions his role and ascribes it to Saint Benedict of Aniane. Whoever in fact was the Carolingian editor,16 his work is of importance.

Eleanor Shipley Duckett asserts:

[He] found this charge neither easy nor simple. In the first place, the copy of the book which had been sent . . . had been hastily made, held many errors, and . . . was extremely incomplete. [He] had to begin his work with a thorough revision and correction of its text by the aid of Gregorian manuscripts already current among the Franks.17

Nevertheless, the editor undertook the task carefully, completing the work shortly after 800. He did not, however, integrate his “new” texts with the extant Roman ones; rather, he appended them as a supplement. The preface to this supplement reveals both his profound respect for the sacramentary sent by Rome as well as what Dom Cabrol calls the editor’s “scruple”18 in making a clear distinction between his compositions and those of the existing sacramentary:

The aforesaid Sacramentary [the Hadrianum], although marred by many a copyist’s error, could not be reckoned to be in the condition in which it had left its author’s hands, [so] it was our task to correct and restore it, to the best of our bent, for the benefit of all. Let a careful reader examine it, and he will promptly agree with this judgment, unless the work again be corrupted by scribes.

   But since there are other materials which Holy Church necessarily uses, and which the aforesaid Father [Gregory], seeing that they had been already put forth by others, left aside, we have thought it worth while to gather them like spring flowers of the meadows, collect them together, and place them in this book apart, but corrected and amended and headed with their [own] titles, so that the reader may find in this work all things which we have thought necessary for our times, although we had found a great many also embodied in other sacramentaries.

   But for the purpose of separation we have placed this little preface in the middle, so that it may form the close of one book and the beginning of the other; to the intent that, one book being before the preface and the other after it, everyone may know what was put forth by Blessed Gregory and what by other Fathers.

   And as we thought it was not at all decent or possible to pay no regard to the wishes of those who look to find these so excellent and varied holy observances, we would at any rate satisfy the most worthy desires of all these persons by the present abundant collection.

   If it please anyone to accept what, without any desire of imposing ourselves on others, we have collected with pious affection and the greatest care, we beg him not to be of [a] mind ungrateful for our toil, but with us to render thanks to the Giver of all good things.

   But if he consider our collection a superfluity and not necessary for himself, let him use the work of the aforesaid Father alone, which in not a tittle may he reject without peril to himself; and let him also tolerate those who demand [our supplement] and wish piously to use it.19

This is an editor who, out of necessity, compensates for the inadequacy of the Roman book by drawing from existing traditional sources. He is not a creator of Liturgy or an innovator.

His insistence that what is new in his sacramentary is not of obligation is significant, demonstrating a respect for the Liturgy as traditional, as something that is received. This is not a false humility. The editor has scholarly confidence in his work, which, authorised by royal mandate, stands alongside the traditional forms as putative forms drawn from traditional sources. Yet he states that, precisely because they are newly posited, they are not of the same obligation: they have not (yet) become part of the liturgical Tradition of the Church. His preface accepts that they may be legitimately regarded as “a superfluity and not necessary”.20

Later generations integrated the supplement with the Gregorian texts, with the result that the Carolingian editorial work spread widely. Gerald Ellard, S.J., observes:

His Little Preface, standing like a sentinel between what was obligatory and what was optional, was thrown away, and soon Supplement had quite fused with that strange half-book Pope Hadrian had sent. [The editor] here supplied about half of the Roman missal, but since he drew his additions mostly from old Roman sources, these were in place—and have stayed there ever since.21

According to Bishop, the Carolingian reform does not see “ ‘the abolition of the ancient and national Liturgy of France’ and the substitution for it of an ‘innovating Roman rite’ by the mere fiat of ‘imperial authority.’ ” Rather:

It is only a final consummation of a process of attraction and change—of an approximation to Roman fashion in Liturgy, to the Roman style in prayer and worship—that had been maturing in Frankish lands for nearly two centuries. It was an essentially native movement indeed.22

Although authority is intricately part of Carolingian liturgical development, its exercise is in harmony with the organic development of the Liturgy. To regard the Carolingian reform as a liturgical “earthquake”, which could be taken as a precedent for reforms imposed by authority that are not organic developments—as did J. D. Crichton23—does not take sufficient account of this.

The Carolingian editor was at pains to respect the traditional Liturgy while, out of necessity, compiling what was required to complete the sacramentary. This he did insofar as possible from “old Roman sources”. The editor’s work was eventually integrated to give us the missal of which Bishop speaks above. In this the following principles are discernible:

1.    a necessity for the development (the sacramentary supplied was inadequate; further texts were required);

2.    a profound respect for liturgical Tradition (insofar as possible the compilation of required texts using elements already belonging to the Tradition, in this case Roman);

3.    little pure innovation (the editor collects rather than composes);

4.    the tentative positing of newer liturgical forms alongside the old (his preface accepts that they may be considered a “superfluity”);

5.    the integration of the newer forms following their acceptance over time.

This is the principle of the organic development of the Liturgy in operation. It combines profound respect for the received liturgical Tradition with an openness to necessary development. Continuity and harmony with Tradition are primary concerns. Liturgical orthopraxy and orthodoxy are thus ensured, without precluding necessary and natural development.

In the Carolingian period development is demonstrably organic. Respect for this principle is further underlined by Hen’s observation that “there is no evidence that Charlemagne and his advisers made any effort to attain . . . liturgical uniformity” by imposing their revision of the Hadrianum.24

Subsequently, Klauser points out, the eighth and ninth centuries also witness the embellishment of the Roman Liturgy, due largely to the desire of bishops to imitate more elaborate liturgical customs, particularly those pertaining to Holy Week, which they have experienced while on pilgrimage.25 Crichton also observes that the somewhat ceremonially austere Carolingian Liturgy was itself embellished in the ninth century.26 Bishop states:

By the close of the ninth century and the early years of the tenth all delicacy in regard to the preservation of the official mass-book of Charles the Great had disappeared . . . not merely were the elements of the Gregorianum of Charles’ own Supplement, and the private selections of votive masses and of benedictions, fused into one indistinguishable whole, but in addition rites or orders found in the Gelasianum of the Eighth Century were brought back bodily once more and took their place amongst the rest.27

It is the Roman rite as developed in the Carolingian period, with these embellishments, which include the resurgence of elements discarded in the Carolingian reform, that returns from the Franco-Germanic lands to a liturgically weakened Rome in the tenth century and conquers it. The result, according to J. A. Jungmann, S.J., was that “in the West, liturgical unity was achieved. . . . It was not the members that yielded to the head, but rather the head accommodated itself more and more to members grown meanwhile strong and wilful.”28

We must be careful to distinguish “unity” from “uniformity” here. In no sense can it be maintained that the authentic diversity of liturgical practice that pertained to local Churches was compromised or, indeed, that centralised authority supervised their liturgical practices. Here, liturgical unity refers to that fundamental kinship of rites within the Roman ritual family. Yet, of this period Cyrille Vogel states, “The entire process was one of osmosis, amalgamation, and hybridisation; liturgies were never simply substituted for one another; they influenced and modified one another, and even the dominant Roman liturgy issued from the process changed and enhanced.”29

The Later Middle Ages

Klauser delineates 1073-1545 as the next epoch in Western liturgical history. He summarises:

From Gregory VII (1073-85) onwards, the popes took firmly into their own hands once more the task of leadership in the realm of the Roman Liturgy which for almost three hundred years they had left to rulers and bishops on the northern side of the Alps. Gregory himself attacked the preceding period in which “the government of the Roman Church had been handed over to the Teutons” and criticised the Teutons for having shortened the liturgical day hours out of a consideration for the lazy and the negligent. Hence he himself felt obliged to rediscover and restore once more the original Roman Ordo. Such a plan of campaign, however, seems to have endangered the entire shape of the Romano-Frankish Liturgy now firmly established at Rome. . . . It was now already impossible to “wind back” the Roman Liturgy to ancient Roman usage (ordinem romanum et antiquum morem). Nevertheless, the Pope now demanded that the episcopal sees of the Western Church should follow exclusively the liturgical customs of the Roman see and rigidly obey all liturgical prescriptions from this source.30

There is little evidence of major liturgical reform at this time. Yet the development of the Liturgy and the impossibility of winding back this development in order to return to earlier practices are not without interest. Klauser speaks of this period as a one of “dissolution, elaboration, reinterpretation and misinterpretation”,31 lamenting among other things the multiplication of private Masses and the allegorical methods of piety adopted by laity who could not directly participate (in the late twentieth-century meaning of participation) in an increasingly clerical liturgy.

J. A. Jungmann, S.J., describes this as a time where:

The individual and subjective, seeing and feeling on one’s own personal activity and personal capability—these came to the fore, and led to a stressing of the concrete and realistic, and consequently to a multiplicity of forms which could be kept together and coherent only by a renewed desire for organisation. This new spirit did not call a halt even with regard to divine service; the arrangement of Mass felt its influence in a most profound manner. Already there was talk of that multiplicity of forms which had developed after the year 1000, but an effort was also made to codify the new forms; we can see in this a parallel to an attempt at mastering the heaped-up resources of knowledge by means of the summas which have been ranged side by side with the daring architecture of the gothic cathedrals.32

The centrality of the rite of the Church of Rome in the Western Church was further facilitated by the advent of some mendicant orders, who adopted the liturgical books of the Roman Curia, in part because of their convenient size, and spread them widely. Klauser concludes:

Through the agency of the Franciscan itinerant preachers, these serviceable editions, principally the Missale and the Breviarium of the Roman Curia, became well known, were received with respect, and as is only natural, were copied everywhere in the world of that time. Thanks to the disciples of Saint Francis, therefore, the Western Liturgy received a measure of unification which was not merely a theoretical or legislative unification, but one which was carried out in practice. To a great extent it was thanks to the Franciscan Order that the Western world was prepared in the age of printing for a short codified form of the Roman Liturgy which was to be binding on all, a Liturgy moreover which on the whole was readily accepted.33

The appearance of printed missals in the fifteenth century thus accelerated the spread of the Roman rite. One of the earliest, if not the first, was published in 1474 and is thought to be precisely that following the use of the Roman Curia.34

That liturgical development in this period tended toward a unity if not uniformity of rite is true. But we ought not to fall into the revisionist error of imagining a complete centralist “Roman whitewash” of the Western Liturgy: diversity continued within the embrace of this unity. Another mendicant Order, the Dominicans, carried with them their own Liturgy.35 Other Orders also maintained distinctive rites.36 Local Churches (Milan, Lyons, Braga, Toledo, and so on, as well as the major English medieval centres: Salisbury, Hereford, York, Bangor, and Lincoln)37 cherished their own liturgies, and even those dioceses that adopted the Roman rite freely incorporated their own particular feasts and customs. In this the local bishop demonstrated his legitimate “independence in liturgical matters”, which stretched “right back to the early Church”.38 Yet each belonged to the Roman liturgical family.

The desire for liturgical uniformity that arose in this period must, then, be understood as one that simultaneously respected authentic local diversity. Where a venerable local rite flourished, it continued to do so. Where there was a need or a desire for reform, the rite of the Roman Church, now conveniently to hand, was frequently adopted. The operative principle was: The Western Church follows the rite of Rome unless venerable local liturgies are in place.

Saint Thomas Aquinas

We can learn something of the medieval attitude to liturgical development from the Summa theologica of Saint Thomas Aquinas. While he devotes no question or article specifically to “liturgical reform” or “liturgical development”, itself suggesting that liturgical reform was not an issue in his time, his discussion “Of Change in Laws” is applicable.

The philologist Geoffrey Hull underlines the connection between liturgical custom and law in the teaching of Aquinas:

The ancient Jews viewed their masoreth as a law, and it is no coincidence that the Latin traditio was originally a legal term. Accordingly, St. Thomas Aquinas taught that the disciplinary and liturgical traditions of the Church are actually canonisations of custom, and custom “has the force of law, abolishes law, and is the interpreter of law” (ST I-II, Q. 97 art. 3).39

Aquinas himself draws upon Augustine’s teaching: “The customs of God’s people and the institutions of our ancestors are to be considered as laws. And those who throw contempt on the customs of the Church ought to be punished as those who disobey the law of God.”40 In the light of this interrelation we can appreciate the implications for liturgical reform of Aquinas’ teaching:

Human law is rightly changed, in so far as such change is conducive to the common weal. But, to a certain extent, the mere change of law is of itself prejudicial to the common good: because custom avails much for the observance of laws, seeing that what is done contrary to general custom, even in slight matters, is looked upon as grave. Consequently, when a law is changed, the binding power of the law is diminished, in so far as custom is abolished. Wherefore human law should never be changed unless, in some way or other, the common weal be compensated according to the extent of the harm done in this respect. Such compensation may arise either from some very great and very evident benefit conferred by the new enactment; or from the extreme urgency of the case, due to the fact that either the existing law is clearly unjust, or its observance extremely harmful.41

Aquinas’ later discussion “Of the Rite of This Sacrament” (that is, the Eucharist) is also of interest.42 He treats, approvingly, of such details of liturgical practice as the use of sacred buildings and vessels, the words and actions of the priest at Mass, and of problems (“defects”) encountered in the celebration of Mass. One could dismiss these as scrupulous concerns, peculiar to the medieval mind and of little importance in liturgical history. Alternatively, one can recognise in the attention given them by the preeminent medieval theologian the intimate connection between Liturgy, custom, and law outlined above.43

The importance of liturgical ceremonies in Saint Thomas has recently been underlined by the German Thomist scholar David Berger:

Whoever begins to grasp with St. Thomas what mysteries, torn from transitoriness, are articulated in the ceremonies of the Liturgy in such a reality-saturated way, and how their importance is emphasised through their repetition, will also be able to fill the rite wholly with prayer and loving contemplation. He will in turn find it hardly possible to tear from the Liturgy’s integral structure whatever has no direct correlation with the current spirit of the age.44

Saint Thomas Aquinas certainly recognised the legitimacy of the development of liturgical forms. However his counsels about the inherent dangers of change in custom and law are clear and reflect the caution inherent in the principle of organic development.

Contemporary Views of Medieval and Renaissance Liturgy

Writers in the second half of the twentieth century often used pejorative tones when speaking of the liturgical life of these periods.45 The prevalent assumption was that, certainly by the early sixteenth century, the Liturgy was rife with

abuses which in part typified liturgical life. . . . Raging objectivism (the exaggerated emphasis on the ex opere operato effects of the sacraments), a one-sided concern not for sacramental sign and meaning but for efficacy; liturgical formulas need not be meaningful or understood, merely said (God understands Latin even though the people do not); the cultivation of false ultimates (the dislocation of the true eucharistic moment by the isolation of the consecration; the concentration on showing and seeing the body of Christ); ritualism . . . every word of the form must be carefully pronounced lest God be hindered from acting; the quantification of the Liturgy (Masses, festal and votive, were multiplied so that “altarists,” priests whose function was simply to say Mass, were numerous. . . the proliferation of private Masses and of feasts); liturgical clericalism (the appropriation of worship by. . . the clergy, while the people watched in reverent passivity from afar. . .); the fixity of all liturgical forms (what is not commanded is forbidden; society and culture change but liturgical forms do not); and . . . the neglect of preaching.46

There certainly were abuses that warranted reform. However, in the light of the work of Professor Eamon Duffy47 we cannot accept uncritically the assertion that all liturgical forms or developments in this period were illegitimate, acultural, historically corrupt, or of no spiritual or pastoral benefit in their day.48

Yet, no less influential a liturgical scholar than Jungmann views this period as having “liturgical life . . . in a wholesale and declining form” that was “no longer a Liturgy of the faithful”.49 But Jungmann does admit that

we can speak of a flowering of liturgical life on the eve of the Reformation, even in respect to the people’s share in it. But they were autumn flowers, late products of an ancient Tradition, like the late scholastic philosophy whose conclusions were often meaningless play. It was a rich, empty facade.50

The assumption of overall medieval and Renaissance liturgical decadence or corruption is the essential foundation for his conclusion, one widely accepted by mid to late twentieth-century liturgists and one that enables the marginalisation of the principle of organic development of the Liturgy in favour of reform based on the findings of historical research and archaeologism:

The task that confronts us now is that of analysing the core of our faith and liturgical life, of discerning the essence of our faith from the periphery. By doing so we will not only be returning to a more evangelical Christianity in the true meaning of that term, but we will find at the same time that the Christian people will be far better disposed for hearing the “Good News” of Christ our Lord.51

Thus the developed Liturgy and the significance of its integrated role within the fabric of the society in which it flourished are dismissed.

In terms of the Liturgy itself, we must note that there was reform which sought to correct abuses prior to the Council of Trent, most notably the 1513 Libellus ad Leonem X, a plea by the two Camaldolese monks Blessed Paul Justiniani and Peter Quirini for widespread reform in the Church and in her devotional practices—including a call for the use of the vernacular readings from Sacred Scripture in the Liturgy and the correction of questionable pious practices.52

At a local level Dom Jean-Marie Pommarès lists the Diet of Spire (1526), provincial synods in Bourges and Sens-Paris (1528), Cologne (1536), and Treves (1546), as well as various reformed editions of local missals,53 as examples of pre-Tridentine reform.

Pommarès also observes the emergence of episcopal law with regard to the promulgation of missals and suggests that this is a development, in reaction to contemporary abuses, from the prevalence of customary law in such matters.54 The bishop’s exercise of his traditional liturgical authority (to ratify and to correct) is thus augmented and somewhat personalised. For the first time bishops issue decrees about what may or may not be in liturgical books.

This development in episcopal liturgical authority, although salutary in its origins, would itself prove open to abuse, as implicit in such personal liturgical authority is the personal power to order or authorise liturgical innovation, something hitherto quite foreign to liturgical Tradition. The medieval and Renaissance world did not witness its widespread exercise. However the ground was laid for this possibility—as we shall see in the reform of Cardinal Quignonez, something from which even the bishop of Rome was not immune.

We have followed Klauser’s delineation of periods in liturgical history. However, Archdale King makes further distinctions that are perhaps more subtle and helpful in our study of liturgical development. King describes the first three centuries as those of the primitive Liturgy. The fourth to the eighth centuries see the formation of the Liturgy; the eighth to the fourteenth centuries, the enrichment of the Liturgy. He regards the fourteenth and the fifteenth centuries as those of the decline of the Liturgy and the sixteenth century onward as those of the reform of the Liturgy.55 It is significant that, in King’s view, the development and enrichment of the Liturgy continues as far as the fourteenth century before experiencing decline. As we shall see, this is the stance taken by the reform following the Council of Trent, but not that of most twentieth-century writers or reformers.

The Liturgical Reform of Cardinal Quignonez

At the beginning of the sixteenth century, the humanist Pope Leo X (1513-1521) engaged Bishop Zacharia Ferreri of Guarda to produce a new breviary, “made much shorter and more convenient, and purged from all errors”.56 Ferreri produced a new edition of the liturgical hymns (“laboured poetry, redolent of classical reminiscences and full of clever tricks of versification”),57 which received the approbation of Pope Clement VII (1523-1534) in 1523. The historian of the breviary, Pierre Batiffol, observes, “What was deplorable in this experiment of Ferreri’s was the whole state of mind which produced it, the ignorance of all liturgical Tradition, and utter aversion to the study of it.”58 Ferreri’s death and the prevailing political and ecclesiastical climate brought an end to his work.

Yet, in 1529, at the request of Pope Clement, the Franciscan Francis Cardinal Quignonez took up anew the task of a reform of the Roman breviary. This reform is noteworthy due to its origin and because of its guiding principles, its reception, and its eventual authoritative reversal.59

Quignonez understood that his task was

so to arrange the canonical hours as to bring them back as far as possible to their ancient form, to remove from the office prolixities and difficult details: it was to be faithful to the institutions of the ancient Fathers, and the clergy were to have no longer any reason for revolting against the duty of reciting the canonical prayers.60

Batiffol explains:

It is no longer a question of praying according to the rules of “true latinity”, but in accordance with “the institutions of the ancient Fathers”—not to flatter the Ciceronianism of the clergy, but to enjoin on them an office against which they should have no ground for objection.61

The operative principles were: antiquarianism—a desire to return to the liturgical practices of antiquity, ignoring subsequent developments—in keeping with Renaissance humanism of the age, and a measure of pastoral expediency, as it would appear that the clergy found the Office as it stood too much of a burden.

Such principles, Batiffol states, were “a dangerous novelty . . . reforms to be carried out by a return to antiquity, while what antiquity is meant is not expressed, nor is the method to be followed in returning to it! Was not this just such a way of speaking as had been employed by the Protestant Reformers?”62 And, Batiffol asks, was not the traditional Office

conceived on a certain plan, a plan harmonious in itself? And had not the details of this ancient edifice their own beauty of form, to which historical associations had added interest? But Quignonez sweeps all away, and proceeds to build up a new edifice on a new plan. . . .

   [Responsories] are suppressed without mercy, and therewith disappears at one stroke all that beautiful literature of the responsorial, the most original portion of the Roman Office! The Roman distribution of the psalms disappears equally; the psalms are rearranged on a new plan, in an order which is no doubt practical, easy, attractive, but unknown to the ancient Church.63

Quignonez’ breviary was published in 1535 under Paul III as a consultation, from which he welcomed critical comments.64 Comments were received, taken into account, and Paul III promulgated a new edition in 1536. This was intended for private recitation, not public celebration. Quignonez intended that the choir Office be left untouched.

His so-called “breviary of busy people” was not well received, except by the Jesuits.65 The judgment of the Sorbonne was that “the author of the new breviary has preferred his private judgement to the decrees of the ancient Fathers, and to the time-honoured customs of the Church.”66 Or, as Dom Baudot reports, the Sorbonne “convicted as audacious an author who had suppressed ancient and universal customs, and broke away altogether from Tradition in order to welcome all sorts of liturgical novelties.”67

In spite of Quignonez’ intentions,68 his breviary did find its way into public use. The people of Saragossa reacted violently to it at Tenebræ one Maundy Thursday. Batiffol reports that, with the people suspecting their canons had become Huguenots, there was “uproar” in the cathedral that “went near to making an auto da fe of the canons and their new breviary”.69 Batiffol concludes, “Thus these good folk defended in their own fashion the just rights of liturgical Tradition.”70

Quignonez’ breviary suffered a severe blow from a Spanish theologian, John of Arze, who in 1551 submitted a memorandum to the Fathers of the Council of Trent in which he

enters his protest on behalf of the rights of the traditional Ordo psallendi of the Roman Church, the traditional distribution of the psalms among the various canonical hours, the traditional allotment of the lessons from different parts of Holy Scripture to different seasons of the Christian year, the traditional number of nocturns—in fact on behalf of the whole of that liturgical order, based on deep mystical reasons (haud obscura vestigia) [sic] of the most venerable antiquity.71

He also warns the Fathers of Trent, in the words of Batiffol, “to be on their guard against that innovating spirit which despises antiquity and takes up with novelties”.72

John of Arze’s criticisms are passionate, yet the principles upon which they stand are clear: Quignonez’ reform did not respect objective liturgical Tradition. It was an innovation, not an organic development, and as such, however well intentioned or authorised, was illegitimate.73

It is significant that Quignonez’ breviary, produced at the request of and duly promulgated by the Apostolic See, was itself nevertheless not regarded as beyond criticism. The repudiation of this breviary by rescript of Paul IV in 1558,74 and its subsequent proscription by Saint Pius V in 1568,75 is the preeminent demonstration in liturgical history of the priority organic development of the Liturgy enjoys over approbation by competent authority. The prudential judgment of Paul III promulgating this reform in 1536 was an error, finally corrected some five popes and thirty-two years later, in the light of the evident dissatisfaction of the faithful and at the prompting of scholars.

Paul IV (1555-1559) did not simply repudiate the breviary of Quignonez. He saw the need for some reform. Yet, according to Batiffol:

Paul IV understood better than Clement VII or Paul III the conditions of a good reformation of the breviary, which he, equally with them, felt to be needed: viz. that such a reform ought be a return, not to an ideal antiquity such as Quignonez dreamt of, but to the ancient Tradition represented by the existing Liturgy; that there was no need of change in the traditional arrangement of the Divine Office as it stood in the old breviary of the Roman Curia: all that was necessary was to purge the breviary from errors of history, from literary defects, and from the wearisome prolixities which discouraged the clergy from using it with devotion.76

His efforts were consummated in the breviary reform of the Council of Trent, considered below. Paul IV’s stance, one of healthy respect for received, developed liturgical Tradition, and one that demonstrates a salutary desire to purify it from errors, is an example of becoming behaviour by a pope in the supervision and respectful reform of objective liturgical Tradition.

In the nineteenth century, Dom Prosper Guéranger’s examination of Quignonez’ reform articulated the following principles that he regarded as essential to all liturgical reform. Although a posteriori,77 they are pertinent:

1.    A liturgical form drawn up to satisfy the requirements of literary pretensions can never last.

2.    The reform of the Liturgy, if it is to last, must be brought about, not by the learned, but must be done with due reverence and by those invested by competent authority.

3.    In the reform of the Liturgy one needs to guard against the spirit of novelty, restoring ancient forms that have become defective to their original purity, and not abolishing them.

4.    Abbreviation is not liturgical reform: the length of the Liturgy is not a defect in the eyes of those who should devote their lives to prayer.

5.    To read large quantities of Sacred Scripture in the Office does not satisfy the whole obligation of priestly prayer, because to read is not to pray.

6.    There is no foundation to the distinction between public Office and private Office because there are not two official Prayers of the Church. . . .

7.    It is not an evil that the rules of divine worship are numerous and complicated because the cleric needs to learn with what diligence he should accomplish the opus Dei.78

The Council of Trent

Protestant reformers not only rejected what they perceived to be abuses in the Church, they rejected the medieval Liturgy. The Protestant Reformation has been described as “essentially an anti-liturgical revolution”.79 Its typical desire was for a “service” newly “made out of the scriptures and other authentic doctors”.80 Protestant rites thus “broke away utterly from all historic liturgical evolution”.81 The legitimacy of the organic development of the Liturgy throughout history was rejected, freeing the reformers to construct liturgies according to their heterodox ideologies.

The decree of the twenty-second session of the Council of Trent on the Sacrifice of the Mass (17 September 1562) rejects this stance. Its supplementary Decree concerning the Things to Be Observed, and to Be Avoided, in the Celebration of the Mass reasserts the legitimacy of rites, ceremonies, and prayers “which have been approved of by the Church and have been received by a frequent and praiseworthy usage”.82

Trent did not stop at condemning such departures from the living Tradition of the Church. It called for new editions of the missal and breviary, the completion of which the twenty-fifth session entrusted to the pope in 1563. Pius IV appointed a commission to carry out this work, which was augmented by his successor, Saint Pius V. The commission yielded the 1568 Breviarium Romanum and the 1570 Missale Romanum.

The reform effected by the Tridentine commission is of singular importance. What principles did these individuals, working at the behest of papal authority, employ to meet the request of an ecumenical council of the Church?

The proceedings of the commission on the new edition of the missal are practically unknown,83 though we do have the result of their work.84 It is clear that their task “was not to make a new missal, but to restore the existing one ‘according to the custom and rite of the holy fathers’, using for that purpose the best manuscripts and other documents”.85

By twentieth-century standards the quantity of research into the origins and history of liturgical development available to this commission was minuscule. We know, however, that the commission had access to ancient manuscripts from which they could, arguably, have distilled a purer, more ancient rite or from which they could have drawn ancient forms to replace ones of later origin.

We have seen, though, that the same popes responsible for the liturgical reform of Trent rejected the liturgical antiquarianism of Cardinal Quignonez. The Tridentine reformers did not feel free to go down this path.86 Rather, organically developed liturgical forms of later origin were respected as legitimate.

The fundamental principle of this reform was indeed one of restoration. But it was not a restoration based on Protestant, iconoclast, or antiquarian principles, nor was it a reform that sought to innovate. It was a restoration that sought to recover the beauty of the Roman Liturgy. The organism was pruned that it might flower again. Certainly, “the standard of the commission was antiquity”,87 but by antiquity the commission understood the developed Roman Liturgy of the eleventh century: the missal of the Roman Curia spread by the mendicants.88

Thus, the phrase used by Saint Pius V’s bull Quo primum to describe the fundamental principle of the reform of Trent, “ad pristinam Missale ipsum sanctorum Patrum normam ac ritum restituerunt” (restored the missal itself to the pristine norm and the rite of the holy Fathers),89 does not, when read in its context, mean a return to some supposedly “pure” form of the Liturgy found in antiquity, such as the early liturgical forms, say of the first four or six centuries, as is assumed today.90 Rather, they referred to developed liturgical forms with a living Tradition of over two hundred years. Saint Pius V’s provision in Quo primum for the continuance of local rites that have a custom of this length illustrates precisely where the bounds of antiquity lay in his mind. He forbids

henceforth and forever throughout the Christian world to sing or to read Masses according to any formula other than that of this missal . . . saving only those [churches] in which the practice of saying Mass differently was granted over 200 years ago . . . and those in which there has prevailed a similar custom followed continuously for a period of not less than 200 years: in which cases We in no wise rescind their prerogatives or customs aforesaid.91

Antiquity, then, as recognised and respected by the liturgical reform of Saint Pius V, included what twentieth-century liturgists deprecate as relatively late, and therefore corrupt, liturgical forms. Thus Trent

abolished later ornate features92 and made for simplicity, yet without destroying all those picturesque elements that add poetic beauty to the severe Roman Mass. They expelled the host of long sequences that crowded Mass continually. . . . They reduced processions and elaborate ceremonial, yet kept the really pregnant ceremonies, candles, ashes, palms and the beautiful Holy Week rites.93

The commission made prudential decisions about which one can argue. Their failure to incorporate an offertory procession, a possibility, since it featured in Burchard’s 1498 Ordo Missæ, which was one of the commission’s sources;94 their elevation of the importance of the prayers at the foot of the altar by insisting that they be said at the altar rather than on the way to it, and so on. Yet, taken as a whole, their work restored the Roman Mass of antiquity, where by antiquity we understand developed liturgical forms from early in the second millennium.

The same principle was operative in the reform of the breviary. Dom Baudot says of the commission charged with this work: “Their object was not to create a new breviary, but to restore that already in existence to its primitive condition, having regard at the same time to altered circumstances.”95 Of this principle he observes, “Thus alone can the continuity of the liturgical Tradition of Christianity be preserved free from essential alteration, while allowing for the development and progress necessary in every living body.”96 Batiffol asserts that in the reform of the breviary promulgated by Saint Pius V, “liturgical Tradition (pristinus mos) found the highest authority of all able to comprehend and willing to protect it.”97

Anthony Chadwick argues that the principles guiding the work of the same commission on the breviary (published in 1568) apply to their work on the missal.98 In the case of the breviary, the working documentation survives. He points out that the president of the commission protested that their work was not a compilation (it is described as “compilatum” in the bull promulgating it), but a correction and a restoration.99 That similar principles should have guided their work on the missal appears reasonable.

The result of the Tridentine reform was a thoroughly traditional missal: its structure and content were not radically rearranged or abridged, nor were they disproportionately supplanted by innovations. Early in the twentieth century Fortescue poetically expressed his appreciation of the centuries of development evidenced in it:

Our missal is still that of Pius V. We may be very thankful that his Commission was so scrupulous to keep or restore the old Roman tradition. Essentially the missal of Pius V is the Gregorian Sacramentary; that again is formed from the Gelasian book, which depends upon the Leonine collection. We find the prayers of our Canon in the treatise de Sacramentis and allusions to it in the IVth century. So our Mass goes back, without essential change, to the age when it first developed out of the oldest Liturgy of all. It is still redolent of that Liturgy, of the days when Caesar ruled the world and thought he could stamp out the faith of Christ, when our Fathers met together before dawn and sang a hymn to Christ as to a God. . . . There is not in Christendom another rite so venerable as ours.100

Dom David Knowles expressed a similar opinion in 1971:

The missal of 1570 was indeed the result of instructions given at Trent, but it was, in fact, as regards the Ordinary, Canon, Proper of the time and much else a replica of the Roman missal of 1474, which in its turn repeated in all essentials the practice of the Roman Church of the epoch of Innocent III, which itself derived from the usage of Gregory the Great and his successors in the seventh century. In short the missal of 1570 was in essentials the usage of the mainstream of medieval European Liturgy which included England and its rites. . . . The missal of 1570 was essentially traditional.101

I. H. Dalmais, O.P., stated:

The reformers’ first concern was to return to the true Roman Tradition, in so far as it could then be known and as the legitimate development of the devotion of the Church allowed. For with every true liturgical reform it has always been the rule that it should avoid both archaeologism and untimely novelty. Changes were reduced to a minimum and great care was taken to preserve the old prayer forms even when their latinity was not that of the humanists.102

The Tridentine liturgical reform, initiated in order to correct abuse and ensure doctrinal orthodoxy, was thoroughly traditional. It produced nothing radically new. It promulgated and—facilitated by the development of the printing press—published a missal that could be used uniformly throughout the Roman rite, without prejudice to venerable local uses, which it respected.103 Neither clergy nor laymen were astounded by this reform, and there is no evidence of disparity between the mandate of the Council and the work of its liturgical commission. It was another growth of the living organism that is the Roman rite, involving little substantial change.104

The Legacy of the Council of Trent

The period following Trent has been described as one of “rigid unification in the Liturgy and of rubricism”.105 Historians concur that centralism, rigidity, and legalism were the overriding hallmarks of the Roman rite,106 and to some extent of Catholic theology,107 following the Council of Trent. Jungmann called it “the Age of Rubricism”.108

Edmund Bishop declared that “with the missal and breviary of Saint Pius V, the pontifical of Gregory XIII, the ritual of Paul V, and, finally, the Cæremoniale Episcoporum of Urban VIII, the history of the Roman Liturgy may be said to be closed.”109 These liturgical books were guarded by the Sacred Congregation of Rites, established by Sixtus V in 1588 with the explicit purpose of overseeing their exact implementation and of providing official interpretations and new texts as the need arose.110 The supervision of this Congregation gave rise to a strong emphasis on liturgical law. Bishop explains:

By the action of St. Pius V and his successors in stamping the Roman books put forth by them with a definitive character, and by the institution of a Congregation of Rites designed to keep observances on the lines laid down in those books, such manipulation [sic]111 of the public service books of the Church as was common in the middle ages in every country in Europe was destined to be finally put an end to. But the spirit then active has never ceased to be active still, and it still finds a field for its operations. Unable to act inside and on the Liturgy itself, it acts with yet greater freedom without. One path shut up, it seeks its ends by another. And this is the explanation of the rapid growth, the wonderful variety, and great development in the last two or three centuries of what we call, to distinguish them from the fixed official services, “devotions”.112

Pommarès regards Rome’s arrogation of authority with regard to the publication of missals following Trent as a “revolution”, brought to completion by the establishment of the Congregation of Rites.113 Thus, papal authority, exercised by the Curia, was paramount. It is by no means clear that the Fathers of Trent envisaged such liturgical centralism.

Klauser states that part of the legacy of the Council of Trent was to eclipse “episcopal independence in liturgical matters” that stretched “right back to the early Church”.114 Earlier episcopal independence was not, however, autonomy. Bishops had recognised organic developments, but they had not initiated or carried out root and branch reforms on their own authority. They acted as the proper custodians of Tradition, as did the popes of Trent, save some in the Quignonez debacle.

Further reforms followed Trent. The principles from which they operated are significant.

The Breviary Reform of Pope Clement VIII

Clement VIII’s (1592-1605) 1602 edition of the breviary, while simply correcting some of the manifest errors found in that of the 1568 edition,115 according to Batiffol,

established a point of great importance (implicitly recognised by Clement VIII by his not reproducing, in his bull prefixed to the new edition of the breviary, the strictly prohibitive terms of the bull Quod a nobis of Pius V), that is to say, that the text of the Roman breviary is something susceptible of amendment.116

Here the nature of the Liturgy as a living organism is underlined, giving the lie to those who would close liturgical history or development with the Council of Trent.

The Breviary Reform of Pope Urban VIII

The breviary reform of Urban VIII (1623-1644) can be described as mainly a “typographical revision”,117 and it could be described as a minor development in the liturgical organism but for the personal interest (interference?) of the pope, with the help of a commission of four Jesuits, in reforming the text of the hymns of the breviary “to give satisfaction to the taste of his time”.118

The judgment of liturgical historians is clear. Batiffol: “That these Jesuits outran their commission, and, under pretext of restoring the language of the hymns in accordance with the rules of metre and good grammar, deformed the works of Christian antiquity, is a thing now universally acknowledged.”119 Ulysse Chevalier: “The Jesuits have spoiled the work of Christian antiquity, under pretext of restoring the hymns in accordance with the laws of metre and elegant language.”120 Pimont: “Christian sentiment and true piety have lost by the change, without any advantage to poetry.”121 Clemens Blume, S.J.: “Hymnody . . . received its death blow as . . . the medieval rhythmical hymns were forced into more classical forms by means of so-called corrections.”122 And Fortescue: “No one who knows anything about the subject now doubts that the revision of Urban VIII was a ghastly mistake, for which there is not one single word of any kind to be said.”123

So too is the judgment of history itself. This error in the pope’s judgment was partially redressed following Saint Pius X’s reform of the breviary in 1911 and eventually reversed in the breviary produced following the Second Vatican Council.124

Significantly, Dom Baudot observed that “it is well to state that it [Urban’s reform] has always been looked upon as a disciplinary act.”125 Dom Matthew Britt agrees: “The act of Urban VIII was a purely disciplinary act, one which the Church may recall at any time.”126 In other words, Urban VIII’s reform of the hymns of the Roman breviary was an exercise of his prudential judgment (and not of his teaching authority). Thus they were seen by scholars as authoritatively mandated for liturgical use while being at the same time quite repugnant to liturgical Tradition.

This instance serves to warn against accepting the personal enthusiasms, tastes, or even the judgments of popes as all-sufficient justification for liturgical reforms. While Urban VIII was right to correct the breviary, fulfilling his responsibility toward its organic development as had his predecessors (and, indeed, as should his successors), his presumption to undertake a root and branch reform of the hymns of the Roman Liturgy based on the tastes of his age can be seen as a radical and unjustified departure from what is seen as the “authentic”127 Tradition.

The Proposed Breviary Reform of Cardinal Tommasi

Saint Giuseppe Tommasi (1649-1713) submitted a personal proposal for a reformed breviary to the Sacred Congregation of Rites in 1706. He suggested a breviary for private recitation and for limited public use. Unlike Quignonez, Cardinal Tommasi largely respected the traditional distribution of the psalms. However, in many other respects his proposal was an even more radical departure from liturgical Tradition than Quignonez’ breviary.

His overriding principle was that the breviary should be purged of everything not from Sacred Scripture. Thus antiphons, responsories, hymns, and collects were removed in an attempt to produce a “new, or rather. . . [a] restored ancient breviary”, “brought back to its original form”,128 in order to promote “greater knowledge of the holy scriptures” among “indolent priests and clerks”, and to provide for “the oratories of lay brotherhoods and for country churches, so that these, though poor and lacking in clerks able to sing the anthems and responds, might yet by this means still have the divine service at least on festivals”.129

Tommasi was motivated by pastoral concerns. But he shows scant regard for developments in the Liturgy beyond a particular point, which he fixes around the beginning of the fourth century, after which all developments are regarded as accretions. This is antiquarianism: denying the legitimacy of the organic development of the Liturgy, regarding only the form of Liturgy in antiquity as venerable. It is the same principle as that of the Protestant reformers, which may account for the enthusiastic introduction given the 1904 edition of Tommasi’s breviary by its Anglican editor, J. Wickham Legg.130

Tommasi’s proposal was never promulgated. There appears to be little research into the reasons behind this.131 In the light of the earlier proscription of Quignonez’ breviary by Saint Pius V and of his deliberate restoration of the traditional breviary, however, we may suggest that the failure of Tommasi’s proposal was another instance of the rejection of antiquarianism as a valid principle of liturgical reform. In this instance even the “prince of liturgists”,132 and a saint, was in error.

Enlightenment and Gallican Liturgical Reforms

We have noted that, following Trent, the right of local Churches to retain their venerable liturgies having a tradition of at least two hundred years was respected and that twentieth-century writers emphasise the liturgical uniformity consequent upon the publication of Saint Pius V’s reformed missal and breviary. The latter was certainly not the case in France. The French recoiled from the prospect of Roman liturgical uniformity in varying degrees for a further three centuries. The arguments advanced and the reforms carried out throughout this period are of significance.

In 1583 the Sorbonne reacted to the prospect of adopting the Tridentine reform:

The adoption of the Roman breviary would diminish the authority of bishops and of dioceses. . . . The bishops have regulatory and police powers in their dioceses, just as the Bishop of Rome in his; this great good would be lost by the change in question. This enterprise would be against the liberty of the Gallican church, which, if she submitted on so capital a point, would remain subject to her in all the rest.133

Two principles are articulated here. The first, that ordinary episcopal jurisdiction includes authority over liturgical reform, is itself not remarkable. This had been the case more or less from antiquity. In France some bishops exercised that very authority by freely adopting the Tridentine liturgical books; others chose to reform their own liturgical books in the light of Trent.134

The second principle, that the Church of France must (at all costs) retain her liberty, is fundamental to what is termed Gallicanism, something that was to plague the popes of the following centuries. Gallicanism’s liturgical progeny are of particular interest.

Jansenism is also a factor at this time. It

started with the desire to restore the purity of primitive Christian doctrine and practice; almost immediately it became involved in the argument over grace and human freedom; then it manifested itself as a self-conscious asceticism that became increasingly puritanical; and finally it enclosed itself in total separation from the world and from the rest of Christianity by a futile attempt to restore the eremitical life, as if to set up a little church within the Church.135

Thus placing Scripture and the Fathers, particularly Saint Augustine, above and against living Tradition, Jansenism produced a type of severe antiquarianism, which infected the French Church and beyond from the seventeenth century.

Dom Cuthbert Johnson explains the connection between Jansenism and Gallicanism: “Whereas Gallicanism represented a form of anti-Roman spirit on the institutional plane, Jansenism was a form of anti-Romanism on the spiritual level. The Jansenists were able to use the Gallican movement of independence to promulgate their teaching.”136

This ideological alliance motivated a series of liturgical reforms by people often called “the Enlightenment liturgists”. Theirs was “an anthropocentric concept of the Liturgy” wherein “the purpose of the Liturgy . . . was to make people better.”137 The two salient examples from the eighteenth century are the French Abbé Jacques Jubé d’Asnières and the reforms of the Jansenist Synod of Pistoia, called by the Italian bishop Scipio Ricci in 1786.

Jubé, who resigned his parish in 1717 to go to Russia on an ecumenical mission and who died in exile in Holland in 1720,

wanted no more than one altar in his church. “The words Sunday Altar were inscribed upon it for no one was to celebrate Mass there except on Sundays and feast days. Once Mass was over this altar was promptly and completely stripped, just like all the altars in the Latin Church on Holy Thursday after the morning office. At the actual time of celebration the altar was covered with a cloth, but even then there were neither candles nor a cross. It was only in going to the altar that the priest was preceded by a large cross, the same which was carried in processions and the only one in the church. Arriving at the foot of the altar he said the opening prayers, and the people answered in a loud voice. He next went to a chair at the epistle side of the sanctuary. Here he intoned the Gloria and the Credo, without, however, reciting either of them through; nor did he say the Epistle or Gospel. He only said the collect. He did not usually recite anything that the choir chanted. The bread, the wine and water, were offered to the celebrant in a ceremonious way, in which there was nothing blameworthy; for this was a long-standing custom in many of the churches of France. But to these offerings of the sacrificial elements was joined that of the season’s fruits. In spite of inconveniences these fruits were placed upon the altar. After they had been offered, the chalice, without veil, was brought from the sacristy. Both deacon and priest held it aloft, reciting the Offertory prayer together, according to the custom of both Rome and France; but they recited the formula aloud to show that their offering was being made in the name of the people. The entire Canon, as might be expected, was likewise recited aloud. The celebrant let the choir say the Sanctus and Agnus Dei. The blessings which accompanied the words: Per quem hœc omnia. . . were made over the fruits and vegetables on the altar, and not over the bread and wine.”138

Ricci, Florentine bishop of Pistoia and Prato, decreed similarly that there should be no more than one altar in a church; and as well as forbidding numerous devotional and pious practices, including the rosary, he ordered a simplification of the Liturgy and its translation into the vernacular. The people rose up and rejected the imposed reforms.139

These reforms, the significance of which is debated,140 were enshrined in the decrees of the Synod of Pistoia.141 The 1794 bull of Pius VI, Auctorem fidei, condemned eighty-five of its propositions.142

The reasons given for their condemnation are illustrative. Restoring the custom of only one altar was decreed to be “rash, injurious to the very ancient pious custom flourishing and approved for these many centuries in the Church, especially in the Latin Church”.143 Forbidding relics and flowers on the altar was condemned as “rash, injurious to the pious and approved custom of the Church”.144 Simplifying rites, reciting all prayers aloud, and using the vernacular were decreed to be “rash, offensive to pious ears, insulting to the Church, favourable to the charges of heretics against her”.145

Ricci certainly exercised episcopal independence over the Liturgy, but this was a radical autonomy that had never been enjoyed by bishops, not even bishops of Rome. As the condemnations in Auctorem fidei illustrate, his reforms failed to respect the principle of organic development, a constituent element of which is continuity with Tradition: his reforms were “injurious to the very ancient pious custom flourishing and approved for these many centuries in the Church”.

In Ricci’s condemnation for being “rash”, we see another facet of the principle of organic development: its respect for continuity with Tradition, which guards against sudden or spectacular changes that cause scandal. Authentic liturgical reform, we may say, involves the pastoral prudence that is inherent in gradual, organic development.

Similarly, we may see as excluded here liturgical reform based upon ideological convictions, in this case those of Jansenism, Gallicanism, and of the so-called Enlightenment. The ideologues required that the traditional Liturgy be expunged of anything that was foreign to their convictions and reconstructed it accordingly: nothing short of renovation was acceptable. There was no question of an organic development of the objective liturgical Tradition.

The exclusion of these reforms is not based on their lack of due authorisation: had they been imposed by the Supreme Authority they would have been equally defective. Rather, the ground for their exclusion is that the reforms themselves are repugnant to living liturgical Tradition, either because of their ideological origin or content or because of the radical discontinuity with Tradition their introduction would involve. In this instance, the bishop of Rome exercised his juridical authority in a salutary manner to protect liturgical Tradition.

Ricci and Jubé were by no means alone. Many French bishops reformed their liturgical books along similar lines or adopted books thus reformed. Jubé’s reforms influenced the Gallican missal of the diocese of Troyes published in 1736.146 The archbishops of Paris led the way, publishing their own editions of the breviary and missal beginning in the second half of the seventeenth century. As Johnson points out:

There is no doubt that the Archbishop of Paris had within the terms of the Bulls of Pius V, the right to revise his diocesan liturgical books. Rome had given an example in amending the Pian liturgical books. The problem does not centre upon the right of a diocesan bishop to revise his liturgical books but in the present instance, to determine whether after 1670 the works produced were revisions or new compositions.147

The principles of reform behind Gallican books were:

   i.   To remove as far as possible all non-scriptural texts, especially antiphons and responses, and to replace them with scriptural texts.

   ii.  The diminution of the rank and number of celebrations in honour of the Saints; this included a reduction of Marian Feasts.

   iii. A revision of the lectionary and the hymns and a redistribution of the Psalter.148

These principles were later expanded to include: giving Sunday primacy over all feasts except those of our Lord; suppressing all feasts during Lent to give it primacy; shortening the length of the ferial Office to lighten the burden on priests; simplifying the gradation of feasts to five; and using only verifiable historical texts in the readings of the Office for feasts.149 Even Lyons, with its own ancient Liturgy, succumbed, in 1771, adopting a missal that “servilely followed the text of the neo-Gallican missal of Paris, with a calendar of the saints proper to the Church of Lyons”.150

Dom Baudot provides an apposite evaluation of the Jansenist and Gallican reformers. Their attempt, he asserts, “was to lower the Liturgy, hitherto regarded as a monument of Tradition, to the level of a merely human document which everyone was free to criticise and alter according to his taste.”151

Dom Guéranger’s Response to Gallicanism

It was only in the nineteenth century that the Gallican reforms were successfully displaced, largely due to the energetic work of Prosper Guéranger, a secular priest who refounded the Benedictine Order in France in 1833 at Solesmes.152 Guéranger’s principal theoretical work, the Institutions liturgiques, is sometimes derided,153 but in spite of its defects it did draw attention to and prompt debate on his two principal themes: the centrality of liturgical piety (or spirituality) in the Christian life and the importance of liturgical unity (if not uniformity) with Rome.

Guéranger objected strongly to the fact that the local French liturgies were produced without appropriate papal authorisation.154 An overriding feature of his liturgical theology is his ultramontanism, a clear and understandable reaction to the Gallicanism he so detested. Johnson cites the example of his dealings with one bishop:

In the course of his discussion with the Bishop of Orleans, Guéranger suggested . . . that he should send his liturgical books to Rome for approval. If the Holy See approved the Liturgy of Orleans then it would be able to take its place as an authoritative witness to Tradition alongside all the other approved liturgies. The fact that the Liturgy of Orleans was of recent composition was of little importance since Guéranger declared that it was the authority that approved a Liturgy that gave it a value (“la valeur d’une Liturgie procède de l’autorité qui la confirme”).155

And in his account of the reform of Quignonez, rather than admit that it was possible for a pope to err in his prudential judgment in matters of liturgical reform, Guéranger obfuscates, saying that the prevailing circumstances were exceptional and that, in any case, the Holy See only gave Quignonez’ breviary a “domestic approbation”.156 Guéranger does, however, admit the possibility of papal error in matters of (liturgical) governance.157

As a principle of liturgical reform, ultramontanism is foreign to liturgical Tradition. While the bishop of Rome certainly has authority to authorise and confirm liturgical reform, we must ask: Is his rôle to confirm authentic liturgical Tradition, and developments in conformity with it, or does confirmation by the bishop of Rome of itself grant authenticity, without regard to liturgical Tradition? Guéranger appears to tend toward the latter.

Given the possibility of a pope approving a liturgical reform that was repugnant to liturgical Tradition, and given the primacy in history of organic development, we need look no farther than the errors of popes made in this regard in the sixteenth-century reform of Cardinal Quignonez or the errors of Urban VIII in the seventeenth century for pertinent examples that necessitate rejecting approbation by authority as a principle of liturgical reform that can stand alone, without regard for, and indeed being subject to, objective liturgical Tradition. The latter, we submit, even popes must respect.

Paradoxically, Guéranger also objected that the local French liturgies were unfaithful to Tradition.158 He was acutely aware of the fundamental dogmatic rôle of the Liturgy in the living Tradition of the Church so often recalled in the theological principle lex orandi, lex credendi. This, combined with his conviction that many of the Gallican liturgies were inspired by Jansenism, led him to formulate a condemnation of what he called “the antiliturgical heresy”.

Guéranger traces the origins of this heresy from the controversy between Vigilatius and Jerome over the use of candles at the close of the fourth century, through the iconoclast heresy of the eighth century and the eleventh-century eucharistic theology of Berengar of Tours, to the doctrines of Wycliffe, Calvin, Luther, and Zwingli. He finds in it echoes of the Gnostic and Manichean heresies and regards it as the logical outcome of quietism. Upon these foundations, the Gallican spirit imbued with Enlightenment rationalism, in Guéranger’s view, rejects Catholic Liturgy as foreign to true religion.159

Guéranger delineates twelve characteristics of the antiliturgical heresy. The first is the hatred of Tradition in the formulas of divine worship.160 The second is the substitution of writings from Sacred Scripture for formulas composed by the Church.161 The fabrication and introduction of new liturgical formulas is the third.162 Fourth is the contradictory principle that operates from an affectation for antiquity that seeks to “reproduce divine worship in its original purity” while spurning development later in liturgical Tradition and yet introducing new elements of “incontestably human” origin.163 Fifthly, noting that similar attitudes are to be seen in Protestant liturgical reform, Guéranger proscribes the rationalistic removal of ceremonies and formulas that leads to a loss of the supernatural or mystical element of the Liturgy without regard for its tangible and poetic nature.164 The sixth characteristic is the total extinction of the spirit of prayer or unction from the Liturgy. Guéranger speaks here of pharisaical coldness and cites the Protestant insistence on the vernacular by way of example.165 The Protestant exclusion of the cult of the Blessed Virgin Mary and of the saints, on the grounds that one should ask for one’s needs from God alone, is the seventh characteristic.166 The use of the vernacular itself is the eighth. Here Guéranger warns of the transience of the vernacular and of the dangers of using mundane language in worship.167 An overriding desire to lessen the burden of the Liturgy (by shortening it) is the ninth characteristic.168 Rejection of all things papal or Roman is the tenth.169 A consequent presbyterianism that downplays the ministerial priesthood forms the eleventh characteristic.170 Finally, Guéranger deprecates secular or lay persons assuming authority in liturgical reform lest the Liturgy, and consequently dogma, become an entity limited by the boundaries of a nation or region.171

We have seen that Guéranger’s critical efforts are not beyond reproach, and it may be observed that his foundations for the antiliturgical heresy are very broad indeed. Nevertheless, they are grounded to some extent in both the historical antecedents upon which he draws and in the liturgical activity of the Gallicans against whom he is reacting.

We may deduce positive principles of liturgical reform from Guéranger’s outline, principles as applicable today as at the time of the Gallican liturgical controversy,172 namely, to: protect the place of non-scriptural texts in the organic whole of the Liturgy; innovate rarely and only where necessary; reject antiquarianism out of respect for the living, developed Liturgy; protect all that speaks of the supernatural and of mystery in the Liturgy; similarly, protect the nature of Liturgy as prayer and worship lest it be reduced to a didactic exercise; treasure the role of the Blessed Virgin and of the saints in the Liturgy; reject vernacularism; resist the temptation to sacrifice the Liturgy for the sake of speed; rejoice in liturgical unity with the Church of Rome; and, to respect the particular liturgical roles and authority of the ordained.

In other words, Guéranger would urge respect for the organic nature of the Liturgy. His adherence to this principle is evident when he writes: “Progress in Liturgy must be an enrichment by the acquisition of new forms rather than by the violent loss of the ancient ones.”173

The plethora of persons and projects that comprise the Gallican liturgical reforms provide much by way of negative example from which we can learn. We cannot but agree with Batiffol that

we must reject the French liturgical Utopia of the eighteenth century even as we rejected the Roman Utopia of the sixteenth. The Liturgy of De Vintimille and that of Quignonez, of Coffin or of Ferreri, have . . . no claim to take the place of the existing traditional Liturgy.174

The Proposals for Reform of Pope Benedict XIV

Pope Benedict XIV (1740-1758) was a prolific writer on liturgical matters. The edition of papal teachings on the Liturgy compiled by Solesmes cites no fewer than sixteen documents,175 concerned with the reform of sacred music, the reception of Holy Communion from Hosts consecrated at the same Mass,176 and the general “decency and cleanliness” of churches and of everything associated with worship.177 Yet he rejected the possibility of inculturating the Roman Liturgy to incorporate Chinese traditions, an action seen by some as “curiously untypical”178 for an otherwise forward-thinking pope. His projected reform of the breviary is of interest.

Prompted to some extent by the Gallican reforms, he appointed a commission in 1741, which, at its outset, considered two requests made to him. One was to give the breviary a new form; the other was to purge the existing breviary of errors, particularly historical ones, and otherwise to reform it. The latter emphasised that the “existing breviary comprised certain essential elements, which could not be modified without destroying the Roman rite itself”.179 The commission accepted this. Their first task was reform of the calendar, once again overgrown to the detriment of the seasons.

