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The Magnum Principium controversy
In chronological order
Magnum Principium: Why the Fuss?

https://hughosb.com/2017/09/09/magnum-principium-why-the-fuss/ 
By Fr Hugh, September 9, 2017

Not unreasonably, some people in social media are at a loss as to why there is such a fuss about the change to canon law, and so liturgical law, in the pope’s just-released motu proprio, Magnum Principium. After all, it is just a change to an obscure canon, #838, that 99% of Catholics have never heard of, let alone read. Surely allowing bishops’ conferences to choose their own translations of liturgical books is sensible, and no big deal?

Well, yes and no. It should not be a big deal, all things being equal. However, in the current context of post-conciliar liturgical reform it is a potentially retrograde step that presages strife and turmoil.

As with any change to Church law, one must ask: Why the change? Why now? At whose behest is it made? What is its endgame, as it were? In other words, what is the context?

The remote context is Vatican II’s conception of collegiality. In a nutshell, collegiality is the doctrine that the entire order of bishops, in communion with the pope and never without the pope, exercises supreme and full power in the Church. An ecumenical council is perhaps the highest example of collegiality. The post-conciliar Synods of Bishops held every few years in Rome to address specific topics are another example.

A more contentious application of collegiality is the erection of bishops’ conferences, usually along national lines. The idea is that they make decisions appropriate to their particular local circumstances. The theory is not objectionable. In practice it has all too often seen principled individual bishops coerced into conforming to the decisions of the conference at large on particular hot topics. It can become the tyranny of the majority. When it does so, it violates the ancient doctrine that a bishop is supreme in his own diocese, subject to the pope of course. The bishops’ conferences often find themselves too concerned with public opinion, or the dictates of the establishment, or the demands of secular dogmatism. One would think that united the bishops would be stronger. In practice a handful of stronger and more assertive personalities dominate and get their own way. The same process can be seen in parish councils. The result is that an individual bishop, who may disagree with the collective decision, feels the pressure to conform, not to break ranks lest the conference look divided (which it often is), and so the freedom of the bishop in his own diocese, an ancient principle, is compromised.

As to the matter of liturgical translation, one would have to have been on Mars for the last few decades not to know that this has been an explosive topic. The trite, doctrine-light banalities of the 1970 English translation pleased very few. In 1998 a new translation was proposed. Rightly or wrongly it was rejected by the Apostolic See. The translation was certainly a vast improvement on 1970, and was not without its felicities. However it seemed to accommodate too many secularising influences. Its rejection caused a furore, the bitterness of which can still be seen at times. ICEL, in conjunction with a special commission called Vox Clara, produced a new translation which came into force at the end of 2011. It had a more sacral register to its language, which meant at times that the language preferred theological precision to lyricism in the translation of the Latin original. It eschewed inclusive language, returned the vocabulary of sin, repentance, judgment and grace to the English version of the Missal, which were always present in the Latin original. Some prayers were little more than doctrinaire paraphrases. If you look at my series of Missal Moments in 2011 and 2012 you will find many examples.

The 1998-ers were generally implacably opposed to the 2011 translation. Now they have their chance to turn the tables. If they can browbeat a conference into submission, once again we might see theology-lite, secular-friendly liturgical texts again. Since Pope Francis has now defined the responsibilities such that a particular conference can choose its own translation in the first instance, and merely submit it for papal approval, if the pope is, like this one, keen on decentralisation and on inclusivity, the return of flawed translations is now a live issue again.

So, even though we have been told not engage in culture wars, the stage has been set for a renewal of them. Will the German Church, for example, perhaps the most secularised in the Catholic world, push for a translation that is not only inclusive male and female, but also of the transgendered and whatever other new categories have emerged in the last few years? What individual bishop would dare resist? In this pontificate we have seen more than one bishop sacked by the pope when that bishop lost the support of his bishops’ conference.

Thus today’s decree lays the groundwork for a turning back of the clock to the 1960s, 70s and 80s, fanning the dying embers of yesterday’s conflicts and obsessions. The 1960s gave adolescents a voice, and the Church in many places chose not only to hear it but accommodate it, as though the young had some special insight into God, doctrine, liturgy and morality. The last few years have seen the Church reorient itself back to listening to scripture and tradition rather than the raucous, ignorant voice of a adolescent secular society, ever demanding to be indulged, ever demanding change. The liturgy had been one of the most obvious victims of this phenomenon.

Yesterday’s rebellious youth are today’s rebellious old-age pensioners. Their rebellion is still the same as decades ago, and they seem not to smell the stench of its decaying flesh. Today’s youth can be just as rebellious, but more subtly so. What we are seeing is that many of them, and perhaps most of those who actually go to Mass and take an active part in the life of the Church, are rebelling against these geriatric rebels. They recognise more value in a solemn Mass with Gregorian chant, than a coffee-table liturgy with guitars and kumbayas. These youth are not afraid to be countercultural, and are happy to centre their identity on the traditional and timeless elements of the Faith.

This motu proprio has the potential, and it is a real one, to disenfranchise these young Catholics, and some of us middle-aged ones as well, and plunge is back into the secular slime from which we had slowly but surely been emerging. What a shame, to put it mildly, if the potential proves to be the reality.

Another factor, not unrelated to what is above, is the papal desire to emasculate the curia in the name of collegiality. The Holy Office has been neutered, and we rarely hear of it now. The Congregation for Worship has now seems to have been emasculated too, potentially reduced to a mere rubber stamp of bishops’ conferences liturgical decisions. All it does is transfer power from a handful of prelates in the Vatican to a handful of prelates in the provinces, who will be far more susceptible to local pressure and coercion. The curia exists to carry out the papal will; it enables the pope’s duty to defend the faith and confirm the brethren in truth and unity. They will find it even harder now to carry out this mission.

In an excess of distress and negativity, I did find myself thinking that Pope Benedict XVI, of such happy memory, has, in running from the wolves, left us to face them ourselves. This is a harsh judgment, and one which a calmer frame of mind does not admit. Yet we are seeing his liturgical legacy deconstructed before our eyes, much as St John Paul II’s moral legacy is being deconstructed. This is not to assert that this is Pope Francis’ actual intention. Intended or not, it appears to be the reality.

On the upside, the argument for a Latin liturgy is even stronger and more pressing. This would be in full accord with the express will of the Second Vatican Council. Pastoral necessity pretty much demands a return to Latin, to protect the liturgy from secularisation.

However, even more acute will be the attraction to the Extraordinary Form, which stands apart so clearly from our secular society and its fleeting fads and totalitarian dogmas, much as it has since the time of St Gregory the Great, 1500-odd years ago, and even further back to be realistic. In all those many centuries of marked, often violent, social and technological change, the Mass stood solid and stable, a secure sanctuary for man to meet God in a changing world. As the Carthusian monks put it, Stat Crux dum volvitur orbis—The Cross stands firm while the world spins. And what is the Mass but the saving Cross made present in our here and now.

Let’s pray all my fears prove unfounded. How happy, for once, I would be to be wrong.
Update: A little further reflection here.
The New Motu Proprio: the Antithesis of Authentic Liturgical Development
https://onepeterfive.com/new-motu-proprio-antithesis-authentic-liturgical-development/ 
By Steve Skojec, September 9, 2017
A new papal motu proprio letter on the liturgy was released today. It’s called Magnum Principium, and in my opinion, it’s a ticking timebomb.
But to better understand it, we must first have something to contrast it against.

If you’ve ever read Pope St. Pius V’s famous apostolic constitution on liturgy, Quo Primum (1570), you know that the Tridentine liturgical reforms were focused on the unification of the Latin Rite of the Mass, in order that the same Missal would be used everywhere throughout the universal Church. Some highlights:

[B]esides other decrees of the sacred Council of Trent, there were stipulations for Us to revise and re-edit the sacred books: the Catechism, the Missal and the Breviary. With the Catechism published for the instruction of the faithful, by God’s help, and the Breviary thoroughly revised for the worthy praise of God, in order that the Missal and Breviary may be in perfect harmony, as fitting and proper – for its most becoming that there be in the Church only one appropriate manner of reciting the Psalms and only one rite for the celebration of Mass – We deemed it necessary to give our immediate attention to what still remained to be done, viz, the re-editing of the Missal as soon as possible.

Hence, We decided to entrust this work to learned men of our selection. They very carefully collated all their work with the ancient codices in Our Vatican Library and with reliable, preserved or emended codices from elsewhere. Besides this, these men consulted the works of ancient and approved authors concerning the same sacred rites; and thus they have restored the Missal itself to the original form and rite of the holy Fathers. When this work has been gone over numerous times and further emended, after serious study and reflection, We commanded that the finished product be printed and published as soon as possible, so that all might enjoy the fruits of this labor; and thus, priests would know which prayers to use and which rites and ceremonies they were required to observe from now on in the celebration of Masses.

Let all everywhere adopt and observe what has been handed down by the Holy Roman Church, the Mother and Teacher of the other churches, and let Masses not be sung or read according to any other formula than that of this Missal published by Us. 
This ordinance applies henceforth, now, and forever, throughout all the provinces of the Christian world, to all patriarchs, cathedral churches, collegiate and parish churches, be they secular or religious, both of men and of women – even of military orders – and of churches or chapels without a specific congregation in which conventual Masses are sung aloud in choir or read privately in accord with the rites and customs of the Roman Church. This Missal is to be used by all churches, even by those which in their authorization are made exempt, whether by Apostolic indult, custom, or privilege, or even if by oath or official confirmation of the Holy See, or have their rights and faculties guaranteed to them by any other manner whatsoever.

[…]

We specifically command each and every patriarch, administrator, and all other persons or whatever ecclesiastical dignity they may be, be they even cardinals of the Holy Roman Church, or possessed of any other rank or pre-eminence, and We order them in virtue of holy obedience to chant or to read the Mass according to the rite and manner and norm herewith laid down by Us and, hereafter, to discontinue and completely discard all other rubrics and rites of other missals, however ancient, which they have customarily followed; and they must not in celebrating Mass presume to introduce any ceremonies or recite any prayers other than those contained in this Missal. [Emphasis added]

Magnum Principium, on the other hand, is not concerned at all with the “original form and rite of the holy Fathers”. Instead, it references the “great principle” (from which the name of the letter is taken) of the Second Vatican Council “according to which liturgical prayer be accommodated to the comprehension of the people so that it might be understood”. This means, of course, to the liturgical revolutionaries (then and now) “the weighty task of introducing the vernacular language into the liturgy and of preparing and approving the versions of the liturgical books, a charge that was entrusted to the Bishops.”

I do not plan here to offer an in-depth analysis of the new motu proprio. I have no doubt that others far more qualified than I will come forward soon, taking the letter apart piece by piece. My purpose here is instead to leave you with my sense of what it will mean for the Church.

The upshot of this letter — clearly not written in the pope’s usual meandering, loquacious, and incomprehensible language, and therefore, almost certainly the work of someone else’s hand — is that the pope is ordering canon law be amended as follows:

Can. 838 – §1. The ordering and guidance of the sacred liturgy depends solely upon the authority of the Church, namely, that of the Apostolic See and, as provided by law, that of the diocesan Bishop.

§2. It is for the Apostolic See to order the sacred liturgy of the universal Church, publish liturgical books, recognise adaptations approved by the Episcopal Conference according to the norm of law, and exercise vigilance that liturgical regulations are observed faithfully everywhere.

§3. It pertains to the Episcopal Conferences to faithfully prepare versions of the liturgical books in vernacular languages, suitably accommodated within defined limits, and to approve and publish the liturgical books for the regions for which they are responsible after the confirmation of the Apostolic See.
§4. Within the limits of his competence, it belongs to the diocesan Bishop to lay down in the Church entrusted to his care, liturgical regulations which are binding on all.

As some noted very early in this papacy, one of its key themes was an abuse of the principle of subsidiarity — the otherwise laudable notion that matters should be decided by the lowest or least central authority competent to do so. But the key word here is “competent.” Bishops’ conferences, which have never had real authority, have demonstrated anything but competence over the past half century. Of course, this isn’t the sense of the word used when examining subsidiarity – it instead refers to the question of whether the body making the decisions has the legal qualifications and authority to do so. When it comes to the liturgy of the Universal Church, episcopal conferences are quite simpy out of their depth.

It should be noted that this false subsidiarity has been a feature of the present pontificate from its earliest stages. Bishops’ conferences were identified by Francis almost immediately as a means of decentralizing the power rightly concentrated in the Apostolic See.  See, for example, Evangelii Gaudium32:

The papacy and the central structures of the universal Church also need to hear the call to pastoral conversion. The Second Vatican Council stated that, like the ancient patriarchal Churches, episcopal conferences are in a position “to contribute in many and fruitful ways to the concrete realization of the collegial spirit”.[36] Yet this desire has not been fully realized, since a juridical status of episcopal conferences which would see them as subjects of specific attributions, including genuine doctrinal authority, has not yet been sufficiently elaborated.[37] Excessive centralization, rather than proving helpful, complicates the Church’s life and her missionary outreach.

