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Abstract 

The Second Vatican Council radically changed how Catholics practice their faith. This radical 

change destroys Catholic identity that is by nature dependent on tradition. This paper examines 

the what the Second Vatican Council was and how it changed Catholicism. The paper also 

discusses how the effects of Vatican II have distorted Catholic identity.  

Keywords: Catholicism, Identity, Vatican II, Tradition, Faith 

 

  



3 
 

In the age of the Coronavirus Pandemic, normalcy is all but lost. The uncertainty of this 

pandemic era has brought tremendous uneasiness and anxiety. Unfortunately, this loss of 

stability has come much earlier for the Catholic Faithful. As much as the pandemic shook the 

world, the Second Vatican Council shook the Catholic Faith. For many Catholics, the Mass 

would never be the same as it was.  

Catholicism is a religion built on 2,000 years of tradition. Catholics believe that every 

Sunday there exists an obligation to attend a Mass celebrated by a Catholic priest. The 

celebration of Mass is the literal sacrifice of Jesus Christ, who in turn gifts his body for the 

congregation to partake in. The Eucharist, the consecrated host that has now become the body of 

Jesus Christ, is distinctly Catholic. This redeeming sacrifice of Jesus, fondly known as Mass, has 

been carried out over twenty centuries. Each generation of popes, bishops, and priests have 

added to the rich tradition of what it means to be Catholic and how the Mass is celebrated. 

Tradition is vital to the Catholic identity as the continuity of the traditions is what separates the 

Catholic Faith from other Christian religions. Therefore, the changes of Vatican II shook the very 

meaning of what it is to be Catholic by creating a break with tradition. The First Vatican Council 

teaches that  

“The doctrine of the faith which God has revealed has not been proposed to human 

intelligences to be perfected by them as if it were a philosophical system, but as a divine 

deposit entrusted to the Spouse of Christ to be faithfully guarded and infallibly 

interpreted.” (Pope Pius X, 1907) 

In this explanation of the doctrine of faith, the Vatican Council signals the stability and 

consistency of the Catholic Church, the Spouse of Christ, and proclaims that the doctrine of the 

Church must be preserved. Church dogma is never changed, only clarified and is built on 
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permanence. The Catholic Church is the church originally founded by Jesus Christ and gifted to 

St. Peter. St. Peter, who was the first pope, then passed the teachings and traditions to the next 

generation. In this manner, church traditions and teachings were passed, preserved, and clarified. 

Because of the sacred lineage of traditions, Catholicism highly values the traditions it preserves. 

Thus, Vatican II’s break with tradition is so monumental and consequential to the Faith.  

The Second Vatican Council (Vatican II) was in session from 1962-1965 (O’Hearn, 

2022). Councils are not an unusual occurrence in Catholic history, considering there were twenty 

councils before Vatican II (Davies, 2007, 2).  However, Vatican II did not confront any heresies 

or evils of the era like previous councils were called to do in their respected times (Davies, 2007, 

3). Instead, the Council was summoned to adapt the Catholic Faith to be more modern (O’Hearn, 

2022). In the years leading up to the call of the Second Vatican Council, concerns were 

developing that Catholics were no longer attending Mass and that the Catholic message was no 

longer being spread effectively, which is why the Council was called (Bullivant, 2019, 139-141).  

The hope of the Council was to produce ignite a new evangelization that reinforced Catholicism 

where it was weakening (Bullivant, 2019, 139). Already, the traditional Catholic should be 

alarmed. As discussed earlier, Catholicism’s doctrinal teachings should never be changed to the 

whims of the modern sympathies. Ironically, the First Vatican Council further explains that it 

should rather be modern thought that is shaped Catholic dogma (Pope Pius X, 1907). 

  

The Second Vatican Council began with a document on the reformation of sacred liturgy 

known as Sacrosanctum Concilium (Bullivant, 2019, 142). The greatest danger of Vatican II is 

that it allowed the reformation of the liturgy in practice to be open to a very wide interpretation 

of the meaning of Sacrosanctum Concilium (Bullivant, 2019, 144-146). Sacrosanctum Concilium 
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is a rather conservative document, which is likely why 2,147 bishops, all but four, approved the 

document (O’Hearn, 2022). The liberal application of Sacrosanctum Concilium allowed for: 

 “the simplification of the Mass, removing repetitions and accretions…the greater 

involvement of the people through responses, singing, actions and so on…use of the laity’s 