Benedict XIV’s personal wish was, however, not for a reform of the existing breviary, but for a newly constructed breviary. In a private letter written in 1743, he looks forward to a breviary “in which everything should be drawn from Holy Scripture” and “the most universally accepted writings of the most ancient Fathers”. Saints other than those in these categories would merely be commemorated.180 In effect, the pope expressed a desire for a radical departure from Roman liturgical tradition that would canonise the principles behind the Gallican reforms.

By September 1744 the pope had changed his mind and publicly accepted the commission’s principle to work on “the reform and not the recasting of the breviary”.181 Two months later he and the commission’s secretary, Valenti, are on record as expressing the same view.182

One proposal made to the commission in 1745, equitable in Batiffol’s opinion, was rejected on the grounds of the operative principle of reform. Valenti articulated the principle, “That which is from antiquity is retained, and that which is new is reprobated, that is, it is best to change nothing.”183 This principle was not, however, seen as preventing the commission from expunging historically false documents in the lessons of Matins184 or as preventing a new reform of the calendar, as had been done by Saint Pius V.

By Eastertide of 1747, Benedict XIV had the finished project on his desk: clearly the traditional Roman breviary, with a radically reformed calendar. Yet he died eleven years later without promulgating any reform: he judged the finished work of the commission inopportune. Batiffol suggests that the radically reformed calendar was itself not beyond question185 and that the attendant difficulties of such a reform caused Benedict XIV to hold back. The quasi-Gallican views expressed by the pope in 1743 may also have been a factor. In the last eleven years of his life, Benedict XIV expressed the hope to conclude the revision of the breviary personally.186 This hope was never realised, and the projected reform was not revived by his successors.

Liturgical Piety

From the seventeenth to the nineteenth centuries several individuals promoted liturgical piety: drawing one’s spiritual nourishment from active and conscious contemplation of the faith of the Church as it is celebrated and expressed in the liturgical rites and prayers throughout the annual round of seasons and feasts of the liturgical year, as distinct from the practice of an unrelated, however worthy, devotional exercise.

J. D. Crichton lists Saint Giuseppe Tommasi (1649-1713) first among such proponents. At Tommasi’s 1986 canonisation, Pope John Paul II extolled his “promotion of the liturgical life. . . [which] ranged from the publication of research and scholarship to the work which he performed for the liturgical education of the people and of the simple faithful”.187 Others include the French Nicholas Le Tourneaux (1640-1686), whose writings reflected his abiding concern “that the celebration of the Liturgy should be an exercise of the mind and heart”;188 the Italian Ludovico Antonio Muratori (1672-1750),189 who also combined liturgical scholarship with promotion of liturgical piety; and his later compatriot Antonio Rosmini (1797-1855), who promoted active and conscious participation in the Liturgy while rejecting the use of the vernacular.190

In the same period a significant range of books was published for the laity, encouraging them to follow the rites and prayers of the Mass191 rather than other devotional manuals, fostering liturgical piety. They were well established by 1815.192 Throughout the nineteenth century publishing houses continued to produce editions of the missal,193 the breviary,194 and even the pontifical195 for the use of the laity. The very availability of these volumes, and in some cases their prefaces, invited people to that “actual participation”196 in the Liturgy about which the Liturgical Movement would say a great deal. Traces of this can be found as early as the seventeenth century.197

In England Nicholas Cardinal Wiseman worked to promote liturgical piety as a seminary rector198 and as a bishop from 1840 onward. Of the missal he went so far as to say:

Catholics, in general, learn far too little of it; and we do not hesitate to say, that he who knows it not, cannot have any idea of half the grandeur of his religion. Why there is not a place, or a thing, used in the worship which he attends upon which there has not been lavished, so to speak, more rich poetry and more solemn prayers, than all our modern books put together can furnish.199

And of the use of parts of the breviary by the laity he believed: “Such are the. . . prayers which the Church has drawn up for her children; and, for our part, we can wish for nothing better. We know not where an improvement could be suggested; and, therefore, we see not why anything should have been substituted for them.”200 Wiseman uses the language of a campaigner when he says that

the family united in prayer should speak the very language of the Church; should observe the forms of devotion which she has herself drawn up and approved; and, as in good discipline, in spiritual affection, in communion of good works, in mutual encouragement to virtue, so likewise in the regularity and in the order of prayer, assimilate itself to those religious communities which, in every part of the Christian world, praise God in her name, and under her especial sanction. We strongly suspect, that many who will join the Church, will hail with joy every such return, however imperfect, to the discipline and practice of the ancient Church; they will warm to us the more in proportion to our zeal for the restoration of its discipline.201

We have noted the centrality of liturgical piety to Guéranger. The general preface to L’Année liturgique is a treatise of abiding value:

The Prayer of the Church is. . . the most pleasing to the ear and heart of God, and therefore the most efficacious of all prayers. Happy, then, is he who prays with the Church, and unites his own petitions with those of this Bride. . . .

   Prayer said in union with the Church is the light of the understanding, it is the fire of the divine love for the heart. The Christian soul neither needs nor wishes to avoid the company of the Church when she would converse with God. . . .

   Liturgical prayer would soon become powerless were the faithful not to take a real share in it, or, at least not to associate themselves to it in heart. It can heal and save the world, but only on the condition that it be understood.202

He continues with words that Johnson enthusiastically regards as “the signal which marks the beginning of the modern Liturgical Movement”: “Open your hearts, children of the Catholic Church, and come and pray the prayer of your Mother.”203

This sentiment was the kernel not only of the life of Solesmes, but of the activity of the twentieth-century Liturgical Movement, many of the leaders of which imbibed liturgical piety either personally at Solesmes or in monasteries whose founders had. These included the Benedictine monastery of Beuron, Germany, founded in 1863 by the two brothers Maurus and Placidus Wolter;204 Beuron’s German daughter house Maria Laach,205 refounded in 1893 and which, under Abbot Idelfons Herwegen, would make a significant contribution to the Liturgical Movement in Germany and beyond;206 Beuron’s Belgian daughter, the abbey of Maredsous, founded in 1872; Farnborough, established by Solesmes monks in 1895, and Maredsous’ daughter house Mont-César in 1899.207

Among the contributions of these abbeys, the publication in 1882 by Dom Gérard van Caloen of Maredsous of the Missel des fidèles, a Latin-French people’s missal, was significant. An attempt to facilitate liturgical piety by making the Mass intelligible to the laity, its introductions and explanations rendered it more than simply a missal. Haquin points out that, while “L’Année liturgique of Dom Guéranger was a small liturgical encyclopaedia, the Missel des fidèles is a book on the Mass.”208 Its popularity209 assisted the widespread promotion of liturgical piety.

In the 1860s an Italian curate in Tombolo (Trentino) began to teach his choir Gregorian chant and to encourage the congregation to sing.210 In his first parish, Salzano, he started a school for Latin and ecclesiastical music.211 From 1875 as a cathedral canon and seminary professor, eventually as rector, teaching Liturgy was one of his many duties.212 As bishop of Mantua (1884-1893), he included ecclesiastical music and Gregorian chant among the topics for his 1888 diocesan synod.213 Two years after Giuseppe Sarto’s arrival in Venice as cardinal patriarch in 1895, he issued a pastoral letter on ecclesiastical music, promoting Gregorian chant, polyphonic music appropriate to liturgical worship (for example, Palestrina rather than baroque and operatic compositions), and, again, congregational singing. The future Saint Pius X’s conviction was that music in the Liturgy must serve the general purpose of the Liturgy (“the worship of God and the edification of the people”) and conform to the “specific purpose of chant and sacred music, which is to stir up a greater devotion in the faithful by way of these melodies and to dispose the faithful to receive the fruits of grace with greater alacrity, which is only appropriate to the solemn celebration of the holy mysteries”.214

This is but another example of the emergence, by the end of the nineteenth century, of a principle of liturgical reform that we may call the principle of liturgical piety. It seeks to reform, not the liturgical rites and prayers, but the spiritual dispositions and practices of the Catholic faithful. A correct understanding of this principle, and of its origins, is essential for any evaluation of twentieth-century liturgical reform.

John Henry Cardinal Newman

Preaching on 1 January 1831 on “Ceremonies of the Church”, John Henry Newman enunciated the importance of continuity in liturgical forms:

Granting that the forms are not immediately from God, still long use has made them divine to us; for the spirit of religion has so penetrated and quickened them, that to destroy them is, in respect to the multitude of men, to unsettle and dislodge the religious principle itself. In most minds usage has so identified them with the notion of religion, that the one cannot be extirpated without the other. Their faith will not bear transplanting. . . .

   The services and ordinances of the Church are the outward form in which religion has been for ages represented to the world, and has ever been known to us. Places consecrated to God’s honour, clergy carefully set apart for His service, the Lord’s-day piously observed, the public forms of prayer, the decencies of worship, these things, viewed as a whole, are sacred relatively to us, even if they were not, as they are, divinely sanctioned. Rites which the Church has appointed,. . . being long used, cannot be disused without harm to our souls.215

While this is Anglican High Church apologetic, it is also an accurate articulation of the Catholic principle of respect for developed liturgical Tradition, displaying the Catholic tendencies of this member of the Oxford movement.

In 1845 Newman sent his Essay on the Development of Christian Doctrine to the printer (shortly afterward he was received into the Catholic Church). Its principles, already present early in theological tradition,216 are applicable to the development of the Liturgy. Newman states that

An eclectic, conservative, assimilating, healing, moulding process, a unitive power, is of the essence . . . of a faithful development. . . .

   A doctrine, then,. . . is likely to be a true development, not a corruption, in proportion as it seems to be the logical issue of its original teaching.217

The consonance with the principle of the organic development of the Liturgy is clear.218

Anglican Orders

Following Leo XIII’s219 1896 apostolic letter Apostolice curcæ on Anglican orders, the archbishops of Canterbury and York addressed a response to the cardinal archbishop and the bishops of the Province of Westminster. In 1898 the Catholic bishops replied. Their letter considers the legitimacy of the various Anglican reforms to the ordinal by restating Catholic principles of liturgical reform. To the charge that Sacred Scripture left no precise instructions for what is essential for ordination, and with an obvious concern to ensure the validity of the ordination rite, they reply:

But if it were true that our only sources of guidance have left us in ignorance of the essentials of a valid Ordinal, surely the inference would be, not that National Churches (or, as we should prefer to call them, Local Churches) are at liberty to cut themselves loose from a constant Tradition, and unfettered by any other restrictions to devise Ordinals according to the requirements of their own local conceptions, but rather that they must not omit or reform anything in those forms which immemorial Tradition has bequeathed to us. For such an immemorial usage, whether or not it has in the course of ages incorporated superfluous accretions, must, in the estimation of those who believe in a divinely guarded, visible Church, at least have retained whatever is necessary; so that in adhering rigidly to the rite handed down to us we can always feel secure; whereas, if we omit or change anything, we may perhaps be abandoning just that element which is essential.220

They continue, witnessing to the organic development of the Liturgy throughout history and enunciating the respect that must be shown to the Liturgy as an organic whole:

That in earlier times local Churches were permitted to add new prayers and ceremonies is acknowledged. . . . But that they were also permitted to subtract prayers and ceremonies in previous use, and even to remodel the existing rites in the most drastic manner, is a proposition for which we know of no historical foundation, and which appears to us absolutely incredible.221

Historical Research

The continued growth of historical liturgical research, linked with the renaissance of patristic studies, another nineteenth-century phenomenon (by no means solely English), raised the academic profile of liturgical studies, yielding more and more historical material. The development of the Roman rite throughout the exigencies of history could be studied in ever-greater detail, and we have drawn upon their labours above. The work of Bishop and the foundation of the Henry Bradshaw Society in 1890 with the aim of editing and publishing rare liturgical texts are leading English examples.222

Conclusion

At the close of the nineteenth century, a healthy respect for the Roman rite as a developed organic reality existed. Batiffol wrote:

The Roman breviary is, in its main lines, the old edifice which was completed in the eighth century. And if, from the ninth century to the thirteenth, from the thirteenth to the fifteenth, too many hands have been busy in decorating, modifying and encumbering it, at all events in the sixteenth century it was saved by the prudence of Paul IV, Pius V and Clement VIII from the plans of arbitrary restoration or disastrous reconstruction proposed by Leo X and Clement VII, even though it did not afterwards escape the embellishments of Urban VIII. In this living work, still the rule and canon of our prayers, the edifice of the eighth century is standing yet.223

Dom Baudot, quoting the work of Dom Bäumer, wrote similarly:

The unity of liturgical Tradition . . . has not suffered from those lawful changes through which the office has passed in the course of centuries. “The official prayer-book of the Church has remained in its main features the same as prescribed by Saint Pius V Essentially his breviary was the same as that of Innocent III and the pontifical chapel of the thirteenth century, which, in its turn, was only an abridgement of the public office recited during the eighth, ninth, tenth and eleventh centuries in the Roman basilicas, and the cathedrals of France, Germany and England. . . . Leo III and Charlemagne never dreamed they were reciting any other office, a few additions apart, than that prescribed by Saint Gregory the Great or his disciples. The work of Gregory was nothing else than a codification and abridgement of the canonical hours recited during the fourth, fifth, and sixth centuries in Rome, throughout Italy, and even in other countries. Thus the canonical hours are a magnificent growth of divine service, the germ of which had been planted in apostolic times: it is the living development of ritual devotions which have their root in the needs of the human heart and in the relations of the man and of the Christian with his Creator and Redeemer.”224

Fortescue wrote similarly about the missal.225

The Roman rite arrived at this point in history much developed indeed, but still that living organism that was the Roman Liturgy of the first Christian millennium. The developments had been prompted in part by necessity and in part by the vicissitudes of history. Care had been taken to respect objective liturgical Tradition and to develop it organically. Reforms that were not organic were eventually proscribed.226




Chapter 2


THE LITURGICAL MOVEMENT AND
LITURGICAL REFORM UP TO 1948

Introduction

Giuseppe Alberigo and Joseph Komonchak’s recent and comprehensive five-volume History of Vatican II presents the Liturgical Movement thus:

The period just before the first world war saw the birth, in Belgium, of a Liturgical Movement. Originating with the Benedictines, it experienced considerable growth first in Germany and then in France, before moving more or less easily into other areas of the Catholic world. Like its biblical counterpart, with which it cultivated close relations, this Movement aimed at transcending what it called the rubricism of the preceding century with its fussiness and rigidity and its demand for uniformity. This Movement, too, turned back to the early Church with a view to restoring venerable ways and putting an end to the countless later additions, a work of learned dust removal that occupied many monasteries. The Movement also attempted to derive from all this work a theology of prayer. . . . Finally, this Movement made an effort to change passive believers into active participants, both by emphasising the principal rites at the expense of the others and by explaining them and even celebrating them in the language of the people.1

This account says more about the revisionism pervading postconciliar liturgical thinking than it does about the Liturgical Movement, the origins of which do not lie in a reaction to rubricism. Nor was the Movement fundamentally antiquarian or vernacularist. It was (but certainly not “finally”) a movement that sought to return liturgical piety to its rightful place in the life of the Church. Only later, and secondarily, would questions of appropriate reform arise.

Pope Saint Pius X

On 22 November 1903, Saint Pius X issued the motu proprio Tra le sollecitudini on the restoration of ecclesiastical music.2 Its fundamental principle became the cornerstone of the Liturgical Movement:

It being our ardent desire to see the true Christian spirit restored in every respect and preserved by all the faithful, we deem it necessary to provide before everything else for the sanctity and dignity of the temple, in which the faithful assemble for the object of acquiring this spirit from its indispensable fount, which is the active participation in the holy mysteries and in the public and solemn prayer of the Church.3

Various acts of his pontificate applied this principle beyond the field of sacred music. In 1905, Sacra Tridentina Synodus declared that “frequent and daily communion . . . should be open to all the faithful.”4
Quam singulari of 1910 allowed children from the age of reason (approximately seven) to receive Holy Communion.5

The principle of active participation in the Liturgy promoted by Saint Pius X necessitated the reform of the quality of the celebration of the traditional Liturgy (purification in the case of decadent music,6 improvement in quality in the case of slovenliness, and so on), and the reform of the people’s approach to and proper participation in the received Liturgy. It did not directly encompass a reform of liturgical rites.

However, Saint Pius X shared the concerns of

a great number of bishops in various parts of the world [who] have sent expressions of their opinions . . . to the Apostolic See, and especially in the Vatican Council when they asked . . . that the ancient custom of reciting the whole psaltery [sic] within the week might be restored as far as possible, but in such a way that the burden should not be made any heavier for the clergy.7

Accordingly, Divino afflatu of 1911 promulgated a reform of the breviary and calendar.8 It prudently tidied the breviary, restoring the integral weekly psalter, reasserting the priority of the temporal cycle over the sanctoral, as well as removing the daily obligation to various supplementary offices. It was a pastoral reform in that it sought not to overburden the parochial clergy.9

But it was also, according to Batiffol, “a root and branch reform”, which radically altered the ancient arrangement of the Roman psalter for the breviary, which had affinities that “would seem to be Gallican of the late seventeenth and of the eighteenth centuries”.10 Batiffol regrets this indebtedness.11 He similarly regrets the summary abolition of the ancient and universal tradition of the daily recitation of the Laudate psalms (148-150) at Lauds and of the same psalms daily at Compline.12

In respect of the abolition of the Laudate psalms, Anton Baumstark is scathing in his critique:

Down to the year 1911 there was nothing in the Christian Liturgy of such absolute universality as this practice in the morning office, and no doubt its universality was inherited from the worship of the Synagogue. . . . Hence to the reformers of the Psalterium Romanum belongs the distinction of having brought to an end the universal observance of a liturgical practice which was followed, one can say, by the Divine Redeemer Himself during His life on earth.13

In 1915 Dom Cabrol noted that “the hymns, psalms, antiphons and versicles of Lauds all proclaim the mystery of Christ’s Resurrection, and the light which enlightens our souls”, and regretted that “the reform of the Psalter in 1911 has not always preserved this liturgical idea.”14 Later, Pius Parsch commented, “It is rather amazing that despite the extremely conservative character of the Church, Pius X should have resolved upon this vast change which went counter to a practice of fifteen hundred years’ standing.”15

The Jesuit Robert Taft agrees: “For anyone with a sense of the history of the office, this was a shocking departure from almost universal Christian Tradition”,16 while the Dominican liturgical historian William Bonniwell states bluntly, “In the revision of Pius X the venerable office of the Roman Church was gravely mutilated.”17 Crichton observes, “The boldness of the pope’s step has not always been appreciated.”18

The principles involved are important. Saint Pius X’s overriding principle was to reform the breviary so that it might meet the needs of the clergy of the time. He judged that both a radical recasting of the psalter and the adoption of some of the Gallican proposals were appropriate in the light of this. As pope, whose supreme juridical authority had but recently been vigorously underlined at Vatican I, he held that he had the authority so to do. One may suggest that in an ultramontane age the personal wish of the pope, in itself laudable, may have contributed to the promulgation of a reform that did not take sufficient account of historical or liturgical principles.

Did this reform respect the fundamental principle of organic development? Or, did the pope exercise this authority without sufficient regard for liturgical Tradition? Contemporary commentaries do not raise this question, perhaps because antimodernist measures stifled critical discussion of papal acts. In 1912 Batiffol hints at displeasure:

The projects of Benedict XIV made us tremble. . . . We applauded in its principles the criticism by Dom Guéranger of the Gallican modernism which gave us the Parisian breviary of 1736. And from all this it is evident that our aversion to change would tend to exclude from our view many practical considerations which belong to the present time.19

But Batiffol himself had a book placed on the Index of Prohibited Books in 1907.20 This may account for his expressions of “joy”.21 Perhaps the most critical contemporary study was Dom Cabrol’s 1912 La Réforme du bréviaire et du calendrier, but even with its regrets, this small work predicts that the reform’s “immediate effect” will be “renewal of the Christian spirit”.22

The reform of Saint Pius X is a practical one in the light of contemporary pastoral needs. Such needs can certainly be a valid component of organic development. If pastoral considerations were excluded, the living organism that is the Liturgy would be reduced to an archaism rambling throughout history. However, were pastoral needs to be the sole or overriding principle of reform, the objective traditional organism that is the Liturgy would be subjected to the mercy of each passing age. We have seen the effects of the efforts of Quignonez, of Urban VIII, and of the Gallicans, in whose reforms we find a disproportionate weight being given to one principle or set of principles above and beyond others.

For this reform, we cannot but conclude, with Batiffol, Parsch, Taft, and others, that Saint Pius X’s abolition of ancient elements of the received Tradition was to the detriment of the Roman breviary and was unprecedented in liturgical history. This break with Tradition was not so great as to be complete: the structure of the breviary remained the same; the texts of the offices themselves were not completely recast; and the redistribution of the psalter followed traditional and not purely Gallican lines.23

Nevertheless, it was a singular moment in liturgical history. That a pope could discard ancient liturgical Tradition by sole virtue of his own authority is found nowhere in liturgical history before Saint Pius X. Lamentably, in a period where the prevalent ultramontanism led to the assumption that even prudential judgments of popes were unquestionably correct, Saint Pius X contravened that part of the principle of liturgical reform that obliges even popes to respect objective liturgical Tradition and to develop it organically.

Saint Pius X also foresaw that, in order to foster greater liturgical participation, some emendation of the Liturgy would be necessary. Divino afflatu includes the explicit statement that “it will be clear to everybody that by what we have here decreed we have taken the first step to the emendation of the Roman breviary and the missal, but for this we shall appoint shortly a special council or commission.”24 The commission did not get beyond a new edition of the breviary and the integration of the reform of the calendar into the missal,25 hindered by both the death of Saint Pius X and the outbreak of war in 1914.26

Saint Pius X’s call to restore liturgical piety to its rightful place in the life of the Church was a firm and particularly authoritative foundation on which others would build.27 It must also be observed that his use of papal authority in the rearrangement of the breviary was also capable of providing an authoritative precedent.

Dom Lambert Beauduin and the Foundations of the Liturgical Movement

If Saint Pius X underlined the centrality of liturgical piety, the Liturgical Movement, of which Dom Lambert Beauduin, O.S.B., was effectively the founder, strove to restore it to its rightful place.

A spiritual grandson of Guéranger, Beauduin was a thirty-three-year-old priest from Liège when he entered Mont-César in 1906. Dom Bernard Botte, a monk of Mont-César until his death in 1980, met Beauduin in 1912. He recounts that Beauduin “discovered the Liturgy . . . only during his novitiate: in the celebration of the divine office and the Mass with this young, small community”.28

The combination of this discovery and of his pastoral experience was articulated in a report, “De Promovenda Sacra Liturgia”, submitted to the General Chapter of the Beuron Benedictine Congregation in July 1909.29 In September 1909 he presented the same insight in a communication to the Catholic Conference at Malines.30 “This extraordinary man appealed courageously for a renewal of the liturgical life of the Church.”31 His paper “La Vraie Prière de l’Église”32 earned the patronage of Cardinal Mercier and the support of the historian Godefroid Kurth. Kurth had advocated liturgical piety at the Brussels Eucharistic Congress in 1898.33 In response to Beauduin’s appeal and Kurth’s endorsement, the conference passed the following resolutions:

   1.  To emphasise the use of the vernacular missal as a book of piety and to popularise the complete text of at least Sunday Mass and Vespers by translating it into the vernacular;

   2.  To give a more liturgical character to popular piety, especially by the recitation of Complin as an evening prayer, by assistance at the parish High Mass and Vespers, by using the Mass prayers as a preparation for, and thanksgiving after, Holy Communion, by the restoration of ancient liturgical traditions in homes;

   3.  To work for a wider and more perfect use of Gregorian chant as desired by Pius X;

   4.  To promote annual retreats for parish choirs at some centre of liturgical life, as, for example, at the Abbey of Mont-César or at Maredsous.34

The ideas presented in his 1909 paper were developed and published by Beauduin in 1914 as La Piété de l’Église. Their kernel is Guéranger’s liturgical theology, and they apply the fundamental principle of Saint Pius X to the whole life of the Church:

It is impossible, therefore, to overemphasise the fact that souls seeking God must associate themselves as intimately and as frequently as possible with all the manifestations of the hierarchical priestly life which has just been described [the Liturgy], and which places them directly under the influence of the priesthood of Jesus Christ Himself.

   That is the primary law of the sanctity of souls. For all alike, wise and ignorant, infants and adults, lay and religious, Christians of the first and Christians of the twentieth century, leaders of an active or of a contemplative life, for all the faithful of the Church without exception, the greatest possible active and frequent participation in the priestly life of the visible hierarchy, according to the manner prescribed in the liturgical canons, is the normal and infallible path to a solid piety that is sane, abundant, and truly Catholic, that makes them children of their holy mother the Church in the fullest sense of this ancient and Christian phrase.35

Beauduin clearly accepts that the Liturgy is an objective tradition capable of organic development:

Above all the Liturgy is: I. One. Unity of belief, of discipline, of common fellowship, must necessarily show itself in worship; and despite certain divergences the Liturgy is fundamentally, profoundly one. 2. Traditional. This unity must be realised also in point of time. The Church of today is the Church of all times and of all peoples; hence her Liturgy is traditional. This characteristic is so important that it receives precedence over that of uniformity, as is seen in the preservation of the Oriental rites. 3. Living. The former characteristic does not make of the Liturgy a fossilised antique, a museum curiosity. The Liturgy lives and unfolds itself also today and, because universal, is of the twentieth century as well as of the first. It lives and follows the dogmatic and organic developments of the Church herself.36

Bouyer argues that Beauduin thus “augmented” the inheritance of Guéranger “by the discovery of a most important principle”: “That we must not try to provide an artificial congregation to take part in an antiquarian Liturgy, but rather to prepare the actual congregations of the Church today to take part in the truly traditional Liturgy rightly understood.”37

Thus, the Liturgical Movement was founded, not in order to create oases of medieval liturgical splendour or archaeological delight, but to nourish everyday Christian life by participation in the Liturgy celebrated in local churches and chapels. In its origins it sought to awaken people’s consciousness, including, and primarily, that of the clergy, to the Church’s traditional spiritual treasury that was widely ignored. As one of its American pioneers declaimed in 1929:

Why do we speak of a liturgical revival? Has the Church perhaps lost her Liturgy? Surely not. Because without it the Church could not live, no more than a body can live without its soul, for the Liturgy is the very soul and life of the Church. We speak of a Liturgical Movement because for centuries we have been too far removed from this divine furnace and its all penetrating sacred fire. We have always felt some of its heat, but not enough to get warm. We were chilled by a degenerated humanism and rationalism and frostbitten by materialism and religious indifference. We lost a goodly portion of the sentire cum Ecclesia—the mind of the Church; and, by and by, quite a bit of our living the liturgical life of the Church.38

Significantly, Dom Bernard Botte states:

We should note that the Liturgical Movement, at its beginning, was not a reformist movement. Dom Beauduin knew very well that there were some cobwebs on that venerable monument called Liturgy. One day or another these would have to be dusted away. But he did not consider this as essential and, at any rate, it was not his business. . . . He regarded the Liturgy as a traditional given which we first of all had to try to understand.39

This stands in sharp contrast to the (revisionist) view of Crichton, who asserts that Beauduin’s 1909 paper was “the beginning of the pastoral Liturgical Movement. . . . Beauduin himself had been a priest in a parish. . . . Like many others he realised the defects of the Liturgy and the impoverishment of the people because they couldn’t latch on to it.”40 Crichton distinguishes “pastoral” from what he calls the “monastic” Liturgical Movement and asserts that henceforth the Movement sought to change the Liturgy to accommodate pastoral needs. As the literature of the period makes clear, the former distinction was not made, and the latter intention was not present.41 This clarification is fundamental. As we shall see, the Movement considered ritual reform, but such was not its primary aim.

The essence of the Movement is articulated in the detailed “plan of action” published in La Piété de l’Église. It expands on the Malines resolutions and puts flesh on the principles outlined previously:

The central idea to be realised by the Liturgical Movement is the following: “To have the Christian people all live the same spiritual life, to have them all nourished by the official worship of holy mother Church.”

   The means to be employed toward this end are of two kinds. The first have reference to the acts of worship itself; the others to the liturgical activity exercised outside these acts.

The Acts of Worship. In this field, the members of the Liturgical Movement desire to contribute with all their strength to the attainment of the following aims:

   1. The active participation of the Christian people in the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass by means of understanding and following the liturgical rites and texts.42

   2. Emphasis of the importance of high Mass and of Sunday parish services, and assistance at the restoration of collective liturgical singing in the official gatherings of the faithful.

   3. Seconding of all efforts to preserve or to reestablish the Vespers and Compline of the Sunday, and to give those services a place second only to that of the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass.

   4. Acquaintance, and active association, with the rites and sacraments received or assisted at, and the spread of this knowledge among others.

   5. Fostering a great respect for, and confidence in, the blessings of our Mother Church.

   6. Restoration of the Liturgy of the Dead to a place of honour, observance of the custom of Vigils and Lauds, giving greater solemnity to the funeral services, and getting the faithful to assist thereat, thus efficaciously combating the dechristianising of the rite of the dead.

Liturgical Activity outside of cultual43 acts. In this field there are four ways in which the members can assist at the furtherance of the Liturgical Movement:

A. Piety

   1. Restoration to a place of honour among Christians of the traditional liturgical seasons: Advent, Christmas Time, Lent, Easter Time, octaves of feasts, feasts of the Blessed Virgin, the Apostles, and the great missionary saints of our religion.

   2. The basing of our daily private devotions, meditation, reading, etc., on the daily instructions of the Liturgy, the Psalms, the other liturgical books, and the fundamental dogmas of Catholic worship.

   3. Reanimation and sublimation of the devotions dear to the people by nourishing them at the source of the Liturgy.

B. Study

   1. Promotion of the scientific study of the Catholic Liturgy.

   2. Popularisation of the scientific knowledge in special reviews and publications.

   3. Promotion of the study and, above all, the practice of liturgical prayers in educational institutions.

   4. Aiming to give regular liturgical education to circles, associations, etc., and to employ all the customary methods of popularisation to this end.

C. Arts

   1. Promoting the application of all the instructions of Pius X in his motu proprio on Church music.

   2. Aiming to have the artists that are called to exercise a sacred art, architecture, painting, sculpture, etc., receive an education that will give them an understanding of the spirit and the rules of the Church’s Liturgy.

   3. Making known to artists and writers the fruitful inspiration to art that the Church offers in her Liturgy.

D. Propaganda

   1. Using all means to spread popular liturgical publications that show the import of the principal part of the Liturgy: Sunday Mass, Vespers, Sacraments, Liturgy of the Dead, etc.

   2. Reawakening the old liturgical traditions in the home that link domestic joys with the calendar of the Church, and using for this end especially the musical works composed for such purposes.

To all Catholics we address a burning appeal in favour of the activities that aim to realise as far as possible the program of liturgical restoration we have here outlined.44

To this end the Liturgical Movement promoted the dialogue Mass,45 people’s editions of the missal46 and other liturgical books,47 and liturgical periodicals.48 It held liturgical weeks,49 established schools of liturgical music50 and eventually institutes of academic liturgical study.51 The literature generated by the activity of the Liturgical Movement is vast.52 We focus on its discussion of liturgical reform and the principles articulated therein.

Joseph Göttler

In 1916, Göttler, a university professor at Munich, at that time a chaplain to the German forces, delivered a paper, “Pia Desideria Liturgica”.53 He called for the abolition of “accretions” (popular German practices not strictly part of the liturgical rite) and for an end to “unnecessary duplication” (readings read once in Latin and again in the vernacular). He argued for the possibility of the vernacular in the first part of the rite of Mass, asking: “Would it really be uncatholic to say the Fore-Mass only once—in German?”54

Writing in 1957, H. E. Winstone commented, “It is impossible to read this paper and not to marvel at the courage, the almost prophetic foresight and . . . the thoroughness and clarity of vision of the author. He covered every department of the Liturgy . . . the sacramental ritual, the Mass and the breviary.”55

In Göttler we find an early espousal of liturgical reform, but one that is primarily motivated by a desire to remove from the Liturgy those practices that smother it. Göttler certainly discusses minor simplifications of the rite of Mass (asking whether Psalm 42 and the prayer Munda cor meum were not superfluous),56 however a substantial ritual restructuring is not proposed. Rather, his aim is to allow the Liturgy the freedom to nourish piety.

Adrian Fortescue

Fortescue, rector of Saint Hugh, Letchworth, from 1907 to 1923,57 was an early English pioneer of liturgical piety.58 Most of his writings were historical, though his most famous work is his ceremonial manual The Ceremonies of the Roman Rite Described.59

In the 1917 preface to the first edition of that manual, Fortescue mentions a desire for liturgical reform. He objects to some of the more elaborate ritual gestures, for example, “the constant kissing” of hands and objects when passed, and suggests:

It may perhaps be admitted that some measure of simplification is desirable. Now that liturgical reform is so much in the air, we may hope for reform in this direction too. The chief note in the Roman rite has always been its austere simplicity. That is still its essential note, compared with the florid Eastern rites. It is surely worth while to preserve this note externally also, to repress any Byzantine tendencies in our ceremonies.60

He suggests “some measure of simplification”. The proposed reform is relatively minor, a slight pruning of the organic whole. His justification is the nature of the Roman rite.

But ought not this reform to be rejected, as were the antiquarian projects surveyed above? Not if we distinguish the removal of something foreign to the Roman rite (“some measure” of pruning) from reforms that would replace substantial parts of the rite with something else entirely, as envisaged in the antiquarian projects of Quignonez and Tommasi. The history of the Roman rite knows many such minor ritual reforms: they are a part of its organic development. Root and branch reforms, however, are another matter.

Indeed, in a letter to the noted typographer Stanley Morison, Fortescue displays his disdain for the fabrication of liturgies as well as his appreciation of the organic development of the Liturgy in history:

I think the habit of making up new liturgies could easily grow on a man, like dram drinking. It must be quite fun to spread out before one translations of all the best liturgies, and then to pick out and string together the prettiest snippets from each. Orchard61 has not the ghost of a sense of liturgical style; he understands nothing about the historic development or the inherent build of the rites he plunders. He just takes the pretty bits and strings them together anyhow. Lots of people have done this sort of thing. The Irvingite Liturgy is another famous example; so are all the High Anglican combinations of their Prayer book with the juiciest morsels from the Roman Mass. To me all this is silly and ugly. It is like a man with no sense of construction or style who tries to make a new architecture by jamming together all the pretty details of all the buildings he has seen. I admire the dome of Saint Peter’s and the windows of Chartres and the Propylaia at Athens and the columns of Karnack; but I should not like to see them all jammed together.62

In 1930, some years after Fortescue’s untimely death, Henri Leclercq underlined Fortescue’s contribution to the promotion of liturgical piety in an otherwise not uncritical notice in his Dictionnaire d’archéologie chrétienne et de liturgie: “Adrian Fortescue had that originality among few others to be able to realise in his priestly, artistic and intellectual life his ideal of the beauty of Christian worship in all its fullness, and to make the Liturgy a living reality.”63

The Benedictines of Farnborough

In 1895 monks of Solesmes accepted the invitation of the exiled French Empress Eugénie to establish a priory at the Imperial mausoleum in Farnborough. Its first abbot, Fernand Cabrol, is reported to have complained that “the average English Catholic show[s] little interest in the Liturgy.”64 Yet the foundation, another of the heirs to the liturgical spirit of Guéranger, would go some way to bridge the gulf between England and the predominantly continental Liturgical Movement.65 Farnborough was certainly informed by its founder: Beauduin preached the community retreat in 1915 and visited again in 1917 and 1918.66

Farnborough became a community whose liturgical publications earned the abbey the appellation “the book factory”,67 the outstanding product of which was the thirty-volume Dictionnaire d’archéologie chrétienne et de liturgie, published from 1924 onward. Doms Cabrol, Férotin, Wilmart (a protégé of Edmund Bishop),68 Baudot, Gâtard, Gougaud, Villecourt, Leclercq, and Wesseling all published works, some the result of scholarly research,69 others intended for popular consumption, contributing to the spread of the ideals of the Movement in the French- and English-speaking worlds.70

The introduction to the 1921 edition of the Cabrol missal gives eloquent testimony to his abbey’s grasp of the nature of the Liturgy and of the aims of the Liturgical Movement:

The missal should not be looked upon as intended for the priest alone. The Mass is not a “devotion” reserved to the clergy—it is the Common Sacrifice of all the faithful. The laity have their own part to play in this Holy Sacrifice, and they should be able to follow the prayers and ceremonies and to understand their meaning.

   No method of assisting at Mass can compare with what we may call the Church’s own method.

   The missal, too, as we shall see, is a summary of the authentic teaching of the Church and an important witness to the famous axiom, lex orandi, lex credendi. . . .

   The missal is a monument of Christian antiquity, reaching back, as it does, to the very beginnings of the Church. . . .

   But in all this there is no mere question of archaeology. The antiquities of the missal are a practical reminder to us of the venerable antiquity of the Church herself—of her continued existence in all ages. We Catholics live by Tradition: but the Western Church has never, like the Eastern Church, confused fidelity to Tradition with mere antiquarianism. While she never denies her past, while she clings to the relics of earlier times, the Catholic Church ever adapts herself to changing circumstances—she lives and grows—and yet, like her Divine Master, she remains “the same, yesterday, today, and for ever.”

   This wonderful adaptability—the power to make herself “all things to all people”—is admitted even by her enemies. Here we have, too, the explanation of that “liturgical renaissance” which we see to-day—the Liturgy wins credit because it is a witness, at once to the past and to the present, of the Christian faith. What we may call the “archaisms” of the missal are the expression of the faith of our fathers which it is our duty to watch over and to hand on to posterity. . . .

   What is meant by the liturgical spirit? By the liturgical spirit is meant that disposition of mind which leads the faithful to follow, even in their private devotions, the way marked out by the Church in her Liturgy, and to take an intelligent and loving interest in her feasts, her rites and her ceremonies. . . .

   We should accept from her hands, as from the hands of a wise and prudent mother, the prayers and ceremonies which she has instituted as the means to lead us to God, we should ever treat them with the greatest respect, and make them the inspiration of our personal spiritual life. . . .

   The prayers of the Mass are not a kind of magic formula reserved to the priest alone, and “not understood of the people.” The Church desires that all should understand. . . . This is the reason for the present translation of the missal: to put at the disposition of the faithful the best and simplest means of understanding the Mass and taking part in its rites and prayers.71

A publisher’s advertisement in a 1926 Cabrol missal claimed:

When the history of the present-day Liturgical Revival is written, one of the names to be placed right in the forefront of the Movement will be that of . . . Cabrol. . . .

   Cabrol’s work . . . has been of a two-fold nature. On the one hand his learned treatises on the subject command the respect of Liturgiologists the world over. On the other, he has worked unceasingly to develop the Liturgical Spirit among the ranks of the laity by means of popular editions of the missal, etc.72

In fact, Cabrol and his community are barely considered in writings on the period.73 When in 1947 Farnborough ceased to be a house of the Solesmes Congregation, its liturgical specialisation was somewhat dissipated, although, among others, Dom Benedict Steuart (a monk of Farnborough from 1911 to 1926 who had played a key rôle in Cabrol’s publications) continued the abbey’s tradition of liturgical scholarship and of promoting the Liturgical Movement.

Romano Guardini

Romano Guardini’s memoirs reveal that he discovered the Liturgy while assisting at the liturgical Offices at the abbey of Beuron.74 While still a student, Guardini authored Vom Geist der Liturgie (The Spirit of the Liturgy). Published in 1918 as the first volume in the Ecclesia Orans series, it quickly went through several editions and was translated.75 The importance of this work cannot be underestimated: its principles underpinned much of the activity of the Liturgical Movement. Its definition of Catholic Liturgy is of abiding value:

The Catholic Liturgy is the supreme example of an objectively established rule of spiritual life. It has been able to develop ϰατὰ τὸν ολον, that is to say, in every direction, and in accordance with all places, times, and types of human culture. Therefore it will be the best teacher of the via ordinaria—the regulation of religious life in common, with, at the same time, a view to actual needs and requirements. . . .

   The Liturgy is the Church’s public and lawful act of worship, and it is performed and conducted by the officials whom the Church herself has designated for the post. . . . In the Liturgy God is to be honoured by the body of the faithful, and the latter is in its turn to derive sanctification from this act of worship. It is important that this objective nature of the Liturgy should be fully understood. Here the Catholic conception of worship in common sharply differs from the Protestant, which is predominatingly individualistic.76

Guardini established a community of young people at Burg Rothenfels77 who lived according to these principles up until the Nazis evicted them in 1939. He celebrated the Liturgy according to his principles. The description of the chapel and the style of liturgical celebration sounds familiar to the contemporary reader:

The walls were white; daylight, or candlelight in the evening, provided the main decorative element. The altar was not placed against the back wall . . . but forward toward the people who sat on small black cubes arranged around it on three sides. The presider was seated behind the altar and so closed the circle. With this arrangement Guardini reintroduced and applied the very old concept of the circumstantes of the early church’s eucharistic celebration. The missa recitata was the most frequent style of celebration; because many of those attending knew Latin, a most lively exchange was possible.78

There is no evidence that Guardini altered the text of the rite:79 his reforms were to the style of celebration. However, did such reforms of style themselves fail to respect the organic whole of the rite, which includes style and gesture as well as text? Certainly Conrad Pepler’s reservations make a valid point: He “took issue with. . . The Spirit of the Liturgy, in which it sometimes seems that the universal, hieratic and restrained ethos of the Roman rite is to be adapted to ‘modern man,’ rather than modern man, for his welfare, to it”.80 Man “should be more ready to learn the language of the Liturgy, rather than expect the Liturgy to learn his language”, Pepler states.81

This highlights a key assumption underlying the study of the principles of liturgical reform: the Liturgy in which the Liturgical Movement sought to bring about greater participation assumed a Christian culture. One writer clearly articulated the problem that this assumption posited:

The most significant mark of a Christian culture is an appreciation not only of the unity of Christendom, but also of the Christian orientation of every human activity; when the Church is regarded as that divine being in which redeemed mankind can realise its position in the hierarchy of creation, then the Christian approach to any problem is naturally adopted. Whether that problem be the making of a building, of a picture, or of a prayer, is of no account; in its execution the work will be signed with the mark of Christianity, for this is of the very life of the workman. In such circumstances the art of the Liturgy is most properly and reasonably cultivated. It is natural to the people, nor is there any self-consciousness in the “participation in the public and solemn prayer of the Church.” The manner in which it is carried out is the effect and not the cause of a manner of living.

   With the disappearance of the mentality that produced that mode of life, the Liturgy is found to be no longer a part of the life of the people. In its place have arisen those expressions of devotion which are to the Liturgy what every modern corruption is to the reality for which it is substituted. There is need for reform—but at which end shall the reformers start? They have apparently attempted to cure the disease by removing those symptoms only which appear on the surface. There can be no doubt—any parish priest can verify this—that even to this day the prayer which is offered up publicly is of a nature which is consonant with and produced by the culture of the congregation. You may cut down their “devotions” and drive them to Vespers in the evening, but their attendance, as a general rule, at these services is unnatural and incompatible with the principles upon which their daily life is built. It is these which must first be changed.82

Liturgical reform had, then, to bridge this divide. The Movement faced two options: change the world, or change the Liturgy.

Guardini, while respecting the textual integrity of the traditional Liturgy, had nevertheless begun to go down the path of changing the Liturgy to suit the modern world. In this context we note that Karl Rahner, S.J., underlined his influence in 1965, saying, “It is a widely known fact that the Rothenfels experience was the immediate model for the liturgical reforms of Vatican II.”83

We observe a similar principle of conforming the Liturgy to the prevailing age operative in the Enlightenment liturgists’ reforms. And we have seen how this principle when used as the sole basis for liturgical reform leads to the violation of the organic whole that is objective liturgical Tradition. No doubt Guardini’s profound appreciation of the Liturgy prevented his taking the path of Jubé or Ricci. Nevertheless, on his own authority, he had begun to head in that direction.

In contrast to what we may call “specialised” liturgical centres such as Rothenfels, the Liturgical Movement continued to work for its fundamental liturgical reform: participation in the traditional Liturgy at the local level. The following complaint in 1930 about the slowness of many to embrace reform in the United States is illustrative:

Until all having the care of souls are inspired by a love of the Liturgy, springing from a love of God and a desire to advance his glory; with also an intelligent appreciation of the beauty, majesty, and artistic perfection of our public worship, there is every reason to fear that the progress of liturgical reform in our country will be slow.84

Here it is attitudes, minds, and hearts that are to be reformed, not the given liturgical rites.

Dom Theodore Wesseling, O.S.B.

This fundamental thrust of the Liturgical Movement was underlined by the 1938 work of Wesseling, Liturgy and Life, a more philosophical articulation of the nature of the Liturgy, in which he pointedly states that

the great inherent weakness of the Liturgical Movement of today is precisely the lack of “philosophy” both in the individuals and in the Movement as a whole. Many have remarked on the appalling sterility of so much hard labour in the way of propaganda and Catholic action, the irritating irrelevancy of so many discussions, such as those on the introduction of the vernacular, and on other such off-hand suggestions for “Liturgy-Reform” (of all things!).85

Before “doing something,” before “acting,” we should concern ourselves about being; before you think of Catholic action, be a Catholic; before you think of the Liturgical Movement, be fully liturgical yourself. . . . Having done this you will see much more clearly than anyone can tell you which are the lines on which the Liturgical Movement must develop. . . . You will soon realise that the problem is very different from a question of the use or not of the vernacular.86

In order to cope with [the] difficulties of the present moment the vernacular is urged, reforms are demanded, in short, a plain mutilation of the Liturgy is required so that those people, that is, the passing generation, may profit more than they do. This seems the very limit of shortsightedness, is a cruelty to the generation which we are supposed to build up, and incidentally greatly hampers the progress of mankind’s evolution. Nor is it very intelligent, for, first of all those partial measures will not more than any other measures bring about that fundamental change we desire, and secondly, it is psychologically certain that to see the Liturgy in reality worked out by their own children, by the rising generation with their still supple and enthusiastic minds, and by the young clergy who will soon transform parish life from a formula into an organic expression of the Church, that all this, we say, will have a far deeper influence on the men and women of our generation than any artificial exterior devices.87

Wesseling, like Pepler, gives the traditional Liturgy priority: it is man and his attitudes that must first be reformed, not the Liturgy.

Yet in a 1939 article Wesseling develops his ideas on possible liturgical reforms. He agrees that the liturgical texts “should be purged from all those spurious elements which allowed Cardinal Gasquet famously to say that someone ‘lied like a second nocturn’ ”.88 However he sharply criticises the view that

takes the present situation of society as an absolute norm . . . and starts from the principle that instead of educating this society and of aiding mankind to strive after the completion of the Christian synthesis, we should bring down the exigencies of the Liturgical ideal to the coarseness and platitudes of a degenerate civilisation. . . . This attitude is nothing less than a “practical” heresy for it emasculates the meaning of Christianity, it “evacuates the cross”, in the words of Saint Paul. If Christianity is not fundamentally an obligation and a power of always higher perfection, it has no right to have a cross, still less to impose one. These reformers would like to upset the structure of the liturgical synthesis, even to suppress wholly or partly such feasts as the Ascension of Our Lord, in order to “adapt” the Liturgy to the mentality of a passing generation.89

Nevertheless, Wesseling accepts liturgical reform that

would leave the Liturgical structure intact, yet purify the manifestations of the Liturgical synthesis on such points as breviary, Church Year and other points, but not in order to change the dynamism of the Liturgy. Therefore [it] would start with deepening the notion of the Liturgy and then proceed to distinguish in the evolution of the manifestations of the Liturgy the elements that are but signs of a certain period from those that are destined to be lasting contributions to the growth of Liturgical life in space and time.90

Wesseling’s principles are clear. First one should have, and live, a profound understanding of the essence of the Liturgy. Then, any reform should purify and perfect the organic growth of objective liturgical Tradition. The desires or tastes of a particular age, place, or group are not decisive criteria; indeed, allowing such things to influence liturgical reform leads to a subjectivisation of the Liturgy in a manner that empties it of its very content.

Dom Virgil Michel, O.S.B.

Michel, who had studied under Beauduin in Rome, founded the Liturgical Press and the periodical Orate Fratres at Saint John’s Abbey, Collegeville, Minnesota, in 1926. Both profoundly influenced the Liturgical Movement in the English-speaking world.

Michel’s work faithfully promoted the liturgical piety enunciated by Saint Pius X and Beauduin. In one of the earliest publications, a collection of Michel’s sermons on the Liturgy, he decried the situation whereby

those who flock to the Sunday Masses recite one, two, or three rosaries while attending Mass, read litanies and other prayers from their books, recite the Angelus and the morning prayers, or even follow the devotional prayers set down in their books for recitation during Mass.91

And he asked, “Should not every devoted Catholic try to the utmost of his power to participate actively in the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass, to follow the priest in mind and heart, to pray with him and act with him?”92

This was the fundamental liturgical reform to which his endeavours were oriented. However, before his death in 1938 he came to speak of reform of the Liturgy itself. His The Liturgy of the Church locates the possibility of liturgical reform within the history of the organic development of objective liturgical Tradition:

In the earlier days there was much liberty left to bishops and priests in the detailed development of the liturgical services. But as the Church grew in numbers and spread over distant places, this liberty ran the danger of destroying all unity and uniformity of worship in the one Church. Hence, after centuries of tradition, the liturgical texts, forms, rites, seasons and the like, were definitely fixed by laws and regulations. They are no longer subject to arbitrary change by individuals. Yet new customs still arise even now that in the long run affect the liturgical worship itself. After all, the latter is something living, and not the least of the hopes among many modern liturgical apostles is for various changes in the present liturgical forms or customs. As real liturgical changes, of course, they must be official, that is, sanctioned and set down by the Church herself.93

That authority is seen as the test of “real” reform is noteworthy.

The 1957 study of Paul Marx, O.S.B., Virgil Michel and the Liturgical Movement, which draws upon Michel’s unpublished manuscript Liturgy and Catholic Life,94 demonstrates the development in Michel’s thinking:

Virgil Michel was first and last the practical apostle with his feet on the ground, and both eyes wide open. This practical sense showed itself . . . in his whole attitude to liturgical reform. Here his spirit was: Let us first understand what we have, and above all live it—then, we will be in a position to begin to think of and possibly suggest changes. . . . That certain reforms were desirable was a plain fact to Michel, but there was no point in urging them as long as “Liturgy” meant “sanctuary etiquette”. Besides, changes in the Liturgy, precisely because the Liturgy “is grounded mainly on the eternal bonds that unite the human to the divine and on the eternal needs of man as man”, would always be slight and gradual even though the Liturgy had developed considerably through the centuries and would continue to develop provided it became once again the Catholic’s daily bread. In 1936 he wrote: “One of the effects of a wide liturgical revival in the Church will undoubtedly be that of considerable changes in her Liturgy made in terms of the new conditions and needs of our day.”95

Here, we have an understanding of the organic development of the objective liturgical Tradition open to the “new conditions and needs of our day”. Nevertheless, we may observe Michel’s strong emphasis on contemporary needs and that he is prepared to speak of “considerable changes” in order to meet them.

What were these “considerable changes”? Under Michel’s editorship Orate Fratres advocated the restoration of the offertory procession.96 He also argued for an increased use of the vernacular in the Liturgy:

“Vernacular in the Liturgy” permits of many degrees in practical interpretation, such as the use of the vernacular in all instructional and exhortatory parts with retention of the Latin in the essential formulas, in the Canon of the Mass and the like. . . . Thus, while we should be happy to see the Church go as far as she deems fit in introducing the vernacular into her Liturgy, our personal opinion is that the complete use of the Latin should always be retained, say in seminaries or colleges, solemn parish celebrations. . . . We cannot imagine that anyone would advocate the use of the vernacular to the extent of wishing to drop the Latin altogether.97

“We ardently hope and humbly pray for a more liberal adoption of the vernacular in public worship.”98 Michel knew that during the first century the sacrifice was quite commonly celebrated either in the late afternoon or in the evening and accordingly raised the possibility of restoring this practice.

In the history of the Church, wherever accommodation to the exigencies of human nature and human life could be exercised without the compromise of any basic principle, the Church has acted in imitation of God’s own way with man. The very legitimate question therefore continues to impose itself: Why not an evening Mass?. . . This may be an idle dream. But dreams may also be visions of constructive possibilities.99

Michel’s proposals, then, are not all that “considerable” in the light of the liturgical changes of the second half of the twentieth century. Michel is advocating prudent reforms taking into account what he perceives as the needs of his day, which do no radical violence to the rites themselves. His acceptance of (implicitly total) papal authority in liturgical matters is somewhat unquestioning but very much in keeping with the spirit of uncritical obedience and of Roman centralism prevalent in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Michel does not advocate an antiquarian or enlightened recasting of the whole Liturgy, nor, one suspects, would he envisage that authority would sanction such.100

Orate Fratres’ Discussion of the Principles of Liturgical Reform

Before Michel’s death, a discussion of the principles of liturgical reform began in Orate Fratres. Roger Schoenbechler opened it with an article that set forth a rationale and principles for future reform:

With the growth of the Liturgical Movement and the consequent increase of liturgical understanding and appreciation, many suggestions have been made for reforms that would bring about a deeper and a fuller living of the liturgical life. These suggestions are not only of our day, although in recent years they have been offered with a greater frequency and with a better appreciation of the spiritual values of the Liturgy, of its essential nature as the life of the mystical body of Christ, in which all members should share as much as possible. . . .

   In general, the suggestions have arisen out of the laudable desire to increase and intensify the liturgical life of the faithful, priests and laity. They are moreover in harmony with the Tradition of the Church, in so far as the Church has periodically instituted reforms in her liturgical life, for the better spiritual participation and growth of her children. . . .

   We shall state briefly the basic principles according to which all liturgical reform must be broached or discussed.

   1.  First of all, there is no need of reform in essentials. As a whole the Roman Liturgy is the product of the selective growth of ages of Christian life.

   2.  All reform in principle must be conservative. No changes should be considered except where change is really necessary, e.g., if a present rite has lost its meaning on account of changing historical conditions and background and the like.

   3.  Desirable changes will therefore always be small as compared to the Liturgy as a whole, even though individual items of change may be numerous.

   4. Simplification and concentration must not be advocated without reference to past forms. All reforms must have a high regard and esteem for the traditions of the past, for that which now exists and which has been. Such respect will preclude the introduction of subjective inventions. This principle is also followed in other fields, e.g., the restoration or repairing of a church or a painting; or even the civic remodelling of an ancient city like Rome with its many monuments and traditions.

   5. Reforms need not be a literal going back to the old, or a restoring of ancient rites and ceremonies, although they should always be of a traditional spirit. Many rites have been discarded in the past for good reasons, and there has always been development and evolution in liturgical practices.101

The rationale for liturgical reform is clearly that of the Movement: to increase liturgical piety. The principles enunciated are not new: they are open to necessary development yet careful to conserve objective liturgical Tradition as an organic whole. The analogies provided in the fourth principle are most illustrative.

Schoenbechler continues, suggesting practical reforms. They include “the use of the vernacular in sacramental administrations” and “in the Mass of the Catechumens”. He mentions that “the vernacular has also been suggested for the sacrificial banquet”, but he adds “we know of no instance where the same suggestion has been made for the preface and the Canon of the Mass.” He mentions reform of the calendar, including the possibility of a fixed date for Easter, the simplification of octaves and the perennial need for the pruning of the calendar. He suggests that the Holy Saturday vigil “could again take place on the evening itself”. Simplification of the Mass rite so that “the priest would no longer say those parts of the Mass text that are officially said or sung by the assistant ministers or choir” and removal of the Confiteor before the reception of Holy Communion are envisaged. A reform of church architecture to facilitate “participation of the faithful”, which includes giving the altar “a more prominent and more central position”. Making it possible for the priest “to stand facing the people while celebrating Mass” is advocated. Schoenbechler goes so far as to suggest an abbreviated breviary, though he is quick to “recall that similar abbreviated breviaries in the past were met with decisive and universal rejection”, noting that he has the reform of Quignonez in mind.102 Little ritual change is envisaged, and that which is proposed is in accordance with the principles outlined.