We saw this again, in a more concrete and damaging way, in Amoris Laetitia 3:

Since “time is greater than space”, I would make it clear that not all discussions of doctrinal, moral or pastoral issues need to be settled by interventions of the magisterium. Unity of teaching and practice is certainly necessary in the Church, but this does not preclude various ways of interpreting some aspects of that teaching or drawing certain consequences from it. This will always be the case as the Spirit guides us towards the entire truth (cf. Jn 16:13), until he leads us fully into the mystery of Christ and enables us to see all things as he does. Each country or region, moreover, can seek solutions better suited to its culture and sensitive to its traditions and local needs. For “cultures are in fact quite diverse and every general principle… needs to be inculturated, if it is to be respected and applied”.3

This is moral relativism, plain and simple.

And we have seen how well it has worked out for the faithful, haven’t we? With the decision on whether it is permissible to offer the sacraments to the divorced and remarried becoming the purview of individual bishops’ conferences, local ordinaries, and even parish priests, chaos has ensued. What is permitted in Poland is forbidden in Germany. And so on. The fundamental moral teachings of the Church were never intended to be relativized and parceled out through delegation. The Church is One, Holy, Catholic, and Apostolic, and this perversion of subsidiarity dangerously erodes in an obvious way both her unity and Catholicity, while at the same time undermining her holiness and her apostolic charge.

And now we are witnessing the delegation of authority over liturgical texts to groups of bishops that are all too often morally compromised or otherwise unwilling to prioritize the Divine Will, and thus, the good of the Church and the souls entrusted to her care. The accretions and substitutions and variations that Quo Primum sought to definitively end through the enforcement of a single liturgical missal for the Church’s primary and most ancient rite are now being willfully re-introduced. 
Only this time, they almost certainly won’t be well-meaning but misguided manifestations of regional piety, but rather a competitive race to the bottom to banalize and desacralize the Mass. What the Second Vatican Council did to the liturgy was bad enough, by giving license to the consilium to dissolve its structure and form and to replace its magnificent prayers with ersatz fabrications, ecumenical and interfaith gestures, and an overarching diminution in sacramental theology. But at the very least, one could say that the Novus Ordo had a singular missal, and a general instruction on how it should be followed. It was still possible for liturgical reformers to argue that what had been happening in so many parishes around the world were abuses, because they could point to texts from Rome indicating the way Mass should be offered if one wanted to incorporate reverence (which has always been, alas, only an option in the new rite, not a requirement).

Now, however, these abuses can become a true grassroots effort. Think globally, abuse locally — with ecclesiastical approval! Does anyone really believe that the completely gutted Congregation for Divine Worship and Sacraments won’t put its stamp of approval on any changes submitted? I don’t know if it’s standard practice for the secretary of the CDW to add the explanatory note on a papal motu proprio on liturgy, but the prefect of that congregation’s name — Cardinal Robert Sarah — was conspicuous by its absence. And it is hard not to wonder if it is because he wanted nothing to do with its contents.

Some are already speculating that the battle over “pro nobis” and “pro multis” in the words of the Consecration will come back with gusto, with individual conferences potentially allowing even more substantive changes to this most important prayer of the Mass — changes significant enough that the validity of the sacrament could be called into question. How naive must we be to hope that the damnable scourge of inclusive language won’t rear its ugly head after we thought it had breathed its last? It takes only a little imagination to envision just how unpleasant things might become.

Nevertheless, let it not be said that Catholics are not optimists. I have also already seen arguments that nothing of substance has really changed here. This delegation of the translation of texts is still supposed to be faithful to the originals, and still has to be approved by Rome, so why are people worried? This argument sounds strikingly similar to the one advanced by those who said that Amoris Laetitia didn’t change doctrine. The truth is, it didn’t. And that has done nothing to slow down the devastation to praxis that has followed in its wake.

And so it will be with the liturgy.

There is, however, a hopeful note in all this mess. The intentional balkanization of the Church’s “ordinary form” of the liturgy will undoubtedly only weaken it further. It will become harder and harder to sustain. It will create preferences and peculiarities, potentially pit diocese against diocese, and cost the Novus Ordo what little integrity it yet retains.

Perhaps this is the intention. Perhaps knowing that the vast majority of Catholics attend the so-called “ordinary form” of the Mass, the forces hell-bent on the deconstruction of the Catholic faith think this will “lay the axe not to the branches and shoots, but to the very root, that is, to the faith and its deepest fires.” But as my friend Hilary White has so often said, “The Church couldn’t have survived another ‘conservative’ pope.” Francis has woken people up, and they will never be able to sleep again. And once they began to evaluate why what he was doing was wrong, many began examining with a more critical eye all that has happened since the council that made the present moment possible.

The same may be true of the liturgy: the Church could not survive this ongoing divide between two forms of the same rite, expressing two discordant visions of liturgical theology and anthropology. I’ll never forget speaking with someone who only attends the Novus Ordo, and he surprised me by saying, “The future of the Church is the old Mass.” He hadn’t made the change in his own life, but he saw the handwriting on the wall.

And so, as these changes begin rolling out, more people will be turn their eyes to the Traditional Latin Mass. And while the fear exists — and I see it growing — that Summorum Pontificum will be revoked, I do not believe this is truly possible. Because as Pope Benedict XVI said, “What earlier generations held as sacred, remains sacred and great for us too, and it cannot be all of a sudden entirely forbidden or even considered harmful.”

For those of us who have found the Mass of the Ages, there is no turning back. And if they try to take it from us, they will fail. If they remove us from the churches, we will have Masses in schools, in auditoriums, in fields, in people’s homes.  We will do so with the confidence that others have trod this via dolorosa before us:

Matters have come to this pass: the people have left their houses of prayer and assembled in the deserts, — a pitiable sight; women and children, old men, and men otherwise infirm, wretchedly faring in the open air, amid most profuse rains and snow-storms and winds and frosts of winter; and again in summer under a scorching sun. To this they submit because they will have no part of the wicked Arian leaven. – St. Basil the Great; Epistulae 242, 376 AD.

I, for one, will not go back. The ancient liturgies of the Church nourish and sustain us. They are our armor and armament. And if they come for them…Molon Labe!
1 of 394 readers’ comments

Fr. RP: Yet another axe laid to the root and with a smile and whispered words of 'for the good in accord with the zeitgeist of the GREAT Council'. An old and bitter boil thought to have been lanced is invigorated with fresh puss waiting to ooze forth from Conference Committees on the Liturgy upon the beleaguered remnant who remain pew bound in their parish where they are left to perish. Bring on the dancing girls, bring on the bongos, sing a neutered church and trans-feminized goddess into eternal death. All faithful Catholics should be praying everyday for Cardinal Sarah to take up the Cross and sign the dubia and proclaim the Truth unto his last breath.

The Novus Ordo Gospel for the 23rd Sunday in Ordinal Time is the very one the Cardinal Burke proclaimed when he announced the course of the formal correction, and I am certain that he is aware of that. May he be supported by every Cardinal and Bishop who has the Faith and may they act in unity for the sake of the salvation of souls and may they do so soon.

The Congregation for Divine Worship was gutted for this Moto Proprio so that it could rubber stamp the Episcopal Conferences 'translations' with Archbishop Piero Marini rejoicing over the destruction of the Sacred Liturgy.

Cardinal Sarah's signature's absence says everything...

TLM. Pray for me, my Latin is not worthy. Please ask Blessed Solanus Casey and St. John Vianney (both of whom were Latin be-hindered) to pray for me and all those priests whose Latin is lamentable!

New papal document could re-ignite debate on liturgical translations
https://www.catholicculture.org/news/headlines/index.cfm?storyid=32767
September 11, 2017
Pope Francis has amended the Code of Canon Law to give national bishops’ conferences the primary role in approving the translations of liturgical texts.

The motu proprio Magnum Principium, released on September 8, is consistent with the Pope’s push for decentralization of Church authority. By amending #838 of the Code of Canon Law, he removes the task for translation from the Vatican’s Congregation for Divine Worship, giving the responsibility instead to individual episcopal conferences.

On paper, Magnum Principium involves only a minor shift in jurisdiction. But in practice the Pope’s move is likely to have considerable impact, possibly re-igniting the battles over translations that were fought with particular vigor in the English-speaking world in the 1990s.

The papal document was released shortly after Pope Francis declared that the liturgical reforms of Vatican II are “irreversible.” Although the Pope has not shown a great interest in discussion of the liturgy, the new motu proprio has been widely interpreted as a reversal of a trend toward ending liturgical experimentation: a trend that began under Pope John Paul II and was enthusiastically supported by Pope Benedict XVI.

In 2001, the Vatican released Liturgiam Authenticam, a document designed to provide guidelines for liturgical translations. That document—which called upon translators to adhere as closely as possible to the language of original Latin texts—remains in effect. However, the new papal document is already being hailed by critics of Liturgiam Authenticam as grounds for a reconsideration of the fundamental principles of translation, and for a fresh effort to provide new English-language translations for the liturgy.

Even under the terms of the motu proprio, the Vatican retains the authority to recognize new translations. However, national episcopal conferences are now charged with the responsibility to “faithfully prepare visions of the liturgical books in vernacular languages, suitably accommodated within defined limits, and to approve and publish the liturgical books for the regions for which they are responsible after the confirmation of the Apostolic See.”

Pope Francis explains that the existing Vatican documents on liturgical translation “were and remain at the level of general guidelines and, as far as possible, must be followed by liturgical commissions as the most suitable instruments…” He writes that the liturgical texts in vernacular languages should approximate the Latin originals “for their elegance of style and the profundity of their conceptions with the aim of nourishing the faith.”

In an explanatory note accompanying the papal document, Archbishop Arthur Roche, the secretary of the Congregation for Divine Worship, notes that the Vatican will continue to review and evaluated adaptations of liturgical rites. But for translations, he explained, his dicastery will “confirm” the decisions of the local bishops’ conferences. “Obviously,” the archbishop writes, “this presupposes a positive evaluation of the fidelity and congruence of the texts produced in respect to the typical editions on which the unity of the rite is founded, and, above all, taking account of the texts of greatest importance, in particular the sacramental formulae, the Eucharistic Prayers, the prayers of ordination, the Order of Mass and so on.”

It is noteworthy that Pope Francis called upon Archbishop Roche to provide the explanatory note, rather than giving that task to Cardinal Robert Sarah, the prefect of the Congregation for Divine Worship. Cardinal Sarah, who has been an strong defender of traditional approaches to the liturgy, may have been bypassed in the preparation of the new document.

Back to the Liturgy wars
https://www.firstthings.com/web-exclusives/2017/09/back-to-the-liturgy-wars
By P.J. Smith, September 18, 2017
At long last, we are back to the liturgy wars. In the past month, Pope Francis has reopened the debate over Pope Paul VI’s reform of the Latin Rite in the wake of the Second Vatican Council and the debate over the translation of the reformed Roman Missal. Most notably, the pope has given episcopal conferences the authority to prepare translations of liturgical books, subject to confirmation by Rome. Progressives, especially those whose feelings were hurt by the process leading up to the 2011 English translation of the Missal, couldn’t be happier. Conservatives see yet another setback. But in this moment, there is an opening for Catholics to demand a beautiful translation of the Mass.

On August 24, Francis gave a speech to Italian liturgists. The speech was reported widely in the press, thanks to this remark: “We can affirm with certainty and with magisterial authority that the liturgical reform is irreversible.” Just who ever said the liturgical reform was reversible is a bit of an open question. For example, in his cover letter to the bishops for Summorum pontificum, Benedict XVI said that, just as the traditional Latin Mass could not be suppressed in one stroke, neither could Paul VI’s Mass. So one is inclined to regard Francis’s remark as hyperbolic, of a piece with his critiques of rigid young priests shouting at transsexuals.

On September 9, Francis issued his Apostolic Letter motu proprio data Magnum principium. In technical terms, this motu proprio emends canon 838 of the 1983 Code to authorize episcopal conferences “to faithfully prepare versions of the liturgical books in vernacular languages,” which would be submitted to Rome for confirmation. An unsigned note released along with Magnum principium explains that the Roman confirmation will be “ordinarily granted based on trust and confidence.” This change in the law has been seen as a major move on Francis’s part, taking authority from Cardinal Robert Sarah’s Congregation for Divine Worship and granting it to episcopal conferences.

The canonists can debate the precise meaning and significance of Magnum principium. What’s certain is that the liturgy wars are back on. Progressives, still smarting over the rejection of the 1998 ICEL translation, which was a revamp of the translation of the 1975 Sacramentary, may see Francis’s move as a rejection of the Vox Clara process and the 2011 translation. Some may go so far as to demand a new translation incorporating all of their 1970s-era wishes and dreams.

