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AD MAJOREM DEI GLORIAM
FOREWORD

by Fr. Lawrence S. Brey

Tricesimo Anno Tenebrarum! In the 30th year of darkness! In my Foreword
(dated March 12, 1968) to Patrick Henry Omlor’s Questioning The Validity of the
Masses Using the New, All-English Canon (commonly abbreviated as “QTV”) |
spoke of a new era of darkness launched on Sunday, October 22, 1967. On that
“Black Sunday” the new, all-English canon -- produced by the International
Committee on English in the Liturgy (ICEL) -- made its debut in the United
States. It was, as it were, the “et tenebrae facta sunt’ of Calvary once again. It
is now 1997, the 30th Year of Darkness, truly an unhappy anniversary, a tragic
milestone.

As is doubtless known by many of the readers of this present collection of
Omlor’'s works, the purpose of QTV was to demonstrate his invalidity thesis; that
is, the probable invalidity of “masses” using the ICEL’s English-language canon.
The invalidity thesis is based on the ICEL’s defective sacramental form for the
Holy Eucharist; to wit: the words for consecrating the Precious Blood.

In QTV the author demonstrated the ICEL’s destructive mutilation of the
sacramental form by rendering “for you and for many unto the remission of sins”
as “for you and for all men so that sins may be forgiven.” It was the “pro multis”
argument that is now so well known. Most tellingly did the ICEL’s Innovators
verify the Italian saying that translators are traitors: “Traduttori : Traditoril”

Within a short time after the initial appearance of Questioning The Validity..., it
would be found in the hands of priests and laymen, families and youths, all of
whom, by the way, went through a great re-learning process at the time.
Previously many of us hardly ever thought about or even knew about Quo
Primum, the Catechism of the Council of Trent, De Defectibus, or St. Thomas’s
Summa Theologica and its discussion of the sacramental form of the Holy
Eucharist. QTV became a handbook, a vade mecum, for those who now hoped
to expose and inform others about the ICEL’s forgery of Christ's Words in the
wine-consecration.

THIRTY YEARS have passed since Black Sunday, and soon it will be thirty years
since the “Emerald Sunday” of March 17, 1968, when QTV was first released. In
precision, logic, brevity and freedom from encumbering frills Patrick Henry



Omlor’s writings stand out among most others on the subject. These are
qualities that characterized the writings and method of St. Thomas Aquinas, the
role model for theologians and thinkers, and the nemesis of the obfuscators.

The theological documentation and reasoning in QTV led to a strong probability
of invalidity, and that is all that the author contended at the time. But in
retrospect, by re-studying and continually researching the matter, applying new
insights and considering the FRUITS of this mutilated mass, one realizes that the
conclusion becomes not just probable but all the more certain.

“By their fruits you shall know them (Matth. 7:16),” Our Lord assured us. Who is
unable to see the great spiritual drought since the late 1960s, a great withholding
of graces? The “curve of evil” that began with the death of Pius XlI has risen
acutely since the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass, the great bulwark against evil, was
tampered with.

Behold the Principle of Causality in operation. What we have been witnessing in
the abominations of the past three decades, and continue to witness day in and
day out, is nothing else then “cause and effect.” “Take away the Mass and you
take away the Church” (“Tolle Missam : Tolle Ecclesiam’) has ever been the key
strategy on the agenda of the enemies of the Church.

The heresiarch Martin Luther said, “When the Mass is destroyed, the papacy will
topple.” Indeed the converse of that is equally true, if not even more so. The
axiom, “Tolle Missam : Tolle Ecclesiam’ could also be formulated thus: “Tolle
Papam : Tolle Missam : Tolle Ecclesiam’ : Take away the Pope and you take
away the Mass and the Church.

This latter half of the 20th century has seen the destructive acceleration of the
age-old struggle against the Rights of God and the Divine Order of Things. The
late and much revered Father Denis Fahey, C.S.Sp., traced the long thread of
revolt against God and the Supernatural Order, in what he aptly styled the
“theology of history.” In this cosmic struggle the Church and the Mass are more
and more viewed as the prime targets for destruction.

In this our day the coup de grace fell upon the Mass, and it was made to SEEM
as though the church herself had dealt the blow as part of the Vatican Il “renewal
and reform.” But verily, “An enemy hath done this (Matth. 13:28),” as in the
parable of the Wheat and the Cockle. The Catholic Church as hijacked by the
swarm of infesters and infectors who entered through John XXIII's “open
window,” and those usurpers, complete with ecclesiastical trappings, took over
the commanding heights of the church, occupied her structures, and “did the

deed.”

Yes, it was the foul deed of “The Robber Church,” the label Patrick Omlor once
devised to designate the counterfeit entity that nowadays poses as and purports



to be the Catholic Church. “The Robber Church,” by the way, is a term derived
metaphorically from the other appellation “The Robber Council,” the name given
by Pope St. Leo the Great to the bogus council held at Ephesus in the year 449.

As an aside: By no means was there ever any “autodemolition” of the Church, as
Paul VI once suggested. Such talk of the Church’s “self-destruction” is “offensive
to pious ears,” being an utter impossibility for the indefectible Catholic Church,
“the holy and immaculate spouse of Christ, without wrinkle or blemish.”

Immediately after Black Sunday the largely anti-Catholic secular press rejoiced
that the Church had now “come of age” with the ICEL”s new, all-English thing.
Typical was the lead editorial in the Milwaukee Journal entitled (yes!). “Ite, Missa
Est’: “Go, the Mass is ended.” Yes, ENDED! There was more literal truth in that
editorial title than was generally realized at the time.

It should be kept in mind that QTV, Omlor’s early pamphlet Has The Church The
Right?, and the majority of the issues of his journal Inferdum dealt with the “pro
multis” invalidity problem in the all-English Canon of October 1967. It was not
until about eighteen months later (April 1969) that Paul VI promulgated his Novus
Ordo Missae (New Order of the Mass).

That Novus Ordo Missae was a radical reconfiguration of the entire Mass, with
many more changes and, most serious of all, further meddling with the form for
the wine-consecration by the deletion of the words “the mystery of faith,” which
were moved outside the consecration form to serve as an introduction to an
inappropriate acclamation by the people.

In his subsequent writings Mr. Omlor addressed the invalidating defect of
intention of the FRAMERS of the Novus Ordo Missae, based on principles laid
down by Pope Leo Xlll in his Bull Apostolicae Curae (1896). And in his recent
short book. No “Mystery of Faith” : No Mass, he demonstrated the invalidating
effect of Paul VI's deletion of the words “the mystery of faith” from the wine-
consecration form, simultaneously pointing out the inescapable corollary that a
true, bona fide successor of St. Peter could not possibly promulgate and officially
approve a “Mass” that is patently invalid.

Mr. Silvio Mattacchione, an established publisher of books of the highest quality,
is to be congratulated for taking the initiative in producing the present, much
desired collection of Omlor’'s works written over a period of thirty years. Mr.
Mattacchione has thus released anew some rays of light and truth in order to
help penetrate through the gloom of those THREE DECADES OF DARKNESS.

Perusing the pages of this Opera Omnia will enable the reader to trace through
and analyze the assault upon the Mass and the concomitant tide of destruction
wreaked upon Catholicism by the agents of the Robber Church. Doubtless this
golden handbook of ad rem theological hammering will serve as a antidote



against the damage already inflicted and continuing to be inflected daily by the
onslaughts of the Modernist Innovators. May it also serve as a beacon of light
and hope by opening many more eyes to the brutal realities of the bogus “New
Mass” and the other crimes of the Robber Church.

In my Foreword to QTV, penned those many years ago. | noted that Mr. Omlor
had zeroed in on the crowning defect of the ICEL’s English Canon, the
substantial defect of form of the Consecration of the wine, and the theological
conclusion that such a “consecration” is rendered invalid, perforce rendering
invalid such a Mass. | advised that Omlor’s assertion would be most
reprehensible if not backed up by the soundest theology and documentation. But
| went on to say, “likewise reprehensible would it be to ignore the possibility of
invalidity if concrete evidence of form mutilation can be produced.”

In the conclusion to that Foreword | observed that in supporting even the
pursuance and study of this grave problem | was laying my head on the block. |
will conclude this new Foreword to this newly published anthology with the same
thought and convictions and the same final words: “For the Mass and its integrity
and particularly the Consecration and the Most Holy Sacrifice and Sacrament of
the Body and Blood of the Lord, form the very heart and center of my priesthood
and of the Faith | swore to profess, guard and defend ‘to the last breath of my
life.”” This must be a common auto de fa for all the faithful Catholics rallying to
the defense of the Mass and the Church as the 20th century rapidly draws to a
close.

L.S.B.
July 1, 1997
Feast of the Most Precious Blood
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people, joy of the universal Church - salvation of the whole world, pray for us,
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FOREWORD
by Rev. Lawrence S. Brey

Was October 22, 1967 the most ominous and frightening day in the two-



thousand-year history of the Catholic Church, and certainly in the history of the
Church in the United States of America? Did that day see a legalized
contradiction of hitherto inviolate decrees and norms guarding the Canon of the
Mass? Did it possibly even bring a new era of darkness into the world, the
extinguishing of the true sacrificial and sacramental Eucharistic Christ from the
majority of our churches?

During the early days of agitation for the introduction of the vernacular into the
Mass, and even during the climax of the movement, when the matter was
debated at the First Session of Vatican Council Il (1962), Catholics were always
assured that even if the vernacular should be introduced, the Canon would
remain untouched, in its centuries-old, inviolate Latin form. And rightly so, for
The Canon is the heart and center and essence of the Eucharistic Sacrifice. But
since the 1963 Liturgy Constitution's granting of permission to employ the
vernacular in some parts of the Mass, a literal cascade of subsequent changes
and increased vernacularization has now culminated in the introduction of the
new, "English Canon," yielding what is, in effect, an all-vernacular Mass,
(notwithstanding Article 36 of that same Constitution and the decrees of the
Council of Trent). Thus, that which was heretofore and for thirteen centuries
considered inviolate has now been touched and disturbingly altered. Something
ominously different from the Canon we have always known now occupies the
heart and center of our Catholic Worship.

Not since the introduction of the vernacular in parts of the Mass in 1964, has so
much protest, with so many intense misgivings, been engendered, as has been
by the introduction of this new, English Canon. How, infinitely more thundering
this protest would be were it not for the fact that the clergy and the faithful have
been gradually "conditioned" by change after change in recent years, - perhaps
to the point of expecting change as the order of the day and the "mind of the
Church"!

There are three main classes of objections to the new, English Canon: (1) That it
contains many omissions, mistranslations and distortions, which offend against
Catholic reverence, piety, and the integrity of the Faith. (2) That it is illicit, i.e., in
violation of enduring and unrescinded decrees and teachings of previous
Councils and Popes. (3) That it is invalid, i.e., that because of some radical
mutilation it no longer confects or produces the true Sacrifice and Sacrament of
the Eucharist. Such an alleged invalidity is by far the gravest and most crucial of
all the objections, though this view is not shared by many or most of the Canon's
critics. It is to the question of the validity of the "new Canon" - in the light of a
mutilation of the Form of Consecration - that Patrick Henry Omlor devotes this
treatise, "Questioning the Validity." We will come back to this shortly.

Regarding the first two objections to the new Canon - the faultiness of its
translation and its alleged illicitness -much has been said and written already. A
cursory study of the new Canon reveals approximately 50 omissions, 50 vague



or inaccurate or distorted translations of phrases, words or clauses; and five or
more additions of words or phrases not heretofore in the Canon. In addition,
three references to key dogmas (the Divine Maternity of Mary, the Perpetual
Virginity of Mary, and the Divinity of Christ) have been deleted from places where
they had been explicitly incorporated in the text of the Canon. Other doctrines,
too, are deemphasized or bypassed by way of omissions and mistranslations. A
highly respected American theologian has stated that he would "never touch" the
new Canon, and that "true priests and laymen will feel bound in conscience to
continue to use the Latin (Canon), the sure norm of orthodoxy."

Regarding the allegation that the new Canon is in violation of several teachings
and anathema-sanctioned canonical decrees of the Council of Trent, and of later
documents of the Magisterium, much also has been heretofore presented, and
the citations have yet to be refuted conclusively. For example: the new Canon
embodies violations of Trent's prohibition of an all-vernacular Mass, and of the
Canon being said aloud; also an implicit repudiation of Trent's upholding the
relevance and piety of the ceremonies and external signs used in the Mass; and
the Tridentine doctrine of the Integrity and Perfection of the traditional Roman
Canon. "The Catholic Church," declared Trent, "in order that the Holy Sacrifice
may be offered ... in a dignified and reverent way, established the sacred Canon
many centuries ago, so pure and free of all error that nothing is contained in it
which does not in the greatest way inspire sanctity and certain piety, and raise
the mind ... to God ... (The Canon consists) of our Lord's very words, and of
prayers received from Apostolic tradition or piously ordained by the holy Pontiffs."
Adrian Fortescue observed: "The Council of Trent ordered that 'the holy Canon
composed many centuries ago' shall be kept pure and unchanged." It was the
pure Canon restored by St. Pius V, remaining as it was in the days of St. Gregory
| (6th century), and in fact going back far beyond his time into the mists of the
Church's first centuries. Further, the new English Canon is in apparent violation
of the Bull Quo Primum (1570) of St. Pius V, binding "in perpetuity," as well as in
violation of the Apostolic Constitution, Veterum Sapientia (1962) of Pope John
XXIIl, and Article 36 of the Constitution on the Sacred Liturgy (1963).

So much for the first two classes of objections to the new English Canon: the
gross defects in its translation, and its apparent illicitness. They are weighty and
substantiated. But as reprehensible and disturbing as they are, and thoroughly
justifying the NON-use of this new Canon, they are not nearly so frightening and
catastrophic as are the implications of a third objection, namely, that he new
English Canon is INVALID.. Some have made this charge on the basis of the
deletion of certain key dogmas from the Canon, other mistranslations of the text,
and the concomitant introduction of a so-called "New Eucharistic Theology,"
which in effect denies transubstantiation and the sacrificial nature of the Mass.
However, given an accurately translated form of Consecration, the invalidity of a
Mass using the new English Canon would, in spite of those factors, hinge on a
defect of Intention on the part of a given priest-celebrant. If a priest's intent, in
consecrating, is contrary to the "intention of the Church," then such a



consecration would indeed be invalid. But if, in consecrating, he, has the
intention of "doing what the Church does (in consecrating) then his consecration
will be valid - even if personally he be a heretic, or have no true Faith in the
Eucharist or the true nature of the Mass. Thus, defect of intention, but not defect
of faith, would be the factor invalidating his consecration - even if he used the
traditional Latin Canon!

But there is a more clear-cut criterion on which arguments for or against the
validity of the "new Canon" can be based, and that is whether the form of the
Sacrament as it is rendered in the new "translation" (i.e., the words of
Consecration), is valid or invalid. "Matter" and "form" are the essential
components of the rite of a sacrament. Improper matter or a defective form does
indeed invalidate the Sacrament. In the Sacrament of the Holy Eucharist the
matter is the bread and the wine, and the form consists of the words of
Consecration. Since the new Canon (obviously) does not touch upon the matter,
it is to the "new" form that we must look for possible defects and/or mutilations.
Even more necessary than the specific matter (the “thing": res) is the specific
form (the "words": verba), for the form is the "determining element" of the matter.
Thus a change in the verba and their intent and meaning could imply the
"determining" of the res in a manner other than that intended by Christ.

"Ideas have consequences!" an American philosopher so sagely observed. And,
as words convey ideas, we must /ook to the words!

To this end, Patrick H. Omlor has contributed his efforts in this present treatise.
To date, his is the first such study, to my knowledge, to demonstrate
systematically and to document the thesis that the new, English Canon is invalid
by reason of defect of form - specifically, by reason of a mutilation in the English
rendering of the Form for the Consecration of the Wine. | have thoroughly read
and studied his manuscript, and | sincerely feel that, his study is worthy of
serious consideration. It may well be crucial in solving the problem of the new
English Canon. And by the very fact the question of the validity of the form has
been raised, and apparently on genuine grounds, the issue must be thoroughly
studied and resolved. For in the Sacraments, and above all in the Mass, nothing
less than absolute certainty, or the medium certum, must be the norm governing
their rites.

"We must see whether a change of words destroys the essential sense of the
words," writes St. Thomas Aquinas, "because then the sacrament is clearly
rendered invalid. (Summa Theologica, Ill, Q. 60. Art. 8) Are there mutilations in
the new English form of Consecration, and do they destroy the "essential sense"
of the words? The author of this treatise answers these questions affirmatively,
in view of the deviations occurring in the "new form" for the consecration of the
wine.

The author demonstrates that these mutilations delete the vital concept of the



Eucharist's relationship to the Mystical Body of Christ, that they delete the
intended efficacy and purpose of the Sacrament of the Holy Eucharist, and that
they are a falsification of Christ's words of Institution, which falsification distorts
His intention and purposes in instituting and confecting the Sacrifice and
Sacrament. He demonstrates that, as a necessary consequence, the form has
been substantially or essentially mutilated; and that therefore the form has been
rendered invalid; and, finally, that therefore any Masses using this new "English
Canon" are invalid.

To support his thesis Mr. Omlor draws heavily on the teachings of St. Thomas
Aquinas and the documents of the Magisterium of the Church, particularly the
Council of Trent. Of especial importance are the passages he quotes from "The
Catechism of the Council of Trent," a compendium of official Catholic doctrine
which enjoys a unique and authoritative status - The Trent Catechism is
"guaranteed to be orthodox by the Catholic Church and her supreme head on
earth" says Dr. John Hagan of the Irish College in Rome.

St. Thomas Aquinas, as an authority on Eucharistic theology, deserves profound
respect. Indeed, the Angelic Doctor received the singular endorsement of Christ
Himself: "Bene scripsisti de Me, Thoma!" - "You have written well of Me,
Thomas!" - words issuing from the Crucifix on the Altar before which Thomas
was praying in Naples, a year before his death. Only shortly before this had he
completed his treatise on the Eucharist. St. Thomas Aquinas is in a special way
the Theologian of the Eucharist. It was he who was commissioned by the Pope
to compose the Office and Mass for the Feast of Corpus Christi. Before
appealing to contemporary theologians to "justify" the new, English Form of
Consecration, must we not first study most carefully the teachings of the Angelic
Doctor on this most vital of matters? "Bene scripsisti de Me, Thoma!"

The charge of invalidity of the new "English Canon" is a grave charge indeed;
one that may not be made lightly or recklessly, and one that must be either totally
refuted or totally substantiated. Most reprehensible, most irresponsible, and
most harmful to souls would it be to make such a charge, or even raise the
question publicly, if there were no reasonable foundation for such a charge or
doubt. Likewise reprehensible would it be to ignore the possibility of invalidity if
concrete evidence of form mutilation can be produced. As shall be shown, such
evidence has been produced. This present treatise is a systematic study of
these mutilations and their bearing on the entire form, and therefore on the entire
Mass.

In practice, the very raising of questions or doubts about the validity of a given
manner of confecting a sacrament - if this question is based on an apparent
defect of matter or form - would necessitate the strict abstention from use of that
doubtful manner of performing the sacramental act, until the doubts are
resolved. In confecting the sacraments, all priests are obliged to follow the
"medium certum."



From all appearances, a real mutilation has indeed been incorporated into the
form of consecration in the new English Canon, a mutilation that conveys an
apparent mutilation of meaning and concept. BUT, THE CHURCH NEVER
CONTRADICTS HERSELF! The Church never contradicts herself, as Christ
never contradicts Himself. For some ominous reason, present ecclesiastical
developments, highlighted by the introduction of the new English Canon, seem to
have slipped out of the hands of the Church's Magisterium! Was October 22,
1967, the beginning of an age of new darkness on the earth, and the harbinger of
an unprecedented crisis within the Church? Was the Blessed Virgin's indication
that the Rosary and Her Immaculate Heart would be our "“last and final weapons"
a hint that somehow the Holy Mass would at some point become no longer
available to most Catholics?

The very fact that a question (let alone a certainty) has been raised concerning
the validity of the new English Canon and consecration form thoroughly
vindicates the Church's traditional, absolute insistence that the essential forms of
the sacraments always be pronounced only in the original Latin, as they appear
inviolably in the Roman Ritual, Roman Missal, and Roman Pontifical. This
insistence was aimed at preventing the very crisis which has now arisen! That is
to say, it was aimed at safeguarding absolutely the integrity, essence and intent
of the forms from the danger of invalidating mutilations.

Secondly, it vindicates the Church's insistence on the use of the teachings of St.
Thomas Aquinas and Scholastic Philosophy, the "ancilla theologiae" (handmaid
of Theology).

Thirdly, and above all, it vindicates the Church's insistence on the teachings of
the Magisterium in these matters pertaining to the Sacraments, and especially
the decrees of the Sacred Council of Trent and the Tridentine Catechism.

Can it be that we are now at last experiencing the ultimate and most fearsome
consequences of abandoning these three Providential instruments, in favor of
vernacularism, muddled thinking and "new theology"? Do we now find in
imminent danger of destruction the very heart and essence of our religion, the
Holy Mass? With each of the gradual and growing changes and
vernacularizations of the Mass since 1963, the proponents of change always
assured us: "lIt's still the Mass!" Has the time now come (or, if not, will it soon be
coming?) when, in truth, this can no longer be said?

| have written this Foreword, but what, exactly, is my position? It is not a position
of unqualified and precipitous endorsement of Mr. Patrick Omlor's arguments and
conclusions. Rather is it a call to intense mutual study of his thesis, and a
serious examination of the very real mutilations introduced in the form of
Consecration and their bearing on the validity of the Mass, If Mr. Omlor is wrong
in his thesis and arguments, let him be refuted beyond the shadow of a doubt! If



he is correct, may effective measures be taken immediately to restore the Mass,
and place it back into the hands of the Magisterium. Or may God Himself
intervene! If the matter remains in doubt, unsolved,then the only course of action
is to take the pars tutior, indeed the "medium certum."

While considering the author's request that | write and sign this Foreword, |
wavered and prayed and made no immediate decision. What finally decided the
matter for me was my recollection of Our Lord's words: "Every one therefore that
shall confess me before men, | will also confess him before my Father who is in
heaven. But he that shall deny me before men, | will also deny him before my
Father who is in heaven." (Matthew: 10,32-3) For the Mass and its integrity and
particularly the Consecration and the Most Holy Sacrifice and Sacrament of the
Body and Blood of the Lord, form the very heart and center of my priesthood and
of the Faith | swore to profess, guard, and defend "to the last breath of my life."

Fr. Lawrence S. Brey
March 12, 1968
Feast of St. Gregory the Great

PREFACE

This little monograph embodies the presentation of a case against the validity of
the new "form" presently being used for the Sacrament of the Holy Eucharist. It
was on October 22, 1967, that this new "form" originally came into use in the
United States, along with the new English Canon of the Mass.

That the arguments presented herein are beyond question or challenge | do not
claim. Assuredly they will not be the "last word" on the subject.

"You must not so cling to what we have said," St. Anselm advised his disciple,
"as to abide by it obstinately when others with more weighty arguments succeed
in overthrowing ours and establishing opinions against them." When more
weighty arguments (either for or against mine) are advanced, | will welcome
them. And | will take as my own these words of the same great St. Anselm: "If
there is anything that calls for correction | do not refuse the correction."

What | have striven for is clarity. Each paragraph of this monograph is numbered
uniquely, so that all who wish to question or rebut any particular point, or many
points, may with ease refer to what | have written. Not only will this aid my
sincere opponents in citing chapter and verse against me, but it will also point up
the insincerity of all blanket criticisms that avoid citing specifics.

Patrick Henry Omlor
Redwood City, California.
March 7, 1968



Feast of St. Thomas Aquinas

Six Ways To Violate the Form of A Sacrament.

"NIL FORMAE DEMAS, NIL ADDAS, NIL VARIABIS, TRANSMUTARE CAVE,
CORRUMPERE VERBA, MORARI."

"Omit nothing of the form, add nothing, change nothing; Beware of transmuting,
corrupting, or interrupting the words."

(Quoted from J. M. Hervé's "Manuale Theologiae Dogmaticae")

1) INTRODUCTION

Concerning Father De Pauw's Letter

1. In a 28-page, printed letter, dated December 25, 1967, Father Gommar A.
De Pauw raised the question whether the Masses being said using the new all-
English Canon are valid. On page 20 of this letter, there appears the following
opinion: "IF, therefore, a priest, even though he sinfully and illegally uses the
new all-English-Canon, unequivocally assures you - AND YOU SHOULD PUT
EVERY PRIEST YOU KNOW TO THIS TEST! - that he positively believes in the
SACRIFICIAL nature of the Mass and in the dogma of TRANSUBSTANTIATION
AS DEFINED BY THE COUNCIL OF TRENT, and that he still positively intends
to use his uniquely priestly powers to bring the living Jesus Christ present upon
our altars, then that priest is still offering VALID Masses ..." (Emphasis in the
original)

2. According to the foregoing opinion, there are two criteria for determining
whether any given, particular Mass is valid. And by virtue of Father De Pauw's
use of the word: and, it is implied that both criteria must be answered
affirmatively. The first criterion pertains to the faith of the priest, while the second
concerns his proper intention.

3. Now, firstly, regarding the required faith of the priest, St. Thomas Aquinas
teaches, "But if his faith be defective in regard to the very sacrament that he
confers, although he believe that no inward effect is caused by the thing done
outwardly, yet he does know that the Catholic Church intends to confer a
sacrament by that which is outwardly done. Wherefore, his unbelief
notwithstanding, he can intend to do what the Church does, albeit he esteem it to
be nothing. And such an intention suffices for a sacrament: because as stated



above the minister of a sacrament acts in the person of the Church by whose
faith any defect in the minister's faith is made good." (Summa Theologica, Part
lll, Q. 64, Art. 9).

4. Therefore, from the above it would seem that the priest's faith in the
sacrament of the Most Holy Eucharist is not required for the validity of the
Masses he offers.

5. And, secondly, St. Thomas discusses "Whether the Minister's Intention is
Required for the Validity of a Sacrament?", in Summa Th., lll, Q. 64, Art. 8. As is
generally known, the Angelic Doctor's method of exposition consists in first
posing a number of "Objections," which he subsequently answers, after he has
expounded the question at length. In the aforementioned article, the following
"Objection" is posed. "Obj. 2. Further, one man's intention cannot be known to
another. Therefore if the minister's intention were required for the validity of a
sacrament, he who approaches a sacrament could not know whether he has
received the sacrament."

6. His Reply Obj. 2 contains the following: "On this point there are two
opinions... " St. Thomas next proceeds to discuss the first of these opinions, and
exposes its flaws. Then he takes up the second of these opinions in the
following manner: "Consequently, others with better reason hold that the minister
of a sacrament acts in the person of the whole Church, whose minister he is;
while in the words uttered by him, the intention of the Church is expressed; and
that this suffices for the validity of the sacrament, except the contrary be
expressed on the part either of the minister or the recipient of the sacrament."
(Emphasis added.)

7. Thus it would seem that there is no necessity for a layman explicitly to
interrogate the priest concerning the latter's intention.

The Critical Point of inquiry

8. On page 16 of the aforementioned letter Father De Pauw correctly claims
that they are guilty of "unilaterally changing the established form of a sacrament."
The sacrament to which he refers, of course, is the Most Holy Sacrament of the
Eucharist.

9. Although Father De Pauw mentions it only casually and in passing, it
seems that this point is really the crux of the matter. For if the wording in the
proper, established form of a sacrament is so altered that the essential meaning
of the words is changed, then the sacrament is automatically rendered invalid, as
will be demonstrated. For as St. Thomas teaches, "Some heretics in conferring
sacraments do not observe the form prescribed by the Church: and these confer
neither the sacrament nor the reality of the sacrament."(Summa Th, 1ll, Q. 64,
Art. 9)



10.  As a consequence, both of Father De Pauw's criteria - as well as all other
questions - are really beside the point ifthe Sacrament of the Holy Eucharist has
been automatically rendered invalid by virtue of a defect in the form introduced in
the new, all-English Canon of the Mass. And the investigation of this question is
the purpose of this present monograph.

2) THE NECESSITY OF PROPER, DETERMINATE FORMS FOR
SACRAMENTS

Necessity of Specific, Determinate Matter

11.  As everyone knows for any sacrament to be administered validly, it is
necessary that the proper matter be used; for example, water for Baptism, bread
and wine for the Holy Eucharist.

12.  St. Thomas Aquinas explains why specific determinate things are required
for the proper matter of the sacraments: "Since, therefore, the sanctification of
man is in the power of God Who sanctifies, it is not for man to decide what things
should be used for his sanctification, but this should be determined by Divine
institution. Therefore in the sacraments of the New Law, by which man is
Sanctified according to 1 Cor. vi. 11, "You are washed, you are sanctified," we
must use those things which are determined by Divine institution." (Summa Th. ,
lll, Q. 60, Art. 5)

13.  Thus no mere man may dare attempt to arrogate to himself the right to
change the proper matter, of a sacrament, for "we must use those things which
are determined by Divine institution."

Necessity of a Specific Determinate Form Even Greater

14.  Now if a specific, determinate matter is required for the validity of a
sacrament, greater still is the necessity of a specific, determinate form. "And
therefore in order to insure the perfection of sacramental signification it was
necessary to determine the signification of the sensible things (i.e., the matter) by
means of certain words." (Summa Th. lll, Q. 60, Art. 6)

15.  "As stated above, in the sacraments the words are as the form, and
sensible things are as the matter. Now in all things composed of matter and
form, the determining principle is on the part of the form. ... Consequently, for the
being of a thing the need of a determinate form is prior to the need of
determinate matter ... Since, therefore, in the sacraments determinate sensible
things are required, which are as the sacramental matter, much more is there
need in them of a determinate form of words." (Summa Th., lll, Q. 60, Art. 7,



emphasis added).

16.  And so, similarly as above, mere men may not dare usurp the right to
change the proper form of a sacrament.

3) THE PROPER FORM FOR THE SACRAMENT OF THE HOLY
EUCHARIST

The Consecration of the Bread

17.  According to St. Thomas Aquinas, the proper form for the consecration of
the bread consists of the words: This is My body. (Summa Th., lll, Q. 78, Art. 2).

18.  Prior to the introduction of the all-English Canon on October 22, 1967, the
form used during the Mass was: For this is My body. This new Canon, however,
omits the conjunction, for; and this particular word, according to St. Thomas, "is
set in this form according to the custom of the Roman Church, who derived it
from Peter the Apostle." (Summa Th., lll, Q. 78, Art. 2, emphasis added). It was
put in the form "on account of the sequence with the words preceding," the
Angelic Doctor continues, "and therefore it is not part of the form." (/bid.)

19.  Although the omission of the word for in the consecration of the bread
does not affect the validity of the sacrament, those who are responsible for this
omission seemingly exhibit a callous disregard for a Tradition of the Roman
Catholic Church, a Tradition dating from the very beginnings of Christianity.
Indeed a Tradition "derived from Peter the Apostle."!

20. Interestingly, the Angelic Doctor also observes, "Thus in the form of the
Eucharist,-- For this is My body, the omission of the word for ... does not cause
the sacrament to be invalid; although perhaps he who makes the omission may
sin from negligence or contempt." (Summa Th, lll, Q. 60, Art. 8).

The Consecration of the Wine

21.  According to "THE CATECHISM By Decree of THE HOLY COUNCIL OF
TRENT," published by command of Pope Saint Pius V: "We are then firmly to
believe (certo credendum est)," that the form for the consecration of the wine
“consists in the following words: This is the chalice of my blood, of the new and
eternal testament, the mystery of faith, which shall be shed for you and for many,
to the remission of sins." (Part I, chap. 4, par. 21) And immediately below in par.
22, we read: "Concerning this form no one can doubt (Verum de hac forma nemo
dubitare poterit) ... it is plain that no other words constitute the form (perspicuum
est, aliam formam constituendam non esse)."



22.  There are other theology books which either state (or at least imply) that
the words This is My blood alone constitute the form. This certainly would seem
to be incorrect for several reasons. First of all, as just noted, a catechism by,
decree of an Ecumenical Council (and not a "pastoral" one either) has declared
otherwise.

23. The second reason is by the authority of long-established usage. For in
practically all missals, both those used by the priest (altar missals) and those
used by the faithful, we always find italicized or set in bold print the entire form:
Hic est enim Calix ... in remissionem peccatorum.

24.  And finally, thirdly, we should believe that the entire form given in
paragraph 21 above is the necessary and proper form, because the integrity of
the expression demands it. "Some have maintained," says St. Thomas, "that the
words This is the chalice of My blood alone belong to the substance (that is, the
essence or necessary part - Auth.) of the form, but not those words which follow.
Now this seems incorrect, because the words which follow them are
determinations of the predicate, that is, of Christ's blood; consequently they
belong to the integrity of the expression."

25. He continues, "And on this account others say more accurately that all the
words which follow are of the substance of the form down to the words,As often
as ye shall do this (but not including these words -- Auth)." Otherwise, why
would the priest continue holding the chalice until the completion of all these
words? "Hence it is that the priest pronounces all the words, under the same rite
and manner, namely, holding the chalice in his hands." (Summa Th. lll, Q. 78,
Art. 3).

26. To show why each clause and phrase is necessary, the Angelic Doctor
explains them one by one. "Consequently it must be said that all the aforesaid
words belong to the substance of the form; but that by the first words, This is the
chalice of My blood, the change of the wine into blood is denoted..." It is
important to note that St. Thomas says that the transubstantiation is denoted, but
he does not say that it actually occurs, upon the completion of this clause.

27.  Continuing, "but by the words which come after is shown the power of the
blood shed in the Passion, which power works in this sacrament, and is ordained
for three purposes. First and principally for securing our eternal heritage, ... and
in order to denote this, we say, of the New and Eternal Testament .

28.  "Secondly, for justifying by grace, which is by faith,...and on this account
we add, The Mystery of Faith.

29.  "Thirdly, for removing sins which are the impediments to both of these
things, ... and on this account, we say, which shall be shed for you and for many
unto the forgiveness of sins.” (Quotations in paragraphs 26-29 from Summa Th.,



1,Q.78, Art. 3).

30. To summarize this part: The proper form for the sacrament of the Most
Holy Eucharist - all of which is necessary for its validity - is:

This is My body, This is the chalice of My blood, of the New and
Eternal Testament, the Mystery of Faith, which shall be shed for
you and for many unto the forgiveness of sins."

4) THE NEW "FORM" INTRODUCED VIA THE ALL-ENGLISH CANON

Text of the New Form

31.  When the new, all-English Canon made its debut upon the American
scene last October, there were some Catholics who showed immediate concern
that the very words of the Consecration had been changed.

32. The new text reads: "This is my body. This is the cup of my blood, the
blood of the new and everlasting covenant - the mystery of faith. This blood is to
be shed for you and for all men so that sins may be forgiven."

Some Preliminary Observations

33. That the new phraseology is not the same as the ancient form is
immediately evident. In some places a synonym (more or less) replaces the
former word; for example, the commonplace word cup appears instead of the
word chalice. And shall be shed becomes rendered as: is to be shed.

34. But the alteration we shall analyze most carefully is the one that occurs in
the final words. For you and for all men so that sins may be forgiven has been
substituted for: for you and for many unto the forgiveness of sins.

35. If the above substitution is not a mere translation, but involves an essential
change in meaning, then the sacrament has clearly been rendered invalid, as
shall be shown, using St. Thomas as an authority.

36. For a plain understanding of what is to follow we must comprehend the
language of St. Thomas. When he uses the expression, "substantial part of the
sacramental form," or simply, "substance of the form," what is meant is the
necessary part of the form. The alteration we are going to examine, as outlined
in paragraph 34 above, occurs in the "substance of the form," as was shown
above in paragraphs 24, 25 and 29, quoting St. Thomas.

37. By "essential sense of the words," it should be understood that St.



Thomas means, "the basic meaning of the words."

5) HOW DOES CHANGING THE FORM INVALIDATE A SACRAMENT?

Changes Caused by Omission of Words

38. The omission of words in the form of a sacrament does not always
invalidate the sacrament. But the sacrament remains valid if and only if the
words left out do not belong to the substance of the form; that is, the essence or
necessary part of the form. Thus we saw in paragraph 20 above that the
omission of the word for in the form: For this is My body, does not invalidate the
sacrament, because the word foris not in the substance of the form.

39. But it goes without saying that if the substance of the form is altered by the
omission, then the sacrament is invalidated. As St. Thomas says: "Now it is
clear, if any substantial part of the sacramental form be suppressed, that the
essential sense of the words is destroyed; and consequently the sacrament is
invalid." (Summa Th., lll, Q.60, Art. 8).

Changes Caused by Addition of Words

40. If words are added to the form of a sacrament, and these words introduce
a change in the basic meaning (essential sense) of the form, then the sacrament
is necessarily invalid. Thus the form for baptism used by the Arians was: "/
baptize thee in the name of the Father Who is greater, and of the Son Who is
less."

41.  Another example of the addition of words which would render a sacrament
invalid would be: "I baptize thee in the Name of the Father ... etc., and of the
Blessed Virgin Mary." That is, if by saying this one intended to place the Mother
of God on a par with the Blessed Trinity.

42. If the words added involve no change of sense, then the sacrament
remains valid. Thus the Greeks use the form: The servant of God, N ... is
baptized in the name of the Father,efc.

Changes Caused by Substitution of Words

43. The type of change which we are concerned with in the present discussion
is one of substitution. For the newly-introduced form has substituted, for you and
for all men so that sins may be forgiven, for the words: for you and for many unto
the forgiveness of sins. Now a substitution always necessarily involves an
omission and an addition; for the standing phrase is omitted and the new phrase
is added.



44. A substitution is permissible if the part inserted is exactly equivalent to the
part taken out. The form we use for the Sacrament of Confirmation contains: /
confirm thee with the chrism of salvation. But some say: | confirm thee with the
chrism of sanctification. St. Thomas explains, "Holiness is the cause of salvation.
Therefore it comes to the same whether we say chrism of salvation or of
sanctification." (Summa Th., lll, Q. 72, Art. 4) However, to substitute the word
faith instead of salvation, for example, would most probably render the
sacrament invalid.

The Criterion We Must Use

45.  Let us consider the following teaching of the Angelic Doctor: "The other
point to be considered is the meaning of the words. For since in the sacraments,
the words produce an effect according to the sense which they convey, as stated
above, we must see whether the change of words destroys the essential sense
of the words: because then the sacrament is clearly rendered invalid." (Summa
Th, Ill, Q. 60, Art. 8).

46. That the change of words introduced in the new "form" has destroyed the
"essential sense" of the words in the ancient, established form will be clearly
demonstrated below in Part 7. But first of all, one more preliminary topic will be
treated in the next part (6).

6) NECESSITY OF USING OUR LORDS WORDS FOR THE EUCHARIST

The Source of Power in These Words

47.  From some examples given above it was seen that as regards the
sacraments of Baptism and Confirmation a slight variation in wording is
permissible, provided that the essential sense of the words of the form is not
affected. But in the sacrament of the Most Holy Eucharist a special case
presents itself. Here there must be no variation whatsoever.

48. In all the sacraments except the Holy Eucharist the minister has an act to
perform in addition to pronouncing the required words of the form. For example,
pouring water in Baptism, anointing with chrism in Confirmation, and in Holy
Orders the imposition of hands, etc., which constitute the matter of that
sacrament. But in the sacrament of the Holy Eucharist the priest has no act to
perform except the pronouncing of the necessary words . (Summa Th., lll, Q. 78,
Art. 1).

49. Moreover, the power of the form of this sacrament is derived solely from
the fact that the words spoken by the priest are the exact words of Our Lord. "But



the form of this sacrament is pronounced as if Christ were speaking in person, so
that it is given to be understood that the minister does nothing in perfecting this
sacrament, except to pronounce the words of Christ." (Summa Th., lll, Q. 78, Art.

1).

50. "Ambrose says (De Sacram. iv): 'The consecration is accomplished by the
words and expressions of the Lord Jesus. ... (W)hen the time comes for
perfecting the sacrament, the priest uses no longer his own words, but the words
of Christ." (Summa Th., lll, Q. 78, Art. 1).

Our Lord's Words in the Ancient Form

51. It cannot be doubted that the ancient, established form for the
consecration of the wine comprises the words of our Lord. But inasmuch as
there are always those pseudo-Catholics who relish questioning everything - the
revered Traditions of the Church and Holy Scripture not excluded - the following
proofs are presented.

52.  Proof from Holy Scripture. As St. Thomas observes, "Nevertheless nearly
all these words can be culled from various passages of the Scriptures." (Summa
Th., Ill, Q. 78, Art. 3). In point of fact, the only words of this form which are not to
be found in the Holy Scriptures are the following: (a) and eternal, and (b) the
Mystery of Faith.

53. But Tradition reveals to us that these words, and eternal and the Mystery
of Faith were also from Our Lord. "The words added, namely, eternal and
mystery of faith, were handed down to the Church by the apostles, who received
them from Our Lord." (/bid.)

54.  And, elsewhere in discussing the question, "Whether the Words Spoken in
This Sacrament Are Properly Framed?" (Summa Th., 1ll, Q. 83, Art. 4), the
Angelic Doctor makes this observation, "We find it stated in De Consecr., dist. 1,
that 'James, the brother of the Lord according to the flesh, and Basil, bishop of
Caesarea, edited the rite of celebrating the Mass."

55. To summarize: The words which had always been used for the form of the
Sacrament of the Holy Eucharist were the words of Our Lord and Savior Jesus
Christ, as proved from Holy Scripture and Tradition. These words were used by
the Apostles themselves. It is by virtue of these words that the form for this
sacrament derives its power and efficacy.

Putting Words into Our Lord’'s Mouth
56. The new "form" for the consecration of the wine alleges that Our Lord

said: "to be shed for you and for all men ... etc." There is no evidence - either in
Holy Scripture or in the Traditions handed down - that Our Lord actually said this



when instituting the Holy Eucharist.

57. Moreover, all the evidence is that He did not say: "for all men," when
instituting the Most Holy Sacrament. St. Matthew (26,28) writes that He said, "for
many." And also St. Mark (14,24) records that Our Lord said, "for many." But
nowhere in Holy Scripture - neither in St. Paul nor the Evangelists - do we find
that Our Lord said, "for all men." Now whom are we to believe? Are we to
believe St. Mark and St. Matthew, who was actually there at the Last Supper
(and both of whom were divinely inspired to write what they wrote)? Or, are we
to believe an "enlightened" clique of mid-twentieth-century Modernists and
Innovators?

58. Even in ordinary writing or oratory, careful scholars are diligent in using
the exact words of another person whenever attributing to him a quotation. How
much more diligence is demanded when attributing a direct quotation to Jesus!
“It is not lawful to add even words to Holy Scripture as though such words were a
part thereof, for this would amount to forgery." (Summa Th., lll, Q. 60, Art. 8).

59.  Now, the authors of this new Canon boldly claim that Our Lord said
something that He clearly and obviously did not say. (In Part 12 it will be shown
that Our Lord could not have said what they claim He did.) The text of this new
Canon reads precisely: "He... gave the cup ... and said:". The "quotation"
immediately following includes the bogus phrase: "for all men so that sins may be
forgiven." THIS IS A FORGERY, and those who are responsible for it must be
deemed guilty of a deliberate deception, unless they can prove that they are
merely completely inept and most culpably negligent.

60. It might be remarked, in passing, that the phrase for you and for all men
grammatically is inelegant in that it is redundant. By analogy, a speaker does not
single out one person in a group and say, 'This is for you and for all in this room,’'
but rather would he say, "This is for you and for all others in this room." For it is
obvious that the person who is singled out is automatically included in "all in this
room." Thus the Innovators even go so far as to attribute inferior rhetoric to Our
Lord.

61.  From the foregoing it is clear that, by tampering with the words of Our
Lord, our Modernists are endangering the very source of the power of this
sacrament.

7) THE NEW "FORM" DESTROYS THE SENSE OF THE PROPER FORM

Two Distinct Aspects of Christ's Death

62. In order to comprehend clearly that the new "form" being used involves a



change of essential sense (basic meaning) from the ancient and proper form, we
must consider two distinct aspects of the Passion and Death of Our Divine Lord.

63. The first aspect is that of sufficiency; that is, for what and for whom did
Christ's Passion suffice? The second aspect is that of efficacy; that is, for what
and for whom was Christ's Passion efficacious (effective)?

The Aspect of Sufficiency

64. Itis a truth of our Faith that Christ died for all men without exception. "And
He is the propitiation for our sins:" and not for ours only, but also for those of the
whole world. (1 John 2,2). Another truth of our Faith is that not all men are
saved, but some indeed suffer eternal damnation.

65. Hence we can say that Christ's Passion is the sufficient cause of the
salvation of all men. In the words of St. Thomas, "Christ by His Passion
delivered us from our sins causally - that is, by setting up the cause of our
deliverance, from which cause all sins whatsoever, past, present, or to come,
could be forgiven: just as if a doctor were to prepare a medicine by which all
sicknesses can be cured even in the future." (Summa Th., lll, Q. 49, Art. 2).

66. And this is the meaning of the truth, "Christ died for all men." His Passion
is sufficient for the salvation of all, "from which cause all sins ... could be
forgiven."

The Aspect of Efficacy

67. Now we are led to consider another truth of our Faith. Although it is
related to the truth discussed just above, this other truth is not the same truth as
above, but a distinct truth. Just as the doctrines of the Immaculate Conception,
Virgin Birth, Perpetual Virginity and Divine Maternity are distinct truths, defined at
different times - although they are intimately related insofar as they all derive
from the singular role of the Most Blessed Virgin Mary in God's Redemptive Plan.