At this point we must note the proposal of celebrating Mass facing the people. This became somewhat fashionable in the Liturgical Movement, yet the assumptions behind this practice—that early church architecture indicates that facing the people was the norm and that participation is best promoted when the celebrant faces the people—have been shown to be decisively flawed.103 Godfrey Diekmann, O.S.B., Michel’s successor as editor of Orate Fratres, though himself keen on “facing the people”, admitted as early as 1957:

An altar facing the people is, obviously, not essential to any liturgical apostolate. Recent scholars incline to the view that originally this position of the altar was due not so much to pastoral reasons of better participation, as rather to the desire for proper orientation (i.e., that the celebrant faces the East).104

As Diekmann admits, the proper orientation of the celebrant (and the people) from the offertory onward105 is what is found in Christian antiquity. That this was not thoroughly appreciated by the Liturgical Movement, and that this erroneous fashion persists still, is a timely reminder that peremptory reforms risk the loss, albeit unwittingly, of important theological components of liturgical Tradition.

The next contribution on liturgical reform pointed out that “essential participation was not always deemed to be visible participation”;106 the application to the desire for Mass facing the people is clear. The author was reacting against all-encompassing enthusiasms such as the blanket imposition of Gregorian chant, however badly performed, the rejection of all things gothic, and other fads.107 His is also a timely reminder of the foolishness of sudden and ill-thought-through reforms:

When one beholds the destruction that has begun in our churches in the name of liturgical reform and then considers the inner significance of the Liturgy, veritable terror seizes heart and mind. Priceless gold and brass chandeliers designed in the imperial style are junked so that lanterns like those in any depot can be suspended as liturgical symbols. The Baroque wood carvings of a cathedral are discarded as old lumber so that a rayon drape can hang behind its altar, and the walls are painted like those of any living room. Peculiar chalices and monstrances which are in reality the embodiment of individual eccentricities in craft are preferred to normal shapes and designs in the name of Liturgy. And most deplorable of all, a type of picture representation, done in flat lines, often grotesque and intrinsically disproportionate, will immediately be called liturgical, simply because it is hard to look at. These and many instances of barbarous individualism are daily doing damage to the true cause of the Liturgy, because first principles have been lost to sight in an eagerness to change.108

He concludes: “Reform to be prudent must be one of positive substitution and not legal suppression.”109

The English Jesuit C. C. Martindale was the next contributor. He argued for simplifying the ranking of feasts, for abolishing commemorations, for rendering some of the epistles more intelligible, and, in spite of personal preference, for the Mass of the Catechumens in the vernacular.110 He, too, suggests a simplification of the breviary.111 Martindale disclaims any pretence to being a liturgical scholar, making practical proposals based on his experience and upon the assumption that “the Liturgy itself could be ‘better’ than it is”;112 a not unreasonable assumption, given the growth of the Liturgy in history.

William Busch, certainly a scholar, responded promptly. He objected, not to the minutiæ of Martindale’s suggestions or to the possibility of development, but “to all undue haste in proposals for ‘liturgical reform’ ”.113 He was not at all convinced of the need to change the traditional Liturgy and held up the Augustinian Canon Pius Parsch as an example of one who, by publishing editions of the breviary with parallel Latin and vernacular texts, demonstrated “a ‘reform’ measure which does not introduce the slightest change in our present Liturgy”.114

He examined the arguments made in favour of evening Masses, concluding incisively:

We will not secure the desired understanding of [the Mass] and active and devout popular participation by a simple mechanical device such as turning the hands of a clock. The question that ought to concern us is how we are to restore a deep and general consciousness that the eucharistic Sacrifice is the centre and compendium of the Christ-life in the Church.115

He also observed that in Catholic liturgical Tradition, Vespers is “the evening sacrifice”,116 praising efforts toward its promotion.

His article is an important recapitulation of the principles of liturgical reform. “The elder statesman of the Liturgical Movement”117 warned:

We should be on our guard against a disposition to suit the Liturgy to modern temporary circumstances, a disposition which is apt to manifest itself among those who are newly interested in the liturgical revival and who, with a limited understanding of it, wish to utilise it for some particular and immediate purposes. . . .

   We should not wish to change in haste what we are only beginning to revive. Let us take time to learn what the Liturgy is, and then we shall be in a position to judge what adaptations to modern circumstances may be desirable—perhaps not so many as we first imagined. . . . If modern life finds Liturgy difficult, is it the Liturgy that should be changed? Ought we not adjust ourselves to the Liturgy, rather than wish to adjust it to our liking? I mean that the process should be that way more than the other. I do sympathise with the desire for such “reforms” as a return to the better customs of the past, and I think we are capable of more adjustment to the traditional Liturgy than Father Martindale seems to think possible. . . .

   Worship is not merely a God-ward movement on our part. It is the reciprocal action of God and man through Christ. The Liturgy is the prayer of the mystical Christ. Certainly the largest amount and the best quality of subjective effort on our part is desirable. And therefore it is desirable that the forms of the Liturgy be appropriate in some measure to our circumstances. But this is not the only consideration. The Liturgy has also its objective value above and beyond whatever we may contribute. To this objective element also its forms must be appropriate. And here it is that modern individualistic piety has been neglectful, inclining too much on the subjective side. The present liturgical revival aims to restore the right balance of the objective and the subjective. And as the Liturgy regains attention there is, I think, a real danger that individualistic piety may seek to impose itself and to introduce modifications in the Liturgy without sufficient understanding of its objective nature and without due effort to acquire such understanding.

   It is true that at various times in the past the Liturgy has been “reformed”, but always the process has aimed to safeguard the traditional objective heritage. It is also true that at the present time some modifications are desirable, but they should be guided by the same conservative spirit.118

Busch’s description of the relationship of the objective and subjective components in liturgical development is thoroughly grounded in liturgical history and is of permanent value as a philosophical explication of the principle of organic development.

Over a year passed before Orate Fratres turned again to the question of liturgical reform. The English Lancelot Sheppard offered “a way in which some of those things pointed out by Father Martindale might be done and at the same time the traditional Liturgy of the Church preserved from innovation”.119 His suggestion is simple and traditional: Reform the calendar of the saints, as was done often in the past, to allow the seasons and more important feasts to predominate. It is a reasonable proposal.

Sheppard introduces a principle not hitherto articulated. He claims:

Whenever there has been any question of reforming the Liturgy there has always been a conflict between the great liturgical Tradition of centuries and the reforming spirit. In the past the result of this conflict has generally been a compromise. . . . This spirit of compromise must be borne in mind in attempting to elaborate any scheme of reform.120

By way of example he cites the “compromise” of the breviary reform of Saint Pius X, regarding it as satisfactory. And yet he notes, without complaint, the rejection of the reform of Quignonez.

As a principle of reform, “compromise” contains a radical flaw. We have seen in Busch’s elaboration of liturgical reform, well grounded in liturgical history, the primacy held by the objective traditional Liturgy as it is received by each age. Compromise, however, risks equating the subjective and objective and depriving the traditional Liturgy of its primacy. It could require that each abandon part of its nature in order to produce a new reality. This would not be organic development.

Certainly, organic development does involve, at times, the leaving behind of some practices, and it must be open to persuasion by contemporary needs. However, as Busch made clear, the subjective and objective are not equal partners in dialogue: the objective is of “value above and beyond whatever we may contribute”.121 And we must note that up until Saint Pius X’s reform of the breviary, “conflict” between “the great liturgical Tradition of centuries” and “the reforming spirit”, of which the Protestant Reformation was the apotheosis, met with rejection in the history of the Roman rite.

The emergence of Sheppard’s principle of compromise is illustrative. He departs from the principles enunciated hitherto and risks doing violence to the objective traditional Liturgy. His is an overemphasis on subjective concerns. This was a particular danger facing the Movement as it began to discuss reform. Others would express similarly flawed proposals. The principles outlined by Schoenbechler and Busch, though, were thoroughly traditional. Theirs, we suggest, is the position that is in harmony with the nature of the Liturgy and with its organic development in history.

In 1936 H. A. Reinhold fled to the United States to escape Nazi persecution. He brought with him firsthand experience of the European Liturgical Movement122 and quickly became a contributor to Orate Fratres. A passionate writer, Reinhold’s motivation was the promotion of true liturgical piety, to combat “a secularist puritanism on one hand, and . . . Jansenist spiritualism and individualism on the other”.123 Yet, his earliest contributions include the question: “If we consider our existing Liturgy, changed and developed through the centuries, can we claim that it is perfect? Could it not be better?”124 Practically, he argued:

Our Roman Mass . . . has lost much of its beauty and even its clearness through the introduction of some prayers outside the Canon and the suppression of the psalms in the introit, offertory and communion songs, leaving often but incoherent and obscure fragments. . . .

   These atrophies and deletions have done harm to the fullness of prayer and to the intelligibility of the whole. The introit and the communion verse without their psalm often make no sense, or at least not the sense they would make if the old practice were introduced.125

He knew that “the Liturgy has grown like a natural plant”126 throughout history and argued that it should continue to do so:

There is no reason why the Holy Ghost should have deserted the liturgists after the year 700 A.D. It is un-Catholic to deny development and Tradition and to choose a period after which the wheel of Church history is supposed to have stood still. Choosing of periods or doctrines is heretical. To choose in Greek is haireo, the root word of heresy. To limit the period of liturgical inspiration and growth, therefore, is imprudent, nay silly, because it would give people the idea that those who work for a liturgical revival are nothing else than esthetes, antiquarians and esoterics, who shun the reality of their own time and try to escape into their self-made dream church.127

Reinhold believed that the twentieth century should influence the liturgical form as had past ages:

Our form will be liturgical if we have enough faith to “consecrate” our contemporary beauty and then go right ahead and use what we find. Of course this does not mean admission of the less desirable elements of modern invention: movie effects, neon tube crosses, record music, or similar things which would make the Sacred Liturgy a conglomeration of stage effects. We have to consecrate our age by eliminating all products that are unreal, untrue, false and calculated only to play on our emotions.128

We can say that Reinhold’s principles—restoring parts of the tradition that have been lost to the detriment of the rite (the offertory and communion psalms to their antiphons); realising that the Liturgy is a living organic reality open to development (“like a natural plant”) and that the twentieth century should affect the Liturgy—are acceptable in the light of liturgical history, with one reservation: he risks giving the twentieth century a disproportionate influence. His analogy of the plant is apposite. But we must remember that just as plants will die without water and fertiliser, should one particular age prune or graft disproportionately, the living organism would suffer harm.

We know what Reinhold had in mind with regard to reform of the Mass from his “radical dream” published in 1940 as “My Dream Mass”.129 He says that “it is the dream of the ideal parish Mass, the outcome, as I see it, of all these years of effort of the liturgical revival in Germany, Italy, France, England, Switzerland and these United States.”130

He describes a church in which the priest faced the people over a stone table, with the people “close to the altar, lined up in fan formation with the altar as the centre”.131 There were no pews, and “the whole place looked more casual and ready for action and change.”132

The priest and the assistants vested in the sacristy. . . . While vesting they recited the prayers which we used to say at the foot of the altar. Then the procession was formed. . . . When they entered the rear of the church the schola sang a beautiful antiphon adapted from the Gregorian, and intoned a psalm. . . . The whole thing was in English. . . . The whole populace respond[ed] with a short verse. This happened after every psalm verse. . . .

   The priests incensed the altar, walking all round it. . . . I noticed all through the Mass that the priest did not read the things which had been sung by somebody else. . . . The priest intoned the Kyrie. . . . He had a tremendous response from the people who sang mightily, helped by a fine schola of men and boys. . . .

   The people sang the “and with thy spirit” and the “Amen” every time the priest or deacon greeted them or finished a prayer. I was especially amazed at the beautiful “thanks be to God” at the end of the epistle (in English of course, because it had been read to the people from the ambo), and the “Glory to Thee O Lord” and “Praise to Thee, O Christ” at the beginning and end of the solemn gospel. For the gospel the deacon stood on the ambo, the subdeacon beside him and the candle and the censer bearers slightly in the rear. . . .

   When I had entered the Church I had noticed that there were trays . . . on which people deposited money, food in bags, linen, clothes, bottles with wine, bread and even packages containing altar breads and candles. At the offertory a few men and women took up these trays. . . and brought them to the gates of the sanctuary. There servers in albs accepted them and deposited them at the foot of the altar. . . . All during the offertory the schola sang one of the old offertorial verses. . . . The people took up the short responses. I was told. . . that the priest’s offertory prayers were in Latin and that the whole sacrificial part would be in this sacred language of the Mystery. . . . I noticed that the Benedictus had returned to its old organic place before the consecration, since it was short and Gregorian. So the deepest silence enhanced the supreme moments of the consecration. . . .

   The sacred banquet started with the Our Father, again in English. The deacon recited the communion prayers with the faithful, after the triple “Lamb of God”. . . . Rome had abolished the second Confiteor. . . . While the priest and deacon gave holy Communion, schola and people alternated a common verse and psalm in an adapted Gregorian melody in English. . . .

   At the end the priest and assistants recited the last gospel on their processional way out, while the people, led by the marching schola, sang the Salve Regina.133

This is indeed radical for 1940. Yet, in the opinion of the author, with the exception of the questionable practice of facing the people from the offertory onward, the modifications are either the arguably apposite restoration of lost practices (returning the prayers at the foot of the altar to the priest’s private preparation, the offertory procession, the removal of textual duplication by the priest) or are arguably reasonable adaptations (the use of the vernacular in some parts of the Mass).134 The traditional Roman rite is intact, albeit developed. The proposed reforms do no violence to objective liturgical Tradition. Thus, while his principles as they stand on paper may give us pause, his most radical practical application of them illustrates a development that enables the Liturgy to provide for the spiritual needs of the people in a manner consonant with Tradition (save one or two errors).135

Orate Fratres’ discussion of liturgical reform from 1936 to 1940 demonstrates the emerging commitment of the Liturgical Movement to development of the Roman rite along traditional lines, consonant with the principles of reform found in liturgical history. The contribution of Sheppard to this debate is certainly an exception: one that indicates that some advocates of liturgical reform operated from questionable principles as early as before the Second World War.

Pius Parsch

Parsch, the leader of the Liturgical Movement in Austria,136 a canon of the Augustinian monastery at Klosterneuberg near Vienna, was deeply motivated by the lack of liturgical piety he experienced among soldiers during the First World War:

I spent four years at the front as a chaplain. It was in the course of this work that I began to realise the importance of the Bible for both priests and layfolk. I realised too how important it was that people should learn to understand the Liturgy and take an intelligent part in it. I returned home from the war full of these two discoveries and resolved to devote the rest of my life to propagating these ideals.137

He obtained the use of Saint Gertrude’s, an old chapel nearby, and began over thirty years of liturgical formation and celebration with ordinary people, earning himself the epitaph “an apostle of ‘active participation’ ”.138 Ernest Muellerleile observed the Liturgy at Saint Gertrude’s in 1950. Parsch had reordered the building (to include an altar for celebration versus populum) in 1935:

It is early Sunday morning. . . . At a quarter of seven Fr. Parsch enters to prepare the altar for the Sacrifice. Then, seated at the throne with a few ministers about, he leads the small group that are present in morning Matins, in the German. . . . After the Te Deum the organ intones the opening sunrise praises of Lauds. By now there are many more present and this prayer hour is in large part sung. Already one realises that there are no on-lookers. All are participants. During the Benedictus, incensing is done around the entire altar. Following Lauds the ministers retire to the sacristy. . . . Then all stand when the main procession enters—a cross-bearer carrying candles [sic!] leading some thirty to forty ministers and singers clad in white tunics with red clavi stripes. . . . The large church bells ring out and the people sing with full voice, alternating with the chanters. . . . The Kyrie is threefold—the first part sung by the young men chanters, the second Kyrie by the young women, and the third by all the faithful. The Gloria is sung in phrases alternating between schola and community. During the collect a lector reads the same prayer in German for the people. Another lector reads the Epistle to the seated congregation.

   After the Epistle, a chanter standing on the step (gradus) of the ambo, sings the gradual in German. The congregation responds with the first verse as a refrain. . . . [The celebrant] having finished the Latin Gospel [at the altar] the procession is now formed and the same chanter leads the congregation in the Alleluia. . . .

   The cross-bearer leads the way . . . followed by ministers bearing candles and the smoking censer. At the end is the celebrant holding high the Gospel-book, while all is accompanied by the ringing of the church-bells and the singing of the Alleluia . . . the celebrant announces the Holy Gospel in German from the topmost step of the ambo. . . .

   During the Credo, which is sung alternately like the Gloria, an Offertory table is prepared . . . for the gifts. As the choir chants the Offertory psalm and the community sings the refrain, the Offertory procession begins. . . . At the conclusion a lector reads in German the great offering prayer—the Secret.

   After the Preface, the Sanctus and Benedictus are sung by all. Then follows the holy silence of the Canon-action. There is not a sound. . . . During the consecration all kneel. The great bell in the Church tower rings out. . . .

   During the Pater Noster the offertory gifts are removed and the same table is prepared for Communion . . . with communion plates (lay-patens), wine glasses and two burning candles. After the Agnus Dei the kiss of peace is given. By means of the pax-board it is passed on to the community . . . the faithful come in procession to communion, singing the Communion verse alternately with the chanters’ psalm. The Eucharist is received standing and is followed . . . with a purification of wine. . . .

   A lector reads the Post-Communion prayer in the German. All respond to the Ite Missa Est and kneel for the last blessing. As the last Gospel is being read at the altar the community again sings the Introit-verse. . . . All recite the “canticle of the Three Children” as the procession returns through the centre of the church.139

Muellerleile describes Saint Gertrude’s as “the cradle of folk-liturgy”. In so doing he emphasises the active participation in the traditional Liturgy, not what the term “folk-liturgy” came to connote later in the century.140 Klaus Gamber praises this, noting that Parsch “in his time . . . opened up for many people a new world, namely that of joining in together with the prayer and the sacrifice of the priest at the altar”, though he cautions that such could distort true liturgical participation, saying that Parsch’s Mass “was often transformed into a prayer spoken by priest and people in alternation, and enlivened by a few hymns. Hardly a trace remained of the celebration of a mystery.”141

While it is questionable whether Parsch’s adaptations, such as celebrating the Mass versus populum or standing to receive Holy Communion, in fact enhance active participation, and while it is true that liturgical participation is not exclusively verbal, we can see that Parsch was attempting, rather boldly, particularly in the extent of his use of the vernacular, to bring the people to the traditional Liturgy. He reformed the Liturgy insofar as he revived customs that had fallen into disuse (the offertory procession and the taking of a purification of wine after receiving Holy Communion), though he did not touch the texts or the structure of the rites. Very few, if any, churches offered their people the possibility of participating in Matins and Lauds on a Sunday and of singing those parts of the Mass that are properly theirs, particularly the introit, offertory, and communion antiphons. Is this not a revival that opens up the textual treasury of the traditional Liturgy for the people? His revival of processions, his use of lights and incense, do these not enhance the participation of mind and heart? Does not kneeling at the consecration and the “holy silence of the Canon-action”, or the solemn passing of the kiss of peace contribute toward the same end?

Thus, while those raised on a low-Mass diet and with a rubricist’s mentality may see Parsch as excessive and as unruly, in the author’s opinion he may rightly be said to be a proponent of participation in the traditional Liturgy, even though one may argue that some of his reforms were ill-considered and that he placed too much emphasis on verbal participation.

Parsch’s apostolate grew beyond Saint Gertrude’s principally by means of his publications.142 He was not simply another promoter of liturgical piety: his emphasis on the fundamental relationship between Sacred Scripture and the Church’s Liturgy was itself a significant development in liturgical theology.143

In 1934 Parsch began to speak of reform, suggesting the restoration of the paschal vigil to the evening. He also promoted the use of the vernacular: a vernacular ritual (for the administration of the sacraments) was granted to Austria in 1935.144 In the 1949 foreword to The Liturgy of the Mass, Parsch argued for reforms to the Mass. His motivation was noble:

Sometimes our conclusions have prompted me to make certain proposals regarding the possible future development of the Liturgy of the Mass. . . .

   I am impelled not by profitless disaffection, but by an ardent love of holy Church. I long to see this jewel in her crown, the Eucharist, shine forth in as perfect a setting as is possible.145

The proposals he makes, radical enough in his day, are moderate and are well argued from liturgical history: vernacular readings, the restoration of the offertory procession, an increase in the number of prefaces, frequent Communion from Hosts consecrated at the same Mass.146 an improvement in the quality of the bread used at Mass, and the reception of Holy Communion under both species. Significantly, he does not envisage the vernacularisation of the Mass, and far from calling for any reform of the Roman Canon, he underlines the value of its silent recitation in a most beautiful passage.147 Parsch does not call for a restoration of the preces, and he admires the last Gospel. His calls for the reform of the number of collects at Mass and of the ranking of feasts had been implemented before the publication of the English edition of the book.148

Parsch knew well that the Liturgy had developed over time and believed that it ought to continue to do so. His desire for reform respected the principle of the organic development of the Liturgy; indeed, he enunciated this principle eloquently:

Our Eucharistic rite may be compared to an ancient and magnificent cathedral. It is a structure of prayers and ceremonies that has been nineteen hundred years in building. Clearly, therefore, every age and style will have made its contribution, and it would be a grave mistake to ignore the later elements in its construction and to seek to reduce the Mass to its ancient classic style. We must accept the Mass as it has developed through the ages. We may indeed prefer the ancient style—such an attitude is understandable—but to condemn outright everything that is of later origin would be petty and unworthy.149

Parsch is another example of the Liturgical Movement’s openness to prudent reform that sought to respect objective liturgical Tradition according to the principles of liturgical reform.150

The North American Liturgical Weeks

A resolution of the first Liturgical Week, held in 1940, explained its purpose:

It is designed primarily to serve as a representative national forum in which liturgical leaders can discuss their problems, exchange ideas and generally act to co-ordinate their efforts toward a common goal. It is only a forum, and has not been conceived as a body competent to recommend or propose liturgical reforms.151

By “reforms” here, we should understand changes to the ritual: the vernacular,152 the offertory procession, evening Mass, and Mass facing the people were certainly discussed.153

The published proceedings of the Liturgical Weeks are a testimony to their endeavours in the promotion of liturgical piety, faithful to their original purpose, throughout the United States. A detailed survey of this literature lies beyond our scope. However, we shall have recourse to it in other contexts and will examine the work of one prominent person in the life of the Liturgical Weeks from their inception.

Martin Hellriegel

Hellriegel was a convent chaplain in O’Fallon, Missouri, for over twenty years up to 1940 and pastor of the parish of Holy Cross, Saint Louis, from 1940 onward. His work illustrates the practical application of the ideals of the Liturgical Movement and of the reforms it envisaged at the local level. At the 1942 Liturgical Week, Hellriegel related the genesis of his ideals:

Although I was born into a liturgically inspired home in 1890, I was baptized into the Liturgy . . . in 1909, . . . but my conversio morum took place at Maria Laach. That was in 1922, when I made a memorable visit there. Ever since I have been drawing copiously on that rich source of liturgical inspiration.154

At O’Fallon, Hellriegel introduced the dialogue Mass, “prepared the sisters to celebrate fully the solemn seasons of the church year”, and placed “particular emphasis . . . on making the daily holy sacrifice, especially the Sunday high Mass, the greatest experience of all”. He also introduced the offertory procession.155 A novice at O’Fallon during the 1930s recalls:

Hellriegel helped the community of sisters to see itself in the light of the Church’s Tradition. The postulants and novices were carefully trained to find their spiritual life grounded in the Sacred Liturgy. . . . The life of the religious was seen to be the flowering of the baptismal life and its growth always was in keeping with the life of the church.156

The agenda for liturgical reform he set himself as pastor at the 1940 Liturgical Week is impressive:

   (1) We must do away with all slovenliness and routine. Sancta sancte, God’s things must be done in God’s way!

   (2) Back, therefore, to a holier and worthier celebration of the Christ-life-carrying and the Christ-life-imparting mysteries, the Holy Sacrifice, the sacraments and the sacramentals.

   (3) Back to the Sunday High Mass, 52 times a year. It is the ideal way of celebrating the Lord’s death, particularly on the Lord’s day.

   (4) Back to an active participation by every member of the parish in the prayers and the chants of the Church.

   (5) Back to a more earnest preparation and a more joyful announcement of the living word of God. Back to the “homily” patterned after the homilies of the Fathers.

   (6) Back to the Sunday and feastday Vespers. . . .

   (7) Back to a fitting celebration of the patronal feast. . . .

   (8) Back to our cassock and surplice for the administration of the sacraments to the sick. The time has come for the “embryo” of a stole put over the civilian coat to make room for vestments that are a “worthy frame around God’s picture”.

   (9) Back to Advent, Lent, and ember days cleansed from lottos, bingos and buncos.

   (10) In short: Back to a sentire cum Ecclesia for the purpose of restoring true Catholic parochial life in the cell of Christ’s Mystical Body, the parish.157

A year later he could present a no less impressive list of nineteen liturgical achievements (including the versus populum celebration of the Holy Thursday Mass) in his first year as pastor.158

In 1941 Hellriegel published an article in Orate Fratres in which he discussed proposals for the reform of High Mass. He suggests celebrating it earlier on Sunday mornings so that it is the main Mass rather than the late one and so that the people could communicate from Hosts consecrated at that Mass. He insists that the people sing “all the responses” and gives practical suggestions for this.159 Not once does he suggest that the rite itself is in need of reform: rather it is the celebration and participation in it that stand in urgent need of reform.

Hellriegel continued his involvement in the North American Liturgical Weeks and contributed “Towards a Living Parish” to Worship for many years. His work witnesses to the sound aims of the Liturgical Movement and to their successful practical application.160 The reforms he promoted were pastoral, albeit in one instance mistaken.161 His work as a liturgical pastor remains exemplary.162

Dom Odo Casel, O.S.B.

Casel, a monk of Maria Laach and probably the Movement’s most significant theologian, advocated a reform of the theological perception of the Liturgy itself. In the light of the development of the theology of the Church as the Mystical Body of Christ, Casel developed his theology of worship, of the Mysterienlehre. He taught:

The content of the mystery of Christ is . . . the person of the God-man and his saving deed for the Church; the Church, in turn, enters the mystery through this deed. . . .

   The Christian thing, therefore, in its full and primitive meaning of God’s good Word, or Christ’s, is not as it were a philosophy of life with religious background music, nor a moral or theological training; it is a mysterium as Saint Paul means the word, a revelation made by God to man through acts of God-manhood, full of life and power; it is mankind’s way to God made possible by this revelation and the grace of it communicating the solemn entry of the redeemed Church into the presence of the everlasting Father through sacrifice, through perfect devotion; it is the glory that blossoms out of it. . . .

   What is necessary is a living, active sharing in the redeeming deed of Christ. . . . For this purpose the Lord has given us the mysteries of worship: the sacred actions which we perform, but which, at the same time, the Lord performs upon us by his priests’ service in the Church. Through these actions it becomes possible for us to share most intensively and concretely in a kind of immediate contact, yet most spiritually too, in God’s saving acts.163

Casel included the celebration of the sacraments and of the entire liturgical year in this teaching: Christ acts today through the mystery of the Sacred Liturgy. This innovative theology left little room for a-liturgical piety and implicitly claimed a theological primacy for the Liturgical Movement, the likes of which few of its proponents dared to imagine in the 1930s.164

This provoked controversy. Casel’s use of material drawn from pagan mystery cults caused astonishment and has, in retrospect, been said to betray “a certain naïveté” by imposing Christian and New Testament concepts onto his study of Graeco-Roman mystery cults.165 Some read Pius XII’s 1947 encyclical Mediator Dei as a condemnation of his theories, while others claimed that the encyclical vindicated his theological stance.166 Casel did not live to see his stance vindicated. His friends saw his death in 1948, as the result of a fatal heart attack suffered in the very act of proclaiming the paschal mystery during the paschal vigil, as an apposite consummation of his life’s work.

What is significant is that Casel, as an eminent theological reformer of the Liturgical Movement, placed little if any importance on the possibility of ritual reforms so often desired by his contemporaries. As a monk of Maria Laach he was certainly well acquainted with such.167 However his theology of worship, which he implemented in the convent to which he was chaplain,168 placed little importance on subjective ritual reforms. He spoke rather of “the ‘givenness,’ the objectivity of Liturgy”,169 in a manner that put subjective concerns into sharp relief:

The Church not only stretches far beyond all national boundaries of one age, but from the beginning of the world to the end, from penitent Adam the just man, to the last saint at the world’s end. All pray and work in the building of our Liturgy. There are times when it grows in lively fashion, springs up, when life in the spirit of Christ and the body is so strong that it creates a forceful artistic expression for itself; the first centuries particularly were an age of this kind. There are other ages which have been less fresh, less rich; they keep the truth and goodness they have inherited, cultivate and hand it on. In no case is it “historicism” on the Church’s part when she holds fast to the ancient and traditional fashion of her worship; rather, this love of what she has received comes from her very nature, from the timeless personality which we have seen, belongs to her; in a fashion she shares God’s everlastingness. The Church does not belong to yesterday; she need not be always producing novelties; she has treasures which never grow old. Therefore she is happy with Tradition. Men, creatures of a single day, come and go, with no joy in antiquity; the Church can wait. Other generations will come to be grateful for her conservatism.

   When, therefore, the Church of our time makes her celebration one of rigid pattern this follows from her loyalty to Tradition and a love for real value which rests upon her everlastingness. The deepest realism, however, rests not on a mere adherence to traditional forms, but in the mind of Christ and the Church, which reaches beyond all individuals. The discipline of the Church, of course, prefers to hold fast to the rites and texts which were created in Christian antiquity, and does so in the belief that those ancient times created what they did with a peculiarly high awareness of the Church’s mind. Realism and a sense of form here protect not merely inner reality: exterior discipline serves inward order and proceeds from it. . . .

   Thus Catholic worship has strongly objective lines: they are expressed in its form. Nothing subjective or arbitrary, no personal enthusiasm, momentary ecstasy or expressionism are to mark it; what it seeks are clarity beyond the limits of any single person, roots for a content that is divine and everlasting, a sober peaceful and measured expression of what belongs to it, in forms which give direction to the over-flow of thought and emotion, which put nature and passion within its bonds.170

Organic, developed reality is, for Casel, the objective norm. His is not the position of a romantic immobilist, although some regard him thus. Rather, Casel views the Liturgy as a living, organic reality, which does not exclude the possibility of development. It is fair to say that the importance he gives to objective liturgical Tradition would clearly exclude any radical restructuring of the traditional Liturgy in the light of subjective contemporary concerns. Casel thus enunciates most clearly the principle seen already, that the objective has priority over the subjective in liturgical development.

Charles Davis deprecated this stress on the objectivity of the Liturgy in an article that prefaces the 1962 English edition of Casel’s works:

I think it is true to say that Casel was out of touch with the pastoral problems of the liturgical revival and, further, that there is a definite tinge of romanticism in his approach to the Liturgy. By romanticism I mean a failure to see and admit the reality, often defective, of liturgical forms and practice in the actual life of the Church, both past and present. His view on the use of Latin171 and his dismissal of the desire for intelligibility—which, unfortunately, are sure to be seized upon and exploited—are only the more visible symptoms of [his] attitude. . . . The Liturgy he describes does not seem to be the growing and changing thing that it actually has been. He has fixed it in an imagined moment of classical perfection and isolated it from the ups and downs of its history.172

Davis’ criticism appears not to take account of Casel’s belief that “all pray and work in the building of our Liturgy” cited above. Casel did not live to discuss the liturgical changes of the late twentieth century, though his importance as “the great father of the twentieth century Liturgical Movement” has recently been underlined.173

Anton Baumstark

Baumstark, a layman, died in 1948. In 1952, prefacing a new edition of Baumstark’s Comparative Liturgy, first published in 1939, Bernard Botte declared:

At the present time when there is much talk of the reform and adaptation of liturgies, it is more than ever needful to be informed about their traditional history. The Liturgical Movement may put forward some very bold reforms and may well set aside the letter. But it should always keep the spirit of the Tradition. From this point of view, Baumstark’s work is important.174

His book, the research for which is grounded in Eastern as well as Western liturgical history, devotes a chapter to “The Laws of Liturgical Evolution”. Baumstark writes descriptively, not prescriptively: his “laws” describe liturgical evolution in history.

In the Roman rite Baumstark observes up to and following Trent a tendency toward a “uniformity” in the “substance of forms and texts” that tolerates “divergent practice” in “secondary customs”. The “propria of the dioceses and religious orders of our own days”, he says, bear witness to this substantial unity that permits a certain degree of diversity.175

Baumstark speaks of two laws “which determine liturgical evolution”. The first is the law of organic development. Noting its association with a tendency toward abbreviation in liturgical prayers and readings, he describes it as

“Organic” and therefore “Progressive.” In general, because the primitive elements are not immediately replaced by completely new ones, the newcomers at first take their place alongside the others. Before long they assume a more vigorous and resistant character, and when the tendency to abbreviation makes itself felt it is the more primitive elements which are the first to be affected; these disappear completely or leave only a few traces.176

His second law is that “primitive conditions are maintained with greater tenacity in the more sacred seasons of the liturgical year.”177 The Roman Holy Week rites demonstrate this.

The relationship between legitimate liturgical diversity in the Roman rite, even in what is regarded as the post-Tridentine liturgical dark ages, and substantial unity is noteworthy.178 So too is the fact that liturgical development is not a matter of radical innovation (“primitive elements are not immediately replaced by completely new ones”) and that any displacement of extant liturgical forms is a gradual phenomenon. In conjunction with this we may also note that the losses inherent in the “tendency to abbreviation” of which Baumstark speaks, however lamentable to the liturgical historian or archaeologist, is nevertheless a part of the progression of the living Liturgy in its growth throughout the ages179 Finally, we notice in Baumstark’s second law that the Liturgy itself has accorded an importance to particular customs in certain seasons, preserving them almost in spite of other liturgical developments.

For Baumstark, then, the Liturgy is an objective Tradition that is a progressing and developing organism.

Gerald Ellard, S.J.—The Mass of the Future

In 1948 this popular American writer published The Mass of the Future. It “attempts a full-length account of the aims and objectives . . . of the Liturgical Movement”.180 Assuming developments in the Mass rite are going to occur, Ellard enunciates the following principles:

In the Catholic Church nothing can be said to have a future, save in so far as it has a past and is deeply rooted in Tradition. . . .

   On those marginal areas . . . where the Mass is reckoned as our joint worship, Christ’s and ours, its offering, it is clear, is capable of a good and a better, of stagnation or of growth, of loss or of gain. . . .

   Every single period in the Church’s history has contributed to enrich these rites, and the twentieth century will want to go on making its contribution, too, all in orderly and proper fashion, sentire cum Ecclesia, agere cum Ecclesia. In putting its hand to the task the twentieth century will be guided by that cognate law traced by the great Cardinal Newman for appraising dogmatic growth: “There is no violent break with the past, development must be true to, and consonant with, its own immediate background.” So whatever study and prudent zeal may prompt twentieth century Catholics to contribute to the Eucharistic heritage of the ages, they will carefully avoid casting overboard any value a previous age brought with it.181

Ellard’s principles are in harmony with liturgical Tradition and provide another example of the Liturgical Movement’s concern that liturgical development be organic. His use of Newman in this respect is particularly illustrative.

He also manifests the increasing importance of “study” on the question of liturgical reform. While scholarship served the reform of Saint Pius V to establish the authentically developed objective liturgical Tradition, the antiquarian position of scholar-reformers has been consistently rejected. Ellard identifies himself with the rejection of the latter by Pius XII.182

Ellard’s principles are applied in section 3 of the book. He argues that the Mass could be renamed the “Eucharistic Sacrifice”183 and calls for increased permissions for the vernacular.184 Calendar revision, a codification of the rubrics of the missal to include authoritative clarifications and directives, and the inclusion of some new biblical pericopæ are suggested, as are some minor ceremonial improvements based on precedents already in the Roman rite.185 A reordering of churches is envisaged that tends to favour, but does not insist upon, Mass celebrated facing the people.186 Communal singing, in the vernacular as well as in Latin, is hoped for.187 Meaningful offertory processions are seen as integral,188 as is more frequent sacramental Communion.189 Mass propers for different categories of lay people, festivals, and occasions are hoped for.190 Priestly concelebration of the Mass is recommended.191 The rationing of votive requiem Masses is called for to allow the faithful access to the weekday liturgical texts.192 The celebration of Mass at more convenient times, including the evenings, is wanted.193

In their application, Ellard’s proposals are consonant with his principles. He gives weight to the needs of modern man and to desirable revivals that do no radical violence to objective liturgical Tradition.194 He does, though, fall for the “facing the people” fad. Yet the Ordo Missæ is respected intact. It is, rather, primarily people’s attitudes and practices that Ellard seeks to reform. Again we see the Movement’s sense of Tradition and its prudent desire for organic development.

The Holy See and Liturgical Reform up to 1948

The Liturgical Movement originated and grew primarily through the efforts of monastic centres and other key individuals. It arose from a desire to nourish the whole Church once again with the substantial food of liturgical piety. In this it was thoroughly and positively traditional.

While the Holy See did not produce the Liturgical Movement or closely direct its activities, neither did it stand aloof from it. We have seen how the kernel of liturgical piety was articulated and authoritatively promoted by Saint Pius X.195 In 1915 the cardinal secretary of state communicated the “cordial satisfaction” and “joyful expectations” of Benedict XV with regard to the regional liturgical conference being held at the abbey of Montserrat, once again restating the importance of liturgical piety.196

Such papal encouragement continued. Pius XI’s 1928 apostolic constitution Divini cultus marked the twenty-fifth anniversary of Saint Pius X’s seminal Tra le sollecitudini. It insisted upon Saint Pius X’s reform of liturgical music—which suggests that hitherto it had not been sufficiently implemented—and asserted the “close connection between dogma and the Sacred Liturgy, and between Christian worship and the sanctification of the faithful”.197 In a passage explaining the relationship of popes to the Liturgy, Pius XI goes on to say:

No wonder, then, that the Roman pontiffs have been so solicitous to safeguard and protect the Liturgy. They have used the same care in making laws for the regulation of the Liturgy, in preserving it from adulteration, as they have in giving accurate expression to the dogmas of the faith.198

The original speaks of the pope’s rôle as custodian of the Liturgy: “sollicitudinem in liturgia tutanda et custodienda”.199 This, in the author’s opinion, is a singularly important statement by a reigning pope on the competence of the bishop of Rome with regard to liturgical reform. It makes clear that the pope is the custodian of the (living) objective liturgical Tradition and, by implication, is not its proprietor.

While Divini cultus was Pius XI’s most solemn approbation of the Liturgical Movement, it was not an isolated instance. His pontificate is permeated by encouraging remarks addressed to groups and individuals engaged in the liturgical apostolate,200 including, in December 1935, a private audience accorded to Dom Capelle, abbot of Mont-César.201

Pius XII, who as secretary of state to Pius XI had conveyed the latter’s encouragement on a number of occasions, himself continued to support the Movement in addresses202 and in two seminal encyclicals: Mystici Corporis in 1943,203 which laid the ecclesiological foundation for the growth of liturgical piety, and what was regarded as its specifically liturgical “second chapter”,204
Mediator Dei, considered below.

We also find the Holy See developing the Liturgy during this period. In 1919 two new prefaces (of Saint Joseph and of the Requiem Mass) were added to the missal: the first in many centuries. Another two were added, in 1925 (Christ the King) and in 1928 (the Sacred Heart), respectively. In 1922 the Sacred Congregation of Rites admitted the permissibility of the dialogue Mass.205 Pius XI had himself celebrated a dialogue Mass in Saint Peter’s on 27 May.206

In 1919 and 1924 Benedict XV and Pius XI authorised the restoration of the traditional Liturgy of the rite of Braga, the ancient Portuguese use of the Roman ritual family originating between the eleventh and thirteenth centuries.207 Since the sixteenth century various untraditional elements (spurious legends of saints, the breviary hymns of Urban VIII, ritual practices from the Roman missal, and so on) had crept into the rite. The Roman rite had itself increasingly displaced the traditional rite of Braga until the traditional Liturgy was “restricted to a comparatively few churches in the diocese”.208 The reform of the early twentieth century expunged untraditional incursions and reasserted the obligation of the traditional rite, revising it to bring it in line with the structural reforms of Saint Pius X to the breviary.209

The initiative for this restoration lay with the archbishops of Braga. The pope ratified their initiative. Benedict XV’s 1919 apostolic constitution Sedis huius, approving of the new edition of the Braga breviary, affirmed the legitimate ritual diversity within the Roman rite, referring to the veneration to be shown to such rites by virtue of their antiquity and to the opportuneness of reviving this rite “dating from remote antiquity”.210 Pius XI expressed a similar respect for liturgical Tradition in his 1924 bull Inter multiplices approving the new edition of the missal.211 While acknowledging the contribution of the growth in studies of ancient liturgical sources, the bull includes a significant passage on their risks:

However, in these studies concerning ancient rites the due preparation of knowledge must not be overlooked, which should have as its companion piety and docile and humble obedience. And if these be lacking, any investigation whatever about ancient liturgies of the Mass will turn out to be irreverent and fruitless: for when the supreme authority of the Apostolic See in liturgical matters, which deservedly rejects puffed-up learning, and, with the Apostle, “speaks wisdom among the perfect” (1 Cor 8:1, 2:6), has been spurned, whether through ignorance or a proud and conceited spirit, the danger immediately threatens that the error known as modernism will be introduced also into liturgical matters.212

If we interpret this statement of Pius XI in the light of his understanding in Divini cultus of the pope as “custodian” of the Liturgy, what we have here is, not purely an ultramontane assertion of papal authority over the Liturgy, but a salutary warning lest the Liturgy, and liturgical reform, fall prey to a modernist reductionism that rejects organic development as illegitimate: what Pius XII would later proscribe as antiquarianism. Thus, in the context of the restoration of the rite of Braga, Pius XI asserts the legitimacy of developed liturgical Tradition against antiquarian enthusiasms.

The significance of the restoration of the rite of Braga in the history of liturgical development is twofold. In the first place, it demonstrates, as did the liturgical reform following the Council of Trent, precisely how late “venerable liturgical antiquity” may be found: in this case we are speaking about a rite formed in the first centuries of the second millennium. Thus, what we understand as “venerable liturgical antiquity” is not necessarily a liturgical rite or form having a very early date of origin. This would be an archaeologist’s understanding. Rather, by “venerable liturgical antiquity” we understand the worth of, and the respect to be shown to, a liturgical rite because of its having a place in living liturgical Tradition that, over a sufficient period of time, has come to be regarded as “venerable” no matter how late it originated. We recall that Saint Pius V accorded such status to liturgies having a tradition of at least two hundred years.

Secondly, in the restoration of the rite of Braga we see the bishop of Rome confirming the action of a local bishop, recognising and restoring a traditional rite that had largely fallen into disuse. The venerable rite of Braga, corrupted and almost totally discarded, was reclaimed and reasserted, albeit with some developments. Here we find a confirmation of the right of local churches to their truly traditional liturgies, even when the events of history may have displaced them,213 as part of the legitimate diversity of the Roman ritual family.

In 1930 Pius XI established the Sectio Histórica of the Sacred Congregation of Rites, part of whose mandate was to prepare for reform, emendation, and the issue of new editions of liturgical texts and books.214 We see in this his intention to continue the reform spoken of by Saint Pius X in 1911.215 Before 1948 this Sectio issued only one consultation document on the reform of the rite of confirmation.216 It did not manage the publication of new editions of the liturgical books. Annibale Bugnini, C.M., mentions a draft for liturgical reform or codification in 1942 drawn up for the consideration of the Sacred Congregation of Rites, which came to nothing.217

In 1945 Pius XII permitted, though he did not impose, in the public or private use of the breviary a new translation of the psalter prepared by the Jesuits of the Pontifical Biblical Institute.218 In doing so he acceded to the desires of scholars and of some clergy for a translation that was considered more accurate in the light of developments in the historico-critical method of biblical scholarship. Given the integration of the text of the psalter into the texts of the missal, pontifical, ritual, chant, the writings of the Fathers, and many other aspects of the life of the Church, this was no small reform. Furthermore, the reform was not limited to improving the accuracy of the text; like the reform of breviary hymns authorised by Urban VIII, the style of the Latin text was also “improved”.

The Tablet commented two years later:

We are strongly of the opinion that it is in the main an enormous improvement on the old, though we regret that the revision was not confined to changes of meaning and wish that no alterations had been made for the sake of Latinity. Only mistaken sense, surely, justifies departure from the venerable Vulgate text.219

A French canon complained:

It is the language chosen for this work which disturbs me, and the deliberate use of the Latin of Cicero-Caesar, of a Latin, consequently, anterior by nearly a century to Christianity. . . .

   The psalms of the Vulgate are witnesses par excellence of [the] taking over of Old Testament ideas by the New. The senilities of stiff-necked Israel were charged with fresh and profound resonances as they fell from the lips of Christ and entered the Church’s Liturgy, and these words sounded in ears and hearts alike a note which was at first unprecedented but is now become traditional.

   There is then a sort of historical absurdity in trying to translate, in a book of Christian prayers, the Latin of the Vulgate by the Latin of Cicero. In this literary exercise which might well serve as an occasion for the ingenuity of the humanists, but which has no place in the choir of the Church, one runs the risk of making the worst of both worlds.220

Reinhold wrote in 1948:

Father Bea’s group of scholars struck light with bold strokes . . . few of us dared hope for such a bold solution. We did expect . . . a few corrections of our present text with a lot remaining uncorrected for dogmatic and traditional reasons. Criticism of the new text has been very outspoken, especially in France, where recognised scholars are all out to prove that one could do better with the original and better with the Latin. . . .

   On principle, Father Bouyer’s claim, that there is a Christian Latin, that of the Fathers and of the Liturgy, seems justified, and his wish to see the revision revised again in favour of a consistent application of the vocabulary and usage of the great Fathers appears reasonable.221

In 1961 he returned to the “problem of the psalter of Pius XII”:

Gregorian musicologists, first rate experts of the late Latin, as it was developed by the Fathers and by the Church at the time of Pope Damasus I and Saint Jerome have protested that the psalter is unsuitable for Gregorian chant and is an academic Latin of pseudo-ciceronian hue and vocabulary. . . . All I have read against the new psalter has its value, and it seems that a sort of high-school Latin has taken the place of a language organically wedded to Tradition. But that is not the question at all.

   The question really: does the new psalter come closer to the original Hebrew text?222

In the motu proprio promulgating it, Pius XII makes the use of the new psalter optional.223 He thus shows a measure of respect for the objective traditional Liturgy, in this case for what the Tablet called “the venerable Vulgate text”, and Reinhold, “a language organically wedded to Tradition”. A tentative positing of new material, which we have also seen in the Carolingian reform, does at least mitigate the charge of absolute reform by edict and does give some scope for integration or evaluation over time. However, when papal authority has introduced a reform, it may be argued that many will accept it uncritically regardless of its consonance with objective liturgical Tradition. Catholic ultramontanism was certainly healthy in the 1940s and 1950s.

This reform also raises an important concern: the place of scholarly insight and desires in liturgical reform. We shall return to it below when considering the later reforms of Pius XII.

Up to 1948 the Holy See increasingly granted permission for the use of the vernacular in some rites. The occasional use of the Czech language was permitted from 1920.224 A new edition of the Roman missal for use in Dalmatia was published in 1927.225 The text was entirely Slavonic (with the Canon printed in ancient Glagolitic characters in parallel). The use of a non-Latin Roman missal in this region has a history dating back at least to the seventeenth century.226 A Croatian edition of the Roman ritual, which also traces its origin to the seventeenth century, was republished in 1929.227 In 1933 the Sacred Congregation of Rites approved a ritual in Slovenian.228 A mostly German-language ritual was approved in principle in 1943.229 A mainly French edition followed in 1946,230 and bilingual rituals were approved for Liège in Belgium in 1948.231

Rome also exercised vigilance over the Liturgical Movement. In response to some controversy over the Movement’s orthodoxy and practices in Germany,232 the German bishops established a liturgical commission under their direct supervision in 1940.233 Toward the end of 1942, Archbishop Groeber of Freiburg circulated a memorandum among the bishops detailing seventeen criticisms of the Movement.234 By January 1943 Rome asked for a report, which was sent under Cardinal Bertram’s signature the following April.235 Of concern was the possible diminution of devotion to the Sacred Heart and to the Blessed Virgin, the introduction of German at Mass, as well as the celebration of Mass versus populum.

Cardinal Bertram defended the Gemeinschaftsmesse (where some responses were made by the people in German and the Epistle and Gospel were read over in German), the Bet-Sing-Messe (where a low Mass was said totally in Latin over which the people sang hymns in German), and the deutsches Hochamt (sung Mass where people sang the parts proper to them in German), arguing that for historical and, significantly, for pastoral reasons the German people should be allowed to continue such use of the vernacular at Mass.236 He insisted that priests were using the Latin text of the missal and that the devotions mentioned above were not suffering. He petitioned for a new and simpler Latin psalter for the breviary, for further use of the vernacular in the ritual, and for the celebration of the Maundy Thursday and Easter Vigil ceremonies in the evening.237

The secretary of state, Cardinal Maglione, communicated the Holy See’s “most benign toleration”238 of the use of German at Mass, adding that the question of the psalter was being studied further. Bertram’s other requests remained unanswered.

Significantly, Maglione’s letter speaks of “the fruits which can flow into the salvation of souls from the liturgical action, constrained by the just limits of Tradition and of prudence”, and of “the dangers, those either to Christian discipline or to the life of the Church in Germany, which can threaten the faith itself if straying individuals, ‘by way of experiment’ as they say, introduce aberrant novelties into the Liturgy”.239

This explicit recognition of limits upon liturgical reform, only twenty years before the opening of the Second Vatican Council, is important. With regard to the petition of the German bishops, and in the light of its activity in the preceding twenty years, it can certainly be said that the Holy See was open to and, indeed, engaging upon the gradual development of the rite, the preparation of new editions of the liturgical books, and even the increasing use of the vernacular according to pastoral need. It is certainly not true to say that the Holy See was rigid or closed to the possibility of liturgical reform. Yet it explicitly recognised the limits upon development and reform imposed by liturgical Tradition and prudence.

Thus, while the Holy See welcomed and supported the sound aims of the Liturgical Movement, it exercised a supervisory role to safeguard liturgical Tradition and to guard against imprudence. Such a role is, in the light of the history of liturgical reform, properly that of the bishop of Rome and of his officials. However, with the introduction of the psalter we have seen the emergence of a problem when reforms based on scholarly desires win the approbation of papal authority. To this we shall return.

Beauduin’s 1945 Norms for Liturgical Reform

The inaugural issue of La Maison-Dieu opened with Beauduin’s article “Normes pratiques pour les réformes liturgiques”, written as a charter for the work of the French Centre de Pastorale Liturgique. Given the author, the principles articulated are of wider import.

Beauduin recognises the existence of a grave situation: zealous liturgists who, operating on the assumption that the current Liturgy of the Church is an impoverishment and a deformation of Christian worship that has long since lost its ancient evangelical dynamism, can become audacious reformers.240

In response, Beauduin outlines three norms. The first:

The Church has received from our Lord the power of regulating divine worship and the supreme legislative authority over the administration of the sacraments, the conditions for their validity, and the manner in which they are performed. Liturgical law, established by the Church in her liturgical books, is given full justification in virtue of the priestly power she has received from her divine Founder.241

Having spoken of reprobate reforms, including those of Wycliffe, Huss, and those of Jansenist and Enlightenment inspiration,242 Beauduin concludes:

The Church has not received the institutions of the sacraments, any more than she has also received Sacred Scripture, as a fixed and dead treasure that she must guard without change; rather, she has received them as a living deposit that she continually develops according to the many and varied needs of successive generations. This is a good that pertains to the Church and is given to her to administer; she does not bury these talents; rather, she causes them to bear fruit. This is the Catholic concept of the economy of salvation.243

The second principle: “Since the Council of Trent, the Holy See has reserved to herself exclusively the power of legislating in the domain of the Liturgy.”244 The third: “Liturgical law, by an exceptional dispensation, is constrained by legitimate custom, which in this case is not without the power of abrogating the law and of rendering licit that which, literally, would otherwise be illicit.”245

The first principle, which in context is a restraint upon the desire for unauthorised reform, locates authority in liturgical matters. Its explication demonstrates that the Liturgy is subject to organic development. The second, which explains the historical reservation of this authority to the pope, ought to be read in conjunction with the third, which underlines that liturgical law is not purely a collection of positive law; custom, or Tradition, is integral to it. While Beauduin does not say this, the respect shown by authority for these constraints is fundamental in discerning the integrity of positive acts of liturgical law (reforms).

The article’s conclusion restates the aims of the Movement Beauduin fathered and demonstrates that in 1945 his agenda for reform was not one that sought substantial change in liturgical ritual. Rather, while recognising the possibility, if not the necessity, of the organic development of objective liturgical Tradition, Beauduin still sought the spread of liturgical piety:

The C.P.L. intends to work in a profoundly catholic and disciplined spirit, avoiding all initiative or innovation that does not conform to existing liturgical law.

   At the same time it intends to use freely the liberty that is given by ecclesiastical authority and to employ all the legitimate and approved means to make of the Liturgy that which it should be: the voice and the very life of the people of God.246

Didier Bonneterre regards Beauduin’s article as “the charter of the deviated Liturgical Movement”, which contained “a method of subversion to be adopted in the Church” to effect a liturgical revolution.247 As we shall consider in chapter 3, in the years following the Second World War, pressure for liturgical reform was certainly applied by some, including individuals associated with the Centre de Pastorale Liturgique, and at times on the basis of highly questionable principles. However, the principles articulated above are neither deviant nor subversive, and, as the Liturgy and the exercise of ecclesiastical authority stood in 1945, it is difficult to see that they were envisaged as containing the seeds of radical reform.

Pope Pius XII—Mediator Dei

The relationship between the Liturgical Movement and the Holy See was consummated by the promulgation of Pius XII’s encyclical Mediator Dei, dated 20 November 1947. Beauduin asserted that it was

a solemn, unique document by which the supreme authority rehabilitates the Liturgy—yesterday’s Cinderella—in its rights and claims of primacy. To be sure, Popes Pius X and Pius XI had spoken decisive words, but our Holy Father Pius XII is the first to explain in a magisterial document, vibrant with apostolic ardour, the basic prerogatives that entitle the Liturgy to a post of the first order in the spiritual life.248

“Life can have few moments of deeper thankfulness than attended my reading of Mediator Dei”, Ellard exclaimed.249
Orate Fratres was grateful that the Liturgical Movement “finally has been granted official Catholic status”250 and declared that it had “come of age”.251 “Mediator Dei is a beacon light. It makes the liturgical endeavour now not a matter of choice but a must, an apostolate incumbent upon all”,252 the 1948 U.S. Liturgical Week heard. However, as the official summary issued by the secretariat of state indicates, the purpose of the encyclical was also to “restrain the imprudent”253 among enthusiasts of the Liturgical Movement.

It defines the Sacred Liturgy254 and locates liturgical piety at the heart of Christian life. The fourth and fifth chapters of part I treat of liturgical development. Mediator Dei is seen today as the “Magna Carta” that prepared for the general reform called for in Sacrosanctum concilium.255 The pertinent paragraphs form appendix I of this book.