‘mother tongue’…the permission of vernacular music styles and a wider range of 

instruments…even the call for new norms for ‘the worthy and well planned construction of 

scared buildings, the shape and construction of altars, [and] the proper ordering of scared 

images, embellishments, and vestments…’” (Bullivant, 2019, 142-143) 

Every boundary reasonably assumed from Sacrosanctum Concilium was pushed. Considering the 

major social reforms of the 1960s, it was only reasonable to assume the spirit and enthusiasm of 

change to affect the Church’s own developments (O’Hearn, 2022). There is foolishness on 

account of the Council to reasonably assume radical change would not result from the loosening 

because liturgical experimentation, which exploded after Vatican II, had been an ongoing 

occurrence as early as 1936 (Bullivant, 2019, 142-143).  

The document is a struggle between ushering change and urging adherence to tradition. 

In many ways, it is the harbinger of the future struggle of Catholics. The document calls for the 

faithful to sing or speak “in Latin those parts of the Ordinary of the Mass which pertain to them” 

and yet also calls for the use of the vernacular to be extended into the liturgy, sacraments, and 

Mass (Second Vatican Council, 1963). The failsafe of the document seemed to be that 

“Regulations of the scared liturgy depends solely on the authority of the Church that is, on the 

Apostolic See and, as laws may determine, on the bishop” (Second Vatican Council, 1963). In 

essence, the Church is reinforcing that all jurisdiction comes from the Holy See, except when 
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extended to the bishops of a territory. The document also warns that “no other person, even if he 

be a priest, may add, remove, or change anything in the liturgy on his own authority (Second 

Vatican Council, 1963). Sacrosanctum Concilium allowed for a “’decentralization of the 

liturgical decision-making’” and for a group of bishops who presided over a territory to decide 

on critical matters (Bullivant, 2019, 145). Unfortunately, radical change outpaced the changes of 

the official level with “’a period of liturgical euphoria […] when pent-up energy for reform burst 

the bounds of legitimate change and erupted in unofficial experimentation’” (Bullivant, 2019, 

151).  This experimentation should come as no surprise considering the document permits more 

radical liturgical adaptations in mission territories as “necessary preliminary experiments” albeit 

directed by territory bishops and the Apostolic See (Second Vatican Council, 1963). The 

problem was, the liturgy changed rapidly and unofficially, which was unintended by the Council.  

The new Mass order (Novus Ordo Missae), the ultimate sum of the Vatican II 

experiment, was first celebrated October 24, 1967 in the presence of a group of bishops (Davies, 

2009, 50). The Novus Ordo was made to replace the traditional Latin Mass. After viewing the 

new Mass order, Cardinal Heenan predicted “dwindling congregations” (Davies, 2009, 52). 

Cardinal Heenan may have not been the only bishop with an unfavorable opinion considering 

that only 71 of the 180 attending bishops voted in favor of Novus Ordo Missae without any 

adjustments (Davies, 2009, 52). In response to the votes, minor adjustments in the Missae were 

made before it was widely used (Davies, 2009, 52). Cardinal Ratzinger, later to be known as 

Pope Benedict XVI, comments that the role of the pope “with respect to the liturgy, …has the 

task of a gardener not that of a technician who builds new machines...and throws the old ones on 

the junk pile” (40:06-40:28). By comparing the liturgy to a garden, the future pope emphasizes 

how important it is to recognize that the liturgy’s traditions are like roots that feed the faithful. In 
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continuing with the future pope’s analogy, the Catholic faithful suddenly saw themselves 

uprooted in a time were everything, including their unchanging traditions, was shifting. Joseph 

Komonchak elaborates: “’…The Catholic Church had ceased to be a rock and was now more like 

a raft, which went up and down with the latest waves, making many people very seasick’” 

(Bullivant, 2019, 136).  

According to Mass of the Ages: Episode 2, a documentary by Cameron O’Hearn, all 

changes in the liturgy occurred “organically” prior to Vatican II. Organically, in the case of 

liturgy, means that elements were added slowly over time to grow the liturgy into the traditional 

Mass. The Latin Mass (the traditional mass) contains 1,273 prayers (orations), and the New Mass 

removes 669 of the prayers. With the remaining 604 prayers, only thirteen percent of them 

remained unchanged (O’Hearn, 2022). For a religion that is historically respectful of its 

traditions, the discarding of so many was unheard of. One of the most impactful changes was the 

Mass being said in vernacular. The Novus Ordo was not simply a direct translation of the Latin 