68. This other truth we are led to consider is that the efficacy, or effectiveness,
of Christ's Passion is not communicated to all men, but only unto those who are
actually saved; that is, to the elect. This truth is closely connected with the
doctrine of man's free will, a mystery, and with the doctrine of the Mystical Body
of Christ, also a mystery.

69. These two distinct aspects of Christ's Passion and Death (each conveying
its own particular truth) - to wit, the standpoints of sufficiency and efficacy - are
clearly distinguished in this passage from a decree of the Council of Trent: "But,
though He died for all, yet all do not receive the benefit of His death, but those
only unto whom the merit of His passion is communicated." (Session VI, Ch. 3).



The Ancient, Established Form Conveys the Sense of Efficacy

70. It will now be made quite clear that the ancient and proper form of the
sacrament of the Holy Eucharist refers to the shedding of Christ's Precious Blood
from the standpoint of efficacy only. This form terminates with these words:
which shall be shed for you and for many unto the forgiveness of sins.

71.  Afirst observation is that the word unto - (which in Latin is the preposition
"in" followed by a noun in the accusative case) - means to, towards, or leading up
to; and thus this word unto in itself conveys the sense of effectiveness or
efficacy.

72.  Secondly, the words for many are selective in their connotation, as
opposed to for all men, which phrase denotes universality. At this point it will be
most instructive to rely once again upon the lucid teaching of the Angelic Doctor.
The following argument is drawn from Summa Th., lll, Q. 78, Art. 3; - and this
particular article is very much to the point of our discussion, for the topic treated
therein is: what is the proper form for the consecration of the wine?

73.  According to his characteristic manner of exposition, St. Thomas at first
suggests a number of "objections," and subsequently he demonstrates the errors
contained in these "objections." The following objection is posed: "Obj. 8.
Christ's Passion sufficed for all; while as to its efficacy it was profitable for many.
Therefore it ought to be said: Which shall be shed for all, or else for many,
without adding for you."

74.  For clarity's sake, let us examine this "objection" by rephrasing it. It may
be reworded thus: The proper form for the consecration should treat of Christ's
Passion from either the standpoint of sufficiency, or the standpoint of efficacy.
Now to treat of it from the standpoint of sufficiency demands the form, which shall
be shed for all. But if the standpoint of efficacy is what is meant, then the form
should be simply: for many, without adding for you (which is redundant).

75.  The subtle error in this "objection" is thus exposed and refuted by St.
Thomas: "Reply Obj. 8. The blood of Christ's Passion has its efficacy not merely
in the elect among the Jews, to whom the blood of the Old Testament was
exhibited, but also in the Gentiles...And therefore He says expressly, for you, the
Jews, and for many, namely the Gentiles..."

76.  Beginning his reply, "The blood of Christ's passion has

its efficacy," St. Thomas totally ignores the aspect of sufficiency, and thus he
implies that it goes without saying that the proper sense of Christ's words here is
that of efficacy. Moreover, his reply speaks only of "the elect." Thus, for you
means not only the Apostles to whom Christ was speaking - and, in fact, Judas,
though present, was not included in for you - , but it means all the elect among
the Jews. Not all the Jews, but only "the elect" among the Jews. And this



phraseology, needless to say, denotes only the aspect of efficacy. And the
phrase and for many encompasses the Gentiles; again it is understood, of
course, that St. Thomas is referring only to the elect among the Gentiles.

77.  Therefore according to the Angelic Doctor's explanation, the correct sense
or meaning of the form for the consecration of the wine is: which shall be shed for
you (the elect among the Jews) and for many (the elect among the Gentiles) unto
(effecting) the forgiveness of sins. And from this it should be abundantly clear
that this form denotes the shedding of Christ's Blood from the aspect of its
efficacy, rather than its sufficiency.

78.  "As Christ's Passion benefits all" says St. Thomas elsewhere, "... whereas
it produces no effect except in those who are united with Christ's Passion through
faith and charity, so likewise this sacrifice, which is the memorial of our Lord's
Passion, has no effect except in those who are united with this sacrament
through faith and charity ... Hence in the Canon of the Mass no prayer is made
for them who are outside the pale of the Church." (Summa Th., lll, Q. 79, Art. 7,
emphasis added).

79. Butif no prayer is made anywhere in the Canon of the mass for those
outside the Church, least of all should the words "for all men" be placed in the
very form for the Consecration! For, as shall be explained later, this Most Holy
Sacrament of the Eucharist is uniquely the Sacrament of the Mystical Body of
Christ, of which Body not all men are members.

The New "Form" Conveys the Sense of Sufficiency

80. The "form" introduced in the new, all English Canon terminates thus: is to

be shed for you and for all men so that sins may be forgiven. Unlike the ancient,
established, and proper form, the above phraseology fails to convey the sense of
efficacy, and denotes only the sense of sufficiency.

81.  The very words, "so that sins may be forgiven," denote only the notion of
possibility, for the verb "may" is the permissive form. To describe sufficiency, St.
Thomas uses the words, "from which cause all sins ... could be forgiven." The
word "may" is akin to "could", except that "could" is even stronger in that it
denotes power, capability, or ability, and not mere possibility.

82. Secondly, as stated earlier, the phrase "for all men," by its universality,
cannot denote anything but the aspect of sufficiency. Thus it is proved that the
new "form" in no way Conveys the same meaning as the ancient and proper
form.

83. Itis important to note, in passing, that if the words all men had been
substituted for the word many, without changing anything else, the "form" would
have read: which shall be shed for you and for all men unto the forgiveness of



sins. This "form" is heretical. Since unto denotes efficacy, this "form" says that
the benefits of Christ's Passion are actually communicated to all men unto the
forgiveness of sins. And this is contrary to faith.

Summary and Conclusion

84. We have considered the Passion and Death of Christ from two
standpoints, each of which contains a separate and distinct truth. Christ died for
all men without exception so that all their sins may be forgiven. And this is the
aspect of sufficiency. However, Christ's Passion is not profitable for all men,
because we know de fide that not all men attain eternal salvation. Thus many
men, but not all men, have communicated to them the benefits of His Passion
unto the forgiveness of sins, and this is the aspect of efficacy or effectiveness.

85. The ancient and proper form for the Sacrament of the Holy Eucharist uses
Christ's own words and conveys the latter truth; namely, that of efficacy. The new
“form" uses men's words and conveys the former truth; namely, that of
sufficiency. And thus the Innovators, the authors of this change, have destroyed
the essential sense of the proper form.

86. "For since in the sacraments, the words produce an effect according to the
sense which they convey, as stated above, we must see whether the change of
words destroys the essential sense of the words: because then the sacrament is
clearly rendered invalid." (Summa Th., lll, Q. 60, Art. 8).

8) WHAT IS MEANT BY "THE REALITY" OF A SACRAMENT?

87.  Earlier in this monograph this quotation of St. Thomas was cited, "Some
heretics in conferring sacraments do not observe the form prescribed by the
Church: and these confer neither the sacrament nor the reality of the sacrament."
What does the Angelic Doctor mean by "the reality" of a sacrament? For a clear
understanding of what is to follow in this monograph, it is imperative that this
fundamental concept - that is, "the reality" of a sacrament - be grasped.

Three Distinct Elements in a Sacrament

88. Inthe sacraments there are three distinct elements that must be regarded.
(1) There is the element which is sacrament only; that is, the outward sign, or
matter and form, considered by itself. In other words, the external rite of the
sacrament. (2) Next there is the reality of the sacrament - this is what St.
Thomas calls "res sacramenti* -; and by this is meant the crowning effect or
principal fruit of the sacrament. In other words, "the reality" of the sacrament is
the grace proper to the particular sacrament. It is that which is signified by the
external rite, which is that which signifies. And (3) there is the element which



contains something of both the first two elements; that is, it contains something of
the sacrament and something of the reality. This element we call "the reality and
the sign." Consequently, it follows that this element both signifies and is
signified.

Baptism As An Example

89. Aclear insight into the meaning of the preceding paragraph can be gained
by considering the Sacrament of Baptism as an example. (1) In Baptism the
element which is sacrament only is the outward sign, namely, the pouring of the
water. That is to say, the water and the washing, coupled, of course, with the
recitation of the proper words which constitute the form of this sacrament. It is
this element which does the signifying.

90. And (2) there is the element which is the reality only; that is, the chief fruit
or grace proper to the Sacrament of Baptism. This crowning effect is the
washing away of original sin (and, in the case of adults, actual sin also). In the
words of St. Thomas, this chief effect - the reality of this Sacrament - is "inward
justification." This inward justification can be lost. It is clear, then, that "the
reality” is the element which is signified.

91. And, finally, (3) the element which is both sacrament and reality,
sometimes called "the reality and the sign," is the Baptismal character imprinted
on the soul. This character cannot be lost; it is indelible. It must be noted that
this third element both signifies and is signified. First of all, it signifies (or is the
sign of) the aforesaid inward justification. And, lastly, it is signified by the
aforesaid outward washing.

9) WHAT IS "THE REALITY" OF THE. SACRAMENT OF THE HOLY
EUCHARIST?

The Three Elements

92. St. Thomas Aquinas teaches, "We can consider three things in this
sacrament: namely, that which is sacrament only, and this is the bread and wine;
that which is both reality and sacrament, to wit, Christ's true body; and lastly that
which is reality only, namely, the effect of this sacrament." (Summa Th. , lll, Q.
73, Art. 6)

93. Now, what is "the effect of this sacrament," the reality of the Holy
Eucharist? "Now ... the reality of the sacrament is the unity of the mystical body,
without which there can be no salvation." (Summa Th., lll, Q. 73, Art. 3).

94. The key idea in what is to follow is the unique relationship between the



Sacrament of the Holy Eucharist and the Mystical Body. Let us reiterate this
idea, using the words of Abbé Anger: "In the Eucharist the sign is the
consecrated species; the 'reality and the sign' is the true Body of Christ; and the
'reality’ is the Mystical Body or the grace uniting the soul with Christ and with the
members of Christ." (Anger-Burke, "The Doctrine of the Mystical Body of Christ,
According to the Principles of the Theology of St. Thomas," by Abbé Anger, and
translated from the French by Rev. John J. Burke, C.S.P., S.T.D., p.107).

Examples To lllustrate "The Reality" of The Eucharist

95. We read in John (6,24): "Then Jesus said to them: Amen, amen | say unto
you: Except you eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink his blood, you shall
not have life in you." But, since we believe that infants who have been baptized
and who die before receiving the Eucharist are saved, how do we explain Christ's
words: "Except you eat ... you shall not have life in you."?

96. This is answered as follows. By Baptism a person "is ordained to the
Eucharist, and therefore from the fact of children being baptized, they are
destined by the Church to the Eucharist; and just as they believe through the
Church's faith, so they desire the Eucharist through the Church's intention, and,
as a result, receive its reality." (Summa Th., lll, Q. 73, Art. 3, emphasis added).

97.  Therefore infants, though they do not receive the sacrament of the
Eucharist, nevertheless receive the reality of the sacrament, namely, union with
the Mystical Body.

98. Similarly, one who with the right disposition, though he be unable to
receive Holy Communion, makes a "spiritual communion," thereby receives the
reality of the sacrament, but not the sacrament itself.

10) THE UNIQUE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE EUCHARIST AND THE
MYSTICAL BODY

All Sacraments Related to The Mystical Body

99. ltis true that all the sacraments are related in some way to the Mystical
Body, but the relationship thereto by the Eucharist is unique. "All the sacraments
are instituted for the well-being of the Mystical Body ... (But) the Holy Eucharist,
feeding all with nourishment divine, seals the close union both of the members
with their Head and of the members with one another. ... The other sacraments
give grace. The Holy Eucharist gives the very Author of grace. The other
sacraments are rivers of grace. The Holy Eucharist is the source itself." (Anger-
Burke, pp. 88-9, emphasis added).



100. "In the Catholic doctrine of the sacraments everything converges,
everything looks towards the Eucharist, effective symbol of the unity of the
Mystical Body." (Anger-Burke, p.163).

Unique Relationship of the Most Blessed Sacrament

101. The Blessed Sacrament is necessary for the unity of the Mystical Body. As
St. Thomas says, "That there be a perfect union of Head and members a
sacrament was necessary which would hold Christ, which would give us not
merely a share in His powers but His own essential Self." (Quoted from Anger-
Burke, p.106).

102. "The Holy Eucharist brings us to the very heart of our subject ... it is that
by which the Mystical Body is actually constituted." (Anger-Burke, p. 104).

103. "This is the unity of Christ and His members, and of His members one with
another. This is what theologians term 'the reality' of this sacrament. This is the
fruit of the Holy Eucharist. (Anger-Burke, p. 117).

104. "The Holy Eucharist is the center of the doctrine of the Mystical Body ...
The Holy Eucharist is called 'union with' and indeed that is what it effects ... By it
we are united to Christ ... By it we are also united one to another and brought into
one sole body." (Anger-Burke, p. 128).

105. And finally, "Everything touching the Eucharist leads us back to the
Mystical Body." (Anger-Burke, p. 107).

The Words of Pope Pius XlI

106. In his encyclical on the Mystical Body (Mystici Corporis Christi), Pope Pius
XIl could not have failed to mention this essential relationship of the Eucharist
with the Mystical Body. "Nor is that enough; for in the Holy Eucharist the faithful
are nourished and grow strong at the same table, and in a divine, ineffable way
are brought into union with each other and with the divine Head of the whole
Body."

107. And elsewhere in this same encyclical the Pontiff says, "It seems to Us
that something would be lacking ... if We did not add here a few words on the
Holy Eucharist, wherein this union during this mortal life reaches, as it were, a
climax.

108. "Through the Eucharistic Sacrifice Christ Our Lord wished to give special
evidence to the faithful of our union among ourselves and with our divine Head ...
For here the sacred ministers act in the person not only of our Savior but of the
whole Mystical Body."



Summary and Preview

109. The Sacrament of the Holy Eucharist bears a distinct and unique
relationship to the Mystical Body of Christ. For "the reality" of this sacrament is
the union of the Mystical Body. The other sacraments are also related to the
Mystical Body, but not in the distinct, unique manner as is the Holy Eucharist.
"Everything touching the Eucharist leads us back to the Mystical Body."

110. But what is the Mystical Body? Who are the members of the Mystical
Body? Do all men belong to the Mystical Body? In the form for the Most Blessed
Sacrament - at the very moment of the Consecration - should the words "for all
men" be brought in? By saying "“for all men" instead of "for many," is some part
of the essential signification of the sacrament suppressed or perverted? Does
the phrase "“for all men" run counter to the "reality" of this sacrament? These are
some of the questions that shall be treated of in Parts 11 and 12.

11)  WHO BELONGS TO THE MYSTICAL BODY?

111. To give an exhaustive treatment of the doctrine of the Mystical Body,
which is a great mystery of our Faith, is not the purpose of this part. Nor is this
author even capable of such a task. On the contrary, the purpose here is simply
to get a concise, working "definition" of the Mystical Body; and, further, to
ascertain whether "all men" can, in any sense, be considered to be members of
the Mystical Body. All quotations in this part are from the encyclical, Mystici
Corporis Christi.

The One, Holy, Catholic, Apostolic, Roman Church

112. The Mystical Body consists of the head Who is Jesus Christ, God; and of
the members, who are those united to the Head. "If we would define and
describe this true Church of Jesus Christ - which is the One, Holy, Catholic,
Apostolic, Roman Church - we shall find no expression more noble, more
sublime or more divine than the phrase which calls it 'the Mystical Body of Jesus
Christ" (Pope Pius XIlI).

The Visible Church Is Necessary

113. "It was possible for Him personally, immediately to impart these graces to
men; but He wished to do so only through a visible Church ... and thus through
that Church dispensing the graces of the Redemption ... Hence they errin a
matter of divine truth, who imagine the Church to be invisible, intangible, a
something merely ‘pneumatological’, as they say, by which many Christian
communities, though they differ from each other in their profession of faith, are
united by a bond that eludes the senses." (Emphasis added.).



114. "For this reason We deplore and condemn the pernicious error of those
who conjure up from their fancies an imaginary Church, a kind of Society that
finds its origin and growth in charity, to which they somewhat contemptuously
oppose another, which they call juridical."

Unbelievers and Unbaptized Persons Are Not Members

115. "Only those are really to be included as members of the Church who have
been baptized and profess the true faith and who have not unhappily withdrawn
from Body-unity or for grave faults been excluded by legitimate authority."
(Emphasis added.).

Heretics, Schismatics, Apostates Automatically Excluded

116. "For not every sin, however grave and enormous it be, is such as to sever
a man automatically from the Body of the Church, as does schism, or heresy or
apostasy.”

Loyalty and Adherence to The Pope Required

117. "They, therefore, walk the path of dangerous error, who believe that they
can accept Christ as the Head of the Church, while they reject genuine loyalty to
His Vicar on earth."

Conclusion

118. From all the words of His Holiness Pope Pius XII cited in this Part, it is
quite clear that in no sense can we consider that "all men" belong to the Mystical
Body of Christ.

12)  THE NEW "FORM" SUPPRESSES WHAT IS ESSENTIAL, AND
SIGNIFIES FALSELY

Christ Could Not Have Said: "for All Men"

119. In Part 7, it was argued that the "form" of the Holy Eucharist included in
the new, all-English Canon is defective; and by virtue of this defect in the form,
which destroys the essential meaning of the true words of the proper form, the
sacrament is rendered invalid.

120. From the very choice of words by which the new "form" assumes its
invalidity - namely, the substitution: for all men, etc. - additional evidence of its
invalidity may be adduced. For these ersatz words, "for all men" attack the



reality of the sacrament, which is the Mystical Body.

121. The Sacrament of the Holy Eucharist is not a sacrament "for all men"; it is
the sacrament "for you and for many." "The additional words for you and for
many," teaches THE CATECHISM by Decree of THE HOLY COUNCIL OF
TRENT, "are taken, some from Matthew, some from Luke, but were joined
together by the Catholic Church under the guidance of the Spirit of God."

122. "With reason, therefore, were the words for all not used," continues THE
CATECHISM, "as in this place the fruits of the Passion are alone spoken of, and
to the elect only did His Passion bring the fruit of salvation. And this is the
purport of the Apostle when he says: Christ was offered once to exhaust the sins
of many; and also the words of Our Lord in John: I pray for them; | pray not for
the world, but for them whom thou hast given me, because they are thine."

123. Always was this understood to be the meaning of this form; that is to say,
that the sense of efficacy, and not sufficiency, must be conveyed. St. Alphonsus
writes, "The words Pro vobis et pro multis ("For you and for many") are used to
distinguish the virtue of the blood of Christ from its fruits; for the blood of our
Savior is of sufficient value to save all men, but its fruits are applicable only to a
certain number and not to all, and this is their own fault. Or, as the theologians
say, this precious blood is (in itself) sufficiently (sufficienter) able to save all men,
but (on our part) effectually (efficaciter) it does not save all - it saves only those
who co-operate with grace. This is the explanation of St. Thomas, as quoted by
Benedict XIV." (St. Alphonsus de Liguori, Treatise on THE HOLY EUCHARIST.).

124. As recorded in John (chs. 14-17), immediately after instituting the Holy
Eucharist, Our Lord gave a lengthy discourse to the Apostles in which He
expounded the doctrine of His Mystical Body. "I am the vine; you the branches."
(John, 15,5) Significantly, Judas Iscariot was not present for this discourse, for
he had already departed to betray The Master. And herewith lies an idea of vital
importl: Jesus at this time did not pray for all men. "l pray for them: I pray not for
the world, but for them whom thou hast given me." (John, 17,9). What further
evidence is necessary to prove that our Lord did not say "for all men", as the
authors of the new, bogus Canon sacrilegiously claim?

125. And since this new "form" contains a lie and a sacrilegious mutilation of
the words of Christ as recorded in Holy Writ, how can it conceivably be a valid
form for this Most Holy of Sacraments? "The Holy Ghost never inspires anything
that is not conformable to Holy Writ. If there were the slightest divergence, that,
alone by itself, would suffice to prove so evidently the work of the Evil One that
were the whole world to assure me it was the Holy Ghost, | would never believe
it." (Words of St. Teresa, quoted from Christendom, Feb. 1968) "But though we,
or an angel from heaven, preach a gospel to you besides that which we have
preached to you, let him be anathema." (Gal. 1,8).



Sacraments Must Contain What They Signify
and Signify What They Contain

126. In his Bull Apostolicae Curae (1896), Pope Leo XIII ruled Anglican Orders
to be invalid on two counts: namely, by virtue of "defect in form" and "defect
in,intention," either defect alone being sufficient grounds for invalidity.

127. "Moreover," the Bull states, "it is well known that the Sacraments of the
New Law, being sensible signs which cause invisible grace, must both signify the
grace which they cause and cause the grace which they signify. Now this
signification, though it must be found in the essential rite as a whole, that is, in
both matter and form together, belongs chiefly to the form."

128. One aspect of the Anglicans' defective form centered around a change
they made, which change might at first sight seem to be only minor or accidental
in nature. Nevertheless, Pope Leo ruled that this particular change away from
the proper, prescribed form entailed the suppression of some of the essential
signification of the sacrament.

129. This was the change referred to just above: In their "new form" for the
Sacrament of Holy Orders, the Anglicans deleted any special reference to the
Sacrament of the Holy Eucharist. Included in their "form" however, was the
phrase: and be thou a faithful dispenser...of His Holy Sacraments, and also: Take
thou authority... to minister the Holy Sacraments.

130. The Pontiff decreed that by failing explicitly to mention the Holy Eucharist,
this "form" failed to contain some signification essential for the sacrament of Holy
Orders. "ltis, then, impossible" said Pope Leo, "for a form to be suitable and
sufficient for a sacrament if it suppresses that which it ought distinctively to
signify."

131. The Anglican Hierarchy countered by claiming that their wording - to wit,
"of His Holy Sacraments" - automatically included the Holy Eucharist. This
argument was answered by the Catholic Bishops of England as follows: "(N)or,
although the sacrifice is intimately connected with one of the Sacraments, do the
words be thou a faithful dispenser ... of His Holy Sacraments draw special
attention to that particular Sacrament, still less bring into prominence its
sacrificial aspect." (A Vindication of The Bull '‘Apostolicae Curae’).

External Rite of The Eucharist Must Signify The Mystical Body

132. The Bishops' Vindication, just quoted, also states: "The essential part (of
the form) must contain within itself all that is essential to the due conveyance of
the grace or power attached to the Sacrament." (Emphasis added.). Now the
"grace or power" (that is,"the reality" or grace proper) of the Holy Eucharist is, as
we have seen, the union of the Mystical Body. Therefore the Mystical Body must



be signified in the external rite of this sacrament.

133. But where is this signification to be found? First of all, in the matter, the
bread and wine, the Mystical Body is symbolized. As many have observed (see,
for example, Summa Th., lll, Q. 74, Art. 1), the many members of the Mystical
Body, and their union, are signified by the many grains of wheat which compose
the bread and the many grapes that go into the wine.

134. But Pope Leo has reminded us that the signification "belongs chiefly to the
form"; and the Bishops' Vindication further states that the signification "must be
found in the essential part, in the matter and form morally united together."
Therefore we must attempt to discover where in the form of the Sacrament the
Mystical Body is signified.

An Opinion

135. Some theologians, it must be noted, are of the opinion that the words
"This is My Body. This is the Chalice of My Blood," and these words taken alone,
"signify perfectly and effect the sacrament." A different opinion has been held by
many others, notably St. Thomas and St. Pius V.

136. Now | would like to proffer an opinion on this subject. It seems that the
words "This is My Body. This is My Blood," and these words alone, do not signify
"the reality" of the Sacrament (The Mystical Body), but rather do they signify "the
reality and the sign," which is Christ's true Body. And, needless to say, Christ is
not the Mystical Body; He is the Head of the Mystical Body.

137. Therefore, "This is My Body. This is My Blood," alone, signify only The
Head, Christ, but fail to signify the members of the Mystical Body. But the whole
Mystical Body, Head and members, must be signified in the form for this
Sacrament, as observed just above in par. 132. "But now there are many
members indeed, yet one body." (I Cor. 12,20) And also: "Nor again (can) the
head (say) to the feet: | have no need of you." (I Cor. 12,21).

138. As a consequence it seems evident that this latter signification, of the
members of the Mystical Body, is to be found in the words, "for you and for
many."

139. Most certainly this exact phraseology is not required to convey this
signification (more on this below), and even simply the words "for you" would
suffice to signify the members of the Mystical Body. And it is important to note
well that all Scriptural accounts of the institution of the Holy Eucharist contain this
signification of the members of the Mystical Body.

140. Thus Sts. Matthew and Mark record "for many." St. Luke records:"This is
my body, which is given for you," and also "This is the chalice, the new testament



in my blood, which shall be shed for you." And, finally, we see that St. Paul also
hands down a form which contains this essential signification: "Take ye, and eat:
this is my body, which shall be delivered for you." (I Cor. 11,24).

The New "Form" Signifies Falsely

141. If the opinion stated above be correct, then the words, "for you and for ALL
MEN," not only fail to convey this essential signification of the Mystical Body, but,
on the contrary, they signify falsely!

142. It may be reiterated that this "form": for you and for all men so that sins
may be forgiven, not only is not heretical, but, as stated earlier, it conveys a
certain, particular truth. But in the context in which it has been placed, in the
“form" for The Eucharist, it conveys a falsehood, and also an implicit heresy: the
denial of the doctrine of The Mystical Body of Christ. A paradox indeed! And it is
the work of the Father of Lies to convey a falsehood by stating a truth!

Identical Wording Not Required

143. One very elementary fact weighs quite heavily against those who assert
that "This is My Body. This is My Blood," and these words alone, are all that is
necessary to effect the Sacrament. If they could produce just one example of a
liturgy (however ancient) whose form for consecration actually uses only these
words, then their opinion could at least claim some justification. But there is no
such liturgy on which they can rest their case. On the contrary, every liturgy
universally accepted as having a valid consecration form contains additional
words which signify the Mystical Body. And this fact weighs quite heavily in favor
of my opinion. Some examples of these other liturgies are given below. But,
before going ahead a point must be clarified.

144. After Pope Leo Xlll had declared Anglican Orders invalid, the Anglican
Hierarchy argued that there are liturgies which Rome has always acknowledged
as having a valid form for the Sacrament of Holy Orders, but which do not
employ the exact form used in the Roman Rite.

145. This objection was answered by the Catholic Bishops of England: "But you
are also mistaken in thinking that matters have been left by Our Lord in so much
uncertainty, and that there is no one definite form which has prevailed in the
Catholic Church, both in the East and in the West. If, indeed, you mean merely
that no identical form of words has always and everywhere been in use, but that,
on the contrary, several different forms of words have been recognized by the
Holy See as sulfficient, you say what all will admit, and the Bull nowhere denies.
...The Bull, however ... is requiring, not that the form should always consist of the
same words, but that it should always be conformed to the same definite type."
(Vindication of the Bull ‘Apostolicae Curae'; emphasis in the original).



146. Consequently, although there is some variation in the wording in the
examples which follow next, it is quite clear that they all conform to the "same
definite type"; that is to say, they all contain the essential signification of The
Mystical Body. (The parenthesized comments are mine.).

The Doctrine of the Apostles

147. St. Justin Martyr does not give a text used for the eucharistic rite. But the
Doctrine of the Apostles, a very ancient text, contemporary, at the latest, with St.
Justin gives the following: "As to the Eucharist, we give thanks in this wise. First
for the chalice: We thank thee, our father, for the Holy Vine (a reference to
Christ, the Head of the Mystical Body: | am the vine) of David ... For the bread:
We thank thee, our Father ... As the elements of this bread, scattered on the
mountains, were brought together into a single whole , (a reference to the union
of the members of the Mystical Body), may Thy Church (the Mystical Body) in
like manner be gathered together from the ends of the earth into Thy kingdom."
And the passage which follows most certainly excludes the notion of "all men":
“Let no one eat or drink of your Eucharist if he is not baptized in the Name of the
Lord, for it was of this the Lord said, Give not that which is holy to dogs."
(Source: Msgr. L. Duchesne, Christian Worship: Its Origin and Evolution, 1903,
pp. 52-3).

The Alexandrine Liturgy

148. From the Euchologion of Sarapion, Bishop of Thmuis, a friend and
correspondent of St. Athanasius, we have the following form: "Take ye and eat,
this is My Body, which is being broken for you (the members of the Mystical
Body) for remission of sins. ... (A)nd as this bread had been scattered on the top
of the mountains and gathered together came to be one, so also gather Thy holy
Church (the same symbolism of the union of the Mystical Body as found in the
Doctrine of the Apostles) out of every nation and every country and every city
and village and house and make one living Catholic Church." And for the
chalice: "Take ye, drink, this is the new covenant, which is My Blood, which is
being shed for you (the members of the Mystical Body) for remission of sins."
(Source: Duchesne, op. cit, p.77).

The Canons of Hippolytus

149. The so-called Canons of Hippolytus, dating from the third century, contain
this form: This is my blood which is shed for you (the members of the Mystical
Body). (Source: Joseph A. Jungmann, The Mass of the Roman Rite, v.2, p.
195). Although this has nothing to do with the authenticity and/or validity of
Hippolytus' form, it is interesting to note (as does Jungmann elsewhere) that
Hippolytus "allowed himself to be chosen by his followers as an anti-pope." But
from the fact that he subsequently was martyred for the Faith, "we may rightly
conclude that before his death he returned to the unity of the Church."



(Jungmann, The Early Liturgy, p. 53).
"De Sacramentis" of the Pseudo-Ambrose

150. Interestingly, the form given in De Sacramentis, dating from about the year
400, does not say "for you," but instead says simply "for many," which, of course,
conveys the essential signification of the members of the Mystical Body. “Take
ye all and eat of this: for this is My Body, which is broken for many (pro multis)."
(Source: Duchesne, op. cit, p 178).

Eastern Liturgies in General

151. "Strangely enough," comments Rev. John O'Brien, "nearly all the oriental
liturgies mention the mingling of water with the wine in the form of consecration."
(John O'Brien, A.M., A History of the Mass and Its Ceremonies in the Eastern
and Western Church, 1881, p. 333). Actually this is not strange at all, for this is a
well-known symbolism of The Mystical Body. St. Thomas calls this to our
attention in the following passage: "Thirdly, because this (that is, the mingling of
water and wine - Auth.) is adapted for signifying the effect of this sacrament
(which effect, of course, is the union of the Mystical Body -Auth.), since as Pope
Julius says: We see that the people are signified by the water, but Christ's blood
by the wine." (Summa Th., lll, Q. 74, Art. 6).

152. The Armenian form contains the following: "This is my Body, which for
you and for many is given for remission and pardon of sins."

153. In the Liturgy of St. Basil we find: "This is my Body, which is broken for
you unto the remission of sins." And for the wine: "This is my Blood of the New
Testament, which is shed for you and for many for the remission of sins."

154. The Coptic Liturgy of St. Cyril has: "For this is my Body, which shall be
broken for you, and for many shall be given for the remission of sins." As O'Brien
observes, "The form according to the Liturgy of St. James is almost word for
word like this; and ... the Liturgy of St. Chrysostom differs hardly in anything from
our own." (O'Brien, op. cit, p. 335).

155. Itis in an Ethiopic Liturgy, called the Athanasian, that we find a unique and
perhaps the most eloquent signification of the Mystical Body." This bread is my
Body, from which there is no separating. This cup is my Blood, from which there
is no dividing." Clearly the Body "from which there is no separating" can mean
only the Mystical Body. For since we are united to Christ's true Body only at the
time of Holy Communion, it is incorrect to say of us that "there is no separating"
from Christ's true Body.

Gallican and Mozarabic Rites



Summary

156. "In the ancient Gallican books," says Duchesne, "the account of The
institution of the Eucharist is always omitted, or is merely indicated by the first
words of it. The celebrant must have known it by heart. The following is the
Ambrosian text: ... ". (Duchesne, op. cit,, p. 215). The forms of consecration of
both bread and wine in the Ambrosian text are, of course, identical in wording to
those of the Roman Rite.

157. For the consecration of the bread, the Mozarabic Missal adheres to the
text of St. Paul (I Cor. 11,24), and thereby expresses the signification of the
members of the Mystical Body through the words, "for you": This is my body
which shall be delivered for you. And for the wine it has the familiar "for you and
for many (pro vobis et pro multis)." (Source: Duchesne, op. cit, p. 216).

158. We have seen that in instituting the Holy Eucharist Christ could not have
said "for all men," for this would totally contradict His very last discourse to His
Apostles, in which he expounded the doctrine of His Mystical Body and in which
He said, / pray not for the world.

159. Also we have seen (par. 132) that the form for the Sacrament of the Holy
Eucharist must contain some essential signification of the whole Mystical Body,
Head and members. That the matter of the Sacrament contains this symbolism
was pointed out.

160. The author expressed his opinion that in the Roman Rite this vital
signification of the members of the Mystical Body is to be found in the words, for
you and for many. But by saying, for you and for all men, the new, all-English
Canon thwarts this essential signification and at the same time actually conveys
a false signification.

161. Against the opinion of those who aver that the words This is My Blood.
This is My Blood, taken alone, suffice for the sacrament, the following evidence
was submitted: (a) These words do not signify the Mystical Body, but Christ's true
Body; (b) Every scriptural account of the Eucharist's institution contains some
additional words referring to the Mystical Body; (c) No authentic and valid
consecration form, anywhere, contains only the words This is My Body. This is
My Body; and (d) All consecration forms accepted as valid contain words with
signification of the Mystical Body. Numerous examples from different liturgies
were cited as examples.

Conclusion
162. It is impossible for me to prove that my opinion, stated above, is correct.

Neither can those in opposition to it prove the correctness of their opinions. The
sacraments are great mysteries. God alone knows what is really essential for



effecting them. But for our salvation He has made known to us certain things,
sufficient things. And that is why there is such supreme wisdom in this warning
given by the Catholic Bishops of England: "(I)n adhering rigidly to the rite handed
down to us we can always feel secure; whereas, if we omit or change anything,
we may perhaps be abandoning just that element which is essential."
(Vindication of the Bull 'Apostolicae Curae'; emphasis added).

13) ANSWERING SOME OBJECTIONS

163. This Part will consist of the raising of some possible objections to or
arguments against some of the points set forth in this monograph, followed by
the author's attempt to answer the said objections or arguments.

First Objection

164. Objection 1: Taken as a whole, your monograph seems to lack balance,
for you don't show both sides of the issue. Your arguments are based principally,
either directly or indirectly, on the theology of St. Thomas. Even Anger's book
from which you quote is based on St. Thomas' theology. Furthermore, your
weightiest authority, "The Catechism of the Council of Trent," was ordered
published by Pope Pius V, who, being a Dominican, was probably himself biased
in favor of St. Thomas.

Reply to First Objection

165. Reply Obj. 1: My purpose in this monograph is not to "show both sides." It
is up to the "Liturgical Commission" to attempt a defense of their new, bogus
"Canon."

166. Secondly, until a noisy and dedicated clique of Modernists and
"progressives" undertook the task of downgrading St. Thomas, he had always
been regarded as the authority par excellence. In their encyclicals, decrees, etc.,
no Pope of memory has failed to quote the Angelic Doctor at one time or another.
As to Pope Pius V, he is, of course, a canonized saint; and therefore it follows
that his only "biases" were towards those things which are good.

Second Objection
167. Objection 2: Nevertheless, isn't it true that the position of St. Thomas
which you have adopted (namely, claiming the necessity of all the words This is

the Chalice of My Blood...unto the forgiveness of sins) is still only an opinion?

Reply to Second Objection



168. Reply Obj. 2: Yes; at least it was only an opinion when St. Thomas wrote
it. However, much more weight was added to it when The Catechism by Decree
of THE HOLY COUNCIL OF TRENT, an ecumenical council, adopted the same
position. "The ecumenical councils," wrote Pope Leo XIllI, "have always been
careful to hold Thomas Aquinas in singular honor. In the councils of Lyons,
Vienna, Florence, and the Vatican one might almost say that Thomas took part
and presided over the deliberations and decrees of the Fathers." "But the chief
and special glory of Thomas," continues the Pontiff, "one which he has shared
with none of the Catholic Doctors, is that the Fathers of Trent made it part of the
order of the conclave to lay upon the altar, together with the code of sacred
Scripture and the decrees of the Supreme Pontiffs, the Summa of Thomas
Aquinas, whence to seek counsel, reason, and inspiration." (Encyclical letter
Aeterni Patris).

Third Objection

169. Objection 3: Undoubtedly there has been no greater exponent and
exegete of St. Thomas than the Dominican Cardinal Cajetan. Called a "lamp of
the Church" by Pope Clement VII, Cajetan reputedly could quote the entire
Summa from Memory. Yet Cajetan disagreed with St. Thomas on this very pointl
-namely, that all the words which follow This is the Chalice of My Blood are
essential for the form.

Reply to Third Objection

170. Reply Obj. 3: Yes, and when Pope St. Pius V ordered Cajetan's works to
be published in 1570, he commanded this particular opinion to be expurgated!
This was Christ acting through Peter.

Fourth Objection

171. Objection 4: The "Catholic Dictionary and Encyclopedia" by Addis and
Arnold states (p. 216): "Probably the mere words ‘This is my body,' 'This is my
blood' would suffice for validity."

Reply to Fourth Objection

172. Reply Obj. 4: Though it is difficult to agree even with "probably" let us
assume, purely for the sake of argument, that this conjecture is correct. From
time immemorial up until just recently all Roman Catholics everywhere always
had certainty - the certainty of faith - that by the words of consecration The Real
Presence of Our Lord in the Blessed Sacrament was effected. Now are we to be
satisfied with probably?

Fifth Objection



173. Objection 5: A very authoritative source, namely, Noldin's Summa
Theologiae Moralis, states that This is the chalice of My blood or else This is My
Blood, and these words alone, are necessary in the consecration of the chalice.
"Et haec quidem sola in consecratione calicis sunt essentialia," (lll, De
Sacramentis, par. 120).

Reply to Fifth Objection

174. Reply Obj. 5: In Part 12 above, my opinion contrary to this was proffered;
however let us assume, for argument's sake, that this opinion of Noldin is correct.
Nevertheless the point is that in the present situation it has no bearing for the
following reasons.

(a) The priest does not say only these words, but he says more. And at least
part of this "more" that he says in the new "form" is a mutation, or rather a
mutilation of the proper, established form. Secondly,

(b) as was pointed out earlier in the present monograph, a sacrament can very
easily be invalidated by the addition of words, even if all the necessary words are
pronounced.

175. Thirdly, (c) the mutilation in question (to wit, “for all men so that, etc.") is a
forgery of Christ's words recorded in Holy Writ, which forgery conveys a meaning
totally foreign to and in conflict with the true meaning of the reality of this
sacrament, which is the union of the Mystical Body.

176. Furthermore (d) the same authority Noldin goes on to say in paragraph
122 that the words of consecration must be pronounced without mutation either
of the essential part or the incidental part. "Verba consecrationis proferenda sunt
sine mutatione tum substantiali tum accidentali," (Noldin's emphasis).

177. Also, (e) St. Alphonsus calls to our attention the following from the rubrics
of the Missal: "If anyone abbreviates or changes something of the form of
consecration, and the words do not signify the same thing, he does not confect
the Sacrament." ("Si quis autem aliquid diminueret vel immutaret de forma
consecrationis, et verba idem non significarent, non conficeret sacramentum.")

178. And, finally, therefore (f) even if we grant, for argument's sake, that the
words This is My Blood, alone, would suffice for the consecration of the wine, it is
amply manifest from all sources that the "essential part" (whatever it may be)
coupled with a mutation at least places the validity of the sacrament in doubt.
Moreover, it is also universally agreed that this is always a grave sin on the part
of the priest. Thus St. Alphonsus states: "graviter tamen peccaret qui aliqua ex
reliquis omitteret vel mutaret"; that is, "nevertheless he would gravely sin who
would omit or change anything of the remaining words." (By "remaining words"
St. Alphonsus means here all those words which follow This is the chalice of My
Blood.).



Sixth Objection

[79.  Objection 6: Even if the form is now invalid, as you are claiming, it would
seem that the good intentions of the priest and the recipients would make up for
this deficiency.

Reply to Sixth Objection

180. Reply obj. 6: That is absurd. If the "form" used for a sacrament is an
invalid form, then nothing can make the sacrament valid, as a sacrament.
According to the line of reasoning in this Objection, one may now receive the
sacrament of Penance by merely having the good intention of going to
Confession. The sacraments are held to be "ex opere operato" and if the
aforesaid Objection were true, a sacrament would, no longer be a sacrament.

Seventh Objection

181. Objection 7: Your whole thesis is based on a fundamental
misunderstanding. Don't you know that in the language of Holy Scripture the
word "many" is often to be taken as meaning "ALL"? "According to the best
authorities, and Pope Benedict XIV among others," says Rev. John O'Brien, "the
word 'many' is here to be taken as meaning all, a mode of expression by no
means uncommon in the Holy Scripture. St. Thomas Aquinas also interprets it in
this way. If taken in any other sense it would hardly be possible to keep free of
the Calvinistic error that our Lord died only for a certain class of persons."
(O'Brien, op. cit, p. 331).

Reply to Seventh Objection

182. Reply Obj. 7: This TOTALLY erroneous paragraph penned by Father
John O'Brien is disturbing enough. Even more disturbing is the fact that the book
wherein it appears was published in 1881 and bears the Imprimatur of John
Cardinal McCloskey. Now, in the first place, Father O'Brien's claim would make
a mockery of Saint Pius V and his CATECHISM by Decree of THE HOLY
COUNCIL OF TRENT. The reader will recall that earlier in this monograph we
quoted a passage from this CATECHISM which begins thus: "With reason,
therefore, were the words for all not used." (!) Or wasn't this saintly Pope aware
that the word many "is here to be taken as meaning all."??

183. That Father O'Brien would actually use Benedict XIV and St. Thomas as
authorities to prove his point is incredible! Because they both held exactly the
opposite of what Father O'Brien is trying to "prove." This quotation of St.
Alphonsus (who has never been suspected of being a Calvinist) needs repeating
here: "The words Pro vobis et pro multis ('For you and for many') are used to
distinguish the virtue of the blood of Christ from its fruits; for the blood of our
Saviour is of sufficient value to save all men, but its fruits are applicable only to a



certain number and not to all, and this is their own fault. ... This is the explanation
of St. Thomas, as quoted by Benedict XIV." (Emphasis added).

184. Readily is it granted that any "theologian" who has not grasped the
fundamental difference between the aspects of sufficiency and efficacy most
certainly would himself be prone to fall into "Calvinistic errors" as well as a whole
host of other errors. Witness the example of the all-English Canon. Now in this
present situation the majority of the American Bishops clearly and obviously are
tolerating (and, indeed, in some cases abetting,) unorthodox theologians of this
caliber. No truly orthodox Roman Catholic who is desirous of saving his soul can
sit by idly and tolerate this assault from within upon THE Faith and upon the One,
True, Holy, Catholic, Apostolic, Roman Church.

Eighth Objection

185. Objection 8: Don't the American Bishops have the right and the authority
to introduce a new form for the consecration?

Reply to Eighth Objection

186. Reply Obj. 8: "As for the alleged right of local Churches to reform their
rites freely, we are not aware in what quarter you have sought for illustrations of
its exercise ... (T)o remodel the existing rites in the most drastic manner, is a
proposition for which we know of no historical foundation, and which appears to
us absolutely incredible. Hence Cranmer, in taking this unprecedented course,
acted, in our opinion, with the most inconceivable rashness." (Vindication of the
Bull 'Apostolicae Curage'.)

Ninth Objection

187. Objection 9: (This "objection" is placed within quotation marks because it
comprises the exact words a certain Archbishop wrote to me after | had called to
his attention the mutilation: for all men, etc. in the new consecration "form.") "It is
interesting to note here that the form of consecration used in the Mass goes back
even beyond the Gospels to the primitive liturgy which was used in the Church
before the Gospels and before the Epistles of St. Paul were written.”

Reply to Ninth Objection

188. Reply Obj. 9: This is an old artifice, the Anglican Schismatics having used
exactly the same pretext. "They knew only too well," said Pope Leo Xlll, “the
intimate bond which unites faith with worship, ‘the law of belief with the law of
prayer' (lex credendi:lex orandi) and so, under the pretext of restoring it to its
primitive form, they corrupted the order of the liturgy in many ways, to adapt it to
the errors of the Innovators." (Bull Apostolicae Curae, emphasis added).



189. Elaborating further in the Vindication of the Bull, the English Bishops said,
“It could not have been, as you seem to suggest, because the Reformers wished
to go back to what was primitive, for they cut out with an unsparing hand the
most ancient as well as the most modern portions of the Catholic rite." (Emphasis
added).

Tenth Objection

190. Objection 10: What if the present Pope or some subsequent pope should
declare that this new "form" is perfectly all right?

Reply to Tenth Objection

191. Reply Obj. 10: This no bona fide pope could do, for the Church never
contradicts Herself. Any claim that the Pope himself has canonised this new
“form" would have to be investigated carefully. Now if it were true that some
pope, with full knowledge and understanding and consent, had approved it, then
faith and reason would dictate to us that we had on our hands at best another
Liberius, and at worst another Honorius. Let us hear Father Francis Clark, "The
only formulae that infallibly and necessarily contain the essential significance of a
sacrament are those which have been canonised by being instituted by Christ
and His Church for that purpose. Such words, when exactly reproduced, are
removed beyond the reach of ambiguity or private distortion."