In them we find five principles of reform. The first is that of authority. Legitimate ecclesiastical authority may enrich and modify the Liturgy for latreutic, catechetical, and edificational reasons.256 Such authority is seen as vested in the pope, and the Sacred Congregation of Rites is his organ for vigilance and legislation.257 Bishops are to supervise the observance of their directives: others have no authority.258

The second is that the Liturgy, in its human elements, is capable of evolution. This admits of gradual growth and even the recall of long discarded liturgical practices according to the needs of the Church.259

Thirdly, Mediator Dei accepts the legitimacy of influences throughout ecclesiastical history on liturgical development: doctrinal development,260 changes in the manner of administering the sacraments,261 and (late) popular devotions, including pilgrimages.262 The influence of the fine arts is noted without deprecation.263

The fourth is that the use of the vernacular “in several of the rites” may be advantageous when done with due authorisation.264

Fifthly, it specifically excludes liturgical antiquarianism.265

Note that the absolute authority of the Holy See in liturgical matters is presented first. This is a strong refrain running throughout the encyclical and can be explained by the Holy See’s view that part of the encyclical’s function was to restrain the imprudence of some liturgists. Let us also recall that the “time immemorial” which Mediator Dei claims for this liturgical authority goes back only to the Council of Trent.

We ought also to note the absence of the explicit mention of liturgical Tradition. We know that the Holy See spoke to the German bishops some four years before Mediator Dei of the “just limits of Tradition” in matters of liturgical development. However, there is no such mention in Mediator Dei.266

This is of some importance. When authority acts to safeguard liturgical Tradition (in addition to being open to its organic development), all is well. But all might not be well were authority, on the basis of its (or of its advisers) theories, preferences, or ideologies, to authorise reforms without sufficient respect for liturgical Tradition. We have argued that this was at least in part the case with the breviary reform of Saint Pius X. Yet we have seen that authority and Tradition must be in harmony liturgical development and that reform by means of innovations imposed from above is foreign to the fundamental principle of organic development. Mediator Dei does not explicitly advocate such one-sided reform. However, we may say that it is deficient in its exposition of the priority of liturgical Tradition in liturgical development and that its one-sided emphasis on the role of authority is capable of interpretation that would permit any reform provided it was duly authorised.

The third and fourth principles present little difficulty. They admit of growth in the Liturgy throughout history and, in respect of the vernacular, admit of development. Significantly Pius XII underlines the legitimacy of some relatively recent liturgical developments (those arising from medieval or post-Reformation devotions, and so on).

This goes hand in hand with his deprecation of antiquarianism, the fifth principle. We have seen this rejected as foreign to liturgical development throughout history. That it is resolutely excluded by Pius XII in 1947 attests his continuity with liturgical Tradition. The antiquarian excesses he proscribes in paragraph 61 and his explicit mention of Pistoia in paragraph 63 leave little room for doubt about his meaning.

That Mediator Dei was received so warmly by the Liturgical Movement as a whole, especially given the excesses it condemned, is itself a testimony to the overall equanimity of the Liturgical Movement at this time and of its well-founded place in the life of the Church. The encyclical was, in the words of Crichton, “a new incentive to further efforts and a safe guide to follow in all our work”.267

Conclusion

Underpinned by Mediator Dei, the Liturgical Movement was poised to have even greater impact. One of its more free-speaking sons, Reinhold, writing in 1947, stated:

The modern Liturgical Movement is obedient, orthodox, modest. The first thing it demands is that all of us, we ourselves, perform the Liturgy as it is in the books and conform to it. Self-reform and perfection. In the second place we expect this to open our eyes to niceties and rediscoveries that will transform our thinking into greater dogmatic correctness, proportionality and joy. The third thing will be to see the Liturgy restored to simplicity and originality. Only in the fourth degree will we prostrate ourselves at the feet of the Holy Father and ask for reforms.268

The priority Reinhold gives to each of his steps is significant and underlines the fact that the Liturgical Movement was not primarily reformist. So does his realism: “I have a sneaking feeling that none of us will ever reach station four and that most of us will be lucky to attain some modicum of stage one.”269

Reinhold’s distinction between restoring and reforming the Liturgy is also important. He was, and would continue to be, a strident advocate of change, yet he was well aware that restoration (purifying and reinvigorating the rite, after the manner of the Council of Trent) is quite another matter from its reformation (producing a new Liturgy).

A theological and less strident account of the Movement’s position was expressed by Yves Congar, O.P., in Orate Fratres in 1948:

There are in the Church invariable realities, because they are of divine institution and represent the very foundations on which the Church is built: dogma, the sacraments, the essential constitution of the Church. Other realities, without being so essential, are nevertheless so bound up with the essence of the Church that it would be extremely difficult to change them basically, and it is fitting to touch them only with extreme circumspection. We must not be hasty in judging and wishing to change things, the appreciation of which calls for mature prudence, a broad experience like that of the Church herself. We ought to reflect a long time in an attitude of great docility to the Tradition of the Church before condemning a form of life within the Church in the name of development; too hasty judgements are exposed to errors, the superficial character of which are revealed by a more attentive consideration.

   But there are also in the Church many human institutions. Even the essential elements which no one can touch have taken on in the course of history modality and forms which are contingent, historic, and subject to change. Christianity is eternal, but the forms in which Christian civilisation is realised . . . even the celebration of her cult . . . these forms are in one sense bound to history, conditioned by a given state of development. To wish to assimilate them in value and permanence to Christianity itself, would be to make the relative absolute, which is an idolatry akin to that which consists in making the absolute relative; and this would be, moreover, a grave fault of intellectual perspective and perhaps marks narrowness and lack of culture. . . .

   Development, which is the law of this life, requires respect for forms of the past, fidelity, and deep-rooted continuity. But it also demands movement, growth, adaptation.270

The Liturgical Movement, then, approached its fortieth birthday—if we take Beauduin’s appeal at the 1909 Malines conference as the moment of its birth—in good health and with a largely traditional and moderate mentality with regard to reform. In the first half of the twentieth century it was certainly not a movement that worked for or achieved “a more comprehensible, subjective and meaningful Liturgy”, as has been argued recently.271 Even though some reprobate practices arose, the Movement’s essence was to comprehend objective liturgical Tradition in order to give shape and meaning to Christian life and, indeed, to society. As Dom Benedict Steuart stated in 1946:

What the Liturgical Movement is aiming at in these days is to overcome the dichotomy, the division or “sundering,” between liturgical and individual life and prayer—a dichotomy which does exist still in this country, and in others too. The Movement aims at bringing about a real union and mutual assistance between the Christian individual and Christian society. This aim is intended and desired by the Church herself whose work is to make each and all of her children “one body with Christ.”272

The root of this problematic dichotomy, according to Steuart, was that “mental prayer, under the usual title of ‘meditation,’ has become since the end of the Middle Ages a spiritual practice apart, in itself, and quite distinct and different from liturgical practice.”273

J. Fitzsimons, speaking more specifically of people’s involvement in the Liturgy itself, asserted in his 1945 article “The Future of the Liturgical Movement in England” that

our aim is that all Catholics should take an intelligent and active part in the Sacred Liturgy. . . . The two operative words are “intelligent” and “active.”. . .

   We should not think of it [the Movement] as a revival. A revival implies bringing back to life something which is dead. It is not dead but sleepeth.274

Fitzsimons, whose article exemplifies the sane, practical, and traditional aims of the Movement, adds a warning: “The Liturgical Movement . . . has to become a vast popular surge—if it does not it will have failed.”275 The words of Dom Oliver Rousseau, written in 1945, also sounded a note of caution: “How important it is for the future that the Liturgical Movement, while continually advancing and developing, should ever have a sense of Tradition, without which, sooner or later, it is destined to failure.”276 These words might profitably be kept before us as we examine the next phase of the Liturgical Movement and its impact upon the Liturgy.




Chapter 3


THE LITURGICAL MOVEMENT AND
LITURGICAL REFORM FROM 1948 TO
THE SECOND VATICAN COUNCIL

Introduction

A 1949 article, “Obsolete or Obsolescent?” posed a question that captures the predicament of those working to achieve the aims of the Liturgical Movement in a world where even Catholics were riddled with post-Reformation individualism and Enlightenment rationalism. It asks: “How shall these build a basilica when they know not what a church is for; a sanctuary when they are ignorant of worship; an altar to a God unknown?”1 Addressing his readers, who, given the nature of the periodical in which the question was posed, one may presume did not share such debilitating ignorance, the author pointed out the existence in the missal of a seemingly obsolete rubric, requiring a candle to be lit on the altar at the consecration. He observes:

Low Masses, often at side altars, are celebrated perhaps more frequently than before. The passing worshipper wonders: “Ought I to genuflect?” Should the extra candle be burning, he bends his knee and adores our Blessed Lord present on the altar; or, in the absence of the third light, bows his head to the Cross and passes on. Were it not a pity that this flickering flame of courtesy towards our Divine Lord should be finally extinguished. Its fate rests with this generation, with you and me. It is in our power to tend it or to quench it utterly.2

This “power” to tend or to quench is at the heart of our study of the Movement’s impact on reform from 1948 onward.

William Busch observed that Mediator Dei marked “the beginning of a new stage” for the Liturgical Movement.3 Charles Davis calls this the “stage of liturgical reform”:

What happened was that the historical, doctrinal and pastoral work brought the realisation that our present Liturgy was not in a healthy state. Historical studies laid bare the evolution of the Liturgy and showed the reasons why the Liturgy had ceased to play the part in the ordinary Christian life that it should. One conclusion became clear: if vitality was to be restored to the liturgical life of the Church, changes must be made. Historical studies made it possible to discern what changes would be foreign to the Liturgy and due to some unfounded modern fashion.4

Note again the importance given to historical studies. We shall return to this, particularly in examining J. A. Jungmann, S.J., of whom Davis was a particular admirer and whose ideas were to prove singularly influential.5

J. D. Crichton recalls:

The next phase came during the second world war. There was a vast, forced movement of workers from France into the factories in Germany. Some priests went with them. And they realised once again as Beauduin had realised that the Liturgy, the Mass as it was, was remote from these people who were risking their lives, and so out of this situation came the phase of the Liturgical Movement which has been absolutely decisive, which was the foundation, which was the coming together of the German and the French liturgists and others. . . . And so the Centre de Pastorale Liturgie was set up in 1943 in Paris and the emphasis was on the pastoral nature of the Liturgy, that the Liturgy must be available to the people and accessible to the people. There was also an immense propagation of the knowledge of the Liturgy and of the history of the Liturgy, education in the Liturgy, in France especially but also in Germany, and this was the truly pastoral Liturgical Movement.6

The fundamental tenet of proponents of the “pastoral” Liturgical Movement, to which Crichton alludes, is that wherever necessary the Liturgy is to be adapted in order to accommodate the perceived needs of the people. This view would grow in popularity. We shall consider its relation to the organic development of objective liturgical Tradition. Crichton continues, “The third phase of the Liturgical Movement was reform, and it was going on before the Council. The third phase is the pressure for reform.”7

Indeed, among liturgical scholars a number held that the time had in fact come for reform to meet pastoral ends. As Worship (the new name for Orate Fratres) reported in 1952:

In January 1948 the editors of the Roman Ephemerides liturgicæ addressed a circular to its collaborators in which they expressed their conviction that the time had come to continue the revision of the liturgical books begun by Blessed Pius X in 1911, and discontinued (or rather postponed) in 1914 because of the absence of the necessary critical textual studies. That deficiency, the editors felt, had in the meantime been largely supplied. The thirty years which the Sacred Congregation of Rites had suggested as an interval of study had long passed; and the Holy Father himself had, in recent years, repeatedly urged that the question of reform, more particularly of the breviary, be again taken up. Accordingly the editors invited scholars to submit plans of revision. A number of these were published in the Ephemerides. And in March 1949 Fr. Bugnini, C.M., one of the editors, summarized the plans, adding that the question could not be restricted to the breviary but must embrace the other liturgical books as well.8

Bugnini describes the questionnaire as “a bold move . . . a free—and risky—undertaking by the young editor-in-chief of the periodical”9 (that is, himself). It was, he said, “the first alarm signal that something was stirring”.10

The resultant 1949 article, which he says profited from the approach taken in the Memoria sulla riforma liturgica,11 indicates the assumptions and desires of advocates of liturgical reform at the time. They sought a lessening of the burden of the Liturgy and an adaptation of it that would make the Liturgy more realistic in the concrete circumstances in which the clergy and laity found themselves in the changed conditions of “today”,12 a complete revision according to the spiritual needs of modern Christianity.13 It was assumed that since the eleventh century the state of the Roman rite was one of unacceptable compromise. The Liturgy as it stood was compared to a mosaic or an ancient building, built by different hands using different materials in different times. Because to take away or to modernise but one part of the edifice would cause the rest to crumble and fall or result in a lack of congruence in the Liturgy,14 a complete modernisation was thought necessary.

We have observed the periodic recurrence of the desire to lighten the “burden” of the Liturgy, from the reform of Quignonez through to that of Saint Pius X. Such desires, insofar as they substantially subject objective liturgical Tradition to the tastes of any passing age are, as we have noted, not organic developments of the Liturgy and as such are to be rejected. So, too, are transient desires to subject objective liturgical Tradition to a complete revision according to the perceived spiritual needs of any particular age. To accept such a principle of reform is radically to subjectivise the Liturgy.

It is illustrative that Bugnini’s article should use the analogies of an ancient building and of a mosaic in describing the Liturgy as received from Tradition. Both exemplify the organic nature of the Liturgy and its gradual development throughout the centuries. That they also demonstrate the incongruence of desired reforms with the existing Liturgy and assert the purported need for a radical reconstruction according to the supposed needs of the time is revealing. Thus, as early as 1949, reconstruction and innovation according to the perceived needs of modern man, conceived as clearly distinct from the development of the objective liturgical Tradition, were part of, if not the very basis of, the agenda of some (key) liturgists. Ephemerides Liturgicæ, published in Rome and printed at the Vatican Press, while editorially independent, was no fringe publication. The rubrician J. B. O’Connell described it as “authoritative”.15 Bugnini himself described it as “the semi-official voice of Roman liturgical circles”.16

We ought to underline the centrality of Annibale Bugnini, then editor of Ephemerides Liturgicæ. He was behind the consultation that resulted in his 1949 article and was to become and remain the key figure in liturgical reform until 1975.

Bugnini’s article also reports principles of reform suggested by respondents. One is to conserve Tradition without being afraid to simplify the Liturgy.17 Another is to return to primitive liturgical Tradition, prior to its later compromise, which would include a purification of the calendar, which among other reforms would give predominance to the temporal cycle over the sanctoral.18 Finally, Bugnini advocates a codification of liturgical customs following the basic principles of the reform.19

The first principle attempts to synthesise the two antithetical positions of innovation and conservation. It is, in effect, a principle of compromise. However, as we have maintained above (p. 106), compromise is not a sound principle of liturgical reform. The second, to return to primitive liturgical Tradition, is clearly antiquarian and rejects the organic development of Liturgy throughout history. While Bugnini’s article associates this principle mainly with calendar reform, and one may argue that reform of some of the colliding feasts and seasons is both desirable and in harmony with objective liturgical Tradition, as a principle of reform it is defective. Bugnini’s desire for an overall codification of liturgical customs is, in effect, a practical desire for a certain harmonisation of the rubrics of the liturgical books. Such practical reform would not itself do violence to objective liturgical Tradition, though it could involve the relatively minor adjustment of traditional rites in order to achieve harmony between them. Alternatively, a reform based on untraditional principles could use a codification to whitewash the Liturgy according to an ideology.

Concluding his article, Bugnini asserts that among the variety of proposals and projects proffered, one common wish shines through: the intimate desire to renew and to adjust the Liturgy according to the actual spiritual needs of the clergy and laity.20 This is his fundamental assertion. It is the fundamental principle behind the desire for a so-called “pastoral” Liturgy.

The question is whether this principle is valid, or whether it is not the reemergence of the error of Quignonez, of the Enlightenment liturgists, of the Gallicans, and so on. This is crucial in assessing the work of liturgical reform carried out in the twenty years, and beyond, following Bugnini’s article. The tone of his recollection of the 1948 questionnaire and the ensuing article some thirty-five years later is itself not without interest. Bugnini wrote in 1983: “In this case, the proverb was proved true: ‘Fortune favours the brave.’ ”21

The Pian Commission for Liturgical Reform

The Sectio Historica of the Sacred Congregation of Rites formally commenced the work of reform in 1946 with a Promemoria intorno alla riforma liturgica.22 This was presented to Pius XII in May, with the result that, with papal approval, the Austrian Redemptorist Joseph Löw began to draft a plan for a general reform. This was completed at the end of 1948 and published23 as Memoria sulla riforma liturgica the following year. A papal commission for liturgical reform was established in 1946, but it was May 1948 before its members were appointed. Bugnini, its secretary until its absorption into a preconciliar commission, observes that it “worked in absolute secrecy” and “enjoyed the full confidence of the pope”.24 Nicola Giampietro, O.F.M.Cap., appends to his doctoral work on Cardinal Antonelli’s role in liturgical reform both the Promemoria sull’origine della commissione pontificia per la riforma liturgica e sul lavoro da essa compiuto negli anni 1948-1953 and the minutes of the eighty-two meetings it held up until July 1960.25

The Memoria gives the rationale for beginning a general reform. Firstly, the state of the Liturgy was seen as problematic, in paricular, overcrowding in the calendar and the increased number of octaves. The complexity of the rubrics was another: this was seen as diminishing the love of many priests for the Liturgy. Thus, “a desire for a reform that would bring about a sensible simplification and a greater stabilisation of the Liturgy” had arisen.26 The significant development of studies in liturgical history was seen as putting the commission in a better position for “a solid revision of the Liturgy on a broad and secure basis in [liturgical] science”.27 The state of the Liturgical Movement was seen as having given rise to “a greater sensibility in liturgical matters and hence a more conscious desire to see the Liturgy freed from certain accretions that obscure its beauty and diminish in a certain sense its efficacy”.28 The Memoria regarded the practical situation of the clergy, their occupation with pastoral duties in the changed circumstances of the modern world, and their dissatisfaction with the complications of the Liturgy, the breviary in particular, as a “most serious reason to hasten liturgical reform”.29 The clergy are said to want the whole Liturgy simplified from an exuberant calendar and complicated rubrics and returned to its original Christocentric basis. Finally, the Memoria says that, in the light of these considerations, it is a most opportune, if not necessary, time to carry on the work of reform begun by Saint Pius X.30 The reform is envisaged as being able to be completed in “a relatively short time”.31

Much of the rationale in the Memoria is familiar. In liturgical history we have seen the desire to prune the overgrown calendar or to lighten the burden of the breviary on the clergy. (It is interesting that the burden of the breviary should again be seen as too great only thirty-five years after its reduction in the reform of Saint Pius X.) We have seen that those charged with the reform of the liturgical books following Trent used the scholarship available at the time to assist them in restoring the Liturgy to its purity in antiquity (remembering that by “antiquity” was understood the organically developed Roman Liturgy of the eleventh century).

The importance given to liturgical science in the Memoria’s rationale does, however, indicate the emergence of a mind-set that disproportionately elevates scholarly findings and that, if allowed to predominate or if uncritically accepted by authority, could result in reform that fails to respect objective liturgical Tradition. Given the exaggeration in Mediator Dei of the extent of papal authority in matters of liturgical reform, such a risk may be said to have been real.

Yet in the Memoria’s rationale we have seen a concern not to lose the beauty of the Liturgy and to preserve its efficacy. There is no explicit desire for a major structural reform or recasting of the Liturgy itself at the prompting of scholars.

Following its rationale, the Memoria outlines fundamental principles for the reform. The introduction observes:

For several decades, many devout and also learned priests have made countless proposals in this direction, more or less complete, regarding a reform of the Liturgy. Those who take the trouble to examine those proposals seriously . . . very soon notice that, unfortunately, there is lacking in them the foundation of a solid scientific preparation and a sense of healthy balance, which would enable one to discern the good old from the inopportune new. One notes frequently the marked tendency of the modern mentality to systematise, classify, quantify, everything; or the subtlety of the specialist who is lost in minutiae; or the spirit of a pure subjectivism; or the reflection of local, contingent, and ephemeral situations and movements. Consequently many plans, even if well studied and amply expounded, are vitiated at their roots, precisely because they are either devoid of a scientific basis or are too alien to the spirit of the Church, which32 is always even and objective and always inclined to harmonise proven traditions with the new exigencies of the times.33

The Memoria is, then, well aware of the need to respect the objective liturgical Tradition in the face of contemporary excesses. The considerable weight given to “scientific” bases for liturgical reform is tempered by a harmony and objectivity that the Church (presumably papal authority) provides.

The fundamental principles articulated in the Memoria are:

1. The opposed claims of the conservative tendency and the innovative tendency must be balanced.

   2. Since the Liturgy is by its nature eminently latreutic, the worship of dulia must be subordinated to that of latria; consequently, in the liturgical calendar, the Temporal and the Ferial must predominate over the Sanctoral.

   3. Since the Liturgy is a unitary and organic complex, it is necessary that reform also be unitary and organic.34

The first and third principles are most directly relevant to our study. The second, the content of which is uncontroversial, illustrates the matter of most concern at the time to those planning reform. Indeed, the Memoria gives over 148 of its 342 pages to the development of the second principle alone, before devoting its remaining pages to the breviary. The second principle also makes clear the Memoria’s liturgical theology, which is entirely consonant with that of the Liturgical Movement. Thomas Richstatter, O.F.M., in a comment betraying a heavy postconciliar bias, notes that the second principle demonstrates that “the Liturgy is something the Church does; it is not yet considered as a self-expression of the Church itself. Also the Liturgy is considered to be directed to God; there is no mention of its educative dimension.”35

In interpreting the principles of the Memoria, we should keep in mind the prescriptions and proscriptions of Mediator Dei. The two documents were published within thirteen months of each other, the former with the explicit authority of the author of the latter. Indeed, the Memoria emanated from the same Roman dicastery that was presumably responsible for drafting or at least commenting upon Mediator Dei before its publication.

The Memoria elucidates its principles. Of the first, it explains:

There are some liturgists and promoters of the Liturgical Movement who sin by archaeologism; for them the most archaic forms are always and of themselves the best; those later ones, even if of the High Middle Ages, are always to be set after those more ancient. They would like to take the entire Liturgy back to a state closest to its origins, excluding all successive developments, regarded as deteriorations and degenerations. In short, listening to them, the Liturgy would be reduced to a species of a precious mummy, to preserve jealously as in a museum.

   There are others, instead, of precisely the opposite tendency, who would actually like to create a new and modern Liturgy; we no longer understand, they say, the forms, gestures, chants, created in now distant ages; the Liturgy must be a manifestation of current religious life; hence, the language, pictorial and sculptured art, music, dramatic action, and so on, ought to be completely new, in conformity with modern culture and sentiments.

   Naturally, these are the extremes, but unfortunately they exist and have already been reproved in the encyclical Mediator Dei. However, as always, there is a nucleus of truth at the basis of the two extremist tendencies. Now, a wise reform of the Liturgy must balance the two tendencies: that is, conserve good and healthy traditions, verified on historico-critical bases, and take account of new elements, already opportunely introduced and needing to be introduced. Since the Liturgy is a living organism—like the Church herself, which is ever ancient and ever new—so the Liturgy, which is a continuous manifestation of her religious vitality, cannot be something set in stone; rather, it must develop, as in fact it has developed, in parallel line with all the other vital manifestations of the Church.

   Hence, it is the task, certainly very delicate and very difficult, of a liturgical reform to balance, with discretion and wise discernment, the just demands of the opposed tendencies, in such a way so as not to change through sheer itching for novelty and not to mummify through exaggerated archaeological valuation. To renew therefore, courageously what is truly necessary and indispensable to renew and to conserve jealously what one can and must conserve.36

Here we find an elucidation of the principle of organic development of the Liturgy in response to the extremes of the day. Since this is found in the first official document preparing for a general liturgical reform of the Roman rite, it is of quite some importance. It repudiates archaeologism and excludes the creation of Liturgy according to the contemporary tastes. The Memoria speaks of balancing or, more properly, of finding an equilibrium among these tendencies. While some may find in this the first step toward accepting reform by compromise, this elucidation is more probably an expression of the realities and difficulties with which a general liturgical reform would have to deal.

Again we see that “historico-critical bases” emerge. They are regarded as the criteria by which liturgical traditions to be retained are to be verified. While it would be wrong to exclude advances in historico-critical studies from consideration in liturgical reform, to elevate what (at least in Catholic circles) was in 1948 a relatively new discipline to the status of being the decisive criterion was a radical step indeed.

Furthermore, claiming such a decisive role for historico-critical factors risks compromising the organic growth of the Liturgy, in which authority is more passive (ratifying developments that are harmonious with objective liturgical Tradition). It also lends authority to a rationale that would then be able to precipitate liturgical reform. Thus, scholarly consensus emerges not as a component of liturgical reform that has to take its place in due relation to other factors. Nor, as in the work of the commission following Trent, is it a tool with which to identify and conserve authentic developed liturgical Tradition. Rather, it has become the decisive basis for reform. As such it is capable of a disproportionate impact on reform and of overriding the principle of organic development.

The Memoria lauds Pius XII’s reform of the psalter: “The sovereign gesture that the Holy Father Pius XII showed in the approbation of the new version of the Psalter provides us with a gauge of how the Church knows how to make courageous innovations when the supreme good of Christian life demands it.”37 This clearly combines and unreservedly accepts the legitimacy of the action of papal authority at the prompting of historico-critical scholarship in liturgical reform. It is doubtful, though, that “the supreme good of Christian life” demanded the Pian reform of the psalter: the literature of the period simply contains no evidence that the Vulgate was perceived as a major obstacle to Christian life! Were it so, one might accept that authority had the right, if not indeed the duty, to intervene. However, this was not the case. Furthermore, it must not be forgotten that Pius XII posited this reform optionally, alongside the traditional psalter: the language used in the Memoria does not reflect this. Further still, our study of liturgical history has shown us that “courageous innovations” are foreign to the organic development of the Liturgy.

The elucidation of the third principle:

The Liturgy is a real organism, coordinated and organic; whence, whenever one touches one part, by natural reflex the effects of it are felt in the other parts also. Hence it follows that we cannot think of partial retouching without first having established an organic and general plan. Of this, all those competent in Liturgy are convinced. It is not enough, for example, to touch up the Calendar here and there, eliminate some feasts, fix up some rubrics, prepare a critical edition of some books or some historical reading. It is necessary to embrace in a general vision the whole complex of the reform: rites, formularies, rubrics, feasts, liturgical year, etc., and to arrange in advance, wisely and with accurate knowledge of the function of the single parts, the measures necessary to balance the individual provisions.

   In the realisation then of the general plan, one will be able to proceed by stages,38 something simple if the principles and the fundamental bases are clearly established from the outset. Only thus will one have the certainty of an ordered progress and of a happy arrival at the goal.

   In the final execution of the reform itself, it will be necessary to have an ultimate element to guarantee the stability of the reform and the organic nature of future developments of liturgical life; all this will be attained through the much spoken about Codex liturgicus, which should represent the crowning of the Reform and assure its application and stability.39

Much of this is of a practical nature and illustrates wise planning. We ought to note, however, the recurring identification of the Liturgy as an organism and the presence of a desire to make “ordered progress” and to achieve a state of stability in the Liturgy that would itself be open to future organic development.

Overall, these principles, while in part consonant with those we find in liturgical history, nevertheless accord an unjustified primacy to the findings of scholarship not hitherto seen. In this, the work of the Pian commission was askew from the outset.

The Memoria also makes clear that a reform of the whole of the Liturgy was conceived. Indeed, chapter 3 opens with a proposed order for the reform, indicating its scope:

   I. The gradation of feasts and the Calendar

   II. The Roman Breviary

   III. The Roman Missal

   IV. The Roman Martyrology

   V. The libri cantus

   VI. The Roman Ritual

   VII. The Ceremonial of Bishops

   VIII. The Roman Pontifical

   IX. The Codex Iuris Liturgici40

The reform of the missal was discussed toward the end of the Memoria’s third chapter:

The multiple reforms proposed hitherto for the gradation of feasts and the reordering of the calendar and the breviary will have a direct repercussion on the Roman missal also, accomplishing a sensible renewal and a considerable simplification.

   All of that, however useful and necessary, is confined to the material content of the missal; but one must look at Holy Mass, the central act of Catholic worship, from broader aspects.

   For this purpose it is necessary to give attention to the enormous work accomplished in recent decades in the whole Catholic world through the Liturgical Movement, with the interest aroused not only among the clergy but also among the laity regarding the Holy Sacrifice, the understanding of it, and active participation in it. Hence some problems of an especially liturgical-pastoral character have arisen of a gravity and a delicacy that not all take into account; problems that obviously are not resolved by simply denying their foundation or importance. It is enough to mention the use of modern languages in the Liturgy, the forms and methods of participation at Mass, the various forms of the celebration of Mass: private, parochial, social, solemn, concelebrated, etc., the internal structure of the Mass itself. All of these are brought to the forefront today, are studied and treated with enthusiasm in journals and conventions, in academies and in liturgical and pastoral institutes, advanced also by numerous prelates in their ordinances and recently by the Holy Father Pius XII in his great encyclical on the Liturgy. A whole world is in movement, part of it in a preparatory and preliminary stage, part of it in possession of noteworthy results. In different places people are trying to actuate, in different ways and according to different points of view, the experiences had and the multiple possibilities in restoring to the Mass the place that belongs to it as the central mystery of divine worship.

   Considering attentively this state of things, the seriousness of the questions presented and the responsibility of the decisions to be taken, in a matter so fundamental for the Liturgy and the life of the Church, we judge it opportune to defer the detailed treatment of the missal and the Mass to a second stage of the commission’s work. On the one hand, as we have already mentioned, the definitive arrangement of the missal will depend in a great part on the decisions that will be taken concerning the major principles of the reform and concerning the definitive lay-out of the ecclesiastical year and feasts. On the other hand, the questions that affect not so much the missal as the Mass in its external form of celebration and the modes of assisting at it, with all the concomitant questions, will demand further and deeper study. Indeed, we will be able to think perhaps of the possibility and the opportunity of direct research into the major questions of “pastoral Liturgy” regarding the Holy Mass, as they are truly felt and thought in the various centres of the Liturgical Movement. It would be enough to send to these centres, or even to some of the more qualified experts in this matter, a well-formulated questionnaire, so as to have an objective idea on the concrete state of the problems and desires that exist in this regard. It is indeed certain that everyone is awaiting from a future liturgical reform the solution in principle to so many questions that for decades now have occupied the minds of zealous pastors and priests.41

The envisaged impact on the missal of calendar reform reflects the organic nature of the Liturgy and as such presents no a priori difficulty. Nor does the consideration of the possible use of the vernacular or of enhancing the people’s participation: neither is of itself inconsistent with respect for objective liturgical Tradition.42

The question of reforming “the internal structure of the Mass itself” arises here, without further explication. The Memorias reticence with regard to the missal is clear, and it cannot be accused of advocating a reform that is inconsistent with objective liturgical Tradition. What it does is put the question on the agenda and call for further research “in a matter so fundamental for the Liturgy and the life of the Church”.

This extract also makes clear the impact made by the Liturgical Movement on the Holy See’s considerations of reform. Of particular interest is the emergence of the term “pastoral Liturgy”. We shall return to it below.

Chapter 4 outlines the way forward for the commission. The Memoria was first to be discussed in order to establish and stabilise the fundamental principles of the liturgical reform, after which a generic approbation was to be sought from the pope so that the commission could continue its work on a secure and stable basis. This work was to proceed in the ninefold order outlined above, with seven subcommissions (biblical, patristic, historical, hymnological, chant, rubrical, and rhetorical) contributing. The resultant liturgical books were to be submitted to the pope for approbation and promulgation.43

Following initial discussion of the Memoria, in November 1949, copies of it were sent sub secreto, with the explicit permission of Pius XII, to three eminent liturgists: J. A. Jungmann, Dom Capelle, and Mario Righetti. These liturgists were asked to comment in the margin of the text and to return the annotated volume. The annotations were collated and published for the commission in 1950.44 We confine our study to pertinent annotations made to the paragraphs of the Memoria examined above.

Capelle’s letter accompanying his annotations expresses his opinion of the first of the Memoria’s principles and his overall stance with regard to liturgical reform:

I cannot but admire the solidity of the principle set forth in no. 16 of the Memoria. It is a monument of clear and of conscientious information, and the solutions it proposes to most of the problems satisfactorily resolve the issues for me. . . . It seems to me that in the reform of a thing so sacred, it is a thousand times better to keep to the minimum than to risk going beyond it.45

Capelle’s annotation of the fundamental principles (only he makes any) clarifies his stance. After the words “to renew therefore courageously what is truly necessary and indispensable to renew, and to conserve jealously what one can and must conserve”, summarising the Memoria’s discussion of the first principle, he writes:

From this we are to deduce that nothing is to be changed unless it is a case of indispensable necessity.

   This rule is most wise: for the Liturgy is truly a sacred testament and monument—not so much written but living—of Tradition, which is to be reckoned with as a locus of theology and is a most pure font of piety and of the Christian spirit.

   Therefore:

   1. That which serves [well] at the present time is sufficient unless it is gravely deficient.

   2. Only new things that are necessary are to be introduced, and in a way that is consonant with Tradition.

   3. Nothing is to be changed unless there is comparatively great gain to be had.

   4. Practices that have fallen into disuse are to be restored if their reintroduction would truly render the rites more pure and more intelligible to the minds of the faithful.46

This is, of course, the principle of the organic development of the objective liturgical Tradition applied to the project of reform under consideration: it is essentially conservative but open to truly necessary growth.

Capelle was thoroughly steeped in the ideals and work of the Liturgical Movement, to the origins and development of which he was both a witness and a contributor. Had not Capelle championed the ideals of the Liturgical Movement in the presence of Pius XI in 1935?47

In the author’s opinion, in Capelle’s principles we find a mature consideration of liturgical reform. His was not the zeal of a recent convert. Nor was he primarily fired by a thirst for historical research—though he was himself an accomplished liturgical historian. Capelle was a monk who lived and loved the Liturgy and who sought the return of liturgical piety to its rightfully central place in the life of the Church. As he stated plainly to Pius XI in 1935: “I would not concern myself about the Liturgy, unless I believed that it is such an important, essential and sacred thing.”48

His principles are all the more important given the fact that they appear at the beginning of the Holy See’s work on a general reform. He was, after all, one of only three experts invited to comment upon the Memoria. Given their sound origin in Capelle’s person and their consonance with the organic development of the Liturgy, they serve well as an evaluative tool for liturgical reforms enacted prior to the Second Vatican Council.

There are no further annotations to the paragraphs from the Memoria we have quoted, save that Jungmann annotates paragraph 337 (which proposes the formation of the seven different subcommissions to assist in the practical application of the reform), suggesting that before official promulgation “there should be a phase of using the new rite ad experimentum conceded to certain qualified centres.”49 The remainder of the annotations concern themselves with practical questions pertaining to the proposed reform of the calendar and of the breviary.

The achievements of the Pian commission are of interest because of their application of the principles outlined above. Also, it can be maintained that the reforms brought about by the commission in the 1950s and early 1960s were important precedents for the Fathers of the Second Vatican Council.

So, too, the principles the commission articulated, or its subsequent published documentation, laid foundations for future reform. Giampietro reports that at the insistence of Cardinal Bea, who, like Antonelli, was a member of the commission throughout its existence, the Memoria and its five printed supplements were distributed to the members and periti of the conciliar liturgical commission,50 underlining the significance of the Memoria beyond the commission itself. While it is true that it is a working plan and that its principles and proposals were not authoritatively promulgated, the Memoria was, nevertheless, the basis of the work of this commission. This formed the immediate background to the consideration of liturgical reform by the Fathers of the Second Vatican Council.

Accordingly, we examine the reforms of the commission alongside contemporary events and literature generated by the Liturgical Movement, with an eye on Capelle’s fourfold list. Before doing so, however, it is appropriate to consider the principles of reform in Jungmann’s work, who, as we have already seen, was highly regarded by the Holy See and whose influence was significant.

Josef Andreas Jungmann, S.J.

In 1948 Jungmann published his monumental two-volume work Missarium Sollemnia.51 Joseph Crehan, S.J., acclaimed it: “No existing work by a single writer can compete with this exhaustive discussion of the historical evolution of every single feature of the Mass as we know it today.”52 “This book is an event!” exclaimed Reinhold. It had particular value, Reinhold argued, in the light of the “great desire all over the world . . . to raise claims for adaptations” to the Liturgy. Jungmann’s book was seen as making available “sound Tradition”, which should inform them.53

Jungmann was accorded an immense authority by his contemporaries. In 1958 Clifford Howell, S.J., extolled him:

There is mighty little that he holds that anybody would be inclined to dispute; for he seems to come as near to omniscience on this subject as is humanly possible. . . . Jungmann’s conclusions are pretty well universally accepted by the pundits. He is THE great man of the day.54

Given this, his appointment as a consulter to the Sacred Congregation of Rites early in the 1950s, his influence on the reforms before and after the Council,55 and the extent of his influence on modern liturgists,56 Jungmann’s principles of liturgical reform are of particular importance.

In The Mass of the Roman Rite we read: “The monumental greatness of the Roman Mass lies in its antiquity.”57 This was Jungmann’s fundamental tenet. He deprecated liturgical embellishments after the Peace of Constantine, most particularly those of the medieval58 and baroque periods.59 Accordingly, Jungmann distinguished “secondary”60 developments in liturgical history. These were “distortions of the original ethos of Christian eucharistic worship” rather than “providential and beneficial gains in the organic development of the Liturgy”.61 Put simply, Jungmann was a liturgical antiquarian,62 proposing a “corruption theory of liturgical history” that is “widely accepted today as fact”,63 who advocated what came to be called “pastoral Liturgy”: Liturgy that is fashioned to meet the needs of contemporary man.

Addressing the First International Congress of Pastoral Liturgy at Assisi in 1956, he declared:

The living Liturgy, actively participated in, was itself for centuries the most important form of pastoral care. This is true particularly of those centuries in which the Liturgy was developed in its essentials. In the later middle ages, the Liturgy was indeed celebrated with zeal and much splendour in numerous collegiate and monastic churches, and was also further developed in its various forms. But unfavourable circumstances brought it about that something like a Fog Curtain settled between and separated Liturgy and people, through which the faithful could only dimly recognise what was happening at the altar. . . .

   The Liturgy has become a succession of mysterious words and ceremonies, which must be performed according to a fixed rule, and which one tries to follow with a holy reverence—but which themselves finally harden into rigid and unchangeable forms.

   Perhaps this rigidity was necessary—as a protection against heretical attacks upon the Sacrifice of the Church. It may also have been necessary to safeguard the sacred heritage for future times, for a time of greater need and of more grave decisions, such as we experience in our own day, when the faithful in an especial manner need that same guidance by the Liturgy which was the privileged lot of the Christians of the first centuries.

   Today the rigidity is beginning to lessen. Forms which appeared petrified have come to life again. Just as the Church under Pius XI, by the Lateran Treaties, surrendered that external protection which, in the more crude times of the middle ages, had seemed so necessary to her as a world power, so now under Pius XII she has begun to loosen the protective armour which till now has encased the sacred forms of her Liturgy.64

And in the introduction to The Early Liturgy in 1958, he explained:

The Liturgy of the Catholic Church is an edifice in which we are still living today, and in essentials it is the same building in which Christians were already living ten or fifteen or even eighteen and more centuries ago. In the course of all these centuries, the structure has become more and more complicated, with constant remodellings65 and additions, and so the plan of the building has been obscured—so much so that we may no longer feel quite at home in it because we no longer understand it.

   Hence we must look up the old building plans, for these will tell us what the architects of old really wanted, and if we grasp their intentions we shall learn to appreciate much that the building contains and even to esteem it more highly. And if we should have the opportunity to make changes in the structure or to adapt it to the needs of our own people, we will then do so in such a way that, where possible, nothing of the precious heritage of the past is lost. . . .

   We are going to deal, therefore, with that period of liturgical history that surpasses all others in importance because it is concerned with the basic outlines, the very ground-plan of the structure, namely the period up to Gregory the Great.66

The discovery of the origins of our worship holds a special attraction. . . . A knowledge of the original text, or of the original form used in the primitive Church, while of considerable value, is not our only interest. . . . We now realise that other forms, which developed in the years that followed, also proceeded from the life of the Church. In the same way as the original, or at least in a similar way, they are derived from the inspiration and activity of the Holy Spirit. . . . They form the links of a chain connecting our present-day worship with the life and worship of the primitive Church. All the links in that chain are important, for only when we possess them all do we have a complete explanation of the present-day forms of our divine worship. But it remains true that the first links are the more important, for they determined the course that succeeding forms were to take.67

There are two questions to be raised. The first is whether Jungmann’s assumption that his own period is indeed “a time of greater need and of more grave decisions” is apposite and whether it may lay, at least in part, a sound foundation for liturgical reform. But is it not a temptation of each age, particularly of those that have experienced a renaissance such as that enjoyed by liturgical historians in the past two centuries, to regard itself as particularly enlightened? Was this not also the temptation of Quignonez, of Jubé and of Ricci, of the Gallicans?

The second question, the answer to which will clarify the issue raised by the first, is: How does Jungmann account for the principle of organic development?

He certainly recognises the organic development of the Liturgy: “The Liturgy is like a tree, which has grown in the changing climate of world history and which has experienced stormy as well as flourishing times. Its real growth, however, comes from within, from those life forces whence it took its origin.”68 His distinction, which may have its origins in elements of post-Reformation Jesuit spirituality,69 between the observable treelike growth of the Liturgy and what we may call the interior growth (more properly the “value” or “effect”) of the Liturgy, enables Jungmann to dismiss external forms not found in antiquity.70 Organic growth for Jungmann is thus an historical phenomenon, but not a—let alone the—principle of liturgical reform. Hence he says:

It is always necessary, therefore, to observe and recognise in Liturgy, the law of continuity. And this not merely from psychological considerations. . . . Of its nature Liturgy is conservative. Man is caught up in constant change but God never changes and His revelation too, which is committed to the Church, and the scheme of Redemption, given in Christ, is always the same. Prayer and worship are a constant flowing back and homecoming of the souls of restless, wavering men, to the peace of God. . . .

   Religious sentiment is very much disinclined to change liturgical forms except for very grave reasons.71

But like every living organism, the Liturgy has to adapt itself to the present conditions of life. As a rule this is achieved by silent growth: but there are times of almost complete standstill, and there are times of stormy advance. . . .

   Towards the end of the middle ages growth became a wild and unhealthy profusion and so the Council of Trent and Pope Saint Pius V called a halt . . . and a period of standstill was inaugurated. . . .

   For three and a half centuries things went on under this regime until Pius X . . . began to speak once more of reform. . . .

   Certainly, after so long a pause an imperceptible growth could not suffice. A jerk—more than a jerk—was clearly necessary. . . .

   Thanks to the emergence of historical theology, and Christian archaeology, too, the world of the Fathers and that in which our Liturgy found its origin has been brought near once more. The ancient Christian world has revived. Much knowledge has become available to us. . . .

   The religious situation of our time also demands forms of Church life such as will be found in a meaningful, corporately celebrated Liturgy. . . . Like its architecture, the thinking of our time has become practical. . . .

   The Liturgy itself is on the move. This does not please everyone. It is as though the walls of an ancient building were beginning to totter; as though an axe were being laid to a thousand-year-old oak.72

The weight put on the demands of “the religious situation of our time” is significant. These, and the new insights of historical theology and Christian archaeology, are seen to justify reform by “jerk”. Organic development is regarded as insufficient, to the obvious peril of the “thousand-year-old oak”.

In 1949 Jungmann told the German liturgical commission that, because of a lack of available historical sources:

Pius V’s reform was only half a reform. Nowadays . . . the reconstruction of the Mass would present no difficulties. If this was what one aimed at, the following elements would disappear: the multiplication of opening prayers, the disorder in the closing parts of the prayers, the repeated kissing of the altar, the Pax Domini being in the wrong place, all genuflections, the emphasis on the Words of Institution as consecration, and many other things. Obviously, such a radical reform would not be desirable. Reform of the missal needs to be undertaken less in accordance with some principle, so that we make cuts, and more like the work of an architect who has some plan in his mind and who takes account, not only of what has come down from history, but also of the needs of today and of tomorrow and who is able to construct a well-ordered new building, using both old elements and new, and with more variety than there is at present, so that above all the basic structure of the Mass becomes more easily visible.73

Jungmann’s principle of reform thus combines antiquarianism with pastoral expediency. It is a historical and pastoral principle that, precisely on historical grounds, fails to accord sufficient respect to the organic development of the Liturgy beyond antiquity and, indeed, rejects organic development as the fundamental principle of liturgical reform, in favour of a “jerking” of the Liturgy into suitable shape for modern man, using objective liturgical Tradition, in the words of Duffy, “as an inexhaustible resource and a universal panacea”.74 In this he has certainly, to return to our first question, attributed a disproportionate weight not only to his own period, but also to antiquity.

Jungmann saw his principle as having immediate practical implications. These clearly move beyond the fundamental aim of the Liturgical Movement to foster liturgical piety:

Not only amongst the people but at the altar, within the Liturgy in the narrowest sense, things require to be done. There is no lack of proposals which seek to do justice both to the spirit of Tradition and to pastoral needs. They aim at making the shape of the Mass as celebrated by the priest more straightforward. Many accessories are to be reduced or must disappear altogether. Thus the Mass for the revived Easter Vigil has had parts omitted at the beginning and the end; in a similar mood the decree of March 23, 1955, has reduced the number of prayers at Sunday Masses.

   The construction of the Mass ought to be made more obvious. The chief sections, Proanaphora, Offertory, Canon and Communion, should be easily distinguished; and various details should be made more intelligible . . . the symbolic handwashing could be brought forward to the beginning of the Offertory. Scripture readings ought to be enriched by the introduction of a cycle covering several years. Popular intercession which was supplied at the end of the last century by prayers after Mass ought now to come fully into its own through the revival of the prayer of the faithful as an organic part of the Mass immediately after the Scripture readings and sermon. Sunday Prefaces should once more take up the note of Easter joy, and the thanksgiving after Communion could be re-fashioned so as to allude to the Communion of the people.75

Such suggestions are not of themselves deleterious: none wields an axe to the thousand-year-old oak, except, perhaps, the proposal to “enrich” the readings from Sacred Scripture—we consider such proposals, and the 1955 decree, below. Indeed, they resonate with the desiderata of Parsch and may be said to be prudent suggestions for pastoral reform that organic development, albeit induced, might encompass. However, we must maintain our concern with regard to Jungmann’s assumptions and his principle, which are, nevertheless, capable of underpinning root and branch reforms that move well beyond moderate proposals and the organic development of the Liturgy.76

The 1951 Reform of the Paschal Vigil

Dominica Resurrectionis vigiliam of 9 February 195177 reformed the solemn paschal vigil for one year ad experimentum, restoring the time for the celebration of the vigil to the night preceding Easter Sunday: it had hitherto been celebrated on the Saturday morning, “not without detriment to the original symbolism”78 of the rite. According to Bugnini, the publication of this, the first concrete fruit of the Pian commission, “caught even officials of the Congregation of Rites by surprise”.79 It is clear that its preparation was rushed.80

The Holy See had received numerous requests for this restoration over a number of years.81 To the possibility of its celebration at night, raised in 1948 in the Memoria,82 Jungmann and Righetti responded positively; Capelle enthusiastically.83 This reform recognised authenticity as a principle of reform; that is, a liturgical vigil should truly be a vigil and therefore be celebrated at night. That the Holy See should intervene to correct an inauthentic development, indeed, a certain liturgical decadence and contradiction, whereby the liturgical texts proclaimed the “truly blessed night” during the previous morning, is, in the opinion of the author, an apposite use of authority in liturgical reform that shows profound respect for the objective traditional Liturgy.

As well as restoring the authentic time of celebration, ritual changes were made.84 Among these we may distinguish two types. Firstly, those that were simply the logical consequence of the restored time of the vigil’s celebration, principally to the rubrics for the recitation of the Office and for the purification of the chalice.85

Of the second type—reforms unrelated to the time of celebration—there were eleven significant changes. The principles from which these operate are of particular interest:

1. The reduction of the three prayers for the blessing of the fire to one.86 Antonelli states that eliminating repetition was part of the motivation behind this reform. However, he also says that there was a straightforward desire “to abbreviate”.87 Abbreviation was envisaged neither by the Memoria nor by Capelle.

2. The reordering of the blessing of the candle, including the abolition of the triple candle so that the Easter candle is lit directly from the fire and then itself taken into the Church in procession.88 This may be said to render the rites surrounding the candle more pure in order to promote the participation of the faithful. The loss of the triple candle in this purification is unfortunate and, arguably, unnecessary.

3. The restoration of the incision of the Easter candle with the Greek letters A and Ω.89 This is a restoration of a liturgical form lost in history: a small restoration when one considers the vigil as a whole and an enrichment of the rite both symbolically and theologically, consonant with Tradition.

4. The introduction of candles carried by the clergy and the people lit from the Easter candle.90 This reform may be described as pastoral reform promoting active participation in the rite. Its novelty91 is offset by its powerful paschal symbolism and profound theological content. It may be regarded as a healthy pastoral development.

5. The deletion of the reference to the (Holy Roman) Emperor from the Exsultet and the insertion of a newly composed prayer for those in authority.92 This can be said to be necessary due to a change in the reality to which the liturgical prayer relates, and thus ecclesiastical authority rightly acts to develop the liturgical text and to render it authentic by updating it to correspond with the reality with which it deals.

6. The reduction of the twelve prophecies to four.93 This is abbreviation, justified because four prophecies were the practice in the time of Saint Gregory the Great and because twelve prophecies in Latin were regarded as too onerous for the people.94 The Memoria envisaged reducing the number, but it is hard to see how this is more than an example of antiquarianism, traces of which we have noted in the Memoria. One might reflect that, if actual participation was desired, granting permission for reading the prophecies in the vernacular95 would be more in keeping with Tradition than their arbitrary and substantial reduction from twelve to four.96 And it is difficult to see how actual participation is enhanced if that in which one is supposed to participate is reduced by two-thirds! However, the structure of the twelve prophecies was not without its own theological import—the loss of which is clearly an impoverishment.97 Capelle opposed any reduction in number, though he thought that for smaller churches some reduction might be possible.98

7. The instruction that the celebrant sit and listen to the prophecies rather than reciting them himself at the altar.99 This reform eliminates the priest’s repetition of the texts read by other ministers, restoring a certain authenticity to the rite in harmony with that renewal envisaged by the Memoria.

8. The insistence on a time of silent prayer between the flectamus genua and the levate following the prophecies.100 Again, here, we have the restoration of the original purpose for this liturgical action, rendering the rite more authentic and pure and enhancing the actual participation of the faithful.

9. The directive that blessing of the water be done in the sight of the faithful.101 Here again we see an explicit desire that the faithful be able to participate (in this case visually) in the rite. The rite does retain the possibility of a procession to a baptistery separate from the church building, should there be one, for the blessing of the water. Where this procession does not occur, one might express concern at divorcing the blessing of the paschal water from the annual blessing of the baptismal font, which this reform made possible.

10. The renewal of baptismal vows by the people, permitted in the vernacular.102 This may be regarded as the major innovation of the reform. Capelle objected to it vehemently on the grounds that there was no necessity for its introduction, that it was theologically deficient (he argued that the vigil was not primarily a commemoration of baptism and that the reception of the Holy Eucharist is the act of participation for the faithful in the paschal mystery: neophytes participate in this by receiving baptism, which is then consummated in the reception of the Eucharist), that this restoration was not in line with the stated intention of wisely and discreetly restoring the Liturgy to a purer state, that it was utterly inopportune to introduce rites that not only lack a solid and longstanding tradition but are also totally novel, and that such a change would harm the equilibrium of the rite.103

11. The omission of the preparatory Psalm 42 and the last Gospel from the Mass of Easter, which follows the vigil.104 These abbreviations, which remove the private and devotional preparation and thanksgiving of the priest,105 are historically understandable—one may argue that the vigil itself is the preparation for the first Mass of Easter, though one could suggest that a purer restoration would have the priest once again reciting the last Gospel after leaving the altar as his thanksgiving.

In these eleven reforms, four operative principles may be distinguished. Restoration of rites lost in liturgical history may be seen in reform 3. Liturgical authenticity is found in the fifth, seventh, and eighth reforms. As with the restoration of the vigil to the evening, these reforms can hardly be said to be contrary to liturgical Tradition. Rather, they are a revivifying of it. Reforms 1, 2, 6, and 11 may be described as reforms operating from the principle of the simplification of the rite. Of these, reforms 2 and 6 may be said to have a directly pastoral motivation106 and, as such, overlap somewhat with the next principle of reform, which we call pastoral expediency. This includes both innovation and abolition of liturgical forms according to perceived pastoral need. Reforms 4, 9, and 10 are examples of this. The evaluation of such reforms is complex.

Following Capelle’s interpretation of the Memoria’s principles, we need to be convinced of “grave deficiency” in a rite before expunging it, and we must only introduce new material because of necessity “in a way that is consonant with Tradition”.

There is no doubt that the organic growth of the Liturgy over time can include occasional pruning: we have seen this time and time again with the calendar. In the liturgical rites themselves, it is possible that clearly repetitive prayers that have no further symbolic purpose could be reduced from three to one without detracting from the objective traditional Liturgy. The Roman rite’s hallmark has been a ritual sobriety in comparison with Eastern rites, what Dom Cabrol called in 1934 a “solidity, grandeur, strength, and a simplicity which excludes neither nobility nor elegance”.107 We have seen Fortescue argue in 1917 for the repression of Byzantine tendencies in the Liturgy, saying that “some measure of simplification is desirable.”108 This is not, however, the same as a modern desire for abbreviation that operates from the assumption that “shorter (quicker?) is better.” Nor do we find abbreviation promoted in the general principles of reform articulated either in the Memoria or in its discussion of the reform of the vigil.109

There is also no doubt that organic development includes the introduction of some new practices: an immobilist stance with regard to liturgical reform is simply a-historical, as Robert Amiet’s study of the paschal vigil in the history of the Roman rite ably demonstrates.110 The crucial factor with such introductions is, as Capelle has said, their consonance with Tradition. One may also add that due proportion is an important criterion in admitting rites, new or restored, into the organism that is the Liturgy, as a disproportionate introduction would displace the equilibrium of the rite as a whole and render it a substantially new rite. In the 1951 reform, the changes cannot be said to have displaced the substance, or changed the nature, of the objective traditional Liturgy and, therefore, could be welcomed as part of its organic development, albeit again, induced by ecclesiastical authority. However, we must stand with Capelle’s objection to the untraditional and theologically impoverished innovation of the renewal of baptismal vows.

Thus, we are able to rejoice in the liturgical authenticity and in the restoration of some rites lost in liturgical history in the 1951 reform of the paschal vigil that are clearly organic and in harmony with the objective liturgical Tradition. Yet we note with concern the activity of liturgical archaeologism, untraditional innovation, and the abolition of elements of the rite for reasons we have called pastoral expedience and a desire for abbreviation.

We have seen Saint Pius X rearrange the objective traditional Liturgy from a pastoral motivation. However, he did not innovate. With the introduction of the renewal of baptismal promises, Pius XII did. This use of papal authority, exalted if not exaggerated by the same pope in Mediator Dei in relation to the objective traditional Liturgy, may be said to be the liturgical face of ultramontanism.