Mass as seen with the removing of prayers. The greatest aim of Sacrosanctum Concilium and the 

Novus Ordo Mass was to promote “’fully conscious, and active participation’” (Bullivant, 2019, 

142 – 143). This mentality ultimately results in incidents of great abuse. According to Michael 

Davies in his book Pope Paul’s New Mass, an abuse known as the “Clown Mass” occurred on 

April 2nd, 1978 in Boston, Massachusetts. While preforming the Mass, Father Lally discards his 

priestly robes for that of a clown suit. Then, the celebrant proceeds to pause the Mass for seven 

minutes to apply clown makeup while other clowns preformed on the platform in center of the 

Church. For the Mass, Father Lally crated his own Eucharistic Prayer, which likely invalidate the 

Mass entirely. (Davies, 2009, 207-212). Therefore, it is rather unfair to call the “Clown Mass” a 

mass at all. The more frightening thing to consider is that a priest, who was taught to understand 
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the Mass and it all it signified, would reduce the beloved celebration to that of a circus 

performance. In addition, Pope Paul’s New Mass also mentions Cardinal Medeiros, the Cardinal 

in charge of the Archdiocese of Boston, never cared to stop the Clown Mass. Rather, the 

Cardinal thought it more pressing to suspend a priest named Father Keane for celebrating the 

traditional Latin Mass (Davies, 2009, 211-212). Two distinct Catholic identities can be drawn 

from these two incidents. Father Lally is a very progressive priest, if he can be called a priest at 

all. Father Lally would be labeled a modernist, despite being a very extreme one. Not all 

modernists are nearly as progressive or sacrilegious as Father Lally. Likewise, Cardinal 

Medeiros would be considered a modernist because of his attitude towards the Latin Mass. 

Furthermore, Father Keane, though briefly mentioned, can be labeled as a traditionalist due to his 

dedication to the Latin Mass. Modernists and traditionists within the Church often find 

themselves, by nature, in opposition.  

 Cardinal Medeiros should not be quickly blamed for his attitude towards the Latin Mass. 

In fact, many others in Catholic authority agreed with him because the Latin Mass was scarcely 

found (O’Hearn, 2022).  There are instances where the Latin Mass had to be said in a hotel 

meeting room because no Church would house it (O’Hearn, 2022). The faithful of the traditional 

mass, viewed very harshly, were labeled heretical by popular opinion (O’Hearn, 2022). Though 

it will be explained later, Pope Francis also dislikes the practice of the traditional mass.  

To understand the radical shift in mindset, one must simply compare the interiors of the 

modern church to that of the traditional church structure. Typical features of the modern church 

architecture are: 

 “the use of concrete and steel, blurring distinctions of sanctuary and nave, asymmetry, 

novel artwork, minimalist architecture, and abstract stained glass. Buildings often looked 
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boxy and streamlined, with machine aesthetic exteriors. Elements typical of theaters and 

auditoria were employed.” (Stroik, 2015, 10) 

The modernist design choices, though they began prior Vatican II, are strongly associated with it 

(Stroik, 2015, 10). The reason the modernist architecture is likely associated with Vatican II is 

because the architecture matched the modern ideals of the new liturgy. The new liturgy can best 

be described as a “Cult of Man” with the emphasis of the mass being that of serving the 

congregation (Davies, 2009, 152). The need to engage the congregation is ultimately why 

outlandish and offensive Masses like the Clown Mass even occurred. Whereas the traditional 

liturgy’s goal “was that the offering of sacrifice to a transcendent God should be conducted with 

fitting solemnity and dignity” (Davies, 2009, 153). The liturgy of the traditional Mass therefore 

demands architecture befitting of such majesty. In a church where the traditional Mass is still 

practiced it is reasonable to these characteristics: “longitudinal nave, raised sanctuary, tabernacle 

behind the altar, a large crucifix above the tabernacle, a statue of the Blessed Virgin Mary on the 

left and St. Joseph on the right, stations of the cross and of course, stained glass" (Stroik, 2015, 

20). In contrast, the modernist space in the Church might have “a thrust stage, fan-shaped 

seating, a baptismal pool, and a separate Eucharistic chapel, with limited iconography” (Stroik, 