192. "Where, however," Father Clark continues, "a new liturgical form is
introduced and no such canonised formula is employed (and since it signifies
falsely, the form: "for all men so that, etc." cannot become canonised legitimately
-Auth.), there cannot be certainty of its validity until its credentials have been
established, and it has been acknowledged, expressly or implicitly, by the
universal Church." (Francis Clark, S.J., Anglican Orders and Defect of Intention,
pp. 182-3, emphasis added).

Eleventh Objection

193. Objection 11: You cannot hold responsible all those priests who are using
the new Canon. They are only obeying their Bishops.

Reply to Eleventh Objection

194. Reply Obj. 11: When all the Bishops of England were saying, "Aye, my
Lord, my King" - save one, the courageous St. John Fisher - all those priests who
followed into heresy and schism were, of course, "only obeying their Bishops."

195. According to Cardinal Newman, on the eve of the Council of Nicaea, when
all the world was "going Arian," eighty per cent of the Bishops were fully prepared
formally to deny the Divinity of Christ. This wholesale apostasy was averted only



because Almighty God chose to raise up at that moment His instrument, that
eloquent and incomparable soldier of Jesus Christ, St. ATHANASIUS.

196. A writer in The Wanderer (Feb. 22, 1968) repudiates comparisons
between the conduct of our present-day Bishops and that of the 16th century
English Bishops who were "an apostate Hierarchy" and "had previously broken
off communications with Rome and were excommunicated." Perhaps this writer
is awaiting a formal announcement in The New York Times. If our Bishops have
invalidated one of the seven sacraments instituted by Our Lord Jesus Christ, they
have thereby, in effect, denied that Sacrament. By denying this particular
Sacrament one corrupts the dogmas of The Real Presence, Transubstantiation
as defined by the Council of Trent, and the doctrine of The Mystical Body of
Christ. St. Thomas Aquinas defines heresy as "a species of unbelief, belonging
to those who profess the Christian faith, but corrupt its dogmas." (Summa Th., Il-
I, Q. 11, Art. 1).

Twelfth Objection

197. Objection 12: Your arguments simply cannot be right. It defies all reason
that so many Bishops, priests and laymen could go so far astray.

Reply to Twelfth Objection

198. Reply Obj. 12: That magnificent Pope of our own century, the intrepid
Saint Pius X, warned us and foretold to us, "Their real aims, their plots, the line
they are following are well known to all of you, ... What they propose is a
UNIVERSAL APOSTASY still worse than the one which threatened the century
of Charles (Borromeo), from the fact that it creeps insidious and hidden in the
very veins of the Church and with extreme subtlety pushes erroneous principles
to their extreme conclusions.

199. "But both have the same origin in ‘the enemy who,' ever alert for the
perdition of men, 'has oversowed cockle among the wheat' (Matt. 13, 25); of both
revolts the ways are hidden and darksome, with the same development and the
same fatal issue. ... Truly a spectacle full of sadness for the present and of
menace for the future ... especially for those who foment with the most activity or
who tolerate with the most indifference this pestiferous wind of impiety."
(Encyclical letter Editae Saepe, May 26, 1910, emphasis added).

200. This same Saint Pius X, the humble Giuseppe Sarto, when congratulated
by his Mother upon his appointment as Bishop of Mantua, replied to her: "Mother,
you do not realize what it means to be a Bishop. | shall lose my soul if | neglect
my duty." May Almighty God raise up for us today Athanasiuses and John
Fishers!

Thirteenth Objection



201. Objection 13: What course can a priest take? Can't he be forced under
obedience to use the new Canon?

Reply to Thirteenth Objection

202. Reply Obj. 13: In all cases of doubt, the more certain course must be
taken. The ancient form of consecration in Latin is by all means the most certain.

203. No priest can be forced to use this new "Canon," He can always have
recourse to the decree Quo Primum, issued on July 19, 1570, by Pope Saint Pius
V, which states inter alia:

"We determine and order by this Our decree, to be valid in
perpetuity, that never shall anything be added to, omitted from or
changed in this Missal ...

"Specifically do We warn all persons in authority, of whatever
dignity or rank, Cardinals not excluded, and command them as a
matter of strict obedience neverto use or permit any ceremonies or
Mass prayers other than the ones contained in this Missal ... (This
decree, in its entirety, is printed in every official altar missal.)

"At no time in the future can a priest, whether secular or order
priest, ever be forced to use any other way of saying Mass. And in
order once and for all to preclude any scruples of conscience and
fear of ecclesiastical penalties and censures, We declare herewith
that it is by virtue of Our Apostolic Authority that We decree and
prescribe that this present order and decree of Ours is to last in
perpetuity, and never at a future date can it be revoked or amended
legally ...

"And if, nevertheless, anyone would ever dare attempt any action
contrary to this order of Ours, handed down for all times, let him
know that he has incurred the wrath of Almighty God, and of the
Blessed Apostles Peter and Paul.”

THE END

APPENDIX 1 A COMPARISON OF THE CONSECRATION PRAYERS
AS FOUND IN:

(1)  The Original Latin
(2) The Literal English Translation from the Latin (Source: St. Joseph's Daily



Missal 1951)
(3) The New, All-English Canon (Oct. 22, 1967)
(4) The Anglican Schismatics'

"Book of Common Prayer" (1549)

The symbol (*) denotes an omission. Numbers denote footnotes, which appear
at the end of this Appendix.

ORIGINAL LATIN LITERAL ENGLISH
TRANSLATION

Qui pridie quam Who, the day before He

pateretur, suffered,

accepit panem took bread

in sanctas ac into His holy

venerabiles and venerable

manus suas, hands,

et elevatis and having raised

oculis His eyes

in coelum to heaven,

ad te Deum unto Thee, O God,

Patrem suum His Almighty

omnipotentem Father,

tibi gratias giving thanks

agens, to Thee,

benedixit, He blessed it,

Fregit, broke it,

NEW ALL-ENGLISH BOOK OF COMMON

CANON -- 1967 PRAYER -- 1549

The day before who, in the

he suffered same night that

he was betrayed,



he took bread,

(*)

and looking up to heaven,

to you, (%)
his almighty
father,

he gave you thanks
and praise,

(*)

He broke the bread,

ORIGINAL LATIN
deditque discipulis suis,
dicens:

Accipite, et

manducate

ex hoc omnes:

Hoc est enim
Corpus meum.

Simili modo

postquam coenatum est,
accipiens et

hunc praeclarum (4)

Calicem

in sanctas ac

took bread,

and when he had
blessed,

and given thanks,

he brake it,

LITERAL ENGLISH TRANSLATION
and gave it to His disciples,

saying:

take ye all

and eat

of this:

For this is
my Body.

In like manner,

when the supper was done,
taking also

this goodly

chalice

into His holy



venerabiles
manus suas:

item tibi
gratias agens

NEW ALL-ENGLISH
CANON -- 1967

gave it to his disciples
and said:
Take this
and eat it,

all of you;

(*) this is my body

(")
When supper was ended,

he took the cup.
(")

Again he gave you thanks
and praise,

ORIGINAL LATIN

benedixit,

deditque discipulis suis,
dicens:

Accipite,

et bibite

and venerable
hands,

again giving
thanks to Thee,

BOOK OF COMMON
PRAYER -- 1549

and gave it to his disciples,
saying,

Take

eat,

(*) ¢ this is my body,

which is given for you: do
this is remembrance of me.

Likewise
after supper

he took the cup, (4)

(*)

and when he had given thanks,

LITERAL ENGLISH TRANSLATION

He blessed it,

and gave it to His disciples
saying:

Take ye all

and drink



ex eo omnes.

Hic est enim
Calix
Sanguinis mei,
novi

et aeterni
testamenti,
mysterium
fidei,

qui pro vobis
et pro multis
effundetur

in
remissionem
peccatorum.
Haec quotiescumque
feceritis,

in mei
memoriam
facietis.

NEW ALL-ENGLISH
CANON -- 1967

(")

gave the cup to
his disciples
and said:

Take this and
drink from it,

all of you;

(*) this is

the cup

of my blood
the blood

of the new

and everlasting
covenant --

the mystery of
faith.

This blood is

to be shed for you

of this:

For this is

the chalice

of my blood

of the new

and eternal
covenant:

the mystery of
faith,

which shall

be shed for you
and for many
unto

the forgiveness
of sins.

As often as you shall do
these things,

in memory

of me

shall you do them.

BOOK OF COMMON
PRAYER -- 1549

*)

he gave it
to them,
saying,

(™)

Drink ye all
of this;

for this is
(*)

My blood

of the New
(*)
Testament,

(")

which is shed
for you,



and for all men and for many,

so that for

sins may be remission
forgiven of sins:
Whenever Do this,

you do as oft as you shall
this, drink it,

you will do it in

in memory remembrance

of me. of me.
APPENDIX 2 "LEX CREDENDI: LEX ORANDI"

What people already believe is automatically and necessarily mirrored in the very
words of the prayers they recite. This truism is one part of the principle: "lex
credendi: lex orandi," the law of belief is the law of prayer. This principle works
reversely also; that is to say, people can be led towards certain beliefs by means
of the very prayers they are accustomed to saying. And that is why parents
teach their small children The Hail Mary, for example, and The Apostles' Creed,
even though these little ones do not yet fully understand everything they are
praying. Now, whether or not these parents are familiar with the phrase, "lex
credendi: lex orandi," they are nevertheless putting this principle into practice, for
they are teaching their children to pray those things that they will ultimately come
to believe.

EXAMPLE 1: Using a "good" word for an evil purpose.

To see how the 16th-century Heretics-Schismatics employed the principle, "lex
credend;i. lex orandr" in order to "move the simple from the superstitious opinions
of the Popish Mass," (Ridley), we need look no farther than the example
furnished by their taking up a very good and "pious" word, spiritual, in order to
use it for a most evil purpose.

All the quotations which follow immediately below are taken from the writings of
these 16th-century "Reformers." In every instance their use of the word
"spiritual' denotes the denial of the Real Presence of Our Lord in the Blessed
Sacrament; body, blood, soul and divinity. This is because they are using the
"good" word spiritual, and applying it to the Sacrifice of the Mass and to The
Eucharist. (The reader is asked to bear with me through these examples which
follow, for there is an important point to be made.)

(1)  Wycliffe: "The Body of Christ is given, taken, and eaten in the Supper only
after an heavenly and spiritual manner. And the mean whereby the Body of
Christ is received and eaten in the Supper is faith."



(2) Ridley: "He left the same in mystery to the faithful in the Supper, to be
received after a spiritual communication, and by grace."

(3) Coverdale: "(W)e think not our Lord Jesus Christ to be so vile that He
may be contained in corruptible elements. Again, lest the force of this most
sacred mystery should be diminished, we must think that it is wrought by the
secret and wonderful power of God, and that His Spirit is the bond of this
partaking, which is for that cause called spiritual."

(4)  Cranmer: "Although Christ be not corporally in the bread and wine ... He is
effectually present, and effectually worketh, not in the bread and wine, but in the
godly receivers of them, to whom He giveth His own flesh spiritually to feed
upon."

(5)  Again Cranmer in replying to Gardiner: "Therefore ... we do not pray
absolutely that the bread and wine may be made the body and blood of Christ,
but ...that therewith in spirit and in truth we may be spiritually nourished."

(6) Latimer: "Then we be assured that we feed upon Him spiritually."

(7)  The Liturgy, of King Edward VI: "For us He hath not only given His body
to death and shed His blood, but also doth vouchsafe in a sacrament and
mystery to give us His said body and blood spiritually, to feed and drink upon."
“... (F)or then we spiritually eat the flesh of Christ and drink His blood, then we
dwell in Christ and Christ in us."

"He hath left in these holy mysteries as a pledge of His love, and a continual
remembrance of the same, His own blessed body and precious blood, for us
spiritually to feed upon, to our endless comfort and consolation."

(8)  Grindall: "This is the spiritual, the very true, the only eating of Christ's
body."

(9) Jewell: "Thus, spiritually, and with the mouth of faith, we eat the body of
Christ and drink his blood."

(10) Beacon: "He is also eaten or received spiritually when we believe in
Christ."

(11) "The Book of Common Prayer" (1549): "but also doth vouchsafe in a
Sacrament and mystery to give us his said body and blood to feed upon them
spiritually."

“Thou hast vouchsafed to feed us in these holy mysteries with the spiritual food



of the most precious body and blood of thy Son."

More examples could be given (there is no shortage of them), for indeed it is
difficult to find any one of the 16th-century Heretics who failed to use the word
“spiritual," when writing of the Sacrifice of the Mass and The Eucharist.

But this very pious-sounding word, "spiritual' did not fool those who were frue,
orthodox Catholics. Finally, the Fathers of the Council of Trent condemned for all
times the heresy contained in this use of the word "spiritual': "If anyone says that
Christ received in the Eucharist is received spiritually only, ... let him be
anathema." (Canon 8, Session XIII).

THE NEW, ENGLISH CANON OF THE MASS MISTRANSLATES THE PRAYER
"QUAM OBLATIONEM" TO IMPLY A SPIRITUAL OFFERING. This prayer,
which immediately precedes the Consecration prayers, should read: "Do thou, 0
God, deign to bless what we offer, and make it approved, effective, right, and
wholly pleasing in every way ... " The bogus, heretical "Canon" now reads
instead: "Bless and approve our offering; make it truly spiritual and acceptable."

Obviously this is not just a "pious" use of the word spiritual. For at no time did
this particular word ever appear in "the holy canon, which is so free from error
that it contains nothing that does not in the highest degree savor of a certain
holiness and piety." (Council of Trent, Ch. 4, Session 22.).

“Lex credendi: lex orandi." Here is "orandi": "Bless and approve our offering;
make it truly spiritual.” Can "credendi" be far behind? Can it be very long before
“the simple people are moved" away from the belief in The Real Presence?

EXAMPLE 2: A Sacrifice of "Praise and Thanksgiving."

In the new, English "Canon" we find in two places (that is, prior to the
consecrations of both the bread and the wine) the seemingly uncalled-for
insertion of the words: and praise. The original Latin reads simply, "gratias
agens," giving thanks. Why does the new, English "Canon" say, "he gave you
thanks and praise™?

It is true that the Mass is a sacrifice of praise, petition, thanksgiving, and
atonement; but, obviously, that is beside the point here. The simple words,
giving thanks, are quite proper and appropriate in this place, for they have their
basis in Holy Writ. Four different accounts - to wit, Matt. (26,27); Mark (14,23);
Luke (22,19) and | Cor. (11,24) -all have either "He gave thanks" or else "giving
thanks." There is a special meaningfulness in these words, inasmuch as "giving
thanks" is in Greek: Eucharist. Hence these very words, when recited by the
priest just before the two consecrations, remind us of the Sacrament of the
Euchatrist.



There is no Scriptural account that makes mention that Our Lord on the occasion
of instituting the Holy Eucharist gave thanks and praise. So, what is the
explanation for this change made in the Canon of the Mass? Could it be another
implementation of "lex credendi:lex orandi*?

As applied to a sacrifice, this particular phraseology -that is, the words "praise"
and “thanksgiving," taken together - did, in fact, convey a singular and especial
significance to the 16th-century Heretics-Schismatics. According to the scholarly
Canon Estcourt, "Luther led the attack. He denied the Catholic doctrine of the
Sacrifice of the Mass in any other sense than as the sacrifice of praise and
thanksgiving." (E. E. Estcourt, The Question of Anglican Ordinations Discussed,
p. 281, emphasis added).

But let us hear it from the Heresiarchs themselves. First of all, Luther: "The
Mass may be called a sacrifice, if it be understood as a sactifice of praise and
thanksgiving, not of a work, nor propitiatory." (De Usu Sacram, Euch. salutari,
emphasis added).

And by Cranmer, Luther's English counterpart, we are informed: "When the old
fathers called the mass or supper of the Lord a sacrifice, they meant that it was a
sacrifice of lauds (i.e., "praise") and thanksgiving ... but they meant in no wise
that it is a very true sacrifice for sin." (Cranmer, On the Lord's Supper, emphasis
added).

Thus to the Schismatics the Mass was a sacrifice of "praise and thanksgiving, "
which, in their argot, meant a bare commemoration of the Sacrifice of Calvary, or
a spiritual and symbolic sacrifice. But not a real sacrifice, nor a sacrifice of
propitiation. This point Cranmer made quite clear, "And yet have | denied that it
is a sacrifice propitiatory for sin."

So well-known and infamous was the connotation the Schismatics had attached
to the words "praise and thanksgiving" when applied to the Sacrifice of the Mass,
the Fathers of the Council of Trent once and for all times pronounced this solemn
curse on this heresy: "If anyone says that the Sacrifice of the Mass is one only of
praise and thanksgiving ... let him be anathema." (Canon 3, Session XXII).

“Lex credendi: lex orandi." Here is "orandi": He gave you thanks and praise.

EXAMPLE 3: "Ein' feste Burg ist unser Gott."

At the peak of his rebellion, Martin Luther penned the hymn, Ein' feste Burg ist
unser Gott. It was "the production," says the historian Ranke, "of the moment in
which Luther, engaged in a conflict with a world of foes, sought strength in the
consciousness that he was defending a divine (sic) cause which could never
perish." "Ein' feste Burg ist unser Gott' was called by Heine "The Marseillaise of



the Reformation."

This battle-hymn of rebellion against the Catholic Church is now appearing on
"hymn cards" in Catholic Churches. (St. Thomas Aquinas Church in Palo Alto,
California, for example.). And as Catholics sing this hymn, "A Mighty Fortress Is
Our God," do they yet realize that they are echoing the great heresiarch in his
apostasy, his rebellion against the One, True, Holy, Catholic, Apostolic Roman
Church which was founded by the Son of God?

"Lex credendi: lex orandi." Here is "orandi": The Marseillaise of the Reformation.

EXAMPLE 4: "And | will go in to the table of God." (New American version of
Psalm 42, v. 4).

“The destruction of the altars was a measure so distinct in its meaning that we
have never been able to conceive how that meaning could be misunderstood.
The measure meant a bitter hatred of the Mass, and a hatred directed against
the Mass itself, not merely against some obscure abuse ... Surely if these
reformers had desired only to remove an abuse, but were full of reverence for the
great Christian Sacrifice itself, they would not have destroyed and desecrated the
altars, and substituted tables in their place, alleging as their reason, in
unqualified terms, that 'the form of a table shall more move the simple from the
superstitious opinions of the Popish Mass unto the right use of the Lord's Supper.
For the use of an altar is to make sacrifice upon it; the use of a table is to serve
men to eat upon it." (Ridley's Works)." (Emphasis added).

The foregoing were the words of the Roman Catholic Bishops of England in
1898. (Source: A Vindication of the Bull ‘Apostolicae Curae’, par. 38, titled "The
Destruction of Altars".).

"The law of belief is the law of prayer."

APPENDIX 3 ANSWERING SOME MORE OBJECTIONS

REVEREND WM. G. MOST of the Dept. of Latin and Greek at Loras College,
Dubuque, lowa, having read the First Edition of this monograph (published Mar.
1968), has raised some "objections." This Appendix presents many of Father
Most's arguments, followed by the author's attempt to answer them.

Objection A

Father Most states: "But the really critical defect in Omlor's work is in his
handling of the words 'for many." He argues that this phrase is substantially



different from the phrase 'for all men.! Now it does seem, at first sight, that these
phrases are substantially different. However, there are two ways to find out what
is the truth about them.

"The first way is the most essential way: to see what the Magisterium of the
Church teaches ... Now Vatican Il did authoritatively teach what this phrase
means. In the decree on the missions, par. 3, the Council said, in explaining the
words of Mark (10,45) ... 'The Son of man ... came that ... He might give His life
as a redemption for many, that is, for all.' In other words, the Council explicitly
equates the phrase 'for many with ‘for all,' and does so precisely in the context of
the redemption.”

"He [Omlor] has shown himself not only deficient in scholarship, but, what is
worse, lacking in respect for the Magisterium. Perhaps he had not seen the
statement of Vatican Il on ‘many."

Reply to Objection A

The above Objection appears first in this series of "objections," because it
describes what Father Most calls "the really critical defect" in my work. Therefore
at the very outset | would like to show that this so-called "really critical defect"
does not exist at all. Then the other less critical "defects" (which should be
easier to rebut) will be more readily laid to rest.

The word many, according to St. Augustine, "is sometimes used in Scripture for
all," ("The City of God," Book XX, Ch. 23). Now sometimes, of course, does not
mean always. Therefore from this one particular example in Holy Scripture in
which Vatican Il says that many is to be taken as meaning all, one cannot
generalize that the "Council explicitly equates the phrase for many with for all' in
every case.

But if the word many in Holy Scripture sometimes is to be taken as meaning all,
and other times means precisely what it reads - namely, "many" as opposed to
“all" -, how are we to know the meaning of this word "many" in any given passage
of Holy Scripture? For Catholics the answer is this: the sole infallible guide to the
interpretation of Holy Scripture is the Holy See.

As Father Most suggests, in doing research on the sacramental form for the
consecration of the wine | must frankly admit that | somehow overlooked the
Vatican Il decree on the Missions. For if one wishes to learn the correct
interpretation of the words "for many" in the form for the Sacrament of the Holy
Eucharist, which are taken from Matt. (26,28), it seems that one does not
ordinarily consult paragraph 3 of Vatican IlI's Decree on the Missionary Activity of
the Church, where, as it turns out, an entirely different passage - namely, Mark
(10,45) - is explained, though only in passing.



On the contrary, one ordinarily attempts to seek out the most authoritative source
available which actually gives an explanation of the passage in question. Now, in
our case, the passage in question is clearly expounded in "THE CATECHISM by
Decree of THE HOLY COUNCIL OF TRENT'. We find on p. 227 of this
Catechism (the edition translated by John A. McHugh, O.P. and Charles J.
Callan, O.P., published in 1934 by Joseph F. Wagner, Inc.), under the heading,
EXPLANATION OF THE FORM USED IN THE CONSECRATION OF THE
WINE, the following:

"The additional words for you and for many, are taken, some from
Matthew, some from Luke, but were joined together by the Catholic
Church under the guidance of the Spirit of God. They serve to
declare the fruit and advantage of His Passion. For if we look to its
value, we must confess that the Redeemer shed His blood for the
salvation of all, but if we look to the fruit which mankind have
received from it, we shall easily find that it pertains not unto all, but
to many of the human race. When therefore (our Lord) said: For
you, He meant either those who were present, or those chosen
from among the Jewish people, such as were, with the exception of
Judas, the disciples with whom He was speaking. When He added,
and for many, He wished to be understood to mean the remainder
of the elect from among the Jews or Gentiles.

"With reason, therefore, were the words for all not used, as in this
place the fruits of the Passion are alone spoken of, and to the elect
only did His Passion bring the fruit of salvation."

The original Latin text for the last paragraph just above, taken from a volume
printed at the Propaganda Press in Rome (Superiorum Permissu) in the year
1839, reads as follows:

"Recte ergo factum est, ut pro universes non diceretur, cum hoc
loco tantummodo de fructibus passionis sermo esset, quae salutis
fructum dilectis solum attulit."

Let us examine the credentials of this Catechism. (All quotations in this
paragraph are taken from the Introduction of the above-mentioned volume,
translated by McHugh and Callan.) Pope Saint Pius V appointed "a number of
expert theological revisors to examine every statement in the Catechism from the
viewpoint of doctrine." (p.xxv). Pope Gregory XlII "desired even books of Canon
Law to he written in accordance with its contents." (p.xxxiii). Pope Clement XIll|
said that "no other catechism can be compared with it," and he called it "a norm
of Catholic teaching." (p. xxxiii). 1t was endorsed by Pope Leo XllI (to get closer
to the present time) "for the richness and exactness of its doctrine," and this
Sovereign Pontiff called it "a precious summary of all theology, both dogmatic
and moral." (pp. xxxiii-xxxiv). Saint Pius X prescribed that pastors in instructing



the faithful "should use the Catechism of the Council of Trent." (p. xxxiv). St.
Charles Borromeo was the president of the Catechism Committee and he "called
to its service the greatest masters of the Latin tongue of that age." (p. xxv)
"Besides the Supreme Pontiffs who have extolled and recommended the
Catechism, so many Councils have enjoined its use that it would be impossible
here to enumerate them all." (p. xxxiv)

But, it may still be argued, even so this Catechism, extraordinary though it is, is
still not the Holy See ltself speaking. Very well then, let us see what was taught
by The Holy Father Himself regarding the proper interpretation of these words for
many, as found in the sacramental form for the consecration of the wine.

Pope Benedict XIV, adhering to St. Thomas Aquinas and the Catechism of the
Council of Trent, officially and authoritatively interpreted the words pro multis ("for
many") in Book Il, Chapter XV, par. 11 of his work entitled "De Sacrosancto
Missae Sacrificio". In order to understand his explanation clearly, beyond the
shadow of a doubt, let us first recall that St. Thomas originally gave an
explanation of these words for many (his explanation was discussed at length
earlier in this monograph in pars. 73-77) in which he (Thomas) explicitly refuted
the argument that the words "for all men" ought to be used instead of "for many."

Commenting on this, Pope Benedict XIV says.- "And so, having agreed with the
same Angelic Doctor, We explain those words for many accordingly, though it is
granted that [sometimes] the word many, after a manner of speaking in the Holy
Scriptures, may signify all." To illustrate his point the Pontiff next cites a certain
example (from Romans 5) where without a doubt the word many does indeed
signify all. (Ubi sine dubitatione vox multi omnes significat.)

Returning to the words for many in the passage in question (from Matt. 26, 28),
the Pontiff explains: "Therefore We say that the Blood of Christ was shed for all,
shed for all however as regards sufficiency (Benedict's emphasis: quoad
sufficientiam), and for the elect only as regards efficacy (again Benedict's
emphasis: quoad efficaciam), as the Doctor Thomas explains correctly: 'The
blood of Christ's Passion has its efficacy not merely in the elect among the Jews,
... but also in the Gentiles ... And therefore He says expressly, for you, the Jews,
and for many, namely the Gentiles [End of quotation from Pope Benedict XIV.]

The above passage from St. Thomas, which | quoted earlier in this monograph
(par. 75) and which Pope Benedict XIV quotes, saying that Thomas "explains
correctly" (bene explicat) the words "for many" in the words of consecration used
at Holy Mass, is taken from Thomas' Summa Theologica, 11, Q. 78, Art. 3, Reply
to Objection 8. It is important to observe that what Thomas is "explaining
correctly" here is his rebuttal of the claim that the words ‘for all' ought to be used!
Thus we see that the Sovereign Pontiff Benedict X1V, the Vicar of Christ on earth
and the ultimate authority on the interpretation of Holy Scripture, has quoted the
Angelic Doctor in order to teach us authoritatively that the word "many" in this



particular instance is not to be taken as meaning "all men."

(Note: It was St. Alphonsus de Liguori who directed me to this passage from
Benedict XIV. The following paragraph is taken from his treatise on " The Holy
Eucharist". It may be found on p. 44 of the edition published by the Redemptorist
Fathers, 1934, translated by Rev. Eugene Grimm, C.SS.R.)

"The words Pro vobis et pro multis ('For you and for many') are
used to distinguish the virtue of the blood of Christ from its fruits; for
the blood of our Saviour is of sufficient value to save all men, but its
fruits are applicable only to a certain number and not to all, and this
is their own fault. Or, as the theologians say, this precious blood is
(in itself) sufficiently (sufficienter) able to save all men, but (on our
part) effectually (efficaciter) it does not save all - it saves only those
who co-operate with grace. This is the explanation of St. Thomas,
as quoted by Benedict XIV."

Objection B

Father Most states: "Omlor is so supremely confident that he has proved the
invalidity of the English form of consecration that he rejects in advance any papal
teaching that would approve such a Canon. Really, Omlor is here following a
Protestant, not a Catholic principle. He makes himself the judge of the Pope,
whose orthodoxy is to be determined by conformity to Omlor, instead of Omlor
learning what is orthodox from the teaching of the Pope."

Reply to Objection B

In the Preface to this monograph | wrote: "That the arguments presented herein
are beyond question or challenge | do not claim. Assuredly they will not be the
'last word' on the subject." Also | wrote: "l will take as my own these words of the
same great St. Anselm: If there is anything that calls for correction | do not
refuse the correction." Consequently, to accuse me of being "so supremely
confident" is gratuitous.

What Fr. Most is objecting to here is that | wrote (par. 191) that no bona fide
pope could canonise the mutilated consecration "form," because the Church
cannot contradict Herself. In saying this | most certainly am not making myself
“the judge of the Pope," nor am | insisting that his "orthodoxy is to be determined
by conformity to Omlor." On the contrary, | am insisting that the orthodoxy of any
Catholic is determined solely upon the basis of his acceptance or nonacceptance
of allthe doctrines and traditional teachings - without exception - of the Roman
Catholic Church. This is a Catholic, not a Protestant principle!

Now, the sacramental form for the Holy Eucharist in our Roman Rite has always



contained "pro vobis et pro multis effundetur in remissionem peccatorum": “for
you and for many unto the forgiveness of sins." For all these centuries the
unchanged, traditional teaching of the Church, explicitly and immutably ratified by
the Sovereign Pontiff Himself, has been this: with reason, therefore, are the
words "for all men" NOT to be used instead of "for many." And this is the exact
substitution that the Innovators of this "new rite" have made. Father Most's
advice to learn "what is orthodox from the teaching of the Pope" would be more
fittingly directed to these Innovators.

Let us digress a moment. Modernism is not just a heresy; it is, in the words of St.
Pius X, the synthesis of all heresies, the ultimate aim of which is universal
apostasy. A key dogma of the Modernists (who are still very much alive and in
our midst today) is the so-called "evolution of doctrine." In describing this
thoroughly heretical and subversive Modernist dogma, St, Pius X said: "First of
all, they lay down the general principle that in a living religion everything is
Subject to change, and must in fact be changed. In this way they pass to what is
practically their principal doctrine, namely evolution." "To the laws of evolution,"
continues Pius, "everything is subject under penalty of death - dogma, Church,
worship, the Books we revere as Sacred, even faith itself." "Thus, then,
Venerable Brethren, for the Modernists, both as authors and propagandists,
there is to be nothing stable, nothing immutable in the Church." (Encyclical
Pascendi Dominici Gregis).

According to Cardinal Gibbons ("Faith of Our Fathers," Ch. Xl), the decision of
the Holy Father concerning the proper interpretation of Holy Scripture is "final,
irrevocable and infallible." Now, inasmuch as the Sovereign Pontiff Benedict XIV
has infallibly interpreted the Scriptural passage (Matt. 26, 28) used in the
consecration at Holy Mass, even a Modernist would be hard put to explain this
recent complete reversal in terms of "evolution of doctrine." This discussion of
"many" and "all men" is not a fatuitous exercise, a mere quibbling over words.
Underlying this attempted change is an attack upon Holy Mother Church Herself.
And it must not go unchallenged!

For we are not discussing here a "disciplinary" matter (such as the rules for Holy
Communion fast, Friday abstinence, etc), which may be changed. What is at
stake here is a matter which, in its very nature, is unchangeable: the
interpretation of Holy Scripture. Also at stake are the preservation of a true
sacramental form and the validity of the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass.

Amply clear, then, should be the reason why no pope could possibly canonise
the form: for all men, etc. For this would mean that his infallible interpretation of
Holy Scripture would be in conflict with the infallible interpretation of Benedict
XIV'S, which is a contradiction in terms. The True Church never contradicts
Herselfi Father Most is quite correct in saying that | “reject this in advance," just
as | would most surely "reject in advance" the possibility that any bona fide pope
would ever allow that '/ christen you William' (for example) is a valid form for the



Sacrament of Baptism.

Objection C

Father Most: "His appeal to St. Thomas and the Catechism of the Council of
Trent is insufficient by far to prove his case for two reasons: 1) Neither one
explicitly states the invalidity of the English form of consecration - Omlor merely
tries, for insufficient reason, to infer such a conclusion from the words of St.
Thomas and the Catechism."

Reply to Objection C

No one could be expected to enumerate explicitly all invalid forms for a
sacrament, since there is an infinitude of invalid forms. There is, however, only
one valid form for any given sacrament. Concerning the form for the Sacrament
of the Holy Eucharist, the CATECHISM by Decree of THE HOLY COUNCIL OF
TRENT is quite explicit and emphatic:

"We are then FIRMLY TO BELIEVE ["certo credendum est" in the Latin text] that
it consists in the following words: This is the chalice of my blood, of the new and
eternal testament, the mystery of faith, which shall be shed for you and for many,
to the remission of sins." (P. 225, edition translated by McHugh and Callan,
emphasis added). And two paragraphs later, on the same page, we read:
"Concerning this form no one can doubt." [The original Latin text being: "Verum
de hac forma nemo dubitare poterit'].

On page 151 of the same Catechism, under the heading "The Sacraments in
General," we also read: "In this the Sacraments of the New Law excel those of
the Old that, as far as we know, there was no definite form of administering the
latter, and hence they were very uncertain and obscure. In our sacraments, on
the contrary, the form is so definite that any, even a casual deviation from it
renders the Sacrament NULL. Hence the form is expressed in the clearest
terms, such as exclude the possibility of doubt." (Emphasis added)

From all the above, much may be "inferred," for quite sufficient reasons.
However, concerning the invalidity of the English form of consecration we do not
have to "infer" anything. Despite Fr. Most's assertion, the Trent Catechism (as
pointed out several times earlier) actually does explicitly say: "With reason,
therefore, were the words for all not used," which, of course, is what the new
English "form" does use.

Objection D

Father Most, continuing with his second reason, states: "2) The approval of the



Church given to St. Thomas by no means asserts that he is free from all error.
Most theologians not only admit errors in him, but even think he denied the
Immaculate Conception. Similarly, the Catechism of the Council of Trent was
never checked by the Council, nor issued by it."

Reply to Objection D

| reply that if Father Most is really confident about his reason 1) - namely, that my
conclusions are erroneously "inferred" from St. Thomas and the Trent Catechism
-, then why does he find it necessary to attempt to discredit them also? Is it
possible that my appeal to these sources really isn't "insufficient by far to prove"
my case? (Incidentally, | do not claim to have "proved" anything. My position is
quite clearly stated in my Preface and Father Brey's is stated in his Foreword.)

Objection E

Concerning the new, English consecration "form," Fr. Most claims that "one can
with equal ease think of the fact that the redemption was sufficient to forgive all
sins, or the fact that it actually or efficaciously leads to forgiveness only in some
men, in those who accept its fruits."

Reply to Objection E

Though it is not the case, let us assume (for argument's sake) that the new
“form" actually does convey both sufficiency and efficacy. The "form" would then
be automatically wrong, for the proper form should denote efficacy only. In
explaining why "all men" should not be used, the Trent Catechism gives this
reason: "in this place the fruits of the Passion are alone spoken of, and to the
elect only did His Passion bring the fruit of salvation." (Emphasis added).

Secondly, if the new "form" does convey these two entirely different concepts, it
is, by definition, ambiguous. Hence it cannot be a valid form, which must be
definite, as stated above in Reply to Objection C.

But, finally, the new "form" actually denotes sufficiency only (as explained in par.
72 and in pars. 80-82 earlier in this monograph), because the phrase "all men,"
by its universality, cannot possibly denote "the elect only."

Objection F

Fr. Most: "[T]his form of consecration was approved ... (temporarily) by the
Supreme Authority of Rome."

Reply to Objection F

This is an ipse dixit, presented entirely gratuitously without an iota of proof. In



reply, | will quote Owen Francis Dudley, "A gratuitous assumption is sufficiently
met by a gratuitous denial." Six months after this "Canon" has been in use
Triumph magazine can still report: "Rome is not just withholding its approval of
the wretched version ... introduced in the Catholic Masses last fall; the ICEL
[International Committee on English in the Liturgy] has now been put on notice
that approval will not be forthcoming." (Apr. 1968, p. 7) (Granted, this is also an
ipse dixit, but the burden of proof is solely on the Innovators.). Not only has
Triumph not retracted this, but in the May issue (p.

37)a significant ipse dixit of Fr. Frederick McManus (Liturgy Director) is reported:
"Ultimately, the approval of the Holy See will probably be dispensed with, since it
doesn't figure in the Constitution on the Liturgy." (!)

APPENDIX 4 INVALID CONSECRATION OF THE WINE INVALIDATES
OR AT LEAST CASTS DOUBT UP ON THE
CONSECRATION OF THE BREAD

By Rev. Lawrence S. Brey

1) INTRODUCTION. Even ifthe Consecration of the Wine is invalid by
reason of defect of form, and therefore the entire Mass is invalid, does the priest
nevertheless truly consecrate the Bread in such a Mass? Even if the wine does
not become truly consecrated, would we not at least have validly consecrated
Hosts, the true Eucharistic Body of Christ, provided that the Consecration of the
Bread be performed using the proper matter and form? And therefore could not
our people at least be certain they are receiving the true Body and Blood of
Jesus at Communion time in such a Mass?

The answer to these questions is a qualified no, for one could not be certain that
the hosts are truly consecrated; at least there is a real and practical doubt. In
fact, some theologians hold with certainty that under such circumstances the
bread is not validly consecrated.

2) NO SACRIFICE WITHOUT BOTH CONSECRATIONS. In the first place,
the Sacrament of the Body and Blood of the Lord was given to us only and
exclusively in the context of the Sacrifice of the Body and Blood of Christ. "As
often as the sacrifice is offered, the consecration of both species is required,
according to the Will and institution of Christ. For Christ at the Last Supper,
consecrating each (both) species, commanded: 'do this in commemoration of Me'
(Cf. I Cor. 11, 24-25)... (and) the very notion of sacrifice ... demands the
consecration of both species." (De Eucharistia, Noldin-Schmitt, S.J., in "SUMMA
THEOLOGIAE MORALIS," lll Innsbruck, 1940).

For the Consecration re-enacts and commemorates the Sacrifice of the Cross, in
that the separate consecration of both species produces the mystical separation



of Christ's Body and Blood. "The consecration of both species is required by
Divine Law for the essence of the Sacrifice: this We know from Christ's very
(words of) Institution, and from the precept and practice of the Church, so that it
is necessary in order that a true representation of the Sacrifice of the Cross be
had." (Brevior Synopsis Theologiae Dogmaticae, Tanquerey- Bord, Paris, 1952).

3) IF NO SACRIFICE, THEN NO SACRAMENT. Nor is there any indication
anywhere that Christ willed the Sacrament of the Eucharist to be confected apart
from the propitiatory Sacrifice of the Mass. Indeed, the notion of the Sacrament in
the Eucharist, according to the Will of Christ, cannot be separated from the
notion of the Sacrifice." (Noldin-Schmitt, loc. cif). Indeed, in practice, Church law
absolutely forbids, without any exception, the consecration of only one species
without the other. Canon 817 of the Code of Canon Law states: "It is forbidden,
even in extreme cases of necessity, to consecrate one species without the other
... " The Roman Missal, in its section, "De Defectibus," prescribes that a Mass
interrupted after the Consecration of the Host (because of iliness or death of the
celebrant) must be continued by another priest, i.e., that the wine must be
consecrated to complete and effect the Sacrifice (Cf. De Defectibus, X, 3).

4) CONSECRATION OF ONLY ONE SPECIES RENDERS VALIDITY AT
LEAST DOUBTFUL. As for the validity of the Consecration of the Bread in a
case where the Wine is for some reason not consecrated, theologians agree that
such a Consecration of the Bread would be valid only if the celebrant had the
intention of performing the second Consecration (that of the Wine), but had
become incapacitated or for some reason unable to perform it. "One species is
validly consecrated without the other, if the celebrant has the intention of offering
sacrifice [but then is interrupted]... But it is never licit to consecrate one species if
the celebrant foresees a defect in the other species, because from the Will of
Christ the Consecration of the Eucharist must simultaneously be also the
complete Sacrifice, which certainly would not be the case unless both species
are consecrated." (Epitome Theologiae Moralis Universae, ed. Dr. Carolo Telch,
Innsbruck, 1924.)

Thus, if the celebrant did not have the intention of properly consecrating the
wine, the Consecration of the Bread would be in doubt. Some theologians,
indeed, hold that it is certain, in such a case that the bread would not be truly
consecrated. For, a priest not having the intention of consecrating the wine (or of
properly consecrating it) would ipso facto not have the intention of offering the
true Sacrifice or of consecrating according to the Mind of Christ.

5) DE LA TAILLE'S OPINION. Maurice de la Taille, S.J. is one such modern
theologian of note, who believed that such a single consecration of bread (alone)
would be certainly invalid. In his treatise on the Mass, he observes: "[T]he
conclusion of St. Thomas stands: that the determination of the propitiatory virtue
enters into the form of the second consecration [by means of the words: which
shall be shed for you and for many unto the forgiveness of sins], but not of the



first [i.e., the consecration of the Bread]. Moreover, because in the Roman
Canon no such determination of propitiatory intention is expressed over the
Body, for this reason St. Thomas very rightly taught that our form of consecration
in the Mass in respect of the Blood would be deficient, and so ineffective, if the
rest of the words [i.e., which shall be shed for you and for many unto the
forgiveness of sins] were not added." (De la Taille, "The Mystery Of Faith," Book
I, p. 444, n. 1).

“But this which we have shown to be sufficient to indicate the propitiatory
intention [i.e., the more determinate form: which shall be shed for you and for
many unto the forgiveness of sins] is also absolutely necessary for the
completion of the form: for, meantime, until this designation is given [expressing
the purpose or end for which Christ shed His Blood], the formula does not yet
express all that must be expressed, and so does not accomplish anything: for
here in reality the effect and what is signified by the formula are indivisible." (De
la Taille, op. cit., p. 443, emphasis added)

"What then would happen," asks de la Taille, "if a priest, while consecrating the
Body by the Roman rite, had the intention of pronouncing over the chalice only
the words: This is the chalice of my blood? According to our argument he would
not so consecrate even the Body validly. The reason is that no one consecrates
the Body validly unless he has at least the intention of consecrating the Blood
also ... because no one consecrates validly without having at least the implicit
intention of offering sacrifice. But the priest who excludes the intention of
applying this more determinate form, of which we have been speaking, in respect
of the Blood, actually thereby excludes the intention of valid consecration, from
what we have said above. Therefore he excludes the intention of offering the
sacrifice. Hence he does not even consecrate the Body validly." (De la Taille, op.
cit., pp. 444-5, n. 1, emphasis added).

6) THE CASE OF THE NEW ENGLISH CANON. Now, if the new English
form of Consecration has been so mutilated (and this appears to be the case) as
to change the meaning and intent of the form of consecration and to alter
substantially the meaning of the propitiatory element of the form (by substituting
“for all men so that ..."), thus invalidating the Consecration of the Wine, we have
a situation tantamount to that described by de la Taille. The celebrant, even
though he uses the complete (English) form of consecration, is thereby using a
“form" with a mutilated propitiatory element, and therefore he neither truly intends
to nor does he actually offer true Sacrifice. And thus his consecration of even the
Bread is doubtful, and, according to some theologians (as we have seen), he
certainly does not validly consecrate the Bread.

Adding more weight to this thesis is the following consideration: Such a "Mass"
(involving only one consecration instead of the dual consecration) would be
entirely foreign to the intent of Christ and His institution of the Sacrament and
Sacrifice via the valid dual Consecration of Bread and Wine. Such a "Mass"



would indeed be a sacrilegious monstrosity. It is difficult to conceive that Christ
would permit the presence of His Eucharistic Body to be effected under such
circumstances.

7) CONCLUSION. In practice, then, those who are aware of the fact that
there is at least a real doubt as to the valid consecration of hosts "consecrated"
in Masses using the "new English Canon" (or any other "Canon" embodying
similar mutilations of the Consecration form), could not in conscience participate
in such a "Mass" or receive Communion with a host consecrated at such a Mass.

L.S.B.
May 5, 1968
Feast of St. Pius V

APPENDIX 5 A SOLEMN DECREE OF THE ECUMENICAL COUNCIL
OF FLORENCE

A decree of the Council of Florence, promulgated by Pope Eugene 1V, sets forth
“the form of the words, which in the consecration of the body and blood of the
Lord the holy Roman Church confirmed by the teaching and authority of the
Apostles had always been accustomed to use."

It is clear that neither pope nor council can ever substantially change the matter
or form of any of the seven sacraments, since these were established by Christ
Himself. But, even if it is granted that some minor (i.e., "accidental") change of
words in the form could be made, in order lawfully to make such a change - a
minor, non-substantial change - it would require a solemn papal pronouncement
or a solemn decree of an ecumenical council; that is to say, something of equal
or greater authority than the aforementioned decree of the Council of Florence.

Needless to say, no such weighty authority has canonised the change in the form
incorporated in the new vernacular "Canons." Nor can any legitimate
authorization ever be forthcoming, for these changes are substantial and not
merely "accidental." They are mutilations.

The aforementioned decree of the Council of Florence (1438-1445) follows:

"But since in the above written decree of the Armenians the form of
the words, which in the consecration of the body and blood of the
Lord the holy Roman Church confirmed by the teaching and
authority of the Apostles had always been accustomed to use, was
not set forth, we have thought that it ought to be inserted here. In
the consecration of the body the Church uses this form of words:
'For this is My body'; in the consecration of the blood it uses the



following form of words: 'For this is the chalice of My blood, of the
new and eternal testament, the mystery of faith, which shall be
shed for you and for many unto the remission of sins"'

APPENDIX 6 A LETTER OF POPE INNOCENT III

When asked about the origin of certain words in the form for the Consecration of
the Wine, Pope Innocent Il replied by means of a letter in which he stated,
"“Therefore, we believe that the form of words, as is found in the Canon, the
Apostles received from Christ, and their successors from them."

But the form of words, as is found in the new, vernacular "canons," the present-
day successors of the Apostles are willing to receive from the International
Committee on English in the Liturgy!