However, that was not the assessment of most liturgists of the time. La Maison-Dieu, in an issue devoted entirely to the reform of the vigil, claimed that the horizons had been opened to hope for further progress “certainly in the line of traditional Liturgy but oriented toward the legitimate needs of the people of God”.111 In the United States, Hellriegel recorded his profound gratitude to Pius XII,112 and Diekmann hailed the “generosity” of the reform, noting that it “exceeds any requests voiced”.113 The 1952 North American National Liturgical Week was devoted to its discussion.114 The English journal Liturgy published a more sober welcome.115 Almost thirty years later Bugnini spoke of this reform as a change “which elicited an explosion of joy throughout the Church. It was a signal that the Liturgy was at last launched decisively on a pastoral course.”116

The father of the Liturgical Movement, Beauduin, writing in La Maison-Dieu in 1951, described the reform as a “point of arrival” and a “point of departure”, saying that it was “certainly made in a traditional and a historical spirit and opened horizons that the most daring of optimists could not hope to see”.117 Beauduin, whose article demonstrates a profound respect for liturgical Tradition, both in its origins and in its living reality, calls for reforms to be made in the Order of Mass in the spirit of the reform of the vigil that would, in his opinion, restore its authenticity. He proposes seven:

   1. To remove the anomaly of the celebrant reading texts while others sing them.118

   2. To make the Liturgy “sensible and living”119 by extending the authenticity of the vigil’s rubric requiring a period of silent prayer between flectamus genua and the levate. Beauduin suggests that the reform be extended to the penitential seasons and to other rites that have lost significance.120

   3. To restore the communal significance of the “Amen” and to enhance the active participation of the people, particularly at the end of the Secret and of the Canon, by a simple change of the rubrics.121

   4. To ensure that the faithful receive Holy Communion from Hosts consecrated at the Mass at which they assist, at the appropriate liturgical time, and not ordinarily outside of Mass.122

   5. To restore the Ite missa est to its true place, at the end of the rite.123

   6. To omit the last Gospel in public Masses, retaining it for private Masses.124

   7. To omit the Leonine prayers after Mass.125

Beauduin’s desiderata arise from the principle of liturgical authenticity, which encompasses the restoration of some rites lost in liturgical history and a small measure of simplification of the rite. His authenticity is certainly pastorally motivated; however, his is not a principle of pure pastoral expediency. Significantly, in this article in which he explains the hopes raised by the 1951 reform, Beauduin calls for no innovations and for no substantial restructuring of the rite to meet contemporary pastoral needs. Nor does he argue for the vernacular. In Beauduin’s wishes for reform, as in Capelle’s explication of the Memorials principles above, we find a mature desire for reform, a true fruit of the Liturgical Movement (in Beauduin’s case, in the very words of its father), motivated by a profound respect for the objective traditional Liturgy.126 The principle of authenticity is grounded in this very respect. So, too, is Beauduin’s understanding that the traditional Liturgy is capable of development along authentic lines.

The reform of the vigil was experimental, and local ordinaries were required to report on the experiment to the Holy See. The English bishop of Brentwood required those priests availing themselves of the permission for the new vigil to furnish a report. His archives contain eleven replies, all of which are positive. Typical reports indicate that “the number of persons attending . . . was considerably in excess of the number of those who would have been able to attend at the traditional hour”127 and that there was “great enthusiasm. . . for the whole idea [expressed] by all those who were present”.128 The renewal of baptismal vows was popular.129 One commented that “the new rite was a great success but that the prophecies should be read in English facing the people. The reading of them in Latin is meaningless to 99%.”130 According to the published extracts of bishops reports to the Holy See, this local enthusiasm was reflected worldwide,131 though it is clear that in some places the adoption of the new vigil was the exception rather than the norm.132

In 1952 the Holy See extended the experiment for three further years. Some adjustments in the rite were also made, which do not alter our assessment: it was permitted as early as 8:00 P.M. on the Saturday evening where the bishop judged this suitable; the rules for how many Masses a priest might say on Easter Sunday, on fasting, and on how often a person might receive Holy Communion were relaxed slightly; the people were allowed to relight their candles for the renewal of baptismal promises; it was decreed that participation in the vigil would take the place of Saturday Compline and Sunday Matins for clergy and that Lauds of Easter Sunday would be inserted at the end of the Mass following the vigil.133 In 1953 Joseph Löw, C.Ss.R., vice-relator of the historical section of the Sacred Congregation of Rites, published an article encouraging its celebration.134 People’s editions of the rite were published to facilitate their actual participation.135 The experiment was permitted for one more year in 1955136 before the Holy See promulgated a definitive reform of Holy Week in 1955, which is considered below.

Louis Bouyer’s 1951 Criticisms of the Liturgical Movement

The French Oratorian Louis Bouyer, a convert from Lutheranism, began publishing on liturgical topics in the 1940s. The Paschal Mystery (1949) opens with a fresh definition of the Liturgy: “Liturgy is the life reflected in the pages of the Bible, concretised in a devotional action, the liturgical text being hardly more than an application of the biblical original set in vivid relief.”137 Over the subsequent three decades, Bouyer would apply his energies to awakening people to this reality and to correcting distortions of it.138

In 1951 Bouyer published an article that, in part, was severely critical of reforms being made in the name of the Liturgical Movement.139 H. A. Reinhold reports:

He objects to the para-liturgies140 in their motivation, to the “bending over backwards” of the apostolic zeal of many among those who want reform; to the liturgists’ overemphasis on the “transfigurative” task of nature (instead of death and cross); and to the blindness of the liturgists who have cut themselves loose from Tradition and are now drifting on external currents with no end in sight but chaos.141

Bouyer recalled basic principles that he believed were ignored by certain groups and individuals at the time:

Above all, and this is the essential point, in the urgent effort of translation and adaptation, in the field of the Liturgy just as in others, one must never become too caught up in eclectic and hasty constructions, showing contempt (often simply through ignorance) for the traditional heritage of the Church, and throwing oneself uncritically and without discernment upon whatever appeals to the fashion of the day.142

A Liturgical Movement that forgets or refuses to acknowledge frankly that the Liturgy is traditional in its essence, that the Liturgy is the property of the Church, that the Liturgy transmits to man the gifts of God, before it is able to offer to man any expression of himself,. . . such a movement would be liturgical only in name.143

He articulates the nature of living (liturgical) Tradition:

This is the whole problem of true reform in the Church, which is always and at the same time a return to the sources, fidelity to the Church of today, and open to the possibility of creating something new in response to contemporary needs. This is of the nature of the Church, which assures the continuity of the same supernatural life through the course of the ages in realising not only a permanent equilibrium, but the profound union of these three necessities.144

In response, Capelle published an article asking whether the Liturgical Movement was not in crisis.145 Capelle agreed with Bouyer’s assessment of the development of paraliturgical celebrations and with his articulation of the traditional nature of the Liturgy, describing it as “a received gift”.146 Capelle identifies a crisis, but not in the objective liturgical Tradition. He asserts that the practical mentality of modern Christians has, at least in part, weakened the capacity of the Liturgy to nourish piety. The extent of the envisaged crisis is indicated by Capelle’s poignant question: “Do the majority of priests have an intense liturgical faith?”147 His response to this crisis was to call for better liturgical formation for seminarians, arguing that courses in rubrics were insufficient in themselves and that what was needed was an integration of liturgical, scriptural, and theological formation. It follows that, according to Capelle’s view, a properly formed clergy would see the intrinsic flaws behind putting energy into paraliturgical celebrations and would concentrate on the liturgical formation of their people.

Capelle does not entertain the possibility of adapting the Liturgy to suit the modern mentality. Nevertheless, he is open to the organic development of the objective liturgical Tradition within certain limits:

Certainly, that which one hands on is not a dead thing: “To rediscover a tradition and to give it a new life is one and the same thing. Here below, he who speaks of life speaks of change.”

   It appertains to the Church to keep watch over the necessary alterations she wishes to make and to see that they are inspired by true criteria. She alone is able to situate reforms “between a dead rigidity and an evolutionism which is nothing but another name for decomposition”.148

Both Bouyer’s and Capelle’s positions are familiar. Their articulation in 1951, as discussion about, and the work of, liturgical reform was gaining momentum, was a timely reminder of the nature of objective liturgical Tradition.

The trends that they censure are also noteworthy. It is clear from Bouyer’s criticism of the paraliturgies that, at least in places, a desire for creating popular services that showed scant regard for liturgical Tradition had surfaced. Capelle’s identification of the impact of the mentality of the age, particularly of its effect upon clergy and of the effects of their defective liturgical formation, may be seen to be at least remotely causal here.

It is significant that this tension, between what we may call the desire for popularising or modernising the Liturgy to accord with the perceived needs or desires of contemporary man and fidelity to objective liturgical Tradition, arises in the 1950s. Would the former eventually come to predominate over the latter? In the mind of Bouyer and of Capelle, there is a divide between the two.

Yet we must maintain, with these eminent fathers of the Liturgical Movement, that objective liturgical Tradition, while having priority, is living and that it is capable of development. Throughout this study we have called that development “organic” precisely to specify the growth of objective liturgical Tradition as it has been shaped by different ages. However, it has never been legitimately abducted or corrupted by the “spirit” of a particular age, and attempts to do so have met with repudiation.

The Maria Laach Conference, 1951

Alongside the ongoing work of the commission, liturgical scholars initiated a series of international study meetings to consider reform.149 Frederick McManus is clear that “certainly the 1948 [Pian] commission was influenced in succeeding years by the meetings of (mostly) European scholars . . . with which Antonelli, Löw, and Bugnini were in contact.”150 Jungmann states that the meetings

assumed great importance, for it was here that the fruit of experiences gathered and of scholarly work, conducted with heightened fervour, was brought together and, encouraged more and more by the authorities in Rome, the concrete aims of a possible reform were debated.151

The first was held at Maria Laach in July 1951,152 with forty-eight invited scholars in attendance. It discussed the recent reform of the paschal vigil, which had “fulfilled, and in some respects surpassed, long-cherished hopes”.153 A number of further modifications were proposed,154 some of which were realised in the 1952 revision. The meeting concluded that “it would seem desirable that the entire Triduum Sacrum be revised to correspond to the Easter nightwatch: in particular, the Holy Thursday Mass should be an evening Mass, and Good Friday should be transferred to the afternoon.”155 The latter suggestion, a request for a return to liturgical authenticity in the time of celebration, is, as we have argued above, in complete harmony with liturgical Tradition.

The scholars also discussed reforms that could be made to the missal. The influence of Jungmann was considerable,156 and he read a paper proposing the construction of a penitential rite for the people at the beginning of Mass, because he believed it to be pastorally expedient, as well as the reform of the silent prayers of the priest (outside of the Canon). In the latter part of the paper we find a clear articulation of his theory of liturgical corruption and of the impact his principles of antiquarianism and pastoral expedience would have:

The silent prayers (outside the Canon) are no older than the Carolingian era of the Roman Liturgy. In any revision of the missal according to Pius V’s principle of reform (“secundum ss. Patrum normam ac rituum”) they would really all have to vanish (including the prayers at the foot of the altar). At a minimum we would have to say today: In order that any of these prayers be retained, a justifying reason must, in each single case, be adducible.157

In other words: such rites are corrupt because they are late developments, therefore they must be abolished unless they are currently seen as pastorally expedient. Jungmann even goes so far as to claim the authority of Saint Pius V for such a position.

However, it must be said plainly that Jungmann’s use of a principle of reform from Saint Pius V’s commission is staggering in its revisionism. We have seen that Trent, in both its breviary and its missal, accepted as legitimate components of the Liturgy dating from Carolingian times and later. While it is true that scholars of Jungmann’s period had access to the findings of more historical research than those implementing the reform of Trent, it is only antiquarianism that finds in this justification for disregarding elements of developed liturgical Tradition.

Furthermore, those elements Jungmann insists “have to vanish” (the prayers at the foot of the altar, the Oramus te Domine, the continuation of the Lavabo psalm, the Suscipe Sancta Trinitas, and the last Gospel)158 are in fact present in the Missalis Romani editio princeps of 1474 and the 1570 Missale Romanum of Saint Pius V (with the exception of the last Gospel, which was first universally mandated by Saint Pius V’s missal).159 This fact renders his assertion that their abolition is in accordance with Saint Pius V’s principle unsupportable.160

The emergence of such flawed reasoning at this first international meeting of liturgical scholars is a cause for concern. In the history of twentieth-century liturgical reform, this may be regarded as a critical moment. Should Jungmann’s stance prevail, liturgical reform would no longer be, as in history, the organic development of the objective liturgical Tradition; rather, it would be the refashioning of the Liturgy according to prevailing scholarly opinion and the perceived needs of the day.

The conference formulated twelve conclusions, which were forwarded to the Holy See at its request:

1) All duplications ought to be eliminated: that is, the celebrant himself ought not be obliged to recite the scriptural lessons read by a Reader, nor the proper parts sung by the choir or the ordinary parts sung by the congregation. Rubric 15 of the new Ordo Sabbati Sancti offers reason to look forward to the early realisation of this hope, which is likewise a generally accepted demand of contemporary liturgical science.

   2) The present beginning of Mass, i.e., the prayers at the foot of the altar, needs some revision. Would it not be preferable to restore them to their former place and use, and merely conclude these prayers briefly at the altar after having begun them in the sacristy? Or should the model of the new Ordo Sabbati Sancti on this point be followed, and these prayers be eliminated altogether?

   3) The Fore-Mass—a better name for which would be “the Liturgy of the Word”—should take place, not at the altar, but “in choro”, analogously to what happens in a pontifical Mass, or at Vespers (cf. the new Ordo Sabbati Sancti, n. 12).

   4) The number of orations at Mass should be reduced to a minimum. As a general rule there should be only one. The addition of a commemoration should be possible only in exceptional cases.

   5) The present arrangement of the scriptural pericopes would seem urgently to require a serious reexamination, in which, moreover, a clear distinction should be made between the cycle of readings for the Sundays, that for special solemnities and feasts of the saints, and that for ordinary weekdays. For the Sundays after Pentecost and after Epiphany especially, a three or four-year cycle seems desirable. The present arrangement could perhaps remain as the first year of such a cycle.

   The scriptural readings for the Sundays and holy days of obligation should be so chosen that a Christian who attends Mass only on these days would nevertheless, in a few years, come to know the essential passages of holy Scripture, particularly that of the New Testament. The readings for weekdays, on the other hand, would serve to give a profounder knowledge of Scripture to a more restricted group of zealous faithful; perhaps in this case the ancient practice of continuous reading would be in place, or even permission for the celebrant to select appropriate passages.

   In order that the reading of the Bible fulfil its function of communicating the word of God to the faithful more effectively, all present at this congress express their unanimous and most urgent hope that in every Mass at which the people assist the scriptural readings will be done directly and exclusively in the mother tongue.

   6) The recitation of the Creed should occur much less frequently, and not at all in octave Masses.

   7) After the “Liturgy of the Word”, there follows an isolated Oremus before the offertory: here belong the Suffrages (prex fidelium). It would seem that for ordinary use in a litany form, enumerating the intentions and needs of the congregation to which the people respond with a set formula, would be preferable to the Orationes solemnes form. Moreover, it should be, at least facultatively, in the mother tongue.

   8) As in a solemn Mass, so in every parish Mass the table of the altar should be prepared only immediately before the offertory: i.e., the sacred vessels, and more especially the elements of sacrifice, should not be brought to the altar until this moment.

   9) There should be a greater number of prefaces (especially for Sundays), and they should, as in ancient times, be more inspired with the idea of the memoria passionis than has been the case in some of the newer prefaces.

   10) The celebrant should begin the Te Igitur only after the sung Sanctus and Benedictus have been completed. Within the Canon, at least the Amen that occurs several times (if not the Per Christum Dominum Nostrum) should be eliminated.

   11) When holy Communion is distributed during Mass, the Confiteor and its following prayers should be dropped: they are appropriate only for the distribution of Communion outside of Mass.

   12) Mass ought to end with the blessing by the priest without the addition of the last Gospel—as is already provided for in the new Ordo Sabbati Sancti.161

These conclusions operate from principles almost identical to those seen in the reform of the solemn paschal vigil. Conclusions 1, 3, and 8 are clearly a call for liturgical authenticity. The suggestion made in the second that the prayers at the foot of the altar be restored “to their former place and use” and that made in conclusion 11 are also proposals seeking a return to authentic practice. As such they can be seen to be in harmony with objective liturgical Tradition.

Simplification of the rite motivates conclusions 4 and 6, the latter part of 10 (where the Amen and the Per Christum Dominum Nostrum of the Canon are considered) and even, partially, conclusion 11. The simplification of excesses of liturgical growth is found in liturgical history, and there is no reason to say that they were not necessary in the 1950s, particularly given the state of the calendar and the number of commemorations possible on some days.

We can welcome the proposal to restore elements lost in liturgical history in conclusion 7, noting that it is combined with a proposal motivated by pastoral expediency when it proposes that the preces be given a simpler form than those traditional to the Roman rite and that they be permitted in the vernacular. The call for the enrichment of the rite in conclusion 9 is a legitimate call for development, undoubtedly of pastoral motivation, but no less legitimate for that.

Conclusion 12 advocates the abolition of the last Gospel. Such severity is also partially present in conclusion 2, where the outright abolition of the prayers at the foot of the altar is postulated. One can argue, as does Jungmann, that because these are secondary and late developments they may be discarded without real loss. In the author’s opinion such abolition denudes the rite of prayers that have become part of the rite in its organic development. Far better to restore them to their authentic use (as, indeed, does part of conclusion 2) than to jettison them. Neither (a priest’s preparation or his thanksgiving) is clearly inappropriate or detracts from the central meaning or actions of the rite. Their restoration to authentic use would respect and, indeed, refine objective liturgical Tradition of which even secondary and late developments form a part.

Conclusion 5 advocates the radical restructuring of the scriptural readings from a stance of pastoral expediency. This is no small proposal, as it cannot be considered an organic development of the received Liturgy. One can appreciate the pastoral reasons advanced for it. Jungmann’s account of the formation of the Roman lectionary emphasises the historical exigencies of its formation.162 Archdale King, however, relates that

the arrangement of pericopes in the missal is of great antiquity, but it is difficult to discover a fixed system, and it probably represents a fusion of various systems. The organisation of the liturgical lessons, with their distribution for Mass and Office, seems to have been completed by the 9th century, and the pericopes for the gospels as early as the 6th century.163

A certain respect is shown for the antiquity of the lectionary in conclusion 5’s suggestion that “the present arrangement could perhaps remain as the first year of such a cycle.” But this does not solve the problem of the abandonment of the traditional one for the other two or three years of the proposed new cycle. The construction of an entirely new lectionary raises even greater difficulties.

In the author’s opinion such reform of the lectionary would do unprecedented violence to the objective traditional Liturgy in the name of pastoral expediency. In the history of liturgical reform this is the first instance of the proposal of such a radical reform of texts so central to the missal on such a scale. Expanding the lectionary and perhaps substituting more apposite passages in some instances would be legitimate paths to follow in the development of the rite in response to pastoral concerns. However, sidelining the traditional lectionary (by rendering it an option for one year out of three or four) or discarding it and constructing a new lectionary radically contravene the principle of organic development and the continuity that is at the same time open to development, which is of the essence of this principle.

Conclusion 5 also calls for the “exclusive” use of the vernacular for the scriptural readings. This proposal is again motivated by pastoral expediency but is also in part a call for liturgical authenticity: the readings are intended to be immediately comprehensible. Such a reform is in harmony with the nature and purpose of the rite and can be welcomed. However, proposing that this reform be “exclusive” goes too far, as it would result in the abolition of the solemn Latin chanting, particularly of the Gospel, in communities where Latin was comprehensible (of which there were not a few in the 1950s) or where by means of the people’s missal the scriptural text would be no less intelligible.164

The Maria Laach meeting also formulated questions that were recommended for further and more intensive study:

1) It is desirable that the Secret prayer again be called by its proper name of the “Prayer over the offerings”, and that, as the terminating prayer of the offertory, it be sung aloud together with its conclusion—as is done with the collect and the postcommunion.

   2) It is desirable that the great doxology at the end of the canon (Per ipsum, etc.) be sung in its entirety (using the tonus antiquus orationis). The five signs of the cross should drop out, and the “small elevation” take place during the entire doxology, and the genuflexion (if at all) only after the concluding Amen.

   3) Highly desirable would be a rearrangement of the section after the Pater Noster, in such a way that the prayers and ceremonies fit together better; and some adaptation of a reconciliation rite (Pax) should be introduced for the congregation—but what specific form should it take?

   4) Some amplification of the after-Communion part of the Mass is desirable, perhaps by inserting a prayer, or several, or a song between the Communion verse and the postcommunion, which would more clearly express sentiments of praise and thanksgiving. This would, as is the case in other liturgies, give us a less abrupt conclusion to the Mass after Communion.

   5) It is desirable that the present rubric about the use of the Ite Missa Est and Benedicamus Domino be altered: let the Ite be used in all public Masses, and the Benedicamus in private Masses. (The Requiem Mass would not come into question.)165

In questions 1 and 5 we find a call for liturgical authenticity, as we do also in the first part of question 2. These present little difficulty. In the latter part of the second question we see a combination of a desire for simplification and a desire for innovation.166 Question 3 seeks a reconstruction from the standpoint of pastoral expediency, and question 4 seeks to innovate, again from pastoral expediency. How consonant such simplifications, reconstructions, and innovations are with Tradition is questionable. Indeed, in these proposals, which, taken by themselves, are not substantial, we nevertheless find the emergence of a mentality that, in order to create a liturgical rite that will speak to the perceived needs of the day, will simplify, rearrange, abolish, and innovate in order to achieve its end: that which came to be called “pastoral Liturgy”. These are illegitimate means to an end.

The Maria Laach meeting also gives rise to a new consideration in the history of liturgical reform. Even if it is clear that the reforms envisaged in its large number of conclusions and questions are themselves in harmony with or would not do violence to objective liturgical Tradition and are desirable, what effect would the introduction of such a number of them have on the organic reality that is the Liturgy? Should they be introduced wholesale or gradually? Could this be in harmony with the principle of the organic development of the Liturgy? Could a rite thus reformed be said to be in continuity with that which preceded it? And, even though the objective traditional Liturgy is capable of assimilating new rites, can it sustain substantial rearrangement of its elements or the abolition of the same and subsequent substantial innovation?

In the author’s opinion, the nature of the Liturgy and the history of liturgical reform underline these questions as identifying significant problems with the course of reform desired by the scholars meeting at Maria Laach. It may be true that they were making bold proposals in the hope that an ever-cautious Rome would accede at least to a few of the more moderate among them. However such a strategy does not mitigate the flaws inherent in the proposals themselves.

In fact, Maria Laach considered going even farther. In his memoirs, Bernard Botte, O.S.B., a participant, adds a detail that was not made public in the contemporary accounts: the question of the reform of the Roman Canon was discussed. Botte explains the significance of its discussion:

The Ordinary of the Mass, such as it was then, had been formed during the Middle Ages—between the ninth and thirteenth centuries by the addition of the celebrant’s prayers to a much older nucleus. That is the canon, just as it had been established at the end of the sixth century at the time of Saint Gregory. It is not an inspired text, to be sure, but it has to be treated with special respect. The theologians of the Middle Ages did not try to make it agree with their speculations. They considered it as a given element of Tradition and commented on it like a sacred text. One can pass judgement on this exaggerated respect, but what would have happened if the theologians had used the text of the Mass as the jousting field for their quarrels? Could it be imagined that a text, which for thirteen centuries had been at the centre of Western Christian piety and which had survived theological controversies unscathed, would finally succumb to a liturgical reform? This didn’t concern minor details, like the lists of saints, but a reform of structure. All the critiques would have to be well-founded and the proposed corrections backed up by evidence. But this was far from being the case. The corrections proposed were arbitrary, and they disfigured the text without making up for its real defects.167

Thus the Roman Canon escaped inclusion in Maria Laach’s conclusions or questions for further study, but simply due to a lack of diligent homework on the part of those who would reform it. That the reform of a text, regarded for most of liturgical history as “a given element of Tradition” and “a prayer unaltered and unalterable”,168 could be considered by at least some of these scholars is a clear indication that, in their view, objective liturgical Tradition placed few limits upon the possibilities of reform. According to Botte’s account, the only necessary criteria are well-founded proposals backed up by evidence. The primacy he thus gives to contemporary scholarship, present in other of Maria Laach’s proposals, is evident. We have already noted that such a primacy is disproportionate.

The Mont Sainte-Odile Conference, 1952

A second private meeting of scholars, convoked by German and French liturgical institutes, was held at Mont Sainte-Odile in Alsace in October 1952,169 taking “Modern Man and the Mass” as its subject. Botte relates a telling incident from the eve of the conference:

Since the location was not easy to reach we were told to meet in a hotel in Strasbourg. . . . It was there I made the acquaintance of Msgr. Andrieu. . . . We had time to speak for an hour, but when the cars came to pick us up, Msgr. Andrieu remained in Strasbourg. He was the best historian of the Roman Liturgy. . . . We would have liked him to come, but a position he had taken was an obstacle: the Liturgy could not be reformed; it was a given element of Tradition which had to be accepted. He was allergic to the idea that the Liturgy could be modified for pastoral goals.170

It is clear that the motivating principle was indeed that objected to by Andrieu: pastoral expediency. One participant, the Oxford Dominican Illtud Evans, related that the meeting

considered the obstacles in the existing Liturgy which make a true participation in it more difficult than it need be. And here it must be emphasised that the liturgical rites have never, in the economy of the Church’s life, been considered as untouchable ancient monuments. . . . The complex structure of word and gesture in which rites are in practice transmitted may well need to be modified so that they may more effectively achieve their purpose.

   Thus there is a twofold approach to the work of reform: that of liturgical scholarship, with its exact analysis of the history of the sacred rites and its concern to see that modifications should be in the line of the Church’s Tradition, and that of the pastoral mission of priests anxious to give to the liturgical mystery its fullest efficacy in the often unfavourable climate of our time.171

Evans’ rationale for liturgical reform (its republication172 as Worship’s account of the conference, indicates that his thinking was by no means marginal) patently assumes that the Liturgy is to be changed to accord with contemporary man. It also accords disproportionate weight to the “exact analysis” of liturgical scholarship. The assumption behind this rationale is flawed in that it would render the Liturgy the subject of the perceived needs of each generation, save only the consensus of scholars. This was not the aim of the Liturgical Movement in its origins: man and his mind-set were to be changed (formed in the Liturgy and in liturgical piety) that he might participate in the Sacred Liturgy. Evans does recognise the right of ecclesiastical authority to decide upon reform, but as we have asserted, it is possible for authority to be used to impose reforms based upon a defective rationale. What is missing from Evans, and we may infer that it is missing also from the mindset of the Sainte-Odile conference, is precisely that respect for objective liturgical Tradition which is paramount throughout liturgical history. This is likely to have been the very point that led a scholar of the calibre of Andrieu to refuse to participate in such an endeavour.

The conference resolved:

1) It is to be hoped for that in the rubrics of the missal too, as in the 1952 Ordo Sabbato Sancti, pastoral directives be added.

   2) It is to be hoped for:

          a)   That permission be granted for the doxology of the Canon (Per Ipsum, etc.) to be sung in a Missa cantata and pronounced aloud in a Missa lecta.

          b)   That the five signs of the cross be dropped.

          c)   That the celebrant hold Chalice and Host elevated during the entire doxology, and until the people have responded Amen.

          d)   That the celebrant makes his genuflection (if at all) only after the Amen.

   3) It is to be hoped for:

          a)   That the Amen after the Pater noster be omitted.

          b)   That the embolism (the Libera prayer) after the Pater noster with its doxology be sung in a Missa cantata and recited aloud in a Missa lecta.

          c)   That the signs of the cross with the paten, the kissing of the paten, as well as the genuflection be omitted during this Libera.

   4) It is to be hoped for that the prayer for peace (Domine Jesu Christe, qui dixisti Apostolis tuis. . .), if it is retained at all, be inserted immediately after the Libera. Then only should the celebrant sing or speak the Pax Domini, and without any accompanying ceremony. Thereupon would follow the usual kiss of peace.

   5) It is to be hoped for that the rite of breaking and commingling the Host follow upon the kiss of peace, but without any accompanying ceremony. During the breaking, the congregation could sing the Agnus Dei; in a Missa lecta the priest could say it after the breaking. Only now would follow the two preparatory prayers for holy Communion—if they are kept at all.

   6) It is to be hoped for that, if holy Communion is distributed, the priest retain only half of his Host for his own Communion; the other half he would break into pieces and place with the small hosts, and distribute them first of all, preferably to the servers.

   7) It is to be hoped for:

          a)   That the Confiteor, Misereatur and Indulgentiam be omitted before the distribution of holy Communion during Mass.

          b)   That, if there are many communicants, the priest be permitted to use a shorter formula for distribution: e.g., Corpus Christi, or Corpus Domini.

   8) It is to be hoped for that the pastors be encouraged to have the communion verse sung during the distribution of holy Communion at parish Masses, and if possible, in a more solemn fashion. This could be done by singing the corresponding psalm, and inserting the verse at regular intervals as a refrain. In every case, text and melody should be such that the people are able to have a part in the singing. For this reason, the use of the mother tongue would here be especially appropriate.

   9) It is to be hoped for that in parishes (apart from Requiems) the Ite Missa Est be the exclusively used formula of dismissal, to which the people would answer aloud Amen.173

These resolutions take up the unresolved questions from Maria Laach. Again we may welcome the liturgical authenticity desired in conclusions 2a, 6, and 8. Evans’ account of the conference ascribes these proposals to a paper read by Capelle, though in fact Capelle’s paper did not advocate conclusion 8.174 Evans judges them, in the author’s opinion rightly, as “rooted in the most authentic liturgical Tradition” as well as “stressing an intelligent and intelligible participation”.175 Capelle’s paper is, in fact, an example of the use of historical scholarship in the service of liturgical authenticity. He advocates, not a wholesale return to ancient practices, but minor reforms that will give a greater measure of authenticity to objective liturgical Tradition. He argues for the perfection of the Liturgy as it stood. Capelle is also well aware of the delicate nature of adjusting even small parts of the rite and, in one instance, expresses a preference, for this very reason, to leave what might be an anomaly in the opinion of liturgical historians well enough alone.176

To the three proposals already mentioned, we may add 2c, 3b, 7a, and 9 as harmonious with Tradition and seeking to restore a measure of authenticity where it had, perhaps, been lost. In these we have proposals that again aim to perfect the traditional Liturgy, certainly drawing upon scholarship and with a pastoral goal in mind, but without doing violence to it.

However, this is not necessarily the case with the various proposals for simplification: 2d, 4, 5, and 7b. The “time-saving” rationale behind 7b shows just how far this conference was prepared to go to accommodate “modern man”! Nor is it the case with proposals seeking abolition, among which we may number 2b (though this would need to be accepted were 2c implemented), 3a, and 3c. In these, pastoral expediency and scholarly archaeologism appear to have combined to produce a reformist mentality that operates from a rule that is applied to any so-called “late” liturgical development or to any considered pastorally inexpedient: “If it is to be kept at all, simplify it radically, but if possible abolish it.” Such a mentality is fundamentally alien to that which seeks the organic development of objective liturgical Tradition.

The Lugano Conference, 1953

A third international congress was held at Lugano, Switzerland, in September 1953, taking “Active Participation” as its theme, in honour of the fiftieth anniversary of Saint Pius X’s Tra le sollecitudini.177 Two days of private meetings in which twenty scholars participated were followed by two days open to the public. This resulted in Lugano being a more international gathering than its predecessors. The 140 participants included three cardinals178 and several bishops, though Anglo-Saxon participation was limited to five Americans and one Englishman.179

J. D. Crichton acclaimed it as marking “an epoch in the history of the Liturgical Movement”.180
Worship eulogised that Lugano heralded “a new era of creative reform based on the best norms of Tradition”.181 However, Reinhold’s report makes it clear that the predominant sentiment was that objective liturgical Tradition was to be subjected to pastoral expediency: “No one was silenced, and no one ‘pulled his rank.’ All were inspired by the one thought: where it is in fact impossible to bring the people to the Liturgy, the Liturgy must be brought to the people.”182

Active participation was discussed in the light of the experience of the 1951 reform of the vigil and in relation to a prospective reform of the whole of the Holy Week Liturgy.183 The conference resolved:

I. Gratefully recalling the words of Blessed Pius X concerning the active participation in the sacred Mysteries to be striven for by the faithful, words which were solemnly confirmed by subsequent pontifical documents, this congress wishes to voice its full awareness that such participation is the most fruitful source from which the faithful are to draw the life of Christ more abundantly; nor is it to be doubted that this holds true in our time, and will hold true in the future also, and in fact more patently, in mission areas and in those regions separated from the unity of the Church, or the so-called diaspora.

   II. Recalling the apostolic concern of the Sovereign Pontiffs, made manifest by the decrees of Blessed Pius X and by the more recent constitution of our Most Holy Father Pope Pius XII, that the faithful be nourished with the eucharistic Bread by more frequent participation at the holy Table, this congress expresses the wish that the nourishment of the divine word may similarly be made more easily available to the minds of our people—and this result would seem to be obtainable if the family of God could hear the scriptural lessons in Mass directly and immediately from the mouth of the celebrant in its own mother tongue whenever the number of people would warrant it.

   III. In order that the people may participate more easily and more fruitfully in the Liturgy, this congress most humbly asks that the local Ordinaries be empowered to permit the people (if they so judge opportune) not only to hear the word of God in their own tongue, but also, as it were, to respond to it, by praying and singing in their own tongue even during a Missa Cantata.

   IV. Since it is clearly evident that most precious fruits resulted from the very opportune restoration of the Easter Vigil by the Sovereign Pontiff Pius XII, this congress wishes to express its gratitude for the pastoral solicitude of the Holy See, and to ask that the celebrations of the entire Holy Week too be submitted to a similar reform.184

These resolutions are more general, moderate, and deferential than are those of 1951 and 1952. This may be explained by the participation of larger numbers and, indeed, of many of the hierarchy: the resolutions are no longer solely the specific desiderata of scholars. However, they do not rescind the earlier resolutions: the commentary accompanying them specifically links these with the earlier requests.185 Yet their tone gives to the meeting an air of docility that is, perhaps, lacking in the published conclusions of Maria Laach and Sainte-Odile.

Nor do these resolutions reflect the “inspiration” that Reinhold asserts was that of all. This may be explicable by Reinhold’s inclusion in the private meeting of scholars, which was far more free in its discussion than the public sessions, considering the revision of the missal and the Order of Mass and the expansion of the reading from Sacred Scripture at Mass.186 Of the former, Archdale King would write in 1957:

A revision of the solemn Mass, little short of revolutionary, was discussed . . . with the intention of simplifying the rite, removing what is redundant or superfluous, and giving the faithful a more active part in the Liturgy. There is, however, no certitude that Rome will accede to all these changes, and in any case her innate conservatism and caution would preclude any immediate acceptance.187

The attitude of King, a popular English liturgical historian, is illustrative of at least some of those outside the circles of scholars and enthusiasts “inspired” by the thinking outlined by Reinhold above.

And in 1955 another Englishman, Father Coyne of Oscott, expressed reservations in the light of these resolutions. His questions, even when read a posteriori, are not without significance:

We may be allowed to express a doubt as to whether, in our particular circumstances, the suggested changes are desired by any considerable body of the faithful, or whether, in the event of their being granted, they would have any visible results? This surely must be the touchstone by which we are to judge each and all of the many changes now presented to us: do they make practising Catholics better? Do they effectively stem the leakage? Do they win converts in notably larger numbers to the Church?

   Whatever may be urged against the form of the Mass as we know it, it is at least something that has developed naturally, and there ought to be paramount reasons for acceding to requests for what appear to many to be radical reforms. It is easy to decry what has been termed the ossification of the Liturgy since Trent, but there is nothing very wrong with a Liturgy which has produced so many saints in every walk of life.188

In both King and Coyne there is a distinct distaste for the reforms advocated by Lugano. That both men—educated people immersed in the liturgical life of the Church—share such a disdain is evidence that the pressure being applied for ritual reform did not necessarily have its origin in the widely felt needs of the Church.189 Its origin is more likely to be found, we suggest, in the desire of some, perhaps many, influential liturgical scholars.

Yet Crichton reassured Englishmen that, although “the word ‘reform’ in connection with the Liturgy is offensive to many people”, and in spite of “the fear that the ancient and venerable Liturgy of Holy Church which has been the vehicle of sanctity to countless souls throughout the centuries, should be treated violently, that barbarous hands should be laid on it and immortal treasures lost”, nevertheless:

It should be a great relief to know that the Holy See is taking a very active part in this reform of the Liturgy. And perhaps we may say at this point that if “reform” sounds too strong a word, what the Church is seeking to do is to adapt certain parts of the Liturgy so that the people may take their rightful part in it more fully and with greater profit.190

Moreover, Crichton assured, such an opportunity for “both scholars and the pastoral clergy to get together” as at Lugano “guarantees that any changes made will not be merely archaeological restorations”.191

Two reservations may be expressed about Crichton’s assurances. Firstly, the authority of the Holy See may not be sufficient guarantee that liturgical reforms it mandates are indeed organic developments. The breviary of Quignonez was both approved and proscribed by papal authority. Certainly, Crichton’s portrait of the Holy See’s paternal supervision may accord with the attitudes of those officials of the Holy See present at Lugano. However, it does not account for the possibility that authority could, if persuaded of their expediency by liturgists, scholars, or others, authorise reforms that go well beyond an adaptation of “parts” of Liturgy and, in fact, reform, in the distasteful sense of the word alluded to by Crichton, “the ancient and venerable Liturgy of Holy Church”. In an age of ultramontane and largely uncritical obedience, this was certainly possible.

Secondly, Crichton’s faith in the dialogue between scholars and the pastoral clergy seems naive. The palpable sense of excitement in the reports of the participants in this dialogue from which we have cited suggests the emergence of a momentum that would itself contribute to the pressure for reform. And again, in this dialogue, the equation is somewhat disproportionate: the findings of scholars and the desires of pastoral clergy are not the only, or even the fundamental, components of liturgical development, though one could be forgiven for thinking that this was the case from Crichton’s account. It is true that they are factors that can induce liturgical development, but only in accordance with the components encapsulated in Capelle’s 1950 principles and, in particular, that of organic development.

Furthermore, if changes were not to be merely “archaeological restorations”, what did Crichton envisage? It is clear that he would subject archaeological proposals to the test of pastoral expediency before agreeing to a reform. Yet in this the question of the organic development of the objective liturgical Tradition does not arise.

We may agree that Lugano marked an epoch in the history of the Liturgical Movement and that it heralded a new era of creative reform. However, the question remains as to what extent reforms inspired by the momentum generated at Lugano would or would not be organic developments.

The Mont-César Conference, 1954

In 1954, at Mont-César, a private meeting of scholars was held once again.192 Wagner accounts for the need for privacy, saying that following the previous conferences, the desire was “to discuss themes in a circle that is not too large, isolate unresolved problems and suggest ways to clarify them”.193 Botte, the organiser of the conference, relates that there were two topics considered: the readings of the Mass and concelebration.194 The former was a continuation of the discussion of the resolutions from 1951 to 1953.

Concelebration, the full, sacrificial participation in the offering of one ritual celebration of Holy Mass by more than one priest, was a new item on the agenda for reform, occasioned principally by the difficulty of arranging private Masses whenever large numbers of priests met. The topic was a sensitive one. The conference received a letter from Rome containing “a warning regarding concelebration. We were reminded that we had no competence for making a decision in the matter and that our rôle was solely to give information.”195

Diekmann reported in Worship:

The number of participants was limited to forty, from about thirteen countries. . . .

   A study on the Mass pericopes of the Christmas cycle was presented by Dom Bernard Botte, and on those of the Sundays from Septuagesima to Pentecost by Prof. Chavasse and Dr. Heinrich Kahlefeld; some pastoral principles on the question from the missionary standpoint were added by Fr. Hofinger, S.J. General discussion followed each paper.

   The problem of eucharistic concelebration was first treated historically: Prof. Raes, S.J., spoke of its tradition in the Eastern Churches, and Dom Adalberto Franquesa analysed its developments in the West. Two opposing currents of speculative theological thought on the subject were represented by Msgr. Davis of Birmingham and Dr. Karl Rahner, S.J., of Innsbruck. Finally, the liturgical aspects were discussed by Fr. Joseph Jungmann, S.J., and Canon A. G. Martimort.196

The meeting was in favour of the restoration of concelebration; however, in the end there was an impasse between the German scholars, who maintained that silent concelebration was sufficient, and the French, who held out for concelebrants pronouncing a minimal sacramental formula. In the words of Botte, “It was thus impossible to draw up a document which would have had some chance of being approved by Rome. If the Germans had relented, the restoration of concelebration would probably have been attained ten years sooner.”197

Thus the conference produced no resolutions, as had its predecessors. Wagner reports: “A complete record was not made. Only a short synopsis was actually published.”198 Diekmann states that “areas of agreement and disagreement were drawn up . . . to be submitted to the competent authorities in Rome.”199

Mont-César is, however, of interest for two reasons. Firstly, it demonstrates the existence of some Roman concern at the possible extent of the scholars’ understanding of their own role. Secondly, it demonstrates again the role that scholarly consensus had in liturgical reform: as Botte makes clear, if the scholars could agree on a proposal, Rome would in all likelihood have accepted it.

Furthermore, in Diekmann’s report of the conference, which, given the sensitivity of the matters under discussion at the time, he calls “some general remarks about the problems under study with some personal reflections”,200 we find a clear articulation of the understanding of liturgical Tradition prevalent among liturgical scholars in this period. Diekmann, discussing the composition of a several-year cycle of scriptural readings for Mass, asserts:

In any eventual choice, considerable weight should also be given, obviously, to tradition: i.e., to what selections of Scripture were thought important by the Fathers and in the earlier collections for Mass use. The new development would then be in the best sense of the word “traditional”, for it would represent the mind of the Church in an era when the unquestionably desirable goal of abundant Scripture reading and teaching was still being realised.201

What precisely is meant by “tradition” here? There can be no doubt that he means the liturgical practice of the early Church, roughly, the patristic era. Thus, liturgical Tradition is regarded as something lost to the Church at the present time but which, thanks to the development of liturgical studies, it is now possible to retrieve through reform. Therefore, in the period when many in the Liturgical Movement are, to use Crichton’s phase, engaged in “pressure for reform”, liturgical Tradition is seen as a rich mine of practices that can be quarried in the construction of a liturgy suitable for modern man. The inherent archaeologism of such a position is clear. So, too, is its acceptance, indeed, its reliance, on Jungmann’s theory of the corruption of liturgical development.

The defect of this position is that it ignores the essence of Tradition itself (that something precious is faithfully handed on) and of liturgical Tradition in particular (that the living entity that is the Liturgy develops organically throughout the ages). Diekmann’s stance, which is that of Jungmann and that of many if not most of those engaged in pressuring for reform at this time, is tantamount to denying the living nature of objective liturgical Tradition beyond the patristic age.202 As we have maintained throughout this study, this is an unacceptable basis upon which to ground liturgical reform, as it leaves the objective liturgical Tradition to the mercy of whatever scholars can pressure authority into approving.

This is not to deny that elements of liturgical practice lost in the course of its history can be restored to the Liturgy, but as we have seen Capelle assert above, these must be truly necessary and must be effected in a way that is consonant with Tradition (understood as living objective liturgical Tradition as it has been received). Such restorations would be developments of the living organism, not a new construction according to contemporary desires using ancient practices and whatever might be seen as salvageable from the purportedly dead liturgical hulk in current use.

There was no international meeting in 1955. The next was the 1956 Assisi Congress, considered below.

Evening Mass

In his 1953 apostolic constitution Christus Dominus, Pius XII, in the light of “new, serious continuing and sufficiently general causes which make it exceedingly difficult in many circumstances both for priests to celebrate the eucharistic sacrifice and for the faithful to receive the bread of angels fasting”, permitted the celebration of Mass in the evening on condition that a three-hour fast was observed by the priest and by those who intended to communicate.203

Ellard, who had championed such a reform since the 1930s,204 commented, “Epiphany of 1953 can go down in history as the day the Holy Father, by a stroke of his pen, or rather, by the kind prompting of his fatherly heart, gave us all some wonderful presents when he changed the ages-old provisions for the reception of Communion”.205 The 1953 North American Liturgical Week was told that “the Eucharistic springtime fostered so graciously by Blessed Pius X has turned into summer under the paternal hand of Pius XII.”206 Reinhold exclaimed, “One of the oldest causes has won a victory.”207

Reinhold defends the reform from the charge that the reason for the reform was to be found in the desires of liturgical scholars: “The very words of the Constitution lift the whole complex out of the level of repristination and archaism. . . . . Whether or not the apostles had evening Eucharist makes very little difference. What the Holy See is concerned about is the ‘good of souls’ in 1953.”208

Indeed, this was clearly a pastoral reform in the light of the needs and changed circumstances of modern man. It was a reform of the time of celebration and of the attendant fasting regulations, not of the rite. If looking for a precedent in the restoration of the time of the celebration of the paschal vigil to the evening, we must remember that that reform was a return to liturgical authenticity, whereas the permission for evening Mass was partially innovative (there is nothing essentially vesperal about the celebration of the Eucharist) and partially a return to an earlier discipline, judged by Pius XII to be expedient.

Thus, the traditional Liturgy was made more accessible to the people who henceforth had greater opportunity to participate in it in the fullest manner (by receiving Holy Communion). Such pastoral liturgical reform is, in the author’s opinion, an apposite use of papal authority in liturgical matters, showing both pastoral solicitude and respect for objective liturgical Tradition. It is a salient example of the sound desire for reform that arose from the fundamental tenets of the Liturgical Movement.209

Ernest Koenker’s 1954 Assessment of the Liturgical Renaissance

In 1954, Ernest Koenker, an American Protestant, published his doctoral study, The Liturgical Renaissance in the Roman Catholic Church. His assessment of the achievements and prospects of the Liturgical Movement, written from the perspective of one “determined by Holy Scriptures as these were rediscovered through the Lutheran Reformation” is of interest.210

We have noted Koenker’s overly harsh assessment of the impact of Guéranger.211 This assessment identifies his assumptions. He writes:

Though Guéranger envisaged a return to the official prayer of the Church rather than remain with the meagre nourishment of devotional books then popular, his work did not involve bringing the Liturgy to the masses as does the work of the modern Movement. It did not aim at general participation or recognise as its ideal the ancient Christian Church, nor did it embrace the all-pervading social concern of the modern apostolate.212

For Koenker, then, the fundamental question is: How can the Liturgy be adapted to come closer to “the masses”, preferably drawing on practices of the early “uncorrupted” Church, in order to serve the evangelical needs of the modern apostolate? His question is not: How can “the masses” be brought to nourish their Christian lives from the received Liturgy? In other words, Koenker rejects the priority of objective liturgical Tradition and the legitimacy of its organic development in history. His is a straightforward Protestant stance. Koenker is right in asserting this was not the stance of Guéranger. Nor was it that of the Liturgical Movement in its origins. The Catholic Liturgical Movement operated from fundamentally different assumptions.

His conclusions follow from his assumptions. Hence he pays “tribute to the liturgical reformers”, whom he says have a “vital, Christ-centred faith” that “animates them and frees them from the accretions of many centuries” as they gradually free “the Roman rite from the sclerosis under which it has suffered for centuries”.213 Koenker rejects the charge of antiquarianism and defends the promotion of the offertory procession, versus populum altar, and the restoration of the paschal vigil to the evening on the grounds that they are “intimately bound up with the desire for participation of the faithful”. With this we may largely agree.214 However, he goes on to assert that “the Movement must now enter new areas of everyday life and create new symbols, worship forms, ceremonies, and sacramentals which will speak to our own day and form a more contemporary, living, Liturgy.”215

Furthermore, “a maximum use of the vernacular” is said to be essential to attaining participation.216 And Koenker joins Karl Barth in standing aloof from a position that accepts “the sanctifying virtue of the objective liturgical act”217 and proclaims that “the time is ripe for a restudy, free and critical, of the symbolism on which Christianity has lived for centuries.”218 He rejoices in “the nearness” of the work of modern liturgical reformers “to the basic principles of the Reformation”219 and concludes his entire study by expressing the opinion, if not the hope, that

the Movement may go on to personalise, to individualise, and to Christianise the sacraments and sacramentals in such a way that the old magic sacramentalism of the Roman Catholic Church will be completely overcome. A new, evangelical spirit may be infused into the relationship between priest and people and their bishop; even the concept of the papacy may be spiritualised and Christianised. If the renaissance can continue unhindered, there may be a new “Liturgical Springtime” of the Roman Catholic Church—an awakening, the importance of which many would not now dream.220

There is no doubt that Koenker’s desire is for a liturgical revolution based upon Protestant theological principles. He does not pretend otherwise. The significance of his study is that his conclusions are, in a number of areas, shared with some prominent Catholic proponents of liturgical reform. This raises the question of whether the fundamental assumptions of such Catholic would-be reformers were theologically erroneous.

We have already noted the defective theology of Tradition, which is the foundation of the liturgical archaeologism evident in Diekmann’s comments following the Mont-César conference. A similarly defective theology may be said to be at the basis of Jungmann’s archaeologism and of his corruption theory. Diminishing the theological value of objective liturgical Tradition in this way certainly enables such proponents of reform to advocate the creation of “new symbols, worship forms, ceremonies, and sacramentals which will speak to our own day and form a more contemporary, living, Liturgy”. Such proposals, often made by Catholic liturgists under the banner “pastoral Liturgy”, may well be similarly defective.

The 1955 Australian Liturgical Week

January 1955 saw Australia hold its first (and only) national Liturgical Week in Melbourne, under the patronage of its then ninety-year-old Archbishop Daniel Mannix, who attended in person.221

Its proceedings were unspectacular. Calls for ritual reform, foremost on the lips of northern European scholars in the preceding years and heralded in the columns of Worship, are conspicuously absent.

In fact, the week was a promotion of the essence of the Liturgical Movement: liturgical piety. The Week’s resolutions call for the study of Mediator Dei, the restoration of the religious significance of Christmas and Easter, the observance and fostering of the Lenten and ember fasts, the promotion of the dialogue Mass and congregational singing,222 the distribution of Holy Communion from particles consecrated at the same Mass, the greater use of blessings and sacramentals in the daily life of the faithful, fostering knowledge and love of the Liturgy through the promotion of an altar servers’ guild, integration of teaching on the Liturgy and on liturgical arts in schools, the promotion of Gregorian chant and liturgical publications, and the integration of school pupils into the liturgical life of their parishes.223

This list echoes the writings of Beauduin, Parsch, Hellriegel, and other leaders of the Movement. The reform it seeks is primarily one of attitude from which a better use of the Liturgy will flow.

The apostolic delegate to Australia, speaking in the name of the Holy Father, assured the participants:

The Liturgical Movement is neither a blind return to practices of the past nor an attempt to change our entire manner of worship of Almighty God. Instead, it is an effort to know and use better what we have, and to modify or change such details as have become less suited for the main purposes of the Liturgy.224

Archbishop Carboni’s concept of liturgical modifications or changes falls well within the bounds of the organic development of the Liturgy. If there are to be any, they are to be changes to “details”, within a continuity (“our entire manner of worship” shall not be changed), and the value, if not the priority, of objective liturgical Tradition is to be clearly recognised (we are “to know and use better what we have”). His exclusion of antiquarianism is significant, as is the absence of any suggestion that the Liturgy itself is in a state of overall decay.

Given the date of this conference, the absence of any resolution calling for, or supporting European calls for, ritual reform is perhaps significant. It is certainly evidence that the pressure for reform actively being applied by scholars in another hemisphere did not reflect a widely expressed need throughout the Liturgical Movement in the Catholic Church. Indeed, the proceedings of the contemporary North American National Liturgical Weeks, while welcoming reforms that occur, do not themselves resolve that further ritual reform is necessary. This most probably reflects the docility toward ecclesiastical authority that was a hallmark of the period and perhaps also higher Mass attendance rates in Australia and North America in comparison to some parts of Europe. Pastors outside Europe were probably not looking for liturgical reasons to explain the absence of so many or for liturgical “solutions” to the problem. Nevertheless, our observation that pressure for liturgical reform was not a sine qua non of the Liturgical Movement at this time stands.

The 1955 Simplification of the Rubrics

The publication in May 1955 of the decree Cum nostra225 of the Sacred Congregation of Rites was regarded by Bugnini as “constituting another chapter of the general liturgical reform”.226 It effected a simplification of the rubrics of the breviary and missal, principally with regard to the ranking of feasts and the number of prayers to be said on different occasions. The Pian commission had been considering the question of calendar reform for some years.227

Richstatter summarises the decree:

With regard to the calendar: the degree and rite of semi-double is suppressed. Liturgical days which up to now were celebrated as semi-doubles will be celebrated with the rite of simplex. However, the Sundays which were formerly semi-doubles now become doubles. What this means in practice is that the Sunday Liturgy will be replaced by a saint’s feast much less frequently, in accord with the general principle stated in the Memoria. . . .

   The number of “facultative” or optional rubrics is increased. The priest is given the freedom to choose what Mass text he will use on certain days. . . . Also, the celebrant can choose to celebrate the ferial office or the feast of the saint of double rank on the weekdays of Lent.228

This had the practical effect of reducing the number of commemorations made at each Mass, the frequency with which the Nicene and Athanasian Creeds, as well as the Dies iræ, were used, and the number of octaves and vigils observed. The length of the Office was shortened by suppressing introductory and concluding prayers that were extraneous to the liturgical texts themselves and that were of devotional origin, by abolishing many commemorations of feasts impeded by higher ranking ones, and by reducing the occasions on which the preces were recited.

There is no doubt that such a reform was needed.229 Crichton, who welcomed this “further stage in the reform of the Roman rite” as “an immense boon”, commented that “for a long time many have felt they [the rubrics] were too complicated and the multiplication of commemorations and the interweaving of octaves have not made for a devout recitation of the Divine Office.”230 J. B. O’Connell commented:

No reform will be more heartily welcomed than the simplification of the rubrics of the Roman breviary and missal—a reform long overdue. Clergy and laity will be truly grateful to the Pope and to the liturgiologists whose profound knowledge and devoted labours have achieved such excellent results.231

He lauded it as a decree that has

freed the Liturgy of the Divine Office and the Mass from certain formalistic and complicated elements of comparatively recent introduction. The general result of the reform will bring that sense of relief and joy that arises when some noble building is cleared of ornaments and furnishings of doubtful value—the gifts over a long period of a genuine but misguided piety—enabling its outlines, in all their original beauty of form, proportion, and colour to be seen to full effect.232

O’Connell saw the reform, then, as “one of simplification, without touching the texts of the breviary or the missal or altering the traditional, essential structure of the Divine Office or the Mass”.233

O’Connell’s analysis is of interest. He does not balk at the abolition of some later liturgical developments: the prayers before and after the Office were certainly devotional accretions, yet some of the abolished octaves or vigils are, arguably, organic developments of the rite itself. O’Connell frequently asserts that this reform is “a simplification of the rubrics without any change in the essential structure of the Mass and the Divine Office, and leaving untouched the texts of the Mass and the Divine Office”.234 His position is not immune from antiquarianism, but it is limited by respect for what he calls the “essential structure” of the Liturgy. We must remember that O’Connell was a rubrician—probably the foremost Anglophone one—for whom the fundamental concern was what is permitted by authority, not what authority should permit.

Nevertheless, his acceptance of the reform is based on precedents in liturgical history: the pruning of the calendar and the insertion or abolition of celebrations has always been seen as well within the competence of ecclesiastical authority, and it has indeed often been done without altering the essential structure of the Liturgy (excepting part of the breviary reform of Saint Pius X).

If we apply Capelle’s principles, we can agree that there were grave deficiencies in the concurrence, and at times collisions, of the various octaves and feasts of the calendar as they stood. We can observe that nothing new was introduced in this reform. We can argue about whether the gain brought about by these changes was “great”. However, it would certainly appear that O’Connell, by no means a man without respect for objective liturgical Tradition, considered it to be so. He would certainly argue that, considering the effect of these changes on the Liturgy as a whole, they were not disproportionate.