2015, 17-20). The stark contrast between the buildings alone will attest to the substantial mental 

shift that occurred in the church. After all, “[o]ne basic tenet that architects have accepted for 

millennia is that the built environment has the capacity to affect a person deeply – the way he 

acts, the way he feels, and the way he is” (Rose, 2001, 11). Why change the building if the 

faithful is meant to experience the liturgy the same way? Church architecture is so critical 

because the “building affects not only how we worship, but also what we believe” (Rose, 2001, 

13). The main function of the church is the celebration of the liturgy, as this is what most people 
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visit Churches for (Stroik, 2015, 20). Aside from its primary directive, the church also serves as a 

place of devotion and private prayer (Stroik, 2015, 24). The modernist design of churches tends 

to create a space with such an extreme focus on the liturgy that it forgets its other functions 

(Stroik, 2015, 24). The best manner in which to describe this ideology was coined by architect 

and professor, Duncan Stroik: “Defining the church building by its main function is like defining 

a person by his job…It would be like saying a house is a building for sleeping in rather than as a 

place for dwelling” (Stroik, 2015, 24).  Catholic identity has always strongly been linked to its 

churches. Beautiful churches, one might say, are a trademark of the Catholic faith. Countless 

Catholic buildings, such as St. Peter’s Basilica and Norte Dame, are renowned for their beauty, 

so much so that its pilgrims include non-Catholics. For an example of what a beautiful traditional 

church might look like, see Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1 

 

 Therefore, the bareness of the modern churches feels like the stripping of the Catholic identity. 

Any religion, any faith could almost be practiced in emptiness of the modern church. How could 

a Catholic suddenly not feel confused when, used to the splendor of the traditional churches, 
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finds herself walking into a white box. “Bare walls and abstract art replaced plasterwork statues 

of Mary and dreamily soft-focus depictions of the Scared Heart” (Bullivant, 2019, 159). Figure 2 

demonstrates the bareness of the modern church. 

 

 

Figure 2 

The Church has always used art as a means of educating and evangelizing (Rose, 2001, 70). The 

traditional churches “tell the story of Christ and His Church; they teach, catechize, and illustrate 

the lives of the Church’s saintly souls” through art (Rose, 2001, 27-28). Why then, was the 

educational purpose of art dismissed in favor of participation? If art has been used to educate, 

and we strip the churches of art except for abstract things, how will a Catholic come to know 

their faith? Even if a Catholic tries to actively participate in the New Mass, do they have the 

proper education to understand it? In truth, traditional churches are a better center understanding 

the faith because they can teach without words. The modern church hardly has anything to say at 

all when the Mass is not being celebrated.  
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Each of the modernist innovations, specifically how they relate to the changing beliefs of 

the Catholic Church, shall be discussed in the following paragraphs. While the changes to the 

new liturgy are vast, for the sake of conciseness and attention to Catholic identity, the paper will 

focus on the change in priestly orientation, the reception of the Eucharisti post-Vatican II, and 

the subsequent effects to church architecture to accommodate these changes. In 1969, vernacular 

replaced Latin as “principal language of the Mass” (O’Hearn, 2022).  Latin, known as a sacred 

language, was set aside (O’Hearn, 2022). While the venularization of the Mass did increase 

comprehension, it by nature, demanded the Sacred be made ordinary. Joseph Shaw, chairman of 

the Latin Mass Society, argues that understanding the Mass is not as important as the increase of 

devotion that is brought forth by using Latin at the Mass (O’Hearn, 2022). Another argument 

against vernacular being the principal language of Mass is that it destroys the barrier between the 

Liturgy and outside world because both use a continuous flow of vernacular that demands the 

listener respond in some manner (O’Hearn, 2022). The very experience of Mass being 

otherworldly is in danger.  

One of the most confusing changes was the orientation of the priest. Traditionally, the 

priest of the Latin Mass would face ad orientum, or towards the altar. It should be noted that the 

traditional altar that is built into the wall for this purpose. In this way, he faced towards God. The 

trend following Vatican II was to celebrate the mass versus populum, or towards the 

congregation because it was thought aid in the active participation of the congregation 

(Bullivant, 2019, 149-150). While facing towards the congregation was not an innovation of 

Vatican II, it spread because of the new liturgy (Bullivant, 2019, 149-150). While nothing is 

particularly objectionable about facing towards the congregation, it does add to the confusion 

among the faithful simply because of what it implies and how it changes church architecture. The 
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Mass is the sacrifice of Jesus Christ to God the Father, offered by the priest on behalf of the 

congregation. If the priest, speaking to God, is facing the congregation, it can be interpreted that 

the congregation is God. While no one in the congregation likely thinks of themselves as God, it 

is more likely that the result of versus populus results in the congregation mistaking that the 

Mass is for them: “Perhaps the most dramatic symbol of the man-centered nature of the new 

liturgy is the turning round of the altar, or rather, its replacement by a table” (Davies, 2009, 59). 