Excerpts from Pope Innocent's letter follow:
[From the letter "Cum Marthae circa" to a certain John, Archbishop of Lyons,
Nov. 29, 1202]

You have asked (indeed) who has added to the form of the words which Christ
Himself expressed when He changed the bread and wine into the body and
blood, that in the Canon of the Mass which the general Church uses, which none
of the Evangelists is read to have expressed ... In the Canon of the Mass that
expression, "mysterium fidei," is found interposed among His words ... Surely we
find many such things omitted from the words as well as from the deeds of the
Lord by Evangelists, which the Apostles are read to have supplied by word or to
have expressed by deed ... From the expression, moreover, concerning which
your brotherhood raised the question, namely "mysterium fidei," certain people
have thought to draw a protection against error, saying that in the sacrament of
the altar the truth of the body and blood of Christ does not exist, but only the
image and species and figure, inasmuch as Scripture sometimes mentions that
what is received at the altar is sacrament and mystery and example. But such
run into a snare of error, by reason of the fact that they neither properly
understand the authority of Scripture, nor do they reverently receive the
sacraments of God, equally "ignorant of the Scriptures and the power of God"
[Matt. 22:29] ... Yet "mysterium fidei" is mentioned, since something is believed
there other than what is perceived; and something is perceived other than is
believed. For the species of bread and wine is perceived there, and the truth of
the body and blood of Christ is believed and the power of unity and of love ...

We must, however, distinguish accurately between three things which are
different in this sacrament, namely, the visible form, the truth of the body, and the
spiritual power. The form is of the bread and wine; the truth, of the flesh and
blood; the power, of unity and of charity. The first is the "sacrament and not



reality." The second is "the sacrament, and reality." The third is "the reality and
not the sacrament." But the first is the sacrament of a twofold reality. The
second, however, is a sacrament of one and the reality (is) of the other. But the
third is the reality of a twofold sacrament. Therefore, we believe that the form of
words, as is found in the Canon, the Apostles received from Christ, and their
successors from them ...

APPENDIX 7A REPLY TO MONSIGNOR BANDAS

Certain errors and misleading statements about the "English Canon question”
were made by Msgr. R. G. Bandas in his "Questions And Answers") column of
‘The Wanderer' (Jan. 23, 1969). This Appendix contains comments upon several
items which appeared in this column.

Iltem 1

Monsignor Bandas states: The decree on the new three Canons and Prefaces
was issued on May 23rd, 1968, by the Sacred Congregation of Rites... The
decree says that the Holy Father approved the three Canons and permitted them
to be published and to be used."

“This revised English Canon as well as the three new Canons have been fully
approved by the Holy See; the Latin text is in Notitiae, the official publication of
the Commission on the Liturgy (May-June, 1968)."

Comment on Item 1

Some persons, priests and laymen alike, who have read earlier editions of
"Questioning The Validity of the Masses using The New, All-English Canon,"
have said they are quite convinced regarding the factual evidence presented,
and that a single obstacle hinders them from being completely convinced that the
"English Mass" is invalid. This obstacle is that they have read, or heard, that the
Pope has approved it.

From the very outset | have maintained that no bona fide pope could possibly
ever approve this mutilated consecration form. This | still maintain. Despite the
above misleading claim of Msgr. Bandas, and despite the miscellaneous similar
claims of others, the truth is that the Holy Father has never approved of the
phrase, "for you and for all men so that sins may be forgiven." Pope Paul, on the
contrary, has approved no deviation whatsoever from these words, "for you and
for many unto the remission of sins."



Let us now examine Msgr. Bandas' evidence. The decree of May 23, 1968,
which he cites, says: "These texts ... the Supreme Pontiff Paul VI has approved
and permitted to be published." ("Hos autem textus... Summus Pontifex Paulus
PP. VI approbavit atque evulgari permisit."). Just what are "these texts" which
the Holy Father has approved and permitted to be published? "These texts" are
printed in the above-mentioned issue of Notitiae, where the decree of approval
also appears. "These texts," it must be noted, are printed in Latin, and it goes
without saying that the Holy Father's explicit approval pertains only to these Latin
texts. His implicit approval would extend to faithful translations of them. Let us
see what "these texts" contain.

Four "Eucharistic Prayers" (Canons) have been approved, and their texts appear
on pp. 168-179. Atop page 168 we find the heading: Eucharistic Prayer I; and
immediately below this heading there is one and only one line which reads
simply, "Ut in Missali Romano" - As in the Roman Missall Will any traditional,
orthodox Roman Catholic criticize Pope Paul for approving the centuries-old
Roman Missal? So much for the first Canon.

Next we look into the three new Canons - that is, Eucharistic Prayers Il, 11l and
IV. In all three cases we seek out this disputed phrase in the consecration form
and what do we find? All three times (on pages 169, 172 and 178, respectively)
we see printed in large boldface type the words: qui pro vobis et pro multis
effundetur in remissionem peccatorum. s this not the same ancient form from
the Roman Missal which "the Apostles received from Christ, and their successors
from them," to quote Pope Innocent 1117

One final question. What about that first English "Canon" that was foisted on
English-speaking Catholics in October, 1967, and which is supposed to
correspond now to "Eucharistic Prayer I"? Completely aside from the question of
validity for a moment, and considering this English "Canon" as a whole from
beginning to end, it is evident that these "great translators" couldn't even discover
the meaning of "Ut in Missali Romano."

Iltem 2

Msgr. Bandas says: "The New Testament, as we know, uses the words 'many"'
and 'all' interchangeably; for example Rom. 5:18,19."

Comment on Item 2

Had Monsignor Bandas qualified this statement with the word somethimes, as St.
Augustine correctly does, no one would disagree with him. But his statement, as
it stands, implies that this is always or at least usually the case; and it is upon this
unwarranted assumption that his "case" heavily relies. In point of fact, the
instances when "many" in Holy Scripture means "all" are relatively few, and it is
absurd to build a case upon that which is the exception to the rule.



One cannot go through Holy Writ automatically plugging in "all men" whenever
the word "many" occurs without frequently obtaining disastrous results. For
example, making this particular substitution in the Gospel of St. Luke (13,24)
yields: Strive to enter by the narrow gate; for all men, | tell you, will seek to enter
and will not be able. This is not "good news."

Father William G. Most earlier made the same erroneous claim that Msgr.
Bandas makes here; and since on that occasion | made reply at length (refer
back to Appendix 3, Reply to Objection A), | will now but summarize.

That the word "many" in the form for consecrating the wine means strictly "many"
and is not to be taken here as meaning "all men" is unequivocally maintained and
clearly expounded by all the following:

(1) The Catechism of the Council of Trent.

(2)  St. Thomas Aquinas in Summa Theologica, Part lll, Question 78, Article 4,
Reply to Objection 8.

(3) Pope Benedict X1V in "De Sacrosancto Missae Sacrificio," Book Il, Chap.
XV, par. 11, where he quotes verbatim the entire Reply of St. Thomas mentioned
just above.

(4) St. Alphonsus de Liguori in his treatise on The Holy Euchatrist (p. 44 of
Grimm's translation), where this brilliant and saintly Doctor of the Church cites
both Thomas and Benedict.

These theological giants remain. No one seems able to find four equally
compelling sources that maintain the opposite, nay, not even one! To find four
equally compelling sources period is quite a task.

Item 3

Monsignor Bandas: "This formula [i.e., the English version of the form for
consecrating the wine] is a translation from the Roman Canon except that for the
word many' it substitutes the term 'all men."

Comment on Item 3

By stating that it is a translation "except that," Msgr. Bandas is here admitting
that the words "all men" actually are not a translation, but, as he accurately says,

a substitution.

Iltem 4



Monsignor Bandas: "To determine which rendering [i.e., ,"all men" or "many"] we
are to prefer "

Comment on Item 4

What we "prefer" is totally irrelevant. What Our Lord said, as recorded in Holy
Scripture, is all that is important. That Msgr. Bandas would make such a
“Liberal-Modernist-mentality" statement is astonishing. If everyone is allowed to
do what he "prefers," A will prefer this, B will prefer that, and C will prefer
something else again. Some newbreed priests, | fear, will prefer no consecration
form at all.

ltem 5

Msgr. Bandas says: "The doctrine that the Blessed Savior offered the Sacrifice
on Calvary for all men is clearly the teaching of the New Testament. Thus we
read: ... 'He is a propitiation for our sins; and not for ours only but also for those
of the whole world (I John 2:2)."

Comment on Item 5

This is quite true, but just what does it mean? Surely Msgr. Bandas will not
hereby help prove his position to anyone who understands the distinction
between the sufficiency and efficacy aspects of the Passion, a distinction clarified
quite early in this monograph (see pars. 64-69).

Paragraph 64 reads as follows: "It is a truth of our Faith that Christ died for all
men without exception. 'And He is the propitiation for our sins: and not for ours
only, but also for those of the whole world." (I John 2:2). Another truth of our
Faith is that not all men are saved, but some indeed suffer eternal damnation."

And in par. 69 1 have quoted this one, single, elegant sentence from a decree of
the Council of Trent (Session VI, Ch. 3) which clearly makes this important
distinction: "But, though He died for all, yet all do not receive the benefit of His
death but those only unto whom the merit of his passion is communicated."
(Emphasis added.)

Item 6

Monsignor Bandas quotes his adversary: "The Catechism of the Council of
Trent...makes a distinction which it is well to keep in mind: ‘'Looking to the
efficacy of the Passion, we believe that the Redeemer shed His Blood for the
salvation of all men;..."". (Emphasis added by Msgr. Bandas.).

Comment of Item 6



This is inferior merchandise! The passage Msgr. Bandas quotes here is from
one of J. Donovan's earliest attempts at translating the Trent Catechism into
English, and it contains a glaring fault. In this rendition the idea of efficacy is
seemingly made to relate to all men. Of course, this is exactly wrong, for it is the
sufficiency aspect of the Passion that encompasses all men, not the efficacy
aspect.

It was Donovan's original ill-chosen translation of the Latin word "virtutem" to
read "efficacy" that has created a problem here. Apparently Donovan himself
soon realized the great confusion this would likely engender (or else someone
pointed it out to him), for his later, corrected editions all have the word "virtue" in
this place. (See, for example, the edition published by Jas. Duffy & Co., Dublin,
1908. In their translation McHugh and Callan give "value," which perhaps lends
even more clarity to the correct meaning of this passage.)

Thus misled (even "trained theologians" sometimes get misled) -- and misled,
moreover, on a vital distinction!--, Msgr. Bandas even italicizes the bogus word
“efficacy" in order to stress his erroneous point. No wonder he then goes on to
pen this confused remark: "(T)he words 'all men,' on the other hand, stress the
efficacy-aspect [never!] of the Sacrifice of the cross and [?] its sufficiency to
redeem every soul in the whole world."

All the foregoing, however, is not the main criticism | wish to make here, as it is
leveled at his ignorance only. Just two sentences beyond the one quoted by
Msgr. Bandas, the Trent Catechism goes on to say: "With reason, therefore,
were the words 'for all' not used, as in this place the fruits of the passion are
alone spoken of, and to the elect only did His Passion bring the fruit of salvation."
(Emphasis added). Having brought forth the Trent Catechism and having quoted
a (defective) passage from it, Monsignor Bandas has undoubtedly led unwary
readers to the notion that somehow this Catechism lends weight to his
arguments, whereas in truth it explicitly and most thunderously condemns them!
This falls short of honest journalism.

Some Concluding Remarks

Those who are attempting to justify this mutilation of the very words of
consecration have thus far succeeded only in setting up smokescreens of
confusion; they have not faced up squarely to the real issues. Seemingly
plausible "evidence" (from scriptural quotations, etc.) is advanced by them, but
the true significance of this "evidence" (which eludes them) helps their case not a
bit. It was not my original plan to write at such length in this Appendix, but now it
even seems necessary to add somewhat more to it in order to explain some
elementary but essential distinctions. Because most of this aforesaid confusion
has arisen (and more will undoubtedly be created in the future) due to the fact



that vital theological distinctions are ignored.

Let us consider some examples of these distinctions, so carelessly disregarded.
Redemption is not the same as salvation. Although justification is closely related
to the forgiveness of sins, there is yet more to justification. Furthermore,
justification and the forgiveness of sins are each completely different from
expiation (atonement) and propitiation.

Some of these doctrines encompass all men; that is, they may be said to be
related to the sufficiency aspect of Calvary. Others, however, fall under the
efficacy aspect in that they pertain only to many and not to all men.

The word redeem means "pay the price for" or "buy back" or "ransom". Very
eloquently does St. Peter bring to our minds this idea of paying: "You were not
redeemed with corruptible things as gold or silver ... but with the precious blood
of Christ." (I Pet. 1: 18-19). Redemption is absolutely universal: it applies to all
men without exception. Every soul in hell now, including those that were there
before Calvary, got redeemed on that first Good Friday. Christ's Death was
sufficient ransom even for them. The price of His Blood was sufficient and
superabundant. "We adore Thee, 0 Christ, and We bless Thee, because by Thy
Holy Cross Thou hast redeemed the world" is to be taken quite literally.

Closely akin to redemption are the concepts: propitiation, atonement (or
expiation). Our Lord's propitiatory, expiatory Sacrifice on Calvary was also
universal in its scope, for He atoned for all the sins of all men, past, present and
future.

All these truths - redemption, expiation, propitiation relate to the sufficiency
aspect; they apply to all men. Thus can we properly understand: "And He is the
propitiation for our sins and ... for those of the whole world." (1 John 2:2) Likewise
the meaning of this passage is quite clear: "... Who gave Himself a redemption
for all." (I Tim. 2:6)

Two little side comments are appropriate here. First of all, it is easily seen that
nothing startling whatsoever was "proved" by Rev. Wm. G. Most's earlier
argument that in the passage from Mark (10,45): " ... He might give His life as a
redemption for many" the word many is to be taken as meaning all men. (Refer
back to Appendix 3, Objection A.) Inasmuch as redemption does indeed pertain
to all men, Fr. Most's assertion is surely acceptable; but, once again, so what is
proved?

And the second aside concerns an "argument” presented by Msgr. Bandas in
one place in his article. It simply cannot be argued, as does Msgr. Bandas, that
since Calvary was for all men [just what does this mean?] and the Mass is the
continuation of Calvary [and again what does this mean?], therefore the words
"all men" may replace the word "many" in the consecration form! This is a



ludicrous oversimplification. Although each and every Mass is the unbloody
continuation of Calvary, no single Mass can be equally beneficial to all men.
There are some men, in fact, whose names cannot even be mentioned by the
celebrant in the "Commemoration of the Living": "Hence were anyone to mention
by name an infidel, a heretic, a schismatic, or an excommunicated person
(whether a king, or a bishop, or any other), ... he would certainly violate the law of
the Church." (De la Taille, The Mystery of Faith, v. Il, p. 317). Lastly, most
theologians hold that Masses absolutely may not even be said for certain classes
of persons, for example, excommunicati vitandi. (De la Taille, op. cit., p. 318)

Now, having mentioned some doctrines that pertain to all men (redemption,
expiation, propitiation), let us next consider some that apply only to many.
Salvation is not universal; only many and not all men are actually saved.
Expressions such as "Christ The Saviour of the world" must not be taken literally
as though His Passion and Death actually brought salvation to all." "He became
to all who obey Him the cause of eternal salvation," we read in Heb. (5,9). Albeit
it is God's will that all be saved - "This is good and agreeable in the sight of God
our Saviour, Who wishes all men to be saved," (I Tim. 2:3-4) -, nevertheless
there are some who habitually go against His will, disobey Him, and thus incur for
themselves eternal damnation: "Therefore He hath mercy on whom He will; and
whom He will, He hardeneth." (Rom. 9:18).

And where does forgiveness of sins fit into this picture? Forgiveness of sins
must not be confused with expiation of sins. Although Christ on Calvary expiated
all sins of all men, only many sins and many sinners are forgiven. Christ by His
Passion set up the cause by which all sins can be forgiven or could have been
forgiven (cf. St. Thomas, Summa Th., lll, Q.49, Art. 2); but actual forgiveness of
all sins, past,present and future, most assuredly was not brought about thereby.
Had His Passion accomplished this, then there would be no Hell and no
Sacrament of Penance.

Even during His lifetime Jesus forgave the sins of many, but not of all. He
forgave Mary Magdalen, but what of Herodias? No evidence at all exists that He
forgave the thief crucified at His left, whereas without a doubt He justified St.
Dismas at His right. Peter who denied Him was forgiven; but Judas who
betrayed Him? In fine, as everyone knows, only those "many" who have
contrition for their sins are forgiven.

Those malefactors who have tampered with Our Lord's words have, of course,
disdained all these elementary but vital theological distinctions just discussed.
They have attempted to wed in one and the same phrase the words "all men"
(sufficiency) with the forgiveness of sins doctrine, which in actuality is related
only to the aspect of efficacy. The proper, ancient form for consecrating the
wine, using Our Lord's own words, refers to the actual forgiveness of sins: "This
is ... My Blood ... which shall be shed for you and for many unto the forgiveness
of sins."



When the Innovators replaced Christ's word "many" by their own words "all men,"
they necessarily had to change also the final phrase, unto the forgiveness of
sins. For to say that Christ died for all men unto the forgiveness of sins is, in
effect, to say that His Passion actually brought about the forgiveness of the sins
of all men. And this, of course, clearly is undiluted heresy.

And therefore the entire meaning, or "essential sense," of Christ's own words
was changed when the Innovators made their "form" read: "for you and for all
men so that sins may be forgiven." What is conveyed by these words is the idea
of the potential forgiveness of the sins of all men, which idea is opposed to the
original meaning Christ clearly intended to convey which is that of the actual
forgiveness of the sins of "many."

To illustrate just once more how confused one can get by ignoring these
elementary theological distinctions, let us consider one final item from the column
of Monsignor Bandas. He presents several examples of Mass prayers which
purportedly lend "liturgical" support to his claims in defense of the use of the
words "for all men." One such example of his is: "Lamb of God Who takest away
the sins of the world." Now just exactly how this is supposed to constitute
"evidence" that "all men" may replace "many" in the consecration form escapes
me. These are the words of St. John the Baptist, announcing that Christ is the
Sacrificial Lamb Who will redeem the world. The consecration form concerns the
forgiveness of the sins of many, while "takest away the sins of the world" means
expiate the sins of the world. Indeed, the phrase, "Lamb of God who forgivest
the sins of the world" could be construed as heresy. And for this very reason it
seems a likely candidate for incorporation into future versions of "English
masses."

Patrick Henry Omlor

Menlo Park, California
February 11, 1969

Feast of Our Lady of Lourdes

EPILOGUE

The author of this book has invited me to add a few words by way of "Epilogue”
to this new, enlarged third edition. But indeed, what is there to add? Certainly, in
the way of argumentation and evidence there is virtually nothing | can add. As
the Latin proverb says, Qui nimis probat, nihil probat ("he who proves too much
proves nothing"). Therefore | will utilize this space allotted me to make but an
observation, a suggestion, a reaffirmation and a supplication.

The observation is this: It should be pointed out that the English versions of the



three "new canons" (the "Anaphoras" introduced in the United States in January,
1969) all have the same mutilated consecration “form" as the original English
“canon" (introduced in October, 1967): for all men so that sins may be forgiven.
Consequently all the facts, arguments and evidence in this present monograph
also apply with equal force against these three recently-introduced "English
Canons."

Secondly, my suggestion is that the readers of this Monograph restudy it
carefully, particularly the key, critical issues raised in Part 12. More and more it
should become apparent that the essential concept of the Mystical Body is not
signified in the words "for all men." It is undisputed that "the reality" of a
sacrament must be signified in the sacrament, and it must be signified chiefly by
the words of the form. If this signification should be deleted, then the sacrament
cannot signify properly and it cannot be valid.

"The reality" of the Sacrament of the Holy Eucharist, being the union of the
Mystical Body, is signified in these words: "for you and for many." As St. Thomas
says, "Now, in the celebration of this sacrament words are used to signify ...
things pertaining to Christ's Mystical Body, which is signified therein." (Summa
Th., lll, Q. 83, Art. 5). And elsewhere, citing the authority of St. Augustine, the
same Angelic Doctor states: "In the Sacrament of the Altar, two things are
signified, viz., Christ's true Body, and Christ's Mystical Body;" as St. Augustine
says (Liber Sent. Prosper.)" (op. cit., Q. 60, Art. 3). As was clearly demonstrated
earlier in this monograph, "all men" are not members of Christ's Mystical Body,
and hence these very words all men are contrary to the concept of the Mystical
Body.

My reaffirmation is in regard to what | wrote (about a year ago) in the Foreword of
this book. My conviction about the probable invalidity of these "English masses"
has but grown stronger with each succeeding month. | cannot use a more
forceful word than "probable," for no mortal (save by virtue of a private revelation)
can say with categorical certainty whether they are valid or not. Yet the evidence
indicates that the degree of probability in this case is extremely high and could
conceivably lead to practical certainty. God alone knows precisely whether we
are now entering those times spoken of by Abbe Charles Arminjon in 1881, citing
the prophecy of Daniel:

“Daniel, speaking of the signs which will announce the end of the
justice of God and the fall of kingdoms,...tells us: 'You will
recognize the great calamities are near, when you will see the
abomination of desolation in the holy place and when the perpetual
sacrifice will cease.' At the time of the final desolation, there will be
a certain period when the unbloody sacrifice will no longer be
celebrated over the entire extention of the earth. Then there will no
longer be a mediator between the justice of God and man. The
crimes and blasphemy will no longer have a counterbalance; this



will be the moment when the skies will be filled like a tent which no
longer has a traveler to shelter."--From Conference Eight.

Although it is true that God alone knows, it is also true that He has given each of
us an intellect with which to reason. And not one scintilla of evidence or proof of
the validity of the changed, mutilated "form" has been thus far advanced to
oppose and counterbalance the mountain of still unrefuted evidence that it is
invalid. Finally, in all honesty, since the "new words" are so patently contrary to
the words of Christ as found in Scripture, in 2000 years of liturgical usage and in
the solemnly defined Form; and since the "new words" likewise delete a profound
mystery (the Mystical Body) so intimately bound up with and expressed in the
essence of the Eucharistic Sacrifice - how could they conceivably constitute the
valid Form, and how, indeed, could the Innovators and their accomplices escape
“the wrath of Almighty God, and of the Blessed Apostles Peter and Paul,"
invoked by St. Pius V on anyone who would ever have the audacity to change
the Roman Missal or the Holy Mass, let alone tamper with its very heart and
essence, the Canon and Consecration?

"Take away the Mass: take away the Church" (tolle missam, tolle ecclesiam) has
ever been the program of the Ancient Enemy. As more and more clearly we
recognize that the Mass is the heart at which Christ's present-day crucifiers aim,
we should likewise realize that the Heart of the solution is Mary. In the midst of
the present almost universal apostasy foretold by Pope St. Pius X, the key to our
perseverance in the days ahead is the Ever Virgin Mary and in our living in
absolute consecration to her Immaculate Heart. Thus, finally, my supplication is
to her, our "sole refuge" and our last and "final weapon!" REGNET JESUS PER
REGNUM MARIAE!

Rev. Lawrence S. Brey
February 19, 1969
Ash Wednesday

HAS THE CHURCH THE RIGHT?

By Patrick Henry Omlor

First published in The Voice, Canandaigua, NY
October 1969

A Critical Question

In many quarters of the orthodox Catholic camp the belief is held that the
"English Canon Masses" are invalid, or at least very probably invalid. The
primary theological basis for doubting the validity of the English versions is that



the Innovators and "translators" (so-called), in their unbelievable temerity, dared
to introduce an alteration in the very form for consecrating the chalice. These
words of Our Lord Himself, which He used in instituting the Sacrament of the
Holy Eucharist, constitute the very essence of the Mass. Therefore when the
words, "for all men," were substituted in place of "for many" in the final clause
"which shall be shed for you and for many unto the remission of sins," it was the
existence itself of the Mass that was being tampered with.

Due to this mutilation of the meaning of Christ's words, the implications and
consequences of this particular substitution are profound indeed. But it is not my
present purpose to review all the theological evidence pointing to the conclusion
that this tampering with the form has in fact rendered it invalid. Rather | wish to
discuss here but one single aspect of the whole question, namely, whether or not
this innovation, "for all men," has been sanctioned by the Holy See. For this
seems to be a critical question many are asking.

This question, however, was answered long before it was even asked, because it
is the unalterable teaching of the Magisterium that not even the Church Herself-
that is, no pope, no bishop, nor even all the bishops acting either individually or
collectively, nor a council--has the right or the power to "innovate anything
touching on the substance of the sacraments." To understand how this teaching
applies to the present case under discussion it is necessary to know what is
meant by "the substance of a sacrament," and this will be explained shortly.

The Church Has Spoken

Regarding this limitation of the rights and powers of the Pope and the Church
there are at least four clear-cut pronouncements of the Magisterium; and all four
may be found in Denzinger's Enchiridion Symbolorum, the most authoritative
compendium of definitions and declarations relating to matters of faith and
morals.

(1) In the letter, Super quibusdam (Sept. 29, 1351), Pope Clement VI taught:
"(T)he Roman Pontiff regarding the administration of the sacraments of the
Church, can tolerate and even permit different rites of the Church of Christ....
always without violating those things which pertain to the integrity and necessary
parts of the sacraments."

(2) The Council of Trent, Session XXI, Chap. 2: "It (the Council) declares
furthermore that this power has always been in the Church, that in the
administration of the sacraments, without violating their substance, she may
determine or change whatever she may judge to be more expedient for the
benefit of those who receive them or for the veneration of the sacraments,
according to the variety of circumstances, times and places."



(8) Pope St. Pius X in the letter, Ex quo, nono (Dec. 26,1910): "(I)t is well
known that to the Church there belongs no right whatsoever to innovate anything
touching on the substance of the sacraments."

(4) And, finally, on Nov. 30, 1947, Pope Pius Xll issued the apostolic
constitution, Sacramentum Ordinis, which reiterates and clarifies this same
principle: "(A)s the Council of Trent teaches, the seven sacraments of the New
Law have all been instituted by Jesus Christ, our Lord, and the Church has no
power over the 'substance of the sacraments,' that is, over those things which,
with the sources of divine revelation as witnesses, Christ the Lord Himself
decreed to be preserved in a sacramental sign."

Forceful and unmistakably clear is the language of St. Pius X: "no right
whatsoever." And Pius Xll's words, "no power," are equally unequivocal. These
prohibitions, be it noted, refer to "the substance" of the sacraments.

Substance vs. Ceremony

Before going into the meaning of "substance" of a sacrament, it may perhaps be
useful to consider some aspects of the sacraments that do not fall under this
concept. In his bull, Apostolicae Curae, Pope Leo XlII lays down an important
distinction: "In the rite for the performance and administration of any sacrament
a distinction is justly made between its ‘ceremonial’ and its ‘essential’ part, the
latter being usually called its ‘'matter and form."™ Thus, although the Church is
forbidden to change, or even touch, the matter or form of any sacrament, She
may indeed change or abolish or introduce something in the nonessential rites,
or "ceremonial" parts, used in the administration of the sacraments, such as
processions, prayers or hymns before or after the actual words of the form are
recited, etc.

But every Catholic should know that not even the Pope can rule (for example)
that alcohol may be used instead of water as the matter of the Sacrament of
Baptism; or that the words, "I christen you, William," may be used as the form
instead of, "l baptize thee in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the
Holy Ghost." Innovations such as these would be examples of touching, or
violating the substance of a sacrament.

Substance of a Sacrament

As is generally explained by theologians, the substance of a sacrament consists
of those elements of the sacrament which are absolutely necessary in order to
have the sacrament; viz.,the matter and the form. By the matter is meant the



specific, determinate, sensible thing or things used in the external rite of the
sacrament; for example, water in Baptism, bread and wine in the Holy Eucharist.
The form is the sequence of specific, determinate words pronounced by the
minister of the sacrament. "The word," says St. Augustine, "is joined to the
element, and it becomes a sacrament."

Addis and Arnold's Catholic Dictionary comments thus: "The Council of Trent
defines that though the Church may change rites and ceremonies, it cannot alter
the 'substance’ of the sacraments. This follows from the very nature of a
sacrament. The matter and form have no power in themselves to give grace.
This power depends solely on the will of God, Who has made the grace promised
depend on the use of certain things and words, so that if these are altered in their
essence the sacrament is altogether absent."

Our present inquiry, related specifically to the Sacrament of the Holy Eucharist, is
whether or not this substitution of the words "for all men" in place of "for many" in
the consecration form constitutes a forbidden violation of the substance of the
Sacrament. And therefore we should also consider a certain distinguishing
feature of this Sacrament; namely, that it was instituted in specie. As we read in
The Catholic Encyclopedia (V. XllI, p. 299, 1913 ed.): "Christ determined what
special graces were to be conferred by means of external rites: for some
sacraments (e.g. baptism, the Eucharist) He determined minutely (in specie) the
matter and form: for others He determined only in a general way (in genere) that
there should be an external ceremony, by which special graces were to be
conferred, leaving to the Apostles or to the Church the power to determine
whatever He had not determined, e.g. to prescribe the matter and form of the
Sacraments of Confirmation and Holy Orders." Since the Holy Eucharist was
instituted in specie (and all theologians agree upon this), Our Lord Himself at the
Last Supper having specified the exact words of the form, there was absolutely
nothing left to the Church to determine in this respect.

Form of The Holy Eucharist

The matter of the Holy Eucharist is twofold, namely, bread and wine; and
similarly the form is twofold. Here we are concerned only with the form of the
latter consecration. "With regard to the consecration of the wine," teaches the
Catechism of the Council of Trent, "it is necessary ... that the priest know and
understand well its form. We are, then, firmly to believe that it consists in the
following words: ‘FOR THIS IS THE CHALICE OF MY BLOOD OF THE NEW
AND ETERNAL TESTAMENT, THE MYSTERY OF FAITH, WHICH SHALL BE
SHED FOR YOU AND FOR MANY UNTO THE REMISSION OF SINS.'. .. But
of this form no one can doubt."

A word is in order on the great authority of the Catechism of the Council of Trent,



also known as the Roman Catechism. The Council of Trent in a solemn decree
guaranteed the authenticity of the sacramental forms laid down in this
Catechism: "the form will be prescribed for each of the sacraments by the Holy
Council in a catechism, which the bishops shall have faithfully translated into the
language of the people and explained to the people by all parish priests."
(Session XXIV, Chap. 7). Throughout the four hundred years of this Catechism's
existence its use has been enjoined by numerous popes and councils. A
comparatively recent papal recommendation was that of Pope St. Pius X in his
encyclical Acerbo Nimis, wherein he ordered all the faithful to learn the Roman
Catechism and to follow it.

Likewise a decree of the Council of Florence specifies the same identical form:
“In the consecration of the blood the Church uses this form of words: 'FOR THIS
IS THE CHALICE OF MY BLOOD ... WHICH SHALL BE SHED FOR YOU AND
FOR MANY UNTO THE REMISSION OF SINS.""

Many theologians of great authority, including St. Thomas Aquinas, the
Salmanticenses, and all the earlier Thomists unanimously up to Cajetan, held
that all these words (including, of course, the altered words, "for many") are
necessary for validity and hence belong to the "substance of the Sacrament."

Other theologians, however, are of the opinion that not all these aforesaid words
are essential for the validity of the Sacrament, but that the first words, "This is the
Chalice of My Blood," would suffice for validity. St. Bonaventure and Cajetan are
perhaps the outstanding authorities of this school of opinion. But even the
Cajetan Thomists admit that these latter words which are under discussion (viz.,
"which shall be shed for you and for many . . .") do indeed belong to the
substance of the form, even though they deny their necessity for validity. That is
to say, they distinguish between what is of the substance and what is of the
essence, or necessity. Hence they assert that these latter words, while not
essential for the validity of the Sacrament, are nevertheless necessary for the
integrity or completeness of the form and therefore belong to "the substance."
Although this distinction seems contrary to the mind of St. Thomas, nevertheless
the point is made that virtually all theologians admit these disputed words to
belong to the substance of the Sacrament, according to their own interpretation
of "substance."

What has the Church said officially on this matter? It goes without saying that
She has never as yet defined what words are absolutely essential for
consecrating the wine, for otherwise the controversy would have been settled.
Certain clear indications, however, as to what is "the mind of the Church" have
been given to us; for example, the decree of the Council of Florence cited above.
And the mind of the Church is that, in the absence of an actual de fide definition,
the entire form (and not just the words: "This is the Chalice of My Blood") must
be treated as though it is of the substance of the Sacrament.



Indisputable evidence that this is indeed the "mind of the Church" is furnished by
Chapter V of De Defectibus, which is a section of the official rubrics
accompanying St. Pius V's Roman Missal, and this is perhaps the closest thing to
an actual "definition" of the Church on this subject: "The words of consecration,
which are the form of this Sacrament, are these: 'FOR THIS IS MY BODY; FOR
THIS IS THE CHALICE OF MY BLOOD, OF THE NEW AND ETERNAL
TESTAMENT, THE MYSTERY OF FAITH, WHICH SHALL BE SHED FOR YOU
AND FOR MANY UNTO THE REMISSION OF SINS." If anyone omits or
changes anything in the form of the consecration of the Body and Blood, and in
this change of words the words do not mean the same thing, then he does not
effect the Sacrament. If words are added which do not alter the meaning, then
the Sacrament is valid, but the celebrant commits a mortal sin in making such an
addition." Considering that the penalty of mortal sin attaches to making even
minor changes which do not even alter the meaning, who can question that the
Church is certainly treating the entire form as though it is all of the substance of
the Sacrament?

Definition of Pius XllI

In attempting to form a correct judgment on this issue it would be unwise to
overlook the definition of "substance" which Pope Pius XlI has laid down. Without
going into the question of "validity," he defines the substance as "those things
which, with the sources of divine revelation as witnesses, Christ the Lord Himself
decreed to be preserved in a sacramental sign." Does our disputed phrase fulfill
this definition? The first requirement, that we have the testimony of divine
revelation, is undeniably fulfilled, for we find these words, "which shall be shed
for many," in Holy Writ in the Gospels of both Sts. Matthew and Mark. And if any
words in the form of any sacrament fulfill the other condition of Pius's definition
namely, that "Christ the Lord Himself decreed them to be preserved in a
sacramental sign"--, none fulfill it more perfectly than do the words of Christ in
instituting this Sacrament; for after pronouncing them over the elements of bread
and wine Our Lord explicitly ordered: "Do this in commemoration of Me."

Additional insight into this whole matter may be gained by consulting once again
The Catholic Encyclopedia (loc. cit.): "The Council of Trent declared that the
Church had not the power to change the 'substance’ of the sacraments. She
would not be claiming power to alter the substance of the sacraments if she used
her Divinely given authority to determine more precisely the matter and form in
so far as they had not been determined by Christ." What is here implied is that if
the Church should alter those things explicitly "determined by Christ," then she
would thereby be usurping this power.



Dealing With Absurdities

A certain argument of a very absurd nature (apparently invented by the
Innovators of the I.C.E.L.) has been making the rounds. This ludicrous
contention is that "many" and "all men" amount to the same thing, and therefore
nothing has really been changed at all! Aside from the fact that any child with the
use of reason knows the difference between "many" and "all," this argument
leaves the following embarrassing question unanswered, If "many" and "all men"
are legitimately interchangeable in this place, then why did the Catechism of the
Council of Trent explicitly reject this very substitution? "With reason, therefore,"
teaches the Roman Catechism, "were the words 'for all men' NOT used, as in
this place the fruits of the Passion are alone spoken of, and to the elect only (i.e.,
‘for many') did His Passion bring the fruit of salvation."

And why did at least two Doctors of the Church, St. Thomas Aquinas (Summa,
111, Q.78, Art.3) and St. Alphonsus Mary de Liguori (Treatise on the Holy
Eucharist), also take pains to point out the theological reasons why "all men" is
improper in this place? Why did the Sovereign Pontiff Benedict XIV (De
Sacrosancto Missae Sacrificio, Bk. 11, Ch. XV, par. 11) ratify the teaching of St.
Thomas on this point, asserting that the Angelic Doctor "explains correctly”
Christ's use of "for many" as opposed to "for all men"?

A variation of the Innovators' nonsensical argument (and this rests solely on
linguistic sleight of hand) goes like this: Our Lord really meant to say "all men,"
but He was handicapped in speaking Aramaic, which doesn't have a special word
for "all," but only an ambiguous term which can mean both "many" and "all." Of
course, admittedly the I.C.E.L. presents it with greater finesse, On p. 34 of their
pamphlet, The Roman Canon in English Translation, we read: "Neither Hebrew
nor Aramaic possess (sic) a word for ‘all." The word rabbim or 'multitude’ thus
served also in the inclusive sense for 'the whole,' even though the corresponding
Greek and the Latin appear to have an exclusive sense, i.e., 'the many' rather
than 'the all'."

As a start let us reflect that the grammatical blunder in English in the first
sentence inspires no great confidence in these experts' pretended proficiency in
Hebrew and Aramaic. Their "facts" are no better, for their claim itself is
absolutely false. As one would normally expect, Aramaic does indeed have a
word for "all" as well as a completely different word for ."many." In point of fact,
even to this day Masses of the Maronite Rite still employ the ancient Aramaic
words which mean strictly and unambiguously "for many." Of course, the
categorical proof that this whole pedantic "explanation” is just a heap of semantic
hanky-panky lies in the fact that St. Mark, who is one of the two sources of "for
many," actually wrote in Greek! Viewed in its entirety, this I.C.E.L. pamphlet
appears as nothing more than a handy little catalogue of specious excuses



designed to explain away all the meddling of this sinister outfit.
Interim Summary

Before continuing let us briefly review the case as presented thus far. The
Magisterium has pronounced on at least four separate occasions that the
substance of the sacraments is an area that is untouchable, even by the Church
Herself. These words in the consecration of the wine, "which shall be shed for
you and for many . . .," are considered by most theologians to belong to the
substance of the Sacrament of the Holy Eucharist; that is, the two principal
"schools" that have studied and debated this issue most extensively both (each
according to its own interpretation of the term) claim these words to be "of the
substance." Since these are the words of Our Lord Himself, which He used in
instituting this Sacrament in specie, they should perforce be considered
untouchable. The Church, although never defining this matter de fide, has
always treated these words as though they are of the substance. Finally, if we
adhere to the definition of "substance of a sacrament" which Pius XII handed
down, we find a cogent argument that these words are undeniably of the
substance of the Sacrament. From all this it seems amply clear that these words
which have been altered must be given the benefit of the doubt, at the very least,
that they belong to the untouchable substance of the Sacrament.

The Original Question

The question posed earlier was: Has the Pope approved of these words, "for all
men" to be used instead of "for many"? In his recent apostolic constitution, dated
April 3, 1969, Paul VI stated: "We wish that the words be pronounced thus ...
over the chalice: 'Hic est enim calix sanguinis mei ... qui pro vobis et pro multis
effundetur in remissionem peccatorum.'" Speaking officially, therefore, the Holy
Father has permitted no change in Our Lord's words.

But another fact is to be reckoned with. The selfsame mutilation in the English
form appears in the same place in the Italian language canons; that is, "per tutti,"
the Italian equivalent of "for all men," is used. And, according to the recent report
of a reliable eyewitness, Pope Paul VI himself has used this ltalian version and
these words: "per tutti." This would seem to be proof enough that this
phraseology has the Pope's tacit approval at least, despite the fact that his official
pronouncement rules out any such change! And so, just what is one to conclude
from this?

In the first place, although this innovation may have originated elsewhere,
nevertheless it may now be asserted that Pope Paul VI himself made this
change, since he, the head of the Church, is aware of it and has apparently



accepted and endorsed it, at least in practice. And therefore, setting aside all
emotions, there are from a strictly logical standpoint exactly two alternatives to
consider: either Paul VI is in violation of the Magisterium, which seemingly yields
him "no right whatsoever to innovate anything" in this regard; or he is not in
violation of it.

One Alternative

Let us consider the second alternative first. To prove he is not in opposition to
the Magisterium one must prove that these words, “for many," are not of the
substance of this Sacrament. Clearly this cannot be proved, especially since the
bulk of the evidence is to the contrary.

But one might be tempted to argue as follows: Paul VI has not only tolerated this
change but he has even used it himself. Since he is the Pope, and since it is
inconceivable that any pontiff would usurp powers that are not his--that is,
touching the substance of a sacrament--, it automatically follows that these words
simply cannot belong to the substance, due to the very fact that he has indeed
touched them. Consequently, inasmuch as the Church has not heretofore
defined whether or not these particular words belong to the substance, the fact
that Paul has changed them is, in effect, tantamount to his defining that they are
not of the substance.

Albeit the foregoing argument might seem to be a reassuring resolution of the
problem, it simply cannot stand. Since when does Christ's true Church resolve
important doctrinal matters this way? Who can produce just one example of the
authentic Magisterium defining doctrine in a similarly round-about manner? Why,
this very question has for centuries been studied and discussed by the greatest
theologians and Doctors of the Church. And during all these centuries the
Church saw fit to allow the status quo to remain, wisely declining to rule one way
or the other. In that no one ever even dreamed of actually changing these
words, a practical situation never arose to occasion Holy Mother Church to speak
in Her solemn, authoritative voice. Nevertheless, as was demonstrated earlier,
She, following the safest course, has always treated all the words of the form as
though they all belong to the untouchable substance of the Sacrament.

Moreover, is it not true that many matters of lesser importance have first been
studied exhaustively by able theologians appointed by the Holy See, and often
with much open debate, before a final decision was rendered? Odd, is it not, that
this all-important matter, always left untouched by the Church, should now be
decided or "defined" wholly sub rosa, without discussion, without even being
mentioned; but decided via the simple expedient of allowing notoriously
heterodox "liturgy experts" to present the Church Militant with their
"accomplished fact," followed by the Pope's "tacit" approval? Make no mistake



about it! God's Holy Church does not operate thus.

The Other Alternative

Taking up the first alternative, then, is it possible that Paul VI is in opposition to
the Magisterium? At the very outset | wish to establish that this is not an
improper question to ask. To raise such a question is not "attacking the Pope,"
nor is it trying to "be more Catholic than the Pope." When it comes to the
sacraments, it is neither rash nor outside the realm of possibility to inquire
whether a given pontiff might be arrogating power that is not rightfully his. For if
such were an absolute, unheard-of impossibility, then why, | ask, did the Holy
Ghost on at least four separate occasions arm His Church against precisely this
possibility?* If it went without saying that no pontiff or council could ever
conceivably usurp, then what was the point of the Magisterium's laying down this
principle in the first place? Do not these pronouncements speak for themselves?
Finally, is it being a "good Catholic" to ignore these Divinely inspired teachings at
the exact moment when a situation demanding their application seems to present
itself?

Now regardless of what Pope Paul VI may personally think, it still has not been
decided with absolute certainty whether or not these words he has changed
belong to the substance of the Sacrament, inasmuch as the Church still has not
defined the matter (and this cannot be repeated too often). But let us assume
that he holds the opinion they are not of the substance. Assuredly he is entitled
to this opinion as a private theologian, and undoubtedly in his own conscience he
does not believe that in making this change he is touching the substance of the
Sacrament. NEVERTHELESS even Pope Paul VI himself does not know with
certainty that they are or are not of the substance, since even he himself has not
defined the matter! And therefore, in the absence of this clear and certain
knowledge, he has neither the right nor the power to touch these words.

In Conclusion

Furthermore to make such a profound change without any clarification or
explanation whatsoever in itself vitiates the teaching authority of the Church. We
need only illustrate the procedure of the authentic Magisterium by means of an
example. It will be recalled that in 1947 Pope Pius Xll wished to determine more
precisely the matter of the Sacrament of Holy Orders. (Incidentally, as an "in
genere" sacrament Holy Orders, unquestionably was liable to determinations by



the Church.) It was only after extensive study that the Holy Father, prompted by
the Holy Ghost, laid down his official teaching in the carefully worded apostolic
constitution, Sacramentum Ordinis, in which he thoroughly expounded the
subject.

*See The Church has Spoken

But to change the words of Christ Himself, words recorded in Holy Writ, words of
the very heart of the Mass? And furthermore to introduce the exact mutilation
expressly outlawed by the Roman Catechism? All this is done quietly and
unannounced! All this we must accept without question because it has the
Pope's tacit approval?

More is at stake here than just the validity of the Holy Sacrifice. You may ask
how this is possible, for what more could there be? | answer that the very
teaching authority of the Church is at stake. "It is a well-known fact that to the
Church there belongs no right whatsoever to innovate anything touching on the
substance of the sacraments." When the Magisterium is challenged with
impunity on but a single point the entire authority of Holy Mother Church is
thereby challenged. Mark this welll Once the precedent is established, She will
be violated on each and every other front; this we witness even now. And how
long before Her authority becomes reduced to an utter nullity? But the gates of
hell will not prevail against Her, and it is only "in the sight of the unwise" that She
"seemed to die."

INSIGHTS INTO HERESY

1. REVIEWING THE BASIC DEFINITIONS-- More and more frequently
nowadays the word heresy seems to keep cropping up in our conversations and
in our reading material. Most informed Catholics have a reasonably accurate
idea of what heresy is, even though not too many may be familiar with St.
Thomas', definition of it as "a species of unbelief belonging to those who profess
the Christian faith, but corrupt its dogmas." The common understanding is that
heresy is a denial of some truth(s) or dogma(s) which the Church proposes for
our belief and to which we must fully assent in order to be saved. Such a denial
is by definition a heinous affront to Almighty God, Who is Truth, and an attack
upon His Church which His Divine Son founded as the Ark of Salvation which
teaches us the truth and enables us to attain everlasting happiness. Though so
sturdily built by these Divine Hands, this Ark has ever been the prey of the
mutineers aboard, for always it is from within that heresies are born. It is Satan,
the Father of Lies, who begets all heresies; but the midwives and the wet nurses
are to be found among “those who profess the Christian faith" (as St. Thomas
says), principally theologians, bishops and priests.