But perhaps Magnum principium has given orthodox Catholics an opportunity. The English translation in the 1975 Sacramentary was extremely bad, in an idiom redolent of the 1970s. And though the translation in the 2011 Roman Missal is an improvement on the Sacramentary, it still is not a masterpiece of English. Seeking to correct the theological problems of the 1975 Sacramentary, the 2011 translation opts for the technical and the Latinate. This is how we get to say, for example, “consubstantial” at least once a week.

The 2011 Missal has some beautiful moments. Consider Eucharistic Prayer II, once thought to be the work of Hippolytus in the catacombs and now known to be the work of Louis Bouyer and Bernard Botte in some Trastevere café. The imagery of God sending down the Holy Spirit upon the offerings on the altar “like the dewfall” is quite lovely. Lovelier even than the Latin text. The 1975 Sacramentary lacked the image altogether, containing only a sort of general epiclesis. It cannot be said, therefore, that the 2011 Missal is nothing but technical, Latinate English designed to satisfy Benedict XVI and the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. There is poetry in it.

The problem is that neither the 1975 Sacramentary nor the 2011 Roman Missal shows much acquaintance with an idiom that is recognizable as “Church English.” Rather problematically that idiom happens to be the liturgical English created by Protestants in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. English-speaking Catholic liturgists, however much they admire Cranmer’s Eucharistic table, have ignored Cranmer’s lessons about the English language. Fr. John Hunwicke (among others) has argued that the dialect of English arising from the Prayer Book is the hieratic register of English, no less than the Latin of the Roman Canon is the hieratic register of Latin. An English speaker intuitively knows that the English of the Prayer Book is Church English.

Perhaps it is time to ask our bishops for a translation of the Roman Missal into the English of the Prayer Book. The missal used by the Anglican Ordinariates, Divine Worship, approved by Pope Francis in 2015, is already largely such a thing. Catholics today are hungry for beauty. Macramé chasubles and guitar settings of bad hymns, though perhaps the most traditional form of Pope Paul’s Mass, no longer satisfy many Catholics, particularly young Catholics. Producing a genuinely beautiful translation of the Missal would go some distance in satisfying their hunger for beauty.


What no one’s noticed about the new liturgy rules

http://www.catholicherald.co.uk/commentandblogs/2017/09/12/what-no-ones-noticed-about-the-new-liturgy-rules/
By Ed Condon, September 12, 2017
Over the weekend, Pope Francis issued a new apostolic letter motu proprio. The document, called Magnum Principium, caused an instant stir because it reformed canon law for the mechanisms for preparing and approving new translations of the liturgy.

Most corners of the Catholic world were quick to react to the headline changes, which were clear enough: from now on, the Holy See will not be playing any active role in the drafting or amending of new translations of the liturgy. In future, episcopal conferences will have responsibility for the whole process, the Congregation for Divine Worship will merely give a final confirmation once the local bishops have voted.

Of course, anything touching the liturgy is bound to grab attention, and many have leapt to the conclusion that this new level of initiative and autonomy for episcopal conferences is the first shot in a resumption of the so-called liturgy wars. If all one takes away from Magnum Principium is that Rome is effectively leaving future liturgical translations to the discretion of local bishops, then perhaps a snap reaction is forgivable. But when talking about legal reform, and especially a reform which touches the Code of Canon Law and a dozen other authoritative and constitutive documents stretching back to Vatican II itself, it’s important to look at where the changes fit within the whole legal framework.

In this case, while Pope Francis has definitely made a clear move to ground responsibility for translations of the liturgy in the principle of subsidiarity, the accompanying legal requirements for real unity among the bishops of local episcopal conferences are much stronger than people have understood.

Magnum Principium amends the wording of canon 838 of the Code of Canon Law, which treats the levels of authority in handling changes to and translations of the liturgy. While the actual changes to the text of the canon appear, at first reading, to be fairly minor, the potential scope of the changes is very wide indeed.

The first paragraph of the canon is left unchanged, reserving the direction of sacred liturgy to the authority of, first, the Holy See and, secondly, the diocesan bishop. This is an important principle. One of the key reforms of Vatican II was a reclaiming of the autonomy of local diocesan bishops from centralisation. It also underlines that authority in the Church resides in the pope and the bishops, not committees.
The second part of the revised canon, 838 §2, treats the role of the Holy See in publishing liturgical books and in giving a form of approval called the recognitio to adaptations of the liturgy proposed by an episcopal conference.

The third part of the new text, canon 838 §3, is where we see the most substantial changes. It states that the preparation of faithful translations of the liturgical books is the responsibility of episcopal conferences, and to approve and publish them after confirmation (confirmatio) by the Holy See. This work had previously needed a recognitio.

Now, one could be forgiven for assuming that there isn’t much difference between a recognitio and a confirmatio, but they are legally very different indeed.

In this case, the difference is so important that Archbishop Arthur Roche, Secretary of the Congregation for Divine Worship, circulated a letter and legal commentary with Magnum Principium on how to understand the reforms. The major focus, according to Archbishop Roche, is to give “a more adequate distinction, as far as the role of the Apostolic See is concerned, between the scope of the recognitio and that of the confirmatio in respect of what belongs to the Episcopal Conferences, taking account of their pastoral and doctrinal responsibility as well as the limits to their actions.”

Paragraph two of the revised canon 838 concerns active review and evaluation of adaptations of the liturgy itself. The confirmation required by paragraph 3, on the other hand, concerns vernacular translations of the original Latin text of the liturgy. The change here, from the recognitioof the Holy See to the confirmatio, shifts evaluative authority away from the Holy See and onto the episcopal conference.

Archbishop Roche explains that the confirmatio is “not to be considered an alternative intervention in the process of translation” but only “an authoritative act” by which the Holy See “ratifies the approval of the [episcopal conference].”

In practical terms, it seems that all future translations of the liturgy will be carried out by local bishops’ conferences, who alone will be responsible for the “faithfulness” of the translation; the necessary approval of the Holy See will be an act of simple ratification and not provide an opportunity for specific changes or improvements.

Rome’s future passive role in future translations is underscored in an accompanying, unsigned, explanatory note from the Congregation for Divine Worship, which observes that the confirmatio will be “ordinarily granted based on trust and confidence”. The same note points out that the new wording of canon 838 §3 is deliberately phrased so that it “cannot be equated to the discipline of canon 455” which governs how and when episcopal conferences can issues laws.

Canon 455 does not apply to the new process for liturgical translations because, according to the explanatory note, the matter is an exercise of doctrinal teaching authority and not legislation.

That the work of translation is doctrinal is underscored by the text of Magnum Principium, which states that “each translation of texts must be congruent with sound doctrine.” This seems simple enough, but actually bishops’ conferences are neither legislative nor teaching bodies, they are not councils or synods. They are administrative constructs. From the time they were created, it has been a clear legal point that they do not, and cannot, replace the authority of the diocesan bishop in his territory, still less over-rule him.

Apostolos Suos, the motu proprio of St John Paul II on the theological and juridical nature of episcopal conferences, states that there are only two ways an episcopal conference can issue authoritative doctrinal pronouncements: if they are told to do so by the Holy See, which, following a two-thirds vote by the bishops, gives the recognitio (including active evaluation of the matter and decision) or if the vote of the conference is unanimous. These two options are essential for conferences to undertake decisions which touch doctrine, St John Paul insists, because it is essential to safeguard the authority of the diocesan bishop and guarantee communion with the whole Church.

By abolishing the mechanism for granting the recognitio to new liturgical translations, and instead instituting a confirmatio “based on trust and confidence”, Pope Francis has left episcopal conferences with a very wide latitude to act, but with the legal safeguard that there must be unanimous approval for any new translation.

At a stroke, this shifts responsibility for translation of the liturgy to local conferences, where it arguably belongs, and ensures that there can be no scope for factionalism in the new process. As a “Pope Francis” legal reform, it simultaneously makes subsidiarity real and binds it absolutely to communion.

That there is no other way of understanding the new system speaks for itself when you consider the options. Suppose a conference sent a new translation to Rome for the confirmation with only a two-thirds vote of approval; the Congregation for Divine Worship could hardly grant a confirmation “based on trust and confidence” if it received letters from a third of the bishops insisting that the new translation was not doctrinally sound. Similarly, they could not grant or deny the confirmatio based upon their own qualitative judgment of the new translation: this would simply be a reinstitution of the recognitio.

While there will unquestionably be those who are concerned at Rome taking such a clear step back from the process of approving new liturgical translations, that such work can now only proceed with unanimous support of the local bishops’ conference will, one hopes, prevent the process becoming the tool for one side or other of the liturgy wars. The Roman legal maxim quod omnes tangit ab omnibus approbari debet is dramatically honoured in the new process. We can only hope that bishops’ conferences rise to the challenge of communion the Pope has issued to them.

Cardinal Cupich: Pope’s liturgical reforms are ‘reconnecting’ Church to Vatican II
https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/left-wing-cardinal-loves-decentralization-of-liturgy-authoritative-interpre 

By Claire Chretien, September 18, 2017
Chicago Cardinal Blase Cupich praised the pope’s new document Magnum Principium that gives bishops’ conferences more power over proposed Mass translations for their countries. 
“Pope Francis is giving in this document an authoritative interpretation of the [Vatican II] council as it relates to the responsibilities of bishops for the liturgical life of the church,” Cupich told the Jesuit-run America magazine.

“But, even more significantly, I believe this development is in keeping with the program of Pope Francis, which Cardinal Wuerl once described as reconnecting the church with the Second Vatican Council,” he added. 

Catholics formed during the pontificates of Pope St. John Paul II and Benedict XVI consider Cupich one of the most liberal prelates in the Catholic Church.

Pope Francis' moto proprio, titled Magnum Principium, effectively decentralizes some of the process of proposing Mass translations of the Vatican II Mass, allowing bishops’ conferences to submit them to the Vatican liturgy office. The liturgy office, rather than being able to mark up proposals, will now only be allowed to approve or veto them.

Cupich told America that Magnum Principium “sends a signal regarding the methodology that will be used in bringing about other reforms that are being considered by the Council of Cardinals.”

“According to the Vatican, the group of nine cardinals advising Pope Francis is considering a number of reforms that would decentralize some Vatican offices and shift responsibility to local bishops’ conferences,” America reported.

Of this, Cupich said: “We should anticipate that all these reforms will likewise be framed as authoritative interpretations of the Second Vatican Council, thereby rooting them in the tradition and giving them permanence.”

Honduran Cardinal Óscar Andrés Rodríguez Maradiaga and German Cardinal Reinhard Marx are both on the pope’s “council of nine.” Maradiaga, who heads the council, has blasted Cardinal Raymond Burke for his interpretation of the Catholic faith.

Marx is one of the most well-known “progressive” prelates who has argued the Church should change her teaching on the Sacraments and marriage.

This summer, Pope Francis called liturgical reforms of Vatican II “irreversible.”

“We can state with confidence and magisterial authority that the liturgical reform is irreversible,” he told an Italian liturgy conference.

Both Cupich and Pope Francis have expressed animosity toward the Tridentine Mass, the Old Rite of the Mass that was the norm prior to Vatican II.

Pope Francis has questioned the “rigidity” of the ever-growing number of young people attached to it. 

As LifeSiteNews has previously reported, in 2002, as the Bishop of Rapid City, South Dakota, Cupich locked the doors of a Catholic parish during the Easter Triduum, one of the holiest points of the Catholic liturgical year, in order to prevent Traditional Latin Masses from taking place. The church was forced to hold its Good Friday liturgies on the sidewalk.

Cupich is a strong supporter of the pope’s Exhortation Amoris Laetitia, which many bishops have interpreted as allowing civilly-divorced-and-remarried couples living in habitual adultery to receive Holy Communion.

Magnum Principium: A US Perspective
http://www.ncregister.com/daily-news/magnum-principium-a-us-perspective 
By Joan Frawley Desmond, Washington, September 22, 2017

Pope Francis expands the U.S. bishops’ role in the preparation of liturgical translations, but canonists challenge the suggestion that Rome will rubber-stamp proposed text.

Initial media reports on the release of an apostolic letter by Pope Francis touted the move to give more responsibility to bishops’ conferences as a “reversal” of his predecessors’ policies and a signal that the “decentralization” of the Roman Curia was gaining traction.

However, several U.S.-based canon lawyers contacted by the Register assert a more nuanced take on Magnum Principium, Pope Francis’ document, issued motu proprio (of the Pope’s own accord), Sept. 9. They also questioned whether its specific modification of Canon 838 would necessarily have any impact on the English-language translations that ground the celebration of the liturgy in the United States.