The second confusing aspect of the versus populum style of worship is the nature by which 

church architecture had to change. The most destructive effect of the versus populum is the literal 

destruction of altars, where in one case, a mason was hired to “smash an exquisitely beautiful 

stone altar…and replace it with what he described as two great hunks of stone” (Davies, 2009, 

423-424). The same mason, hating the atrocity he was paid to commit, believed “there was not a 

mason in Britain capable of producing such superb work today” (Davies, 2009, 424). No laws 

from Church tradition or Vatican II mandated the destruction of the altars (Davies, 2009, 434-

435). Rather, it was the Concilium that recommended that all Catholic churches should have 

freestanding altars in 1964 (Davies, 2009, 437). Just five years later, “In 1969, the Concilium 

states in Institutio Generalis that the main altar should be freestanding and cites its own 1964 

document…” that only recommends the use of the freestanding altar (Davies, 2009, 436-437). 

Additionally, the mentality that caused the removal of many Church altars can be summarized as 

“…there is no law ordering Mass facing the people but…Article 262 of the Insitutio Generalis 

stipulates that the main altar should be freestanding to make such a celebration possible-even if it 

is never used for such a celebration” (Davies, 2009, 434-435). The harsh interpretation of 

Institutio Generalis means that no traditional Catholic altars, even if they are centuries old, are 
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safe from demolition. Figure 3 represents the removal of altar rails and wall altars after Vatican 

II.  

 

Figure 3 

Essentially, the destruction of these ancient altars can lead to the destruction of the history of 

Catholicism. The ancient beautiful altars are a visible sign of Catholic identity. Ironically, 

Vatican II recognized the importance of scared architecture and “Sacrosanctum Concilium 

actually called for the preservation of sacred art and furnishing in the Church’s sacred places” 

(Rose, 2001, 143). When the destruction of churches became so commonplace, the Vatican 

released a document in 1971 known as Opera Artis to condemn the destruction of churches and 

chastise the poor oversight of the bishops who let it happen (Rose, 2001, 143 – 144). Regardless, 

people like Archbishop Rembert Wakeland of Milwaukee, a clergy member who personally 

received a written warning for his renovation plans, continued to destroy Catholic heritage 

(Rose, 2001, 144).  

The Eucharist is arguably the greatest part of Catholic identity destroyed by Vatican II. 

According to the Pew Research Center, 69% of Catholics believe the Eucharist is a symbolic act 

(Smith, 2019). An essential part of Church dogma, and a major distinctive characteristic among 
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the Christian religions, is the Catholic Church’s belief that the Eucharist is consecrated at the 

Mass to become the literal body and blood of Jesus Christ under the form of bread and wine. To 

be a Catholic is to believe in the Eucharist. Thus, more confusing is the removing of the 

tabernacle, the resting place of God. The tabernacle is an ornate box, which calls back to the Ark 

of the Covenant, where any remaining Eucharist is stored after Mass. The Eucharist is only 

removed from the Tabernacle for Adoration1 or during Mass2. As Catholics believe Jesus Christ3 

is truly present in the Eucharist, they believe the tabernacle is where God is located within the 

Church. Modern churches, in an effort to not divert attention from the liturgy, banish the 

tabernacle from the altar to a side chapel or corner (Bullivant, 2019, 159). The laity did not 

respond positively to the change and “didn’t like the idea of Jesus…being relegated to a 

backroom” (Bullivant, 2019, 159). How is a Catholic supposed to know God is present in His 

Church, when he is present behind a wall? How much more distracting is it to come to Mass and 

search for which corner the tabernacle was shoved into?  

Regrettably, the displacement of the tabernacle is not the only change in practice 

regarding the Eucharist.  