Heresy may be material or formal. A material heretic is one who adheres to error
because of inculpable ignorance, mistaken judgment, or a failure to comprehend
dogmas adequately. Inasmuch as free choice is absent, the material heretic
does not deliberately assault the Church, and therefore there is no sinfulness
attached. In formal heresy, on the other hand, what comes into play is the will,
which inclines and directs the intellect to cling to that which the Church declares
to be false. Men become formal heretics, because of their pride of intellect, or
their tendency to rely too heavily on their own lights and insights, or their
misguided religious zeal, or perhaps their delusions of being great religious
leaders or "reformers." The mark of formal heresy is pertinacity, the obstinate
refusal to recant one's errors even after their deviation from the teaching of the
Church has been clearly pointed out. Heresy and humility are mortal enemies.
Both cannot survive together in one and the same man; ultimately the one must
destroy the other.

2. GETTING A CLOSER LOOK AT HERESY -- Just knowing some
definitions really does not suffice to give one a vivid understanding of what
heresy is. "Scratch a Russian," said Napoleon, "and you will find a Tartar."
Without necessarily espousing this opinion of Russians in general, we can
nevertheless accept the principle, because in order to see what underlies heresy
a little "scratching" must be done. "Freedom of choice" and the "fundamental
God-given right to choose" this or that or the other thing have become standard
pieces of demagogic equipment for politicians, "liberal" editors, and
revolutionaries in general. Now this is the very same stuff heresies are made of,
for heresy always involves a choosing. The Catholic Encyclopedia explains it
thus: "The right Christian faith consists in giving one's voluntary assent to Christ
in all that truly belongs to His teaching ... the deposit of faith ... the sum total of
truths revealed in Scripture and Tradition. The believer accepts the whole
deposit as proposed by the Church; the heretic accepts only such parts of it as
commend themselves to his own approval." Heresy, then, is an abuse of
freedom of choice.

No one, | think, has explained this idea more clearly than Fr. Denis Fahey:
"Heresy, as its Greek original proclaims, means selecting and choosing. It
involves in its very essence a rupture of the harmonious equilibrium of two truths,
both of which are taught in their purity by the Catholic Church. Heresy takes one
aspect of the full harmonious synthesis of the Divine Plan and exaggerates it till
the resultant affirmation involves the negation of the complementary aspect. Itis
the partial truth contained in a heresy which obtains acceptance for the error
therein involved, because the human mind is meant for truth and cannot embrace
error as such. What the Catholic Church condemns is, needless to say, the error
or negation, not the affirmation."

In the above explanation there are four key ideas: (1) Heresy involves two truths



which, although distinct from one another, are related to one another in some
way. (2) The heretic does not necessarily take the "negative approach." He is
usually affirming something which in itself is absolutely true, namely, one of the
two truths. (3) His affirmation becomes so forcible and overemphasized that
gradually some aspects of this one truth become exaggerated so that the other
truth begins to he deemphasized and then eventually altogether denied. (4) It is
the partial truth of what the heretic is saying that gains him a following, because
the human mind (enfeebled though it is by Original Sin) still, for the most part, is
capable of recognizing and rejecting unadulterated error.

3. SEEING SOME EXAMPLES

"Americanism (the heresy)," Fr. Fahey points out, "is not condemned on account
of its assertion of the necessity of the active and social virtues, but on account of
its negation of the interior virtues of self-denial, humility, obedience. It is not

judged worthy of reproof on account of its affirmation of the beauty of the natural
virtues, but on account of its negation of the splendour of the supernatural ones."

The doctrine of original Sin and the dogma of the Immaculate Conception: these
truths are both mysteries, and they are related to each other. Should we affirm
the first truth (Original Sin) to the extent that we actually distort some aspect of it
by exaggeration, we might end up questioning the Immaculate Conception.
Suppose, for example, that we dwell one-sidedly on this sole aspect: Original
Sin by its very nature is a sin of the race and must he universal in its scope. The
whole human race by necessity inherited this sin from Adam, etc. Analyzing,
scrutinizing and exaggerating this one single aspect (its universality by
necessity), we might begin to wonder how Mary's being preserved from Original
Sin does not somehow pull the rug out from under this aspect, which we have
become so fond of dwelling upon. Original Sin is an affair of the race--this we
know beyond a doubt! --, and if Mary was indeed a human being she must
certainly have inherited this sin. If she didn't, then she must not have been purely
human but quasi-divine (and this is just one other way of falling into error). Such
is the perplexity of the man who, when dealing with mysteries, relies on reason
alone unaided by faith.

Similarly, one could overemphasize the second truth, the Immaculate
Conception, to the extent that he might end up denying some aspect of Original
Sin. An atheist, will admit that Mary was conceived without Original Sin, simply
because to his way of thinking there isn't any such thing.

4. TAKING SOME PRECAUTIONS



If starting out just affirming truths can so readily lead ultimately to heresy, one
might wonder if the safest course isn't simply to stop studying the truths of our
faith, or at least to avoid delving too deeply into them. Quite the contrary!
Always, however, we must bear in mind that many of these truths are wrapped in
mysteries. As our faith deepens, our understanding of these mysteries becomes
greater; that is the key. The Apostles came to realize this, and their plea: "Lord,
increase our faith" is a most excellent ejaculation which we ourselves would do
well to repeat often. (Conversely, it is also a fact that as one's faith diminishes,
so does his grasp of mysteries; that again is a key, the key to what is happening
in high places in the Church today.)

Never will we stray from the sound teaching of the Church if we rely upon the
Holy Ghost, Mary the Queen of Truth, and our special patron saints to aid us in
our study. Always thinking in consonance with what the Church teaches, always
assenting to what the Church demands, always following the sound Doctors
approved by the Church: these are our safeguards.

On some mysteries it is advisable not to meditate too much. Many spiritual
guides, for example, counsel not to ponder too inquiringly or too frequently on the
mystery of predestination, especially if a person has a tendency to be
scrupulous. And regarding transubstantiation, the Catechism of the Council of
Trent warns: "But, in accordance with the principle very often repeated by the
Fathers, the faithful are to be admonished not to inquire too curiously into the
manner in which that change may be made, for it defies our powers of
conception, nor have we any example of it in natural changes, nor in the work of
creation itself. The change is to be learned by faith (emphasis added); the
manner of that change is not to be made a subject of too curious inquiry. But ...
pastors will ... fortify the minds of the faithful by reminding them that 'no word
shall be impossible with God' (Luke:1,37)."

We must, moreover, never lose sight of the fact that the Father of Heresies

always is attempting to sow the seeds of error and doubt in the minds of good
Catholics. He can play havoc with our feeble intellects; and one of the favorite
artifices of this Evil One is to convince us that ours isn't all that feeble after all!

Some there are (rationalists and atheists being good examples) who scoff at
Catholics and their mysteries which, according to these scoffers, conflict with
reason. This is absolutely untrue, for our supernatural mysteries do not conflict
with reason; they are simply above reason. Take the most simple and unlearned
Catholic, one whose reason is aided by a deep and lively faith. Such a person
actually has such a highly developed reasoning power that he has reached the
following conclusions: human reason because of our tainted nature is very fallible
and unreliable, and consequently there simply must be some truths above and
beyond its grasp. My inability to grasp them fully is to be ascribed to my
imperfect reason and not to the fact that the mysteries "conflict with reason." The
scoffer, the one who prides himself on his great prowess at reasoning, actually



has not yet even reached this elementary level of ability to reason!

5. THE TWO FACES OF HERESY

"The Jansenist tendency," says Addis and Arnold's Catholic Dictionary,
"displayed itself in so many ways, in attempts to correct doctrines, devotions,
discipline ... that it is no easy matter to decide where the reproach of Jansenism
was deserved." And also: "It must be remembered that the work of the
Jansenist writers was very far from being wholly evil. Arnauld and his friends
defended many Catholic doctrines against the Calvinists." Let us now, touching
on the fourth point in Fr. Fahey's analysis, consider why it is that there is always
a partial truth in all heresies.

Obviously Satan will not take the trouble carefully to plant the seeds of heresy in
a man's mind, and then allow him to start off in his "career" attacking every
Catholic doctrine in sight. Such a course would gain the heretic no adherents
whatsoever from among those who are still faithful Catholics, and these, of
course, are the very ones Satan is after primarily, or at least the ones that offer
him the greatest obstacles. So, if a heresy is to be successful it must be a good
admixture of sound Catholic doctrine and error. It is the 1% error in the mixture
that the Evil One will settle for, at least in the very beginning.

“In their writings and addresses," says St. Pius X of the Modernists, "they seem
not infrequently to advocate now one doctrine, now another, so that one would
be disposed to regard them as vague in their ideas ... Hence in their books you
find some things which might very well be expressed by a Catholic, but on the
next page you find other things which might have been dictated by a rationalist.
When they write history, they make no mention of the divinity of Christ, but when
they are in the pulpit they profess it clearly. Again, when they write history they
pay no heed to the fathers and the councils, but when they catechize the people,
they cite them respecitfully."

What the heretic advances must always appear plausible. Since the deception is
a gradual process, at the very outset his teachings must at least have the
semblance of orthodoxy. It goes without saying that someone who tries to
promote a palpable absurdity will scarcely be doing Satan's work. The Ancient
Enemy knows that our darkened intellects are easy prey for his snares, but he
also knows that there is a limit even to our stupidity. Several years ago, for
example, some unsolicited literature arrived in the mail, postmarked Old Town,
Maine. The sender's name was John Baptist Baker, and in perusing this
literature it soon became clear to me that he believed himself to be the 20th
century's John THE Baptist, His key "dogma" was that Fr. Coughlin is the third
person of the Blessed Trinity. Too insane to fall under the category of
blasphemy, this "dogma" certainly was not being used by Satan for the purpose



of spreading heresy -- not even in Maine.

Lastly, it would be a mistake to suppose that the heretic will exhibit no piety or
good qualities whatsoever. Someone who is a great exponent of Our Lady, for
example, or a great defender of traditional Catholicism might be such only
ostensibly. If, although sounding orthodox enough, he is nevertheless subtly
disseminating error and creating confusion, such a person can do incalculable
harm. Many sincere adherents will see and hear only the wholesome things and
fail to recognize the errors until they have become hopelessly enmeshed in them.
"Discord of thought and will," according to St. Pius X, "is the sure mark of error."
Needless to say, then, where there is discord and confusion there is also bound
to be error; and unadulterated Catholic orthodoxy as well as true piety and
devotion to the Mother of God are in reality far removed, regardless of the
outward appearances.

6. AN IMPORTANT PAIR OF TRUTHS

Having seen above how heresies arise through the disturbance of the
harmonious equilibrium existing between two related truths--affirming and
overemphasizing one truth at the expense of the other--, let us now consider two
truths which easily lend themselves to this pattern of heresy. A chief reason why
this particular pair of truths is a likely target for Satan's efforts is that each truth is
in itself a supernatural mystery, and fully reconciling how both are true at the
same time is far, far above the grasp of reason. These two truths are: (A) Christ
died for all men; (B) Not all men are saved, but only many.

7. TRUTH (A): CHRIST DIED FOR ALL MEN

When we say that "Christ died for all men," what we mean is that by His Death
on the Cross Our Lord redeemed all mankind. Associated with this first truth,
then, is a key word: Redemption. Going back to its original derivation, or
etymology, we learn that this word redemption means literally a ransom, or
buying back, or paying the price for. "You were not redeemed with corruptible
things as gold or silver," says St. Peter, "but with the precious blood of Christ."

The sin of Adam was a "race" sin in that its effects are felt by the entire human
race. Original Sin and all its consequences---namely, the darkening of the
intellect, the weakening of the will, suffering and death, and, most serious of all,
the loss of sanctifying grace -- are transmitted at birth, as though through the
blood, to every man born into the world. By the very fact he is a human being
each man is originally tainted with this sin, and he must carry with him throughout
his lifetime its pernicious effects; and thus in every sense of the word Original Sin



is hereditary. Exactly why and how Adam's sin became an affair of the whole
human race we cannot fully understand, as it is indeed, in a sense, a mystery.

Jesus Christ, the God-Man, by His Passion and Death "purchased for us the
rewards of eternal life"; He ransomed us from the captivity, of the original sin
(but not from its effects) and from all sin. That is to say, He as man could suffer
and die as other men; but as God His Sacrifice was infinite, just as the required
ransom was infinite. Because of the infinite dignity of The One Who is outraged
by sin, all sin demands an infinite atonement or expiation. And so , the ransom,
or Redemption, like Adam's original sin, was absolutely universal in its scope.
Both were "race" acts having their effects--the one damaging, the other repairing-
- on the collectivity of mankind.

Some other key words associated with this first truth, then, are: human race,
collectively, and universally. And next we come upon the word sufficiency.
Christ's Death was sufficient remedy and ransom for all. No more (and, of
course, no less) than some atoning act of the God-Man was needed to repair the
infinite outrage of sin, as we have seen. "Christ by His Passion delivered us from
our sins causally," says St. Thomas, "that is, by setting up the cause of our
deliverance, from which cause all sins whatsoever, past, present, or to come,
could be forgiven: just as if a doctor were to prepare a medicine by which all
sicknesses can be cured, even in the future." Indeed "Christ died for all men,"
but only, as St. Thomas explains, in this sense of sufficiency.

No sooner did our first parents fall than God promised them He would send His
Redeemer for the human race. This promise and its fulfillment by His only
begotten Son were manifestations of the infinite mercy of God. Not owing us
anything on this score, there was no Justice involved here, but only God's mercy.
In fine, this first truth we have been discussing, that Christ died for all men, has
these related sub-concepts: Redemption, human race, collectively, universally,
infinite mercy, and sufficiency.

8. TRUTH (B): ONLY MANY ARE SAVED

Exploring the second truth, namely, that only many men are saved, we encounter
a different set of key concepts. First of all, salvation. Not all men attain (or will
attain) eternal happiness in heaven, or salvation, but only many. Salvation,
therefore, in actuality does not pertain to the human race on a universal and
collective basis, but it pertains to many individual souls on a particular basis.
Even though Our Divine Redeemer ransomed all men, there are some men who,
through their perverse failure to cooperate with God's Will and His grace,
effectively nullify for themselves the benefits of this Purchase. Here again is a
profound mystery beyond our ken: "the mystery of iniquity".



Suppose (by way of analogy) you have a friend who, for some reason, has been
imprisoned. To obtain his release from his jail cell you generously go ahead and
put up the required amount of bail; in other words, you pay the price of his
ransom. You have done all that lay within your power and, inasmuch as you put
up the correct amount, what you have done is sufficient for his obtaining his
freedom (at least for the time being). You have thus "redeemed" your friend, and
this was an act of "mercy" on your part because you did not owe this to him.
Suppose, however, that he obstinately refuses to budge from his cell and
chooses to remain right there in his misery instead of going free. Clearly your
attempt to "save" him has not been at all effective. This is entirely his own doing
and certainly not your fault; in fact it is an actual rebuff to your goodness. Lastly,
just why he wishes to stay incarcerated is a "mystery" to you.

This analogy illustrates (among other things) the idea of efficacy or effectiveness.
Christ's Death, though sufficient for all men in the sense noted above, is not
efficacious or effective for the salvation of all, but only of many.

And finally, the attribute of God which is most closely associated with this second
truth is His infinite justice. "Then shall the king say to them that shall be on his
right hand: 'Come, ye blessed of my Father, possess you the kingdom prepared
for you from the foundation of the world." ... Then shall he say to them also that
shall be on his left hand: 'Depart from me, you cursed, into everlasting fire which
was prepared for the devil and his angels."

In contradistinction to the list of subconcepts related to truth (A) which were
enumerated earlier, we have these key concepts related to this second truth (B),
that only many are saved: Salvation, many souls, individually, particularly,
infinite justice, and efficacy.

9. SUMMARY OF THE PRECEDING TWO SECTIONS

Now for each of these two main truths we have been discussing and contrasting
there is ample support by way of passages that may be found in Holy Scripture.
Of course, no matter how many passages we may find which speak about "all
men" (and are thus referring to some aspect of the first truth), the fulness and
integrity of the second truth are nowise diminished thereby. Never can these two
truths conflict with each other, even though, because they are veiled in mystery,
we are not able to reconcile them fully. What we must do is affirm both, without
the exaggeration or diminution of either, just as the Council of Trent does in this
single sentence which is elegant because of its terseness: "But, though He died
for all, yet not all receive the benefit of His death, but those only unto whom the
merit of His passion is communicated." In affirming both truths this decree also
distinguishes between the two. The following table summarizes the gist of this
discussion:



Column A Column B

CHRIST DIED FOR ALL ONLY MANY ARE SAVED
REDEMPTION SALVATION

of of

the human race, many souls,
collectively, individually,
universally, particularly,
showing God's showing God's
infinite mercy infinite justice

and related to the and related to the
Sufficiency aspect efficacy aspect

of Christ's Death. of Christ's Death.

10. THE FIRST APPROACH TO HERESY:
CALVINISM AND JANSENISM

The reason for studying these two truths in such detail in the preceding sections
is that we now wish to show that there are basically two principal root heresies
connected with them. That is, one can overaffirm either one of these two main
truths (and the sub-concepts related to it) to the extent that all the subconcepts
related to the other truth become dwarfed, and then finally this other truth is
altogether denied.

In this section let us examine the consequences of magnifying truth (B), that only
many are saved. As a start, we shall select from Column B the sub-concept
infinite justice. To dwell too much on the thought of God's justice, weighing this
idea from every angle and becoming entirely preoccupied with it, will eventually
impress upon us a very twisted notion of a stern, relentless God; especially if we
never balance our meditation with reflections on the complementary, attribute of
God's mercy. In fact, in this process we would necessarily and correspondingly
get a very stunted idea of the mercy of God. And once the harmonious
equilibrium of these two attributes of God becomes disturbed (only in our minds,
of course), all the other sub-concepts in Column B, as if by chain effect, become
distorted by overemphasis, while their counterparts, the corresponding sub-
concepts in Column A, again as if by chain effect, become distorted by
underemphasis. Inevitably and finally truth (A) will be denied.

The whole process just described actually took place with the Calvinist and



Jansenist heresies. As was mentioned earlier (in passing), the Jansenists
opposed the Calvinists on many points. On several ideas, however, the
Jansenists actually followed and had a meeting of the minds with the Calvinists.
Both denied the freedom of the will; both had perverted doctrines on
predestination; and both arrived at precisely the same heretical denial of our truth
(A), claiming that Christ did not die for all men. Though it is impossible to
reconstruct the exact pattern of thought that led to this ultimate denial, it can be
said with certainty that the origin may be traced to the affirming and then the
overaffirming of some element in Column B, or perhaps some idea that belongs
in Column B, but which we have overlooked.

We know, for example, that their overall view of things in general could be
termed aptly a glum and pessimistic one. (Even today when we hear "Jansenist"
the picture of an austere, unbending old sourpuss comes to our minds.) This
mentality was undoubtedly the cause (in some cases) and the result (in other
cases) of their thinking too frequently and one-sidedly about hell, and about
God's justice, and about the truth that only many are saved. Now these are
among the most awful and mysterious truths of our Faith, and unfortunately they
became obsessions with these heretics of whom we are speaking.

Moving along in Column B, we can understand how the overemphasis of the
individual soul's particular relationship with God is related to the above. True
indeed that every soul does have a personal relationship--most vital it is!--with
Almighty God, but we as Catholics must always be thinking in terms of the
Mystical Body. Firstly, we must attend to the strengthening of the bond of our
own union with Christ, the Head of the Mystical Body, and with all our fellow-
members--in the Church Triumphant, the Church Suffering, and the Church
Militant--, and this strengthening is effected principally through frequent reception
of the true Body of Christ in the Holy Eucharist.

Our next most important task in life is to assist our fellow-members in the Church
Militant in remaining steadfast and becoming even stronger members, and to do
what we can to bring outsiders into the fold of the One True Faith. How does one
go about fulfilling these vital obligations, especially today when they must be
accomplished over the dead bodies of the "ecumenizers"? The answer lies
herein: "Deep mystery this," says Pope Pius XlI, "subject of inexhaustible
meditation: that the salvation of many depends on the prayers and voluntary
penances which the members of the Mystical Body of Jesus Christ offer for this
intention." These powerful tools not even the "ecumenizers" can thwart!

Getting back to our analysis, as a result of this exaggerated view of the
importance of the individual soul's personal relationship with God (and this was
manifested in the "private interpretation of Scripture," etc.), we still hear today the
expression: "protestant individualism." Needless to say, this overemphasis
produced a corresponding neglect of the "human race" aspect of Calvary, leading
finally to a denial of the universality of the Redemption. They overlooked the



distinction between Redemption and Salvation, and erroneously equated the two.
The false equating of these two truths can be done in one of two ways: (1) Take
Redemption which embraces all men and make it the measuring stick for
Salvation. To get Salvation to be "equal" we must enlarge its scope to include all
men, and this is false. Or (2) take Salvation which excludes some men and
make it the measuring stick for Redemption. To get Redemption to be "equal”
we must reduce its scope to include only many. It was in this latter way that the
presently discussed heresy erred. So obsessed with the idea of the salvation of
many, they subtracted from the scope of Redemption, denying its universality.

Always so preoccupied with "the elect" (the Calvinists even formulated rules for
detecting them while still on earth!), and stressing so much the efficacy aspect of
Calvary, they denied the sufficiency aspect in the process. Not able to
understand how any act of an omnipotent God could ever be merely sufficient,
they also (and this was predictable) denied the concept of "sufficient grace." All
grace coming from God is "sufficient grace" at first; that is, it merely enables the
recipient to act. If this grace is followed by and indeed produces the action for
which it was intended (and here man's free will enters the picture), then it
becomes "efficacious grace." Otherwise it remains merely "sufficient." All this is
perfectly analogous to the sufficiency and efficacy aspects of Christ's Death. A
doctrine of the Calvinists and the Jansenists was: "it is impossible to resist divine
grace." So, in effect they claimed that all grace is by definition efficacious,
thereby, as we said above, denying sufficient grace.

Errors multiply quickly in systems of heresy. Having postulated one error, many
others must subsequently be postulated to support it. Among the host of errors
flowing from this basic heresy under discussion there was the denial of free will

and a perverted doctrine of predestination. How these fit into the overall picture
should be apparent to the reader.

When Lucifer first puts a man on the road to heresy he effectively robs him of his
ability to reason logically; this he does by hamstringing reason's indispensable
handmaid, which is faith. Then after having sent the heretic off on a set of false
premises, the Evil One himself assumes the role of handmaid to reason. He
returns to the unfortunate heretic his logic, and he aids him in constructing a
perfectly logical system of error, each new error and denial flowing consistently
and naturally from the preceding ones.

How the principle elucidated by Fr. Denis Fahey works--first affirming and then
overaffirming one truth, followed by the negation of its complementary truth--
should be clear from the discussion in this section. The Calvinist /Jansenists
overemphasized everything listed in Column B: only many are saved, salvation,
individual, particular, efficacy, God's justice. As each of these was blown out of
proportion, its counterpart in Column A became underplayed. Once the toll was
taken on something in Column A, the whole balance of the system became
disturbed, almost as though a shock wave had gone through it, and everything in



this column became diminished in importance to the vanishing point until finally
the key truth at the very top, that Christ died for all men, was shaken to the
ground!

11. "FOR ALL MEN" SUBVERTS TRADITION

In a letter to the editor printed in The Wanderer, Monsieur Paul Poitevin of Paris,
France, opposes the viewpoint of those who question the validity of the
mutilation: "for all men," which the subversives substituted in the form for
consecrating the wine in place of for many (pro multis). Our Lord, in instituting
the Sacrament of the Holy Eucharist, said: This is My Blood ... which shall be
shed for MANY. Testimony to this form of words is given by the Gospels of both
St. Matthew and St.Mark. But, aside from this proof from Holy Scripture, there is
additional incontestable proof from the liturgical tradition of the Church that the
words for many are the true ones, and not for all men.

Long before these Evangelists wrote, as the Holy Apostles traversed their divers
paths --Peter to Antioch and then to Rome, Andrew to Greece and Asia Minor,
Thomas into India, Simon into Egypt, etc.-- they quite certainly used and handed
down these words, "for many," and not “for all men." That this was the case is
evident from the very phenomenon of the different Churches--in Asia, in Africa, in
Greece, in Rome, and in all those parts where Christianity first took root-- all
unanimously and without exception (but in different languages , and this is an
important point) using these words: for many. In no case and in no place were
the words "for all men" ever used in consecrating the Holy Eucharist during Holy
Mass.

This last statement is easily provable, not only from all the earliest liturgical texts
still extant, but principally from the plain, simple and unquestionable fact that
throughout nineteen centuries and right up to the very present (i.e., before the
vernacular craze became epidemic) not a single rite of the Catholic Church, not
the schismatic Eastern Orthodox Churches, not a single heretical Church even,
ever used the words "for all men" in this place. Eight Eastern rites there are in
communion with the Holy See, and, as of the first part of this century at least,
there were eleven different languages used by these eight rites. Now, in all
these rites and in all these languages, and also, of course, in the Latin of the
Roman Rite, the formula reads for many.

Albeit many of the other prayers and ceremonies of the Mass differ greatly from
liturgy to liturgy--(as Rev. Adrian Fortescue observed, "None of the Eastern
Churches ever knew anything of our Roman liturgy. In this matter the different
Churches followed their own traditions from the very beginning.")--, nevertheless
while not even aware of what the other rites were doing, all the rites exhibited a
remarkable unanimity on this particular point of using "for many."



Now, | ask, whence this universal and immemorial usage of the same identical
phraseology? If the proper words are really "for all men," then why did these
words not show up at some time, or in some language, or in some country, or in
somerite? That is, why didn't they show up until 1967 A.D.? Discussing this
very topic, namely, the form for consecrating the wine, Pope innocent Il taught:
"“Therefore, We believe that the form of words, as is found in the Canon, the
Apostles received from Christ, and their successors from them." It was in the
year 1202 that Pope Innocent Il wrote this, and indeed the "form of words" of
which he spoke did not include the bogus "for all men.,, " The Apostles received
from Christ, and their successors from them": THAT is whence this universal
usage of the same identical formula for many!

But let us return to Holy Writ. St.Mark wrote his Gospel at Rome and in Greek
(the early Christians, even those at Rome, spoke Greek primarily, and not Latin).
It is noteworthy, moreover, that St. Mark is known as "the interpreter of St.
Peter," and, according to St. Jerome, Mark wrote down what he had heard from
Peter. After having read Mark's account, St. Peter himself approved it and with
his authority published it to the Church to be read. All this we know from
Tradition.

Beyond a doubt St. Mark knew well the word in Greek for all, for this word
appears often enough in his Gospel. In point of fact, it appears in the very
sentence immediately preceding the passage in question: "And they all
(D0DO0O0s drank of it. And He said to them: This is My Blood of the new
testament, which shall be shed for many.(C1001010107)." Although St. Matthew
(who also records these same words for many) was one of The Twelve who were
present at the Last Supper, St. Mark was not. How, then, did the latter know
what words Christ spoke? (I am speaking now from a purely human viewpoint,
for it goes without saying that God is the Author of Holy Scripture, and His scribe
Mark wrote down exactly what the Holy Ghost wanted put down there.)

The answer is elementary: unhesitatingly St. Mark knew what words to write, for
the simple reason that he had been saying Mass for at least ten years before he
actually penned his Gospel. A reliable principle, stated by Fortescue, is
applicable here: "A formula constantly heard would soon be considered the right
one." Now, if "for all men" is really the correct formula, and if this formula had
been constantly heard, and if St. Mark had used this formula in saying Mass, why
didn't he write down this formula in his Gospel? And if Christ had really said "for
all men," or if He had intended that His words should be construed to mean this,
would not St. Peter, of all people, have been aware of this? And wouldn't he,
Peter, have seen to it that Mark did set down correctly so important a point, in so
important a place: the form for the Most Holy Sacrament?

(By the way, it is no use to argue that only Sts. Mark and Matthew record these
words for many, while Sts. Luke and Paul omit them. As St. Thomas points out,



all the Evangelists did not necessarily intend "to hand down the forms and rites of
sacraments, but to narrate the sayings and deeds of the Lord." What is important
is that none records "for all men.")

12. "FOR ALL MEN" SUBVERTS SACRAMENTAL THEOLOGY AS
EXPLAINED BY POPES, DOCTORS, AND TRENT

Aside from these historical, liturgical, and Scriptural proofs, there is an important
theological reason why for many is the proper form. In this place Our Lord was
referring to the efficacy, not the sufficiency, aspect of His Death. This is the
explanation of Pope Innocent: Il , Pope Benedict XIV , the Doctors St. Thomas
Aquinas and St. Alphonsus , and the Catechism of the Council of Trent . Here,
for example, is the exposition of St. Alphonsus: "The words Pro vobis et pro
multis ('For you and for many') are used to distinguish the virtue of the blood of
Christ from its fruits; for the blood of our Saviour is of sufficient value to save all
men, but its fruits are applicable only to a certain number and not to all, and this
is their own fault. Or, as the theologians say, this precious blood is (in itself)
sufficiently (sufficienter) able to save all men, but (on our part) effectually
(efficaciter) it does not save all-- it saves only those who cooperate with grace.
This is the explanation of St. Thomas, as quoted by Benedict XIV." Thus St.
Alphonsus Liguori.

Therefore these words for many in this place mean those for whom Christ's
Blood was efficaciously shed; that is, the elect, those who when they die are
living members of Christ's Mystical Body (a "living" member of the Mystical Body
is any person in the state of sanctifying grace), and who will consequently remain
forever in the Mystical Body, perhaps at first as members of the Church Suffering
in purgatory, but ultimately as saints in the Church Triumphant. In studying this
matter it is essential to bear in mind that in speaking these words Christ was
instituting the Sacrament of the Holy Eucharist, and this Sacrament is NOT for all
men, but only for those many who are united to Him as members, living
members, of His Mystical Body.

The heading atop Monsieur Poitevin's letter (mentioned earlier) reads: The
Church Cannot Err on the Mass. Quite true! Could She have erred for over
nineteen centuries in using for many? The reader is aware that we are not
discussing here whether or not this mutilation: "for all men" is invalid. The
lengthy theological argumentation along these lines has been presented
elsewhere. That this change is wrong and that it is subversive of Tradition has
been shown here. There are "traditional" Catholics who from the beginning have
vehemently resisted the very supposition that this mutilation could even possibly
be invalid. Will they agree at least that it is a flagitious departure from Tradition,
these "traditional" Catholics? Why do they not oppose this innovation at least on
that score, instead of defending it?



“They exercise all their ingenuity in diminishing the force and falsifying the
character of tradition, so as to rob it of all its weight. But for Catholics, the
Second Council of Nicaea will always have the force of law, where it condemns
those 'who dare, after the impious fashion of heretics, to deride the ecclesias-tical
traditions, to invent novelties of some kind ... or endeavor by malice or craft to
overthrow any of the legitimate traditions of the Catholic Church.™ Can't these
“traditionalists" see that these words, penned by St. Plus X against the
Modernists, apply with equal suitability and vigor against the present-day
destroyers?

Instead of deriding and castigating those of us who will not brook such
subversion of Tradition, why do not these "traditionalists” help us do battle
against those malefactors who heap contempt on venerated customs, “to destroy
which is a species of heresy," in the words of the Doctor St. Anselm ?

13. LITURGICAL TAMPERING TO PROMOTE HERESY

Knowing well the axiom that "the law of prayer is the law of belief," organized
heretics always single out the liturgy as a prime area with which to tamper.
Whenever seemingly pointless and uncalled-for innovations appear in the liturgy
it is always a danger signal, because the truth is that they are never really
pointless at all. On the contrary, such innovations are made with design. Just as
Luther, Cranmer, the Jansenists, etc., all tampered with the liturgy in order to
promote heresy, so also (I am convinced) this present change, "for all men," was
introduced for the purpose of promoting heresy.

Although he is dead wrong in the ultimate point he is trying to make, Monsieur
Poitevin does, however, illustrate the principle just stated, by showing how the
Jansenists tried to change the liturgy to reflect one of their heresies. "Besides,"
he writes, 'l cannot understand how the for all men translation can raise the
anger of Catholics accustomed to read in St. Paul that 'As by the fault of one man
all men were condemned, by the sacrifice of one man all were procured a life-
giving justification.'(Rom.5,18) In the 18th century France, bilingual Missals for
the use of laymen, published by the Jansenists, gave for pro multis: pour
plusieurs, that is, for a certain number, for some only .. and this, translation was
considered as leading to heresy and rightly." Now, as regards these words for
many one can wander from the path of truth in two ways, just as a tightrope
walker can lose his balance by leaning too far either to the right or to the left.
(This, incidentally, is analogous to the two ways of falling into heresy on a pair of
truths, by exaggerating one or the other of them.)

M. Poitevin himself points out the first way one can err. This may be termed an
error by way of subtraction. To bring home the point very clearly it will be



convenient to fall back upon Poitevin's native language. In the various French-
language New Testaments | consulted | found two different ways that these
words for many were expressed: pour une multitude and pour un grand nombre.
Both these translations convey the proper meaning or sense of for many, the
latter rendition meaning literally: "for a large number." Quite obviously the
Jansenists' use of pour plusieurs (for a few, several,etc.) was a false rendering,
from the evident fact that few is the antithesis of many. In point of fact a
synonym in French for plusieurs is un petit nombre (a small number), which
lucidly demonstrates its exact opposition to the correct un grand nombre. Thus
for the Jansenists to say pour plusieurs diminished the scope of and took away
from the concept of many, which is why | called it an error of subtraction.

Equally, wrong and dangerous is it to err by way of addition; and this is to fall off
the other side of the tightrope, as it were. To say all men is to mutilate the
meaning of many by adding to its scope. The truth, needless to say, is in
between plusieurs and all men, in these divinely spoken words: "for many."
Those of us who are still Catholics will never accept a counterfeited Holy Writ, no
matter who "approves" the bogus wares. "The Holy Ghost," said St. Teresa of
Avila, "never inspires anything that is not conformable to Holy Writ. If there were
the slightest divergence, that, alone by itself, would suffice to prove so evidently
the work of the Evil One that were the whole world to assure me it was the Holy
Ghost, | would never believe it."

What is unjust and, in fact, a calumny in M. Poitevin's letter is his innuendo that
by insisting on for many we are in the same category as the heretical Jansenists.
What priest has ever fallen into heresy by pronouncing those sacred words, pro
multis, while offering the Holy Sacrifice? What Catholic has become a heretic by
studying and adhering to the teachings of the Popes and Doctors of the Church
regarding these words for many?

Since M. Poitevin so readily grasps the Jansenist attack on orthodoxy by
tampering with these words, subtracting from their meaning, why cannot he see
the danger of adding to their meaning? Knowing the Jansenists and their
heterodox tenets about the predestined and their denial that Christ died for all, no
great genius is required to see what they were driving at with their pour plusieurs.
His observation that this version "was considered as leading to heresy" is not
quite correct. Rather should it be said that it reflected the heresies they were
already promoting. What heresy, already being promoted now, does this present
change of words “For all men" reflect?

THE VENTRILOQUISTS
By Patrick Henry Omlor

Who are the ones responsible for authoring the "English language" counterfeits



which are being passed off as "liturgy"? Who are responsible for tampering with
Christ's Words of Institution of the Holy Eucharist? Who are these inventors of
new, "ecumenical” rites, cunningly devised to supplant and therefore suppress
the true and valid Catholic rites? The answer to these questions is no obscure
mystery, for, as indicated on the published versions of these liturgical
aberrations, the copyrights belong ("all rights reserved") to the International
Committee on English in the Liturgy. Doubtless most Interdum readers are
familiar with ICEL, which is the domestic branch of the network of international
Subversives, all of whom labor tirelessly to spread apostasy and to destroy the
faith of Catholics on a global basis. An excellent report on ICEL, covering its
personnel, activities, and modus operandi, appeared some time back in Triumph
magazine.

We have questioned the validity of tire "English Masses," not because of the fact
they are in English instead of the traditional Latin, but because the "translation"
(so-called) which the ICEL. has foisted upon us actually goes so far as to
mutilate the Form of Consecration, which also happens to be the sacramental
form for the Holy Eucharist.

The purpose of this present article is "to show the other side." We will present
and then study the ICEL's official "explanation" why, after nineteen and a half
centuries, Catholics are now expected to believe that Our Saviour's words at the
Last Supper were, "This is . . . My Blood . . . shed for all men," instead of "for
many," which has always been the correct translation of pro multis. However,
before considering the actual "explanation" itself, let us take a good look at the
person who clearly, appears to be the impetus behind this change.

Professor Joachim Jeremias

Without the slightest fear of contradiction we can assert that the original
"discoverer," progenitor and prime mover of the "explanation” for changing Our
Lord's words is one Professor Joachim Jeremias. In point of fact, in documenting
this official "explanation” the ICEL cites Dr. Jeremias as its "authority" for making
this particular change. Arid rightly so, because to him belongs due credit.

Indeed as far back as January, 1963, an article in The Expository Times of
Edinburgh mentioned this great discovery of Dr, Jeremias that Our Lord really
said "for all men," noting that this interpretation harmonizes with the ideas of "the
final salvation of all mankind from the powers of evil, sin and death."

This evil and dangerous doctrine of "the final salvation of all mankind," so
absolutely at variance with the Church's teaching and so opposed to the clear
teaching of Christ Himself, is the actual cornerstone of the whole edifice of
heresy being promoted today under the guise of "ecumenism." Although this
doctrine is not preached openly, explicitly, and in these precise terms (at least
not yet on a wide scale), nevertheless it is believed by many; it is the animus of
what parades as "ecumenism."



Who is Dr. Jeremias, the man whose idea was so powerful that it changed the
Form of Consecration of the Mass? Born in 1900, Joachim Jeremias, a
noncatholic, is the "distinguished occupant of the Chair of New Testament in the
University of Géttingen." Although he started his career in writing some forty
years ago, it was not until fairly recently that his "learned works and monographs"
began receiving wide acclaim. Included among his books that have been
translated into English are: The Eucharistic Words of Jesus, The Prayers of
Jesus, and Problems of the Historical Jesus

His Approach to Scripture

It is not with the eyes of faith that Professor Jeremias approaches Holy Writ, but
with the eyes of a critical grammarian, armed with his lexicons and many rules
about aorist subjunctives, etc. As he himself tells us: "The investigation of the
eucharistic words of Jesus themselves is best begun by discussing the problem
of literary criticism. While "literary criticism" perhaps has its slot as a valid tool
for investigating the meanings of the Sacred Writings, Catholics who wish to
maintain a correct attitude towards the Holy Scriptures must ever be mindful of
the condemnations and cautions given by the Supreme Authority of the Church.
Thus loyal and orthodox Catholics are aware that in the "Syllabus of Errors of the
Modernists" of Pope St. Pius X, the following proposition was condemned:
"Those who believe that God is really the author of Sacred Scripture display
excessive simplicity or ignorance" (No. 9). And in No. 12 of the same Syllabus
the following is also condemned: "The exegete . . . must first put aside all
preconceived opinions concerning the supernatural origin of Sacred Scripture,
and must not interpret it otherwise than merely human documents."

It is certainly not evident that Dr. Jeremias looks upon Holy Writ as the authentic
Word of God, nor upon the Evangelists as men singled out by God to be His
scribes who, inspired by the Holy Ghost, wrote down exactly what God intended
to be revealed to men. "We need not trouble ourselves in any detail," writes
Jeremias, "over the question whether the... passages in which God is addressed
as 'Father' in the prayers of Jesus are authentic or not." (P.O.J., p.57). (Note:
The code, P.O.J., is used herein for The Prayers of Jesus, a published collection
of essays by J. Jeremias, and the code, E.W.J., refers to his book entitled The
Eucharistic Words of Jesus.)

“Now it is very probable that parts of the passages in the gospels which mention
Jesus' prayer are to be attributed to the editing of the evangelists." (P.O.J., p.76)
Christ at the Last Supper did not really say everything that St. Paul records, for
"Paul adds to the word over the wine" (E.W.J., p.115) But everyone will be
relieved, we are sure, to learn that the phrase, "My Blood of the covenant," quite
possibly was actually spoken by Our Lord because it passes all of Jeremias'



linguistic tests. "(T)he possibility (emphasis added) that Jesus spoke of the
covenant at the Last Supper cannot be disputed” (E.W.J., p.195).

St. Matthew "has added," claims Dr. Jeremias, "on his own initiative" to what St.
Mark wrote in 10:40 (P.O.J., p.44). Christ's parable of the cockle (Matt. 13:36-
43) was obviously a fabrication of St. Matthew since it "bears such strong traces
of Matthaean linguistic peculiarities" (P.O.J., p.31).

Unlike Dr. Jeremias, St. John has missed "the central point of Jesus' message,"
because of his "ignorance of the way in which the message was limited to the
group of disciples" (P.O.J., p.53).

So much for Joachim Jeremias' attitude towards Sacred Scripture and the
Evangelists. Next we move on to his "theology." Infected as he is with the
Modernists' mentality, he has in his writings countless doctrinal errors, inimical to
the Catholic Faith. Had his work appeared during the reign of St. Pius X (for
example), and had there been even the slightest indications that Catholics were
actually reading them, that august and saintly Pontiff would have summarily
placed them on the Index of Forbidden Books. Ominous it is that this author is
now cited as the "authority" for making over the Catholic liturgy.

The "Theology" of Dr. Jeremias

Any Catholic who understands the Mass should consider it an insult to his
intelligence as well as an attack upon the Faith to be told by anyone that the
"meal celebrations" (i.e., the Masses) of the early Christians were celebrated
without wine! But nonsense such as this, when it comes from Dr. Jeremias'
brilliant pen, apparently does not bother the ICEL Innovators, least of all does it
discredit in their eyes their "great authority." The early Christians, explains the
professor, who "were mostly from the poorer strata of society, did not always
have wine available," and thus the practice of using only the bread "not only was
frequent in the earliest period, but was actually the rule" (E.W.J., P. 115).
Adduced as "evidence" to support this outrageous claim is, believe it or not, a
passage from St. Paul's account of the Last Supper. In Our Lord's command:
"“This do ye, as often as you shall drink, for the commemoration of Me" (I Cor.
11:25), the phrase "as often as you shall drink" was, so Jeremias surmises,
added by Paul, and what Paul meant by this insertion was this: as often as you
have the wine! Which, of course, proves that they often didn't have wine, and
therefore were forced to go ahead and celebrate under the one species of bread
alone! All this, mind you, from the wizard whom the ICEL consulted to help on
the translation of "pro multis"!

Not surprisingly, Jeremias attacks the doctrine of transubstantiation, not openly
but by subtle inference. Numerous passages of his either say or imply that the



Words of Institution were spoken as a similitude (E.W.J., p. 202, pp. 223-25,
e.g.). Moreover he even goes so far as to imply that St. Paul himself did not
consider the "gift of the Eucharist" to be the true Body and Blood of Christ. "To
share in the atoning death of Jesus," he writes, "and to become part of the
redeemed community--that is, according to Paul, the gift of the Eucharist. This
interpretation tallies with our exegesis even in detail" (E.W.J., p. 237). "As
recipients of Jesus' gift the disciples are representatives of the new people of
God" (ibid.).

Attacks The Divinity of Christ

When Dr. Jeremias speaks above of "the atoning death of Jesus," one must not
mistakenly think that he means the unique expiatory Sacrifice of the Son of God
according to Catholic teaching. "Every death has atoning power," he explains,
"even that of a criminal if he dies penitent' (E.W.J., p.231). Any innocent death
"offered to God has vicarious power of atonement for others," and thus Christ's
Death "is the vicarious death of the suffering servant" (ibid.).

Referring to Our Lord as "the suffering servant of God" is a favorite theme of
Professor Jeremias. Granted that the word servant is used allegorically in
reference to The Messias in a few places in the Old Testament; for Dr. Jeremias,
however, the use of this term is only one of his many subtle ways of attacking the
Divinity of Christ. To rebut this heresy we can do no better here than to repeat
the words of Pope Adrian 1:

"O you impious, and you who are ungrateful for so many benefits,
do you not fear to whisper with a poisonous mouth that He, our
liberator, is ... a mere man subject to human misfortune, and what
is a disgrace to say, that He is a servant? . . . Why are you not
afraid, O querulous detractors, 0 men odious to God, to call Him
servant, Who has freed you from the servitude of the devil? ... For,
although in the imperfect representation of the prophet He was
called servant (cf. Job 1:8ff.) because of the condition of servile
form which He assumed from the Virgin ... we understand that this
was said both historically of holy Job and allegorically of Christ. . .
." (Emphasis added.)

Can Joachim Jeremias be called a Christian? Does he believe that Jesus Christ
is the only-begotten Son of God the Father, the Second Person of the Blessed
Trinity, the Word made flesh? Or does he believe only in the humanity of Our
Lord, that Jesus was a remarkable man who had a "special relationship" with
God and who received a "full revelation" from God?

“None the less we can see from the simile (emphasis added: the 'simile' is



Christ's Words of Institution at the Last Supper) . . .that Jesus did expect a violent
death" (E.W.J., P. 225). As true God,Jesus did not "expect" a violent death; from
all eternity He knew what death the Son of Man would die. As St. John tells us,
He even foretold the manner of His Death: "And |, if | be lifted up from the earth,
will draw all things to Myself. Now this He said, signifying by what death He was
to die."

