[image: image1.jpg]i METAMORPHOSE

I
A Catholic Ministry for Exposing the Truth about Alternative Medicine, the Occult in Reiki &
Pranic Healing and Orlental Spirtual Exercises of the New Age Movement
" queries and detailed information, please call on MICHAEL PRABHU.

MICHAEL PRABHU, #12, Dawn Apartments, 22, Leith Castle South Street, Chennal 600 028, INDIA.
inet  website : wiww.cphesians-511.net

FROMDARKNESS TOLIGHT  Phone : +91 (44) 24611606, ~e-mail : michaclprabhu@vs



                                                                                              JUNE 9, 2019 
May the celebrant exit Mass, handing over to another?
“Handing over” a Mass
https://zenit.org/articles/handing-over-a-mass/ 

June 4, 2019
Fr. Edward McNamara, professor of liturgy and dean of theology at the Regina Apostolorum university says, ‘Principal celebrant can’t exit except for grave illness’
Q: Is it permissible for the main celebrant to leave Mass and hand over to a concelebrant to continue with the same Mass? I noticed during a wedding Mass that the main celebrant, after the homily and exchange of marriage vows had concluded, handed over to another priest to continue while himself left. — E.C., Kabwe, Zambia
A: The short answer to this is no! In the Latin rite, the only case in which a principal celebrant would abandon his role would be due to a grave illness that impeded his continuing the Mass. Otherwise, there are no situations in which there is a change of priest celebrants during Mass.

This includes Masses in which weddings and baptisms take place. The principal celebrant should always be the one to preside over the sacramental rite.

It is true that there are no explicit rules forbidding the “handing over” of a Mass. But, as we have mentioned on other occasions, the legislator cannot foresee everything the human imagination is capable of conjuring.

There is, however, a 2007 private reply from the Congregation for Divine Worship which deals with the principles involved. The question at hand was whether a deacon could preside at the rite of marriage during Mass. In responding negatively, the congregation stated, “From a liturgical point of view it is inadmissible for there to be a change of president in the course of one and the same liturgical celebration.”

To forestall possible objections, the letter also addressed the apparent exceptions to this principle such as those:

“That occur when the Bishop presides over a celebration in choir dress or when a newly ordained Bishop becomes the president of the Eucharistic celebration from the moment of his Ordination.”

The first example occurs when a bishop assists at a Mass but does not celebrate — for example, on the occasion of a priestly jubilee. In such cases, the bishop may give the homily and the final blessing. Also, if the bishop is present at the funeral without concelebrating — for example, on occasion of the funeral of a priest’s parent — the priest would preside at the Mass while the bishop may celebrate the final commendation at the end.

The second case of a brief change in presider, apart from the case of a newly ordained bishop in his own diocese, could also occur when a newly appointed bishop takes possession of his diocese and is introduced into the diocese by the local metropolitan archbishop. In this case, No. 1145 of the Ceremonial of Bishops says:

“If, however, the Metropolitan himself brings the Bishop into his cathedral church, he presents the Bishop at the door of the church to the highest-ranking member of the chapter and presides at the entrance procession; at the cathedra, he greets the people and requires that the apostolic Letter be shown and read. When it has been read, and after the acclamation of the people, the Metropolitan invites the Bishop to be seated in the cathedra. Then the Bishop rises and sings Gloria in excelsis according to the rubrics.”

The above-mentioned letter concludes that these are not true exceptions but “arise from the nature of the Bishop’s ministry, and do not take the general rule.”

As we see, these are all exceptional cases and refer only to bishops. Therefore, it was not liturgically correct to substitute the presider at the Mass.

There are some occasions when the rubrics do allow for the intervention of several priests without, strictly speaking, implying a change in the presiding celebrant. This is foreseen, for example, in a concelebration in which other priests may recite alone a part of the Eucharistic Prayer.

It is also possible to divide some parts of the rite of the anointing of the sick even during Mass when large numbers of sick people are present. Thus No. 19 of the introduction to the Rite of Anointing of the Sick says:

“When two or more priests are present for the anointing of a sick person, one of them may say the prayers and carry out the anointings, saying the sacramental form. The others may take the remaining parts, such as the introductory rites, readings, invocations, or instructions. Each priest may lay hands on the sick person.”

Likewise, when there are large numbers of faithful to receive the sacrament of confirmation the bishop may authorize and grant faculties to one or more priests to confirm along with him (Rite of Confirmation no. 28).

However, in all of these situations, the principal celebrant remains the same and concludes the celebration.

I have no idea why the priest in question did what he did. A priest is also a member of the faithful and, just like everybody else, should participate in any liturgical rite in its entirety.

When there’s a medical emergency
http://www.ewtn.com/library/liturgy/zlitur205.htm
January 15, 2008
Fr. Edward McNamara, professor of liturgy and dean of theology at the Regina Apostolorum university answers.

