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Millennium Virus Has Already Struck: It Is False Ecumenism

By FR. KEVIN VAILLANCOURT
Editor, The Catholic Voice

Over the next few months, we will all grow quite tired of such
words as Y2K and the Millennium Bug. However, while nearly
everyone makes preparations for what some naysayerswish to
call "certain doom", Catholic focus
has been lost on the true millennial

Erroneous Documents of Vatican 11
Much hasalready beenreviewed onthissubject by traditional
Cathoalic authors since the proclamation of Lumen Gentiumand
Gaudium et Spes, two very scandal ous documentsissued inthe
name of Roman Catholic teaching. These two documents
expresstheheretical notionthat “good

virus that has already struck at the
heart of their Faith. That virus is
false ecumenism. It is a sickness of

and salvation" can be found in other
religions (Judaism, Protestantism,
Muhammadanism, etc.) and that the

Faith that has been introduced by
degrees, anditissettoexplodeinall
its fullness in Jerusalem in the year
2000.

Ever since the re-writing of
Roman Catholic belief regarding the
salvation of non-Catholics as found
in the documents of the Second

Catholic Church accepts such things
astrue. Inreality, the Church doesnot
and can not do such a thing, because
such abelief is contrary to the nature
of our Faith as given to us by Jesus
Christ. To believe in this false
ecumenism (an old word with a new
interpretation) iserroneousand, at the

V atican Council and theNovusOrdo
Missae, today's Catholics have
systemati cally adopted, throughtheir

very least, asin against Faith. At the
worst, it is heresy.
So, with these documents in the

modernist clergy, an ecumenical
fever. This fever -- thisvirus -- has been universally accepted
and Catholics don't seem to wish for a cure.

From apostolic times, it hasbeen the belief of thefollowers
of Jesus Christ that salvation isonly possible to those who are
members of His Church: " . . . those who believe and are
baptized will be saved; those who do not believe will be
condemned."” (Mark 16:16) This thought, coupled with the
command of Christ to convert all, has inspired countless
missionary men and women to go forth and preach the Gospel,
bringing asmany aspossibleinto the Catholic Faith. They were
bitten by thetrue"bug", the onefilled with true Charity for poor
sinners, and alovefor God and His Church aboveall else. They
recognized that the salvation of souls was at stake, and that
although Christ died for all men, only the few are saved who
believe, are baptized and who die in the favor of God. This
expression of Catholic faith has been reiterated time and time
again by the Popes, Councils and Doctors of the Church,
expressed as a teaching which has been always consistent,
always true to the Gospel message. It has been |eft to our age
to see this essential Catholic truth denied, and in a blatant and
blasphemous manner. However, before the virus of false
ecumenism could explode with al its force, it had to be
introduced (spoon-fed, if youwill) gradually andinamanner so
that it could be easily absorbed by all Catholicsthroughout the
world. Here's how it was done:

hands of all Catholics, the stage was
set for the introduction of the next element of this spiritually
lethal virus: anew belief about non-Catholics and salvation. It
would not be enough to propose the new teachingsin conciliar
documents; no, the faithful would have to pray in a new way,
worshipping in the manner proposed by these new beliefs. In
1967, two years after the close of the Council, the Novus Ordo
Missaewasintroduced, andin 1969, it wasuniversally mandated.

The"Mass' Of False Ecumenism

Therearetwo crimesagainst Faith committed by those who
promulgated the Novus Ordo: the introduction of an invalid
liturgical serviceasaform of worship for Roman Catholics, and
the changein thewording of the prayersto reflect thisbad virus
of false ecumenism. Of thefirst, The Catholic Voice has joined
its efforts with many traditional clergy and lay Catholics to
condemntheerrorsof thisfalse"mass". (See our reprint section
on Page 2 to review this effort.) In an article by Patrick Henry
Omlor later in this issue, we re-express the second.