When Our Lord said: "Do this for a commemoration of Me," what He actually
meant, if we are to believe Professor Jeremias, was this: "Do this so that God
may remember me" (EW.J., P. 252 and P. 255).

Taking up the passage from Matt. 11, 27: "All things are delivered to Me by My
Father," Dr. Jeremias explains it as meaning: "God has given me a full
revelation" (P.O.J., p. 49). This "full revelation" was granted to Jesus at some
point in time. Listen to Jeremias: "We do not know when and where Jesus
received the revelation in which God allowed him to participate in complete divine
knowledge--as a father allows his son to share in knowledge (emphasis added) .
. . Perhaps we should think of the baptism" (P.O.J., p. 52). Now perhaps
Joachim Jeremias may wish to conjecture that at Our Lord's baptism He received
“the revelation," but true Christians believe:

"In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and

the Word was God. The same was in the beginning with God. All
things were made by Him: and without Him was made nothing that
was made."

"Jesus' use of abba expresses a special relationship with God" (P.O.J., p. 62).
"With the simple 'Abba, dear father', the primitive church took over the central
element of Jesus' faith in God" (P.O.J., p.65.-- Emphasis added. No further
comment.)

“I confess to thee, 0 Father, Lord of heaven and earth, because thou hast hid
these things from the wise and prudent, and hast revealed them to the little ones"
(Matt. 11:25 and Luke 10:21). "Jesus counted himself among 'the little ones'," Dr.
Jeremias tells us-and this is too much!--"He rejoices that he is the 'little one' of
God, his beloved child, to whom the revelation has been given" (P.O.J., p. 52).

Could Jeremias Be Right About "All Men"?

The reader must not construe the foregoing discussion as a personal attack upon
Professor Joachim Jeremias. It was merely a necessary exposition of the ideas,
philosophy and theological thinking of the man who furnished the impetus behind
the mutilation of the Consecration Form. The reason for giving so many
guotations from his works is to obviate the frequently-repeated accusation of



"quoting out of context."

And yet, one may ask, isn't it possible at least, that, despite his demonstrable
heterodoxy, he is nevertheless correct in his assertion that "all men" is the proper
wording in the place in question? To see how he could be correct is difficult.
There is simply too much Catholic teaching in favor of "for many": the words of
Holy Scripture as they have always been understood, the universal liturgical
Tradition of the Church, the teachings of several Popes, the Catechism of the
Council of Trent, which explicitly rejects and repudiates the "for all men"
rendition, and, finally, the lucid explanations of several Doctors of the Church
(e.g., Sts. Thomas Aquinas and Alphonsus).

Very forcibly to our minds come these words of St. Pius X, writing about the
Modernists: "To hear them talk about their works on the Sacred Books, . . . one
would imagine that before them nobody ever even glanced through the pages of
Scriptures, whereas, the truth is that a whole multitude of doctors, infinitely
superior to them in genius, in erudition, in sanctity, have sifted them, have
thanked God more and more, the deeper they have gone into them, for His divine
bounty in having vouchsafed to speak thus to men."

ICEL's Sole "Explanation”

As promised earlier, we will now with no further delay take up the ICEL's
"explanation." It is not based on sacramental theology, nor on Holy Scripture as
such, nor on Tradition. Neither does it invoke the authority of the Magisterium or
that of the Doctors of the Church. But all this goes without saying, because, as
mentioned just above, all these sources are opposed to the "all men" rendition.
On precisely what grounds, then, do they stand in attempting to justify their
unprecedented meddling with the FORM OF A SACRAMENT?

Philology is the answer! Yes indeed, it is from a so-called study of literary texts
and linguistics that these great scholars have discovered that Our Lord at the
Last Supper, in consecrating the wine, really said: This is ... My Blood ... shed
for all men. "Proof" of this is offered on pp. 34-5 of the ICEL's booklet, The
Roman Canon in English Translation) . Here in toto is the learned "explanation":

Line 65: Pro multis

Neither Hebrew nor Aramaic posses a word for ‘all'. The word
rabbim or 'multitude’ thus served also in the inclusive sense for the
whole, even though the corresponding Greek and the Latin appear
to have an exclusive sense, i.e., 'the many' rather than 'the all'.
CF.J. Jeremias, The Eucharistic Words of Jesus (New York, 1966),
pp. 179-182, 229.



Let us make sure we understand this "explanation." Our Saviour spoke Aramaic,
and not Latin or Greek. In the Aramaic language (and also in the Hebrew) there
is not a single word meaning "all'. This indeed is the main plank of the
argument. "Neither Hebrew nor Aramaic possess (sic) a word for 'all'." Hence,
infers the ICEL, anyone wishing to express in those languages the idea "all" was
forced to use a word with a double meaning, a word which in some instances
could be construed to mean "many" (the so-called . ‘exclusive sense'), and in
other instances was construed to mean "all" (its so-called 'inclusive sense').
Thus handicapped by this linguistic impediment, a quirk of His native language,
Our Lord was forced to employ this ambiguous word when He said: This is My
Blood . . . shed for all men. For over nineteen centuries, all over the world and in
a multitude of languages, this ambiguous word was incorrectly given its
‘exclusive sense' of "many," but the 'inclusive sense' of "all* was what Our Lord
actually meant.

The foregoing paragraph (which, for the sake of absolute clarity, is necessarily
somewhat longer than the ICEL's terse "explanation"), is an accurate re-phrasing
of their case. Merely to point out how slavishly the ICEL has followed Dr.
Joachim Jeremias, we here reproduce the supporting excerpt which the ICEL
cites from p, 179 of his book The Eucharistic Words of Jesus:

15.14-24 (100000 ('many'). While 'many' in Greek (as in English)
stands in opposition to ‘all', and therefore has the exclusive sense
(‘many, but not all'), Hebrew rabbim can have the inclusive sense
(‘'the whole, comprising many individuals'). This inclusive use is
connected with the fact that Hebrew and Aramaic possess no word
for 'all'.(See footnote 4)

Some Preliminary Comments

First of all, and /et this be stressed, the above is the sole explanation the ICEL
has offered for making this change to 'for all men." Every reasonable man will
agree that if this, the sole reason, is exploded as being absolutely groundless
and founded on a falsity, then the whole justification (pretext is a better word) for
the "for all men" rendering has collapsed; and there remains no longer the
slightest excuse for continuing to use this mutilated form, nor tolerating its use.
Their Excellencies, the bishops in our country, are doubtless reasonable men.

Before proceeding in earnest with our demonstration, let us make several
incidental observations:

(1) The chief piece of "evidence" (Exhibit A, as it were) in the ICEL's case is the
word rabbim . which is a Hebrew word. Now whereas it is certain that the
everyday language of Our Lord was not Hebrew, but Aramaic (a fact which



Jeremias himself notes on p. 196); and whereas there is absolutely no proof
whatsoever that Our Lord spoke at the Last Supper in Hebrew (another fact
attested to by Dr. Jeremias himself on p. 198); and whereas these words
originally came down to us via St. Mark's Gospel, which that Evangelist wrote,
not in Hebrew but in Greek;--therefore: how does the Hebrew word 'rabbim' even
begin to enter the picture at all?

(2) When expounding their "red herring" Hebrew word, rabbim, the ICEL
Innovators are very emphatic (even bordering on clarity); but when they get
around to the "corresponding Greek and Latin"--the Greek being what is really to
the point-, they lapse into vagueness. The Greek word for many used by St.
Mark, so they say, only "appears" to have the exclusive sense of "many."
"Appears" indeed! In this assertion they are contradicted even by Jeremias, who
concedes that "many' in Greek (as in English) stands in opposition to ‘all', and
therefore has the exclusive sense" (cf. the excerpt presented earlier) .

But enough! These comments will seem somewhat superfluous anyway, once
we have gotten around to their main plank, namely: In the Aramaic language
there is not a single word meaning "all".

Cardinal Wiseman Exposes A Hoax

At this point it will be very instructive to study an earlier theological controversy
into which "philology" became similarly intruded. The 16th-century "reformers,"
who denied the Real Presence of Our Lord in the Eucharist, when confronted
with His words: "This is My Body," claimed that Our Lord really meant by these
words: This signifies My Body. Some of the earliest of these deniers, including
Calvin himself, concocted the absurd argument that in Hebrew (at that time it was
generally thought that Our Lord spoke Hebrew) there simply is no word at all
which means signifies. And so, Christ, having to make do with the language He
spoke, was forced to use the expression: This is My Body, in order to convey the
idea: This signifies My Body.

Cardinal Wiseman, writing much later, reviewed the case: "Calvin . . . and others
argued against the Catholic interpretation of the Words of Institution, on the
ground that Our Saviour spoke Hebrew, and not Greek; and that in the Hebrew
language, there is not a single word meaning to represent. Hence they
concluded, that any one wishing to express in that language that one object was
figurative of another, he could not possibly do it otherwise than by saying that it
was that thing. "

"Wolfius, after Hackspann," continues Wiseman, "rightly answered to this
argument, that if the Hebrew had been ambiguous, the Evangelists, writing in
Greek, a language in which the verb substantive was not ambiguous, would have



used a verb more accurately explaining to their readers what they conceived the
meaning of Our Saviour's phrase to be." (And this is precisely the line of
argument we presented in Interdum No. 1, explaining that St. Mark, the
interpreter of St. Peter, most certainly would have written "all men," if that was
what he and St. Peter believed Christ had really intended.).

Dependent as it was upon the supposed quirks of the Hebrew language, Calvin's
argument was eventually derailed, because, as Cardinal Wiseman observed:
“But this precise ground could be no longer tenable. For all philologers now
agree that the language spoken by our Saviour could not be Hebrew, but Syro-
Chaldaic." (Note: Syro-Chaldaic = Chaldeo-Syriac = Aramaic.)

But some fables never die. During Wiseman's day the protestant attack on the
Real Presence was vigorously renewed, and-lo and behold! --Calvin's old
argument was resurrected. Only now instead of Hebrew, it was Aramaic that
was supposedly the "problem" language. "Such a shifting," noted the Cardinal,
"as might suffice to continue a catching argument like this, was easily made; it
could cost only a word; the change of a name; for few readers would take the
trouble, or have it in their power, to ascertain whether Syro-Chaldaic, any more
than Hebrew, had any such terms."

Some well-respected scholars did not hesitate to risk their very academic
reputations on the promotion of this hoax. Again Wiseman:

"A good bold assertion, especially coming from a man who has a
reputation for knowledge in the department of science to which it
belongs, will go a great way with most readers; and a negative
assertion no one can expect you to prove. If | assert thatin a
language there is no word for a certain idea; if | say, for instance,
that in Italian there is no equivalent for our word 'spleen' or .'cant,’
what proof can | possibly bring, except an acquaintance with the
language? | throw down a gauntlet when | make the assertion; |
defy others to show the contrary; and one example overthrows all
my argument.”

"However, no assertion could be, | suppose, too bold against
popery, and no art too slippery, to gain an argument against its
doctrines. Dr. Adam Clarke, a man of some celebrity as an
Orientalist, fearlessly cast his credit upon the assertion that Syro-
Chaldaic affords no word which our Saviour could have used, in
instituting a type of His Body, except the verb 'to be.'

"These are his words:-'In the Hebrew, Chaldee and Chaldeo-
Syriac languages, there is no term which expresses to mean,
signify, or denote; though both the Greek and Latin abound with
them. Hence the Hebrews use a figure, and say it is, for it



signifies™

Once advanced by an eminent scholar, this learned argument became parroted
far and wide by many others. The above passage of Dr. Clarke was transcribed
nearly verbatim by a certain Mr. Hartwell Horne, who touched it up a bit with a
brilliant concluding remark: "Hence it is that we find the expression it is so
frequently used in the sacred writings for it represents." A similarly brilliant claim,
which we have heard often of late, is that many is frequently used in the Sacred
Writings for all. This, of course, like Mr. Horne's remark, proves exactly nothing
about the specific case at hand.

And thus the hoax spread. "It is no wonder," observed Cardinal Wiseman, "that
other authors should have gone on copying these authorities, giving, doubtless,
implicit credence to persons who had acquired a reputation for their knowledge of
biblical and oriental literature."

All the excerpts we have quoted thus far from Cardinal Wiseman's pen, though
they are in themselves plenty devastating, are actually only what might be
thought of as His Eminence's "warm-up." Next comes his coup de grace. On
page 287 of his book (from which we have been quoting) he displays a table
which summarizes his findings. This tabular arrangement indicates FORTY-FIVE
different words in Aramaic which Our Lord could have used if He had wanted to
say: This signifies.(!) "And this is the Syriac language," the redoubtable Cardinal
dryly concludes, "of which Dr. Clarke had the hardihood to assert that it had not
one single word with this meaning."

The Cornerstone

Now, at length, let us hie ourselves back to the ICEL and the cornerstone of
these Innovators' "explanation," namely, that Aramaic has no word at all which
means "all'.

Just as certainly as Aramaic has a word for "certainly" (), and a word for
"arrogance" ( )--arrogance as in ICEL--, so also it has a word which
unequivocally, and as opposed to the idea of "all", means "many"; and this word
for "many" happens to be (‘sagg’i‘an). And also the Aramaic language has
a word for "all, as opposed to "many"”, and we are coming to that.

Although certain Hebrew texts are recognized as translations from an Aramaic
original, there is in the entire Old Testament only a handful of places where
actual Aramaic passages occur, notably certain sections from the Book of Daniel.
And it so happens that "All the inhabitants of the earth are reputed as nothing,"
which is from Daniel (4, 32), is one such passage where texts in the original
Aramaic are extant. The Aramaic phrase for "all the inhabitants of the earth"--



and this is getting quite close to "all men," wouldn't you say?-is as follows; (
). This passage illustrates exactly how the Aramaic word () (all) is used in an
actual biblical phrase.

A series of volumes entitled Porta Linguarum Orientalium (The Gateway of
Oriental Languages) has been published in Wiesbaden, Germany, by Otto
Harrassowitz. Included as No. V in this series is a valuable little text, published
in 1961, having been authored by Franz Rosenthal. This particular text, which
bears the title, A Grammar of Biblical Aramaic, devotes an entire section to an
explanation of the ancient Aramaic word for "all," "every," "everyone," etc. In the
process of illustrating the uses of this particular word--which is the same word (
)(kol) mentioned above, a variation of which is (kolla): "everyone"--this grammar
text even furnishes as an example the expression in Aramaic for "all mankind"! A
part of this section (i.e., Xll) of this book, from pp 41-2, is photographically
reproduced here, slightly reduced in size:

XIl.

96. (unstressed ) is @ noun meaning "totality." Cf.  (koll&a) "everything,
everyone" D 2:40, 4:9, 18, 25. This form may also be used in a quasi-adverbial
manner: "well-being completely" E 5:7.

Preceding a sg. noun without the article, it means "every, any." Preceding a
determined noun in the sg., it means "entire, whole." And preceeding
a.determined noun in the pl. or a collective sg. (i.e.,  "all mankind"), or being
followed by the pl. of the pronominal suffix, or the relative pronoun, or the
demonstrative pronoun used as a noun (.  "all this"), it means "all."

What temerity! Oh, what unmitigated depravity! To dare to tamper with the
Sacred Words of the Saviour Himself! To meddle with the sacramental form, the
unchangeable substance, of the Most Blessed Sacrament of the Eucharist! And
this those arrogant Innovators have done, offering as their sole reason the
absurd fraud that Aramaic has no word for "all"!

Indeed Joachim Jeremias and the ICEL's subversives must be reckoned as the
world's greatest ventriloquists, as they have made their bogus words, "for all
men," to be heard issuing forth from the lips of their tens of thousands of
dummies. Oh, but we are told, this "form" simply must be valid because the
bishops have approved it. The Son of God will not be mocked again. Mocked
He was once, by a blind and ungrateful people. But never again by His own,
though the blind and ungrateful are still among them.

How many of those unsuspecting priests--we mean those of the true and
orthodox stripe would be "obediently following their bishops" and reciting this
counterfeit "form" if they did but know the facts about "for all men"? If they did
but know the "theology" of Professor Joachim Jeremias, their head ventriloquist?



RES SACRAMENTI

1.INTRODUCTION

Changing a Single Word

In the year 867, the "Filioque" controversy was touched off by Photius, who
ultimately led the Byzantine Church into schism. Denying that the Holy Ghost
proceeds from the Father and the Son, Photius accused the Latins of having
corrupted the Creed by adding this word: filioque (and the Son). This dispute
served as a theological wedge (at least it was the ostensible reason, but political
motivations likewise entered the picture), a wedge which pried open the Great
Eastern Schism, that horrendous rupture which still remains today after eleven
hundred years.

This should make one ponder the importance words can have, yes, even a single
word. Moreover we need only reflect that it is by means of words, and solely
through words,that we are able to come to know our faith, and to express it. As
St. Paul puts it: "Faith comes through hearing." Why has the Church always
guarded so very jealously the words and formulas committed to Her
custodianship by Her Divine Master? Precisely because She knows that it is
always through words--the misuse of them--that heresy is able to take its toll of
the Mystical Body of Christ.

Thus it is truly foreboding that the subversives -- the enemy is not "at the gates,"
but rather inside tending the gates -- should brazenly lay their hands on the form
of a sacrament, should attempt to change the very words Christ Himself, the Son
of God, used in instituting the Most Holy Eucharist, and this heinous crime is
committed with impunity. But even more ominous is the fact that so few priests
even ' seem to he aware of the change, or if aware are the least bit concerned
about it. The false rendering of the word muiltis ("many") as "all men," a mutilation
of the very Consecration Form, is by no means an inconsequential affair, for the
change in meaning conveyed is laden with the most serious implications, from
the standpoint of sacramental theology. At no time since the Filioque controversy
began has so much spiritual danger been capsulated into a single word as is now
the case with "multis."

Rev. James A. Mclnerney, 0. P., writing in The Wanderer, indicates his disbelief
“that a single word change in the English translation" can possibly invalidate the
Mass. Obviously, however, in sacramental forms it is not the quantity of words
altered that matters, but rather the significance of the change that is made.ls it
possible to baptize with these words: "l anoint thee in the name of the Father
...etc."? This is a "single word change."Most moral theologians, the Doctor St.



Alphonsus "Liguori included, teach that if a priest were to say over the bread:
"HIC est enim corpus meum (meaning "Here is My Body"), instead of "HOC est
.. "("Thisis ... "), then the consecration would be invalid. And this involves the
absolutely minimal change of only one letterin a word!

Why This Battleground?

Knowing word manipulation to be one of their most potent weapons, the enemies
of Holy Mother Church are always seeking to improve their techniques of
semantic warfare. Present examples of such word manipulation are so
numerous that it would be difficult even to begin cataloguing all of them. At this
point the Satanic warfare against the Mystical Body has reached such
proportions, is so advanced, so global, so permeating through every facet of
doctrine, morals and discipline, that, if viewed from a purely human perspective,
it would have to be granted that our enemies have already won. But we know
that the Church is not merely a human institution; She was built by Divine Hands
and She is indestructible; She is indestructible and cannot be overthrown by
men, nor by powers and principalities.

However, this certain knowledge on our part of Her ultimate victory over the
Powers of The Beast does not exempt us from the obligation of fighting. On the
contrary, we are members of the Church Militant, and our very salvation depends
upon how valiantly we fight. How well we all know that we by ourselves cannot
emerge victorious from any battle, not even a skirmish--Satan can sift us as
wheat--, but she who is Our Queen is now clad in her armor, "terrible as an army
set in battle array"; she alone is the Vanquisher of All Heresies, but even so, she
does expect her bungling troops at least to be there under her banner.

Just as the Church in an earlier era defended at a terrible price the one word,
filioque; and, though foreseeing the schism that resulted, She refused to yield an
iota of doctrine, so now we likewise throw down the gauntlet before the enemies
of "the Faith of our Fathers" on this single word: multis.

On this word the stakes are very high indeed since the destruction of its true
meaning (in the Form of Consecration has at least jeopardized the validity of the
Holy Sacrifice of the Mass. But even if there were no question here about the
validity of the "English Mass," this change is still an evil thing; it is a wanton
tampering with the Sacred Words of Christ Himself; it is a serious attack on the
immemorial liturgical tradition of all the Rites of the Church; it is contrary to the
express prohibitions of the Magisterium regarding the touching of the substance
of the sacraments; this change was introduced sub rosa for demonstrably
fraudulent "reasons"; the motivations and impetus behind this innovation are
questionable, for it has subtle heretical implications; in short: it has been the tool
par excellence for the overthrow in one fell swoop of just about everything that
we as Catholics, our souls bearing the indelible mark of the Sacrament of
Confirmation, are morally bound to defend. We cannot and will not tolerate it.



“But though ... an angel from heaven preach a gospel to you besides that which
we have preached to you, let him be anathema."

But what do we hope to accomplish? Let us, above all, be realistic. At this point
our most pressing task is to try to help divert as many as possible of our fellow-
members of The Mystical Body of Christ away from this total, universal apostasy.
The present apostatical movement is to the religion of humanity, and its ultimate
destination is the worship of Antichrist. The only thing that effectively saves
souls is the grace of God, but it is our duty to take all measures, spiritual and
practical, to aid others in seeing what they must do in order to cooperate with that
sufficient grace.

In this present maelstrom of heresy, perversion and apostasy, there has perhaps
been no issue that has served more powerfully than ,this “for all men"
controversy to make good, though hitherto apathetic, Catholics become aware of
the terrible nature of the warfare we are all engaged in. The issue itself and
exactly what is at stake are relatively easy to understand; except for those who
are wilfully blind. The defenses of the subverters on this particular question,
moreover, are so weak and their arguments and "reasons" so superficial, even
manifestly absurd, that this alone has made not a few Catholics of good will
realize that there is something radically and ominously wrong. Heartening it is
that quite a few (relatively speaking, of course) courageous priests, once
realizing the frightful magnitude of what has happened and is happening,have
refused outright to use these doubtful ."English Canons" with the palpable
mutilation: "for all men." Almighty God has blessed them with the fortitude to say
with that most valiant warrior for Christ, that model priest: "If the whole world
goes Arian, then it is Athanasius against the world!"

The Scope of This Article

A Dominican priest who is a friend and collaborator of ours wrote the following to
another Dominican theologian: "The arguments against Patrick Omlor's and Fr.
Brey's position seem to be these: 1) The additional words of the form are not
essential (i.e., the words in the wine consecration following: "This is the chalice of
My Blood'); 2) The words for all men do not really change the meaning; 3) The
Church cannot err in a matter so important. These amount to quarreling in turn
with both premises involved in the argument,then resorting to the extrinsic
consideration of authority as a last refuge. The few with whom | have debated
the question have invariably gone from one to the other of the three defences for
their position, which in itself seems to betray the insecurity of their stand."

"Regarding the second point," he continues, "this of course is the dominant point
of Patrick Omlor's position, namely that the change from pro multis to pro
omnibus is indeed a change in the meaning of the form, which would almost
seem self-evident. ... Anyway, | think Omlor ... (shows), in accord with St.
Thomas' principles, that what is involved in the difference between the two



phrases is the designation of the res sacramenti. And the proof from Leo XllI
which he gives for this -- the necessity of sacramental forms to include the grace
of the sacrament -- | find air-tight."

It is imperative to comprehend thoroughly this pivotal concept of res sacramenti
and also the definitive teaching of Pope Leo Xlll, mentioned in the excerpt just
quoted. Therefore we devote this issue of Interdum to an explanation of these
topics. Whether or not our "proof" is "air-tight" the reader will be able to judge for
himself.

1. SACRAMENTAL SIGNIFICATION IN GENERAL

Four Things Necessary for a Sacrament

Because the validity of the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass is completely dependent
upon the valid effecting of the Sacrament of the Holy Eucharist, it behooves one
to understand well the nature of sacramental signification in general,and the
sacramental signification in the Holy Eucharist in particular; that is, if one is to
grasp at all our reasons for seriously questioning the validity of the "English
Masses." In that the Words of Consecration in the Mass are also the form of the
sacrament of the Eucharist, it is evident that a substantial "defect of form" of the
Sacrament invalidates ipso facto Masses employing this "form."

Four things are necessary for the validity of any sacrament: (1) the proper matter
must be used; (2) the proper form must be recited;(3) the proper minister [for the
given sacrament) must perform the rite; (4) the minister must have the intention
of "doing as the Church does," that is, doing what the Church intends and wishes
to accomplish by the sacrament.

Importance of the Form

The matter is the specific sensible thing or things used in the external rite of the
sacrament; for example, water in Baptism, or chrism in Confirmation. The form is
the sequence of specific words (the "formula") pronounced by the minister. It
must be "morally united" with the matter; that is, the words must be recited in
conjunction with the use of the matter and in the same setting or presence of the
matter. "The word," says St. Augustine, "is added to the element (matter), and
this becomes a sacrament.”

Although all four of the aforementioned requirements are absolutely essential for
validity, and if any one of them is absent or defective there is no sacrament at all,
our discussion at present concerns the vital role of the form.

St. Thomas explains why the necessity of a specific sequence of words as the



form of a sacrament is more important even than specific matter: "As stated
above, in the sacraments the words are as the form, and sensible things are as
the matter. Now in all things composed of matter and form, the determining
principle is contained in the form. ...Consequently, for the being of a thing the
need of a determinate form is prior to the need of determinate matter ... Since,
therefore, in the sacraments determinate sensible things are required which are
as the sacramental matter, much more is there need in them of a determinate
form of words."

The Determining Principle

What does this mean: "the determining principle is contained in the form"? This
means that the words recited determine the end or purpose for which the matter
is being used. Water in itself, for example, signifies nothing in particular. It can
be used for drinking, bathing, putting out fires, watering the lawn, washing
clothes, etc. But when a person says the words, 'l baptize thee ... etc.," as he
pours water over the head of another person, the purpose for which that
particular water is being used is clearly denoted. Thus the words, "l baptize
thee," constitute the principle which determines unambiguously that this water is
here being used to signify the cleansing from sin and the bringing to the state of
justification.

Suppose | am out in the garage and suddenly shout, "Quick! Bring water!" This
order contains no determining principle whatsoever, and therefore my wife (who
is inside the house),though she has heard me, hasn't the slightest idea why |
want water. A glass of water to quench my thirst? A basin of water to wash my
hands? Or the garden hose to put out a fire?

A determining principle denotes purpose. And thus we should clearly understand
the explanation of St. Thomas that in the sacraments the need of a specific form
of words is more essential than specific matter, for "the determining principle is
contained in the form."

The "Res Sacramenti"

Each of the seven sacraments has special effects for the soul of the recipient,
and these effects, different for each sacrament, are in keeping with the purpose
for which Christ instituted each sacrament. A variety of terms are used by
theologians and spiritual writers to designate the "special effects" of a sacrament,
but these terms all amount to the same thing. Hence we find these "special
effects” referred to as: the sacramental grace, the crowning effect, the power or
virtue of the sacrament, the grace proper, etc. Theologians often use the term,
“res sacramenti" to denote the special effect of a sacrament, and this is generally
translated as "the reality of the sacrament.”



This special effect, the "res sacramenti," for each particular sacrament always
must be signified or symbolized in the external rite of the sacrament. This point
is very important, and we will be mentioning it again. The Supreme Pontiff Leo
XIll laid down the following teaching, a fundamental principle of sacramental
theology: "All know that the Sacraments of the New Law, as sensible and
efficient signs of invisible grace, ought both to signify the grace which they effect,
and effect: the grace which they signify. Although the signification ought to be
found in the whole essential rite -- that is to say, in the matter and form -- it still
pertains chiefly to the form; since the matter is a part which is not determined by
itself, but which is determined by the form." And so, these basic premises should
be borne in mind throughout the ensuing discussion: A sacrament must signify
the grace which it effects; and this "res sacramenti" must be symbolized in both
the matter and the form; and this signification, to employ the words of Pope Leo
XIIl, "pertains chiefly to the form."

The Res Sacramenti of Baptism

The res sacramenti of Baptism, its crowning effect, is, to use the words of St.
Thomas, "inward justification " Or, in other words, the remission of original sin
and, in the case of adults being baptized, actual sin also. Let us now see how
this res sacramenti is signified in both the matter and the form of Baptism. First:
of all the matter, which is water, is a substance that is often used as a cleansing
agent, and thus the cleansing from sin, "inward justification," is thereby
symbolized. It is to be noted, in accordance with the earlier explanation, that
water does not necessarily signify cleansing, but the words of the form, the
determining principle, give the baptismal water this signification. We know a
priori that the res sacramenti is necessarily signified in the form, and it is easily
seen that it is denoted by the following words: "I baptize thee," inasmuch as the
word baptize means, as St. Thomas remarks, "to cleanse."

Although the words, "l baptize thee," alone by themselves, signify the res
sacramenti, it must not he thought that the remainder of the form, namely, "in the
name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost," is unnecessary for the
validity of the sacrament of Baptism. The res sacramentiis not necessarily the
only thing a sacramental rite must signify, as the following example of
Confirmation will show. Considering Baptism, then, we have studied a lucid
example of how the res sacramentiis signified in: (a) the matter of the
sacrament, and (b) the form of the sacrament, thus illustrating and harmonizing
with the principle of Pope Leo XllI cited earlier.

The Res Sacramenti of Confirmation

Confirmation is the sacrament for those who have come of age or matured as
Catholics. As St. Thomas remarks, "Confirmation is to Baptism as growth to
birth." In another of his articles the Angelic Doctor says: "For in Baptism he
receives power to do those things which pertain to his own salvation, forasmuch



as he lives to himself: whereas in Confirmation he receives power to do those
things which pertain to the spiritual combat with the enemies of the Faith." And in
still another place he says, "In this sacrament the fulness of the Holy Ghost is
given for the spiritual strength which belongs to the perfect age." Confirmation,
then, we may define as "the sacrament by which we receive the Holy Ghost and
His gifts, making us fully grown in the supernatural life. By this sacrament we
become soldiers of Jesus Christ and defenders of the Mystical Body."

The matter of Confirmation is chrism, which is a mixture of olive oil and balm
(balsam). The formis: "l sign thee with the sign of the cross, and | confirm thee
with the chrism of salvation, in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the
Holy Ghost."

The very word confirmation implies that there is already something there to be
confirmed or strengthened. We now ask the crucial question: what is the res
sacramenti, that: special grace of the sacrament of Confirmation? It is the
bestowal of the Holy Ghost and His gifts for spiritual strength in the combat.

According to the Catechism of the Council of Trent, there are three things
signified in this sacrament:

(1) "the divine power, which, as a principal cause, operates in the sacrament,"
and this is "sufficiently declared by the concluding words of the form: 'In the
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost."

(2) “the strength of mind and soul which is imparted by the sacred unction to
the faithful unto salvation," and this is the res sacramenti. This is signified in the
form "by the words immediately preceding them (i.e., those words given in (1)
above--Ed.): 'l confirm thee with the chrism of salvation." Finally, a third thing is
signified, and we continue to quote the Roman Catechism:

(3) "and next, the sign impressed on him who is to engage in the warfare of
Christ." And this is denoted, "the third, by the words with which the form opens:
'l sign thee with the sign of the cross."

From the above it is seen that, in addition to two other things, the res sacramenti
is, as it indeed must be, signified in the form of the Sacrament. What remains
(although less important to our discussion) is to see how the res sacramentiis
symbolized in the matter of the sacrament.

It is fitting that the matter of Confirmation, namely chrism, should be a compound
substance; that is, a mixture of substances. "But this sacrament is given," says
the Angelic Doctor. "that we may receive the fulness of the Holy Ghost, Whose
operations are manifold, according to Wisd. vii. 22, In her is the Holy Spirit,...one,
manifold; and | Cor. xii. 4, There are diversities of graces, but the same Spirit.
Consequently a compound matter is appropriate to this sacraments."



The one component, olive oil, signifies strength; it makes muscles flexible and
also helps to heal bruises and wounds received in battle. Oil also "by its nature
unctuous and fluid, expresses the plenitude of grace,which, through the Holy
Ghost, overflows and is poured into others from Christ the head... Or again, to
quote St. Thomas: "Now the grace of the Holy Ghost is signified by oil; hence
Christ is said to be anointed with the oil of gladness (Ps. xliv.8)...

The other component, balm, is particularly noted for its soothing and healing
power, and for its aroma. Therefore by being anointed with balm we are made
conspicuous in our role as soldiers of Christ, and "diffuse around such a sweet
odor of all virtues ... Balsam has, also, the efficacy of preserving from
putrescence whatever is anointed with it,a property that seems admirably to
express the virtue of this sacrament; whereas it is quite evident that the souls of
the faithful, prepared by the heavenly grace imparted in Confirmation may be
easily protected from the contagion of sins."

The anointing with chrism is on the forehead and in the form of a cross, because
the soldier must be signed with the standard of his leader, and in the most
conspicuous part of his body. "Now, the forehead," comments St:. Thomas,
"which is hardly ever covered, is the most conspicuous part of the human body.
Wherefore the confirmed is anointed with chrism on the forehead, that: he may
show publicly that he is a Christian: thus too the apostles after receiving the Holy
Ghost showed themselves in public, whereas before they remained hidden in the
upper room."

The matter of chrism, to reiterate the same point, does not necessarily signify the
res sacramenti of Confirmation,the bestowal of-the Holy Ghost for spiritual
strength in the combat. But the determining principle contained in the words, "I
confirm thee with the chrism of salvation," serves to denote the end of purpose
for which the sacramental chrism is being used.

Summary of This Section

It is very clear why we define a sacrament as an outward sign (something that
signifies) of the invisible grace, res sacramenti, which Christ has given it the
power to convey to the soul. Likewise clear is the doctrine of faith taught in our
catechism: A sacrament is. an outward sign instituted by Christ to produce
grace.

The beautifully simple definition of St. Augustine is easily grasped: "The word is
added to the element, and this becomes a sacrament." Finally, and this is
essential for a grasp of the remainder of our discussion, it should now be evident
what the Supreme Pontiff Leo XIIl meant when he laid down the basic truth that
the whole external rite -- the matter and the form, but chiefly the form -- must
signify the special grace of the sacrament, the res sacramenti. Baptism and



Confirmation were examined, with this principle in mind, in order to make it easier
to see how the same theological rule holds regarding the Most Holy Sacrament
of the Eucharist.

1. SIGNIFICATION IN THE HOLY EUCHARIST

The Matter and Form

The matter of the Holy Eucharist is two-fold; namely, bread and wine. The words
which are the form of this Sacrament are: FOR THIS IS MY BODY. FOR THIS
IS THE CHALICE OF MY BLOOD OF THE NEW AND ETERNAL TESTAMENT,
THE MYSTERY OF FAITH, WHICH SHALL BE SHED FOR YOU AND FOR
MANY UNTO THE REMISSION OF SINS. Like the matter this form is twofold,
but it pertains to the one integral Sacrament. The first sentence is pronounced
over the bread, and the second over the wine. This form, as just stated, was
defined by the Council of Florence, and it is given in an identical manner in the
Catechism of the Council of Trent, and in the instruction De Defectibus which-
accompanies the Roman Missal.

An Objection

Some have claimed that the words, "This is the chalice of My Blood," and these
words taken alone by themselves, are sufficient for the valid consecration of the
wine. And thus they deny the necessity of the entire form stated above, alleging
that a mere part of the second sentence suffices for the wine consecration.
Many great theologians, including St. Thomas in all of his writings where he
discusses this subject --not just in the Summa-- have, on the contrary, claimed
the necessity of the entire second formula up to and including the words: "for
many unto the remission of sins." Here, for example, is one clear passage of St.
Thomas: "In regard to these words which the Church uses in the consecration of
the Blood, some think that not all of them are NECESSARY for the form, but the
words This is the chalice of My Blood only,not the remainder which follows. ...
But this does not seem suitable; for all which follows is a determination of the
predicate: HENCE IT ALL PERTAINS TO THE MEANING OR SIGNIFICATION
of the same statement. And because, as has often been said, IT IS BY
SIGNIFYING THAT THE FORMS OF SACRAMENTS HAVE THEIR EFFECT,
THE WHOLE (sentence) BELONGS TO THE EFFECTING POWER OF THE
FORM."

All the earlier Thomists, unanimously, up to Cajetan's time held this selfsame
opinion. Cajetan, however, in his commentaries on the Summa, expressed an
opinion (contradicting St. Thomas) that the truncated "form", This is the chalice
of My Blood, is sufficient for the validity of the wine consecration. But the
Sovereign Pontiff St. Pius V, when he ordered Cajetan’'s commentaries to be



published, also explicitly commanded that THIS PARTICULAR OPINION BE
EXPURGATED!

The Res Sacramenti of The Holy Eucharist

To attempt to show that the entire form is necessary is not our present purpose
(the arguments along these lines of the great theologians cannot be improved
upon); but we wish to express our opinion why we are convinced that the words
of the final clause, namely, "which shall be shed for you and for many unto the
remission of sins," are necessary for the validity of the Holy Eucharist and,
perforce, the validity of the Mass. Particularly are we interested in demonstrating
the vital signification contained in the words: "for you and for many (pro multis)."

The reader, undoubtedly, is anticipating that we will now ask the key question:
What is the res sacramenti of the Holy Eucharist? The special grace proper to
this Sacrament, "the res sacramentiis the unity of the Mystical Body, outside
which there can be no salvation," are the words of the Angelic Doctor. In many
laymen's missals is printed the prayer of St. Thomas, which is recommended for
recitation before receiving Holy Communion, and which contains the following:
"Grant, | beseech Thee, that | may receive not only the Sacrament of the Body
and Blood of Our Lord, but also the whole grace (‘'rem') and virtue of the
Sacrament." In emphasizing what constitutes the res sacramenti, this same
prayer of St. Thomas continues," ... that | may be found worthy to be
incorporated with His Mystical Body and numbered among his members."

In a chapter entitled, "The Reason for the Institution of This Most Holy
Sacrament," the Sacred Council of Trent ratified this teaching of St. Thomas: "He
(Christ) wished it (the Eucharist) furthermore to be a pledge of our future glory
and everlasting happiness, and THUS BE A SYMBOL OF THAT ONE BODY OF
WHICH HE IS THE HEAD and to which He wished us to be united as members
by the closest bond of faith, hope and charity ..."

Just what does this mean: that the res sacramenti of the Holy Eucharist is the
"unity (or union) of the Mystical Body? Simply this: that the person who receives
this Sacrament worthily becomes incorporated, or more strongly incorporated,
into the Mystical Body; and thus the bond of his union with Christ, the Head, is
solidified and strengthened, and also the close bond of spiritual union that exists
between him and every one of the MANY who are his fellow-members of the
Mystical Body.

Res Sacramenti Symbolized in the Matter

In the matter of the bread and wine the unity of the Mystical Body is clearly
symbolized (as one must expect), and some of the earliest Fathers, including St.
Augustine, pointed this out. Let us, however, quote St. Thomas:"...the effect (of
the Eucharist) with regard to the whole Church, which is made up of MANY



believers, just as the bread is composed of MANY grains and the wine flows from
MANY grapes, as the gloss observes on | Cor. x,17: We, being MANY... are one
body,etc." (In this passage of Aquinas we have capitalized the word MANY,
which word appears four times.)

And so, it is easily verified that the res sacramenti, the unity of the Mystical Body,
is very clearly signified in the matter of this Sacrament.

How Can "This Is... My Blood" Suffice?

Adhering to the certain teaching of the Supreme Authority Leo XllI that the
special grace of every sacrament must be signified in the external rite of the
sacrament--matter and form, but chiefly in the form--, we now pose a question for
those who claim that the words, This is My Body. This is the chalice of my Blood,
are all the words required as the valid form of the Holy Eucharist. How can they
show that these words, alone by themselves, signify the res sacramenti which is
the unity of Christ's Mystical Body? These words denote transubstantiation, and
they refer ONLY to Christ's True CORPOREAL Body, notto His MYSTICAL
Body. If anyone would claim that these words do signify Christ's Mystical Body,
he would thereby in effect be denying transubstantiation and Christ's Real
Presence! --or rather, and this is worse perhaps, affirming our own
transubstantiation!

Moreover, it: cannot be argued that these words, This is My Body. This is...My
Blood, somehow signify both Christ's true corporeal Body and also His Mystical
Body -- an absurd conjecture to begin with, for how then would the many
members of the Mystical Body enter the picture? --, because a sacramental form
cannot be ambiguous, i.e., having two meanings. "The essential part must
contain within itself all that is essential to the due conveyance of the grace or
power attached to the Sacrament....The essential part must 1) signify the grace
or power to be conveyed; for, as the Bull tells us, 'it is the nature of a Sacrament
to signify what it effects, and to effect what it signifies." Moreover, THE
SIGNIFICATION MUST NOT BE AMBIGUOUS, but 2) so far definite as to
discriminate the grace effected from graces of a different kind; as, for instance,
the graces of other Sacraments."

The lengthy quotation just cited is from the "Vindication of the Bull 'Apostolicae
Curae". Authored by the Catholic Hierarchy of England, in answer to the
Anglican Hierarchy's attack on this Bull (wherein Pope Leo XIII declared Anglican
Orders invalid and wherein he taught this principle we have been frequently
mentioning), this "Vindication" is, needless to say, the most authoritative
interpretation of the Bull.

In any case, as for those who claim the abbreviate "form", This is the chalice of
My Blood, is sufficient for the wine consecration, we would be interested in



seeing how they will attempt to reconcile this opinion with the teaching of Pope
Leo XlllI that the res sacramenti must be signified in the form of the sacrament

Presenting Our Opinion

It would seem that there are four things that are signified in this Sacrament: 1)
transubstantiation; 2) sacrifice; 3) propitiation; 4) the res sacramenti: the unity of
Christ's Mystical Body.

Transubstantiation, the conversion of the substance of the bread and wine into
the substance of the Body and Blood of Christ, is denoted by the words: This is
My Body. This is the chalice of MY Blood. Although these words denote the
transubstantiation, the change of the wine into Christ's Blood (and also His Body,
soul and divinity) does not actually take place until the entire form is completed.

Had Christ so willed it, He could have left us the Sacrament of His Body and
Blood completely apart from Calvary, simply by giving his priests the power of
transubstantiation. But He actually willed the Holy Eucharist to be given to us in
the context of Sacrifice. The Holy Eucharist is Sacrament and Sacrifice. The
words given above (which denote transubstantiation) do not in themselves
denote sacrifice. Therefore these words of the form, "which shall be shed," fulfill
the purpose of signifying the shedding of Christ's Blood; i.e., sacrifice.

The sacrifices of the Old Law were not true sacrifices of propitiation; they did not
actually have the power of expiating sins; for the blood of animals is powerless in
this regard. Christ's Passion and Death, the Atonement of the Son of God, was
truly propitiatory (expiatory) for the remission of sins. This propitiatory aspect of
Calvary is denoted by these words of the form, "of the NEW and eternal
testament," and also by the final words of the form, "unto the remission of sins."

Of course, this was the effect of Calvary, but it is not the principal effect of the
Holy Eucharist. "If anyone says that the principal fruit of the most Holy Eucharist
is the remission of sins, or that other effects do not result from it, let him be
anathema."

And this leads us to the fourth thing that must be signified in this Sacrament: the
unity of the Mystical Body. It is our belief that this vital signification is found in the
words of the form: "for you and for MANY." For these words denote the purpose
or end of Our Lord's institution of the Sacrament. Therefore these words
comprise a key part of the determining principle in the form. Just as the words, "I
confirm thee with the chrism of salvation," denote the purpose or end for which
the sacramental chrism is being used,; just as the words "l baptize thee" denote
the purpose for which the water is being used in Baptism; so also --and this is the
crux of it -- the words, "“for you and for many," designate the purpose or end
which the matter, the bread and wine become the Body and Blood of Christ, was
intended by Christ to be used. And this purpose is to establish the unity of the



many members of the Mystical Body. This sacramental aspect of the Holy
Eucharist has nothing to do with the other doctrine of faith that "Christ died for all
men."

The Pons Asinorum

Some priests, we are sure, have refused to give our presentation a hearing
simply because they have it in their minds that the beginning words, "This is the
chalice of My Blood," are sufficient for the validity of the wine consecration. They
have heard and read this opinion in textbooks and have adopted it as their own.

What they fail to realize is that all the truly great theologians who held this
opinion, St. Bonaventure for example, expressed it as their opinion long before
the teaching of Pope Leo XIlII, that the form must signify the res sacramenti.
Even after this pronouncement, many writers of theological manuals have simply
gone on repeating the same opinion (of the sufficiency of the abbreviated
"form"),quoting the same earlier authorities, etc., seemingly without realizing the
impact of Pope Leo's principle on this opinion.

The fact that St. Bonaventure, or even St. Alphonsus (who /leaned towards this
opinion and called it "probable"), did not take into consideration the necessity of
the res sacramenti being expressed in the form, noway detracts from them. In
the centuries that have elapsed since the first Pentecost Sunday, all of Catholic
theology has developed. What we mean is that the understanding and the
codification of theology by men has developed (i.e., the arguments for the truths
of faith, their reasonableness, etc.); this, of course, is entirely different from the
Modernists' heresy of the "evolution of doctrine." Periodically the Holy Ghost
inspires Peter to lay down theological principles with absolute certainty. Often
these pronouncements from the Supreme Teaching Authority are to stem a
current heresy, and sometimes, through God's infinite wisdom and omniscience,
they are to provide a defense against future attacks on Holy Church.