This reform was fundamentally motivated by pastoral concerns—though in this instance for “pastoral” one could equally read “practical”—for the 1953 papers of the Pian commission include principles that make clear that from the outset this reform was planned as a measure to reduce the burden of the Liturgy on the clergy by simplifying in areas where this was easiest and necessary.235 Bugnini’s commentary states that the principal pastoral reasons were the busyness and decreasing numbers of the clergy.236 Bugnini also makes clear that this “second chapter” of the liturgical reform proceeded from the same basic principles as the “first chapter”, the 1951 reform of the paschal vigil.237 It is also clear that this reform was seen as provisional.238 A complete reform of the rubrics was to come later in the general liturgical reform envisaged in the Memoria, being worked toward by the Pian commission.

This reform may be said to have abolished some legitimate developments. Quantitatively, the demotion of so many vigils and octaves did impoverish the Liturgy: Perhaps a more traditional option would have been to restore at least some to their original importance? On the other hand, their abolition may simply be an appropriate example of authority formalising the desuetude into which some vigils and octaves had long since fallen. This, too, may be seen as part of the organic development of the Liturgy.

It is clear that much of this reform’s content had long since been advocated within the Liturgical Movement.239 By pruning the Liturgy of dubious accretions the Liturgy was purified, and by reasserting the priority of the temporal cycle over the sanctoral, an important element of objective liturgical Tradition that had certainly become obscured was restored. A return to liturgical authenticity240 is to be welcomed, and, on the whole, we may regard this pastoral reform as one that respects Tradition without subjecting the Liturgy to radical innovation or to disproportionate structural change. As such, we may assert that it is an apposite use of authority largely within the limits of organic development, save perhaps its severe treatment of vigils and octaves.

Annibale Bugnini’s Rationale for Liturgical Reform

In November 1955 Worship published an article by Bugnini entitled “Why a Liturgy Reform?”241 It may be said to articulate some of the rationale behind the decree Cum nostra. However, Bugnini also enunciates principles he regards as applicable for a general reform. He asserts:

Liturgical reform is something that is needed if the Liturgy is to preserve its vitality and splendour. . . .

   The act of the Church [the liturgical rites]. . . bounded by time, by space, by the ministers who perform it, is necessarily linked in its exercise to the changeableness of human matters.

   On this account the Liturgy in its structure has required a corpus of formulas, gestures, rites and ceremonies which make of it a living organism, exposed like all organisms to outside influences, to luxuriant vitality and, sometimes, to decay.242

Bugnini’s opening sentence betrays his agenda. He is writing in the “age of reform”. As Crichton related, pressure was being applied to achieve reform at this time. And, according to Bugnini, reform is a necessity. Yet while one must accept that liturgical reform is indeed part of the life of the Church, surely reform must be subservient to the development of the Liturgy, in which there is a dialogue between Tradition and adaptation, wherein it is Tradition that must be persuaded. The distinction is important.

Bugnini rightly notes the changeableness of the human elements of the Liturgy, but his account is defective. He does not give any indication that liturgical elements of human origin, the Roman Canon for example, are integral parts of liturgical Tradition that have never been regarded as changeable. His account of the nature of objective liturgical Tradition is therefore limited. We also note that in his account of the organic nature of the Liturgy (he does not speak of liturgical reform as organic), Bugnini proffers the possibility, popular in his circles, that the Liturgy may be decayed.

He continues, stating that

the present Liturgy . . . is the result of many factors, among them the contributions of individual piety, the development of dogma, the constantly increasing number of saints, and the adaptations of the forms of worship to the necessities of the times and the needs of souls.243

Bugnini considers each of these four influences.

Discussing the influence of piety, he asserts the existence of a “sacred deposit which is the Liturgy” that “represents the most marvellous conceptions that have arisen in the mind of man in contact with God and in the presence of the Mystery”. This is indeed an account of liturgical Tradition: however, it too is defective. Bugnini would have us believe that this “liturgical patrimony” was fixed early in the life of the Church. Thus liturgical Tradition can be seen as something to be uncovered by an archaeologist and recovered by a reformer, rather than something living, developed in the course of the centuries, to be received with reverence, and to be reformed only with the greatest respect.244 According to Bugnini, the liturgical patrimony

in the course of its history often encountered the danger that the luxuriant and sometimes uncontrolled growth of “devotions” would get the upper hand over “devotion”, meaning total and irrevocable consecration of the creature to God.

   Hence the Church, besides exercising a continual control, must sometimes set itself to a labour of restoration and alleviation, that the superadded elements may not disfigure the beauty of the primitive line or alter its sober, majestic aspect, but may be added into the harmonious whole of the Church praying.245

Again we have the erroneous assertion of the priority of a supposed “primitive” Liturgy. Nevertheless, it is true that the removal of devotional accretions (such as the abolition of the prayers before and after the Office in the 1955 decree) is legitimate. So, too, is ensuring that new developments are in harmony with the whole of the Church’s prayer.

Dogmatic development in the history of the Church, Bugnini points out, was always followed by liturgical development. He quotes Righetti: “When dogma is made precise in scientific speculation and doctrinal teaching, or when it issues victorious after a theological controversy, a formula quickly becomes the echo of it or a ceremony translates it and fixes it in the ritual.”246 Bugnini, rightly, accepts this doctrinal influence, which he calls “the whole grand development of the worship of the most holy Eucharist with its related formulas”,247 and makes no explicit case for its reform here.

Again, Bugnini rightly asserts the need for periodic reform of the calendar of saints, which we have often discussed. Bugnini’s reasoning, however, sets out along a path that would have the Liturgy conform itself to the modern age. He asserts:

The Church should choose the types of sanctity to be proposed for imitation and example, according to the times and the spiritual needs of the faithful.

   Hence arises once more the necessity of a revision of her prayer-texts in which some saints, whose spiritual features have lost contact with the modern soul, may be replaced by others more typical, more present-day, closer to us.248

While agreeing that the periodic pruning of the calendar is simply inevitable given the growth of the sheer numbers of saints throughout history, reasoning such as the above is open to an interpretation that could lead to eroding the objectivity of the witness of the saints of the calendar and to its reconstruction according to perceived “modern” needs. Surely the calendar should include “saints, whose spiritual features have lost contact with the modern soul”, precisely in order to challenge modern souls? Otherwise we risk replacing them with “others more typical, more present-day, closer to us” simply to confirm our own tastes.

This reasoning is conspicuous in the consideration of the fourth influence, which he calls the “equation of forms of worship to the social and spiritual needs of the faithful”.249 That the Liturgy, that objective given which we reverently receive and develop only cautiously, should be “equated” with the subjective and changing situations of a particular age is repugnant to its very nature as traditional. Admission of such “equation” risks rendering the Liturgy the construct of each passing generation.

Furthermore the distinction Bugnini makes in his assertion here that, “in its essence the Liturgy partakes of the divine immutability; in outward form it shows the mark of the times”,250 which underpins his desire to conform liturgical forms to the subjective situation of the current age, is false. Outward liturgical forms, which may indeed develop and change and even fall into disuse in the progress of time, are themselves subsumed into, and become privileged vehicles of, the divine immutability. Earthly things become entwined with the divine so as to render the divine present in and through the resultant liturgical forms. Rites, gestures, words, sounds, and objects thus themselves become sacramental. The divine is not distinct from earthly forms in Catholic Liturgy. Indeed, Catholic Liturgy is essentially incarnational in a manner that is directly analogous to the Incarnation. Similarly, the “essence” of Liturgy cannot be detached from its “outward forms” without changing its very nature. Therefore, each age cannot adjust its external expressions according to its own desires without risking rendering the Catholic Liturgy essentially Protestant and spiritualist. In short, such a distinction risks accepting the fundamental anti-liturgical error of the Protestant reformers who constructed their liturgies anew to fit into their theological ideologies.

To justify his position, Bugnini briefly surveys some developments of the Liturgy in history, recalling how different periods have influenced it.251 However his account, which does show the influence of different periods on the development of objective liturgical Tradition, fails to demonstrate that the Liturgy was equated “to the social and spiritual needs of the faithful” in any particular period, except in one instance. Bugnini refers to the reform of Cardinal Quignonez:

The attempt . . . to free the Church’s prayer of its superstructures and give it a practical meaning and one more adapted to the pastoral life, had the fault of movements in the vanguard of breaking too sharply and suddenly with Tradition. But it was an indication. Three hundred editions of his breviary in twenty years showed the necessity of stripping down and simplifying the whole liturgical structure.252

Apart from the speciousness of judging such necessity on popularity, particularly given the contingencies of sixteenth-century printing and publication, we have seen that Quignonez’ belief in the “necessity of stripping down and simplifying the whole liturgical structure” was authoritatively rejected, not simply because his reform was effected too quickly, but precisely because it was untraditional. As Guéranger articulated, it contravened fundamental principles of reform.253 It is a matter of some concern that in 1955 Bugnini should regard Quignonez’ reform as an “indication” of a “necessity”.

Having surveyed the work of liturgical reform ending with the 1955 simplification of the rubrics, Bugnini ends his article with the statement: “It is a bridge which opens the way to a promising future.”254 Bugnini’s principles however, at the heart of which we find an untraditional subjectivism akin to that of Quignonez, and indeed to those of the Enlightenment liturgists, raise the question of precisely what promise such a future would hold. Any reform that realised Bugnini’s principles as articulated above would seem to promise a break with Tradition, perhaps less sharply and suddenly, but nonetheless consistent with that of Quignonez. Such a reform was certainly not the aim of the Liturgical Movement’s fathers.

The same issue of Worship also translates an extract of an article Bugnini published in L’Ossservatore Romano on 18 June 1955. He states:

The Liturgy is not an uninhabited and open field upon which one can draw the outlines of a new city. Rather, there is question of “restoration”: of patient, delicate labour, performed humbly and prayerfully. For the Liturgy is the praying voice of the centuries: it must speak to the souls of today and of tomorrow with the same vibrancy and immediacy with which it spoke to the Christian generations which its prayer-formulas created in the past.255

The first sentence is almost paradoxical in the light of the principles already articulated by Bugnini. However, since L’Osservatore Romano is an official publication of the Holy See, there may have been good reason to take a more restrained stance here. Nevertheless, reading this in conjunction with “Why a Liturgy Reform?” we can see that what is meant by a “restoration” of the Liturgy so that it would “speak to the souls of today and of tomorrow”, in Bugnini’s mind, risks going well beyond the organic development of the Liturgy and could very well lead to the foundations of a radically new city. Indeed, in his booklet The Simplification of the Rubrics, Bugnini states that the aim of reform is, in fact, “a new city in which the man of our age can live and feel at ease”, albeit arrived at by reforming the existing Liturgy.256

The 1955 Reform of Holy Week

In July 1955 Worship’s editor, Godfrey Diekmann, O.S.B., wrote to Father Antonelli:

It is extremely difficult, because of the vastness of America, to get anything like an adequate picture of the national observance of the Vigil. Unfortunately the unfavorable stand taken by Cardinal Spellman of New York is rather well known. So also is his unfavorable attitude toward the vernacular in our new ritual. From reports, it is certain that he has not yet allowed the Vigil, claiming that it was not meant for parish use but only for experiment in religious houses! To my knowledge, the new ritual has likewise not been permitted in his Archdiocese. May I speak frankly? Although Cardinal Spellman is undoubtedly the one member of the American hierarchy who is best known in other countries, I am sure that other members of the hierarchy are by no means unanimously inclined to follow his lead in all matters. Certainly the vast majority of the American Bishops heartily favor the new ritual; and the vast majority have likewise permitted the Vigil in their dioceses although only a few of them seem to have positively urged it upon their priests.

   In Canada, the situation seems somewhat different. Two weeks ago I had occasion to speak to Archbishop Pocock of Winnipeg, concerning the Vigil. He suggested that he might bring up the matter at the annual meeting of Canadian Bishops this fall; and he felt convinced there would be almost unanimous support for the permanence of the Vigil. While of course encouraging him to take this step, I pointed out that it would be very useful if he would immediately write his own positive reaction to the Vigil to the Secretariat of State and the SCR. Within the past few weeks I have ventured to make the same suggestion to several members of the United States hierarchy whom I happen to know rather well.

   The chief obstacle to obtaining enthusiastic support of the American bishops (as I personally mentioned to you at Louvain last fall) is the fact that the great majority of them are specialists in Canon Law and in administration, and have a correspondingly lesser interest in matters theological. This is borne out by the fact that up to the present, the Nat. Liturgical Conference has not been able to interest the American hierarchy sufficiently in its program, to convince them that they should undertake the official guidance and sponsorship of the program in the United States. There has been a gradual change for the better in more recent years. But as a body, the American Bishops still do not consider the Liturgical Apostolate as being a normal part of their pastoral concern; despite Mediator Dei and all the rest, most of them consider the Liturgical Movement to be an affair of externals!. . .257 I believe that one of the reasons for the gradual improvement has been that we have sent our magazine gratis to every bishop in the country for the past 3 years. (We should have done so from the outset, 29 years ago.)

   At present our magazine has about 9,000 subscribers, the majority of whom are priests. It likewise reaches every major seminary and very many of the mother houses of religious communities. If in any way we can be of service to you, in preparing the minds of American priests for pending liturgical reforms, please do not hesitate to suggest whatever steps you may think advisable. Perhaps you yourself may be inclined to write an essay or two concerning the recent Decree258 and what it portends. Or perhaps you would prefer to inspire such an article to be signed by someone else. In any event, I wish to state that I am entirely at your service, and I hope that through our pages we may be instrumental in conditioning the thinking of American clergy for the promised reform of the missal and breviary.259

This reflection on the reception of the 1951 reform of the paschal vigil underlines the extent of the cooperation between officials of the Sacred Congregation of Rites and Liturgical Movement activists and demonstrates that further reform was clearly on their somewhat political agenda.

The Pian commission had been working on the reform of the whole of Holy Week for some time.260 It was complete by 1954 and presented to Pius XII, who, on 18 August 1954, ordered that it be considered by the cardinals of the Sacred Congregation of Rites.261 In the summer of 1955 the Congregation of Rites published a Positio compiled by Antonelli for their consideration.262

Part 1 of the Positio recounts the desire for a general liturgical reform from the time of Saint Pius X and acknowledges the importance of both the Liturgical Movement’s pastoral impact (that is, the promotion of liturgical piety) and of the advance in liturgical studies. The work of the Pian commission is recounted, and specific mention is made of the wishes (voti) expressed by the liturgical congresses held in recent years.263

The second part discusses reasons for restoring the rites of Holy Thursday and Good Friday to their ancient times, namely, to the evening and to the afternoon, respectively. The Positio is clear that this is not an antiquarian proposition and insists that such a reform would “above all” be to achieve a pastoral end, bringing the time of the celebration of the ceremonies into line with conditions that had radically changed since the seventeenth century.264 As we have maintained, a return to liturgical authenticity where inauthentic practices exist within the objective liturgical Tradition is to be welcomed. Such reform is truly pastoral in its facilitation of the growth of liturgical piety.

The Positio holds the 1951 reform to be one that also removed inconsistencies from the “venerable texts and rites” and restored them to their primitive freshness. The innovation of baptismal promises is said to be fully justified.265 This account is somewhat simplistic, failing to give a full justification for the innovation or to account for the quite untraditional abbreviation of the vigil’s readings. Nevertheless, its desire for liturgical authenticity and its respect for the “venerable texts and rites” in matters of liturgical reform are noteworthy.

The new vigil is said to have been a “large, universal success”,266 particularly in the light of comments in liturgical publications and meetings throughout the world and in view of communications sent to Rome by Ordinaries.267 However, there is evidence that this was not necessarily the case in all places. In mid-1955 Coyne reflected on the impact of the 1951 reform of the paschal vigil:

Now that the novelty is wearing off, parishes in many areas report dwindling congregations. In many places, also, the Easter Vigil congregation has never approached in numbers that of the Christmas midnight Mass. Nor has the new service always been adopted where we might most have expected to find it. In Westminster Cathedral, for example, it was not in use till 1955. Saint Peter’s, Rome, has still to abandon the morning service.268

The Positio itself considers difficulties reported by bishops, though these are purely practical problems.269 Other bishops responded negatively to the experiment, also for practical reasons.270

Requests from bishops for the reform of the liturgies of Palm Sunday, Holy Thursday, and Good Friday are reported. Cardinal Lienart of Lille, who in 1950 had signed the petition for the restoration of the paschal vigil to the evening on behalf of the French episcopate,271 asked in October 1951 that the remaining ceremonies might be completely renewed “in the same liturgical and pastoral spirit”.272 Others, however, including the then patriarch of Venice, Cardinal Roncalli,273 limited themselves to requesting the restoration of the Holy Thursday and Good Friday liturgies to their proper times, without calling for an overhaul of the rites themselves.

The Positio goes on to report that Pius XII gave permission for the study of a reform in 1952, which was carried out by the commission, who used the 1948 Memoria as a starting point. By the first month of 1954 the commission’s work was complete.274 Antonelli, prefacing his summary of what is proposed, states that “the revisions . . . show the necessary respect to the formulas and to the rites throughout.”275

For the reform of the Liturgy of Palm Sunday, a “light revision”276 of the blessing of palms and the subsequent procession is proposed that would restore the rite to its original simplicity and reverse medieval developments that had rendered the blessing a mini-Mass in itself. The procession to the honour of Christ the King was to be emphasised. All the liturgists, Antonelli reports, were unanimous that this was necessary.277 The reading of the Passion of Saint Matthew according to the ancient, simpler, arrangement is proposed. Otherwise, the Mass was to be left as it was.

The principal element of the reform of the Holy Thursday rites was the return of the Mass In Cœna Domini to an evening hour of celebration. The Missa Chrismatis, which had been lost in the course of history (with the result that the texts for the consecration and blessing of oils were inserted into the Mass In Cœna Domini), was to be restored with new texts, to be celebrated in cathedral churches in the morning. One ritual innovation was proposed as an option: the moving of the Mandatum (the washing of the feet) to immediately following the Gospel reading of the Mass; it had hitherto been performed, if at all, after the transfer of the Blessed Sacrament to the altar of repose. Antonelli also reports that the commission firmly rejected requests from priests for a private Mass to commemorate the anniversary of the institution of the priesthood on the grounds that this was contrary to Tradition.278

Antonelli notes that the Good Friday rites had been conserved substantially intact from antiquity and says that they comprise a most precious liturgical commodity of which we must take care with total veneration. In the light of this he asserts that only small revisions are necessary.279 The first of these is the return of the hour of its celebration to the afternoon, approximating the time of the death of Christ upon the cross. The structure of the rite is to be left “substantially intact”:280 an opening collect was proposed; the Passion reading was to be simplified in the same way as Palm Sunday; and the solemn intercession for the emperor was to replaced with one for those in public office.

The exception to these moderate proposals for reform, which may be regarded as within the scope of organic development that leaves the rite substantially intact, was that proposed for what was known as the Mass of the Presanctified. Antonelli reports that this was a matter of disagreement in the commission281 and that there was not always agreement with the liturgists on whether Holy Communion should be distributed at all and, if so, to whom and with what rites.282 Yet all the liturgists were agreed that what they regarded as the medieval superstructure of the Mass of the Presanctified, which included rituals from the offertory of the Mass, “introduced without reason”,283 was to be simplified or eliminated.284 In the end, a compromise was proposed whereby, for pastoral reasons, Holy Communion was to be distributed, but with the simple rite of the distribution of Holy Communion outside of Mass:285 the Mass of the Presanctified was to be abolished.

The Pian commission’s minutes reveal that the practice of blessing the people with the cross exposed for veneration, a practice of the Eastern Liturgy, was considered. However it concluded that it was not opportune to introduce this element “ex novo”.286

The fundamental principles of the proposed reform are again: liturgical authenticity, simplification of the rite, and pastoral expediency. The proposed return to the authentic times of celebration presents no difficulty to the liturgical historian. Liturgical authenticity is to be welcomed. Some measure of simplification presents little difficulty either, provided it is proportionate.

Yet the proposals advocating truncating the blessing of the palms and the abolition of the Mass of the Presanctified are considerable. They demonstrate that the commission was prepared to cut significantly where they thought it pastorally expedient. The corruption theory underpins this stance. So, too, does a confidence, verging on faith, in the opinions of liturgical historians. Asked whether the reform of Palm Sunday did not contradict the norm of the amplification or growth of the Liturgy over the centuries, Antonelli responded that such a reform was fully justified from the point of view of liturgical history as well as from its pastoral expediency.287

However, this reform does reverse the development of the Liturgy. In the case of the Mass of the Presanctified, the proposed reforms were neither a return to ancient practice (which was that no one received Holy Communion) nor a development of received Tradition (by extending Holy Communion to the people as well as to the priest). They were proposals to abolish the current rite and reconstruct according to the pastoral and historical desires of the experts: pastoral expediency.

On the other hand, some developments proposed are in harmony with traditional principles of reform. It would be churlish to pretend that no development was desirable or that inertia could be a legitimate response to real pastoral needs. But the requirement of proportionate respect for objective liturgical Tradition cannot be abdicated.

It is interesting to note the appearance of the word aggiornamento in the 1955 Positio—the word that was to become the banner under which the Second Vatican Council was celebrated. Antonelli entitles the proposals for Holy Thursday aggiornamento but uses riforma for Palm Sunday and Good Friday.288 Arguably, aggiornamento when used as distinct from riforma speaks of a renewal that is the perfection of the Tradition, which can involve simplification and development, but in harmony with Tradition. Riforma, in contradistinction, can suggest more radical reconstruction.

The cardinals of the Sacred Congregation of Rites unanimously approved the reform as outlined in the Positio on 19 July 1955,289 and with the decree of the same Congregation Maxima redemptionis nostræ mysteria, and its accompanying instruction, dated 16 November 1955, the reform of the entire Holy Week Liturgy was promulgated.290

The principles outlined in the decree are familiar: the correction of the timing of the ceremonies, which was to the “detriment to the liturgical meaning” of them, so that the people might participate in their “special sacramental force and efficacy for nourishing Christian life”.291 In other words, the reform is one that seeks liturgical authenticity in order to enhance liturgical piety. There is no rationale given in the decree for any reform of the rites themselves. The instruction notes only one rubrical change: the celebrant is to omit reading for himself those texts spoken by other ministers—a felicitous and authentic simplification already previewed in the 1951 experimental reform.

The instruction makes clear the pastoral motivation of the reform:

Local ordinaries should carefully see to it that priests, especially those who have the care of souls, be well instructed not only in the ritual observance of the restored Ordo of Holy Week, but also in its liturgical meaning and its pastoral purpose.

   They should likewise take care that the faithful also, during the holy season of Lent, be faithfully taught properly to understand the restored Ordo of Holy Week, so that they may both mentally and spiritually participate in the services.292

An authoritative commentary by Löw, promptly published in translation in Worship, says of the instruction:

It is stated with the sharpest possible emphasis that the meaning and purpose of this liturgical restoration of Holy Week is entirely pastoral, inspired by concern for souls: it is not some kind of liturgical archaeology; nor is it meant to be a restoration of a museum piece. Which of course does not deny that, in the elaboration of this reform, thorough liturgical-historical studies and researches were consulted.293

What is meant by “pastoral” here is clearly that the faithful should be formed in liturgical piety so that the people can participate in the Liturgy “with mind and heart”:294 a clear articulation of the inherently contemplative nature of liturgical participation as distinct from its activist interpretation.295 To this end a significant and swift effort was made to publish people’s editions of the new ceremonies as well as commentaries and ceremonial guides for clergy.296

Löw’s semi-official use of the term “pastoral” may be distinguished from its use by some prominent liturgists at the time. Here it expresses no more than the desire of the Liturgical Movement since its inception: that the spiritual life of the faithful be nourished by the Liturgy of the Church. Ritual reform is a secondary concern. However in the words of Bugnini, Jungmann, Crichton, and so on, we have seen that “pastoral” reform means primarily that ritual reform is to effect the change of the Liturgy to accommodate the perceived needs of people of the day.

Bugnini enunciates this principle in relation to the new provision that comprised part of the reform of Holy Week that enables a form of the ceremonies to be celebrated with the assistance of a deacon in the absence of a subdeacon, called the “semi-solemn” rite. Hitherto the rubrics had not permitted this. In bringing about this reform, Bugnini speaks of “a restoration that springs from motives that are purely pastoral”, adding “I should almost say ‘utilitarian’ ”,297 and asserts that

the “restorers” showed very great courage298 in overcoming traditional positions without delay when simple pastoral utility and not necessity required this step. . . . Pastoral interest presides over, guides and gives life to the present liturgical reform, even when, almost unnoticeably, it inspires the phrasing of a new rubric, the revision, and perhaps even the punctuation, of a formula, the pruning or the restoring of a rite.299

The strength of Bugnini’s language leaves no doubt that pastoral utility was the motivation of this reform. Such a utilitarian disposition is foreign to the organic development of the Liturgy, and although its exercise did not in this instance compromise objective liturgical Tradition (the reform itself has much to commend it), the very disposition was certainly capable of doing so.

The distinction between the two senses of “pastoral” is crucial. In the former conception, the people are enabled to understand and penetrate the richness of objective liturgical Tradition, which itself may be somewhat simplified or adjusted to facilitate this encounter. The people’s liturgical appetites are elevated, and there is continuity, and possibly welcome development, of objective liturgical Tradition. In the latter stance, objective liturgical Tradition is reconstructed to suit the perceived needs of the people so that its rites “speak to them”. There can be change without concern for continuity in the objective liturgical Tradition, and people’s liturgical appetites are left as they stand. In the former, people are taught to comprehend the rich liturgical language of the Church. In the latter, “liturgical vocabulary” is reduced and restricted to that which reformers think people will grasp immediately. This is not consonant with the fundamental aims of the Liturgical Movement.

The Ordo for the reformed Holy Week was published early in 1956.300 Antonelli underlined its historical significance, saying that it was “very probably the greatest liturgical reform since Saint Pius V’s revision of the breviary and missal in the sixteenth century”.301 It contained the ritual reforms proposed in the Positio and incorporated the simplifications in the Order of Mass found in the 1951 reform: the prayers at the foot of the altar are omitted or shortened; as mentioned above, there is no duplication of texts; and the last Gospel is omitted from the principal ceremonies. The homily is recommended for Holy Thursday. For pastoral reasons it is permitted to celebrate the paschal vigil earlier in the evening.

The reservations already expressed about truncating the rite of the blessing of the palms and abolishing the Mass of the Presanctified from motives of pastoral expediency and antiquarianism and our earlier reservations about the reform of the paschal vigil, which is made obligatory in the 1956 Ordo, lead to the conclusion that this reform is a mixed blessing.302 A return to authenticity and some simplification are certainly not repugnant to objective liturgical Tradition. Yet antiquarianism and unfettered pastoral expediency are. It is difficult to see how the abolition of the Good Friday Mass of the Presanctified is anything other than the latter.

Yet it may be argued that, taken as a whole, the innovations and abolitions contained in the reformed Holy Week rites are not sufficient substantially to displace the entire objective traditional Liturgy and that there is an overall substantial continuity, with only a small proportion of liturgical forms being abolished, radically altered, or introduced. One may therefore assert that it is largely within the boundaries of both the organic development of the Liturgy and of the supervisory competence of the bishop of Rome in respect of the Roman rite.303

Nevertheless, our concern is that the principles of antiquarianism and pastoral expediency are present in at least some elements of the reform. Were such principles to predominate, the substantial displacement of the objective traditional Liturgy could ensue.

The reception of the reform was mostly positive. Beauduin hailed it, offering his “unreserved congratulations”304 to all those who had contributed to bringing about the reform. Yet he warned—and today we must admit, prophetically—that the concession afforded bishops to bring the hour of the celebration of the paschal vigil forward could result in a negation of the reform’s restoration of it as a true vigil.305
Worship stated that “only the decree of Saint Pius X, on frequent and daily Communion, rivals it in importance” and spoke of the realisation of “some of the great goals” for which its founder, Virgil Michel, had laboured.306 McManus asserted that “no change thus far introduced is equal to [it]. . . in its extent and significance, and no change is of greater spiritual and pastoral worth.”307 Crichton welcomed it as a “far-reaching reform” of “epoch-making importance”.308 King, similarly, spoke of “far-reaching changes”.309 Reinhold rejoiced, with reference to the reform of the rite of Holy Communion on Good Friday in particular, that “all the sham has been cleared away and there is no longer a pretending or a substituting of anything alien or inappropriate.”310

Antonelli’s papers contain an appreciative letter from an American priest written only weeks after the promulgation of the decree:

There is a group of us [who]311 meet regularly with Monsignor Tobin, Vicar General of the Archdiocese, to discuss pastoral and liturgical matters. Last night we studied the text of the new Holy Week Liturgy. Our first reaction was one of extreme pleasure and gratitude that we should be living in an age when such things can be done. There are so many individual features that pleased us that I could not begin to enumerate them. One thing that stood out is the fact that the active participation of the Laity is explicitly provided for. Another outstanding feature, we think, is the logical spirit pervading the rite, e.g., no duplication of the “Confiteor” on Holy Thursday.312


However, Crichton recounts, with some relish, that making the reform mandatory was

much to the dismay of some bishops. . . . The then Archbishop of Dublin313 went to Rome . . . and said “Our people in Ireland will not understand it.” And Rome said to him: “Then teach them!” Cardinal Spellman of New York was on his way to Rome to stop it and it had already been published while he was upon high seas!314

Bugnini is explicitly critical of aspects of the texts of the Chrism Mass, reconstructed by the commission315 of which he was secretary: “Some were classical and beautifully constructed; others were less satisfactory. The liturgists [after the Second Vatican Council] were rather critical of the formulary as a whole. They found fault with its poverty of ideas.”316 Giampietro comments that Bugnini’s reflections, which go on to describe the further reform of the rites following the Second Vatican Council, serve to demonstrate that “the changes made in the 1955 reform are fairly marginal, the fruit of a natural process of evolution.”317

The Brentwood Diocesan Report on the New Holy Week Liturgy318 and the returns from the parishes from which it draws give an insight into the reception of the reform at a local level. The diocese was assiduous in its preparation for Holy Week: “An early and detailed instruction was issued”, discussion among priests “was encouraged, and deanery conferences were allowed to substitute such discussion for their normal theological cases for . . . February and March. Two talks were given . . . by the Very Reverend Father Illtud Evans OP.”319

Of the ceremonies themselves, the “shortening and simplification of the blessing of palms . . . were unanimously welcomed by the clergy.” The procession resulted in “differences of opinion”; however, the emphasis on the kingship of Christ was “appreciated as a happy feature of this day’s Liturgy”.320 Holy Thursday’s Missa in Cœna Domini was “one of the high-lights of the week” with “reports of very much larger congregations” everywhere. “The number of communicants was a source of amazement to many of the clergy.” However the report says of the washing of the feet: “It would seem that, as it was optional, it was not carried out in many places.” The watch at the altar of repose enjoyed only mixed success.321 The report makes a significant observation about the impact of the reform of Good Friday: “When a sudden change takes place in a devotion that has captured the popular imagination, there must needs be some regret from the conservative-minded. So it was with the relegation of the Stations of the Cross to second place in the Good Friday programme.”322 However, “the Good Friday afternoon Liturgy attracted the biggest crowds in the whole week”, and “the number of communicants was phenomenally large.” The “striking method” of venerating the cross and “the solemn setting for it, were much esteemed, but the length of the whole service was found very fatiguing.”323 The report even mentions a suggested rearrangement of the service to save time.324 The paschal vigil, which by 1956 was not such a novelty, occasioned a more sober assessment:

Those places where the Easter Vigil has been kept in the new form for some years say, that, while the Mass congregation remains fairly constant, there has been a falling-off of the number attending the entire ceremonies from the beginning, and nowhere did the congregations, though large, equal those of Thursday or Friday.325

Part of the problem, it was thought, was the timing of the Mass for midnight. The possibility of its celebration at an earlier hour, or even at dawn, was proposed. In respect of the rite itself, “there was unanimous agreement among the clergy about the wisdom in the reduction in number of the prophecies”, and “the solemn renewal of baptismal vows was singled out for special praise.”326

The report concludes that “the laity . . . demonstrated an interest in the triduum sacrum that perhaps they have never before had the chance to manifest” and that congregations came “not merely to watch a spectacle, but to take an active part in the sacred action”, as was evidenced by the demand for books “giving the text and explanation of the new Ordo”.327

There is little reason to suspect this report as untypical, and in assessing the 1955 reform of the rites of Holy Week, it would be ungenerous to suggest that it did not succeed in its stated pastoral aims.328 The decline in enthusiasm for the paschal vigil, however, is not without interest in that it suggests that a certain amount of the reforms’ popularity may be accorded to their novelty. By 1959 one American commentator would claim that “the restored Easter Vigil meets with quiet but stubborn resistance.”329

The 1955 reform of Holy Week was certainly seen as the climax of some years of significant events in liturgical history. Worship commented:

On the first day of the Church’s new year, our Holy Father gave to the Catholic world the great gift of the restored Holy Week. On Christmas Day, he issued his new encyclical on sacred music. And on January 1, the revised Ordo for Mass and breviary went into effect. Together they constitute almost an embarrassment of riches to be assimilated. Their cumulative force will undoubtedly make the year 1955 stand out in the Church’s history as the year of liturgical reform.330

One speaker remarked at the opening of the 1956 North American Liturgical Week:

Here in 1956, eleven years after the introduction of the Pius XII psalter, five years after the introduction of the restored Easter Vigil, thirteen years after Mystici Corporis, nine years after Mediator Dei, three years after Christus Dominus and the decree on evening Mass and the mitigated Eucharistic fast, halfway through the first year of the first breviary reform, in the great year when Holy Week was restored—here in 1956, it is hard to reconstruct the attitude that was abroad toward the Liturgy before these things were known.331

And, as Crichton reflected in Liturgy:

There seems to be a general sense of satisfaction (to put it at its lowest) with the reform. What is equally certain is that this change has brought the importance of the Liturgy to the notice of both clergy and people in a way that it has never been brought to them before. If the restored Liturgy is largely the fruit of the Liturgical Movement, it will also be the most powerful means for spreading that Movement until it has reached the most remote corners of the Church. If it was always true that the Liturgical Movement was not some specialist thing or cult, if it has clearly appeared that it was part of the mounting spiritual revival in the Church, it is now in the forefront of the Church’s preoccupations and must be the concern of all, priest and people alike. Some few years ago we wrote that the Liturgical Movement existed only to wither away, to be absorbed into the life of the Church. That prospect is much nearer now than we dared to hope. A revitalised worship in which the people always play their full part, a Liturgy which is the indispensable source of the spirit of Christ and the principal means for the living out of the Christian life in the circumstances of the modern world, seems to be within measurable distance of achievement in our own time.332

Furthermore, in January 1956, Crichton felt free to speak publicly of “the general reform of the Roman rite now in progress”.333 Yet, amidst such enthusiasm and expectation, Löw sounded a note of warning (in the light of varying proposals received by the Pian commission with regard to the number of readings desirable for the paschal vigil): “There unfortunately still exists a widespread liturgical subjectivism, by which of course a solid and serious reform may and can not be guided.”334 Such subjectivism, by giving a disproportionate priority to contemporary desires in liturgical reform, could indeed render the general reform in progress in the 1950s something other than “solid and serious”.

The Encyclical Musicæ Sacræ Disciplina

The decree effecting the reform of Holy Week was swiftly followed by Pius XII’s second, and now largely forgotten, liturgical encyclical, Musica sacræ disciplina.335 Considering the fact that this was the third restatement of the Church’s principles on sacred music in fifty-three years (following Saint Pius X and Pius XI), it is clear that there was papal concern about trends in liturgical music throughout most of the twentieth century before the Second Vatican Council.

The encyclical does not concern itself with ritual reform per se. However, it does speak of the development of sacred music. The principles that it articulates, though, are correlative to those of ritual reform.

It insists that the traditional heritage of liturgical music must be preserved:

It is the duty of all those to whom Christ the Lord has entrusted the task of guarding and dispensing the Church’s riches to preserve [the] precious treasure of Gregorian chant diligently and to impart it generously to the Christian people. . . .

   If in Catholic churches throughout the entire world Gregorian chant sounds forth without corruption or diminution, the chant itself, like the sacred Roman Liturgy, will have a characteristic of universality, so that the faithful, wherever they may be, will hear music that is familiar to them and a part of their own home. In this way, they may experience, with much spiritual consolation, the wonderful unity of the Church.336

This heritage is open to development in harmony with received Tradition:

If, because of recently instituted feast days, new Gregorian melodies must be composed, this should be done by true masters of the art. It should be done in such a way that these new compositions obey the laws proper to genuine Gregorian chant and are in worthy harmony with the older melodies in their virtue and purity.337

The encyclical also demonstrates an openness to the wider development of liturgical music, which, it says,

has gradually progressed from the simple and ingenuous Gregorian modes to great and magnificent works of art. To these works not only the human voice, but also the organ and other musical instruments add dignity, majesty, and a prodigious richness.

   We hope that the noble art of sacred music—adapted to contemporary conditions and in some way enriched—may ever more perfectly accomplish its mission.338

Yet, it also finds it necessary to assert that

the Church must insist that [sacred music] remain within its proper limits and must prevent anything profane and foreign from divine worship from entering into sacred music along with genuine progress, and perverting it.

   The Church must take the greatest care to prevent whatever might be unbecoming to sacred worship or anything that might distract the faithful in attendance from lifting up their minds to God, from entering into sacred music, which is the servant, as it were, of the Sacred Liturgy.339

The encyclical notes that “for serious reasons, some quite definite exceptions have been conceded” to the norm of Gregorian chant, but it insists that they “are not extended and propagated more widely” and that where they are in use Gregorian melodies should be taught so that “the unity and universality of the Church may shine forth more powerfully every day.”340 Also, the practice, “according to old or immemorial custom”, of singing popular vernacular hymns at Mass is allowed to continue where it is judged that the custom “cannot prudently be removed”.341

The principles enunciated are clear: The Tradition is to be preserved and is open to developments that enrich the Tradition and that are in harmony with it. Contemporary fashions are excluded if they are profane, that is, if they are discordant with the purpose of liturgical music to lift up minds and hearts to Almighty God. The vernacular may be tolerated, but not in a way that prejudices the Church’s musical patrimony, the essence of which is Gregorian chant.

These principles summarise the efforts of the Liturgical Movement with respect to sacred music, though at the time some regret was expressed that the encyclical offered “only cold comfort” to liturgists “awaiting a change in the Church’s attitude to the use of the vernacular” in the Liturgy.342 In the light of such desires, one may indeed view the encyclical as an apposite delineation of the nature of sacred music in the Roman rite.

Published in the shadow of the reform of Holy Week, the encyclical’s lack of explicitly “pastoral” language similar to that of Maxima redemptionis nostræ mysteria and of its accompanying instruction is of interest. Firstly, the encyclical was a papal document and not the work of the Pian commission, though there may have been some coincidence of personnel in drafting. Alternatively, it may be an indication of divergent thinking within the Holy See itself as the work of liturgical reform progressed.

Secondly, the encyclical betrays a refreshing lack of self-consciousness with regard to the concept of “pastoral” Liturgy current among many reformers at the time. Its assumption is that the facilitation of the God-man encounter that is the very purpose of sacred music (indeed of all Liturgy) is of the essence of the life and work of the Church, including anything that one may distinguish as pastoral—though in the author’s opinion no such absolute distinction is possible. One does not need to be self-consciously “pastoral” in order to serve the pastoral mission of the Church. Furthermore, the Liturgical Movement did not have to be concerned to be explicitly pastoral in order to be so in fact. Those in the Liturgical Movement who so self-consciously spoke of the “pastoral Liturgical Movement” risked subjectifying objective liturgical Tradition and refashioning it according to contemporary desires.343 Such a path is alien to Pius XII’s Musicæ sacræ disciplina.

The Assisi Congress, 1956

Annibale Bugnini, C.M., believed that the September 1956 “International Congress of Pastoral Liturgy was, in God’s plan, a dawn announcing a resplendent day that would have no decline.”344 The Assisi Congress,345 he explains, is foundational in the history of the liturgical reforms following the Second Vatican Council: “Who would have predicted at that time that three years later the greatest ecclesial event of the century, Vatican Council II, would be announced, in which the desires expressed at Assisi would be fulfilled, and this by means of the very men who were present at Assisi?”346 According to Jungmann, the Assisi Congress “revealed the pastoral aim” at the bottom of the “attempts at renewal” of the Liturgy.347

The archbishop of Birmingham led the delegation from the English and Welsh hierarchy, which included one other bishop and six priests. In the light of Bugnini’s grandiloquence, the hierarchy’s discussion of the congress appears remarkably bland.348

Apart from numerous members of the hierarchy, including several cardinals, the congress brought together prominent players in the Liturgical Movement: Capelle, Antonelli, and Löw of the Sacred Congregation of Rites, Jungmann and Bea, Rousseau and others. Furthermore:

Additional weight was given to the significance of the congress by the presence of officers and representative members of various national and regional liturgical committees and institutes; of professors of theology, pastoral and Liturgy from numerous universities and theological faculties; of most of the editors of liturgical periodicals; and of the majority of the recognised scholars, writers and pastoral leaders in the liturgical apostolate.349

Bugnini draws particular attention to the papers of Jungmann and Bea, stating that “the principles set forth in these addresses would be found again in the Constitution on the Liturgy” of the Second Vatican Council.350 Jungmann’s paper, “The Pastoral Idea in the History of the Liturgy”,351 has been examined, noting that his fundamental principle is an antiquarianism that disparages the organic development of the Liturgy beyond the fifth century and that calls for a refashioning of the whole of the Liturgy according to the perceived needs of contemporary man.352

The paper of Augustine Bea, S.J., “The Pastoral Value of the Word of God in the Sacred Liturgy”,353 was a specific consideration of the pastoral reform of part of the Liturgy: the proclamation of the Word of God. Bea asserted, “It is . . . clear that liturgical reform must . . . take into account the important element of the reading of the word of God in the sacred liturgical functions, and must do what is possible that from this reading the most abundant fruit be derived by the participants.”354

While the paper does not explicitly advocate the reading of Sacred Scripture in the vernacular, Bea’s pastoral principle, that from the readings “the most abundant fruit be derived by the participants”, is certainly fundamental to any such argument. Bea does, however, repeat the call made at Maria Laach in 1951 for an extension of the cycle of readings, for an increase in “the number of ‘preachable’ pericopes . . . either by introducing a three or four-year cycle, or in some other manner appropriate to the special needs and particular conditions of our times”.355 His reason is purely pastoral: this part of the rite of the Mass is of its nature didactic, and “it is a fact that for very many people today the Sunday and feast day Mass is the sole occasion for a religious instruction of any depth.”356

We have no reason to deny Bea’s assumption or his logic. Indeed, his reasoning is persuasive. And his proposal would give a greater measure of liturgical authenticity to the “Mass of the Catechumens”. Of course, it would be possible to effect a pastoral reform of the cycle of readings that substantially departed from objective liturgical Tradition, as distinct from developing it, particularly if the traditional arrangement of the Gospel pericopes were discarded. Such a case would reveal a pastoral expediency foreign to organic development.

Yet, as his paper calls for a development or enrichment of the Liturgy in response to contemporary needs and does not seek the subjectivisation of objective liturgical Tradition, Bea’s proposals may fall within the bounds of the organic development of the Liturgy. Furthermore, Bea explicitly and effectively answers the objection that such a reform might deprive “the Sacred Liturgy of its sublime dignity” and put it “at the service of men” (that is, subjectivise it) by asserting the consonance with Tradition of such a reform and by making the crucial distinction between those parts of the Order of Mass that are of their very nature latreutic and those that are didactic.357 Bea makes no call for the reform of any other part of the Liturgy.

We may say, then, that Bea’s pastoral principle has a validity that lies in its desire for liturgical authenticity and for the development of objective liturgical Tradition. As such, it is consonant with the ideals of the Liturgical Movement and, indeed, with the definition of pastoral Liturgy given by Cardinal Cicognani, Prefect of the Sacred Congregation of Rites, at the opening of the congress: “The aim of pastoral Liturgy is precisely that of leading the faithful to form a closely-knit union in the Mystical Body of which Christ is the Head, and to participate equo modo, according to one’s station, in the liturgical rites.”358

Of the other papers presented at Assisi, Dom Capelle’s “The Pastoral Theology of the Encyclicals Mystici Corporis and Mediator Dei”359 is of importance. Capelle expounds the connection between and the pastoral nature of the theology of the Church as the Mystical Body of Christ and liturgical piety. It is a classical presentation of the ideals of the Liturgical Movement, at the beginnings of which, his audience is reminded, he was present.360 Capelle speaks of the nature of the Liturgy and of liturgical reform:

From the fact that the Liturgy is essentially a living reality, we must conclude that it would be intolerable if anyone, for merely archaeological reasons, were to set himself to eliminate all that has been added or changed through the centuries under the pressure of circumstances or of pastoral necessities; for the law of adaptation affects everything that, here below, wishes to remain alive.361

Again we see the possibility of development hand in hand with respect for past developments, however “late” these developments are.

Capelle lauds the restoration of Holy Week and the action of Saint Pius X in restoring the reception of Holy Communion to children. His emphasis on “restoration”362 includes the assertion that authentic liturgical reform may even abolish what are in fact “abuses”, even when such abuses or inauthentic practices have “become traditional over many intervening centuries”.363 Such purges from the Liturgy of longstanding practices that, given the nature of the Liturgy and of the essential place of liturgical piety in the life of the Christian, are indeed abuses (the celebration of the paschal vigil in the morning or the widespread withholding of sacramental Communion being prime examples) are consonant with the principles of liturgical reform, as they are corrections that restore to objective liturgical Tradition lost vitality. Such corrections truly serve the pastoral mission of the Church.

Johannes Wagner presented a paper, “Liturgical Art and the Care of Souls”,364 in which he asserts that

the Church’s great liturgical services, such as the Mass-Liturgy (as a whole, even if not in all its details) or large parts of the divine office constitute splendid works of art, and that individually . . . include an astonishing wealth of true masterpieces of poetry and music. . . .

   But not only the muses of the poetic and musical arts contributed to the unfolding and beautifying of the Liturgy. The muse of the dance, Terpischore, also had a contribution . . . the measured pomp of entrance and exit, the entire play of meaningful motion that characterises solemn liturgical functions, the processions and other movements around the altar and in the sanctuary.365

Wagner’s appreciation of the developed beauty of the Liturgy does not prevent him from asserting that

it is not possible today without qualifications to praise the Liturgy as a whole and in all its parts as being in every respect a perfect work of art—as was customary, for instance, in liturgical textbooks of a not very distant past. As a result of more scholarly study . . . the conviction forces itself upon one that certain rites—particularly some of those in the pontifical and in the ritual—are not constructed in an especially artistic manner, nor even in a manner that aptly suits their pastoral purpose.366

This raises the question of whether liturgical scholarship’s analysis of the components has destroyed the appreciation of the whole. Wagner, at least in speaking of the pastoral purpose of the rites, is advocating authentic reform along the lines of Capelle, and this is to be welcomed. However the weight he gives to “scholarly study” is significant, particularly since he became a key technician in the implementation of the Second Vatican Council.367

Missionary Bishop Wilhelm van Bekkum, S.V.D., presented a paper, “The Liturgical Revival in the Service of the Missions”,368 in which a persuasive argument is put for the value to be gained from restoring the prayer of the faithful and the offertory procession to the rite of Mass, at least in mission countries.369 He also argues for the possibility of further adaptation of the rite, “penetrating more deeply into the entire communal and cultural life of the new converts”. He adds, “Let it be said at the outset that these adaptations and adoptions, as we envisage them, do not imply revolutionary changes in the Liturgy. The alterations which, in our opinion, would be concerned are of comparative insignificance.”370 The alterations called for are: the use of the vernacular in the readings, the possibility of vernacular hymns for the people at Latin High Mass, a revival of the diaconate and a renewal of the minor orders, and the possibility of reflecting healthy elements of indigenous culture in vestments and architecture.371

Such proposals for what has become known as liturgical inculturation (though its contemporary proponents would be unlikely to be satisfied with these alterations, which nonetheless were of comparative significance in 1956) raise few if any problems for the liturgical historian. As he makes clear, van Bekkum is not advocating a “revolutionary change” of the rite for mission countries. He seeks its adaptation, and indeed its enhancement, in some areas. It is possible that his proposals might well have led to taking the first steps along paths toward the development of new ritual uses for the liturgical family that is the Roman rite. Provided that substantial unity is maintained, the uses of Lyons, Milan, and Braga furnish ample precedent for allowing the introduction of suitable local customs, provided, in the words of van Bekkum, that “nothing must be allowed to get into the Liturgy which is not fitting.”372

Dom Oliver Rousseau’s paper, “Pastoral Liturgy and the Eastern Liturgies”,373 recounted:

A great promoter of pastoral Liturgy, but one who is perhaps too much inclined to do away with formulas and actions now lacking in immediate practical intelligibility for the people, confided to us a short time ago that a journey to Egypt and some contact with the ceremonies of the Eastern Rites had revealed to him a sense of mystery previously undreamed of.

To this revealing anecdote, Rousseau appended the following prophetic caution: “Let us take care lest steps too hastily taken do not one day cause us to regret that we did not sufficiently take this sense into account.”374 The essential point of Rousseau’s paper, situated in the midst of the Movement’s phase of “pressure for reform”, can be said to be that the West must recover what he calls “the liturgical spirit”, indeed, liturgical piety. He offers an eloquent account of its reality in the East:

Their spiritual life is formed essentially by the Liturgy, by assisting at the unfolding of the drama of redemption, centred around the paschal mystery. Religious instruction is carried out almost entirely by way of infusing into their souls the dynamism of the Catholic life, of their having been baptised and having risen with Christ. The Liturgy has remained in these regions precisely what it should be according to the definition of Pius XI: the teaching (didascalia) of the Church, the concrete exercise of her magisterium. The people assist at the Liturgy simply by listening, without books, to the words of the prayers or the lessons recited aloud or chanted by the priest, the deacon and the ministers, and by responding: thus they take part in a sacred dialogue, and do so in a language often very close to their own. . . . For them the Christian life is in a practical way liturgical life which, penetrating their hearts, forms their faith.375

As we have seen, Rousseau has a healthy distrust for reform that does away with “formulas and actions now lacking in immediate practical intelligibility for the people”. For Rousseau, and we maintain for the Liturgical Movement properly so called, it is people and culture who must first be formed or indeed reformed to foster liturgical piety. Ritual developments are secondary and are more judiciously posited when this priority is respected.

Father Antonelli’s paper, “The Liturgical Reform of Holy Week: Importance, Realisations, Perspectives”,376 discusses the principles behind the main achievement of the Pian commission and its view of prospective reform. Of the reform of Holy Week, Antonelli acknowledges that

by their antiquity and the richness of their content these sacred rites and their formularies represent the most precious part of the whole liturgical patrimony. Hence we can readily suppose what a heavy responsibility weighed on those who were called upon to take action in regard to so venerable a liturgical heritage.

However, he continues:

A revision was imperative. Over the course of centuries some precious elements were inevitably lost, many had been deformed, others were added or superimposed without adequate reason; besides, formalism had taken over the ceremonies, creating an artificial climate, quite the opposite of that immediate intuition of every liturgical function which is the indispensable condition for an active, enlightened participation of the faithful.377

To this, Antonelli adds the necessity of correcting the incongruity of the celebration of the liturgies of the Easter Triduum in the morning, before asserting that the reform carried out by the commission followed two criteria: “Scrupulous faithfulness on the one hand to the best liturgical traditions, and on the other, sensitivity to pastoral interests”.378

Antonelli manifests an awareness of the complexity inherent in fidelity to liturgical Tradition. This, he asserts, involves making use of “the advances in liturgical history and the critical edition of the principal ancient texts” to correct the situation whereby “the rites and the texts” that “took shape in the classical period of the Liturgy . . . underwent modifications which were often unfortunate: precious elements were lost, others were deformed, more often superstructures were introduced that were out of proportion and out of place.”379 There is no doubt that this position reflects the influence of Jungmann’s corruption theory and is capable of deprecating all liturgical development beyond whichever period scholarly convention declares “classical”. However, if we recall the overall proportionality of the 1955 reform of Holy Week and note that Antonelli speaks in his paper of the work of reform as being “a cautious revision of this whole complex reality”,380 we see that, at least in this instance, the untraditional implications inherent in any unbridled application of such antiquarianism have, on the whole, been guarded against.

“Sensitivity to pastoral interests” is the second of the criteria. The commission, Antonelli explains, held that

the Liturgy is not a museum of archaeological exhibits. It is the expression—very much alive—of the Church; and life is not static. Aside from being a worship of the majesty of God, the Liturgy is a school of Christian life; and in a school the pupil must be able to understand and follow the lesson. The Liturgy is also a religious pedagogy, and the layman must be helped by means of the gestures and formulas to penetrate and re-live the mysteries of the redemption.

   In short, that the Liturgy may be, as it should, both worship of God and a school of pedagogy of Christian life, it is necessary that the faithful be able to take an active, conscious part in it. In the liturgical action they are never mere spectators, but actors.381

Antonelli states that actual participation is at the heart of the work of the commission:

The reform of the Liturgy must aim in the first place at bringing back the faithful to an active, informed participation in the celebration of the sacred mysteries. To attain this end the people must be able to see, understand and follow the development of the action; their interest must be aroused and they must be led to perform their part. And this is precisely a return to antiquity.382

We can see, therefore, that the real intention of the reform, in Antonelli’s mind, is to restore liturgical piety to its fundamental place in Christian life. This is not liturgical or ritual antiquarianism: it is recovering and restoring something essential to the life of the Christian. Matters of ritual reform are secondary, though correlative.

Antonelli’s paper moves beyond consideration of the reform of Holy Week to speak of “the liturgical reform in general”.383 The reforms eliminating the duplication by the priest of texts read by another minister and the insistence on a real pause for silent prayer after the deacon’s invitation to kneel in the solemn intercessions of Good Friday are said to be “examples indicative of the future” that “could be multiplied”.384

But Antonelli does not see such laudable returns to an authenticity in liturgical practices as the aim of the general liturgical reform:

The liturgical reform does not consist only, or even principally, in a revision of texts and rubrics, the search for worthier and more expressive aesthetic forms. Nor does the reform end with simplifications, abbreviations or emendations. The true aim of the liturgical reform looks much farther, beyond any outward expression, and wants to reach the soul, in order to work in its depths and incite a spiritual renewal in Christ, the High Priest, from whom every liturgical action acquires its value and efficacy.385

And, in a passage that might have been written by Saint Pius X, Beauduin, Guardini, or Parsch, he maintains:

The people have been separated, unfortunately, from the true liturgical life. A patient work of re-education, spiritual and technical, is needed to bring them back to an active, enlightened, personal, communitarian participation. This is a work that is not done in a year. It may require generations. But it must begin.386

“Italy’s nonconformist cardinal”,387 Giacomo Lercaro, archbishop of Bologna, presented a paper on “The Simplification of the Rubrics and the Breviary Reform”.388 He explains that in the 1955 reform, the intention of the commission

was not to take immediately in hand a radical reform—which would have undoubtedly required a very long time—but to prune the complicated mass of the rubrics, by the suppression of adventitious elements less in tune with the spirit and the laws of liturgical style: in a word, by simplifying.389

Lercaro then employed a telling analogy to describe this simplification:

The same thing had happened to the poem of the Divine Office as had happened so often to the fine Romanesque and Gothic basilicas, where the piety of succeeding generations had made additions which were also discordant and out of tune: to such an extent as to obscure the beauty of the simple and harmonious architectonic line and to clutter up the building with a farrago of decorations, of altars, of statues.

   Someone might think the removal of all this superstructure and the banishment of the statues and the altars an unseemly act when one considered the piety of those who had gathered them there and of those who had venerated them.