“On 13 October 1984, the Congregation for the Sacraments and Divine Worship 

informed the National Conference of Catholic Bishops that communion could be 

distributed under both kinds on Sundays and holydays of obligation if, in the judgement 

 
1 The Catholic practice of praying in the presence of the Blessed Sacrament. A person must at all times be adoring 
the Eucharist if left outside of the Tabernacle during Adoration.  
2 Any remaining Eucharist from previous Masses is often consumed at a different Mass.  
3 In Catholic Theology, Jesus Christ is a part of the Triune God. The Triune God, though one being is comprised of 
three persons. The three persons are God the Father, God the Son (Jesus Christ), and God the Holy Spirit.  
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of diocesan bishop, Communion could be given in an orderly and reverent way.” (Davies, 

2009, 478) 

Contrarily, the traditional mass does not allow the laity to partake of the Precious Blood of Jesus 

(Davies, 2009, 463). In essence, Communion is receivable in two forms: the Body or the Blood 

of Jesus Christ. The two forms of Communion are known as kinds. The New Mass allowed for 

the congregation to receive both kinds (the Body and the Blood of Jesus Christ). The Latin Mass 

specifically banned the reception of the Blood of Christ because of the potential of spilling, the 

substantial time it requires to dispense the Blood of Christ, and many people would share germs 

due to the fact that they all must drink from the same Chalice (Davies, 2009, 458). It should be 

noted that receiving Communion under the Eucharist only (in the form of bread), is the same as 

if the person had received it under both kinds (Davies, 2009, 458). Essentially, Catholic teaching 

is that it makes no difference whether you receive one or both. For centuries now, the Chalice 

had been reserved for only the celebrant (priest), and suddenly it was being offered at Sunday 

Mass. Similarly to what the vernacular had done, it made something exclusive and scared 

become ordinary. Furthermore, “The introduction of Communion under both kinds…clearly 

represents a decisive stage in the campaign to transform the Mass from a sacrifice with the 

congregation as its culmination to a meal with the people’s Communion as the culmination” 

(Davies, 2009, 471). The central focus of the Mass, the sacrifice of Jesus, is diverted with the 

introduction of the complete meal by adding a “drink” to the Bread from Heaven.  Since the 

Blood of Christ is also equally part of Communion, it should be noted that spilling this would be 

seen as a very grievous error. Essentially, someone would be dropping God, the most Holy and 

Sacred Creator, on the floor. Spilling is much more likely than dropping the Consecrated Host, 

and a spill is likely never completely removed from the flooring (carpet, marble, or wood). The 
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spill, unable to be completely removed, would be threaded upon by unsuspecting feet leaving 

God stomped into the floor.  

The last change is likely the one that extinguished the last shred of respect for the Blessed 

Sacrament. The modern Mass allowed the Eucharist to be handled by the lay people. As early the 

ninth century, Communion was received on the tongue (Davies, 2009, 482). The standard 

practice of receiving Communion on the tongue likely developed from “’a growing respect for 

the Eucharist’” (Davies, 2009, 482). Architecture developed to accommodate the style of 

receiving on the tongue by providing communion rails, or altar rails, where the recipient kneeled 

to receive the Eucharist: “From the sixteenth century to the late twentieth century, communion 

rails were almost universal in Catholic churches where the Roman rite is followed (Rose, 2001, 

81). The architectural innovations after the implementation of Vatican II, saw the communion 

rials disposed of (Rose, 2001, 151). Communion rails were no longer necessary because of the 

advent of communion being received in the hands. Communion, being received by lay people 

has historical precedence (Davies, 2009, 482). However, the practice of Communion in the hand 

after the traditional practice had become reception on the tongue, began as “act of rebellion” in 

Holland (Davies, 2009, 493). To receive Communion in the hand, the Eucharist is placed on the 

left hand while the right hand is supporting the left hand. The Holy Bread of Heaven, Jesus 

Christ Himself, must then be picked up by the person’s right hand and placed inside their mouth. 

After the Consecrated Host is properly placed inside the mouth, the sign of the cross is made and 

the person responds with “Amen.” St. Pope John Paul II endorses the idea that only priests 

should distribute the Eucharist because their hands have been consecrated for such a Holy task 

(Davies, 2009, 489). Essentially, Pope Saint John Paul II encouraged the laity to continue to 

receive the Eucharist on the tongue for their hands are not consecrated. When the practice started 
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in defiance of the Church, Pope Saint Paul VI discussed the rebellion with the bishops of the 

world and produced the Instruction Memoriale Domini of 1969 (Davies, 2009, 494). Essentially, 

the bishops disapproved of the innovation because Communion in the hand “could lead to 

irreverence, profanation, and the adulteration of correct doctrine” (Davies, 2009, 494). However, 

Communion in the hand was permitted to continue in any place it was already established 

(Davies, 2009, 494-495). Catholicism today has likely suffered from the predicted effects of 

Communion in the hand. Irreverence is a definite effect since the average Catholic no longer 

believes in the True Presence of the Eucharist.   