The following example will-add light to this point. Most Catholics are probably
not aware that the first person known to have catalogued the Sacraments as
seven in number (circa 1150) was Peter Lombard. Looking back now, this was
at a point farther along than halfway thru the present lifetime of the Church.
Though Peter Lombard expressed this as an opinion, subsequently the Church
declared: "If anyone shall say that there are more or less than seven ...
(sacraments), let him be anathema."

IV.  THE DENIAL OF THE MYSTICAL BODY

The "Form" in English



Here is the ICEL form: "this is my body which will be given up for you. ...this is
the cup of my blood, the blood of the new and everlasting covenant. It will be
shed for you and for all men so that sins may be forgiven."

The mutilation in this form, “for all men," is not the only problem: let us put it in
the record. "St. Thomas, you know," writes one of our Dominican collaborators,
"argues for the necessity of the pro multis clause on the grounds that it belongs
to-the integrity of the sentence spoken by Our Lord in consecrating His blood,
being a 'determination of the predicate." But even apart from the substitution of
‘for all men' in the form, this integrity is broken up by the period after This is the
cup of my blood..." (continuing, 'lt will be shed..."). | think, then, that even were
the form otherwise translated correctly, this might be enough to invalidate it. At
least a doubt would remain, for St. Thomas (at least in IV Sentences) says that
Christ did not consecrate His Blood absolutely but insofar as it was (to be) shed
on the cross. And this is brought out by the pro multis clause determining the
predicate. We must, then, battle for the correction of this point too, arguing for a
completely literal translation of the form, otherwise the last state may be as bad
(though not worse) than the first.

Who authorized the ICEL to break up the wine consecration form into two
sentences? No other vernacular version besides the English one has (to our
knowledge) this additional bit of tampering with the form. Surely we agree with
our Dominican friend that this must be fought also; and we mention this point
now, just to put it into the record, though our present occupation is the "all men"
battleground.

Change of Meaning

No one is challenging the truth of the wording in the ICEL "form": shed-for all
men so that sins may be forgiven. These words do express a certain doctrine,
namely, that Christ died for all men: the universality of Redemption. But no one
can deny that there is in this new "form" an inherent change of sense, or
meaning. "For since in the sacraments"”, writes St. Thomas, "the words produce
an effect according to the sense which they convey, as stated above,we must
see whether the change of words destroys the essential sense of the words:
because then the sacrament is clearly rendered invalid." And again: "Now it is
clear if any substantial part of the sacramental form be suppressed, that the
essential sense of the words is destroyed; and consequently the sacrament is
invalid."

Monsieur Paul Poitevin, of Paris, France, writes: "The ICEL translation 'shed for
you and for all men so that sins may be forgiven,' were they or not the very words
pronounced by our Saviour, expresses happily a major Christian dogma .. "

Not caring that these words are not actually Our Lord's words is bad enough,but
M. Poitevin apparently lacks any understanding whatsoever of sacramental



theology. According to his line of reasoning, if one were to recite the Apostles'
Creed as the form for Baptism this would baptize a person but good, in view of
the fact that the Creed "expresses happily" not merely one, but many "major
Christian dogmas."

What Is Wrong With "For All Men"

Since 'all men' do not, never have, and never will belong to Christ's Mystical
Body, it is evident that these words, substituted in the form, cannot possibly
designate the res sacramenti. On the contrary, they contain a false signification:
they are in opposition to the special grace of the Eucharist. "For all men" works
against the purpose for which Christ instituted the Holy Eucharist, namely, the
unity of His Mystical Body. As long as these words are present, mutilating the
form, the Sacrament and the Mass must, in our opinion, be considered invalid, or
at least very probably invalid.

Does the Holy Eucharist strengthen the bond of union (does such a bond exist?)
among all men? Does the recipient of the Holy Eucharist solidify his spiritual
union with all men? With the enemies of Christ? With those who hate and attack
the Mystical body? The Holy Eucharist that Christ gave us strengthens no such
bond! It "has no effect," says St. Thomas, "except in those who are united with
this sacrament through faith and charity. ... Hence in the Canon of the Mass no
prayer is made for them who are outside the pale of the Church." But now
EVERYONE outside the pale of the Church gets a mention in the very
consecration form!

Sacraments effect what they signify and signify what they effect. SO IF THE
SIGNIFICATION IS DESTROYED, THE EFFECT IS ALSO DESTROYED. In
that the words "for all men" destroy, nullify and oppose the signification of the
grace of the Sacrament,they also oppose the very grace itself of the Sacrament.
These words, then, in effect, attack the unity of the Mystical Body. They deny the
doctrine of the Mystical Body. What a mockery they make of the definition of
Trent that the Holy Eucharist is "a symbol of that one body of which He is the
Head and to which He wished us to be united as members by the closest bond of
faith, hope and charity..." In Our Lord's discourse on His Mystical Body, His
farewell address to His apostles, which He gave just after instituting this Most
Holy Sacrament--Judas, Iscariot was absent, by the way, having already gone
but to betray Him -- , He said: 'l pray for them; | pray not for the world, but for
them whom Thou hast given Me, because they are Thine."

The solemn teaching of the Magisterium, given through the lips of the Supreme
Pontiff Leo XlII: "THAT FORM CONSEQUENTLY CANNOT BE CONSIDERED
APT OR SUFFICIENT FOR THE SACRAMENT WHICH OMITS WHAT IT
OUGHT ESSENTIALLY TO SIGNIFY." What then of a "form" which actually
destroys what it must essentially signify?



THE ECUMENISM HERESY

1. IDENTIFYING A CENTRAL ERROR

What we are up against today is not just an isolated abuse, nor an isolated
heresy or errors, nor even simply a whole series of abuses and errors, although
no one can deny that never did abuses and errors abound more. Rather, our
battle is actually much more difficult and more complex than a mere campaign
against abuses and errors; it is in effect a war against a whole frame of mind.

It is probably true enough that the numerous abuses, errors and innovations we
are witnessing--in short, the present upheaval-- are part of, or at least are the
result of, the overall plan for subverting and demolishing the Church -- a plan
"mapped out to the least detail" (to borrow the phrase Pius Xl used to describe
the diabolical Communist program against "all that is called God"). Conceived by
and nurtured by traitorous ingrates within Her very bosom, the Modernists'
program of all-out warfare against Mother Church was recognized in its
incipiency by Pope Saint Pius X, who constantly warned against this satanic
plan. Now at length it is in full bloom; and its coming to fruition was and is due
largely, but not solely, to the patient labors of conscious enemies, both within and
outside the Church.

It is most certainly true that the vast majority of Catholics, clergy and laity, are not
consciously and deliberately -- God forbid! --participating in this assault upon the
Church. Many, however, through their tacit cooperation or their apathy are in fact
collaborating with the enemy's cause. A certain frame of mind has gripped them.
Small wonder that those who try to fight the abuses and the errors make no
apparent headway, because this ubiquitous frame of mind, an insuperable
obstacle, cannot even recognize as such the abuses and the errors!

What is this frame of mind? It is impossible to define it rigorously, but some of its
characteristics can be studied. In this article we shall confine our attention to
only one of its facets, but possibly this one facet is the key to understanding the
whole frame of mind. Although as yet subconsciously perhaps, there is rooted
deeply in their minds the belief or the "hope" that all men will be saved.
Universalism is the name this heresy has been given.

This error is an old one. In the history of theology it is called apocatastasis, the
doctrine which teaches that a time will come when all free creatures will attain
salvation; that is, a final restoration. Origen (b. 185 A. D.), an early Christian
writer, fell into this error, and the Council of Constantinople Il condemned him for
it and for other errors.

"It (apocatastasis) was destined," says the Catholic Encyclopedia, "to be revived



in the works of ecclesiastical writers...It reappears at the Reformation in the
writings of Denk (d. 1527), and Harnack has not hesitated to assert that nearly all
the Reformers were apocatastasists at heart, and that it accounts for their
aversion to the traditional teaching concerning the sacraments...The doctrine of
apocatastasis viewed as a belief in a universal salvation is found among the
Anabaptists, the Moravian Brethren, the Christadelphians, among rationalistic
Protestants, and finally among the professed Universalists." (V. |, p.600, 1907).
The Universalists sect was founded in the year 1750 in London, having as its
distinctive tenet the final salvation of all souls.

Today's Innovators, | am convinced, are also apocatastasists at heart. This
central error, that all men are saved, undergirds much of the thinking behind the
present upheaval. The entire series of novelties, following a pattern, appears to
be designed for spreading this "all men are saved" frame of mind among
Catholics.

But, you may ask, where has this error succeeded in gaining a foothold? Who is
advancing such an idea that all men are saved? Although perhaps there are at
present few Catholics who openly advocate it, the seeds of this doctrine are
germinating in the minds of many. And this dangerous idea explains many of
their actions. One reason this frame of mind is impenetrable is that, believing
down deep that all mankind is to be saved anyway, no theological question is
really worth discussing. This is why, incidentally, Catholic "social action"
nowadays aims no higher than the (alleged) bettering of the material side of man.

In analyzing this trend towards Universalism we will see that, given the
assumption that all men are saved, out of this maze of endless innovations a
discernible pattern emerges.

11. A SYNOPSIS OF ISSUE NUMBER 1

To pick up the thread of continuity we must review some of the general principles
on heresy explained in Interdum #1. A heresy involves two truths which, though
distinct from one another, are related to one another in some way. The heretic
begins by affirming one of the two truths, but this affirmation become so vigorous,
and emphatic that some aspects of this one truth gradually become exaggerated
so that the other truth begins to be deemphasized and then eventually altogether
denied. Thus heresies arise through disturbing the harmonious equilibrium
existing between two related truth,--affirming and then exaggerating one truth at
the expense of the other. Two truths, intimately related to one another, that
readily lend themselves to this scheme are: (A) Christ died, for all men; (B) Not
all men are saved, but only many.

Truth (A): Christ Died For All Men



“Christ died for all men" means that He redeemed mankind by His Death on
Calvary. Associated with this first truth (A), then, is the key word, Redemption,
which means literally a ransom, or buying back, or paying a price for. The sin of
Adam was a "sin of the race" in the sense that Original Sin is transmitted to all
men; the effects of Adam's sin are felt by the entire human race. Similarly,
Christ's ransom --i.e., the Redemption--was, like Adam's sin, absolutely universal
in its scope. Both were "race" acts having their effects--the one damaging, the
other repairing--on the collectivity of mankind.

Christ's Death was sufficient remedy and ransom for all. The Atoning Act of the
God-Man sufficed to repair sin's infinite outrage. To our first parents God
promised a Redeemer for the human rare. This promise and its fulfillment by His
only begotten Son were manifestations of His infinite mercy. Not owing us
anything on this score, God's justice was not involved here, but only His mercy.
In summary, this first truth, that Christ died for all men, has these related sub-
concepts associated with it: Redemption, human race, collectively, universally,
infinite mercy, and sufficiency.

Truth (B): Only Many Are Saved

Exploring the second truth (B), namely, that only many are saved, we encounter
a different set of key concepts. First of all, Salvation. Not all men all men will
attain eternal happiness in heaven, or salvation, but only many souls will be
saved. Salvation, therefore, in actuality does not pertain to the human race on a
universal and collective basis, but it pertains to many individual souls on a
particular basis. Even though Our Divine Redeemer paid the price for all men,
there are some men who, through their perverse failure to cooperate with God's
grace, thereby nullify for themselves the benefits of this Purchase.

That is to say, Christ's Death was sufficient for all, but it is effective, or has
efficacy, only for those who avail themselves of the necessary graces God gives
them for Salvation.

"But, though He died for all," says the Council of Trent, "yet not all receive the
benefit of His death, but those only unto whom the merit of His passion is
communicated." (Session VI, Chap. 3).

An infinitely just God will mete out eternal salvation or eternal punishment to
every man. God's attribute which is most closely related to this second truth is
His infinite justice. In summary, the truth that only many are saved has these key
related sub-concepts: Salvation, many souls, individually, particularly, infinite
justice, and efficacy.

The table below summarizes this discussion:

Column A Column B



CHRIST DIED FOR ALL ONLY MANY ARE SAVED

REDEMPTION SALVATION

of of

the human race, many souls,
collectively, individually,
universally, particularly,
showing God's showing God's
infinite mercy infinite justice

and related to the and related to the
Sufficiency aspect efficacy aspect

of Christ's Death. of Christ's Death

Calvinism and Jansenism

In the first issue of Interdum we also considered a root heresy shared by the
Calvinists and the Jansenists, who denied truth (A) by claiming that Christ did not
die for all men. We studied how this ultimate denial came about gradually, at first
by their affirming the related and complementary truth (B) namely, that "only
many are saved."

This principle of first affirming and then overaffirming one truth, followed by the
downgrading and the ultimate denial of its complementary related truth, was
indeed illustrated well by the Calvinists and the Jansenists. They
overemphasized all the ideas in column B,: only many are saved, salvation, the
individual soul, its particular relationship with God, the efficacy of Calvary and of
grace. As each of these was emphasized and blown out of proportion, the
counterparts in Column A, the balancing truths, became dwarfed in importance
and underplayed. Emphasizing God's justice too much made them lose sight of
God's mercy . Once the toll was taken of something in Column A, the whole
equilibrium of the delicate system of truth became disturbed, almost as though a
shock wave had gone through it, and every idea in Column A became diminished
in importance to the vanishing point until finally the key truth at the very top, that
Christ died for all men, was shaken to the ground!

To visualize the "frame of mind" of the Calvinists/Jansenists one need only
fathom a mentality where the main truth that only many are saved is a
dominating idea, and where all the sub-concepts in Column B are elevated to a
supreme and exaggerated importance, to the point almost of becoming
obsessions, while at the same time the ideas in Column A are correspondingly
minimized in importance.

1. THE "UNIVERSALIST" MENTALITY



To get an accurate picture of the "frame of mind" that today is widespread one
has only to visualize the exact opposite of the Jansenist "frame of mind."
Overemphasized now are the ideas in Column A: the human race or mankind as
a whole, the collectivity, universality and the mercy of God. The central truth
related to all these concepts, namely, that "Christ died for all men," is
exaggerated and its real meaning is being distorted. It is repeated, almost like a
slogan, but few seem to understand the real meaning of this truth. It goes
without saying that the natural result of this distortion is that the importance of the
main truth of Column B, that only many are saved, is being correspondingly
diminished. And, true to the pattern,there is the inevitable downplaying of the
related sub-concepts in Column B: the salvation of the individual, God's justice
and the reality of hell, etc.

It would be correct, then, to say that the present-day frame of mind is in a sense
"anti-dansenist," but not in a healthy sense. While Jansenism went to excess in
one direction, the present trend is in exactly the opposite direction and also to
excess. What must be the ultimate result of the exaggeration of Truth A?
Inevitably and inexorably this frame of mind must eventually arrive at the denial
of Truth B, just as Jansenism inevitably and finally denied Truth A by claiming
that Christ did not die for all men. And what exactly is this denial in the making,
the denial of Truth B? It is that NOT only many are saved; or, to put it in the form
of an affirmative statement: Allmen are saved. This, of course, is the heresy of
Universalism.

The Overemphasis of "Collectively"

Let us start by selecting just one idea in Column A which today is being
magnified. While the Jansenists disturbed the harmonious equilibrium between
Truth A and Truth B, by exaggerating the importance of the individual and the
individual soul's personal relationship with God, the present-day mentality
minimizes the individuals importance and overemphasizes its counterpart, the
collectivity. But little effort is required to perceive that this is indeed the current
trend. Let us consider some examples.

The stress is on participation in the "liturgy" (so-called). This, of course, makes
private individual prayer and devotion virtually impossible. The personal
individual Credo of the Nicene Creed has been changed to a collective "We
believe." The counterfeit "Confiteor" would have us confess to "the group": |
confess to you, my brothers and sisters." In the famous "Roman theologians'
commentary" on the New order of the Mass there is this astute observation:
“(T)here is the concelebration mania which will end by destroying Eucharistic
Piety in the priest, by overshadowing the central figure of Christ, sole Priest and
Victim, in a collective presence of concelebrants."

Likewise the very "definition" of the Mass given in no. 7 of the General



Instructions accompanying the New Order reflects the spirit of "togetherness,"
the collectivist mentality: "The Lord's Supper or Mass is a sacred meeting or
assembly of the People of God met together under the presidency of the priest,
to celebrate the memorial of the Lord. Thus the promise of Christ,'where two or
three are gathered together in my name,there am | in the midst of them," is
eminently true of the local community of the Church." This contains the false
implication that the efficacy of the Mass somehow depends upon the presence of
“the community" or "the assembly met together." The scriptural quotation cited,
which refers to the Presence of God in one sense, misrepresents the nature of
the unique Eucharistic Presence in the Sacrament of the Altar, because Mass is
truly offered and Christ becomes truly present whether "two or three are
gathered" or whether nobody at all is present besides the priest. But try to
explain this to the collectivist mind!

The phraseology "Lord's Supper," the emphasis on the "meal" or "the banquet of
Christian love" (to quote Rev. F. McManus, TCEL bigwig), stresses the necessity
of "the community." In their scheme of things there must be a certain fellowship
or conviviality, or there can be no Mass.

"Folk Masses," "group dynamics," "sensitivity training," Cursillo-- these
"togetherness" vagaries would never have been taken seriously nor have had
any degree of success unless the collectivist mentality had already beforehand
become implanted far and wide in many minds.

Last December the "consensus on the Eucharist" was announced,; i.e., the points
of "fundamental agreement" between the Catholic Church and the Orthodox
(schismatic) Churches. Point #3 begins thus: "The eucharistic sacrifice involves
the active presence of Christ, the High Priest, acting through the Christian
community, drawing it into His saving worship." Point #5, sounding like a page
taken from T. de Chardin, speaks of "the transfiguration of the whole cosmos"
being "anticipated" through the Eucharist.

Teilhard de Chardin believed in the evolution of mankind into a
"superconsciousness," resulting from the loss of identity of all men's individual
consciousnesses as they are united into one single "world consciousness." This
"planetization theory" fits in with Teilhard's other doctrine of the salvation of the
individual through the community. It is by being members at the whole
collectivity of mankind that we are saved.

"Salvation through the community." What a catch phrase this has become.
"Salvation is something we have together or don't have at all," according to
Harvey Cox. This "Professor of Divinity" at Harvard University "sees the role of
the Church as de-emphasizing individual salvation and emphasizing group
salvation." He deplores "the individualist heresy" in religion which emphasizes
"MY individual soul ... " But Harvey says he is greatly encouraged by "corporate”
experiments in communal living "where even the children are not looked upon as



belonging to individuals but are a group responsibility, sort of little kidlets." (The
remarks quoted in this paragraph are from Cox's talk at a symposium at Wake
Forest University during March 1969, as reported in Review of the News, Nov.
12, 1969 issue.)

No longer is sex a private family matter but an affair of the community. The
attempt to take away from parents the responsibility for education in sex matters
and to bestow this responsibility upon the schools may be viewed as yet another
manifestation of the pervasiveness of the collectivist frame of mind. The
youngsters should learn about sex in an atmosphere of "togetherness."
Needless to say, the "sex education" push is intended for other more diabolical
purposes, but the point is that, like Cursillo and sensitivity training, "sex
education” by the schools would have been rejected out of hand were it not for
the fact that so many parents had been pre-conditioned in the collectivist “frame
of mind."

Auricular confession, being a personal and individual thing, has no place in the
present scheme of things. Rather we must have the collectivist "communal
penitential rite" or "general absolutions." It was reported in Catholic Currents
(May 15, 1970) that Fr. Robert L. Faircy, S.J., who was recently fired from
Catholic University, claimed that in the present climate of Catholic U. he is
unpopular for taking the stand (among other things) “that there is value in
individual prayer."

Egalitarianism, or what is commonly known as the “leveling process," is part and
parcel of the collectivist mentality. The reduction of all to the same level,
complete equality in every respect, is the utopian goal. Thus religious habits
must be discarded in favor of more secular attire. Priests and religious who feel
compelled to descend to the common level even in the matter of dress show to
what extent the collectivist leveling mania has seized them.

"Just call me Sid." "Hello, my name is Pat McCormack." The subconscious
desire to reduce themselves in every respect to the level of the laity explains why
SO many priests no longer wish to be addressed as, "Father." But the leveling
mania at its most ludicrous point perhaps may be found in the absurd spectacle
of priests shaking hands with altar boys as part of the "peace rite" newly
introduced in the "liturgy."

There must be absolute equality within the Church. Democratization.
"Collegiality" of the bishops, priests' senates, the "assembly" of the "People of
God," parish councils. The celibacy issue -- priests are "human beings" after all,
like everybody else! Yes, like everybody else. Equality! The men do not cover
their heads in church, so "women's rights" demand the abandoning of their
traditional head covering.

Not only equality within the Church, but equality among the churches, and this



follows logically for the frame of mind we are discussing. Hence "interfaith
gatherings," the absolute necessity for "intercommunion," "ecumenism," National
Council of Churches, WCC, Geneva. One religion is as good as another. "No
salvation outside the Church" has become "No damnation outside the Church."
And no damnation inside the Church either. No damnation period.

In the foregoing discussion we have been examining some evidence that the
collectivist frame of mind of the Innovators who are directing present upheaval in
the Church is also infecting the rank and file among the Catholic clergy and laity.
In this total frame of mind we are investigating, let us pause to remark, this
collectivist mentality is only one facet. It is manifested by the exaggeration of just
one of our sub-concepts listed in Column A, namely, "collectively," with the
corresponding minimization of its counterpart in Column B, namely, "individually."

No Interdum reader needs to be reminded of the extent to which the collectivist
mind has been implanted in the general citizenry on the political, social and
economic planes, nor of the many propaganda tools that have long been used to
popularize this mentality far and wide, nor of the well-laid plans and subversive
hands behind this program. Assistance in this total effort is even lent
occasionally by the hucksters of horoscopical bunk. Aquarius: "You are the
humanitarian concerned and interested in the group rather than the individual."
Is our Church being led into the "Age of Aquarius"?

Overemphasis of "Universally" and "Human Race"

As we analyze the total Universalist frame of mind, let us proceed to select two
other ideas from Column A which are overstressed today: the human race or
mankind as a whole, and universally. Whereas the Jansenists (to continue our
comparison) as part of the development of their overall frame of mind
overstressed "the elect" and were entirely preoccupied with the idea of the limited
number of particular souls saved, the Universalists' emphasis, at the opposite
extreme, is on universality or "all men." This is just a logical extension of the
“collectivist mentality with the further notion added that the collectivity must be in
no way limited, but must be all-encompassing.

Nowadays the word universal is on everybody's lips: "universal peace,"
“universal fellowship," "universal brotherhood," etc. Everything nowadays must
be planned for the benefit of "humanity." And it seems that seldom does anyone
show much interest in helping someone specific . Least of all, helping someone
specific to save his soul.

A "War on Pollution" is being waged, there is much talk about "ecology," and we
even had a nationwide "Earth Day" last April 22nd, (the centenary of Lenin's
birth, by the way). All these and other such activities, mind you, are for the
benefit of "humanity," to alert all men to the perils that are upon us. Supposedly
one of the great dangers to "humanity" is "overpopulation,” and many stern



measures must be taken for the good of "humanity." Since it is the welfare of the
human race that is at stake, it is of no consequence that the proposed remedies,
such as birth control and legalized abortion, happen to involve grave moral
injustices to the individual, by encouraging a state of habitual mortal sin, and thus
seriously endangering the salvation of these individuals. Yes, many sacrifices
must be made for "humanity's" sake. There are occasional cases of ardent
humanitarians burning themselves alive in order to protest an “inhumane" war,
but, tragically, such heroic acts for "mankind as a whole" shipwreck these
humanitarians' individual souls.

The person obsessed with this "universal" and "human race" outlook of things
cannot understand how Our Lord could possibly have been so "limited" in His

thinking as to have said the words "for many" when consecrating His Precious
Blood at the Last Supper. Surely, whatever He may have said He must have

meant "all men."

The person obsessed with this global outlook soon begins to wonder if the
Catholic Church, that is, the "institutional" Church, is really big enough to be the
Ark of Salvation. Though the word catholic, from the Greek katholikos means
literally "universal," it seems that the Church really isn't: "catholic," for it surely
doesn't embrace all men. It is true enough that not so very long ago large
numbers of converts were entering the Church on a one-by-one individual basis,
but such a process is far too slow and tedious. We must think about corporate
reunion if the Church is really to have all men as members, and thus truly fulfill
the definition of "catholic." So, to the "Universalist" mind the Roman Catholic
plan, as explained by Cardinal Manning, is clearly obsolete:

"Even in the great Greek schism... all the conditions of truth and
grace remain .... It has valid Orders, and the presence of Jesus,
and the whole order of divine facts and truths, less only by its
schisms and its errors. But it is recoverable, and one day may rise
again as from the dead. Not so those bodies which have lost the
perpetual presence of Jesus in the Blessed Sacrament, and have
mutilated the order of divine facts and the organization of the
Mystical Body: for them corporate reunion is impossible. They are
in dissolution and must be recreated by the same divine power.
Their members may be saved one by one, as men picked off from
a raft, or from a reef, but the ship is gone. Its whole structure is
dissolved. There remains no body or frame to be recovered from
the wreck." (Henry Cardinal Manning, "The Blessed Sacrament:
the Centre of Immutable Truth").

No, the Roman Catholic plan of individual salvation and one-by-one conversion
just is not geared for the pluralistic society of today:

“There are three plans in action in America today and they all have



different purposes. The first plan is God's plan, a nonsectarian
plan; the second is the Roman Catholic plan, and this is a
denominational or sectarian plan, and the third is the Communistic
plan, an anticapitalist plan.”

"God's plan is dedicated to the unification of all races, religions and creeds. This
plan, dedicated to the new order of things, is to make all things new-a new
nation, a new race, a new civilization and a new religion, a nonsectarian religion
that has already been recognized and called the religion of 'The Great Light"."

(C.W. Smith, "God's Plan in America," published in Sept. 1950
issue The New Age, official organ of The Supreme Council 33°
Scottish Rite Freemasonry.)

Also derived from the Greek and also meaning "universal,"like the word catholic,
is another word. From a literal standpoint this other word, ecumenical, is
synonymous with the word catholic. However, as used among Catholics, this
word up until quite recently had only one application, namely, in reference to a
general or ecumenical council. Among Protestants and among the Orthodox
Churches the word "ecumenical" and the term "ecumenical movement" had
already some time ago been given certain other specialized meanings.

With Vatican Il the noun "ecumenism" came into vogue. Nowhere in the "Decree
on Ecumenism" of Vatican Il is the word ecumenism actually defined precisely,
but a general idea of what is meant is conveyed by the following excerpts from
this decree: "spirit of brotherly love and unity," "the restoration of unity among all
Christians," "longing for unity," "this movement towards unity is called
‘ecumenical’," "fellowship in unity," "to promote Christian unity," "duties for the
common good of humanity," "bond of brotherhood between all Christians," "the
attainment of union," etc., etc.

"Ecumenism," then, is in a sense equated with the idea of "unity," although the
decree is too vague throughout to lend itself to any "nailing down" of exactly what
is meant. And "ecumenism," as used in this decree, is a misnomer (just as the
earlier Protestant "ecumenical movement" was a misnomer), because the
etymology of "ecumenism," from oikoumenikos=universal, would indicate that this
word should mean literally universalism, which is an entirely different concept
from "unity." Among the four marks of the Church, if | may illustrate this point,
are these two marks which all will acknowledge are distinct from one another:
ONE (having to do with unity) and CATHOLIC (having to do with universality).

So unity and ecumenism (having to do with universality) obviously are not the
same idea and cannot be equated.

But, in any case, this misnomer "ecumenism" has become a household word.
And judging from the ecumenism in action in the various parishes and dioceses,
it is amply demonstrated that one rarely finds two pastors or two bishops who



understand exactly the same thing by "ecumenism." Which, by the way, is a
peculiar sort of "unity." Now inasmuch as this word ecumenism means literally
and exactly universalism, and inasmuch as the heresy that all men are saved is
known by this same name, universalism , we will in the remainder of this article
refer to the "Heresy of Ecumenism" instead of "Universalism."

Now some may say that | have here contrived a clever artifice in order to
misrepresent "ecumenism,” since | am employing this word in a sense completely
different from that intended by Vatican Il. | answer, in the first place, that
certainly | am guilty of no misrepresentation because | have just defined clearly
and precisely what | mean by "ecumenism"”and how this word will, be used in
this article. This is more honest, by the way, than the behaviour of the Innovators
who misrepresent "ecumenism" by actually introducing practices contrary to the
tradition of the Church and the Magisterium, claiming that it is in "the spirit of
Vatican I." And, in the second place, judging from the "fruits" of Vatican 11, or
"ecumenism in action" so to speak;,it is becoming increasingly evident that the
applied ecumenism we are witnessing is actually fulfilling my definition rather
than what Vatican Il supposedly intended. So, with no further explanations or
apologies, let us continue the investigation of the Heresy of Ecumenism: "all
men are saved."

Alongside the true Catholic Church there is a-building a counter-church with its
"shadow magisterium." The Catholic Church is the Mystical Body of Christ. The
Ecumenical Church is the "People of God." In the Catholic Church the Holy
Sacrifice of the Mass is offered. In the Ecumenical Church there is the
celebration of the memorial meal known as the "Lord's Supper.” In the Catholic
Church we have the Sacrament of the Most Holy Eucharist, the Sacrament of the
Many, the sign of unity of the Mystical Body of Christ. The Ecumenical Church
has introduced the words, "for all men," into its liturgy, as a symbol of "unity" of all
men -- like a piece in a jigsaw puzzle this change fits into this whole heretical
pattern --, and can it be long before all men will be invited to participate in the
"intercommunion” of the Ecumenical Church?

Latin, one of the three languages of the inscription on Our Saviour's Cross, was
designed in God's Providence to be the language of unity of His True Catholic
Church. And the universal language of the True Church will always be Latin.
The leaders of the Ecumenical Church are likewise aware that any universal
movement must have its universal language of "unity." The vernacularization
process is temporary its only real purpose being to do away with the language of
unity of the True Church. Esperanto is to be the "language of unity" of the
Ecumenical Church. In fact, the "liturgy" of the Ecumenical Church has already
been translated into Esperanto (see p.276 of the Sep.-Oct. 1968 issue of
Notitiae, the official liturgical organ of the Ecumenical Church). Why an
"Esperanto"” version of the liturgy? How many today know or speak Esperanto?
Is there a country or even a parish where at this time a liturgy celebrated in
Esperanto would be understood? Then why has the Ecumenical Church put the



liturgy into Esperanto?? The Ecumenical Church does not waste its time; it does
not play games.

Anne Catherine Emmerich (1774-1824), the holy German mystic, had visions
and mystical experiences in which she saw the birth of what she terms "the dark
church" and the "black counterfeit church." The word counterfeit connotes more
than just the 'idea of false (there have always been false churches and false
forms of worship); counterfeit implies the intent to pose for the real, to ape the
true thing. We do not pretend to be gifted with the ability to interpret prophecy
with complete accuracy, nor have we ever based our arguments and
presentations on prophecy. And scarcely are we now going to "build a case"
based on the visions of Anne Catherine Emmerich, for the attempt to interpret
prophecy always involves the risk of being completely wrong about its true
meaning. But surely we are allowed to speculate whether Sister Emmerich was
foreseeing the Ecumenical Church of the present day. The following passages
are from volume 2 of "The Life of Anne Catherine Emmerich" by Very Rev. C. E.
Schmoeger, C.SS.R., first printed in 1867.

‘| saw a fantastic, odd-looking church being built. ...I saw no angel helping in the
construction, but numbers of the most violent planetary spirits dragging all sorts
of things into the vault where persons in little ecclesiastical mantles received
them and deposited them in various places. Nothing was brought from above;
all. came from the earth and the dark regions, all was built up by the planetary
spirits. ... | saw that many of the instruments of the new church, such as spears
and darts, were meant to he used against the living Church. ... In the cave below
(the sacristy) some people kneaded bread, but nothing came of it; it would not
rise. ... All in this church belonged to the earth, returned to the earth; all was
dead, the work of human skill, a church of the latest style, a church of man's
invention like the new heterodox church in Rome." (pp. 282-3).

‘I fear the Holy Father will suffer many tribulations before his death, for | see the
black counterfeit church gaining ground, | see its fatal influence on the public."
(p.292). "They built a large singular extravagant church which was to embrace
all creeds with equal rights: Evangelicals, Catholics, and all denominations, a
true communion of the unholy with one shepherd and one flock. There was to be
a Pope, a salaried Pope, without possessions. All was made ready, many things
finished; but, in place of an altar, were only abominations and desolation. Such
was the new church to be, and it was for it that he had set fire to the old one; but
God designed otherwise. He died with confession and satisfaction -- and he
lived again." (p. 353).

"When | had witnessed this vision even in the smallest details, | saw again the
present Pope and the dark church of his time in Rome." (p.279)." | saw the fatal
consequences of this counterfeit church; | saw it increase; | saw heretics of all
kinds flocking to the city. | saw the ever-increasing tepidity of the clergy, the
circle of darkness ever widening. ...Again | saw in vision St. Peter's undermined



according to a plan devised by the secret sect whilst, at the same time, it was
damaged by storms; but it was delivered at the moment of greatest distress.
Again 1 saw the Blessed Virgin extending her mantle over it. In this last scene |
saw no longer the reigning Pope, but one of his successors, a mild, but very
resolute man who knew how to attach his priests to himself and who drove far
from him the bad." (p. 281).

"I saw in Germany among worldly-wise ecclesiastics, and enlightened
Protestants, plans formed for the blending of religious creeds, the suppression of
Papal authority ..." (p.346). "l saw the secret society undermining the great
church (St. Peter's) and near them a horrible beast that arose out of the sea."
(p-290). | saw during the last few days marvellous things connected with the
Church. St. Peter's was almost entirely destroyed by the sect, but their labors
were, in turn, rendered fruitless and all that belonged to them, their aprons and
tools, burned by the executioners on the public place of infamy. ... In this vision |
saw the Mother of God laboring so earnestly for the Church that my devotion to
her greatly increased." (p.292).

"They want to install bad bishops. In one place they want to turn a Catholic
Church into a Lutheran meeting-house." (p.299). "When | saw St. Peter's in this
ruinous state and so many ecclesiastics laboring, though secretly, at its
destruction, | was so overcome that | cried earnestly to Jesus for mercy." (p.300).

‘I see the little black man in his own country committing many thefts and
falsifying things generally. Religion there is so skilfully undermined and stifled
that there are scarcely one hundred faithful priests. | cannot say how it is, but |
see fog and darkness increasing. ... All must be rebuilt soon for everyone, even
ecclesiastics are laboring to destroy--ruin is at hand." (p.298). "...I saw again the
great, odd-looking church with nothing holy about it ... All the steps deemed
necessary or useful to the construction and maintenance of the church were
taken in the most remote countries, and men and things, doctrines and opinions
contributed thereto." (pp. 283-4).

"When | have visions of the Church as a whole, | always see to the north-west a
deep, black abyss into which no ray of light enters, and | feel that it is hell. ...
They were not in a regularly founded, living Church, one with the Church Militant,
Suffering,and Triumphant nor did they receive the Body of the Lord, but only
bread. They who were in error through no fault of their own and who piously and
ardently longed for the Body of Jesus Christ, were spiritually consoled, but not by
their communion. They who habitually communicated without this ardent love
received nothing; but a child of the Church receives an immense increase of
strength." (p.85). "l saw unheard-of abominations spreading over the land, and
my guide said to me: 'This is Babell' --| saw throughout the whole country a chain
of secret societies with influences at work like those of Babel. ... saw all going to
ruin, sacred things destroyed, impiety and heresy flowing in."(p.132).



Distortion of "Christ Died For All Men"

Thus far we have been studying the tendency of the Ecumenists' mentality to
emphasize several of the sub-concepts in Column A, for example, "collectively,"
"human race," "universally." This tendency is part of the make-up of the overall
frame of mind which finally is led to the denial of truth B: the Ecumenism Heresy
that all men are saved. In addition to the exaggeration of the related sub-
concepts in Column A, it goes without saying that there will also be the
exaggeration of the main truth atop Column A, "Christ died for all men." This
corresponds to and is the exact opposite of the Jansenist/Calvinist tendency to
exaggerate the main truth B, "only many are saved."

The true meaning of "Christ died for all men," namely, that He redeemed the
human race, that He wills all men to enter his Church, that He wills all men to be
saved-- this true meaning is distorted by the Ecumenist into a false and
dangerous doctrine of universal salvation.

To promote this heresy the Innovators do not hesitate to lay their hands on Holy
Scripture. Consider, for example, the epistle for Midnight Mass on Christmas.
The passage from Titus 2:11, "For the grace of God our Saviour hath appeared
to all men," is rendered in the new Lectionary as: "God's favor has appeared,
bringing salvation to all men." In the Greek text of this epistle, which is quite
short, the expression "God our Saviour" is found no fewer than four times, and
there is no linguistic justification for rendering it as "bringing salvation." But in the
Ecumenists' scheme of things the heresy of universal salvation must be subtly
implanted. The mistranslation of this particular passage is undoubtedly
explained by the Ecumenist with the affirmation that "Christ died for all men."

"Christ died for all men" is the standard reply given to any inquiry why the words,
“for all men" were substituted for "for many" in the Consecration Form.

Misunderstanding "Christ died for all men" as meaning universal salvation is
bound to lead to religious indifferentism. If Christ died for all men, then why
should we be so concerned about the salvation of those outside the Church?
Perhaps this Ecumenist mentality explains the lessening of true Catholic
missionary activity. Earlier eras saw great missionaries, many of them canonized
saints, risking everything to go to strange and distant lands for the sole purpose
of baptizing the pagan, making a Catholic of him. In this ecumenical age most
priests wouldn't make a trip across town to convert a non-Catholic. But they will
make great efforts to "dialogue" with him and find out what he has got to say.

In an ecumenical age such as ours why worry about conversions ? After all,
Christ died for allmen! And so we begin to witness a radical drop-off of
conversions to the true Faith. Why are so many Catholic schools closing? This
is partly explained, admittedly, by the disgust with them among traditional
Catholics. But there are not that many informed, traditional Catholics. The truth



is that the "Christ died for all men, after all"-mentality just does not see the
importance of Catholic schools anymore.

If "Christ died for all men" and this means universal salvation, then why have
devotion to the saints? They are not needed as models to be imitated and
patrons to assist us. Assist us for what? We are all saints! We are all equal!
And so the Saints go marching out of the Roman Calendar. Hans Kung, true to
the Ecumenist cause, has declared that "all canonizations must cease." (Catholic
Currents, May 15, 1970).

Distortion of "God's Mercy"

The Jansenists' overemphasis on God's infinite justice led to an obsession with
the doctrine of Hell, a minimal appreciation of God's mercy, and heterodox views
on predestination. Today's Ecumenist thinks of nothing but God's mercy (or
“love"), forgets God's infinite justice,and consequently doesn't even believe in
Hell.

In "Questioning The Validity of the Masses using the New All-English Canon," |
wrote the following sentence. "However, Christ's Passion is not profitable for all
men, because we know de fide that not all men attain eternal salvation." In
writing this book | was aware that | would have to be prepared to defend my
position on many of its points, but | never dreamed that that particular sentence
would be challenged. But it was! "He also says somewhere in the document,”
argued Fr. Theodore Mackin S.J., "that the Church teaches that some men are
damned. Mr. Omlor is the first theologian ever to propose that doctrine that |
know of."- (1) Father Mackin, incidentally, is the Head of the Theology
Department at Santa Clara University.

An article entitled, "Hell and the Devil: Are They for Real?", by Sidney Callahan,
appeared in National Catholic Reporter, May 29,1970. "It's finally gotten through
to me," writes Mrs. Callahan, "that a lot of Christians were brought up believing in
hell. ... I don't know why it's taken me so long to believe that others really truly
believe in hell and the devil. | guess it's part of my Enlightenment heritage which
conversion did not really touch. ... But to me, goodness, beauty and joy on earth
have always made God and heaven seem an appropriate rumor. ... But hell? ... |
just can't imagine that in any reality active love could be refused or that divine
love could not heal the most hopeless deformation. ... Some concept of purgatory
or purification (compensatory education) | can fathom, but final damnation is
incomprehensible. ... In the end | remain an agnostic on the question of evil, hell
and the devil. | don't say there can't be any such thing (let Inquisitors take note)
and | can give a minimal notional assent when faced with the rack."

The process of denying Hell is gradual. The first question to be raised is
concerning the eternity aspect of Hell. How could an infinitely merciful God send
anyone to Hell for all eternity? This is the foot in the door. And it is quite



enough. Taking eternity out of hell literally knocks the hell out of it, for a hell that
isn't eternal is at worst some sort of purgatory.

In the new "liturgy" of the Ecumenical Church the prayer for the faithful departed
has been replaced by: "Remember those who have died in the peace of Christ
and all the dead whose faith is known to you alone." (Eucharistic Prayer 1V).
What is implied in praying for "all the dead"? Does this not at least plant the seed
of belief that all the dead still have a chance for salvation? And maybe hell isn't
eternal after all! The opening words, "Remember those who have died in the
peace of Christ," we can certainly understand as referring to the souls in
purgatory, (not the saints, needless to say, because they do not need prayers).
This is then followed by the word, and, implying that another group, distinct from
those just mentioned, is to be remembered": "and all the dead ...".

With the denial of hell the apex of the heresy has been reached. For if there is
no Hell then it automatically follows that no one can possibly be damned. "All
men are saved."

Summary

We have investigated the Ecumenist, or Universalist, "frame of mind." It is
preoccupied with the notions of the collectivity, universality, human race, God's
mercy and the truth (distorted) that "Christ died for all." It downplays individual
salvation, the particular soul's relationship with God, God's justice, and the truth
that "only many are saved." Hell has no place in this scheme of things. To the
Ecumenist the doctrine of Hell is irreconcilable with his twisted idea of God's
"mercy," for the balancing attribute of God's justice has been overshadowed. To
the Ecumenist the culmination that all men are saved follows from his frame of
mind as night follows day.

To "Ecumenism" with its pomps and its works the reply of the faithful Catholic
must be W.C. Fields' classic: "l refuse to be participated."

FIVE FLAWS FOUND

1. A BADLY TRANSLATED SENTENCE
Defect of Form

The principle of sacramental theology upon which rests our case against the
validity of the "English Mass" is that of defect of form. The falsified wording in
the Consecration Form, viz., "shed for ... ALL MEN so that sins may be forgiven,'
was substituted in place of Christ's own words: "This is ... My Blood ... shed for
you and FOR MANY unto the remission of sins." This unwarranted and



unjustifiable innovation constitutes a serious defect of form of the Sacrament of
the Holy Eucharist.

Against our position a frequently advanced objection is the the theory that in the
form the first seven words only, namely, "This is the chalice of My Blood," are
sufficient to consecrate validly the Precious Blood,,and therefore whether or not
“for all men, etc." is a mutilation, a faulty translation, or even a falsification, etc.,
has no hearing on the validity of the Sacrament and the Mass.

A Key Sentence

Lately several Interdum readers have inquired about a certain sentence in the
Catechism of the Council of Trent, which sentence appears to them to support
the argument that the truncated “form," viz., This is the chalice or My Blood, is
sufficient. Moreover, Father Cletus Healy, S.J., a staunch advocate of this
truncated form theory, in a recent article (Twin Circle, Aug.23, 1970) quoted this
particular sentence from the Catechism--twice in this a article he quoted it-- to
support his arguments. Thus it behooves us to take notice of this key sentence,
to investigate it, and to ascertain whether or not the, authors of this Catechism
meant what Father Healy believes they meant.

"The Catechism notes," writes Fr. Healy, as he cites this sentence, "that " THE
FORM TO BE USED (IN THE CONSECRATION) OF THIS ELEMENT (THE
WINE) EVIDENTLY CONSISTS OF THOSE WORDS WHICH SIGNIFY THAT
THE SUBSTANCE OF THE WINE IS CHANGED INTO THE BLOOD OF OUR
LORD." But the words of the consecration, 'This is the chalice of My Blood," and
these words alone, clearly 'signify that the substance of the wine is changed into
the blood of our Lord." Therefore, these words (or their equivalent), and these
alone, should be recognized as sufficient for consecration." Thus Father Healy;
however, | added emphasis above to this "key sentence" from the Roman
Catechism, which, by the way, Fr. Healy has quoted from the version translated
by John A. McHugh, O.P. and Charles J. Callan, O.P.

This sentence, as rendered above, standing alone out of its context, could
appear at first glance to have the meaning attributed to it by Fr. Healy. However
(a) first, the above translation is not faithful to the Latin text for this sentence,
and (b) the context of this sentence in the Catechism categorically rules out
Father Healy's interpretation of it.

Two Clues

If, instead of grasping at straws,they would take a close scholarly look at this
particular sentence, our opponents would realize right away that something about
it (as quoted above) is surely haywire. Immediately evident, without even
consulting the Latin text, are two clues which reveal that the above "translation”



simply cannot be correct.

The first of these clues is given in the five opening words of the sentence: “The
form to be used." Setting aside momentarily the question of what is required for
validity, every priest certainly knows that the form to be used is the entire form,
i.e., the entire sentence which "This is the chalice of My Blood" is only the
introductory clause. Every priest knows furthermore, from Ch. V of the
Instruction De Defectibus in the missal and from what is held unanimously by
moral theologians, that actually fo use only that first clause in consecrating the
Precious Blood is forbidden under the pain of mortal sin.

