
This question, the second I’ve received so far, though not overtly hostile, is a bit of a barb against me 
personally, and, at the same time, also reflects a pervasive ignorance on the part of a great majority of 
the faithful worldwide when it comes to Vatican II, i.e., what Vatican II was, what Vatican II 
means/meant and what Vatican II did (i.e., either said or enacted). Sadly this ignorance has persisted for
more than 50 years and, unfortunately, shows no signs of dissipating any time soon.
Whenever I happen to be involved in a situation, issue or point of contention – usually on the 
defensive, unfortunately – it always seems to be the case that, when it comes to liturgy, particularly 
with regard to Vatican II, everyone in the pew considers himself/herself an expert. And this expertise is 
expressed, more or less, in the terms that the above question states. Almost anyone reading the above 
question would find it logical and accurate because the expert line on Vatican II and the liturgy is pretty
universal when it comes to folks who prefer the Ordinary Form of the Mass. Yet, if any of these good 
folks were asked if they had read any of the documents of Vatican II, particularly Sacrosanctum 
Concilium, Vatican II’s first document, The Constitution on the Sacred Liturgy, the response would be, 
if not universally, then pretty close to it, negative. The respondent might register a bit of embarrassment
or might greet the question with a blank stare or defiantly claim that reading the document is 
completely unnecessary because everyone knows what it says! I must admit, I myself would never 
know what any document – on any subject – said unless I had read it. Those who subscribe to the 
substance of the above question would be mightily surprised by what the document says – and doesn’t 
say – about matters liturgical. For example, the document reemphasizes the use of Latin in the liturgy 
(No. 36). After all, Latin is the official language of the Church. It states unequivocally that Gregorian 
Chant is to have “pride of place” in the liturgy (No. 116) and that “steps should be taken so that the 
faithful may also be able to say or sing together in Latin those parts of the Ordinary of the Mass which 
pertain to them” (No. 54). The document says absolutely NOTHING on the orientation of the altar, i.e.,
either “ad populum” (facing the people) or “ad orientem” (facing east). Since there is nothing stated in 
the document about altar orientation, the claim that Vatican II “urged the Mass in the vernacular with 
the priest facing us so we could see and understand what he is doing” is inaccurate on its face. Apart 
from that, with regard to what the priest is doing, there was much more going on in terms of rituals, 
ceremonies, and movements prior to the liturgical reforms. After the liturgical reforms, very little, in 
terms of movements, rituals and ceremonies, actually happens, so, there’s really not that much to “see.”
And  unless one is a privileged mystic, there is nothing to be “seen” with the physical eye at the 
moment of Transubstantiation, so it seems irrelevant as to whether the priest consecrates “toward” the 
people or toward the East whence scripture and tradition tell us that Christ will come.
However, to be fair to the questioner, after the close of the Council, that body known as the Concilium 
did take steps to shape the Mass into what we see here and there, certainly not universally, today. For 
example, there could be great differences between the celebration of Mass at St. A church and St. B 
church. In addition, one must ask himself/herself, though we have absolutely no choice in the matter – 
today’s Ordinary Form Liturgy is what it is – is it preferable to have a Liturgy put together by a 
committee (the Concilium) or to have a liturgy that develops naturally and organically over great spans 
of time? The Church enjoyed the latter for over 1,500 years.
But, yes, for the most part, there is an altar behind which the priest faces the people as he celebrates 
Mass. Yes, the vernacular is the norm rather than the exception. However, it must also be understood 
that neither the altar “facing the people” nor the vernacular is the universal law of the Church. 
Celebrating the Ordinary Form “ad orientem” (facing east instead of facing the people) is certainly 
permitted and has never been abrogated. Latin can certainly be used in the celebration of Mass. In fact, 
it may be used for the ENTIRE Mass according to church law, though this is rare. But there are many 
places where Latin is the predominant language of the Mass. In fact, one only has to travel one short 
hour to the Church of St. John Cantius to see exactly what I have described, each and every Sunday, 
complete with Gregorian Chant in Latin and polyphonic Mass (Ordinary) setting, e.g., Palestrina, 
Mozart, etc. All of that said, it is the national bishops’ conference (USCCB) as well as the local 



Ordinary who set basic liturgical norms (though not superseding universal law) for the nation and the 
individual diocese. Examples: The norm for receiving Holy Communion is standing (USCCB). But a 
layman is perfectly within his/her rights to receive Holy Communion kneeling; Communion in the hand
is permitted, but everyone has the right to receive Holy Communion on the tongue.