Sufficient to say here, false ecumenism would not have
made such asuccessful inroad among Roman Catholics had not
themajority of them been praying that Christ shed HisBlood for
all men, anotion roundly condemned by the Council of Trent.
Truly, asone prays, so he believes. That Christ died for al isa
doctrine of our Faith; however, the fruits of His Passion and

Death (eternal salvation) apply only to the many, to those who
(Continued on Page 5)

/will go into the Altar of God.
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STRC Provides Material For Use In Promoting Our Cause

The Society of Traditional Roman Catholics has worked for
over fifteen years to educate Catholics about the beauty and
splendor of the Tridentine Latin Mass, as well as the serious
threat to it from modernist forces. While our newsdletter has
been the chief educational tool, we have al so mailed out printed
material toseveral listsof people, including bishopsand priests,
who still embrace the conciliar errors.

STRC has also provided certain special projectswhich aid
intheseefforts. Below wereview theseapostolictoolsand offer
our readers another opportunity to obtain them for their own
use.

1. Special Edition of The Catholic Voice.

Several years ago, our readers asked for a publication that
would provideasummary of the concerns Catholic should have
with the errors of the Novus Ordo Missae. The plan wasto use
this summary publication as a tool to distribute to family and
friends, or to pass them out in churches where the Novus Ordo
Missaeis said. We put together thislittle work (about the size
of aregular newsletter) and madeit availableto our readersfor
adonation. The success of this work was so phenomenal that
we had to go to another printing almost immediately.

The contents of this publication explain its success. In one
short work, Catholics can read a summary of the teachings of
Quo Primum by Pope St. Pius V, the invalidity of the Novus
Ordo Missae, the problems with the invasion of eastern
mysticism in the modern liturgical rites, and much more.
Thousands of copies of this Special Edition have been
distributed, and we need to see many, many more made
available to every Catholic in our country.

To order the Special Edition in bulk rate, please enclose a
minimum donation of $25.00 for 50 copies, a price which
defrays our costs for printing and mailing these issues to you.

Join with many other traditional Catholics who are not
content with just speaking of the errors in the modern church.
No, we must work hard to help othersidentify the problems of
our time and desire to return to the traditonal practices of the
Roman Catholic Church.

Serving at
the Altar

Learning to Serve a
Low Mass with one Server

Available now for a $11%
donation to STRC.

Be sure to ask for it when you write in.

2. Pro Multis pins

The Pro Multis pin project has been apart of
STRCfor nearly tenyears. Thepin, about thesize
of thegraphicjust totheleft, iseasily wornonthe
lapel, as part of atieclasp, or onan other article
of clothing, and is used as a ready identifier for
those who object to the Novus Ordo Missae and
the changein thewords of thewine consecration pro multis. We
have distributed hundreds of these pinsthroughout the world to
Catholics, lay and clerical, whowish to beknown astradtitional
Roman Catholics and defenders of the proper words of
Consecration at Holy Mass.

Toobtainyour own pin, please send usaminimum donation
of $5.00, requesting that we send you a Pro Multis pin.

3. Back Issues of The Catholic Voice.

It is not often that we have reprints of past issues available,
but it seemsthat westill have astockpile of somevery important
back issuesthat do no good just sitting around. If youwould like
someback i ssues, please send usaminimum donation of $15.00
for 50 assorted back issues. Y ouwill find that the subject matter
madeavailableintheseol derissuesisstill just asimportant today
as it was when it was written. T

Past Articles Of The Catholic Voice
Available As Reprints

Areyou anew reader of The Catholic Voice? Do you want to know
where we're "coming from"? Or, would you like more ammunition in
the fight to defend the Tridentine Latin Mass? Whatever the case,
we have begun to reprint severa articles for those involved in the
Traditional Movement. We now have these articles available:
1. Defending The Tridentine Mass

Our case fully explained.
2. What Catholics Once Were, We Are. . .

A simple comparison of Catholics of old with modern-day
Catholics and the way they worship.
3. The Destruction of the Mass and some Historical Parallels

The attempt to destroy the Mass was tried before.
4. The Real Liturgical Movement

There is a true liturgical spirit that does not destroy the Mass
5. Tridentine Mass Not Illicit!