The extraction of Catholic identity can be summed up as Catholics trying and failing to 

be protestant. Annibale Bugnini, the secretary of the Vatican II Concilium, made his intentions 

rather clear: “The road to union with our separated brethren the protestants is to remove every 

stone from the liturgy every prayer from the mass that could (even remotely) be an obstacle or 

difficulty” (O’Hearn, 2022). By moving to create a unity with protestants, Bugnini was not 

calling protestants to be more Catholic (as the Church has traditionally called for), but calling 

Catholics to be more protestant. Ultimately, the call is rather a call for the demolition of Catholic 

identity. It should be noted that Vatican II’s document Unitatis Redintegratio specifically states: 

“The restoration of unity among all Christians is one of the principal concerns of the Second 

Vatican Council” (Second Vatican Council, 1964). Additionally, Unitatis Redintegratio 

recommends that Catholics study other Christian faiths to aid in discussion and conversion 

(Second Vatican Council, 1964). Michael Davies, in his book Pope Paul’s New Mass, states the 

situation best:  

“The concessions have all been on the part of the Catholic Church, without any sign of 

reciprocity whatsoever on the Protestant side. And why should Protestants reciprocate when the 
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Church is apparently willing to make any and every concession necessary to curry favor with 

them?” (2001, 470) 

Communion under both kinds is viewed by Protestants as the correct way to receive it, as this is 

typically the way Protestants practice it (Davies, 2001, 464). Communion in the hand, after the 

Reformation, was the standard way Protestants received it (Davies, 2001, 493-494). How do 

Catholics reconcile the fact that their Communion, fundamentally different than the Protestants 

because it not symbolic, is not the same as the symbolic meal Protestants share because the 

reception is virtually the same? Ecumenism aside, the fundamental difference between Catholic 

and Protestant are breaking down. While the breakdown does lead to unity, it leads to a total 

destruction of what it means to be Catholic. The Catholic identity is being destroyed, and few 

people even realize what is happening. However, Archbishop Lefebvre predicted it:  

“…a senseless ecumenism that will not attract a single Protestant to the faith…but will 

cause countless Catholics to lose it and will instill total confusion in the minds of many more 

who will no longer know what is true and what is false” (O’Hearn, 2022).  

Certainly, confusion about Eucharist abounds in the Catholic Church today. Sadly, the data 

reflects much of what Archbishop Lefebvre claims: 

“It is now over fifty years since the close of Vatican II. According to recently published 

British data, nearly half of all born-and-raised Catholics no longer consider themselves to be 

Catholic; the vast majority of these-almost two out of every five British cradle Catholics – 

claim to have ‘no religion’. These leavers from Catholicism outnumber converts to 

Catholicism by a ratio of ten to one. Furthermore, among those who do still identify as 

Catholic to pollsters, somewhat fewer than one in three attend church on a weekly basis-
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roughly the same proportion as attend ‘never or practically never’…Meanwhile in the USA, 

much-publicized reports suggest that two in every five born-and-raised Catholics no longer 

identify as such; around half of these-i.e., one in-five of all cradle Catholics are now religious 

‘nones’. Stateside, there is roughly one convert for every seven who leave…” (Bullivant, 

2019, 2) 

Cradle Catholics, also known as Catholics that are baptized, born, and raised in the faith are 

fleeing the Catholic church. While the United States seems to be fairing better than Britain, the 

Church as a whole is not faring well. Vatican II failed because its purpose was to stop people 

from leaving the church (O’Hearn, 2022).  

As demonstrated, the greatest clarity in what it means to be Catholic is found in the 

traditional Latin Mass. However, it seems as if Pope Francis is determined to extinguish the 

Latin Mass with the publication of Traditionis Custodes in July of 2021. The Latin Mass has 

continued thanks to Pope Benedict XVI and Pope St. John Paul II by using the 1962 Roman 

Missal edited by Pope John XXIII (Pope Francis, 2021). In Traditionis Custodes, Pope Francis 

grants the Latin Mass to be said only where allowed by the Bishop. Additionally, Pope Francis 

commands the Bishops to investigate the parishes that practice the Latin Mass to decide whether 

or not they believe Vatican II is a valid reform and specify locations where the Latin Mass can be 

practiced under the restrictions that it is not in a parochial church or in a new personal parish. 