While Pope Francis has reduced the Holy See’s role in the translation process, the canonists note that the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments still holds the authority to bar problematic translations — the central question, they note, is whether that power will be exercised.

“The change in Canon 838 seems to be a balanced change,” Kurt Martens, a professor of canon law at The Catholic University of America, told the Register.

Martens also contends that it is “incorrect to state that Pope Francis decentralized the translation process and made the episcopal conferences competent. They were already competent to do so.”

“The role of the Apostolic See does not disappear,” he said. “What is clarified is that the Apostolic See intervenes at the end of the translation process and that the translation work is first done and coordinated by episcopal conferences.”

Canonists and Church watchers agree that the most important change is the new requirement that the Holy See confirm or reject the proposed liturgical translations after the bishops’ conference approves it with a two-thirds majority. Previously, Pope St. John Paul II’s 2001 instruction on liturgical translations, Liturgiam Authenticam, directed the bishops’ conferences to submit the proposed texts for the Holy See’s review or recognitio — a comprehensive process that could involve a staggered series of submissions from the conferences and corrections generated by Rome.

Canon 838 (§3) previously read as follows: “It pertains to the conferences of bishops to prepare and publish, after the prior review of the Holy See, translations of liturgical books in vernacular languages, adapted appropriately within the limits defined in the liturgical books themselves.”
It now reads: “It pertains to the conferences of bishops to faithfully prepare versions of the liturgical books in vernacular languages, suitably accommodated within defined limits, and to approve and publish the liturgical books for the regions for which they are responsible after the confirmation of the Apostolic See.”
The other modified passage in Canon 838 (§2) upholds the Holy See’s right to “recognize adaptations approved by conferences of bishops according to the norm of law and exercise vigilance that liturgical regulations are observed faithfully everywhere.”

Adaptations refer to the proposed introduction of specific cultural gestures or actions into the liturgy, usually in mission lands, but also in other specific settings, such as U.S. liturgies expressly designed for ethnic communities.

Dominican Father Pius Pietrzyk, an assistant professor of canon law at St. Patrick’s Seminary in Menlo Park, California, said Rome “is signaling that it will take a less active role in the process of translations, but not adaptations.”

“Allowing ritual adaptations, like the rosary lasso commonly used in Hispanic and Filipino weddings, will still involve the recognition, as opposed to the confirmation, of the Holy See,” he told the Register.

Father Pietrzyk, an editor of The Angelicum, the scholarly journal of the Pontifical University of St. Thomas Aquinas, explained the distinction between the canonical terms used to provide a framework for the Holy See’s review of proposed translations under Liturgiam Authenticam, John Paul II’s 2001 instruction, and now under Pope Francis’ apostolic letter.

“In the canonical jurisprudence of the Apostolic See, both a recognition (recognitio) and a confirmation (confirmatio) imply that the approval of the Apostolic See is required,” said Father Pietrzyk. “The difference is that recognition has developed to mean a much more active involvement of the Apostolic See in the process of development, revision and approval.”

A confirmation, on the other hand, implies a much more limited role — just giving or denying approval, he added, in a reference to the term the motu proprio uses to define Rome’s new role in the approval of liturgical translations.

That said, he noted that a refusal to confirm a text “would still obligate the Apostolic See to provide at least a summary reason for the denial.”

Then, stepping back from the fine points of canon law, Father Pietrzyk made a larger point: What really matters now — as in the past — is not a small change to canon law, but “how actively involved the congregation will be going forward.”

Canonists also note that the motu proprio calls for bishops’ conferences “to faithfully prepare versions of the liturgical books in vernacular languages.” The insertion of the word “faithfully,” they suggest, refers to a key priority of Liturgiam Authenticam and offers further assurance that Pope Francis does not seek to reverse, but confirm, that instruction’s guiding principles.

Further, analysts said that the publication of Magnum Principium would not disrupt the ongoing work of translating Latin liturgical texts into the English language.

The International Commission on English in the Liturgy, formed in 1963, will continue to prepare the translations, and the bishops’ conferences will approve or amend them before they are submitted to Rome.

However, some specialists acknowledged that any decision to modify Canon 838 raises additional questions for canonists and Church leaders, because any change to the Code of Canon Law reflects a shift in the Church’s authoritative interpretation of the Second Vatican Council.

“The Code of Canon Law looks at what the Second Vatican Council did, how it was implemented, and says, ‘This is the law,’” Dominican Father Joseph Fox, the vicar for canonical services for the Archdiocese of Los Angeles, told the Register, referencing the 1983 document of ecclesiastical laws that replaced the 1917 Code of Canon Law.

Pope St. John Paul II stated in promulgating the law, “In a certain sense, this new code could be understood as a great effort to translate this same doctrine, that is, the conciliar ecclesiology, into canonical language.”

“The revised code approved by John Paul II foresaw changes to translations by Rome,” said Father Fox.

Now, Pope Francis has shifted the initial responsibility for liturgical translation from the Holy See to the bishops’ conferences. “Magnum Principium represents a different interpretation of the Second Vatican Council,” Fox added.

Indeed, after the document was published Sept. 9, Cardinal Blase Cupich of Chicago underscored this point.

“Pope Francis is giving in this document an authoritative interpretation of the Council as it relates to the responsibilities of bishops for the liturgical life of the Church,” Cardinal Cupich told America magazine.

But if Magnum Principium is perceived as one element of a broader reinterpretation of the Council’s teaching on sacred worship, then it could spark more intense scrutiny beyond the ranks of canon lawyers and stir deep concern from Church leaders and liturgists who embrace Liturgiam Authenticam’s commitment to translations that hew closely to the original Latin text.

Father Fox expressed his strong hope that the motu proprio would not prompt a revival of the so-called “liturgy wars” and related conflicts over translations of the new Roman Missal. The updated translation of the missal was finally approved in 2010, after Rome scrapped an earlier text submitted by the English-speaking Churches.

 “At this point, I have more questions than comments,” Chris Carstens, editor of Adoremus Bulletin, dedicated to the renewal of traditional Liturgy, told the Register, as he pondered the ripple of effects of any change in Rome’s handling of proposed translations.

Carstens, who is also the director of the Office for Sacred Worship in the Diocese of La Crosse, Wisconsin, wants to better understand how the U.S. bishops’ expanded role would likely alter the translation process in the future, as national episcopal conferences within the English-speaking world reconsider language deemed more accessible to the faithful in specific countries.

In Sacrosanctum Concilium, the Council Fathers expressed their desire to “promote union” and “to adapt when possible to the needs of a particular people,” he said.
“The instruction Liturgicam Authenticam, while obviously looking to particular language groups, has a strong sense of unity, both in its principles and its translation process,” Carstens said. “In clarifying the role and responsibility of the bishops’ conferences, Magnum Principium emphasizes the Council’s aim of adaptation rather than union.”

The question now is how the bishops’ conferences will maintain a “healthy tension” between translations deemed more accessible to U.S. Catholics and “unity” within the entire Church, said Carstens.   

For now, the U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops (USCCB) has delayed any official comment on Magnum Principium. And after the Register repeatedly contacted the USCCB for comment, the conference provided an emailed statement that said there would be no comment until Church leaders had sufficient time to “study the legislation enacted by Pope Francis.”

“This study will help the bishops understand the ways it might affect their procedures for the preparation and evaluation of liturgical texts,” read the statement signed by Father Andrew Menke, the executive director of the Secretariat of Divine Worship. “Until then, we aren’t in a position to offer any comments on the motu proprio or to speculate as to its ramifications.”

The initially cautious response from the U.S. bishops’ conference underscores an additional point: Magnum Principium will increase pressure on bishops’ conferences to resolve future translation disputes to secure the required level of consensus from the conference membership before submission of the translation to the Holy See.

While some analysts view the U.S. bishops as more united in their acceptance of Liturgiam Authenticam’s fidelity to the original Latin text than they were at the time of its publication, their expanded role in the translation process could generate fissures within the conference. The two-thirds majority now required to send a translation to the Holy See for final confirmation is a high bar.

“Some are of the view that the [prior approach] made it easier for bishops to approve documents, despite problems, because ‘Rome will fix it,’” said Father Pietrzyk. “Now they can’t rely on Rome to fix it, and I would guess that bishops will review the text more carefully before it goes to Rome.”

Cardinals Marx and Sarah disagree on Magnum Principium
http://www.catholicherald.co.uk/news/2017/10/16/cardinals-marx-and-sarah-disagree-on-magnum-principium/
October 16, 2017
Cardinal Sarah says the motu proprio does not substantially alter the authority of the Holy See on liturgical translations

Two cardinals have disagreed over how much authority the Pope’s motu proprio Magnum Principium gives to local bishops’ conferences.

The papal document gives bishops’ conferences greater say over the translation of liturgical texts, changing the role of the Congregation for Divine Worship from one of recognitio to confirmatio. However, two senior cardinals have disagreed over the exact meaning of this difference.

Cardinal Reinhard Marx, president of the German bishops’ conference, welcomed the document, implying that it was a clear break with the 2001 document Liturgiam authenticum (sic), which he called a “dead end”.
LITURGIAM AUTHENTICAM AND COMPILED INFORMATION-FOR THE RIGHT IMPLEMENTATION
OF THE CONSTITUTION ON THE SACRED LITURGY OF THE SECOND VATICAN COUNCIL CDW MARCH 28, 2001 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/LITURGIAM_AUTHENTICAM_AND_COMPILED_INFORMATION.doc
“Rome is charged with the interpretation of dogmas, but not with questions of style. Now, thanks to Magnum Principium, episcopal conferences enjoy a much greater freedom,” he said.

He also hinted that the German bishops had dropped a proposed new translation of the Mass that was more faithful to the original Latin text, with much of the controversy centring around how to translate the words “pro multis”.

The words appear as part of the phrase “qui pro vobis et pro multis effundetur in remissionem peccatorum” in reference to the Precious Blood during the consecration of the wine in the Roman Canon.

The most accurate English translation is “for many”, but many translations, including Spanish, Portuguese and German, initially rendered it as “for all”.
PRO MULTIS-JESUS BLOOD SHED FOR ALL OR FOR MANY 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/PRO_MULTIS-JESUS_BLOOD_SHED_FOR_ALL_OR_FOR_MANY.doc
In 2006, the Holy See gave instruction that all vernacular editions of the Roman Missal should translate the words as “for many”, pointing out that it is also the most literal translation of the original Greek “περὶ πολλῶν” in Matthew 26:28.

The change met with opposition from the German bishops, however, prompting Pope Benedict XVI to write a personal letter in 2012 explaining why they should adopt the new translation.

Now Cardinal Marx has signalled the German bishops will use Magnum Principium as an opportunity to drop the new translation and keep the old, less literal version.

Cardinal Robert Sarah, on the other hand, has said ultimate authority still lies with the Vatican, which must still approve all new translations, and can veto proposals that are not faithful to the original text.

The Prefect of the Congregation for Divine Worship said the new motu proprio does not reduce the body to a mere rubber stamp.

“Like the recognitio, the confirmatio is by no means a formality,” the cardinal said.
Instead, it “presupposes and implies a detailed review on the part of the Holy See” including the ability to refuse assent unless certain modifications are made.

“So, for example, if, in the Creed of the Order of Mass, the expression: ‘consubstantialem Patri’ is translated in English by: ‘one in Being with the Father’, the Holy See may impose – and even must impose (cf. n. 6) – the translation: ‘consubstantial with the Father’, as a condition sine qua nonof its confirmatio of the entirety of the Roman Missal in English.”