An answer to those who try to keep people away from the
Tridentine Latin Mass.
6. Has The Church The Right?

Does the Church have the authority to change the Mass?
7. The Ecumenist Heresy

The ecumenical movement is heretical and a danger to Faith.

All of these reprints are available for a donation. Please
request the article by name. For quantity discounts, contact us by
mail at the address on Page 1.7

The Catholic Voiceisapublication of the Society of Traditional Roman Catholics, and ispublished quarterly. Thereisno subscription fee,
but donations are requested to help us continue our work. Board Officers of the STRC are Larry Martin, President and Treasurer, James
De Piante, Don Donadio and Fr. Kevin Vaillancourt (Editor of The Catholic Voice). Unsolicted manuscripts are welcome, but are subject
totheeditorial policy of the STRC Board of Directors. Thereisno stipend paid for unsolicited manuscriptsand material submitted cannot
be returned. Pro Multis pins supporting our work can be obtained from STRC for a minimum donation of $3.00.
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Great Confusion Caused By Vatican-Lutheran Concordat

by LARRY MARTIN
STRC President

The announcement of the details of a new Vatican-Lutheran
concordat has many Catholics confused. Is the Lutheran
concept of justification by faith alone now approved as
legitimate, or are Catholicsnow supposedto changetheir beliefs
to more closely match those of the Protestants? While listening
tothe G. Gordon Liddy show onradio | heard him close out one
hour by saying that the L utheran churchisnow among thevalid
religions. G. Gordon Liddy considers himself agood Cathalic.
Whether heisor isn'tisnot thepoint of thisarticle, althoughthe
subject will come up again.

I wasin my car at thetime | heard this particular broadcast
and | knew | would be out of telephone range soon, and he had
just broken for the hourly news break, so he would be off the
air for about five minutes. But | couldn't let that statement go
unchallenged, so | called, Luckily | got to talk to Mr. Liddy
rather quickly and | proceeded totell himthat thisdocument did
not necessarily mean that Rome was now considering
Lutheranism asvalid, but that it was merely an early agreement
on the nature of salvation through faith, not by merit of good
works. | pointed out that the Church has alwaysmaintained that
our good works aone do not merit heaven, but | also warned
him that arush to embracethe 'Faith alone' doctrineleadsto the
rejection of the necessity of Baptism. | aso quickly tried to
address the issue of the difference between Redemption and
Salvation.

But theconversation got ugly very quickly. First hebrought
up the issue of "Baptism of Desire", which has absolutely
nothing to do with the Catholic-Lutheran issue. (Baptism of
Desire is an issue addressed for those who, at time of death,
have never had a chance for Salvation through conventional
means of Baptism.) The issue was precisely about which
Church (or churches) is the true means of salvation. Thosein
the Church have no need of Baptism of desire, so that issuedoes
not belong to this discussion.

Then, in an effort to speed up the conversation and get it
back ontrack, | identified myself asthePresident of STRC. Boy
did he seize on that, even going so far asto suggest my position
was in error or in jeopardy because | didn't know what | was
talkingabout! Andthenhesaidit. Hecalled measchismaticand
discounted everything | had said or might have said by that one
statement. | was so shocked and taken aback that | totally lost
my ability to discussanything. The show wentintocommercial
break and | just hung up the phone.

Whenl calledMr. Liddy, | wasn'ttryingtobeargumentative;
| wasn't trying to put him down or belittle him. | wascallingin
the spirit of discussion and contribution. | have been listening
to his show now for quite awhile, and | thought he would be
genuinely interested in my comments because he is quite open
to discussing his own Catholicism on the air. | thoroughly
enjoyed one Friday's show when he was reminiscing about his
boyhood experiencesasanAltar Boy. But | wasalittlesurprised
another time when he took the better part of an hour to find out
the differences between the Catholic and Protestant Bibles.

That day, as| wasdriving towork, | pulled over to call him, but
finaly a woman called in and explained the situation with
Maccabees and why Luther had to get rid of those books and
others, reducing the Bible from 72 to 66 books.