“The second clue, the second thing about this key sentence that should have
bothered our opponents, is that if their interpretation of it be correct, then the
Catechism has contradicted itself outrageously. At the very outset of its
discussion of the form (for the wine consecration) the Catechism most
emphatically asserted that "we, must FIRMLY BELIEVE" that the form "consists
of" the following words: FOR THIS IS THE CHALICE OF MY BLOOD, OF THE
NEW AND ETERNAL TESTAMENT, THE MYSTERY OF FAITH, WHICH SHALL
BE SHED FOR YOU AND FOR MANY UNTO THE REMISSION OF SINS. How,
then, is it possible that this very same Catechism, just a few lines later in the "key
sentence" under discussion, could say or even imply that the form "EVIDENTLY
consists of" something less than that entire form which, initially, it vigorously
demanded "we must firmly believe" that it "consists of"?

The Latin Text

The Latin text of this disputed sentence is as follows: "Constat enim, iis verbis,
quae vini substantiam in sanguinem Domini converti significant, hujus elementi
formam contineri."

One need know no Latin whatsoever merely to see with his eyes that the
adjective clause,"quae vini ... significant," is, separated by commas from the
rest of the sentence; and this point is vital. Here is an exact literal rendition of
this sentence: "For it is evident (or ‘evidently'), in those words, which signify that
the substance of the wine is converted into the blood of our Lord, the form of this
element consists." Now compare these two versions:

“The form... evidently consists of those words which signify ... blood of our Lord."
(McHugh Callan translation quoted by Father Healy).

“For evidently in those words, which signify ... blood of our Lord, the form of this
element consists." (Correct and literal translation).

Quite a difference, isn't there, between saying "those words, (pause) which
signify" and "those words which signify"?



Essential and Nonessential Clauses

When an adjective clause restricts the meaning of a noun or pronoun and is
essential to the meaning of the sentence, it is called a restrictive or essential
clause. An essential clause is not set apart from the rest of the sentence by any
mark of punctuation. Examples:

(a) The player who just homered was Rose.
(b)  The words which signify transubstantiation are the required form.

If an adjective clause merely adds to the meaning of the sentence but doesn't
restrictively modify a noun or pronoun, it is called a nonrestrictive or nonessential
clause. Nonessential clauses are separated from the rest of the sentence by
commas. Examples:

(a) Pete Rose, who just homered, is a switch-hitter.
(b)  Those words cited earlier, which signify transubstantiation, are the
required form.

In our sentence under discussion the clause, "which signify that the substance of
the wine is converted into the blood of our Lord," is clearly nonessential.

Interpreting This Sentence Correctly

This sentence should he interpreted in this manner: For it is evident that the form
does consist of those words ('those', as opposed to 'these’, indicates a degree of
remoteness), namely, all those words prescribed above, which words signify
(among other things) that the substance of the wine is converted into the blood of
our Lord.

Why, one may ask, did | take the liberty above to insert the words "among other
things"? First, the above purports not to be a translation, but rather an
explanation. Second, | justify the inclusion of this comment, "among other
things," because the Catechism itself, two sentences later, does in fact go on to
explain these other things. It says: "'they moreover express certain admirable
fruits of the blood shed in our Lord's Passion, fruits which in a most singular
manner (maxime) are related to this Sacrament." From this last-cited sentence
the continuity of the text is apparent, the word, "they," obviously is still referring to
“those words," viz., the entire form considered as an indivisible entity.

What stands out is that throughout its whole exposition the Catechism at all times
treats the form as one integral sentence, and nowhere does it even acknowledge
the possibility of chopping it off after "This is the chalice of My Blood." Hence we
conclude: from the grammatical structure of this disputed "key sentence" and
from the overall text of the Catechism there isn't the slightest justification for Fr.



Healy's claim that its meaning is that the words, This is the chalice of My Blood,
"and these alone, should he recognized as sufficient for consecration." Quite the
contrary! As will be shown next, the Catechism is in open opposition to Father
Healy's argument.

Explanation of a Passage

We now reproduce from the Trent Catechism a lengthy excerpt, which includes
our disputed sentence translated properly. The parenthetical comments are
mine.

"Although in the Evangelist the words. Take and eat, precede the words (This is
My Body), they evidently express the use only, not the consecration, of the
matter. Wherefore, while they are not necessary to the consecration of the
Sacrament, they are by all means to be pronounced by the priest, as is also the
conjunction forin the consecration of the body and blood. But they are not
necessary to the validity of the Sacrament ..." (Emphasis added. The fact that
these words, "Take and eat" and "for", are the only words singled out as "not
necessary to the validity" is in itself telling. What may be inferred? If the authors
of the Catechism believed that the words following "This is the chalice of My
Blood" --words, mind you in the actual form itself-- also are not necessary for
validity, surely they could not have failed to point this out somewhere in the
Catechism.)

"With regard of the consecration of the wine,...the priest... ought of necessity to
be well acquainted with, and well understand its form. We must firmly believe that
it consists of the following words: FOR THIS IS THE CHALICE OF MY BLOOD,
OF THE NEW AND ETERNAL TESTAMENT, THE MYSTERY OF FAITH,
WHICH SHALL BE SHED FOR YOU AND FOR MANY UNTO THE REMISSION
OF SINS. ..."

(Some theologians, notably Scotus, had contended that prior to the form, as just
specified, certain other words also are required; e.g., the narrative "Who the day
before He suffered ...." or at least the words "Take ye and eat..." On the other
hand, the Greeks claimed that after the recitation of the aforesaid form there is
required yet another form; to wit,. the epiclesis (invocation of the Holy Ghost). To
refute these opinions the following paragraph was included in the Catechism,
under the heading: That this is the True Form of Consecration is Shown.)

“Truly of this form no one can doubt, if, in this place also, attention be directed to
what was said before about the form of Consecration, the form associated with
the element of bread. (l.e., similarly, 'Take ye and drink ..." isn't part of the form
for the wine.) For it is evident that in those words, which signify that the
substance of the wine is converted into the blood of our Lord,the form of this
element consists. Wherefore, since those words openly proclaim this, it is plain
that another form (aliam formam) need not be set down. (l.e., no epiclesis is



necessary.) They moreover express certain admirable fruits of the blood shed in
our Lord's Passion, fruits which in most singular manner are related to this
Sacrament. One of these is access to the eternal inheritance, which has come to
us by right of the new and eternal testament. Another is ... etc. ... by the mystery
of faith. A third is the remission of sins."

1. WHAT IS IMPLIED IN THE CATECHISM?

Even though we may have succeeded in proving that the Roman Catechism
clearly defined "the form" for the wine to be the entire form: FOR THIS IS THE
CHALICE OF MY BLOOD ... SHED FOR YOU AND FOR MANY UNTO THE
REMISSION OF SINS; nevertheless, our opponents will undoubtedly argue that
it did not say explicitly that "the form" in its entirety is necessary for validity.

To this | reply: it need not be said explicitly, for it goes without saying. inasmuch
as "the form" was defined as such, its necessity as such is implied; for it is
undeniable that the authors of this Catechism, in judging what is essential in a
sacramental form, would necessarily be governed by and bound by their own
general principles.

For example: in the chapter, 'On the Sacraments in General,' those authors
wrote: "In our Sacraments, on the contrary, the form is so definite that any, even
a casual deviation from it renders the Sacrament null" (McHugh & Callan's
translation). Jeremy Donovan renders this same passage thus: "(Our
Sacraments) have so definite a form of words, that if a casual deviation from it be
made, the nature of the Sacrament cannot subsist." Both translations are faithful
to the sense of the Latin text.

And furthermore, the failure of the Catechism to rule out as nonessential any part
of the form (except for the conjunction, for, as noted above) is significant.
Because, indeed, throughout the Catechism, in the treatments of the various
Sacraments, whenever certain words which might be thought to be necessary
are in fact not necessary, this is pointed out scrupulously.

Thus, for the Sacrament of Penance the form, | absolve thee, is prescribed; next
follows an explanation that "Several prayers are moreover added, not indeed as
necessary to the form,..." In like manner, in the form for Baptism ("Ego te
baptizo... etc." in Latin) the Catechism diligently observes that the word "ego" is
not absolutely essential, because the force of the word "I" is contained in the
ending of the verb "baptizo." And again, in expounding the form for the
Sacrament of Extreme Unction, the esteemed authors cite precisely several very
minor variations in wording which would be permissible. Permissible only
because (they are careful to note) they involve "no change in the meanings."

1. OTHER HOLES IN THE HULL



Although the aforesaid article by Fr. Healy (T. C., 8/23/70) in fact is quite short,
still it contains at least five major flaws, which, like five huge holes in the hull,
more than suffice to sink the ship of his line of argumentation. The first of these
five flaws we have just exposed; that is, his reliance upon a faultily translated
sentence in the Catechism of the Council of Trent, taken out of context, and then
misinterpreted.

Authority of The Catechism

When he finds, or rather thinks he finds, a sentence in the Catechism to prove
his point, Father Healy is not reluctant to quote it. It is possible, however, that he
found several other things as well, for at one point in his article he endeavors to
play down the Catechism. "In the first place," he says, "the authority of the
Catechism is somewhat exaggerated. While the Catechism was published 'by
decree of the Holy Council of Trent,' it does not enjoy the weighty authority of a
conciliar document. Moreover, being a complete catechism, it treats of many
things about which the Council of Trent issued no decrees -- this being one such
issue."

That constitutes his second flaw. As shall be seen below, the Council of Trent--
yes, the Council itself -- in a decree did elucidate the very matter we are
discussing. By the way, who has exaggerated the weight of the Roman
Catechism | do not know. On pp. 109-110 of my monograph, "Questioning The
Validity..." some of the outstanding credentials of the Catechism were mentioned,
but it was also clearly pointed out that it is "still not the Holy See lItself speaking"

(p. 110).

However, since that time when | first penned those words there has come to my
attention a salient fact, which bestows extraordinary authority upon the
Catechism as regards the specific issue at hand. The sacramental forms, as they
appear in the Roman Catechism, carry the weight of a conciliar decree. When
laying down the forms of the Sacraments, the Catechism is speaking with the
voice of the Holy See ltself.

In that the Catechism was not yet completed when the Council of Trent closed
(and consequently was not published until afterwards), it is true that as a whole it
does not enjoy the full weight of an ecumenical council; it is a "post-conciliar"
document. But certain things in the Catechism -- to wit, the forms prescribed for
the Sacraments -- do indeed enjoy such weight. Let us see that this is true.

The following is from the Decree on Reform, Sess. XXIV, Ch. VI, issued by the
Council of Trent itself: "That the faithful may approach the Sacraments with
greater reverence and devotion of mind, the Holy Council commands all bishops
... previously to explain their efficacy and use in a manner adapted to the
understanding of those who receive them ... ACCORDING, TO THE FORM, ONE



FOR EACH SACRAMENT, TO BE PRESCRIBED BY THE HOLY COUNCIL IN A
CATECHISM, which the bishops shall have faithfully translated into the language
of the people and explained to the people by all parish priests." (Emphasis added
above.)

The above does not say simply that the Catechism will be prescribed; it says far
more. It says that in the Catechism the forms, one for each Sacrament (singulis
sacramentis), are to be those forms prescribed by the Council itself: "juxta
formam a sancta Synodo in catechesi singulis sacramentis praescribendam."
Who then actually prescribed these forms? Obviously the Council itself did! Now,
since the forms were laid down by the Council itself --and the Council itself in this
decree assures us that this is indeed the case --, and since the Council moreover
instructs us that to find these Council-prescribed forms we are to look in the
catechism, what more has to be said?

It is true, of course, that the full weight of Trent does not bolster all the
explanatory material (about the forms) in this Catechism. But, whatever else in it
may or may not have such weight, the prescribed forms themselves do have it.
Therefore: "We must firmly believe" that the form for consecrating the wine
“consists in the following words: FOR THIS IS THE CHALICE OF MY BLOOD ...
etc.... SHED FOR YOU AND FOR MANY UNTO THE REMISSION OF SINS."

One final item. Can we be certain that the forms the Council prescribed are the
very same forms that ultimately appeared in the Catechism? Yes, we can,
because the Council left the responsibility for the Catechism in the safest of
hands. Just prior to its close, in its final session, since the Catechism was not yet
finished, the Council commanded "the Fathers to whom it (the Catechism) was
assigned" to give over "whatever has been done by them to the most holy
Roman Pontiff, that it may by his judgment and authority be completed and made
public." Hence, in most editions of the Catechism the title page bears the words,
"ordered published by the Sovereign Pontiff Pius V," or similar words. Expressly
ordered by an Ecumenical Council, supervised by the Fathers of the council,
published finally by the Holy Father himself : the Roman Catechism!

The Third Flaw : "Our Problem"

“Nor was the Catechism of Trent," writes Fr. Healy, "specifically addressing itself
to our problem, i.e., precisely which words of Christ, are absolutely necessary for
consecration." And again: "While neither Trent nor the Catechism were (sic)
wrestling with our problem,...". What, | ask, is "our problem," if not the "for all
men" mutilation? In point of fact, Fr. Healy himself, early in his article, singles out
"our problem": "the changing of the English form from "for you and for many' to
‘for you and for all'." Being aware,as he is wherein lies "Our problem," he should
likewise be aware that the Catechism did not fail to treat of it. In it we read:



"Those words which are added: 'for you and for many,' were taken partly from
Matthew (for many) and partly from Luke (for you), but the Holy Church,
instructed by the Spirit of God, joined them together ... Rightly was this done, in
order that 'for all men' might not be said, since in this instance His utterance
concerned only the fruits of His Passion, which brought the fruit of salvation only
to the elect."

Four centuries ago the Trent Catechism foresaw "our problem" and repudiated it!

(NOTE-- The final sentence quoted just above begins thus in the Latin: "Recte
ergo factum est, ut 'pro universis' non diceretur." McHugh and Callan translate
this as follows: "With reason, therefore, were the words for all not used," (which
is, verbatim, the way it appears also in J. Donovan's earlier translation). But this
suppresses the words "factum est": "it was done"; and, moreover, by failing to
treat properly the clause of purpose "ut... non dice-

retur," it deprives the statement of its full force and meaning. The passage
should read: "Rightly therefore was it done, in order that ‘for all men' might not be
said." Clearly, what was "rightly done" was the Church's joining together the
phrases 'for you' and ‘for many', done for the purpose of preventing ‘all men' from
being said; i.e., literally, "in order that 'for all men' might not be said." As a
consequence, that which the Holy Church deliberately purposed to prevent is
now being done.)

The Eastern Liturgies

Father Healy: "That it could not consider the entire formula essential is evident
from the fact that the Church has long approved many alternative formulae in the
Eastern rite liturgies."

Perhaps our position is not clear to Father Healy. Never have we claimed that
the precise formula used in the Latin Rite, word for word and syllable by syllable,
and not allowing for any possible variation whatever, is absolutely essential. In
our earliest treatment of this whole subject, namely, "Questioning The Validity..."
we did not fail to discuss the Eastern liturgies. Moreover, certain ancient liturgies
no longer in use were, also considered. In a section entitled, "ldentical Wording
Not Required", (p.66), we, following the principles laid down by Pope Leo XIII in
his bull Apostolicae Curae, pointed out that what is required is that the forms
“should always be conformed to the same definite type."

In the liturgies recognized by the Holy See, it is easily seen that all the various
formulas used for consecrating the Precious Blood conform to the same definite
type. In every instance:

(@)  The form is a single, somewhat lengthy, integral sentence beginning with
the words, This is the chalice of My Blood, or This is My Blood. These words
denote transubstantiation, which is one of the things that must be signified in this



Sacrament.

(b) Following these initial words are additional words; to wit, some words
which express sacrifice, words which denote propitiation, and lastly, words which
signify the unity of the Mystical Body, which is the res sacrament (cf. Interdum
#3).

(c) It is stated that Christ's blood "shall be shed" or "is shed," and this mention
of the shedding of blood expresses sacrifice.

(d) Immediately following the initial words in (a) above, is the phrase "of the
new testament," or else "of the new and eternal testament." These words
express the true propitiatory nature of this Sacrifice, through the use of the
phrase "NEW testament." This distinguishes the True Sacrifice from the
sacrifices of the OLD Testament, viz., the blood of animals,etc., which were
powerless to atone for sins. Propitiation is also denoted by these words, unto the
remission of sins, (or other similar words found in every liturgy).

(e)  The words: for you and for many, or else simply for many, -- but never "for
all men" are found in every Eastern rite. These words signify the unity of the
Mystical Body.

As Fr. Healy correctly acknowledged (in a subsequent Twin Circle article,
9/6/70), St. Thomas in his Summa (lll, Q.78, a.3) insisted that all the words, "This
is the chalice of My Blood ... etc. ... unto the remission of sins," belong to "the
substance" of the form. Father Healy, however, does not believe that he meant
by this that all are necessary.

But such an opinion does not square with the Angelic Doctor's passage in In |
Cor. XI, lect. 6: "In regard to these words which the Church uses in the
consecration of the Blood, some think that not all of them are NECESSARY for
the form, but the words This is the chalice of, My Blood only, not the remainder
which follows. ... But this does not seem suitable; for all which follows is a
determination of the predicate: HENCE IT ALL PERTAINS TO THE MEANING,
OR SIGNIFICATION of the same statement. And because, as has often been
said, IT IS BY SIGNIFYING THAT THE FORMS OF SACRAMENTS HAVE
THEIR EFFECT, THE WHOLE BELONGS TO THE EFFECTING POWER OF
THE FORM." (Emphasis added.)

St. Thomas certainly was aware that the form used by the Greek Church did not
(and it still does not) contain the words "and eternal" nor the words "the mystery
of faith". How, then, are we to understand the above passage of his? | reply
that we must interpret it in precisely the same vein as was outlined in the
foregoing discussion. That is to say, (a) This is ... My Blood, alone by itself, does
not suffice; (b) certain other words --i.e., "determinations of the predicate"--,
,which signify the fruits of the Passion, the graces of the Sacraments, etc., are



also essential; (c) although some minor or nonsubstantial variation in wording,
as occurs in other rites, is all right, nevertheless (d) the essential meaning of
nothing in (a) orin, (b) may be altered, lest the effecting power of the form be
destroyed.

Let us not in all of this lose sight of what it is that Father Healy is trying to prove.
His main plank, namely, that This is the chalice of My Blood suffices, is at odds
with the very evidence he cites! For we have seen that not a single Eastern
liturgy actually uses only those words; but they all use "for many" somewhere in
the form. So much for the fourth flaw: the "evidence" has backfired.

A Specious Argument

"For my part," reasons Fr. Healy, "when the ordained priest has said 'This is the
chalice of My Blood,' if transubstantiation has not taken place, | have no idea
when it does." He continues: "If these words alone, do not contain the
consecrating power to effect transubstantiation, | see nothing in the rest of the
formula that would give them that power. Anyone who would say that
transubstantiation has not taken place by virtue of these words would either have
to abandon logic, or put himself in the theologically embarrassing position of
admitting that these critical words 'This is the chalice of My Blood' are not only
ineffective, but that they are, in this holy function and at this sacred moment,
false! For, on this hypothesis, though the assertion has been made that it was
blood, the chalice would remain a cup of wine."

This argument, which, presumably, is Father Healy's piece de résistance,
actually is a colossal dud. Though it may perhaps seem plausible enough at first
glance, upon reflection it will be seen to be unsound. St. Thomas Aquinas and
the Salmanticenses, not to mention numerous other renowned theologians, in
fact did deny that ‘This is the chalice of My Blood (and these words alone)
suffices for transubstantiating the wine into the Precious Blood. This fact itself --
this fact alone!--indicates how presumptuous is Fr. Healy's verdict that anyone
who holds this view "would either have to abandon logic, or put himself in the
theologically embarrassing position, etc."

As explained by St. Thomas (Summa, 1ll, Q.78, a.3), by these words This is the
chalice My Blood" the change of the wine into blood is denoted," but this does
not mean that transubstantiation actually occurs just as soon as these words
have been recited. In this self- same article, moreover, (cf. Objection 2 and Reply
to Obj.2) , the Angelic Doctor explicitly rejects and rebuts the following theory:
"But as soon as the words are spoken: 'This is My Body,'there is perfect
consecration of the bread. (This much, of course, is true; i.e., at least under
ordinary circumstances in which both species are being validly consecrated. --
Ed.) Therefore, as soon as these other words are uttered: This is the chalice of
My Blood, there is perfect consecration of the blood..."



Sacramental forms differ from ordinary words in this vital respect: the forms not
only denote but also accomplish something. But even in ordinary speech the full
and correct meaning of the speaker often is not manifest until the entire sentence
is completed, because words in the latter part of the statement may qualify the
earlier words. For example, in the declaration "This is my precious pearl, and |
now give it to you," if it be truncated after the word "pearl," what is conveyed is
that pearl is mine; whereas the true sense of the whole statement is that the
pearl isn't mine anymore, but yours.

Father Healy believes that the words This is the chalice of My Blood must be
instantly verified -- that is, the wine must be converted into the Precious Blood --
at the very moment the word "blood" has been said. He reasons that anyone
who claims otherwise is, in effect admitting that these words This is the chalice of
My Blood are at that very instant false.

Consider the form for the Sacrament of Baptism: "I baptize thee in the name of
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost." This form, like the form for
consecrating the wine, is a single integral sentence. All will agree that this entire
form is required for a valid baptism. And yet it is evident that the first three words
only, namely, / baptize thee, are the words which actually denote the baptizing.
But albeit the words | baptize thee denote the act of baptizing, nevertheless the
effect of the Sacrament -- to wit: the washing away of sin -- is not
accomplished until such time as the entire sentence, containing necessary
qualifications, is completed.

Therefore the words, "l baptize thee," alone by themselves, accomplish nothing;
that is,unless the remaining words, "in the name of the Father, etc.," are also
recited. |s a person baptized just as soon as the words / baptize thee have
been pronounced? Of course not. Does this mean that those words are false at
that moment? They are not inherently false, because they will be made true, or
verified, when the entire sentence has been finished. Needless to say, if the
person who is baptizing should stop with these words, / baptize thee, and fail to
recite the rest of the form then they would indeed turn out to be false. In like
manner, if a priest should stop with the words, This is the chalice of My Blood,
and fail to say the remaining words of the form, then those words would also turn
out to be false.

VERNACULARIZATION: A "PREMEDITATED SCHEME"

All the requisites for the celebration of the Eucharistic Sacrifice have been
selected with especial care, and nothing has been adopted but what has been
found best suited unto this end. This applies also to the language in which the
Holy Sacrifice is celebrated; for the liturgical language should correspond to its
liturgical object. The Mass considered in itself could assuredly be celebrated in
any language, but by the Providence of God the Latin language has become and



still continues to be of all languages the most widely diffused for divine worship.
The very ancient practice of the Church of celebrating Mass in the West, not in
the living language of the country, but in a dead language, that is, in Latin, for the
most part a language unintelligible to the people, has since the twelfth century to
the present epoch been frequently made the subject of attack.  Such attacks
originated principally in an heretical, schismatical, proudly national spirit hostile to
the Church, or in a superficial and false enlightenment, in a shallow and arid
rationalism entirely destitute of the perception and understanding of the essence
and object of the Catholic liturgy, especially of the profoundly mystical sacrifice.
In the attempt to suppress the Latin language of the liturgy and to replace it by
the vernacular, there was a more or less premeditated scheme to undermine
Catholic unity, to loosen the bond of union with Rome, to weaken the Catholic
spirit, to destroy the humility and simplicity of faith. Therefore, the Apostolic See
at all times most persistently and inflexibly resisted such innovations; for it is an
invariable principle of the Church never to alter the ancient liturgical language,
but inviolably to adhere to it, even though it be no longer the living language
spoken or understood by the people.--The Church likewise, when introducing the
Roman Liturgy among newly converted nations, has for many centuries permitted
the Latin language only,--She excommunicates all those who presume to declare
the vernacular to be necessary or the only permissible language for the liturgy;
she stigmatizes as impertinent effrontery for any one to censure or combat the
retention of the Latin language for divine worship. This is just; for, as St.
Augustine remarks, "to question what the united Church practises as a rule is the
most daring madness." In all such general decrees and usages appertaining to
divine worship, the Church is directed and preserved from injurious blunders by
the Holy Ghost. Instead of censuring the Church on account of her practice, that
has endured more than a thousand years, of conducting her liturgical worship in
a dead language, we should rather acknowledge and admire her supernatural
wisdom; she counts her experiences by centuries: ours we can enumerate only
by days.

The use of the Latin language in nowise prevents the faithful from participating in
the fruits of the Sacrifice, notwithstanding assertions to the contrary. The demand
that the Mass should everywhere be celebrated in the vernacular, is based for
the most part on ignorance, or on an entire misconception of the real nature and
object of the Eucharistic Sacrifice. The liturgy of the Holy Sacrifice contains "
much that is instructive" (magnam eruditionem - Trident.), but instruction is by no
means its principal object. The altar is not a pulpit, the Holy Mass is not primarily
a doctrinal lecture or an instruction to the people. The Sacrifice is essentially a
liturgical action performed by the priest for propitiating and glorifying God, as well
as for the salvation of the faithful.

EASTERN RITE FORMS



Forms used in the Eastern rites for consecration the wine are given below.
Quotations and excerpts are from Donald Attwater's "Eastern Catholic Worship,"
Devin-Adair Co., New York, 1945.

From pp. xi-xii. -- "And there are eight of these liturgies, as follows:

The Byzantine Liturgy, taking its name from its place of origin, Byzantium
(Constantinople), and now in use in many parts of the world. Partly derived
from it is--

The Armenian Liturgy, used only by the Armenians.

Two Alexandrian Liturgies:
i.The Coptic rite, used in Egypt.
ii. The Ethiopic rite, used in Abyssinia.

Two Antiochene Liturgies:
i.The Syrian rite, used in Syria, Irak and India.
ii. The Maronite rite, also used in Syria.

Two East Syrian Liturgies:
i. The Chaldean rite, used in Irak.
ii. The Malabar rite, used in India."

THE BYZANTINE LITURGY (p. 35):
"THIS IS MY BLOOD OF THE NEW TESTAMENT, WHICH IS SHED FOR
YOU AND FOR MANY FOR THE FORGIVENESS OF SINS."

THE ARMENIAN LITURGY (pp. 58-9):
"THIS IS MY BLOOD OF THE NEW TESTAMENT, WHICH IS SHED FOR
YOU AND FOR MANY FOR THE EXPIATION AND FORGIVENESS OF
SINS."

THE COPTIC LITURGY (p. 85):
"FOR THIS IS MY BLOOD OF THE NEW COVENANT, WHICH SHALL BE
SHED FOR YOU AND FOR MANY UNTO THE FORGIVENESS OF SINS."

THE ETHIOPIC LITURGY (p. 107):
"THIS IS MY BLOOD OF THE NEW COVENANT WHICH IS SHED FOR
YOU AND FOR MANY FOR THE FORGIVENESS OF SIN."

THE SYRIAN LITURGY (p. 127):
"THIS IS MY BLOOD, OF THE NEW COVENANT, WHICH SHALL BE
POURED OUT AND OFFERED FOR THE FORGIVENESS OF THE SINS
AND ETERNAL LIFE OF YOU AND OF MANY."



THE MARONITE LITURGY (p. 151):
(The form is identical to that which was always used in the Latin Rite.)

THE CHALDEAN LITURGY (pp. 175-6):
"THIS IS MY BLOOD OF THE NEW ETERNAL COVENANT, THE
MYSTERY OF FAITH, WHICH IS SHED FOR YOU AND FOR MANY FOR
THE FORGIVENESS OF SINS."

THE LITURGY OF MALABAR (p. 202):
"FOR THIS IS THE CHALICE OF MY BLOOD OF THE NEW AND
ETERNAL TESTAMENT, THE MYSTERY OF FAITH, WHICH IS SHED
FOR YOU AND FOR MANY FOR THE REMISSION OF SINS."

THE NUMBERS GAME

Though we should expect "rebuttals" of a more theological nature from priests

and bishops, especially those with D.D., S.T.D., J.C.D., etc., following their

names, yet more often than not we hear from them pearls of wisdom such as:

(1) “Two thousand bishops can't be wrong!", or

(2) "Over 99% of the priests in this country are actually using for all men in
saying Mass."

Of course, of the approximately 2000 bishops in the world, how many had
anything whatsoever to do with the English Canon? Two hundred and fifty, you
say? Well, hardly. Quoth Archbishop Robert J. Dwyer, of Portland, Oregon:
“The ICEL has performed its task so poorly as to raise serious questions as to its
competence. Never was there the slightest consultation with the bishops of the
English-speaking world, here is a signal instance of bureaucracy inflicting its will
by methods which can only be described as high-handed" (Twin Circle, June 21,
1970). In a Clergy Bulletin, dated Oct. 4, 1967, Archbishop Leo Binz of St. Paul-
Minneapolis gave the following testimony: "A new translation of the Canon of the
Mass has been made by the International Committee on English in the Liturgy.
The Holy See has withheld final approval for good and valid reasons." But this
same "English Canon" was railroaded into use 18 days later (Oct. 22nd)! We
don't know if 2000 bishops can be wrong, but...

If 100%, and not just 99%, of the priests in our country were using "for all men,"
that wouldn't prove its validity. Are such matters decided by the majority's
feeling? We don't begin to wonder if the Catholic Church is the One True
Church, "outside which there is no salvation," just because some 85% of all the
people in the world don't feel that way. But could 85% of all mankind be



wrong on such a vitally important matter?? | hope so!

At one time, according to Cardinal Newman, 80% of all the bishops of
Christendom had fallen for the Arian Heresy. "The whole world groaned and
found itself Arian," was the way that St. Jerome put it. The "whole world" was in
deadly error!

At one time every Catholic bishop in England except one, St. John Fisher,
admitted that a mere layman named Henry had more authority over the Church
in that country than the Pope of Rome. How many of those bishops were right?

At one time 100% of all mankind -- that is correct, 100% of all mankind!--was
very foolishly mistaken on a certain matter. And this, mind you, was in a very
enlightened period of history. Their mistake, moreover, has affected all men ever
since. They thought that by eating a certain fruit they would become as gods.

What, after all, is a majority? How many does it take to make a majority? Said
The Little Flower: "God and | are a majority."

MARON-GO-ROUND?

Below are some excerpts from an exchange of correspondence | had some
months ago with the Most Rev. Francis M. Zayek, D.D., the Maronite, Apostolic
Exarch, U.S.A.

#1 (dated April 9, 1970):
Your Excellency:

In the booklet, "THE DIVINE LITURGY ACCORDING TO THE MARONITE
ANTIOCHIAN RITE", published with your approval in June, 1969, the English
translation of the Form for consecrating the wine contains the words: "“for all
men."

According to the text, "A GRAMMAR OF BIBLICAL ARAMAIC", which was,
published in Wiesbaden, Germany (1961), the Aramaic word which means "all",
"everyone”, "all men", or "all mankind", etc., is the word "kol* or some
variation/combination of it, such a "kolla". If Our Lord had intended "for all men",
then He undoubtedly would have used this clear and unambiguous word, "kof".

This word, "kol," is opposed in meaning" to the other Aramaic word, "sagueeia",
which is the word used in this place in your Maronite liturgy. According to the
same Aramaic grammar text mentioned above, this word, "sagueeia," means
strictly and unambiguously "many" (or "much", etc.)...

Asking Your Excellency's blessings, etc.



/s/ Patrick Henry Omlor

#2 (dated April 14, 1970; Prot: #234/70
Dear Mr. Omlor:

| thank you for your letter of April 9 and the copy of "Interdum".

| agree with you that in the actual Aramaic form of consecration, taken from the
Latin Rite liturgy, the word is indeed "sagueeia" and not "kol". ...

We have to follow the existing and approved translations of the Latin Rite. --
Both forms are theologically sustainable.-- However, the words of consecration in
our Rite are very rarely said in English. Most of the time they are said In
Aramaic, which form has the word "sagueeia”. ...

With every good wish, | remain ...
/s/ Francis M. Zayek

THE MOST REVEREND FRANCIS M. ZAYEK, D.D.
MARONITE APOSTOLIC EXARCH, U.S.A.

#3 (dated April 21, 1970):
Your Excellency:

...l am very grateful to Your Excellency for replying to me, because you have
given me the exact information | want.

Your Excellency, you say in your letter: "l agree with you that in the actual,.
Aramaic form of consecration, taken from the Latin Rite liturgy, the word is
indeed 'sagueeia’ and not 'kol'." In other words, if for the moment we set aside
all, theological considerations and all other consideration, and treat this solely
form the viewpoint of the Aramaic language itself, then the correct literal
translation should be "many" and not "all men". And this, of course, is also in
total harmony with the Peshito, which likewise has the word "sagueeia" in the
words of Institution, as recorded by Sts. Matthew and Mark.

You go on to explain that, "We have to follow the existing and approved

translations of the Latin Rite." This, of course, explains why in your Mass Booklet
on the pages where the English-language version appears (opposite those pages
in Aramaic containing the word, "sagueeia" we find the words "all men" instead of



Ilmanyll.

But let us examine the facts. The International Committee on English in in Liturgy
(ICEL), who are the ones responsible for the "all men" version in the first place,
made this change from "many" to "all men," giving as their sole reason the
absurd claim that "all men" is correct from the linguistic standpoint! Their pretext
is that Aramaic doesn't even have a word for "all”, a claim which you yourself,
your Excellency, and every Maronite priest in the world knows is absolutely false.

Asking Your Excellency's blessings, etc.
/s/ Patrick Henry ~ Omlor

(Ed. Note: The Peshito, or Peshito, is a 5th century Syriac version of the Bible.)

The foregoing farce may be summarized thus:

(1)  The Maronites have allowed “for all men" in their new Mass Booklet
because( 2) the "Latin Rite" --which in the present case amounts to nothing more
than the ICEL-- has decided that "for all men" is correct; nevertheless (3) the
Maronites know that it is not correct, at least not as a faithful translation from the
Aramaic; and yet (4) the sole reason given by the ICEL for the "all men"
rendering is an alleged faithfulness to the Aramaic!

THE ROBBER CHURCH
(Part 1)
Pi And Vatican Il

Ludicrous as it sounds, the following story is nevertheless true. Once upon a
time an attempt was made to set legally the value of . As every schoolboy
knows, (pi) is a fixed constant--a "constant of nature," so to speak--, being the
ratio of the circumference of a circle to its diameter. The approximate value of
carried out to seven decimal places, is 3.1415927. We say "approximate," for
the exact value of cannot be determined. Consequently for the purpose of
calculation some approximation of must be used, such as 22/7, or 3.14, or
3.1416, etc. Given any circle at all, therefore, we can compute its approximate
circumference by multiplying times its diameter, using for the value 3.1416 (for
example); the formulais: c= xd.

In the year 1897, Representative T. |. Record of Posey County, Indiana,
introduced into the legislature of that great and sovereign State his famous
House Bill #246. This bill provided that the value of would be set legally to 4, or
else 3.2, or some other nice number, easier to work with. Although using the
value 4 for might make some arithmetic computations a little easier, the



answers to all mathematical problems involving would be quite wrong, although
“legally" correct. Undaunted by such considerations, Mr. Record claimed in his
bill that "since the rule in present use fails to work .... it should be discarded as
wholly wanting and misleading in the practical applications(!!).

Although it was initially referred, for some mysterious reason, to the House
Committee on Swamp Lands, the bill eventually reached the Committee on
Education. That committee, after studying the bill, reported it back to the House
with a recommendation that it be passed. And, indeed, House Bill #246 did pass
when voted upon by the House of Representatives of Indiana, unanimously to
boot, 67-0. Next the bill was sent to the Senate, and although it got by the first
reading there with flying colors, on the second reading the Senate threw it out.
Thus was finally scuttled this landmark innovation which was designed to give
relief to the citizens of Indiana from that older established rule which "fails to
work" and is "wholly wanting."

What reminded me of this story was my recent reflection upon the achievements
of Vatican Il. However, Vatican Il succeeded where Rep. Record's bill had failed,
for both attempted substantially the same thing. Some subversive delegates at
the Council introduced a brand new quantity and the whole Council voted upon
this new quantity and approved it. But one and all then pretended that it was the
same quantity as before, and they continued to call it by the same old name as
before, namely, the "Catholic Church." The fact is that this brand new quantity,
their new Ecumenical Church, is in no sense the same as the true Catholic
Church any more than is the same as 4.

Is It The Same Church?

The French have a paradoxical saying: “The more it changes, the more it stays
the same." This, of course, is not true in most real-life situations. An ashtray full
of cigar ashes is not a cigar. And a church that has been demolished to rubble or
converted into a dining hall is no longer a church. Let no one delude himself any
longer. That ecumenical organisation out there with its lying propaganda organs
all over the world, called euphemistically the "diocesan press" or the "Catholic
press", or the "Vatican Guidelines" for this and that; that new Church with its
cardinals and bishops dedicated to "interfaith," and with its faithless priests who
think of themselves as nothing more than "presiders of the assembly" or
"ministers of the word," and with its craven and bamboozled "People of God"
robbed of their birthright. -- all that is simply not the true Catholic Church. No,
that ecumenical nightmare, mired in chaos, is Satan's own Ark of Perdition. Just
as Pope St. Leo | rightfully referred to a certain bogus "ecumenical council" as
the Robber Council (Latrocinium), so likewise what now confronts us is nothing
more nor less than a Robber Church.

For just how much "change" could the Catholic Church possibly undergo and still
be the Church? Quite apparent for all to see are the frenzied efforts of the new



robbers to destroy all ties and links with the past, to eradicate from memory all
vestiges of the ancient, true, traditional Church. To think of the new Robber
Church as the very same Catholic Church that it is so deliberately and
painstakingly trying to wipe out of memory? Absurdity of absurdities! What are
some of the characteristics of the Robber Church? We can enumerate the
following: it has abandoned most of the important laws, disciplines and practices
of the true Church; it has new "Scriptures" which are re-written falsifications of
Holy Scripture; it scorns the true Catholic Tradition; it despises the venerable
customs of the Catholic Church; its new "prayers" are alterations of the old
Catholic prayers, tailored to harmonize with the heresies of the new Robber
Church; it ignores and discourages the many pious practices and devotions
which the true Catholic Church had always encouraged; it has a liturgy,
sacramental rites and a "New Mass," all devoid of everything that is true, good
and beautiful in the liturgy, rites and Holy Sacrifice of the Catholic Church; it is
not too fond of Saints, and it shows this by disowning some of them,
"downgrading" some of them, and seeing to it that many others will soon be
forgotten.

Let us continue. The Robber Church has perverse doctrines, innovations which
are opposed to true Catholic doctrine; its "People of God" imbibe these doctrines
in the sermons they hear and in the "Catholic" literature they read; the children's
new "“catechisms" are filled with the same insidious doctrines, suggestions and
theories, all poisonous and all geared to insure that they will mature into good
rebellious "robbers"; the new morality with its "updated” views about "sin" is a
denial of the Catholic Church's code of morality; and, lastly, the very structure
itself of the new Church is not held to be monarchical like the Catholic Church,
but rather "collegial" and democratic.

Now, if the teachings and doctrines, the laws and disciplines, the moral code, the
practices, prayers, liturgy, the Mass itself, and, yes, even the structure -- if all
these are different, then in what respect, pray tell, is this new church the same as
the Catholic Church?

You may claim that no essential has really changed, that the "essence,, of the
Church still remains. You may argue that none of the doctrines of belief or
teachings on morality are really different from what they were before. But this is
only wishful thinking on your part, because the doctrines proposed for belief and
the morality encouraged to be practiced are not the same. It is agreed that the
Church can change laws, disciplines and practices (some of them) without losing
Her identity, for the Church has the power and the right to alter merely human
institutions. (Of course, never has the Church throughout Her long history
altered them wantonly and on a wholesale basis, for this would be madness!)
But that is not the issue; the point is that the changes go beyond laws,
disciplines, etc.; the "beliefs" and moral standards of the Robber Church are new
and different.



In order to prove this last statement it suffices to provide just one example.
Because if even one essential teaching -- i.e., on a matter of revealed faith or on
a matter related to and necessary.to safeguard faith -- which the Catholic Church
has held is rejected, then the rejectors can in no way be said to represent the
true Church. The following sources uphold this assertion:

(1) "To refuse to believe any one of them is equivalent to rejecting them all*
(Pope Leo Xlll,encyclical Sapientiae Christianae).

(2) "Such is the nature of Catholicism that it does not admit of more or less, but
must be held as a whole or as a whole rejected: 'This is the Catholic faith, which
unless a man believe faithfully and firmly, he cannot be saved' (Athanasian
Creed). There is no need of adding any qualifying terms to the profession of
Catholicism: it is quite enough for each one to proclaim 'Christian is my name
and Catholic my surname,' only let him endeavor to be in reality what he calls
himself" (Pope Benedict XV, encyclical Ad Beatissimi).

(3) "It was thus the duty of all who heard Jesus Christ, if they wished for eternal
salvation, not merely to accept His doctrine as a whole, but to assent with their
entire mind to each and every point of it, since it is unlawful to withhold faith from
God even in regard to one single point. ... And, therefore, it was no more
allowable to repudiate one iota of the apostles' teaching than it was to reject any
point of the doctrine of Christ Himself" (Pope Leo XllI, encyclical Satis Cognitum).

(4) "Every assertion contrary to the truth of revealed faith is altogether false, for
the reason that it contradicts, however slightly, the truth" (Fifth Lateran Council,
bull Apostolici regiminis).

New Doctrine on "Ecumenism"

Here, then, is an example of a reversal of doctrine. In Vatican Il's "Decree on
Ecumenism". We read the following: "Most valuable for this purpose are
meetings of the two sides --especially for discussion of theological problems
where each can treat with the other on an EQUAL FOOTING..."(emphasis
added). This teaching of Vatican Il refers to so-called "ecumenical dialogue"
between Catholics and non-Catholics. The following three points are contained in
it: (1) there should be meetings, assembilies, etc., between Catholics and non-
Catholics; (2) at the meetings the Catholics not only can, but should, deal with
the non-Catholics on an equal footing; (3) this "equal footing" is to be observed,
and it says this very explicitly, in discussions on theology.

First of all, regarding point (1), should there even be such meetings? Concerning
similar efforts in a past era, Pope Pius Xl taught the following: "With this object
congresses, meetings, and addresses are arranged, ... where all without
distinction ... are invited to join in the discussion. Now, such efforts can meet



with no kind of approval among Catholics. They presuppose the erroneous view
that all religions are more or less good and praiseworthy ... Those who hold such
a view not only are in error; they distort the true idea of religion, and thus reject it,
falling gradually into naturalism and atheism. To favour this opinion, therefore,
and to encourage such undertakings is tantamount to abandoning the religion
revealed by God" (encyclical Mortalium Animos; emphasis added). Not only the
passage of the "Decree on Ecumenism" we quoted above, but the decree itself,
throughout and in its entirety, does indeed quite clearly "presuppose the
erroneous view that all religions are more or less good and praiseworthy.
Numerous passages could be cited to show this. For example: "Moreover, some
and even very many of the significant elements and endowments which together
go to build up and give life to the Church itself, can exist outside the visible
boundaries of the Catholic Church..."; the liturgical actions of non-Catholics "must
be regarded as capable of giving access to the community of salvation"; "For the
Spirit of Christ has not refrained from using them (separated Churches and
Communities) as a means of salvation ... "(!); they have "truly Christian
endowments"; etc., etc. If the Separated Churches allegedly have very many
significant elements and endowments, etc.; if they allegedly are capable of giving
access to the community of salvation; if they are even a "means of salvation”
(allegedly); then it must be conceded that they are at least "more or less good
and praiseworthy. " This notion--and it is the whole animus of the Decree an
Ecumenism from start to finish--is in the words of Pius Xl "erroneous," "distorts
the true idea of religion," and it "is tantamount to abandoning the religion
revealed by God."

Regarding points (2) and (3), namely, theological discussions on an equal
footing, this teaching of Vatican Il is intrinsically wrong. It is a crime against truth,
it is contrary to reason, and it is a betrayal of Christ to allow His Church and His
teachings to be placed on any sort of "equal footing" with error, heresy, and
infidelity. Pope Leo XIII affirms that "it is contrary to reason that error and truth
should have equal rights" (encyclical Libertas Prae-

stantissimum). Moreover, the doctrine advanced by the Decree on Ecumenism
is Naturalistic and Masonic, for as the same Pope Leo says: "It is held (by the
Freemasons and the Naturalists) ... that in the various forms of religion there is
no reason why one should have precedence of another; and that they are all to
occupy the same place"; and again, "(The Freemasons) thereby teach the great
error of this age... that all religions are alike. This manner of reasoning is
calculated to bring about the ruin of all forms of religion, and especially of the
Catholic religion, which, as it is the only one that is true, cannot, without great
injustice, be regarded as merely equal to the other religions" (encyclical
Humanum Genus). Equal footing??

Needless to say, the non-Catholics have no objection to "equal footing," for "they
assert their readiness to treat with the Church of Rome, but on equal terms, as
equals with an equal. But even if they could so treat, there seems little doubt that
they would do so only on condition that no pact into which they might: enter



should compel them to retract those opinions which still keep them outside the
one fold of Christ" (Mortalium Animos). Continuing, Pope Pius XI now explains
the essential nature of this teaching expounded throughout Mortalium Animos:
"This being so, it is clear that the Apostolic See can by no means take part in
these assemblies, nor is it in any way lawful for Catholics to give such
enterprises their encouragement or support. If they did so, they would be giving
countenance to a false Christianity quite alien to the one Church of Christ. Shall
we commit the iniquity of suffering the truth, the truth revealed by God, to be
made a subject for compromise? FOR IT IS INDEED A QUESTION OF
DEFENDING REVEALED TRUTH" (emphasis added). This new teaching of
Vatican 11, therefore, is the exact reversal of an essential teaching of the
Catholic Church which is related to revealed faith, for the teachings of Leo XllI
and Pius XI, 