Magnum Principium, then, is simply a question of making “collaboration…between the Apostolic See and Episcopal Conferences easier and more fruitful.”
Cardinal Sarah Publicly Refuted by Pope Francis on Liturgy Changes
https://onepeterfive.com/cardinal-sarah-publicly-refuted-by-pope-francis-on-liturgy-changes/
By Steve Skojec, October 23, 2017
In a new open letter rebutting points made by Cardinal Robert Sarah, Prefect of the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Sacraments (CDW), pope Francis has made clear that he is not in agreement with the African cardinal’s commentary on his recent liturgical moto proprio, Magnum Principium. This public “calling out” of the cardinal responsible for overseeing the Church’s liturgy is being celebrated by some progressive elements in the Church as a “rebuke”, leading to calls for Sarah’s resignation.
In my own analysis of Magnum Principium, I argued that its delegation of liturgical translations to episcopal conferences was the “antithesis of authentic liturgical development” that represented an “intentional balkanization of the Church’s ‘ordinary form’ of the liturgy” which would “undoubtedly only weaken it further”. In essence, whereas Quo Primum united and standardized the liturgy in the Latin Rite, Magnum Principium represented a liturgical Tower of Babel moment. I also speculated on the lack of Cardinal Sarah’s signature on the document, which instead bore that of the Secretary of the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Sacraments, Archbishop Arthur Roche:

I don’t know if it’s standard practice for the secretary of the CDW to add the explanatory note on a papal motu proprio on liturgy, but the prefect of that congregation’s name — Cardinal Robert Sarah — was conspicuous by its absence. And it is hard not to wonder if it is because he wanted nothing to do with its contents.
An Associated Press story on the Summorum Pontificum Congress — published just a week after the release of the motu proprio — suggested an alternative reason for his missing signature, claiming that Cardinal Sarah had been “effectively sidelined by his deputy”, Archbishop Roche, who “signed the explanatory note to Francis’ new law allowing bishops conferences, rather than Sarah’s office, to have final say on Mass translations.”
In a commentary published earlier this month on several websites in various languages (viewable here in English), Cardinal Sarah appeared to assert his authority while pushing back against interpretations of Magnum Principium as an unfettered opportunity to decentralize the Mass with varying regional texts. The National Catholic Register‘s Edward Pentin wrote that Sarah’s commentary had the effect of “reassuring the faithful that the Vatican will continue to safeguard any changes or new liturgical translations to ensure they remain faithful to the original Latin.” Pentin also noted that Cardinal Sarah reasserted “that the ‘authoritative text’ concerning liturgical translations remains Liturgiam Authenticam“, an instruction issued in 2001 by Congregation for Divine worship “that aimed to ensure ‘insofar as possible’ that texts must be translated from the original Latin ‘integrally and in the most exact manner.'”

Now, Pope Francis’ October 22 open letter to Cardinal Sarah has refuted several key points of Sarah’s commentary, including the idea that the Vatican would have the final say on liturgical translations proposed by bishops’ conferences. The pope also said that a number of websites had “erroneously” published the commentary in his name, and requested that Sarah take responsibility for contacting those websites — as well as “all episcopal conferences, and … the members and the consulters of the Dicastery — to see that they receive his own clarification. It is unclear who the commentary is believed by the pope to have been written by, since it appears under Sarah’s signature.

Veteran Vatican watcher Marco Tosatti says the pope’s response is being “celebrated as a just humiliation of the cardinal” and has been “accompanied by calls for his resignation.” Though some, like priest blogger Fr. John Zuhlsdorf, have proposed a less inflammatory interpretation of events, Tosatti sees this not merely as an isolated incident, but part of a larger pattern:
Earlier this fall, Pope Francis issued Magnum Principium, a document granting bishops’ conferences greater latitude to make their own translations of sacred texts and liturgy. Cardinal Sarah replied with a letter that offered a narrow reading of the document, preserving as much as possible the power of Rome to guard against mistranslations (such as the desire of German bishops to translate pro multis as “for all,” rather than as the correct “for many”). Pope Francis has now publicly declared that Sarah is wrong, and that Magnum Principium has indeed reduced Rome’s power of oversight.
This is a calculated humiliation of Cardinal Sarah—and not only of him. Of Pope Benedict XVI, too, since he is the great champion of the “reform of the reform,” an attempt to correct the liturgical innovations that followed the Second Vatican Council. And of St. John Paul II, who in 2001 issued the document Liturgiam Authenticam, which Francis has sought to gut with Magnum Principium.
Cardinal Sarah suffered a similar humiliation a little over a year ago, after he urged bishops and priests to celebrate the Mass ad orientem, facing east, according to the ancient practice of the Church. This was another effort to advance “reform the reform.” The cardinal stated that he had talked with the pope about the topic, and that the pope had given his assent to the proposal. If so, the Vatican made no acknowledgment of this fact in its note of blunt denial.
Another humiliation occurred when the pope eliminated most of the existing members from the Congregation for Divine Worship and replaced them with people who are more hostile to Sarah and his liturgical views.
But that’s not all. Tosatti reports that he has sources confirming a rumor that has been circulating for months now pertaining to a proposed interfaith liturgy:
And there is the matter of the “Ecumenical Mass,” a liturgy designed to unite Catholics and Protestants around the Holy Table. Though never officially announced, a committee reporting directly to Pope Francis has been working on this liturgy for some time. Certainly this topic is within the jurisdiction of the Congregation for Divine Worship, but Cardinal Sarah has not officially been informed of the committee’s existence. According to good sources, Sarah’s secretary, Arthur Roche—who holds positions opposite to those of Benedict XVI and Sarah—is involved, as is Piero Marini, the right-hand man of Monsignor Bugnini, author of such noted works as La Chiesa in Iran and Novus Ordo Missae.

In commentary on the matter at his website Crux, John L. Allen, Jr. suggests that the reason the pope moved so quickly to address Sarah’s “interpretation” of Magnum Principium when he has avoided answering other public criticisms such as the dubia is because of Sarah’s standing as “the Vatican’s top liturgical official” who is in charge of “the department charged with putting the document into action.”
“This is a pope, after all,” Allen writes, “who said in a 2016 interview that he ‘doesn’t lose any sleep’ over critics of his decisions, and has made not engaging those criticisms almost a principle of governance.” Nevertheless, Allen concedes that “this is hardly the first perceived gap between Francis and Sarah, and likely will reinforce the longstanding question in some quarters of why the pope doesn’t simply make a change.”

It seems fair to question, too, why Cardinal Sarah himself doesn’t make that change. Like Cardinal Müller before him, Sarah has been sidestepped and isolated as pertains to matters within his competence. Like Müller, he has had changes made to the dicastery he heads up without his consent. And like Müller, it seems likely that eventually, he’ll be phased out entirely. It appears that he has already been rendered irrelevant — a strategy Allen previously reported the pope has admitted to using when it comes to dealing with “difficult personnel choices.”

Perhaps it’s time for the forthright African cardinal to do what Müller failed to before it is too late: take a stand and resign in protest rather than allowing himself to be further co-opted by an agenda not of his making.

Pope corrects Cdl. Sarah over interpretation of ‘Magnum Principium’
https://www.churchmilitant.com/news/article/pope-corrects-cdl.-sarah-over-interpretation-of-magnum-principium 

By Stephen Wynne, Rome, October 23, 2017
Pope Francis on Sunday issued a letter of correction to Cdl. Robert Sarah over his interpretation of Magnum Principium, the pontiff's September motu proprio, allowing bishops greater freedom to translate Latin liturgical texts into their own languages.
While in the past, "the judgment regarding the fidelity to the Latin and the eventual corrections necessary was the task of the congregation," Francis wrote, "now, the norm concedes to episcopal conferences the faculty of judging the worth and coherence of one or another term in translations from the original, even if in dialogue with the Holy See."

Liturgical texts must be confirmed by the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Sacraments, Francis said, but this "no longer supposes a detailed, word by word examination, except in obvious cases that can be presented to the bishops for further reflection."
The new design, said Francis, should not lead "to a spirit of 'imposition' on the episcopal conferences of a translation done by the congregation" but should foster dialogue between the Vatican and local bishops.

Church liberals have celebrated Magnum Principium for its net effect — decentralization.
QUO VADIS PAPA FRANCISCO 26-THE DECENTRALIZATION OF DOCTRINAL AUTHORITY (SYNODALITY AND COLLEGIALITY) 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/QUO_VADIS_PAPA_FRANCISCO_26-THE_DECENTRALIZATION_OF_DOCTRINAL_AUTHORITY.doc
DECENTRALIZE ALL THINGS-EXCEPT THE CHURCH 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/DECENTRALIZE_ALL_THINGS-EXCEPT_THE_CHURCH.doc
They claim that it nullifies Pope St. John Paul II's 2001 instruction Liturgiam Authenticam, which demanded greater fidelity to the Latin original and authorized a more active, hands-on Vatican role in liturgical translation.

But Cdl. Sarah, Prefect of the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments, issued a commentary, qualifying the scope of Pope Francis' motu proprio.

Though transferring power away from Rome to local bishops' conferences, Magnum Principiumdoes not mark the radical change many Church liberals hoped, Sarah wrote.

"There is no noticeable change," he maintained, "regarding the imposed standards and the result, which must follow from them for each liturgical book."

Final authority over liturgy, Sarah declared, continues to reside with the Vatican. Rome must approve all new translations. The Holy See retains this power and will continue to veto translations that are unfaithful to the original text.

Magnum Principium, he explained, is merely a means of making "collaboration ... between the Apostolic See and Episcopal Conferences easier and more fruitful."The Congregation for Divine Worship "is by no means a formality," said Sarah. It "presupposes and implies" a detailed Vatican review of all proposed liturgical translations.
Sarah's letter was issued in response to assertions by liberal bishops like Cdl. Reinhard Marx, head of the German bishops' conference.
"Rome is charged with the interpretation of dogmas," the Munich archbishop suggested, but "not with questions of style. Now, thanks to Magnum Principium, episcopal conferences enjoy a much greater freedom."

Marx implied that in the wake of their new "freedom," the German bishops' conference intends to walk away from a new translation of the Mass that was more faithful to the original Latin text.

Liturgiam Authenticam, Marx said, is a "dead end."

Reportedly, German bishops have had particular "difficulties," working with Rome in order to get their own liturgical translations approved. Speculation has surfaced that Magnum Principium was constructed, in part, to redress German bishops' complaints.

3 of 98 readers’ comments
1. By the time Bergollio is done, the visible Catholic Church will just be another Protestant sect
2. While the Holy Father’s most recent motu proprio, is ill advised and will be abused by the apostates and heretics in red and purple, the Holy Spirit will protect us even in these confusing times. Mischief and evil perpetrated by the heretics and apostates in red and purple and black only strengthen our resolve to be faithful Catholics in case white or red martyrdom whether from attacks by the unrepentant sinners in the church, Including those in red, purple, and black or from without the church. Although this is a hard time it is in essence a joyous time because we are following Christ not the world and fighting for those who have fallen away. What better way to live, just like the apostles.
3. According to Father John Zuhlsdorf, Pope Francis did NOT correct Cardinal Sarah. In a post on his blog, Fr. Z. translates from the Pope's letter and shows that Francis sought to clarify his motu proprio's proper interpretation with reference to a commentary THAT CARDINAL SARAH SENT TO HIM BUT DID NOT HIMSELF WRITE. The Pope acknowledges explicitly that the commentary was ERRONEOUSLY ATTRIBUTED to Cardinal Sarah, who actually expressed his gratitude to the Pope for his motu proprio. Cardinal Sarah may well have alerted the Holy Father to the commentary to prompt clarification of the motu proprio, but THE REPORT THAT THE POPE PERSONALLY CORRECTED AND HUMILIATED CARDINAL SARAH SEEMS TO BE FAKE NEWS, if Fr. Z.'s report is accurate.
Why liberal Catholics are calling for Cardinal Sarah’s head
https://www.lifesitenews.com/blogs/why-liberal-catholics-are-baying-for-the-blood-of-cardinal-sarah
By Pete Baklinski, October 24, 2017
Left-leaning Catholic clergy and scholars were delighted to see Pope Francis for the third time putting his foot down on Cardinal Robert Sarah. 
Like sharks at a feeding frenzy, openly liberal Catholics tore strips off the African Liturgy chief after news broke Sunday morning that Pope Francis had corrected his attempt to interpret the Pope’s liturgy reform in an orthodox manner. 

Sarah, Prefect of the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments, had claimed in a recent article that the pope's new directives on the Liturgy, titled Magnum Principium, did not allow bishops’ conferences, but the Vatican, to have the final word on Mass translations. He was simply reading the Pope’s directives through the lens of a 2001 instruction titled Liturgiam Authenticam. 

But the Pope told Sarah that those norms had been abrogated and that the Cardinal had misunderstood the Pope’s directives. 

Liberal Catholics and the news sources they controlled smelled blood and immediately struck out at the Cardinal. 

Joining in the feeding frenzy was Vatican communications consultant Fr. Thomas Rosica, who ripped Sarah for pushing a “personal agenda,” even though Cardinal Sarah was simply doing his job. Vatican adviser and Jesuit priest James Martin called the Pope’s move an “extraordinary … public rebuke.” 

Commonweal contributing editor Massimo Faggioli said he didn’t “remember a cardinal prefect in the Roman Curia in need of such public and constant corrections.” La Croix editor Robert Mickens likely spoke on behalf of all when he wondered “why doesn't Pope Francis just remove Cdl Sarah from his post?” 

The naysayers of orthodoxy know that despite Pope Francis’ talk of “mercy,” “dialogue,” and not liking to "cut off heads,” he is ruthless when it comes to removing those from high posts with whom he disagrees, as in the cases of Cardinal Raymond Burke and Cardinal Gerhard Müller. They suspect Cardinal Sarah’s time is winding down swiftly. 

Two other occasions where the Pope put his foot down on Sarah — to the delight of the Cardinal’s critics — include when the Cardinal delayed in implementing the Pope’s request that women be included in the Holy Thursday foot-washing ceremony, and again after the Cardinal requested priests to begin celebrating the Mass ad orientem (facing the east).