Q: During a weekday Mass a parishioner collapsed during the Prayers of the Faithful. Someone with a cell phone called for assistance from a local hospital. The emergency team arrived, brought in a gurney, questioned the stricken man, took his blood pressure, managed to get him onto the gurney, and wheeled him out to the waiting ambulance. Meanwhile, the presider kept on with the Mass, right through the consecration and Communion, while all of this was going on just a few feet away from the altar.

While visiting another church some years ago, I witnessed a different reaction to an apparent medical emergency. During Sunday Mass the presider noticed that a woman was visibly becoming faint; he left the altar and caught her before she fell, then took her to the back of the church and left her in the hands of the ushers, who presumably hadn't been in a position to notice the emergency as it was developing. Then he resumed the Mass. This seemed a lot more caring and communal than simply ignoring an obvious medical emergency. Is there some statement somewhere to the effect that nothing but nothing should interrupt the Mass? — C.A., Urbana, Illinois
A: There is no overall rule, other than common sense and pastoral tact, to respond to such emergencies.

While the Mass should not generally be interrupted, circumstances such as those described could lead to a temporary interruption with no disrespect shown.

It would also depend on the particular moment during which the medical emergency occurred. For example, it is easier for a priest to notice a fainting parishioner during the readings then during the Eucharistic Prayer when many priests avoid looking toward the assembly.

My own reaction in this case would probably have been to interrupt the Mass at least while the emergency team was doing its work. This is, in part, because such situations polarize everybody's attention and nobody would follow the Mass anyway. Also, if the parishioner was in danger of death and no other priest was available, then it would be necessary to leave the altar and administer the sacraments.

That said, I do not wish to censure the priest in the first case as I am unaware of all the circumstances that led him to decide that the most appropriate course was to continue the Mass. The priest in the second example reacted with commendable attentiveness and sensitivity to a particular situation, but different circumstances might lead to different reactions.

A particular case is when the subject of the medical emergency is the priest himself. If a priest is unable to continue celebrating a Mass due to a sudden illness, then another priest may continue the Mass from the interruption point. This includes the case in which a priest only managed to consecrate the species of bread; the replacement priest continues the Mass from the consecration of the chalice.

Follow-up: When There’s a Medical Emergency 
January 29, 2008
Pursuant to our reference to the case of a priest falling ill during Mass (January 15), several readers asked what should be done if there is no priest available to continue celebrating the Mass. 
While there is little to be found on such issues in modern books, older manuals of moral theology often deal with such issues and in many cases the underlying criteria involved remain valid today.
Thus my present reply will be partly based on the eighth edition of a treatise of moral and pastoral theology first published by Father Henry Davis, SJ, in 1935.
The reasons behind the practical conclusions offered is that the Church has never reduced the sacrificial character of the Mass just to the consecration and has always required that once the consecration of either species has taken place, the sacrifice of the Mass must be completed by the priest reciting the Eucharistic Prayer and making his communion.
Thus the priest’s communion, while not essential to the real presence of Christ in the sacred species, is integral to the nature of the Mass as a sacrificial banquet.
Even though it is possible for the faithful to receive Communion outside of Mass, the hosts thus consumed must be the fruit of a complete Mass.


For this reason canon law (No. 927), in the strongest terms, forbids the consecration of both species outside of Mass or the consecration of one without the other even within Mass. This prohibition uses the Latin term “nefas,” a word used only four times in the code. The result is that there are practically no exceptions to this rule, not even in order to give Communion to someone in danger of death.
With this in mind, we can say that should a priest have to interrupt the Mass due to illness or another grave reason after he has consecrated either or both species —and is unlikely to be able to recover sufficiently within an hour — there is a grave obligation to have the celebration continued by another priest.
In grave emergencies even a priest who has been excommunicated, suspended or otherwise irregular may finish the Mass.
If the first priest is able to communicate he should be given communion from the species consecrated during the Mass.
If no priest is immediately available, the hosts and the chalice (even if not yet consecrated) should be placed in the tabernacle until a priest can come to finish the Mass.
The interval elapsing between the two parts may be of any duration but should be as soon as possible.
If not-yet-consecrated wine were to spoil, or be certain to spoil, before a priest can come to consecrate it, then it may be poured down the sacrarium and replaced with new matter (wine and water) when the priest arrives.
Only in very rare and extreme situations may the consecrated species of an interrupted Mass be consumed. Such occasions would be, for example, an imminent danger of profanation of the sacred species or the objective impossibility of safely keeping them, such as during wartime conditions or a climate where the species of wine would certainly become corrupt before a priest can come to complete the Mass.
If the interruption were to occur before the consecration, with no priest to continue the celebration and no other Masses reasonably available, then a deacon, instituted acolyte or authorized extraordinary minister could distribute Communion from the tabernacle using the rite for Communion outside of Mass.
If the interruption occurs after the priest’s communion, then the same ministers can administer the consecrated species to the faithful using the same rite.

More information on Liturgy, Liturgical Music and Liturgical Abuse at
http://www.ephesians-511.net/liturgical-abuse.htm