   But it is certainly reasonable and fitting to give back its beauty of line to the basilica, and to restore it to its native simplicity. In much the same way, it has appeared reasonable and fitting to remove from the Divine Office superstructures introduced very late without the guiding hand of vigilant liturgical sense, the effect of which was to crush its lines, and very often without the advantage, enjoyed perhaps at their introduction, of responding to a vital need of piety.390

It is clear from its context that this analogy refers to the simplification of the rubrics, the intention of which was to restore the predominance of the temporal cycle over the sanctoral, and to the pruning of late additions to the Office, which we have considered above.391 It does not refer to a substantial reform of the structure of the rites themselves.

Even so, the analogy goes much farther than did the 1955 simplification of the rubrics, and for that it may be said to be somewhat inapplicable. Furthermore, the desire to clear out everything alien to its “native simplicity” is precisely that behind antiquarianism in its denial of legitimate organic development. Even considered in its context, one may ask whether Lercaro’s zeal does not come dangerously close to ignoring this fundamental principle of liturgical reform. That this should emerge at the Assisi Congress from so prominent a speaker is a clear indication that, in contradistinction to those, like Antonelli above, who advocated the growth of liturgical piety through gradual reform, there were some at least implicitly advocating radical ritual reform. In this Lercaro must be grouped with Jungmann.

Lercaro’s paper proceeds to apply this analogy, and in some ways goes beyond it, in a call for a comprehensive structural reform of the breviary. In Lercaro’s vision, the breviary would differ according to the distinction between monastic and non-monastic Office and between the public or private celebration of the Office.392 Like many before him, Lercaro is motivated by a desire to lighten the burden of the Office for the pastoral clergy by simplifying it. Some of his proposals arise from pastoral expediency: the possibility of making some hours optional in the Office of pastoral clergy, a two- or four-week psalter, the abolition of the capitulum at the little hours, and so on. Others seek to restore elements lost in liturgical history: the correction of Urban VIII’s reform of the hymns, the solemn singing of the Pater Noster at Lauds and Vespers, and so on.

Insofar as this is not simply a call for the removal of “superstructure” added in the course of centuries, or for a correction of inauthentic practices, its principle is more radical than that at the heart of his analogy. Lercaro shows little concern to restore the breviary. Rather, as did many from Cardinal Quignonez through to Saint Pius X, he is willing to reconstruct the Office according to his perception of pastoral need.

Lercaro’s paper was the most explicitly reformist of the Assisi Congress. In 1956 such words may not have been tolerated other than from the lips of a cardinal. Yet they were uttered, giving eminent expression to a view of “pastoral Liturgy” that shows insufficient respect for the organic development of objective liturgical Tradition. In his view, the Liturgy is a pastoral tool, and its forms are subject to reconstruction in order to achieve pastoral ends. In the history of the Liturgical Movement, Lercaro was the most senior member of the hierarchy to express this view. That he should do so at Assisi would not have been without its influence. Considering the office Lercaro would occupy in the future,393 it is not without significance.394

Assisi saw the unambiguous assertion of the authority of the Holy See in matters of liturgical reform. Cardinal Cicognani, prefect of the Sacred Congregation of Rites, declared in the opening address:

The essential end of this congress is to pass in review the admirable initiatives of Pope Pius XII in the field of pastoral Liturgy and to pass them in review with the spirit of loyalty and reverence which every one of the faithful ought to nourish toward the Supreme Shepherd who guides us. The Liturgy demands precisely the direction of the Supreme Shepherd. . . .

   Debates are not permitted by the very character of this congress, which is eminently hierarchical. Moreover, we have come together not to study problems or to propose reforms, but to put into relief, in their vast and many-sided frame, the laws and ordinances emanating from Pope Pius XII in his untiring activity as father and master. And when the armed forces pass in review, there are salutes and applause, especially when they are wonderfully equipped, as in the present case. . . .

   Looking over the documents which integrate this liturgical period, we have been able to notice that His Holiness welcomes with delicate courtesy what the students of the Liturgy present or indicate; but in virtue of the supreme power which belongs only to him, it is the Pope who fixes the principles; giving secure and firm orientations to minds and spirits, he puts them on guard against opinions not in conformity with the aim of the spiritual life.395

This reflects the extent of the power accorded the papacy in matters of liturgical reform at the time. One may ask whether all participants, particularly those engaged in “pressure for reform”, saw the congress as primarily an occasion for such ultramontane congratulation. It is true that Cicognani acknowledged that “various committees” at the congress may well engage in “private and unofficial discussions” and draw up “conclusions to be submitted to the ecclesiastical authority”.396 In the light of his view of the nature of the congress, one wonders what the cardinal made of Bea’s, van Bekkum’s, or Lercaro’s explicitly reformist papers.

One of Cicognani’s statements epitomises the extent to which ultramontanism and papal centralism had assumed absolute control of the development of the Roman rite: “It is the Pope who fixes the principles.” Of course, no Catholic can deny the right and duty of the bishop of Rome to make prudential judgments pertaining to the development of the Liturgy of the Western patriarchate and, indeed, to supervise and even to initiate developments in accordance with the principles of liturgical development. However, as we have noted, it is only in the twentieth century that popes begin to perceive their authority with regard to liturgical reform as absolute and so extensive that it could stand above, and not in humble respect before, objective liturgical Tradition. Cicognani’s address may be said to give this attitude its consummate expression. Pius XII’s exercise of his authority, as we have maintained thus far, on the whole respected the limits imposed by the principles of liturgical reform. Yet, it must be repeated, such a distorted view of the extent of papal authority in matters of liturgical reform, and the uncritical acclamation it was accorded (there is no evidence of any dissent in liturgical writing of the time), was patently capable of manipulation and abuse.

Indeed, the congress was brought to a conclusion, not in Assisi, but in Rome, where Pius XII delivered an allocution to its participants.397 He is generous in his praise of the Liturgical Movement:

If one compares the present state of the Liturgical Movement with what it was thirty years ago, it is obvious that undeniable progress has been made both in extent and in depth. The interest brought to the Liturgy, the practical accomplishments and the active participation of the faithful have developed to an extent unthought of at that time. . . .

   The Liturgical Movement is thus shown forth as a sign of the providential dispositions of God for the present time, of the movement of the Holy Ghost in the Church, to draw men more closely to the mysteries of the faith and the riches of grace which flow from the active participation of the faithful in the liturgical life.398

Pius XII reasserts the authority of the papacy over the Liturgy and the supervisory role of bishops: “It belongs to the popes to examine current forms of worship, to introduce new ones and to regulate the arranging of worship, and to the bishops to watch carefully that the canonical prescriptions relating to divine worship are observed.”399 He also settled the debate about sacramental concelebration of the Mass that had emerged at the Mont-César Conference in 1954400 and deprecated the trend to separate the tabernacle from the altar at which Mass is celebrated as separating “two things which should remain united by their origin and their nature”.401

The allocution concluded by speaking of the development of the Liturgy, carefully balancing what he called “two extreme attitudes with regard to the past: a blind attachment and a complete contempt”402 and stating that “the Liturgy today admits of a preoccupation with progress, but also of conservation and defence.”403 In other words, Pius XII regards the objective traditional Liturgy as capable of development and enrichment, by way of restoring or drawing from past practices, while conserving its substance. Thus he is able to allow pastoral adaptations along the lines of the reforms we have considered above. Yet his use of the term “defence”404 makes clear, as in Mediator Dei, his awareness of tendencies that would do damage to the objective liturgical Tradition.

Diekmann’s report, “Assisi in Retrospect”, enthused:

The presence of so many members of the hierarchy from so many countries, or Cardinals and their delegates, and of officials of the SRC, constituted the greatest single encouragement ever given to the Liturgical Movement—apart, of course, from Mediator Dei and the other papal initiatives.405

He observed that

the presence at Assisi of the Holy See’s officially appointed committee for the revision of the missal and breviary, several of whom were on the programme, would seem to suggest, moreover, that the voice of Assisi may find some echo in the realisation of that revision. And yet the Holy Father himself did not speak to us of liturgical restoration in terms of future reforms. Instead, he referred us back to Mediator Dei. In that, he insisted, you will find your programme of action.406

Diekmann’s report errs in one substantial point. The congress was not, as he asserted, “convoked by the Sacred Congregation of Rites”.407 As Löw of the Sacred Congregation of Rites makes clear in his own report, it “was not ‘official’ in the strict sense of the word; above all it was not officially convoked by the ‘Holy See’, by the ‘Vatican’ or by the ‘Congregation of Rites’. The organisers . . . were the four ‘centres’ of liturgical effort in Germany, France, Italy and Switzerland.”408 Löw’s article goes to some length to temper the enthusiasm about Assisi of which Diekmann is an exemplar:

The author of this essay is no prophet, and there would be very little sense in his stating boldly that the congress of Assisi will be the norm and guide of liturgical reforms through years and decades to come, that it has initiated a new era, that it indicates a new liturgical deal. . . .

   Ultimately, the congress provided only a survey, a summary of all that through the years has been in the process of re-appraisal and change. . . . The general Liturgical Movement, which is radiating ever more widely . . . is not a self-contained development. It is conditioned, obviously, by the leadership that papal authority has exercised in the field. And only from this authority and from its repeated directives which clearly indicate goals to be attained has it achieved that impelling force which we see in action everywhere today.

   The congress of Assisi, therefore, was above all a rallying point which permitted a systematic survey of the whole vast domain of the Liturgy of the Roman Church, in order to become aware of what is planned, what attained, what already won, and also what is still to be striven for—not so much through demands coming from without but rather because of insights derived from the Liturgy itself. Such insights will clarify immediate tasks and goals, and once these have been achieved, new and further goals and tasks may be determined, in so far as the highest authority of the Church shall consider good and necessary.409

Löw’s balance and reserve probably came too late to correct popular opinion, considering the fact that, as Diekmann reported, in the immediate wake of Assisi, “every Catholic paper in the country exploded with lengthy stories about the liturgical reform.”410 The generation of a climate of expectation, whereby reform could be seen as a response to “demands coming from without”, posed a risk to an authoritative programme of gradual renewal where, in Löw’s apposite words, reforms grew from “insights derived from the Liturgy itself”. This fundamental distinction was, perhaps, somewhat blurred following the Assisi Congress, at least in the popular mind. Indeed, such loud talk of reform may well have led to the Liturgical Movement being seen by those who had not previously studied it as primarily a movement for ritual reform, obscuring its fundamental aim of promotion of liturgical piety. This would, in part, explain Löw’s corrective stance.

J. B. O’Connell, one of the English delegation at Assisi, spoke of reform in his report of the congress, but in measured tones:

We trust, as we believe that [the congress’] . . . labours will lead to an increasing knowledge, appreciation and love of the Sacred Liturgy on our part; on the part of the Church, in its supreme wisdom, to a continuation of the reform of the rubrics so well begun and to further measures to promote still more the active participation of the people in the worship of the Mystical Body, “the first and indispensable source of the true Christian spirit” (Saint Pius X).411

One voice was never heard at Assisi, that of a speaker whose sentiment reflects some of the equilibrium of the Liturgical Movement in its origins. It said, “The congress of Assisi must awaken an echo, not a revolutionary one, but one that will have enduring effects.”412 It is most ironic that Lercaro—the speaker advocating the most radical reforms—should have chosen to quote these words in his closing address.413 This irony in some way reflects a dichotomy in the aspirations and work of the Liturgical Movement that is visible at Assisi. Bugnini,414 as we have seen above, referred to Assisi over twenty years later as a dawn announcing a resplendent day. The question remains whether and to what extent this dawn heralded new growth or revolution.

The 1957 Decree on the Tabernacle and the Altar

Following Assisi, and Pius XII’s reference to the position of the tabernacle in his allocution at the close of the congress, a decree of the Sacred Congregation of Rites, Sanctissimam Eucharistiam, was published to clarify the regulations regarding the relationship between the tabernacle and the altar.415 In one sense it is an unnoteworthy decree, reasserting the ruling that the tabernacle must be fixed to the main altar of the Church—or to another suitable altar in cathedral, collegiate, conventual, or pilgrimage churches—at which Holy Mass must be habitually celebrated.

However, the decree specifically states that

in churches where there is only one altar, this may not be so constructed that the priest celebrate facing the people. . . .

   Strictly forbidden are eucharistic tabernacles which are placed off the altar itself, for example in the wall, or beside or behind the altar, or in niches or columns separated from the altar.416

Löw, in a commentary published alongside the decree in Worship, explains the reason for the decree:

The decree . . . very firmly indicates anew the regulations concerning the tabernacle already in force. And it does so because certain new trends in the building of churches and altars had finally to be met with a clear and authoritative statement of principles.

   Whoever has some acquaintance with recent churches or with older churches that have been renovated will very probably have sensed that everything is not quite as it should be in regard to the building of tabernacles. For one thing, there are at work certain speculative theological tendencies, sometimes associated with leftist pastoral-liturgical views. There is the desire, too, to be absolutely “modern” in church building, or rather, to create something never created before, lest one be tagged “traditionalist”.417

Some persons give all too free reign to a desire for innovation or to a striving after “what has never been done before”. The Church certainly does not deny genuine art its rights and she wants to progress with the times; she has given ample proof of that. But at the same time she insists on retaining certain sacred and legitimate forms and formulas based on sound Tradition, especially if there is a question of dogmatic content which may be endangered when translated into concrete external forms.418

Since these are the words of an official of the Sacred Congregation of Rites and a member of the Pian commission, they give this small decree a certain significance. We have seen that Löw is not opposed to liturgical reform; indeed, here he speaks of “progress with the times”. However, he also speaks of the Church “retaining certain sacred and legitimate forms and formulas based on sound Tradition”. In this instance, it is the centrality of the cult of the tabernacle as opposed to the fashion to promote the celebration of Mass facing the people. The principle he enunciates is key. In the context of the publication of this decree we find an acknowledgment that liturgical development is possible but that such development is limited by a respect for “sacred and legitimate forms and formulas based on sound Tradition”: objective liturgical Tradition. In other words, organic development is possible, but radical innovation is excluded.

That the Holy See should find it necessary to “apply the brakes” in 1957 is itself evidence that the operation of “pastoral liturgists” without sufficient regard for objective liturgical Tradition was a significant and perhaps growing problem at the time. This decree, the details of which were found “puzzling” by Diekmann,419 stands as a corrective amid the continuing “pressure for liturgical reform”.420

The 1957 Consultation on Breviary Reform

In 1957 the Sacred Congregation of Rites published Supplemento IV to the Memoria containing the results of a worldwide consultation of the episcopate (by means of a letter to four hundred metropolitan archbishops) on the reform of the breviary.421 Signed by Antonelli, the document is the result of the work of Bugnini and Braga and drafting by Löw.422

The consultation, which asked for the bishops’ suggestions but which offered no proposals for their evaluation, achieved an 85 percent response. The responses were wide-ranging, and a summary demonstrates that there was certainly no convergence of episcopal opinion in matters of breviary reform at the time. The most popular suggestion, which came from only 23.2 percent of the respondents, was for the simplification of breviary hymns. A desire for the use of the vernacular was expressed by 17.9 percent; however, 11.1 percent of the respondents specifically requested the retention of Latin.423 Other suggestions were quite varied.

The analysis published by the Sacred Congregation of Rites asserts the popularity of the 1955 simplification of the rubrics and calendar and envisages further reform along these lines. It also points to the desire, ever present in liturgical history, to reduce the burden of the Office on clergy. It also details other suggestions424

Significantly, the proposals for structural reform of the Office are analysed. Only 6 percent advocate radical structural reform, with a further 1.6 percent advocating some significant change. Over 52 percent wish the retention of the traditional structure of the Office, of which over 48 percent are open to making sensible or opportune adaptations. The silence of a further 39.4 percent on the question of structural reform is presumed to indicate their contentment with the existing form.425 This leads the commission to conclude that the liturgical reform should follow the traditional structure of the Office and respect its nature, while preserving the necessary freedom to make minor adaptations and renewals in the light of the condition of the Office, the exigencies of modern times, and the proposals received.426 This is yet another articulation of the principle of organic development, some six years before the opening of the Second Vatican Council, demonstrating respect for objective liturgical Tradition while at the same time openness to development.

A significant reference is also made to the need to reform the mentality of priests with regard to the Office. The attitude that regards it purely as an obligation to be discharged must be corrected so that the Office becomes the prayer of the priest throughout the day.427 Such a reform, of attitude and not primarily of rite, reflects the primary objective of the Liturgical Movement. It is, perhaps, telling that such a reform should still be considered necessary as late as 1957.

The Supplemento includes extracts from the responses from the bishops. One, from Bishop Charrière of Lausanne, Geneva, and Fribourg, stands out for its length and for his assertion of the need of continuity in liturgical reform. Charrière, while open to the use of the vernacular in parts of the Liturgy, warns against placing too much emphasis on it in the liturgical reform and asserts the necessity to be “able to preserve the Latin Liturgy in all tranquillity”.428 He is critical of Lercaro’s Assisi proposals for the reform of the Office as leading toward an untraditional division between the Office of the secular and of the regular clergy and of beginning a trend of abbreviation that he believes will snowball.429 Charrière then adds a caution that recalls the fundamental nature and aims of the Liturgical Movement:

In one word, on this point as on the others, we realise that, from many sides, more or less substantial changes are requested from Rome. But those who are pleased with today’s situation, those who do live the Liturgy as given by the Roman Church, are not complaining and do not say anything. Don’t we also have to give large consideration to the majority who are content? Isn’t their number as great, maybe greater, than the number of those who complain? We are being told of a desire, which then tends to become widespread, for a substantial modification of the Liturgy. What is really universal is the desire to see the faithful always participating in the Mass to a greater extent and to see the priests always living from their liturgical prayer. But as for how this better participation of the faithful and priests can be achieved, we do not believe that those who speak the more loudly, those who somehow impatiently keep asking for endless changes, do represent the majority. A general survey of all the bishops would perhaps let us know the thoughts of those who do not say anything but who are content to see the Liturgy kept in its present form.430

Charrière concludes his observations by recalling the teaching of Saint Thomas Aquinas on change in law or discipline,431 which is reflected in Capelle’s principles and which underpins the principle of organic development’s insistence on substantial continuity. The bishop is not opposed to liturgical development and raises no objection to the reforms enacted in previous years. However, he is concerned that the direction being taken by some proponents of liturgical reform is erroneous: his response alludes to ideas put forward at the Assisi Congress.432 His is a call to ensure continuity amid the growing “pressure for reform”:

As one can see through these notes, I am among those who are pleased with today’s Liturgy and who do think the kinds of changes we were talking about above are not only undesired, but also dangerous. But I understand, as I said before, that in the completely “de-Christianised” regions, Rome could grant permission. We are simply asking that where the faithful fully live the present Latin Liturgy, we be authorised to keep this Liturgy.433

The 1957 consultation demonstrates that while there were numerous and diverse suggestions for the development and improvement of the breviary, there was no unanimity or, indeed, significant support for any particular reform or reforms. Furthermore, it demonstrates that the episcopate neither desired nor anticipated a radical structural reform of the breviary. No similar consultation was ever carried out on the question of the reform of the missal. There is little reason, however, to suggest that such a consultation would have produced different responses from those resulting from the consultation for the breviary: suggestions for the pruning, adaptation, or development of the objective liturgical Tradition, in line with the reforms enacted by the Holy See since 1951.

The 1958 Instruction on Sacred Music and the Liturgy

What O’Connell called “the last act of the great Pope of the Liturgy [Pius XII] on behalf of the Liturgical Movement”,434 the Instruction on Sacred Music and the Liturgy, was published in October 1958, dated 3 September (the feast of Saint Pius X).435 In a semi-official commentary originally published in L’Osservatore Romano, Antonelli states that the Instruction “takes account of the continuing marked development of the so-called Liturgical Movement in all countries” and that

the Sacred Congregation of Rites undertook to prepare this detailed Instruction at the Holy Father’s own request, in order that the great principles set forth in the two encyclicals [Mediator Dei and Musicæ sacræ disciplina] might be effectively put into practice and that the practice might display a certain uniformity throughout the world.436

The Holy See was particularly concerned, Antonelli says, that this uniformity be found in diocesan liturgical “directories” or directives and was worried by the fact that “there has been, here and there, some exaggeration and lack of restraint, due to a rather unenlightened zeal and an insufficient feeling of dependence and docility toward the hierarchy in whatever concerns the divine worship.”437

Löw’s commentary on the Instruction refers to “community Masses”, the celebration of which has “at times gone beyond what the general existing legislation would allow”, and of “striking variations” in diocesan directories.438 Lest there be any doubt about the Holy See’s intentions, Antonelli goes on to say,

The Instruction . . . is not meant as a floodgate for the Liturgical Movement. Rather, it is meant as a dike, to protect it, in order that the Movement, remaining within the river-bed of the great principles repeatedly inculcated by the Holy See, may truly carry the living waters of the Saviour to all the faithful through an ever more active and conscious participation in the liturgical life of the Church.439

The Instruction’s purpose is, then, to apply this fundamental aim of the Liturgical Movement to the liturgical situation in 1958, which, apparently, included exaggerations of its aim and some distortions of it. Furthermore, in the words of Crichton, it shows the determination of the Holy See “that the principles of liturgical worship shall reach down to the level of practice in ordinary parishes”.440

O’Connell welcomed the Instruction as “a document of unusual interest and importance for the ordinary priest doing pastoral work, and one which will greatly rejoice and encourage those who are engaged in actively promoting the Liturgical Movement”.441 He continues:

The Instruction, by its wise and far-reaching provisions, endeavours to bring the Liturgy from the cathedral, monastery and convent into the parish Church.

   After more than a thousand years of passive attendance by the people at the Liturgy this will not be easy, and, obviously, the Church’s desire for full active participation by the congregation in community worship can only be attained gradually, by carefully prepared stages, with much patience and perseverance.442

The Instruction itself opens with terminological definitions that clarify its later provisions. These are unremarkable in themselves except that their language demonstrates profound respect for objective liturgical Tradition together with openness to its enhancement by what is truly good from the modern age. For example, on modern sacred music the Instruction rules:

“Modern sacred music” is the music composed in more recent times in accordance with the progress of musical technique, for several voices, with or without musical accompaniment. Since it is directly intended for liturgical use, it should exhale the fragrance of piety and the sense of religion, and when it does it may be used in the service of the Liturgy.443

The provisions of the Instruction are pastoral in the sense of facilitating the participation of the faithful in the traditional Liturgy. This is done, among other ways, by permitting a limited use of the vernacular, especially in the scriptural readings, by encouraging the “dialogue Mass”, and by calling for the people to sing those responses and parts of the Mass that pertain to them, including where possible the daily proper chants. Modern technological developments (microphones, amplifying, broadcasting, and recording equipment) are welcomed where they would enhance the celebration of the living Liturgy and are proscribed where they would detract from it.444 The Instruction thus provides for the pastoral participation of the people in, and for the development in the light of the circumstances of the modern world of, objective liturgical Tradition, without displacing its substance.

At the 1959 U.S. Liturgical Week, McManus observed that the Instruction “is not, for the most part, novel legislation; it is only the summing up and restatement of laws already binding and principles more basic than the laws themselves”445 and referred to “the happy balance between the ‘substantial uniformity’ which it imposes and the liberty it leaves to local usages”, before lauding its fundamental principle, that the “very nature of the Mass requires that all who are present take part in it, each in the way proper to him”.446 He sees this reform as a reassertion of the proper state of liturgical affairs and even wonders “how much the Liturgical Movement would have been needed, if the laws and traditions of the Roman rite had been faithfully observed over the centuries”.447 McManus’ conception of liturgical reform here is one that has as its basic aim that of the Liturgical Movement: to enable the people to participate in the objective traditional Liturgy, purified by authentic reform. Substantial ritual reform is not on his agenda here.

This Instruction’s significance as an example of the Liturgical Movement’s attitude to reform may be seen in O’Connell’s acclamation of it:

The Instruction . . . represents the flowering of a seed sown by a saint, Saint Pius X, with an inspired appreciation of the needs of the Church in the twentieth century. That seed first appeared above ground as a tender seedling when fifty years ago the Liturgical Movement was inaugurated in Belgium by Dom Lambert Beauduin, O.S.B.,. . . who laid its foundations firmly on a sound theological basis (especially in his booklet La Piété de l’Église), and vigorously promoted its growth by the indoctrination of the clergy into the real meaning of the Liturgy, and spread the true doctrine by liturgical “weeks”, the writing of articles and the preparation and distribution of suitable books . . . and leaflets. Over the years the seedling . . . has grown into a sturdy plant through the exertions of the hierarchy in many countries . . . and the devoted and untiring labours of a band of clergy and layfolk. . . . Now those of them who are still alive—and happily Father Beauduin is one of them448—see the visible triumph of their work and bless God for the success of their efforts.

   Now their endeavour to promote the active participation of the people in the Church’s worship . . . has received the official sanction of the Church, and under the direction of the Sacred Congregation of Rites, at the hands of liturgical and musical experts, the chief forms of active participation have been systematised and have been issued as part of the Church’s code of liturgical law.

   The fruits of the labours of fifty years must now be thankfully garnered by a multitude of priests, religious and layfolk of good will throughout the Latin Church.449

It is also significant that O’Connell published these words in 1959, some months after Blessed John XXIII’s announcement of the Second Vatican Council (on 25 January). At that time, O’Connell did not look to the Council for the fulfilment of the ideals of the Movement. He saw them as having been largely realised. Yet again, we see that the desire for substantial structural reform of the Liturgy is not at the heart of the aims of the Liturgical Movement.

Indeed, from O’Connell’s words it would not be unreasonable to assert that the publication of the Instruction gave rise to a certain satisfaction that the Movement’s aims had been largely achieved, at least in terms of official reform: what remained was to effect these reforms throughout the Church. Such was not merely O’Connell’s sentiment. Antonelli, in his commentary published while Pius XII was still living, spoke of the effect envisaged by the Instruction’s implementation:

If this is accomplished, the true, sound Liturgical Movement will take on a new life, some less praiseworthy exaggerations will be eliminated, and all the faithful—this is the most important point—will be brought ever nearer to the fountains of grace which the Liturgy opens up to them, while the Liturgy itself will become for the Christian people, as it was for centuries, the great school of supernatural life and holiness.450

Further Liturgical Congresses

Liturgical congresses continued at a national level throughout the second half of the 1950s. The summer schools of the English Society of Saint Gregory promoted liturgical ideals,451 as did the North American Liturgical Weeks.

The 1957 Strasbourg Congress452 organised by the French Centre de Pastorale Liturgique on the Liturgy and the Word of God453 occasioned another of Louis Bouyer’s critical examinations of the Movement’s efforts. The kernel was what he called “the Mass in duplicate”,454 the use of commentators who duplicate the action of the Sacred Liturgy in words, the repetition of readings in the vernacular during or after their authentic liturgical proclamation, and so on. To illustrate his point, Bouyer tries “to imagine what a liturgist of the twenty-first century . . . might well say of us all some day”. Bouyer continues:

I imagine the young and rash Aristarchus saying something like this: “In the middle of the twentieth century some worthy men, filled with good intentions, who erroneously thought of themselves as eminent liturgists, had substituted for the old Mass with three priests of the preceding centuries a Mass of their own invention with two priests. The first priest said the rubrical Mass . . . of which almost nothing was audible, but which they tried to make a little more visible than in the past by means of those devices which were the favourite liturgical playthings of those days long ago: the altar versus populum, the ‘podium’, etc.

   “While the Mass was going on, and approximately in synchronisation with it, another priest went on talking, talking, usually the more untiringly the less he had prepared what he was going to say. At certain moments he read, out of a missal designed for the faithful, a mish-mash of periphrastic translations which he garnished according to his own taste. To vary the figure, between these membra disiecta he spread out a flood of comments and exhortations on which floated in disorder all the conventional phrases then current: ‘Mystical Body,’ ‘Catholic Action’. . . ‘helping the worker,’ ‘presence in the world,’ ‘the Christian family,’ ‘responsibility of the laity,’ etc.

   “Since nobody can talk continuously, he occasionally took a breath, giving the faithful time for a fine unanimous Et cum spiritu tuo. Or else he had them sing a Gelineau psalm455 (always one of the most popular two or three). When the first priest had finished his Mass and retired with his paraphernalia, the second priest was seized with the vague notion that there had not been enough praying. And so there was an Our Father and a Hail Mary for the Chinese babies, for missionaries, for our dear departed. . . . And the show was over.”456

This caricature, which contains criticisms that from the perspective of the twenty-first century may be said to be prophetic,457 serves to underline Bouyer’s call for liturgical authenticity as foundational in liturgical reform. He illustrates his point from liturgical history:

Let us glance . . . at the old Roman Churches—Saint Clement or Saint Mary-in-Cosmedin. Here the subdeacon did not chant the Epistle at the foot of the altar, carefully turning his back on the people for fear that somebody might hear him; the deacon did not solemnly go off to bump his nose on the north wall of the sanctuary. Each climbed up into high tribunes where they were visible to everyone, right in the middle of the congregation so that all could see them and hear them.458

Another international study meeting took place 8-13 October 1958 at the Benedictine Abbey of Montserrat.459 Two of the sacraments of Christian initiation, baptism and confirmation, were studied. The desire expressed at Montserrat by missionaries and other pastoral clergy for a revival of the catechumenate may be said to be at least partially responsible for its restoration in 1962—one of the final works of the Pian commission, considered below.460

From 1954, Liturgical Weeks were held in Ireland annually.461 A report on the 1957 Week observed:

With the restored Easter Liturgy so warmly acclaimed in Ireland by both priests and people, with a greater awareness stirring in our seminaries and among the younger clergy generally about what the Liturgy really is, the idea—never more than a quarter-truth—of the Irish as “unliturgical” may now be decently consigned to oblivion. Not that a crop of enthusiasts is to be expected who will campaign for the vernacular, concelebration or the altar facing the people. There is not yet in Ireland any coherent group advocating the Liturgy, or any sign of the emergence of such a group.462

The Benedictine Priory of Glenstal pioneered the Weeks. Prominent international speakers contributed. Jungmann’s presentation of the rationale for pastoral liturgical reform in 1960 is of particular interest. Having advanced his view of the longstanding and widespread corruption and decadence of ecclesial life and of the Liturgy, the theological root of which, Jungmann asserts, is the disregard of the nature of the Church as the Mystical Body of Christ, he explains that what is needed is

first above all the renewal of the consciousness of the faith. It is a renewal of the old power, of the old ardour, as Christianity once possessed it, when without external help, it was victorious over a pagan world. That is the reason today—and of course it is nearing the eleventh hour—for the working for such a renewal, for a genuine regeneration out of the powers which lie hidden in the Church and in her past. . . . That is the reason for the Liturgical Movement.463

Such renewal may indeed be said to be consonant with the origins of the Movement and a legitimate development of them. Jungmann is on sound ground here. However, in matters of actual ritual reform, his antiquarianism (usually, but not here, explicitly peppered with pastoral expediency) leads him to tell the Irish:

When we consider everything that has been given back to us through the reform of Pius XII, we could say that something of the spirit of the early Church breathes again. Our age is very similar to the first centuries of Christianity. Today, as then, the Church must face a pagan world. Today also, the faithful, the truly Christian, are a minority in most countries. That is why we need the heroic spirit of those early centuries so badly.464

Again, such a stance ignores legitimate organic developments of the past and the need for reforms themselves to be organic.

The irony of Jungmann asserting the necessity of pastoral liturgical reform and of a return to the practices of the early Church on the basis of being “a minority in most countries” in, of all places, Ireland in 1960 ought not to go unnoticed. The statement prompts the question: Is such reform necessary where these conditions do not prevail?

In 1958 a Living Parish Week was held in Sydney, Australia. Its proceedings demonstrate the further spread of the ideals of the Liturgical Movement, with its principal concern being the active participation of the faithful (including the clergy) in the traditional Liturgy and its applicability to lives of Catholic action in the modern world. Ritual reform was not a primary concern.465

Indeed, one may observe from the literature of the period that outside the relatively small northern European circle of liturgical scholars, the work of the Liturgical Movement was largely that of promoting liturgical piety. Pressure for ritual reform seems to have originated within such scholarly circles, rather than emerging from the wider Church.

In 1959 an international study week on Mission and Liturgy took place in Nijmegen, Holland.466 It met to consider

the particular missionary value of well-formed worship. The study meeting of missionaries at Assisi [1956] had confirmed once again . . . that those engaged in mission work have paid too little attention to the proper formation of Christian worship. They must, therefore, be made acutely aware of the missionary value of the Liturgical renewal and . . . how missionary worship can be a pastoral factor of primary importance even now without special permissions from Rome.467

The participants drew “inspiration from the modern Liturgical Movement”, but

had not the mind to dabble in novelties or to give vent to an unbridled zeal for reform. Their idea was not to draft petitions to Rome, or even to pass resolutions. They had come for a week of study, to face courageously the liturgical problems of the missions and to search for solutions that had the support of Tradition and authority.468

At the same time, the meeting was aware that “the fundamental study and probing into the missionary situation would also bring individual wishes to light which still await the approval of ecclesiastical authority.”469

The difficulty of the use of a “transplanted” Western Liturgy in non-Western cultures was recognised, and the desire was expressed that positive elements of these cultures be allowed to inform liturgical development. Boniface Luykx, O.Praem., even proposed a departure from the Western rite in favour of Eastern ones, which, he argued, may be more culturally akin to the peoples of missionary lands. He is careful to note that

this, however, does not mean that we must switch over all at once. But [the] particular rite . . . could function as framework and foundation (according to the local needs) for the incorporation of these respective cultures and their positive cultural values into the universal Church, so that this particular rite can gradually become the liturgia franca of these countries, as the Roman Liturgy is for the Western countries.470

The meeting’s conclusions demonstrate its overall moderation. They recommend the use of the vernacular in parts of the Mass and the celebration of the sacraments and seek the freedom to develop the Liturgy by incorporating apposite local customs as well as the relaxation of certain rubrical restrictions. Greater liturgical authenticity is sought. The restoration of prayers of the faithful and the catechumenate are advocated, as is the embellishment of the rite of marriage. A need is also expressed for the establishment of centres of liturgical formation.471

A desire to open the treasures of the Liturgy to the peoples of missionary lands hand in hand with a desire to see the Liturgy develop so that it might better nurture the faith pervades the papers.472 As suggestions for ritual reforms emerge from this, the Nijmegen conference may be said to be a sound dialogue, in harmony with the organic development of the Liturgy, in which contemporary needs seek respectfully to persuade objective liturgical Tradition. As such, it may be regarded as a development of the Liturgical Movement that, overall, is in harmony with its nature.473

In August 1960 Munich hosted the International Eucharistic Congress,474 which, the German bishops explained, was “by its very nature a liturgical congress”.475 Its “positive results” witness to the growth of the Liturgical Movement’s aims:

1. A clear demonstration that the celebration of the Mass constitutes the highest and foremost form of eucharistic worship, rather than processions and devotional exercises;

   2. A proof that active and intelligent participation of the faithful is possible even in the most solemn forms of the Mass. . . .

   3. A convincing example of that universal fraternal charity which must be the necessary fruit of Mass and Communion.476

An international liturgical study meeting took place at Trier in conjunction with the congress477 on the topic “The Celebration of the Eucharist in East and West”. The organiser, Wagner, recounts that the meeting was private and that Antonelli represented the Roman Curia.478 Concelebration was discussed, with Jungmann and Martimort disagreeing along the lines of Mont-César in 1954. Martimort held out “little hope” that “sacramental concelebration will be introduced” in the Latin rite.479

Alberigo and Komonchak’s History of Vatican II observes that the Munich Congress “provided a unique occasion for many of the future participants in Vatican II to meet one another”.480 In respect of liturgical reform, our outline of the study meetings held from 1951 onward demonstrates that Munich was far from unique. Indeed, Munich and its predecessors can be said to have created and maintained a momentum that had an impact upon the Second Vatican Council’s consideration of liturgical reform.

Permission for the Use of the Vernacular

The one exception to the calls for reform emanating from scholars is the desire for some use of the vernacular in the Liturgy, which had long since been advocated by pioneers of the Liturgical Movement (Michel, Parsch, and so on). The Holy See had increasingly permitted its use from as early as 1920.481

In the 1950s such permissions were granted more frequently. We have noted the admission of vernacular Scripture readings in the 1958 Instruction, though for some places this permission legitimised extant practices. This period also saw the publication of vernacular editions of the ritual. In 1950 Germany followed the French (who had a vernacular ritual in 1946) in gaining permission. As Balthasar Fischer reported to an Irish Liturgical Congress, some vernacular rituals not only translated the traditional texts of the ritual, they included “regional” and “newly composed” elements.482 Thus they were developments of Tradition that allowed a local diversity without displacing the traditional rites. In this sense they may be said to be authentically pastoral.

The United States gained a similar permission in 1954, though a splendid edition of a bilingual ritual had been published between 1946 and 1952.483 It was not until 1959 that permission for limited use of the vernacular was obtained by the bishops of England and Wales, and it was 1961 before an updated edition of the ritual was published.484 That this does not include any new compositions or regional usages suggests a different mentality from that of the French or German bishops and their liturgical advisors: in England and Wales development and innovation appear not to have been a concern.

The Pian commission, however, took a different line when it considered the vernacular for the prophecies of the paschal vigil in November 1951, deciding against it, having heard the objection of Dom Albareda that such a reform could compromise the value of the Church having one language in her official worship and could, by renouncing Latin in so solemn a rite, constitute a grave precedent.485 By 1959, however, the commission, after a “serene and full discussion” (in Albareda’s absence), decided to propose to the (new) pope that he concede to the whole Church permission for the vernacular reading of the Passion of Palm Sunday and Good Friday and the four readings of the paschal vigil.486 Blessed John XXIII gave no such concession.487

The admission of the vernacular in this period appears to follow the principle that, in parts of the Liturgy where the liturgical text is of its nature intended to be immediately intelligible, the vernacular may be used in order that the faithful may directly follow the meaning of the text and participate more fully in the Liturgy. It may be argued that this is simply an application of the principle of liturgical authenticity, particularly when one is speaking of passages of Sacred Scripture read for the instruction of the faithful or of texts of the ritual that are directly related to the immediate circumstances of a given person or persons. However, it must not be forgotten that the liturgical enunciation of passages of Sacred Scripture is more than a merely didactic exercise and that the ceremonies, chant, and language with which the Church has surrounded these texts demonstrates that their proclamation is itself an act of worship, which surpasses a simple exercise of instruction.

It must be said that proposals for the admission of the vernacular to the Liturgy did not seek the vernacularisation of the Liturgy. The writings and official documents of the period regard it as unquestionably appropriate to retain the customary use of the Latin language for the core of the administration of the sacraments, for the noninstructional parts of the Mass, and in the Church’s rich heritage of chant. It may be asserted, then, that, with regard to the vernacular, the Liturgical Movement sought a moderate pastoral reform that would enhance liturgical participation and liturgical piety: a development of objective liturgical Tradition, certainly, but not a development that sought to displace its sacred language or its proper chant.

H. A. Reinhold, ever looking to the future, raised the question of the quality of vernacular translations. With others of the Liturgical Movement, he prefers to speak, not of “the Liturgy in the vernacular”, but of “vernacular in the Liturgy”. But he also somewhat prophetically warns:

What I am personally afraid of . . . is a “commission” of professors who know all about their fields but do not speak the language of the people, or the saints, or the poets, or whose spirituality is and has been fed on an individualistic, subjective diet, who will smooth over, streamline, modernise, make more dogmatic, less shocking, more elegant, less uneven, what they find. And then we shall be stuck with it. And that would be worse than what we have now, because it would falsify the spirit of our Roman Liturgy. . . . If . . . what the martyrs, the Fathers and Popes created will once have been watered down in its entirety to our bourgeois mentality and speech, the damage may prove grave—and permanent.488

Publications on Liturgical Reform

As the liturgical reforms of the 1950s progressed, they generated discussions that not only evaluated what had been achieved, but considered what might be possible in the future. A review of some of this literature is illustrative.

The December 1956 edition of Worship published a poem by an Irish priest:

     The strangest things are happening to the rubrics of the Mass!

     Old men like me don’t understand, we thought our days would pass

     Without disturbance of the way we learnt to celebrate.

     Now worship, like the world itself, is in a dreadful state.

     Some time ago the priest was sure of what was his to say,

     And also that the altar-boys would answer up his way:

     Now anything can happen from a hold-up to a strike,

     Or someone making comments through a nuisance-making mike.

     The people used to keep their place, and did not interfere

     Except perhaps to cough or sneeze or snore, but in the rear:

     They wouldn’t dream of singing out or butting in with noise,

     Or talking up in Latin like the Clerk and altar-boys.

     Young Curates now don’t seem to mind if Mass is started late,

     Provided that the people who are there “participate”:

     And some would like motets, and psalms and hymns and chants,

     Distracting to the celebrant and pious maiden aunts.

     A plague upon those liturgists and all their fussy ways,

     There’s nothing solid in them, ‘tis a passing whim or craze:

     Old men like me have battled for our faith and fatherland

     With nothing but the Scripture and the Sacraments in hand.

     Of course we had the Liturgy, a makeshift to be sure,

     And more or less a native growth, but still Tradition pure;

     We said the Mass and let the people pray as best they could,

     That was the way in Penal times, and surely it was good.

     The world is moving on, no doubt, and times have changed a lot,

     The Church of Christ must follow—if her net is in a knot

     She’ll never catch the fishes that are milling round the boat:

     She needs a change of tackle, sweeter bait and lighter float.

     So say professors and divines, who ought to know a lot:

     Perhaps old trowlers like myself should try to change our trot:

     I’ll read that journal “Worship” and some book on Liturgy,

     And maybe when I understand ‘twont seem bizarre to me.489

The poem demonstrates the existence of at least three issues at the time. Firstly, it is clear that this veteran of pre-Liturgical Movement ways, who recognises the growth of the traditional Liturgy over time, feels obliged, but is not utterly convinced, that he and the Liturgy must change with the times. Let us note that he sees the source of this obligation as the “professors and divines, who ought to know a lot”. Secondly, it is significant that he should articulate the questionable assumption that the Church, therefore her Liturgy, should “follow” the changed circumstances of the world. And thirdly, it is perhaps of even more significance that he should clearly state the conviction that a change of rite is necessary for pastoral reasons.

While this is a poem, perhaps published tongue-in-cheek by Worship, it does demonstrate that these issues were apparent to pastoral clergy in the 1950s. It also illustrates their docility in the acceptance of liturgical reforms, in spite of their own pastoral instincts. One wonders what the same priest’s assessment of the subsequent reforms would have been ten or twenty years later.

A more studied contribution came from Dom Bernhard Durst, O.S.B., in 1953.490 Motivated by a desire to organise the parish Mass

so that there will be awakened in the hearts of the faithful those dispositions and acts which must inspire them so that what takes place at the Consecration is a sacrifice offered not only by the Head, but by the Mystical Body of Christ . . . that the faithful at Mass offer their personal gift of self in sacrifice, and unite it to the sacrifice of Christ, and also, that in a spiritual manner they lay hold of the infinite worth of that sacrifice offered by Christ, and offer it to God.491

He argues for a pastorally expedient reconstruction of the Liturgy, singular in its extent: he does not shrink from calling for a reform and a rearrangement of the Roman Canon itself.492

Durst justifies his reconstructionism on a distinction he reads into Mediator Dei between the external acts of worship and the interior disposition of worship that people offer Almighty God. The Liturgy needs to tailor the former in order to facilitate the latter, regardless of the changes themselves, he argues, radically subjectivising objective liturgical Tradition in the process.493

Thus, Durst severs the intimate connection between external rites and interior worship, as did the Protestant reformers, and denies the fundamental tenet of Catholic liturgical theology: that the Liturgy is sacramental in a manner analogous to the Incarnation and that its outward forms (and therefore liturgical Tradition) are themselves singularly privileged vehicles of grace and take on an objectivity that cannot be arbitrarily manipulated without doing them violence and jeopardising their pastoral value.

Durst’s ideas were not unanimously applauded. Reinhold criticises his work as something that “changes and transposes texts at will without regard either to Tradition or to the theology of the Fathers”,494 and Archiv fur Liturgiewissenschaft published against the validity of his distinction.495

Yet the currency of these ideas in the early 1950s, their propagation by Murphy’s book,496 and their reiteration in 1960497 illustrates that the Liturgical Movement in the period of “pressure for reform” did include some advocates of reform whose proposals showed scant regard for the nature of Catholic Liturgy and for the organic development of objective liturgical Tradition.

In 1956 Ellard published The Mass in Transition, necessary due to the reforms subsequent to his earlier works.

In the light of the reform of the paschal vigil, Ellard highlights:

Two . . . pregnant principles worth special commendation:

   a) care “that the people can better follow the rites”

   b) and that the celebrant does not repeat what the minor ministers do.498

“Imagine the gains in authenticity and simplicity”, he reflects, “if the [latter] principle were applied straight through, and to solemn Mass and the much more elaborate episcopal functions.”499 Ellard also welcomes the permission for the use of the vernacular that accompanied the new renewal of baptismal promises and reprints the desiderata from the 1951 Maria Laach and the 1953 Lugano conferences with approbation and without critical examination.500

The book’s theological emphasis on the priesthood of all believers and its enthusiasm for the reform of Holy Week, the permission for evening Mass, and the reduction of the eucharistic fast, the dialogue Mass, the faithful singing liturgical chant, an increase in the amount of Sacred Scripture read at Mass, the restoration of bidding prayers and of offertory processions, Mass facing the people, and new forms of ecclesiastical art and architecture are typical of the period. In what is a singularly early ecumenical observation, Ellard comments:

Now that Mass modifications are being rigorously studied by the scholars it becomes clear that reform inevitably entails making some external aspects of the Mass more closely resemble non-Catholic worship; such changes will be hailed by our non-Catholic brethren.501

We should be clear that this is seen, not as a tendency that would prejudice the orthodoxy of the rite, but as an impetus that will assist “the incomplete Eucharistic beliefs of many non-Catholics” to grow “toward the fuller reality already possessed by Catholics”.502 Ellard goes on to welcome signs of a revival of liturgical piety among different Protestant groups and goes so far as to speak of the possible benefits of “worship . . . shared in common”,503 though this is the expression of a hope rather than a concrete proposal for reform.

Ellard envisages the organic development of the Liturgy. “It is clear”, he says, “that, whenever changes are made, all the best from the past will be saved and modified, and the newly created fitted into it.”504 The book, save its ecumenism, is largely unremarkable and is more a catalogue of the state of the Movement at the time than any new call for significant liturgical change.

In 1956 John Murphy published The Mass and Liturgical Reform, which reflects various contemporary stances. His preface contains a salutary warning against liturgical activism:

Intelligent participation is equally important as active participation in the Liturgy. We cannot, in other words, be satisfied when the faithful are doing many things at Mass; we must be sure that they also understand and appreciate what they do. This is a question, then, of proper religious instruction, related to a solid liturgical life, and a question of the possibility of liturgical reform. But to stop short of intelligent participation will mean that we will ultimately miss our goal. “Activism”, even if it be liturgical activism, is not a legitimate answer to the needs of the Church of today. There must be solidity and depth in what we do; there must be profound spirituality. This comes about not simply by doing, but by doing intelligently.505

Thus, Murphy identifies himself with the aims of the Movement espoused from Beauduin onward. Significantly, he speaks of the “possibility” of reform only as a concomitant of liturgical education or formation.

Murphy also speaks of liturgical reform meeting “the needs of the Church of today”. It is clear that, in the first place, he understands the necessity of a reform of outlook rather than of rites. He also accepts the legitimacy of liturgical development and argues that some development of the rite would serve in the desired restoration of liturgical piety to its rightful place in the life of the Church. Murphy’s stated aim is that the Liturgy become “a heart-warming experience with the supernatural realities that will overflow into the life of the Christian”.506 To achieve this he outlines three principles that he regards as essentially interrelated; one theological, one historical, and one pastoral: “An adequate and clear notion of the doctrine of the Mystical Body and the ‘theological’ notion of Liturgy as a theandric act of the Whole Christ; second, it must be possessed by a keen sense of history; and, last, it must take its rise from the pastoral needs of the hour.”507 The desire to overcome the pietistic individualism so foreign to the essence of the Liturgy is clear, as is an openness to genuinely needed pastoral developments. These are to be made with a “keen sense” of history, which, significantly, is but one contributing factor to liturgical development as envisaged by Murphy.

Murphy expands on the respective roles of these principles:

The final decisions must follow the path indicated by . . . pastoral sense—decisions, of course, which proceed from an awareness of the doctrine of the Mystical Body and which take into consideration the message of liturgical history. But granted that these two other points had been considered sufficiently well, if there were no immediate pastoral concern indicating the need for change, the question of liturgical reform would certainly be otiose.508

By way of example, Murphy applauds the recent reform of the Holy Week rites and enthusiastically recalls the injunctions of Saint Pius X that the people should participate in the Mass, particularly through singing the chant. He argues that for the future, the admission of vernacular readings at Mass would be apposite. Such calls for liturgical authenticity and actual participation in the objective traditional Liturgy, prudently developed, are clearly in harmony with the principles of liturgical reform.

Yet, in discussing “problems of participation”, Murphy goes farther and arrives at a questionable position. He fixes his attention on the “typical” person attending Mass in his parish Church (“John Jones, who works in a steel factory”). Such a person, he maintains, has little inclination for singing chant and participating in similarly exclusive liturgical enthusiasms promoted by “certain better trained, or more culturally minded, individuals”, which may, perhaps, be appropriate in such “exceptional situations” as prevail in monasteries, seminaries, convents, or schools.509 Murphy regards the Liturgical Movement as having arrived at a critical junction. He asserts, “There are two alternatives: either do something to bring about an active sharing in the present liturgical practice, or—if that proves to be well nigh impossible—do something to the Liturgy so that such participation will be possible.”510 He quotes Clifford Howell, S.J.: “The present Mass-Liturgy, though venerable from long usage, though filled with treasures of doctrine and devotion and beauty and art which are the delight of cultured people, is not fully functional as the vehicle of community worship of the ‘toiling masses.’ ”511

What we have here is the emergence of a condescending egalitarian pastoral expediency, based on subjective assumptions, that advocates choosing what appears to be the quickest and easiest route to liturgical participation, regardless of objective liturgical Tradition. The desired end thus justifies the means adopted, even if this involves a substantial departure from Tradition. Furthermore, Murphy’s strong ultramontane stance with regard to the prudential judgment of the pope in matters of liturgical reform512 carries the danger of regarding any reform authorised by the pope as not only unquestionably legitimate, but as irreformable.

Apart from Murphy’s ultramontanism and his liturgical egalitarianism, the error of his stance lies in his assumption that there in fact exists an “either / or” situation. This is a false premise of his own construction, which makes too absolute a distinction between two intrinsically related elements of liturgical development. The organic development of the Liturgy can certainly encompass measures that facilitate greater liturgical participation, as the reforms of the 1950s demonstrate, without displacing the qualities of the “venerable” rite that Howell and Murphy are all too ready to cast aside. At the same time, the difficult effort of doing “something to bring about an active sharing in the present liturgical practice” (the work of the Liturgical Movement since its inception) cannot simply be abandoned because John Jones has not yet been formed, or does not show any interest in being formed, in liturgical piety. Liturgical Movement pioneers such as Fortescue, Hellriegel, and Parsch demonstrated that “to bring about an active sharing in the present liturgical practice” is not in fact “well nigh impossible” in parishes. Hand in hand with organic development of the Liturgy, such efforts could not but bear fruit over time. Murphy’s impatience is, therefore, somewhat dangerous in that it permits of the hasty construction of (untraditional) liturgical forms without the laying of the necessary foundations of formation in liturgical piety—and then John Jones simply has not got a chance, however immediately such new constructions are designed to speak to him.

We must remember that Murphy is writing in 1956. His theological account of the nature of the Mass is utterly traditional and incorporates the insights of Mystici Corporis and Mediator Dei.513 He acknowledges that “there is a certain ‘law of organic growth’ attached to the Liturgy. The new is not suddenly ‘formed’; it must, rather, grow out of the old”,514 and cites the Pian reforms as examples of such organic growth. Yet, in a remark that risks rendering his respect for the law of organic development mere lip service, he says, “ultimately, of course, [liturgical reform] amounts to taking very radical steps.”515

With the aim of facilitating open discussion, Murphy outlines at length what the “radical steps” could include. There is no doubt in his mind that the Liturgy will eventually be celebrated totally in the vernacular. He draws extensively on the desiderata for the reform of the missal expressed at Lugano, Sainte-Odile, and Maria Laach. He uncritically reflects the antiquarian and pastorally expedient desires of Jungmann and proffers Durst’s reconstructionism.516

Murphy’s stance is, therefore, somewhat enigmatic, encompassing an awareness of the nature of liturgical participation as well as a thirst for doing whatever is required, or possibly what is desired by scholars, to bring about such participation. He has a realisation that development must be organic, but at the same time he espouses an ultramontanism that unconsciously permits any duly authorised reform. There is no appreciation of the need for substantial continuity in the development of the rite. His is an orthodox, obedient, enthusiastic, and well-read pastoral expediency with honourable intentions. Indeed, Murphy is a prime example of the presence of these components in the discussion and work of liturgical reform at the time. The question of precisely how they would relate, which if any would predominate, and whether they would indeed do no more than pay lip service to the law of organic development remains.

The Abbot General of the Beuronese Benedictines, Dom Benedict Reetz, published an article in 1957517 in which he asserted six principles of reform:

   1. Account must be taken of the conditions of modern life. . . .

   2. The reduction of quantity in favour of quality. . . .

   3. More variety, especially in the readings.

   4. A proper distribution of the various liturgical roles.

   5. The abolition of ceremonies which have now no longer any practical significance. . . .

   6. The precedence of the ferial Mass and Office over the Sanctorale.518

The first is a principle of realism, and permission for evening Mass and the attenuation of the eucharistic fast are cited by way of example. The second principle can be seen as a call for some simplification, though this principle must be applied proportionately (pruning a tree is different from felling it). The third seeks the augmentation of liturgical Tradition (he also desired more prefaces), and the final three are a call for liturgical authenticity,519 though we must express a reservation at the advancement of “practical significance” as a measure of ceremonies’ worth.

As Winstone observes, Reetz’s principles are “all concerned with the perfection of the form of the Liturgy”.520 A desire for such perfection is in harmony with the fundamental aims of the Liturgical Movement and is in no way detrimental to objective liturgical Tradition. However, it must be said that even such a noble desire is capable of damaging the Liturgy should disproportionate emphasis be placed on bringing it about.

In 1957 Andrew Greeley published an article in Worship entitled “What Next?” After extolling the various reforms to date, he observed:

All about us there seems to be a spirit of openness in matters liturgical. More and more priests seem willing to experiment with the ideas of the Movement. Suggestions for liturgical reform are much less frequently condemned as wild-eyed fanaticism and are now listened to with sympathetic concern.

   Progress has been made, is being made, and seems destined to continue to be made in the foreseeable future.521

Greeley then incisively identifies a problem associated with these ongoing reforms. He identifies liturgical individualism as the obstacle to be overcome and asserts:

The more participation we have the better. But we must see participation in its proper perspective; if the goal of participation is intelligent and devout social worship then we must realise that in the present day participation must be seen as a part of a gigantic educational campaign which must reach the deepest recesses of the soul. . . . The writer wishes to submit that this is a campaign which we have not even begun to plan.522

Greeley’s thesis is that the pace of liturgical reform is overtaking the task of the formation of the faithful in liturgical piety: an edifice is being erected without sufficient foundation. This can be seen as the elucidation of a sociological principle of liturgical reform, which, when related to the principle of organic development, appropriately seeks to ensure a harmony between reforms and the capacity of the Church to implement them. The same principle, however, if separated from the overall context provided by the principle of organic development, is capable of underpinning a reconstruction of liturgical practice through the imposition of ideological reeducation programmes. But in 1957 this is not Greeley’s intention. He speaks of “our campaign for the Sung Mass” and of the welcome increase in frequent Communion,523 demonstrating his identification with the Movement’s traditional aims.