Why is it that, as First Things editor Matthew Schmitz writes, “a growing crowd wants Cardinal Robert Sarah’s head on a platter”?

It’s likely because left-leaning and dissident Catholic clergy and scholars see Cardinal Sarah as a major threat to their vision for the Catholic Church that has suddenly seemed achievable under the Francis pontificate. 

And their fears are not unfounded. 

Sarah has risen from humble beginnings in a remote Guinean village to become a tower of orthodoxy in the Catholic world. A number of faithful Catholics are beginning to wonder if an African Pope might be a solution to the Church’s crisis. 

In his recent book, The Power of Silence, the Cardinal makes it clear that the Church is in crisis. 

“The Church today is going through unprecedented exterior and interior trials. Something like an earthquake is seeking to demolish her doctrinal foundations and her centuries-old moral teachings,” he wrote. 

He said he opposes shepherds within the Church who no longer believe in the Bible and who depart from Catholic teaching and sacred tradition. 

“I will untiringly denounce those who are unfaithful to the promise of their ordination. In order to make themselves known or to impose their personal views, both on the theological and the pastoral level, they speak again and again. These clerics repeat the same banal things. I could not affirm that God dwells within them,” he wrote. 

Sarah wrote that “Bishops that scatter the sheep that Jesus has entrusted to them will be judged mercilessly and severely by God.”

The Cardinal has warned elsewhere that the Church is currently facing a “grave risk” of schism over morality; he has told priests that they cannot shy away from the “hard” teachings of the Church on abortion and homosexuality; he has rebuked pro-homosexual priest Fr. James Martin for getting the Church’s teaching wrong on homosexuality; and he has called Catholics to “revolt” against the new lies that attack traditional family values. 

Because he has boldly spoken the truths of the Catholic faith, Cardinal Sarah is now treated as one of the most dangerous men in Christendom.

His critics have outlined their fears of what would happen to the new “openness” in the Church if Sarah were to become the next pope. 

But through all the gossip, slander, and public humiliation Sarah has received for holding fast to the Catholic faith, he has uttered no word in his defense. He is like the proverbial lamb led to the slaughter.  

He has found power in silence.

But a glimpse into his anguish can be gleaned from a passage in his The Power of Silence.

“I painfully experienced assassination by gossip, slander and public humiliation, and I learned that when a person has decided to destroy you, he has no lack of words, spite and hypocrisy; falsehood has an immense capacity for constructing arguments, proofs and truths out of sand,” he wrote.

“When this is the behaviour of men of the Church, and in particular of bishops, the pain is still deeper. But … we must remain calm and silent, asking for the grace never to give in to rancour, hatred and feelings of worthlessness. Let us stand firm in our love for God and for his Church, in humility,” he added.

Liberal Catholics are baying for the blood of Cardinal Sarah because they cannot bear to have someone who is standing firmly in the way of their agenda for the Church. But the blood of the faithful has always been the seed of the Church. And whether Sarah faces a white or red martyrdom, it will be no different in this case or in any other. 

Cardinal Sarah reflected in a homily two months ago that to be a faithful Catholic today precisely “means martyrdom.”

“Who shall stand up today for God? Who shall dare to confront the modern persecutors of the Church? Who shall have the courage to arise, armed only with the rosary and the Sacred Heart, to face the columns of death of our times, as are relativism, indifferentism and the contempt of God? Who shall tell this world that the only liberty worth dying for is the liberty to believe?” he said. 

“My brothers … we are called today to witness, which means martyrdom!” he added.

Cardinal Sarah calmly faces his accuser with dignity and with silence because he knows that no matter what happens, as Pope Emeritus Benedict recently said, “the Lord wins in the end." Sarah knows that the Lord’s followers are simply called to be faithful in all things, to have the attitude of “God, or nothing,” as expressed in the title of his previous book.

As Sarah said in his August homily: “When it comes to God, there can be no compromise!”


Magnum Principium: Bring it on!
https://akacatholic.com/magnum-principium-bring-it-on/
By Louie, October 26, 2017 
Given from the humble hand of Francis on September 3rd was yet another motu proprio; the document, Magnum Principium, which grants greater authority to bishops’ conferences to translate liturgical texts into the vernacular.
Liberals, of course, found this latest pronouncement from Occupied Rome a cause for celebration; while neo-conservatives and more tradition-minded persons, on the other hand, were largely horrified.

Adding to the angst of the latter group is what Marco Tossati at First Things called the “calculated humiliation” of Cardinal Robert Sarah, who was publicly corrected by Francis after suggesting that Rome’s authority to establish binding liturgical translations according to the norms set forth in the 2001 document, Liturgiam Authenticam, had not actually been ceded to the bishops.

Francis’ publicly published correction reads in part:

Magnum Principium no longer holds that the translations must be in conformity on all points with the norms of Liturgiam Authenticam, as was done in the past.

Cardinal Sarah, of whom the Catholic Herald declared in June, “terrifies his opponents,” has long been a neo-con idol. Today, it seems, his stock in such circles has never been higher.

In truth, however, it should be the exact opposite.

This isn’t the first time Cardinal Sarah has been called to the carpet by Francis, who saw to it that the cardinal was publicly chastised for calling on priests to offer the new Mass ad orientem back in July of 2016.

At the time, I wrote:

Now that the battle lines have been clearly drawn, and in a most public way, we will find out what Cardinal Robert Sarah is made of:

Will he serve the Lord, or will he dutifully serve his earthly taskmaster, Francis?

Time will tell.

Well, time has told, and far from being the great protector of tradition that some imagine him to be, Robert Sarah is a nebbish who terrifies no one in Bergoglian Rome, which is presumably the only reason why he has retained his position at the CDW.

Writing about Magnum Principium, Sandro Magister recently stated:

It must be noted that when this was drafted it was kept in the dark from Cardinal Sarah, prefect of a dicastery whose middle management has long been rowing against him.

Let’s be honest, Cardinal Sarah is the very definition of ineffectual, and truth be known, what he apparently desires to promote – a pious-appearing Novus Ordo – is still poison; albeit better disguised.

This brings me back to Magnum Principium.
For us so-called “traditionalists” (aka Catholics), modernist Rome granting bishops’ conferences the authority to customize the Novus Ordo according to local sensibilities, presumably even those that are theologically dubious, is something to be desired.

It will accomplish far more good than anything Cardinal Sarah might have in mind for the simple reason that it will serve to tear the mask off of the bastard rite; revealing it for the manmade affair that it always has been.

For this reason, I’m not inclined to bemoan Magnum Principium; on the contrary.

I welcome the day when we will hear “for all” spoken in Germany, gender-inclusive pronouns employed in France, and pedestrian language intoned at new Masses in nations all over the globe.

The bottom line is that the Novus Ordo Missae was not given to the faithful by Holy Mother Church; it was dispensed from the hands of mere men who abused their authority, and it is largely responsible for the unprecedented loss of faith that has come to define the post-conciliar age.

If Magnum Principium makes this truth clearer to more people, and presumably it will, I say bring it on!

Magnum Principium: The Risk of a Tower of Babel
http://sspx.org/en/news-events/news/magnum-principium-risk-tower-babel-updated-32878
fsspx.news, October 26, 2017 

On September 3, 2017, Pope Francis signed an Apostolic Letter in the form of a Motu Proprio modifying Canon 838 of the Code of Canon Law. Published on September 9, the document entitled Magnum Principium “rebalances” the question of liturgical translation in favor of the Bishops’ Conferences. This decision became effective on October 1, 2017.
As La Documentation Catholique explains, with this modification, “the pope henceforth entrusts the Bishops’ Conferences with the responsibility of translating, approving and publishing the liturgical texts ‘for the regions for which they are responsible after the confirmation of the Apostolic See.’” And the media outlet adds that this is a “change that strengthens the attributes of the Bishops’ Conferences.”

The pope resolutely places himself in the wake of the “renewal of the liturgical life” promoted by Vatican Council II. Francis wishes – by introducing a modification of the law – to reaffirm with greater force Vatican II’s great principle that liturgical prayer, in order to be “understood,” must be “accommodated to the comprehension of the people,” as he wrote in his Motu Proprio.

A Principle of Disruption

And yet this “great principle” of liturgical adaptation has so far not been a factor of peace and unity in the Church, as L'Osservatore Romano remarks – with utmost oratorical precautions – in its French issue on September 28, 2017: “this question is delicate and not without its difficulties, as can be seen from the intense debate of the past decades and the specific problems that have come up with the work accomplished on the texts”.

There certainly has been no lack of difficulties. Shall we mention for example what the Jesuit John Baldovin called in America Magazine “the sad saga of the scrapping of the English translation of the Roman missal,” in 2011 after much work and many oppositions?

The following year, the revision of the translation of “pro multis” in order to make it truly faithful to the original Latin words was a source of much debate among the Italian bishops, and its implementation proved delicate: and that in the land of Dante!

In Germany, this correction was simply abandoned. The president of the German Bishops’ Conference, Cardinal Reinhard Marx, archbishop of Munich, explained on September 29 that he and his fellow bishops had welcomed the new Motu Proprio with a feeling of “huge relief.” This is an opportunity for the German bishops to exercise their greater authority and freedom, concludes the newspaper La Croix, by labeling the Vatican’s past insistence on a literal transcription of the Latin text as “altogether excessive.” After years of contesting and refusing to correct the translation mistakes that were a conscious choice, Magnum Principium comes as a way out of a dead end and a reestablishment of the authority of the bishops in liturgical matters.

An Authorized Commentary from Rome

From Rome, an authorized commentary of the recent papal document was given by the Secretary of the Congregation for the Divine Cult and the Discipline of the Sacraments, Archbishop Arthur Roche, who explained the text’s novelty in L’Osservatore Romano. In order to restore what he calls “a collaboration full of reciprocal trust”, the pope explains two notions that are quite distinct: revisio – recognition – and confirmatio – confirmation. These two tasks always ultimately fall under the competency of the Apostolic See.

The “revision”, to quote the secretary of the Congregation for the Divine Cult, considers the criterion of the fidelity to and “substantial unity of the Roman Rite”. It principally consists in rereading and evaluating – in what is supposed to be a rigorous control – the “legitimate liturgical adaptations” that each episcopal conference may wish to make to the liturgical texts, with the goal of taking into account and enhancing the “diversity of peoples and ethnic groups” in the liturgy. In other words, the episcopal conferences can propose to Rome the “inculturation” of a liturgical text, but the Congregation for the Divine Cult has the final say.

“Confirmation” has to do with the translations from the Latin original to the vernacular, translations prepared by the bishops for the regions for which they are responsible. The Apostolic See’s only act upon these translations is “confirmation”, or the ratification of the work of the episcopates, obviously supposing that the translations are faithful and correspond to the original liturgical text: here, in the precise field of translation – and not adaptation – from the Latin text to the vernacular is where the episcopal conferences are granted more room for their own initiatives, although Rome does retain her role as final judge.

Cardinal Robert Sarah, prefect of the Congregation for the Divine Cult and the Discipline of the Sacraments, gave his commentary on Magnum Principium not in the columns of L'Osservatore Romano, but in the October 14, 2017 issue of L’Homme Nouveau, signing “a humble contribution for a better and accurate understanding” of the Motu proprio.

The Guinean prelate confirms the prerogatives of the Holy See in liturgical matters: “confirmation” and “recognition”, far from constituting “a formality” suppose the “possibility for the [Holy See] to predicate the confirmation on certain sine qua non modifications of particular points that could be required by the fact that they do not meet the criterion of ‘fidelity’, which is from now on inscribed in the Code of Canon Law.”

Cardinal Sarah Weighs In

In Cardinal Sarah’s opinion, Magnum Principium offers precisions on the collaboration between the Holy See and the episcopal conferences whose relationship is that of “a professor towards a student preparing his thesis, or, more simply, of parents towards their children’s homework, and also, more generally, of academic authorities and supervisors”; a “fraternal” collaboration that implies “the greatest ‘fidelity’ with respect to the demands of reality”. There is no guaranteeing the German episcopate in particular will appreciate this sort of comparison…

Update (10/25/2017)

In a letter to Cardinal Sarah dated October 15 and published on the 22nd, the pope corrected any restrictive interpretations of Magnum Principium. According to Francis, it is important not to impose translations on the episcopal conferences, clarifying that the “recognition” and the “confirmation” are two distinct steps. “Recognition,” he wrote, means “the verification and preservation of conformity to the law and to the communion of the church.” “The process of translating relevant liturgical texts (that is, sacramental formulas, the Creed, the Our Father) into a language—from which they are considered authentic translations—should not lead to the 'imposition' on the bishops’ conferences of a given translation made by the dicastery (Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments), as this would undermine the right of the Bishops”, established by canon law and before that by SC 36 §4. (Vatican II Constitution Sacrosanctum Concilium on the liturgy. Ed. Note)

“It is incorrect to attribute to confirmation the purpose of recognition (which is “the verification and preservation of conformity to the law”). “Confirmation is not a purely formal act but necessary for the edition of the liturgical book translated. It is granted after the version has been submitted to the Apostolic See for the ratification of the Bishops' approval in a spirit of dialogue and help to reflect if and when necessary, respecting their rights and duties, considering the legality of the process being followed and its ways." The sovereign pontiff concluded his letter by asking Cardinal Sarah to transmit it to the members and consultors of his dicastery and to all the bishops’ conferences.