When the Latin Mass is said, it must have designated days when it is said. The readings are 

required to be read in the vernacular readings. No new groups may be established for the Latin 

Mass. Priests that currently celebrate the Latin Mass are required to ask for permission for the 

Bishop to continue. Any priest ordinated after Traditionis Custodes must ask his Bishop for 

permission to celebrate the Latin Rite and the Bishop must then ask Rome for permission on the 
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priest’s behalf. The Motu Proprio ends with an abrogation of anything that does not conform to 

its instructions (Pope Fracnis, 2021). Interestingly enough, Traditionis Custodes is something 

that was predicted by Michael Davies, if only in theory:  

“The hypothetical question then arises as to what the position would be if the use of the 

traditional Missal was prohibited by the present Pope in a valid legislative act making 

specific reference to the fact he is abrogating the immemorial custom. It cannot be denied 

that the Pope has the legal power to do this, but a distinction must be made between the 

possession of power and its correct use.” (Davies, 2009, 55) 

Ultimately, the introduction of the New Mass has led to the destruction of the old. If Davies was 

able to predict the outcome of Vatican II’s trends in 2009, then clearly there must have been 

evidence.  

 The best understanding of what went wrong at Vatican II is to blame it on the vagueness 

of the texts and the Concilium that implemented wild interpretations. Blame should also be 

shifted to the power given to groups of Bishops to enforce the new liturgy.  While Sacrosanctum 

Concilium mentioned that sacred, traditional music should be retained, new vernacular music 

was implemented as early as 1964 (O’Hearn, 2022). To say Mass facing the people (versus 

populum) is never referenced in the documents of Vatican II (Davies, 2009, 435). Yet, versus 

poulum became a staple of the New Mass (Bullivant, 2019, 149-150). “Constant changes at the 

official level were, moreover, outstripped in rapidity and (often) radicality at the level of local 

parish or Catholic campus” (Bullivant, 2019, 151). The constant changes locally are in reference 

to Masses like Fr. Lally’s Clown Mass. The problem is that when the radical interpretations of 

the Mass that were not intended happened, bishops did nothing (Davies, 2009, 211). Saint Pope 

Paul VI admonished the radical interpretations of the Mass, yet also did nothing to stop it other 
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than bring attention to it (Davies, 2009, 212). Clergy and lay people alike realized that Church 

authority rarely punished, which meant that its warnings and admonishments could be ignored. 

Archbishop Rembert Weakland of Milwaukee perfectly embodies the attitude of the post-

Vatican II Church, when after having been warned by Church authority, he renovated his 

cathedral how he saw fit (Rose, 2001, 144). 

 According to Mass of the Ages, a documentary by Cameron O’Hearn, Pope Paul VI 

warned in a homily that Satan entered the church and caused doubt and uncertainty. Pope Paul 

expressed that Vatican II was supposed to start a revival in the Church, but that instead there was 

only darkness creeping in. The Second Vatican Council was meant to cause a the young to return 

to the Mass, but instead found them finding attending in the Traditional Latin Mass. The young 

people actively participate in the Traditional Latin Mass, which is something Vatican II tried to 

do but failed at (O’Hearn, 2022). Some might argue that the young people’s migration to the 

Latin Mass is the result of a contrarian mentality or a rejection of what is popular. Others, upon 

seeing the devotion and renewal that the Traditional Mass provides the young, know that it is the 

true intentions of the Second Vatican Council being fulfilled (O’Hearn, 2022). Unfortunately, the 

Traditional Latin Mass is scarcer than ever thanks to Traditionis Custodes. The Church, in an 

oversight, is attempting to destroy the very renewal Vatican II wanted to produce. If Vatican II 

itself has been a failure, then the Church should try to salvage the original intent of the Council 

by protecting and promoting the traditional mass. If the Catholic Church continues in the 

direction of eliminating the Traditional Mass, more Catholics will leave. Already, the staple of 

Catholic identity, the belief in the Eucharist is dwindling. How much more time is required 

before the complete erasure of entire Catholic identity? Hope still exists for the Church. People 

becoming more aware of the disastrous effects of Vatican II on Church architecture, have started 
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to bring back some traditional elements of the ancient churches or totally renovate them to their 

pre-Vatican II glory (Stroik, 2015, 16). The renovations of Church architecture may be a sign 

that the Catholic Faithful recognize there is more to the faith than what the last fifty years have 

imposed upon Catholics. There is beauty in tradition, and the Faithful have begun to realize this 

again.  
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