What both Greeley and Murphy identify is a disjunction between the necessary bedrock of formation in liturgical piety and the effecting of liturgical reforms. It is possible, then, to ask whether in the late 1950s those applying “pressure for reform” perhaps paid insufficient attention to the achievement of this formation before working to bring about ritual reform. Certainly, the sense of organic development is one of gradual change amid overall equilibrium, not one of “radical” or constant change.524

The fact that much basic liturgical formation remained to be done is underlined in Hellriegel’s reflection on the ten years of the Liturgical Movement following the publication of Mediator Dei in the December 1957 edition of Worship.525 Hellriegel rejoices in the “fruits from the healthy tree of Mediator Dei, the tree that sprang up from the power-laden seed of [Saint Pius X’s] motu proprio of November 22, 1903”,526 but speaks of “that unfortunate number of people who have not as yet been touched by its spirit and pastoral directives”527 and is clear that “There are thousands of Catholics who are not even aware of the existence of either a motu proprio or a Mediator Dei. There are hundreds of thousands who know of their existence, but have never ‘gotten around’ to read them, much less meditate on them.”528

While welcoming the reforms effected since Mediator Dei, Hellriegel’s reflection lacks any pressure for further reform. His is a call to remember the fundamental nature of the Liturgical Movement—in the light of the phenomena identified by Murphy and Greeley, a timely one.

In 1948 the archbishop of Paris, Cardinal Suhard, established a group of diocesan priests in the church of Saint Séverin in central Paris. In 1956 Worship acclaimed them:

Saint Séverin has become synonymous with a Christian community courageously active: in worship and in work. Centre of the community is the altar and the group of diocesan priests . . . live a close community life: they sing part of the divine office together in church morning, noon and night; they plan and pray together, discuss with parishioners—and then plunge into whatever newest experiment they have decided useful for the parish.529

In 1955 the community published La Messe: Les Chrétiens autour de l’autel, sharing its liturgical and pastoral insights with the Church at large. Its import was underlined by the fact that it received a review in L’ Osservatore Romano, which praised the community for its success in “assembling the Christians around the altar, and [in making] of the Mass an action that engages the entire community”. L Osservatore Romano noted that this was a “parish which does not fear to find itself in the avant-garde” and added the caution that, “provided the reader reminds himself to remain respectfully observant of the directives of the hierarchy, such a book will help in the diffusion of an experience rich in sacramental doctrine as well as in the psychology of both individuals and the masses.”530

With so prominent a notice, it is not surprising that an English translation was published in 1958: The Mass: Christians around the Altar. It explains the principles behind their avant-garde celebration of the Liturgy:

The reforms which they have been led to make are designed to make the services more lively and rewarding, and these reforms take into account the authentic traditions of the Church and the needs of Christians of the twentieth century, as well as the particular people who frequent their sanctuary.531

Again we find the goal of liturgical participation skewed toward pastoral expediency.

The book reveals that the congregation was encouraged to sing those parts of the chant proper to themselves, including the entrance and communion antiphons. The Epistle and Gospel were read in the vernacular; the offertory procession was restored, during which a vernacular hymn was sung and people’s gifts incensed; people’s intentions for prayers were read out at the offertory; parts, if not all, of the Roman Canon were recited aloud; the kiss of peace was passed to the faithful; and Holy Communion was administered to the faithful standing and responding Amen to the brief formula Corpus Christi.

The “Note to the English Edition” informs us that Suhard’s successor, Cardinal Feltin, insisted that the liturgical practice of Saint Séverin conform to the Directoire pour la pastorale de la Messe published by the French hierarchy in 1956.532 The preparatory prayers were to be said at the altar; the Epistle and Gospel had to be chanted in Latin before being read in the vernacular; the proper chants of the Mass were not to be replaced with vernacular hymns; the Canon was to be said silently; and Holy Communion was to be received kneeling and administered with the traditional formula.533

Saint Séverin’s innovations were far from radical, yet for their day they were certainly avant-garde. Their motivation was the promotion of active participation and, through it, of liturgical piety,534 in order to bear pastoral fruit. The community itself explicitly rejected the charge of liturgical antiquarianism: “To believe that we draw closer to Jesus and his followers in so far as we get away from our present Liturgy and sacred signs, in order to bring back the Mass as a simple fraternal meal, is an illusion and an error.”535 Indeed, while advocating purifying devotion to the Blessed Sacrament of sentimental excess, the book recognises the value of even such a comparatively late devotional practice: “To desire to return to the attitude of the early Church would not only be a mistake . . . but a loss.”536

Yet the emphasis that is placed, time and time again, on the fact that “the Mass is a meal”537—which at one level is undoubtedly, but not exclusively, true—does permit of the tendency to diminish the conception of Liturgy as worship and to emphasise it more as a purely human event. The forms of the traditional Liturgy, and the limit to their adaptation upon which Cardinal Feltin insisted, were certainly sufficient to restrain this tendency at Saint Séverin in the 1950s. But we may ask whether due proportion could be ensured if the liturgical forms were themselves reconstructed in accordance with the strong emphasis placed upon the Mass as a meal,538 certainly underlined by the increasing fashion of celebration facing the people.539

In 1960 Ellard published “People Need a Simpler Mass”,540 a short article that argues, partially from the motivation of expediting Sunday morning Mass schedules, for a pruning of the Order of Mass. His suggestions are familiar and apply the steps previewed in the reform of the Holy Week rites. He advocates another Scripture reading (with an extra collect), bidding prayers, an offertory procession, and a shorter form for the administration of Holy Communion. Ellard goes farther, proposing the abolition of the Confiteor and the Orate fratres and the reconstruction of the offertory, because of their late origin. Clearly, these are in part inspired by archaeologism.

Interestingly, Ellard’s interpretation of Mediator Dei’s definition of the Sacred Liturgy541 underpins a position that excludes the legitimacy of silent prayers at either the offertory or the Canon. This was certainly not the position of Pius XII or of earlier Liturgical Movement leaders.542 Such insistence on hearing every liturgical word (perhaps a result of the promotion of the people’s missal and the dialogue Mass) risks destroying the auditory nuances of the Roman rite.

The year 1960 also saw the publication of Reinhold’s Bringing the Mass to the People, which “sets out on a mighty mission” to restore the Mass “to comprehensibility to men”.543 It draws upon the aspirations of many in the Liturgical Movement to propose a reform of the Ordo Missæ,544 prescinding entirely from the question of the use of the vernacular, which he articulated elsewhere.545

Frederick McManus provides a lengthy introduction. The Liturgical Movement, McManus says, “as a popular program . . . is chiefly concerned with teaching the faithful the meaning of the Sacred Liturgy as it exists today, defective as it may appear to the experts and to the Holy See”.546 He lauds the effect that the petitions of bishops, liturgical congresses, scholars, and private individuals have had in assisting the Holy See to remedy such defects to date and asserts that all of these will “help the Roman pontiff to shape the Sacred Liturgy”547 in what he calls “the pontifical restoration of the Liturgy”.548 Once again Jungmann’s corruption theory arises. The prospect of a remedy underlined by papal authority in response to the desiderata of liturgically enlightened pastors, individuals, or groups also looms.

Although McManus quotes Mediator Deis acknowledgment of the growth of the Liturgy and speaks of “the gradual and fruitful progress of the Liturgy”,549 he does not explicitly accord any weight to, or articulate, the principle of organic development. We may read his reference to “gradual” development as a measure of pastoral prudence rather than as an indication of a profound respect for the objective traditional Liturgy, which he regards as “defective”. He advocates liturgical reform based on ultramontanism, pastoral expediency, and a selective scholarly antiquarianism.

Reinhold introduces his own work by recounting a significant anecdote:

It is reported that the late Pius XII . . . told a group of European liturgists, about the year 1952, before one of their study meetings, that the liturgists had tried with commendable success to bring the “people to the Mass” by several devices like the dialogue Mass in its various forms, but that they had reached an impasse. It was now time, he said, to “bring the Mass to the people by reform and adaptation”, and before his time came to die he hoped to achieve so much in this field that the advance would have become irreversible and would have laid down clear principles for future work.550

The mention of “clear principles” is also significant. Reinhold regards two as fundamental: pastoral needs and historical scholarship. Though he explains:

Proposals for reforms which are based on purely historical grounds, attempting to reconstruct the Mass in its “original” or “classical” form, must end up with some re-establishment of a synagogal prayer service and of a primitive meal form of the Eucharist; unless, of course, an arbitrary limit is set to this process of going back to origins—the time of Gregory, say, or of Charlemagne. An equally unsatisfactory reform would result from exclusively pastoral considerations not nourished and guided by Tradition; we would go aground in the same shallow waters of individualism in which so many other pious undertakings have been stranded.551

There is a sense of proportion here, which certainly does not preclude reform from being an organic development. Reinhold’s warnings are salutary. However, in what he calls “the coming reconstruction of the Mass”, there is also a sense of everything being negotiable.552 “Reconstruction” implies a prior deconstruction. How can such not fail to give the respect due to objective liturgical Tradition?

The aim of this reform, and the aim of his book, Reinhold states, is “to restore and to bring out clearly the essential structure and line of action of the Mass”.553 He distinguishes, rightly, between what is “primary” and what is “secondary” in liturgical rites (the prayers at the foot of the altar are secondary in relation to the Canon). In considering what is appropriate in the reform of a rite such a distinction may prove helpful. However, if “secondary” is used pejoratively, and all such developments are to be jettisoned, one would indeed end up with an “unsatisfactory” reversion such as Reinhold proscribes above.

Reinhold’s “guiding rules” include the following nine principles:

   1. To preserve intact what Tradition has wrought, unless weighty considerations advise change.

   2. To eliminate the excrescences that exist in the rite due to the accumulation of prayers over time (for example, in the offertory prayers and in Ash Wednesday’s blessing of ashes).

   3. To render the essential outline of the Mass clearer.

   4. To make parish Liturgy as lucid and simple as possible for parishioners without oversimplifying its nature as a mystery and losing its dignity and beauty.

   5. Archaic remnants or inexplicable rites (for example, with the empty paten after the Pater Noster) should be eliminated to avoid confusion and to render the main points of emphasis clearer.

   6. Proper liturgical participation should be restored with the laity exercising a variety of legitimate functions.

   7. The Mass of the Catechumens should be celebrated in a part of the Church distinct from the altar.

   8. In parish churches (not in monasteries, cathedrals, and so on) the spirit of the Last Supper ought be restored. The core of sacramental worship should be freed of all unnecessary pomp.

   9. The reforms found in the restored Holy Week and in the 1958 Instruction Musicam sacram should be extended to the Mass.554

Reinhold warns of

a serious danger of overshooting the aim, once one embarks upon the exhilarating task of putting things in order. Room must be left for “solemnity”, to avoid triteness, a romantically conceived “evangelical simplicity”, formless individualism, or the victimising of the congregation by a tasteless and uninspired mystagogue. All that is noble and dignified, all that rises above ephemeral inspiration, must be preserved. The Roman Liturgy is magnanimous, solemn, sober, and warm: it should never lose these qualities, even when carried out in the smallest chapel.555

From this we can distil another principle: that the reformed rite as a whole, whatever decisions be taken about particular ritual elements, be, overall, in perceptible continuity with the traditional Liturgy.

In the first principle, we hear the voice of Capelle; in others, the echo of the resolutions of the study weeks and of the various desires expressed throughout the 1950s. With the probable exception of the eighth, which is in part remarkably similar to the liturgical aims of the Protestant reformers and which raises questions about the theological nature of the Mass, none by itself is incompatible with an organic development of the objective traditional Liturgy. Indeed, if filtered by the tenth principle, deduced from Reinhold’s warning above, one might hope for just that.

Nevertheless, Reinhold advocates reordering the sanctuary so that Mass might be celebrated facing the people,556 which itself takes significant if not irreversible steps down the very path Reinhold warned against. This readiness to return to an earlier practice on the grounds that it is the more pure liturgical form betrays archaeologism and, indeed, a defective understanding of liturgical Tradition. This defective understanding becomes explicit when, in sketching his reformed Mass, Reinhold asserts that “sound tradition” is “in most cases . . . that practice which is closest in time to the composition of the texts and the rites”.557 Such a stance, based on Jungmann’s corruption theory and echoing Diekmann’s defective theology of Tradition, vanquishes the claim of later liturgical developments to any respect and, almost perversely, exalts antiquarianism in the very name of Tradition.

In Reinhold’s proposed Ordo Missæ, we find a distinction between “Solemn Mass”, with deacon, subdeacon, and other ministers; a “Chanted Mass”, with a priest and some other ministers; a “Recited Mass”, where there is no singing; and a “Devotional Mass”, private Mass with a priest and server only. He summarises his proposals in five schemas.558

They include many of the sensible and long-standing aspirations of the Movement: the restoration of congregational participation in the chant, the desire for bidding prayers and an offertory procession, and so on. However, they also illustrate the willingness to undertake a wholesale reconstruction of the rite, as is particularly evident in schemas 3 and 5 and in the sheer quantity of changes or rearrangements proposed. It is therefore difficult, if not impossible, to regard this as within the bounds of gradual, organic growth or development. Rather, it is a call for a wholesale reconstruction according to scholarly and pastoral desiderata.

In a postscript, Reinhold demonstrates the confidence felt by advocates of reform at the time:

After finishing the manuscript of this small book, I described its plan and purpose to a friend of mine, a rabbi. He listened very attentively, and then said: “A very neat plan indeed—too neat for me. We Jews reformed our rites a hundred years ago; we cut off what was wild growth, as we saw it, and we introduced the ‘colloquial’—which means more than a ‘vernacular’—language. But we have learned that we have made a mistake: we lost our sacredness and the mystery of our rites. Now all is obvious and trite; the beauty is gone.”

   Many people besides my rabbi friend may have the same fears; but are these in any way justified? I really do not think there is any resemblance between the two cases. . . . The Mass has a basic plan, an essential structure which may unfold in various ways; the reform is being planned with a deep respect for Tradition, a vast store of historical data and, above all, the supervision of the Apostolic See.559

This confidence is blind to the essential distinction between the Liturgy unfolding in history and in response to various cultures and ages (in which the role of scholars and authority is predominantly passive) and the Liturgy being reconstructed according to an archaeological plan of scholarly currency, and being unfolded anew (for every generation?), by (wholly active) reformers. In the book’s final paragraph this confidence assumes a breathtaking, gnostic, ultramontane, historical arrogance:

The reform now underway is superior to preceding ones both in knowledge and in motive. As to knowledge: the research of the last decades has put us in a position better than that enjoyed by our predecessors for understanding the essential structure of the Mass and the development of the various rites. As to motive: the purpose of the reform of Charlemagne and Alcuin was uniformity, discipline and the personal reform of the clergy; the purpose of that of Trent was simply to put an end to confusion. But Pius XII, following Saint Pius X, wanted to enable the spiritually underfed and thirsting masses to refresh themselves at the “primary and indispensable source of the true Christian spirit”, and to make the Sacrament a matter of true prayer, to which a feeling of wonderment is only a preliminary step.560

To suggest, as Reinhold does here, that the Carolingian and Tridentine reforms did not, within the circumstances of their time, seek to and ensure that the Liturgy be “a matter of true prayer” in which the faithful could find the “primary and indispensable source of the true Christian spirit” both fails to accord those reforms a fair historical analysis and makes the ultimate archaeological (and Protestant) claim: that the Catholic Liturgy has been fundamentally defective for over a thousand years.561

The strength of this (Jungmannian) assumption among proponents of reform is clear. As with Reinhold, it often coexisted alongside language that acknowledged the importance of liturgical Tradition. However, such a concept of Tradition was defective. When liturgical Tradition is thus subordinated to historical scholarship, it ceases to be a living, developing entity and in fact becomes an archaeological quarry. Reform based on such an assumption cannot be regarded as an organic development of objective liturgical Tradition.

Reinhold is somewhat enigmatic. Within a year of publishing this provocative book, another appeared recapitulating many of the fundamental desires of the Movement. Discussing the Holy Week reforms, he declares: “The reform I have in mind is . . . one of attitudes: habits of thinking and acting, not of rubrics and texts.”562 In evaluating his calls for ritual reform (and those of others involved in the earlier promotion of the Movement), it is, perhaps, important to bear in mind that the more fundamental reform to which Reinhold here refers is assumed in their thinking. The danger arises that should the reform of attitude be forgotten, ritual reform of whatever kind would lead to the erection of an edifice without the necessary foundations.

In 1961 Thierry Maertens published Les Risques de plafonnement du mouvement liturgique. It is a response to the author’s perception that the Movement is, at least in France, in danger of losing its vitality because of a widespread lack of openness to change by laity and clergy. Correcting this, he argues, is an urgent task in view of the forthcoming ecumenical council.563

He responds directly to slogans proffered countering the measures introduced by the French pastoral directories,564 complaining of a lack of clearsightedness and thought in matters of liturgical renewal. His desire for participation in the Liturgy, simplified according to the directories and theologically refocused on the central eucharistic mystery (that is, shorn of religious sentimentality),565 and his hope that reform will continue along similar lines to accommodate “modern Christians” further is expressed as an urgent pastoral challenge affecting the Church’s catechetical, missionary, and sociological activity.

Maertens is clear: “A simpler Liturgy will allow more profound prayer and more festive assemblies.”566 The key to this simplification is an antiquarian “return to the sources” and an “uncovering of the purity of the primitive lines of the Liturgy”, which, given the importance he places on the Liturgy speaking to modern man, he curiously says is not by way of concession to “this nervous age”.567 The simplification is to be guided by pastoral “poles”: “We believe, for our part, that following the integration of the Liturgical Movement into the pastoral arena, it is the theological vision of our apostolate which is more than adequately able to serve as the poles for the liturgical reform.”568

Maertens advocates what we might term imperative pastoral expediency: all must be subjected to the end of rendering the Liturgy pastorally effective. Certainly, he is right to assert that liturgical piety and the liturgical apostolate are in no way optional569 and that in this there is a pastoral imperative. But he casts objective liturgical Tradition aside, exalting pastoral expediency to a disproportionate level and subjectifying objective liturgical Tradition.

The sense of urgency in his writing is telling. It demonstrates both an assumption that the forthcoming council will effect a liturgical reform and the effort of at least one “pastoral liturgist” in 1961 to influence its direction. There is nothing covert in his efforts, giving rise to the question: To what extent would such pressure influence the Council Fathers in their consideration of liturgical reform?570

The Final Work of the Pian Commission

On 25 January 1959, Blessed John XXIII announced his intention to convoke an ecumenical council. After a consultation with the world’s episcopate, preparatory commissions were established in June 1960: one was for the Liturgy.571 The Pian commission’s final meeting was in July 1960.572 Clearly, there was an understanding that further liturgical reform would be considered at the Council.

Nevertheless, the fruits of the commission’s work continued to appear. July 1960 saw perhaps its greatest: a new code of rubrics for the breviary and missal. McManus called this “a singular fruit” of the Liturgical Movement.573 It applied the principle of liturgical authenticity and effected some simplification of the rite along the lines found in the earlier reform of Holy Week. Henceforth the priest was not to repeat texts spoken by other ministers, and the Office was slightly abbreviated and simplified.574 All in all, it was a pastoral reform in line with those of preceding years that respected objective liturgical Tradition and that enabled the Church “to enjoy the benefits of a much simpler and uniform set of rubrics”.575

John XXIII’s apostolic letter puts the reform in context regarding the work of both Pius XII and the forthcoming council:

And We, after having under divine guidance decreed that an Œcumenical Council should be convened, have given much thought as to what could be done about this initiative of Our Predecessor. After long and mature consideration We have reached the conclusion that the basic principles for a general liturgical restoration [altiora principia, generalem liturgicam instaurationem576 respicientia] should be referred to the Fathers of the forthcoming Œcumenical Council, but that the correction of the rubrics of the breviary and missal should not be postponed any longer.577

Richstatter observes that the altiora principia (fundamental principles) of which John XXIII speaks are those of the 1948 Memoria (and that it is these which “are to be the subject of the schema for the Liturgy presented to the Council Fathers”).578

McManus, a consultor to the conciliar liturgical preparatory commission, was also clear that the new rubrics were one step in an ongoing process:

There is every expectation that further restorations of the Sacred Liturgy will come, especially in the period following the Second Vatican Council. . . .

   The reform of the missal’s Ritus Servandus (“the rite to be observed in the celebration of Mass”, rubrics untouched by the new codification), the use of the vernacular languages in Western liturgies, the improved selection of the lessons read at holy Mass and in the divine office, the adaptation of the baptismal rite to the modern catechumenate, the law and the rite of eucharistic concelebration, the structure of the canonical hours—these are a few of the many matters which may possibly be considered and decided—in general, one way or another—by the Fathers of the Council under the presidency of the Roman Pontiff.579

From John XXIII’s letter and from McManus’ examples (most of which we have seen proposed throughout the 1950s and none of which is, of itself, repugnant to the organic development of objective liturgical Tradition), it is clear that the pope limited this reform to relatively minor rubrical details and wished more major considerations to be presented to the episcopate gathered in ecumenical council. Nevertheless, the new code of rubrics represents another organic development of Tradition.580

A new typical edition of the breviary incorporating the new code of rubrics was published in 1961,581 and a new edition of the missal in 1962.582 Johnson and Ward’s introduction to their recent edition of this missal states:

The 1962 text represented the final stage of development in a thrust towards liturgical reform that had made itself felt from at least the dawn of the modern age, and which is indeed an inherent aspect of the Church’s dynamic. The missal of 1570 was itself a fruit of that movement and within the stable and dignified juridical framework that it provided the liturgical rites had been reformed with quickening pace over the first half of the twentieth century. The 1962 edition summed up the gains that had been made by the eve of the Second Vatican Council.583

The overall continuity of the new editions of the breviary and missal make them largely unremarkable, except that they indeed represent a “final stage of development” prior to the Council. More significant reforms were promulgated in the 1961 new edition of the second part of the Roman pontifical (dealing with the main consecrations and blessings of places and objects) and with the new rite for baptism of adults in 1962.

Considered by the commission from 1958 onward,584 a Positio published by the historical section of the Sacred Congregation of Rites in 1960585 makes clear that the reform of the pontifical was occasioned by the need expressed by publishers to reprint it.586 Bugnini and Braga were largely responsible for the work.587 Martimort, Capelle, Jungmann, Jounel, and Bishops Rossi and Mistrorigo were consulted.588

The Positio enunciates “criteria and principles” for the work of “revision and simplification” it advocates. The first combines “the sense of Tradition and the concrete vision of the pastoral exigencies of today”.589 The second seeks to conserve and give full value to the essential elements of the rites by prudently stripping accretions to the primitive nucleus.590 The third proposes freeing the rites from secondary elements and additions;591 the fourth, to restore various parts of the rite to their original functionality:592 psalms once again being sung responsorially with the people, litanies accompanying processions, and so on. The fifth proposes reducing the number of collects in the rites and giving the celebrant the option of choosing between them.593 The sixth advocates the cautious correction of the liturgical texts according to critical scholarly editions;594 and the seventh, to use the psalms of the new edition of the Vulgate. The eighth proposes the elimination of repetitive gestures to underline the functionality and efficacy of the rites performed.595

These principles clearly move beyond those of the Memoria and those articulated by Capelle in 1951, particularly in the pastoral expediency, the archaeological deprecation of later developments, and the abbreviation that they espouse. Their promotion of liturgical authenticity and the underlying desire to promote liturgical participation, though, are wholesome.

We have maintained that organic development can include a proportionate measure of simplification and change. Similarly, it unquestionably encompasses a return to liturgical authenticity: obsolete rites are indeed that and are justly omitted from new editions of liturgical books. Where the real purpose of an extant rite has been lost, its restoration enhances liturgical Tradition. However, “stripping accretions to the primitive [liturgical] nucleus” and discarding “secondary elements” do violence to developed liturgical Tradition.

The reform, promulgated in 1961,596 effected a “sweeping simplification and abbreviation” of the rites, “according to the plan and principle of the Holy Week restoration, but in a much more radical fashion”.597 “By much rearrangement of prayers and ceremonial actions”, it sought to achieve a “clear structure” in the rites.598 Two new rites were added,599 and some twenty-five obsolete rites were omitted.600 It was, moreover, “a thoroughgoing revision of texts and rubrics and constitute[d] a truly new edition”.601

Speaking specifically of the reform of the consecration of a church, Löw explained:

However inherently beautiful [the former] ritual may have been, our modern, technical, and hurried generation came increasingly to feel that the ceremony of a dedication of a church was far too lengthy and overloaded. A reasonable simplification was desired, a clearer, more lucid structuring of the entire ceremony, and a better possibility for the faithful to take an understanding part in all of it. In brief, the conviction grew that the consecration of a church (and other similar, prolix consecrations, of altars, bells, etc.) was in need of a thoroughgoing revision and simplification.602

Ward and Johnson describe the reform as

the consolidation of the second part into a revised complex of rites centred on the dedication of a church. Some superfluous elements and positioning of material which obscured the lines of the rite were remedied, repetitions attenuated, texts restored according to critical editions, and dispositions given that would help facilitate the participation of the faithful.603

Aspects of this reform are in harmony with the law of organic development. Yet some underlying principles, if unchecked, are capable of ignoring it. The possible effects of accommodating “our modern, technical, and hurried generation” are grave. Much valuable liturgical material was certainly lost in the “sweeping simplification and abbreviation”. Yet it can be accepted that some pruning was necessary. A clearer arrangement of a rite can render it more pure and can facilitate liturgical piety. But a wholesale rearrangement can result in an entirely different construction, and sweeping abbreviation impoverishes the rite. Certainly, there was little innovation, and the reformed rites were neither novel nor complete reconstructions. However, we cannot but deprecate the principles underlying this reform. It may be possible to judge the pontifical thus reformed as being in substantial, albeit lean, continuity with objective liturgical Tradition, but the principles operative in its reform are themselves radically subjective.

This reform was seen as a precedent. McManus was clear:

The new pontifical is the second important section of the liturgical books restored as part of the project initiated by Pope Pius XII. . . . The new volume indicates clearly the principles and pattern to be followed in other instances—and above all in the restoration of the Roman missal itself.604

And he states, “Now it is evident that the liturgical books should be evaluated in each generation so that the participation of the people in sacred worship may be greater and their understanding the deeper.”605

That the missal and other liturgical books should be revised had been advocated since 1948. However, asserting that “each generation” should evaluate the liturgical books is tantamount to advocating the subjectifying of objective liturgical Tradition and the relativising of its content. That this should be called for in March 1962 by a member of the conciliar liturgical preparatory commission is a matter of concern.

The new rite of adult baptism, restoring the traditional catechumenate, promulgated in 1962 in response to requests from mainly missionary lands,606 operates from different principles. The absence of any consideration of this reform from the commission’s minutes,607 which suggests that it is the work of at least some other personnel, may explain this difference.

McManus reported that “the new text is not a radical revision of the prayer texts for baptismal initiation.” He envisaged a “thoroughgoing reconsideration and emendation” in the light of the altiora principia to be considered at the Council, rather, one that

fills a serious lacuna in the life of the Church and is much more than a stopgap provision. It almost revolutionises the ordinary plan of catechetical instruction of converts, by involving all the members of the Church in the spiritual preparation of the catechumens and by involving the candidates for baptism in the prayer-life of the Church. . . .

   With the seven distinct services spread over a period of weeks or even longer, the Liturgy of baptismal initiation is clear and impressive. Although few ritual or ceremonial changes and almost no textual changes have been introduced, even a slight familiarity with the old rite shows a sharp contrast. . . . The former . . . appears, by comparison, to be confused, repetitious, and burdensome.608

Furthermore, it provided for the “more generous and widespread use” of the vernacular, recognised “the need for local adaptations and variations”, and emphasised the people’s participation in the rites.609

This was a pastorally motivated restoration to authentic liturgical practice, without substantially reforming the liturgical rites themselves, certainly in harmony with the ideals of the Liturgical Movement and with the principles articulated in the Memoria and by Capelle. Here, papal authority is appositely exercised and respects objective liturgical Tradition: indeed, it revivifies it.

McManus sees this reform as “a part of the Church’s renewal promised by Pope John—and another starting point for the deliberations and discussions of the Fathers of the Council”.610 He asserts, “There must be growth and addition and adaptation, lest the Roman rite, of unquestioned excellence in itself, deteriorate utterly though excessive rigidity.”611 Such growth, addition, and adaptation, when, as in this instance, grounded in the principles of liturgical authenticity and substantial continuity (which are themselves a necessary component of authentic pastoral reform), cannot but be organic. The holding up of this reform as a starting point for conciliar deliberation is promising. But the predominant principles contrast markedly with the preceding reform of the pontifical.

This was the final preconciliar reform. Its predecessor was the last work of the Pian commission. Some have found the continuation of the work of reform on the eve of the Council puzzling.612 However, in the light of the only moderate calls for liturgical reform made in response to the antepreparatory consultation of the worldwide episcopate in 1959,613 and in the light of the scope and importance of the liturgical books published up to 1962, it is fair to say that on the eve of the Council neither John XXIII, the dicasteries of the Holy See, the Pian commission, the worldwide episcopate, nor the publishers of liturgical books envisaged that a root and branch liturgical reform was imminent.

Certainly, these bodies anticipated the consideration of altiora principia. But one may assert that the continued efforts to implement the principles articulated in, and since, 1948 (albeit in some instances with some questionable augmentation) and the ongoing publication of reformed editions of the principal liturgical books up to the eve of the Council demonstrate that continuity was widely envisaged. This is not to say that further developments were not anticipated. Clearly they were. But it was inconceivable that there could be a radical or a substantial discontinuity with the preconciliar work of reform. Had such been envisaged, the late preconciliar reforms could only have been seen at the time to be futile: and they were not. There is no reason to believe that anyone held that liturgical Tradition would grind to a halt at this point in history. But there is every reason to believe that future developments were expected to be organic.

Bugnini, looking back over the work of the Pian commission in 1963, praises its “hidden and diligent work, delicate and persevering, work filled with responsibility and with hopes for liturgical restoration”, and states that the “slight abbreviation of one or the other rite was not really the concern of the men responsible for the restoration; it was an inevitable outcome of the task.” Their reforms, he states, sought “to make the rites easier, to set the essential ones in relief, to facilitate prayer, to combat routine and unconscious repetition, to enable priestly piety to soar again in a genuine and joyful expanse of liturgical prayer.”614 Yet, he asks, “is this all there is to restoration?” His answer is telling:

Not by any stretch of the imagination. Every good rebuilder begins by removing the gross accretions, the more evident distortions; then with more delicacy and attention he sets out to revise particulars. The latter remains to be achieved for the Liturgy so that the fullness, dignity and harmony may shine forth once again.615

For Bugnini at the dawn of the Council then, as for Jungmann, organic development was not sufficient.

Conclusion

The Liturgical Movement achieved much between 1948 and the opening of the Second Vatican Council. Its goal of placing liturgical piety at the centre of the life of the Church, underlined by Pius XII in Mediator Dei, was adopted and widely promoted by numerous individuals and groups. As McManus wrote in 1961, “The Liturgical Movement is many things, but above all it is an attempt to strengthen and to deepen the faith and piety of the Christian people.”616 It was unthinkable, then, that the promotion of liturgical piety would not be at the heart of the forthcoming Council’s consideration of the Sacred Liturgy.

The influence (or “pressure”) of some, if not many, involved in the Liturgical Movement undoubtedly accelerated liturgical reform in this period. While it is possible to question some of the prudential decisions taken, and while we find the emergence of some proposals for, and principles of, reform that are capable (if allowed disproportionate influence) of harming objective liturgical Tradition, which is indeed a matter of grave historical concern, we may say that in this period, without detracting from the reservations expressed above in respect of particular reforms, on the whole the reforms enacted fall within the bounds of organic development of the Roman rite.617 Indeed, in many the Movement’s reasonable aspirations find realisation.

Yet a momentum, an expectation of, if not thirst for, further reform builds up, preeminently among European liturgists and scholars, which could only intensify with the establishment of the preparatory liturgical commission for the forthcoming Council. There is a sense among some writers that almost everything is negotiable, resulting in at least an implicit devaluation of the objective nature of liturgical Tradition: something foreign to the Liturgical Movement in its origins.

Early in 1963 Guardini published the essay “Some Dangers of the Liturgical Revival”.618 He identifies: rubricism, “the tendency to attribute to the Liturgy an importance which it does not possess” at the expense of an appreciation of its proper place, and that of other aspects of ecclesiastical endeavour, in the life of the Church;619 activism, which, in “regarding the Liturgy as something pointless and superfluous”, seeks to suppress it “in favour of spiritual methods and forms of worship apparently more up-to-date and effective” and attempts to refashion it “with a view to achieving moral or other stimulating effects”;620 liturgical dilettantism, “the threat of hasty, disjointed, and insufficiently experienced action” now that the Liturgy has become a contemporary issue;621 conservatism, which keenly feels the dangers of rubricism, activism, and liturgical dilettantism, but which falls into the danger of “rejecting anything to which [one] is not accustomed”;622 and finally the danger of an administrative short circuit, that, out of a desire for order amid “arbitrary action and lack of discipline”, the hierarchy will stifle legitimate liturgical work.623

As the assessment of the author of the seminal 1918 work The Spirit of the Liturgy, this is a significant evaluation of the various factors in play at this pivotal moment in liturgical history. That, after forty-five years, years that witnessed the spread of the Liturgical Movement and of its influence upon piety and upon ritual reform, Guardini should find it necessary to speak of “dangers” is no blanket indictment of the Movement’s aims, promoters, or endeavours. It is, rather, sagacious counsel that the Liturgy cannot be “destroyed for the sake of immediate results”, that it is “an irreplaceable tool for pastoral work”, that “the fewer intentions associated with it, the more blessings the Liturgy brings.” It is a call to respect the fact that the Liturgy

is a steady light, constantly burning; a gentle flame, continually warming; a force silently at work, moulding and purifying. As such it needs the peace and freedom to develop, unhampered by aims and motives, and if these are provided, it can create a foundation which supports anything and an order which makes its influence felt everywhere.624




General Conclusion

This review of liturgical reform in history leads to the conclusion that, while liturgical history bears witness to the development of many rites, and at times to their reform, it is clear that Catholic Liturgy is by no means a subjective expression of the faith that can be altered at will according to contemporary fashions or desires. Rather, Catholic Liturgy is a singularly privileged and an objective and constituent element of Christian Tradition.1 The liturgical rites and formulas themselves share in this objectivity. Their faithful transmission ensures continuity and orthodoxy of belief and practice. Their development—which at times is both necessary and desirable—can only be legitimate by ensuring substantial continuity with received Tradition.2 We may therefore agree with Johannes Wagner that “history has proved a thousand times that there is nothing more dangerous for a religion, nothing is more likely to result in discontent, incertitude, division and apostasy than interference with the Liturgy and consequently with religious sensibility.”3

Our study of the Liturgical Movement has seen that its essence was the return of liturgical piety, of participatio actuosa in the traditional Liturgy, to its rightful centrality in order that it might bear fruit in Christian life. The Movement’s “spirit”, as Winstone reiterated in 1960, was primarily ordered to achieving a “conversion from within: the raising of a Catholic people who shall be truly one in Christ, holy in the Spirit of God—the soul of the Church—catholic in outlook and apostolic in zeal.”4

The assumption underlying this aim was the achievement of a Christian renewal of culture. As the twentieth century progressed, modern man, Catholic or not, was increasingly becoming a private citizen in an ever more secular world. The Liturgical Movement was well aware of this obstacle. On the eve of the Council, Bouyer stated:

Even apart from all positive religion, the dreams of modern man, his poetry, and a whole complex of compensatory attitudes tend to restore to him the mythic universe which the technological civilisation in which he lives threatens to suppress. . . .

   If this is so, there is all the more reason that our adaptations of the Liturgy should not attempt to rationalise it, to empty it not only of its mystery but also of its expressions that are not the chords in the heart of modern man which respond to these external expressions in order to restore to them their maximum efficacy. At the same time we must do everything in our power to revive man’s atrophied faculties. It will be necessary to restore to the essential liturgical symbols their living richness which has been sadly weakened by our own rationalism. But it will be equally necessary to strive to bring back to our contemporaries a religious culture that will be human to the extent that it is also biblical.5

The Liturgical Movement’s aim underpinned the beginnings of the work of ritual reform, which commenced precisely in order to facilitate a revival of liturgical piety. From the middle of the twentieth century onward, scholars and interested parties met frequently to consider reform, and they contributed both insight into and pressure for reforms. These directly influenced the reforms enacted by the Holy See.

It is possible that even before the Second Vatican Council, the pace of, or thirst for, ritual reform overtook the necessary a priori work of formation in liturgical piety. The questions arise: Were sufficient foundations laid? Were reformers too hasty? Did they risk building on sand? Was the Liturgical Movement distracted from its essential aim? In 1964 Bouyer wrote:

How many priests even now complain that the [1955] reform of Holy Week, especially the restoration of the Easter vigil, has had little or no practical effect? How could it have been otherwise if the Christian people have not been made aware of the true significance of those most sacred celebrations of the Church? And how could they be made aware so long as their clergy are so insensitive, and, therefore, so little influenced, either in their spiritual practice or in their teaching, by the spirit of the Liturgy itself?6

“Much more than on any reform of the rites . . . the future of the whole Liturgical Movement and the renovation of the entire life of the Church will depend”, Bouyer continued, “on the full and practical understanding” of the clergy of the paschal mystery.7 In 1960 Charles Davis recalled, “There was in some quarters a too hasty adaptation of the Liturgy to the apostolate. This was a mistake. Liturgy cannot be created; it must be received. It is a traditional datum, which we must accept and make our own.”8

To some extent, then, we may say that reform moved too quickly prior to the Council. More time needed to be spent preparing the foundations before renovating the edifice. Nevertheless, the Liturgical Movement was clear that some development9 of the Liturgy was not only desirable, but also necessary in order to achieve its aim.

Given its theological centrality, the development of the Catholic Liturgy cannot be arbitrary, nor can it be based on subjective factors. The development of the Liturgy in history, the writings of the Liturgical Movement, and the work of reform carried out by the Holy See from 1948 onward enable us to distinguish principles of liturgical reform.

Some principles, such as archaeologism or substantial innovation, are clearly proscribed in Catholic liturgical reform, as they risk subjectifying objective liturgical Tradition and rendering the Liturgy of the Church the construct of each passing age or ideology. Nevertheless, elements of the Liturgical Movement, and some personnel involved in the Holy See’s work of reform, were not immune to their influence or their seduction.

This danger of subjectifying the Liturgy was exacerbated in the light of the development of liturgical scholarship in the twentieth century: a certain modern self-assuredness is discernible, particularly in the propagation and widespread acceptance of Jungmann’s “corruption theory” and its ensuing principle of simplification, requiring the wholesale removal of so-called “accretions”, to which it gave rise. However, as the Franciscan liturgical historian van Dijk asked in 1956, “Why should cutting down in the twentieth century be a ‘true liturgical revival’ and ‘decadence’ seven hundred years ago? Unless we possess the monopoly of truth?”10

Another prominent principle is the “pastoral” one. We have distinguished two uses of the term “pastoral”. One is akin to the subjective principles outlined above and is foreign to the nature of the Liturgical Movement and to objective liturgical Tradition. “Pastoral” in this sense is opposed to liturgical Tradition and betrays the nature of the Liturgical Movement by proceeding with apparently expedient reforms without sufficient regard for the nature of the Liturgy. Vernacularism is perhaps its clearest example.

The second use of “pastoral”, however, seeks the Christian renewal of culture and the development of rites in that context in order that liturgical piety might flourish. It takes no short cuts. Nor does it exclude modification of the liturgical rites, though it does so only with reverence and with profound respect for received Tradition. Such authentically pastoral action is in harmony with the essential aims of the Liturgical Movement.

The principle of authority in the development of the Liturgy has been seen to be crucial, particularly given the increase of centralism and of ultramontane obedience in the Catholic Church. Yet, it is clear that authority cannot stand alone as a principle of liturgical reform. The father of the Liturgical Movement, Dom Beauduin, regarded the Church as the “watchful guardian of the canon of the Liturgy”.11 Dom Baudot observed of the history of the Roman breviary:

It was a work which slowly took shape under the united influence of people and clergy, each century contributing something to its construction. The divine authority of the Pontiffs intervened only at a later stage, and then rather to control the process of development than arrest it.12

In 1957 Bouyer refuted the claim that “the supreme authority of the Church is not bound by anything and could freely give us an entirely new Liturgy, answering today’s needs, without any further concern for the past”, stating that: “There could be no question of the Church’s fabricating a new Liturgy.”13

In the wake of the Council’s Constitution on the Sacred Liturgy, Bouyer explained the “exclusive” authority of the College of Bishops and of its head with regard to liturgical reform:

Insistence on the exclusive right of the episcopal body, always in conjunction with the Roman See, does not mean that this right is an arbitrary power. It is not to be understood, as has been declared too often, that the Liturgy is something external, decorative, a mere matter of ceremonial, and hence authority can direct it without paying regard to any superior law or principle. To believe this would be to forget, first, that in the Liturgy we have a most sacred expression and realisation of the divine truth.14

These limits were articulated by Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger:

The pope’s authority is bound to the Tradition of faith, and that also applies to the liturgy. It is not “manufactured” by the authorities. Even the pope can only be a humble servant of its lawful development and abiding integrity and identity. . . .

   The authority of the pope is not unlimited; it is at the service of Sacred Tradition.15

And they are clearly taught by the Catechism of the Catholic Church: “Even the supreme authority in the Church may not change the liturgy arbitrarily, but only in the obedience of faith and with religious respect for the mystery of the liturgy.”16

Catholic liturgical reform cannot, therefore, be an archaeologism or a pastoral expediency. It may not be hurried.17 Nor may it be a scholarly revision, nor even may it simply be that which is authorised, nay initiated, by the pope or the College of Bishops, unless it respect the one fundamental principle of liturgical reform in which all Catholic liturgical reform finds its legitimacy.

That principle is the principle of organic development. While clearly a metaphor, “organic development” is, nevertheless, the metaphor employed by key persons throughout the Liturgical Movement and indeed by the Second Vatican Council itself18 when speaking of liturgical reform. This study has sought to examine both its content and its context.

Organic development holds openness to growth (prompted by pastoral needs) and continuity with Tradition in due proportion. It listens to scholarly desiderata and considers anew the value of practices lost in the passage of time, drawing upon them to improve liturgical Tradition gradually, only if and when this is truly necessary. Ecclesiastical authority supervises this growth, at times making prudential judgments about what is appropriate in the light of the needs of different ages, but always taking care that liturgical Tradition is never impoverished and that what is handed on is truly that precious heritage received from our fathers, perhaps judiciously pruned and carefully augmented (but not wholly reconstructed), according to the circumstances of the Church in each age, ensuring continuity of belief and of practice.

This principle provides “the criteria by which one can judge” the legitimacy of liturgical developments.19 It permits the Liturgy to be compared, “not to a piece of technical equipment, something manufactured, but to a plant, something organic that grows and whose laws of growth determine the possibilities of further development”,20 “. . . a development, though, that takes place without haste or aggressive intervention, like the grain that grows ‘of itself’ in the earth (cf. Mk 4:28).”21 This is a plant unashamedly and firmly rooted in Tradition:

a most ancient and venerable Tradition. Here, indeed, we are in touch with mystery, and abstract, quantitative thought must give way before it. We must keep, and continue with the greatest respect, a Tradition handed down from century to century, a Tradition full of meaning (as everybody must admit), a Tradition, finally, which just because of its mysterious inspiration by the Holy Ghost, escapes all human calculations.22

This principle ensures that in Catholic Liturgy, “only respect for the Liturgy’s fundamental unspontaneity and pre-existing identity can give us what we hope for: the feast in which the great reality comes to us that we ourselves do not manufacture, but receive as gift”.23

The principle of organic development was a given for Beauduin, Michel, Parsch, Casel, Andrieu, Capelle,24 Ellard,25 and Löw.26 None of these men lived to guide liturgical reform beyond the Council.

Received history asserts that the Liturgical Movement and the postconciliar reform may be identified, as the opening paragraph of the first chapter of Bugnini’s memoirs exemplifies:

The reform that the Second Vatican Council inaugurated is differentiated from all others in the history of the Liturgy by its pastoral emphasis. The participation and active involvement of the people of God in the liturgical celebration is the ultimate goal of the reform, just as it was the goal of the Liturgical Movement.27

Yet recent writers hesitate to concede the achievement of the aims of the Movement: “Perhaps the Liturgical Movement needs to be refounded. . . . What is clear is that the vision to which the liturgical pioneers gave their lives remains unread, unfulfilled.”28

The ideals of the Liturgical Movement in no way exclude authentic pastoral reform. But such reform will carefully prune, not hack, the organism that is the Liturgy; it will tend the “gentle flame” of which Guardini spoke,29 not “quench it utterly”.30 For, as Bouyer wrote in 1964,

Tradition is not opposed to progress, but is the living principle of a development faithful to the seed, however altered may be the soil where it has to rise, flower and fructify. . . . Tradition cannot be maintained either by unprecedented innovations or by artificial archaisms. All healthy progress, as well as all true reformations, can only be effected by an organic process. One can neither add wholly foreign elements to the Liturgy from the outside, nor make it regress to some idealised vision of the past. One can, and sometimes should, either prune or enrich the Liturgy, but he should always keep in touch with the living organism which has been transmitted to us by our forefathers, and he should always respect the laws of its structure and of its growth. No innovation, therefore, can be accepted simply for the purpose of doing something new, and no restoration can be the product of a yen for romantic escape into a dead past. The continuity, the homogeneity of Tradition in this case must be retained by authority as the sine qua non condition for the perpetuated life of a reality which is not merely immensely sacred but even the life of the mystical body.31

One may conclude then, that this, the principle, or law, of the organic development of objective liturgical Tradition, is indeed the sine qua non of Catholic liturgical reform. The original Liturgical Movement knew and respected this law and expected that future reform would be in accord with it. However some of the Movement’s activists pressuring for reform before the Second Vatican Council moved beyond its bounds.

The task of a thorough assessment of whether this law was respected in the reforms enacted following the Second Vatican Council and of whether it is respected by the proponents of “the organic progression of the Liturgy”32 remains.33 Such an assessment cannot but be based upon this law, reflecting the truth that “liturgies are not made, they grow in the devotion of the centuries.”34




Appendix I

Pope Pius XII—Mediator Dei1

from Part I

49. From time immemorial the ecclesiastical hierarchy has exercised this right in matters liturgical. It has organised and regulated divine worship, enriching it constantly with new splendour and beauty, to the glory of God and the spiritual profit of Christians. What is more, it has not been slow—keeping the substance of the Mass and sacraments carefully intact—to modify what it deemed not altogether fitting, and to add what appeared more likely to increase the honour paid to Jesus Christ and the august Trinity, and to instruct and stimulate the Christian people to greater advantage.2

50. The Sacred Liturgy does, in fact, include divine as well as human elements. The former, instituted as they have been by God, cannot be changed in any way by men. But the human components admit of various modifications, as the needs of the age, circumstance and the good of souls may require, and as the ecclesiastical hierarchy, under guidance of the Holy Spirit, may have authorised. This will explain the marvellous variety of Eastern and Western rites. Here is the reason for the gradual addition, through successive development, of particular religious customs and practices of piety only faintly discernible in earlier times. Hence likewise it happens from time to time that certain devotions long since forgotten are revived and practised anew. All these developments attest the abiding life of the immaculate Spouse of Jesus Christ through these many centuries. They are the sacred language she uses, as the ages run their course, to profess to her divine Spouse her own faith along with that of the nations committed to her charge, and her own unfailing love. They furnish proof, besides, of the wisdom of the teaching method she employs to arouse and nourish constantly the “Christian instinct”.

51. Several causes really have been instrumental in the progress and development of the Sacred Liturgy during the long and glorious life of the Church.

52. Thus, for example, as Catholic doctrine on the Incarnate Word of God, the eucharistic sacrament and sacrifice, and Mary the Virgin Mother of God came to be determined with greater certitude and clarity, new ritual forms were introduced through which the acts of the liturgy proceeded to reproduce this brighter light issuing from the decrees of the teaching authority of the Church, and to reflect it, in a sense so that it might reach the minds and hearts of Christ’s people more readily.

53. The subsequent advances in ecclesiastical discipline for the administering of the sacraments, that of penance for example; the institution and later suppression of the catechumenate; and again, the practice of eucharistic communion under a single species, adopted in the Latin Church; these developments were assuredly responsible in no little measure for the modification of the ancient ritual in the course of time, and for the gradual introduction of new rites considered more in accord with prevailing discipline in these matters.

54. Just as notable a contribution to this progressive transformation was made by devotional trends and practices not directly related to the Sacred Liturgy, which began to appear, by God’s wonderful design, in later periods, and grew to be so popular. We may instance the spread and ever mounting ardour of devotion to the Blessed Eucharist, devotion to the most bitter passion of our Redeemer, devotion to the most Sacred Heart of Jesus, to the Virgin Mother of God and to her most chaste spouse.

55. Other manifestations of piety have also played their circumstantial part in this same liturgical development. Among them may be cited the public pilgrimages to the tombs of the martyrs prompted by motives of devotion, the special periods of fasting instituted for the same reason, and lastly, in this gracious city of Rome, the penitential recitation of the litanies during the “station” processions, in which even the Sovereign Pontiff frequently joined.

56. It is likewise easy to understand that the progress of the fine arts, those of architecture, painting and music above all, has exerted considerable influence on the choice and disposition of the various external features of the Sacred Liturgy.

57. The Church has further used her right of control over liturgical observance to protect the purity of divine worship against abuse from dangerous and imprudent innovations introduced by private individuals and particular churches. Thus it came about—during the 16th century, when usages and customs of this sort had become increasingly prevalent and exaggerated, and when private initiative in matters liturgical threatened to compromise the integrity of faith and devotion, to the great advantage of heretics and further spread of their errors—that in the year 1588, Our predecessor Sixtus V of immortal memory established the Sacred Congregation of Rites, charged with the defence of the legitimate rites of the Church and with the prohibition of any spurious innovation.3 This body fulfils even today the official function of supervision and legislation with regard to all matters touching the Sacred Liturgy.4

58. It follows from this that the Sovereign Pontiffalone enjoys the right to recognise and establish any practice touching the worship of God, to introduce and approve new rites, as also to modify those he judges to require modification.5 Bishops, for their part, have the right and duty carefully to watch over the exact observance of the prescriptions of the sacred canons respecting divine worship.6 Private individuals, therefore, even though they be clerics, may not be left to decide for themselves in these holy and venerable matters, involving as they do the religious life of Christian society along with the exercise of the priesthood of Jesus Christ and worship of God; concerned as they are with the honour due to the Blessed Trinity, the Word Incarnate and His august mother and the other saints, and with the salvation of souls as well. For the same reason no private person has any authority to regulate external practices of this kind, which are intimately bound up with Church discipline and with the order, unity and concord of the Mystical Body and frequently even with the integrity of Catholic faith itself.

59. The Church is without question a living organism, and as an organism, in respect of the Sacred Liturgy also, she grows, matures, develops, adapts and accommodates herself to temporal needs and circumstances, provided only that the integrity of her doctrine be safeguarded. This notwithstanding, the temerity and daring of those who introduce novel liturgical practices, or call for the revival of obsolete rites out of harmony with prevailing laws and rubrics, deserve severe reproof. It has pained Us grievously to note, Venerable Brethren, that such innovations are actually being introduced, not merely in minor details but in matters of major importance as well. We instance, in point of fact, those who make use of the vernacular in the celebration of the august eucharistic sacrifice; those who transfer certain feast-days—which have been appointed and established after mature deliberation—to other dates; those, finally, who delete from the prayerbooks approved for public use the sacred texts of the Old Testament, deeming them little suited and inopportune for modern times.

60. The use of the Latin language, customary in a considerable portion of the Church, is a manifest and beautiful sign of unity, as well as an effective antidote for any corruption of doctrinal truth. In spite of this, the use of the mother tongue in connection with several of the rites may be of much advantage to the people. But the Apostolic See alone is empowered to grant this permission. It is forbidden, therefore, to take any action whatever of this nature without having requested and obtained such consent, since the Sacred Liturgy, as We have said, is entirely subject to the discretion and approval of the Holy See.

61. The same reasoning holds in the case of some persons who are bent on the restoration of all the ancient rites and ceremonies indiscriminately. The liturgy of the early ages is most certainly worthy of all veneration. But ancient usage must not be esteemed more suitable and proper, either in its own right or in its significance for later times and new situations, on the simple ground that it carries the savour and aroma of antiquity. The more recent liturgical rites likewise deserve reverence and respect. They, too, owe their inspiration to the Holy Spirit, who assists the Church in every age even to the consummation of the world.7 They are equally the resources used by the majestic Spouse of Jesus Christ to promote and procure the sanctity of man.

62. Assuredly it is a wise and most laudable thing to return in spirit and affection to the sources of the Sacred Liturgy. For research in this field of study, by tracing it back to its origins, contributes valuable assistance towards a more thorough and careful investigation of the significance of feast-days, and of the meaning of the texts and sacred ceremonies employed on their occasion. But it is neither wise nor laudable to reduce everything to antiquity by every possible device. Thus, to cite some instances, one would be straying from the straight path were he to wish the altar restored to its primitive table form; were he to want black excluded as a colour for the liturgical vestments; were he to forbid the use of sacred images and statues in Churches; were he to order the crucifix so designed that the divine Redeemer’s body shows no trace of His cruel sufferings; and lastly were he to disdain and reject polyphonic music or singing in parts, even where it conforms to regulations issued by the Holy See.

63. Clearly no sincere Catholic can refuse to accept the formulation of Christian doctrine more recently elaborated and proclaimed as dogmas by the Church, under the inspiration and guidance of the Holy Spirit with abundant fruit for souls, because it pleases him to hark back to the old formulas. No more can any Catholic in his right senses repudiate existing legislation of the Church to revert to prescriptions based on the earliest sources of canon law. Just as obviously unwise and mistaken is the zeal of one who in matters liturgical would go back to the rites and usage of antiquity, discarding the new patterns introduced by disposition of divine Providence to meet the changes of circumstances and situation.

64. This way of acting bids fair to revive the exaggerated and senseless antiquarianism to which the illegal Council of Pistoia gave rise. It likewise attempts to reinstate a series of errors which were responsible for the calling of that meeting as well as for those resulting from it, with grievous harm to souls, and which the Church, the ever watchful guardian of the “deposit of faith” committed to her charge by her divine Founder, had every right and reason to condemn.8 For perverse designs and ventures of this sort tend to paralyse and weaken that process of sanctification by which the Sacred Liturgy directs the sons of adoption to their Heavenly Father for their souls’ salvation.

65. In every measure taken, then, let proper contact with the ecclesiastical hierarchy be maintained. Let no one arrogate to himself the right to make regulations and impose them on others at will. Only the Sovereign Pontiff, as the successor of Saint Peter, charged by the divine Redeemer with the feeding of His entire flock,9 and with him, in obedience to the Apostolic See, the bishops “whom the Holy Ghost has placed . . . to rule the Church of God”,10 have the right and the duty to govern the Christian people. Consequently, Venerable Brethren, whenever you assert your authority—even on occasion with wholesome severity—you are not merely acquitting yourselves of your duty; you are defending the very will of the Founder of the Church.




Appendix II

H. A. Reinhold—Bringing the Mass to the People1

Schema I: The Entrance Rite2

Everything takes place in the sanctuary (in choro) unless otherwise indicated.
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Link to footnotes 3-5.

Schema III: Offertory Rites and Prayers6
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Link to footnote 7.

Schema IV: The Anaphora or Canon8

The entire Canon is audible. Certain indicated prayers are sung or recited in a loud voice.9
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Schema V: The Communion Rite

The present schema first of all numbers the parts of the present Communion service, so that it might more easily illustrate the omissions and rearrangements in the restored service. Please note that the responses in the restored service are assigned to proper groups.
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