Commentary

Will Magnum Principium limit the many adaptations that all too often disfigure the face of the liturgy? It is highly doubtful. In the present confusion, there is a truly urgent need to keep the Mass of all time and the use of the sacred Latin language. The reflections of the late Cardinal Domenico Bartolucci, “Perpetual Director” of the Pontifical Choir of the Sistine Chapel, are just as pertinent as ever. In an interview with L’Espresso in 2009, he lamented the multiplication of the adaptations in the divine cult: “By doing this, one only celebrates self and the mystery and beauty of God are hidden from us,” he declared.

And he added prophetically: “In fact, we are seeing the decline of the Western world. An African bishop once said to me: ‘We hope that the Council will not take the Latin out of the liturgy, or my country that is a Tower of Babel of dialects will implode’”.

What Is Magnum Principium?
https://www.catholic.com/qa/what-is-magnum-principium
October 27, 2017 
Magnum Principium is a document issued by Pope Francis that grants to national episcopal conferences greater authority in determining how to best translate the Latin liturgical texts of the Church into the vernacular.The document establishes several new things:
1. It changed the process that had been established in 2001's Liturgiam Authenticam. No longer will the Congregation for Divine Worship oversee every aspect of a vernacular translation. There will no longer be a "word by word" review of vernacular translations.

2. The primary responsibility for ensuring a faithful and intelligible translation has shifted from the Congregation to the episcopal conferences.

3. The Congregation's role going forward is to review the translation for obvious errors but otherwise to give deference to the choices of the episcopal conferences.

4. Liturgiam Authenticam (56) preferred translations that were "as literal as possible," whereas this new document asks for a "triple fidelity" that incorporates faithfulness to the original Latin text, faithfulness to the structure of the vernacular language, and faithfulness to full comprehension by the laity.

A new liturgy war? Magnum principium
https://lms.org.uk/feeditem/new-liturgy-war-magnum-principium
Undated

Pope Francis has promulgated a Motu Proprio, Magnum principium, giving Bishops’ Conferences somewhat more authority over the translations used in their areas. Conferences always had a lot to do with translations, and Rome still has the final say, so I have to defer to others who understand these things exactly what, if any, difference this is going to make. 

I don't expect the English speaking bishops to start making big changes, as everyone sensible is thoroughly exhausted by the revision of 2011. The amount of time, money, and energy required for this things is gigantic. However, I suppose we can expect liturgical progressive to initiate a renewed debate about ‘inclusive language’, ‘pro multis’, and the word ‘ineffable’, because they will always do that given half a chance. 

I see some people on the internet are focusing their concerns on liturgical unity between countries, and indeed this new document flags this up as an issue. Regular readers won’t be surprised that I don’t share that particular worry. It is especially strange in this case as we already have complete disunity between different languages. You don’t have to cross the channel to experience the Novus Ordo Missae in a different language, either: it’s happening in your friendly local Polish chaplaincy. In fact Masses are celebrated in the U.K. in a lot of languages, only one of which is Welsh. If linguistic differences are problematic for ‘unity’, this disunity within a country, and indeed within parishes, is far more problematic than differences between countries of episcopal conferences. 

In past centuries there were considerable liturgical differences, not just between countries, but between regions and even dioceses. England had distinct Missals in dioceses under the influence of Salisbury (‘Sarum’), London, York, and Hereford. France and Germany had an analogous situation. Italy and Spain mainly used the Roman Rite, but each had a massive exception, an ancient and really very different Missal: the Ambrosian Rite and the Rite of Braga, respectively. All over Europe Franciscans celebrated the Roman Rite, and the Dominicans, Carthusians, Carmelites, and Norbertines, their own Rites. 

Chaos? Confusion? Anarchy? Not at all. Medieval people were proud of their local usages, but appreciative also of other things which they encountered on Pilgrimage, crusade, or on business. Impressive ceremonies and new feast days were eagerly - if usually slowly - copied from one place to another. Pilgrims wrote of the wonderful liturgies they encountered in the Holy Land. It doesn’t seem to have occurred to travellers like Margery Kempe to complain about the liturgy of Rome, of the Teutonic Knights, of France, of Jerusalem, of London, or of Lynn. She participated with devotion in them all. If some places had ‘Fecit’ instead of ‘Amen’ in some contexts, for example, why would anyone mind?

But the argument today is only pretending to be about unity. It is about principles of translation, which themselves are functioning as proxies for issues of theology, just as the debate about principles of constitutional interpretation in the USA are proxies for political issues. 

What I mean is this. Theological conservatives want a literal and hieratic translation of the liturgy, and liberals want ‘dynamic equivalence’ and words of one syllable. Except that they don’t, really: what they really care about is the theological colouring which is given to the liturgy by their favoured approaches. Literal and hieratic language favours a liturgical theology emphasising contemplative engagement and the sacrificial nature of the Mass, because that is what is in the Latin. ‘Dynamic equivalence’ and monosyllables favour a conversational style of participation, and makes room for whatever faddish theological content translators wish to shoehorn in.

It is true that Bugnini and his collaborators removed lots of texts, like the ancient Offertory Prayers, which spoke clearly of sacrifice, but they did not manage to remove every single reference to sacrifice, and in particular they failed in their plan to remove the Roman Canon. So to finish the job, his ideological heirs need a free hand in translating the Latin. 

This, of course, overturns the balance between continuity and change which was actually promulgated in 1969. When liberals attack the 2011 translation, they are attacking Pope Paul VI and the reform, especially insofar as it held things over from the previous tradition. 

For this reason I’ve added my voice over the years to the argument in favour of translating ‘pro multis’ in the words of consecration as ‘for many’ not ‘for all’, and ‘praeclarem calicem’ as ‘precious chalice’ instead of ‘cup’. It is a matter of theological substance, something delivered to us by a tradition handed on from Pope Gelasius (or some pope around his time) right up to Pope Paul VI. What the liberals are saying in these cases is really that the Latin is wrong. 

I wrote the other day that Pope Francis’ criticism of the Reform of the Reform was about not opening up a new era of liturgical conflict. It seems I was wrong. At any rate, we can now look forward to a lot more liturgical conflict. Magnum principium insists that the existing guidelines of liturgical translation, notably Liturgiam authenticum, remains binding guides for translations: liberals hate Litugiam authenticumfor calling for literal and hieratic language. Magnum principium underlines the point by saying that the vernaculars used must become truly ‘liturgical languages’, i.e. they should be hieratic. This may, or may not, make a difference to how the new powers of bishops’ conferences are used. Michale Davies’ own great principle remains true: look at a document from Rome and ask ‘what does it allow which was previously forbidden, and what does it forbid which was previously allowed?’ Everything else is just padding. 

Out of the noise and smoke of the renewed liturgical battle, as out of the heart-breaking liturgical abuses of the past, readers are heartily welcomed to the Traditional Mass.

Pope Issues Clarification of Cardinal Sarah’s Statement on Magnum Principium

https://adoremus.org/2017/11/11/pope-issues-clarification-cardinal-sarahs-statement-magnum-principium/
Vatican City, CAN/EWTN News, November 11, 2017

In a letter responding to questions raised by Cardinal Robert Sarah on the new process of translating liturgical texts from Latin into vernacular languages, Pope Francis offered several points of clarification.

He clarified that while in the past, it was the task of the Vatican’s liturgical office to judge whether or not a translation is faithful to the original Latin, episcopal conferences themselves have now been given the faculty of “judging the goodness and consistency of one and the other term in the translations from the original, in dialogue with the Holy See.”

Dated October 15, the Pope’s letter was in response to one he had received from Cardinal Sarah, Prefect of the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments, at the end of September thanking the Pope for his recent motu proprio Magnum Principium (MP) on the translation of liturgical texts, and offering a commentary on how to interpret the motu proprio.

The commentary had argued that the new process for translating liturgical texts still follows the rules put into place with the 2001 instruction Liturgiam Authenticam (LA), which said the vernacular versions must faithfully reflect the language and structure of the Latin texts.

The commentary also looked at the role of the Holy See and bishops’ conferences in both “recognizing” (recognitio) and “confirming” (confirmatio) modifications to liturgical texts, arguing that the term recognitio used in the new canons involves adaptions of texts, while confirmatio involves translations.

Because of this, the terms are different, even if they are “interchangeable with respect to the responsibility of the Holy See.” The commentary also argued that the recognitioof liturgical texts implies a preliminary consultation with the Holy See before translation processes begin, with the confirmatio of the Holy See being the final step.

In his letter to Cardinal Sarah, the Pope thanked him for his commitment and for sending the commentary, but offered some simple “observations” on the commentary “which I consider to be important, especially for the proper application and understanding of the motu proprio and to avoid any misunderstanding.”

The first point Francis made was that his motu proprio Magnum Principium“abolished” the process for translating used by the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments after LA was published in 2001. Magnum Principium, he said, “sought to change” this process.

The Pope said of the terms recognitio and confirmatio, that it cannot be said that they are “strictly synonymous or interchangeable or that they are interchangeable at the level of responsibility of the Holy See.”

The distinction between recognitio and confirmatio, he said, emphasizes “the different responsibility” that the Apostolic See and episcopal conferences have in liturgical translations.

“Magnum Principium no longer claims that translations must conform on all points to the norms of LA, as was done in the past,” the Pope said, explaining that because of this, individual numbers in LA have to be “carefully re-understood.”

He said this new interpretation includes LA 79-84, which deal specifically with the requirement for a vernacular translation to have the recognitio of Rome. These numbers, Francis said, “have been abrogated” and “re-formulated” with the publication of MP.

The confirmatio of the Vatican, then, “no longer supposes a detailed word-by-word examination,” he said, except in obvious cases which can be brought to the bishops for further reflection. This new policy, the Pope said, applies to texts such as the Eucharistic Prayers or sacramental formulas.

Pope Francis said the new norms imply “a triple fidelity,” first of all to the original Latin text, to the particular languages the text is translated into, and to the comprehension of the text by its recipients.

In this sense, the recognitio of the texts only implies “the verification and preservation of conformity” to the Code of Canon Law and the communion of the Church, he said.

Francis also emphasized that in the process of translating liturgical texts, there should be no “spirit of imposition” on bishops’ conferences of a translation done by the Vatican’s liturgical department.

The Pope said “it is wrong to attribute to the confirmatio the purpose of the recognitio,” which is to “verify and safeguard” in accordance with the law. He also stressed that the confirmatio is not “merely a formal act, but necessary for the edition of the translated liturgical book,” and is granted after the version has been submitted to the Apostolic See for a confirmation of the bishops’ approved text.
Pope Francis closed his letter noting that Cardinal Sarah’s commentary had been published on several websites—and also that it had been wrongly attributed to him—and asked that the cardinal transmit his response to the same outlets, as well as to members and consultors of the Congregation for Divine Worship.

The Relationship between Magnum Principium and Liturgicam Authenticam
http://www.praytellblog.com/index.php/2017/12/23/the-relationship-between-the-moto-proprio-magnum-principium-and-liturgicam-authenticam/
By Bishop Brian Dunn, Antigonish, member of the episcopal commission of the International Commission on English in the Liturgy (ICEL), December 23, 2017
In his Apostolic Letter issued Motu Proprio, Magnum Principium [MP], Pope Francis has once again raised the topic of the translation, approval and adaptation of liturgical books. He has taken the extraordinary step of modifying canon 838, §§2 & 3 of the Code of Canon Law. He focused on the necessity of balancing two essential goods: “the good of the faithful of a given time and culture and their right to a conscious and active participation in liturgical celebrations with the substantial unity of the Roman Rite” and the good of vernacular languages standing out “for their elegance of style and the profundity of their concepts with the aim of nourishing the faith” of those who gather for worship. This new balancing act requires an investigation into the role of conferences of bishops, the role of the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments, and the translation principles required in reaching a text that can be helpful to the faithful.

The Motu Proprio raises a variety of questions:

(How does the conference of bishops guarantee faithfulness to the Latin text?

(How does the conference of bishops give due consideration to the literary characteristics of its particular language?

(How does the conference of bishops fulfill its responsibility of “faithfully preparing versions of the liturgical books in vernacular languages”?

(What does it mean for the conference of bishops to “approve and publish the liturgical books”?