There are many other things I could address in this answer, but that would take up pages and pages. To 
conclude my answer and address the remaining points of the question, I offer the following:
Why do we have the Latin Mass in our parish? An equally justifiable question would be why do we 
have the English Mass in our parish? We all know, the presence of the Latin Mass here is not new. It’s 
been here for more than three years, quite possibly more than four years now. There are many answers 
to this question actually. For example – the diocese decided that the Latin Mass would be here. There 
are more who attend the Latin Mass than there are who attend the English Mass. The people who attend
the Latin Mass are parishioners in their own right, just as much as the questioner is a parishioner. All 
parishioners enjoy equal standing. It is unfortunate that antipathy still exists on the part a small 
minority of those who attend the Ordinary Form toward those who attend the Extraordinary Form. One 
could very well ask what happened to the virtue of charity. Give shelter to the homeless and all that. It 
is also no secret that the diocese determined that the Latin Mass would find a home here or St. Joseph 
parish would be closed. A harsh but true reality. It’s remarkable that, considering the greatly increased 
inflow of cash resources, the arrival of the Latin Mass is not regarded with more of a spirit of gratitude 
than with one of resentment. Isn’t it about time to let go of that resentment and suspicion. Such things 
are anything but freeing and liberating. Besides, overall? The Church is One. The Sacrifice of the Mass 
is One.
The supposition that priests are restricted to either one or the other forms of the Mass is incorrect – 
under the universal law of the Church. While it is true that my Society of Apostolic Life restricts me to 
the Extraordinary Form of the Mass, the Church Herself does not. As I mentioned soon after my arrival 
here, I not only celebrate the Extraordinary Form of the Mass, but have also celebrated the Ordinary 
Form as well as the Anglican Use. The priests who substitute for me do not have the restrictions that I 
have and, therefore, they may celebrate both forms of the Mass.
And finally, no, I really can’t see how anyone could wonder how I could be the pastor if a priest has to 
be engaged to celebrate the Ordinary Form. Did folks wonder how my predecessor could have been the
administrator, given that the parish situation was the same? Possibly it’s the word ‘Pastor’ that gives 
people pause. It’s a canonical designation. An “administrator” has all the duties of the pastor but none 
of the privileges. Well, I’m the pastor of St. Joseph because Bishop Conlon made me the pastor and, 
with his approval, I enjoy those privileges, such as they are. After all work is work, regardless of the 
title. Bishop Conlon did this of his own free will and I’ll wager that he’s very happy he did. The annual 
assessment (what this parish pays the diocese) is up and, for the first time in more than 10 years, we 
have not merely met our annual appeal goal, but exceeded it by a few thousand dollars. Such things 
make bishops very happy. Are things different in other ways now from what they were before my 
arrival? Yes, actually. Though my predecessor was and is a wonderful priest, he and I are very different.
I’m a mover and shaker whereas, he was not. I’ll wager that more has been done here over the past nine
months than has been done here in the past 10 years. Look at the condition of the church, the gradually 
improving conditions of the grounds and other buildings – and this is just the beginning. The folks 
attending the Ordinary Form have just as much now as they did before my arrival. Things run smoothly
and there is no disruption of any kind, liturgical or otherwise. I’m much more visible and available to 
the people who attend the English Mass than my predecessor was. And all of the work involved before 
and after each and every Ordinary Form Mass is work that I do, by myself. So, yes, all this more than 
qualifies me to be the pastor here. Finally, which is more logical? Of the approximately 200+ people 
who attend weekend Masses, i.e., Saturday anticipatory Mass and Sunday Mass, is it more logical for a 
priest who celebrates Mass for three quarters of that number to be the pastor or for a priest who 
celebrates Mass for only one quarter of that number? If things were reversed, an English Mass Pastor 



would have to engage a Latin Mass priest for Masses. Would it make just as much sense, in that case – 
if not more, for a Latin Mass parishioner to pose this question?