(What does it mean that the Apostolic See has to provide confirmatio for the translation of liturgical books and recognitio for the adaptations from the conferences of bishops? [1]

(How does the Apostolic See safeguard the substantial unity of the Roman Rite?

(What does it mean that the Apostolic See will provide recognitio for adaptations according to the law?

(What are the principles of translation that must be used by those who do the translations from Latin texts and what does it mean to translate faithfully?

(What are the issues that arise when dealing with a language that is used in a widespread manner throughout the world and which might have regional nuances?

(When a canon has been modified, what are the consequences for documents and texts that have been reordered or abrogated because of the modification of the canon?

(While many of these questions need to be addressed, I would like to focus on the principles of translation that must be used when translating from Latin texts and consider what it means to translate faithfully from these Latin texts.

In the wake of the Motu Proprio, Cardinal Sarah, Prefect for the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments, published a commentary on Magnum Principium in the French Catholic publication L’Homme Nouveau, stating that Liturgiam authenticam [LA] remains “the authoritative text concerning liturgical translations.”  [2] In an unusual response, Pope Francis issued a public letter stating:

Magnum Principium no longer argues that translations must conform in all points to the norms of Liturgiam authenticam, as was previously the case. For this reason,individual numbers of Liturgiam authenticam must be carefully reconceived, including nos. 79-84, in order to distinguish what is required by the code for translation and what is required for legitimate adaptations. It is therefore clear that some of Liturgiam authenticam’s numbers have been abrogated or are taken up into the terms in which they were reformulated by the Motu Proprio’s new canon (eg. no. 76 and also no. 80).  [3]

Pope Francis is quite clear that some of Liturgiam authenticam’s provisions, particularly those dealing with the recognitio, have been abrogated or reformulated according to his Motu Proprio. This means that the norms of Liturgiam authenticam demanding the recognitio of the Apostolic See are no longer binding as such; now it is a confirmatio of the translations that is to be sought from the Apostolic See, not a recognitio. Pope Francis also called for the modification of the “Regulations” of the Congregation, thus showing the need to have these revised in light of the new Motu Proprio.  [4] However, what about the principles of translation found in Liturgiam authenticam? I would like to focus on the issue of translation principles and more specifically the status of some of the provisions of Liturgicam authenticam, for Liturgiam authenticam is the only document with translation principles that are in force at present (with one exception).  [5] Some have argued that the Motu Proprio has used language that is similar to Comme le prévoit, and thus Liturgicam authenticam is not longer in effect; others state that conferences should no longer use the principles of Liturgicam authenticam, but should reconsider the 1998 text of the Sacramentary that was rejected by the Apostolic See.  [6] In fact, this entire issue must be examined critically to see how the Motu Proprio has in fact reordered Liturgicam authenticam.

To consider the issue of the reordering of a liturgical law, one must consider a number of principles.  [7] The general norm for the revocation of law is found in canon 20: “A later law abrogates or derogates from an earlier law if it states so expressly, is directly contrary to it or completely reorders the entire matter of the earlier law.” Magnum Principium clearly derogates from canon 838, §2 and §3. It also derogates from nos. 79-84 of Liturgiam authenticam regarding the issue of the recognitio, as clarified by Pope Francis is his letter to Cardinal Sarah. Tacit revocation occurs when no mention is made that any previous law is being revoked, but the later law is directly contrary to an earlier law or the later law reorders the matter of the earlier. Tacit revocation may effect some of the norms governing a particular topic.
When one considers Magnum Principium, several issues become clear. The Motu Proprio uses the general revoking formula “notwithstanding anything to the contrary” thus implicitly revoking contrary universal laws. One must ask whether the translation principles of Magnum Principiumare contrary to those of Liturgiam authenticam. The following table provides a comparison of the translation principles of Magnum Principium and Liturgiam authenticam. See the following table for the similarities between the two documents. See also the striking similarities between paragraphs 6 and 7 of Magnum Principium and Comme le prévoit.  [8]

	Magnum Principium
	Liturgiam authenticam

	Par. 6. Because the liturgical text is a ritual sign it is a means of oral communication.However, for the believers who celebrate the sacred rites the word is also a mystery. Indeed when words are uttered, in particular when the Sacred Scriptures are read, God speaks to us. In the Gospel Christ himself speaks to his people who respond either themselves or through the celebrant by prayer to the Lord in the Holy Spirit.
 

 
	59. Since liturgical texts by their very nature are intended to be proclaimed orally and to be heard in the liturgical celebration, they are characterized by a certain manner of expression…
19. … by means of these words God speakscontinually with the Spouse of his beloved Son, the Holy Spirit leads the Christian faithful into all truth and causes the word of Christ to dwell abundantly within them, and the Church perpetuates and transmits all that she herself is and all that she believes, even as she offers the prayers of all the faithful to God, through Christ and in the power of the Holy Spirit.

	Par. 7. The goal of the translation of liturgical texts and of biblical texts for the Liturgy of the Word is to announce the word of salvation to the faithful in obedience to the faith and to express the prayer of the Church to the Lord
	7. … translations of the Sacred Liturgy into the vernacular languages may stand secure as the authentic voice of the Church of God
 

	Par 7. While fidelity cannot always be judged by individual words but must be sought in the context of the whole communicative act and according to its literary genre, nevertheless some particular terms must also be considered in the context of the entire Catholic faith because each translation of texts must be congruent with sound doctrine.
	20. … While it is permissible to arrange the wording, the syntax and the style in such a way as to prepare a flowing vernacular text suitable to the rhythm of popular prayer,
 

 

	Par. 5. The liturgical community can arrive at an expressive style suitable and appropriate to the individual parts, maintaining integrity and accurate faithfulness especially in translating some texts of major importance in each liturgical book
	20. … the original text, insofar as possible,must be translated integrally and in the most exact manner, without omissions or additions in terms of their content,

 

	Par 9. the Apostolic See, must ensure and establish that, while the character of each language is safeguarded, the sense of the original text is fully and faithfully rendered
	20. […] translation of the liturgical texts of the Roman Liturgy is not so much a work of creative innovation as it is of rendering the original texts faithfully and accurately into the vernacular language.

	Par. 3. Vernacular languages themselves, often only in a progressive manner, would be able to become liturgical languages, standing out in a not dissimilar way to liturgical Latin for their elegance of style and the profundity of their concepts with the aim of nourishing the faith.
	25. So that the content of the original texts may be evident and comprehensible even to the faithful who lack any special intellectual formation, the translations should be characterized by a kind of language which is easily understandable, yet which at the same time preserves these texts’ dignity, beauty, and doctrinal precision


What can be said of the comparison of these two texts? First, Pope Francis sees the liturgical text as a ritual sign and a means of oral communication (MP, par. 6), while Liturgiam authenticamstates that “liturgical texts by their very nature are intended to be proclaimed orally” (LA, n. 59). Both Pope Francis (MP, par. 6) and Liturgiam authenticam (LA, n. 19) recognize the presence of the Lord in the liturgical responses of the Church. Both Pope Francis (MP, par. 7) and Liturgiam authenticam (LA, n. 7) state that the goal of the translation of liturgical texts is to express the prayer of the Church. Both Pope Francis (MP, par. 7) and Liturgiam authenticam (LA, n. 20) make statements about fidelity to the text: Pope Francis speaks of judging fidelity not just by individual words but within the context of the whole communicative act (MP, par. 7), while Liturgiam authenticam speaks of “rendering the original texts faithfully and accurately into the vernacular language … in such a way as to prepare a flowing vernacular text suitable to the rhythm of popular prayer” (LA, n. 20). 
Both want to maintain integrity and accurate faithfulness (MP, par. 5), stating that texts “must be translated integrally and in the most exact manner” (LA, n. 20), so that “the sense of the original text is fully and faithfully rendered” (MP, par. 9). Both see that vernacular languages themselves can become liturgical languages with the aim of nourishing the faith (MP, par. 3) and can be comprehensible to the faithful because the translations are characterized by a kind of language which is easily understandable (LA, n. 25).

While the Motu Proprio seems to have a greater appreciation for the mystery of language, the translation principles of both seem to be able to be harmonized. However, Pope Francis makes it very clear that fidelity in the translation process involves a threefold fidelity: first, to the original text; then to the particular language in which it is translated, and finally to the comprehension of the text by the recipients. [9] This last element of fidelity is newly emphasized, for Magnum Principium emphasizes that “attention must be paid to the benefit and good of the faithful” (par. 9) and his opening principle is that “liturgical prayer [must] be accommodated to the comprehension of the people.” At the same time, Liturgiam authenticam does try to ensure the comprehensibility of the text for the hearers (LA, nos. 25, 27, 31). Undoubtedly, this is the new emphasis that Pope Francis makes in the translation of liturgical texts.

This reflection on the appropriate translation principles now to be used has consequences for ICEL and for individual conferences of bishops. The International Commission for English in the Liturgy (ICEL) with the support of the Holy See as required by Liturgiam authenticam, [10] is a group of English speaking conferences of bishops, working together to ensure the provision of high quality liturgical texts. These texts of translation provide the basis for the texts that are voted upon by each conference of bishops before they are sent to the Holy See for the appropriate approval. Each conference has great respect for the expertise of the staff of ICEL and as a result, conferences of bishops depend almost entirely on the ICEL text. This occurs because most conferences do not have the expertise necessary to translate and produce vernacular translations. In the wake of the new Motu Proprio, some have requested that conferences take up the full task involved in producing liturgical translations. This is highly unrealistic for conferences of bishops. Therefore, it seems that the work of ICEL must continue as it is, seeking base translators, producing a text through the help of the editorial committee, reviewing the text by the ICEL bishops, seeking the comments from conferences of bishops and making the appropriate changes to texts before they are submitted to conferences as grey books. All of these tasks must be governed by the new emphasis that Pope Francis highlights regarding the great principle that “liturgical prayer [must] be accommodated to the comprehension of the people.”

Furthermore, over the past several years, ICEL has worked closely with the conferences of bishops, the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments as well as the consultative body for the Congregation, Vox Clara. This is witnessed in a particular way when all bodies involved provide comments on the various texts as they evolve into the liturgical translation that eventually gets issued by ICEL. Thus, the call by Pope Francis to have easier and more fruitful collaboration seems to have been developing over the past few years, as he seeks a “vigilant and creative collaboration full of reciprocal trust between the Episcopal Conferences and the Dicastery of the Apostolic See that exercises the task of promoting the Sacred Liturgy” (Magnum Principium, par. 8).

What can be said about the recommendations that the Conferences of Bishops should reconsider the 1998 text of the Sacramentary that was rejected by the Apostolic See? Neil Xavier O’Donoghue made a suggestion, before the publication of Magnum Principium, that “the publication of an edited version of the 1998 Sacramentary be used side by side with the current 2011 Roman Missal.” [11] He acknowledged the issue of the financial outlay in publishing a new Missal and he called for a long period of stability while the two Missals could be used. This suggestion would be contrary to the will of Pope Francis who has been calling for one translation for each language group, illuminating the unity of the Roman Rite. Perhaps this suggestion could be used when the Missal is ready for a new translation. This would take into consideration the present practice of ICEL which has been trying to ensure a “flowing vernacular text suitable to the rhythm of popular prayer” (Liturgiam authenticam, n. 20) as well as the renewed emphasis of Pope Francis seeking that “attention must be paid to the benefit and good of the faithful” (Magnum Principium, par. 9).

Conclusions

It seems that the principles of translation found in Magnum Principium can be harmonized fairly easily with those of Liturgiam authenticam, with the acknowledgment that Pope Francis seems to have given a renewed emphasis to the importance of the comprehension of the text by the recipients. Moreover, Magnum Principium has certainly abrogated the sections of Liturgiam authenticam that dealt with the recognitio by the Congregation for the translation of texts. As a result, the Congregation must revise the provisions for the confirmatio for translated texts and issue new provisions for the recognitio for the adaptation of liturgical texts. At the same time, conferences of bishops need to be diligent in presenting texts that are for “the benefit and good of the faithful.” In the meantime, ICEL must continue to translate texts that are “intended to be proclaimed orally and to be heard in the liturgical celebration” (LA, n. 59; MP, par. 6), are the “authentic voice of the Church of God” (LA, n. 7; MP, par. 7), are “flowing vernacular texts suitable to the rhythm of popular prayer” (LA, n. 20; MP, par. 7), are “translated integrally” (LA, n. 20; MP, par. 5), render “the original texts faithfully and accurately into the vernacular language” (LA, n. 20; MP, par. 9), with a “kind of language which is easily understandable” (LA, n. 25; MP, par. 3). Through these translations, the great principle of the Second Vatican Ecumenical Council will be followed so that liturgical prayer will be “accommodated to the comprehension of the people” (Magnum Principium, par. 1).
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