But who was misinformed that day, Mr. Liddy? You called
me schismatic because | advocate a return to the Latin Mass.
That simply doesn't wash. Schismatic refersto sectsthat do not
havethefullnessof thetrueFaith, and who arenotincommunion
with Rome, i.e. the Pope, due to a denial of some dogmatic
principlesof thenature of the papacy. Mr. Liddy, haveyou ever
heard of the Indult of 19847 John Paul Il himself issued this
document asserting my rights as abona fide Roman Catholic to
attend the old traditional Mass and to ask local bishopsto have
the Mass said. What is schismatic about that? When | am in
Washington DC on weekends, | attend the traditional Mass at
Old St. Mary's Church, 5th and H streets, along with several
hundred other like-minded Catholics. ThisMasswasestablished
by Fr. Petrini with completeapproval of JamesCardinal Hickey.
Are al these Catholics schismatic, too, Mr. Liddy?

Furthermore, just the idea that he would stoop to name
calling was hard for me to believe. On his program he often
discusseslegal matters. | wonder how hewould accept theidea
that he shouldn't discuss such matters because he's "just an ex-
con," sowhat'shisopinionworth? Namecallingisaweak form
of argument. If you don't know thefacts, or know that the facts
are against you, then just throw some labels out and the facts
cease to be the topic of discussion.

Butthisiswhatreally confoundsme: WhenMr. Liddy called
me "schismatic”, I'm sure that in his mind that was a terrible
condemnation which removed me from any credibility in the
matter. But wait a minute, back up and anayze the facts a
minute! The original topic of discussion was which church or
churcheswere the true means of salvation? If being schismatic
is so bad and damnable, why, then, did he include the Greek
Orthodox in hislist? They are certainly schismatic and have
been so ever since the Great Schism of 1054. And even if, as
he contends, the Lutheran church were a true church (for he
saysthe new policy of Rome statesthat it is), then the Lutheran
church, if now no longer heretical (as all Protestant churches
are), would, at best, be now schismatic. Why? Most likely the
Lutherans will not submit to Roman Catholicism and papal
authority after signing their Concordat. So, | am left wondering
how such a condemnatory label as "schismatic”, delivered in
such away so asto put meout of the elements of our discussion,
isOK for use by the other playersin the game?

| expected better of Mr. Liddy. He did Catholicism a true
disservice on that day. T

Donation Premium
To everyone who contributes to the Society of Traditiona
Roman Catholics following this issue, a copy of Patrick
Omlor'sscholarly work, The Ecumenist Heresy, will bemade
sent as our way of saying Thank You for uspporting the work
of STRC.
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Burial Or Cremation: Which Is The Proper Catholic Practice?

by FR. KEVIN VAILLANCOURT
A reprint from the Catholic Research Institute

Jesus likened the faith of His disciples to that of a light
which was to be placed on the lampstand so that it would
shineforthto all. Throughout history, the presence of thisLight
of Faith hasbeen successful intaking from society its paganistic
ways and leading it toward what we know as civilization. No
matter what practices a secular world would engage in, the
Catholic Church was there to balance these practices in the
scales of the Divine Will. Among these wrongful practices that
were found wanting in the balance is cremation.

Cremation is the custom of burning the bodies of the dead.
It is found in certain pagan regions in the early history of
mankind. The Israelites, on their entrance into Canaan,
witnessed this practice among these nations, and introduced
inhumation, or the burial of the bodies of the dead and not
their ashes. History finds no trace of cremation among the
Jewish people, except in extraordinary circumstances of war
and pestilence.

Incineration of the bodies of the dead waslikewise unknown
in many of the more "civilized" pagan nations. The Egyptians,
the Phoenicians and the Babylonians, just to name a few,
punished with death all those who would even attempt cremation.
Certain sections of the Greeks and Romans practiced
incineration, but, by the fifth century, under the influence of
Christianity, this practice was eliminated.

Among all the records of the early martyrs, we find no
mention of the Christiansburning their dead. Rather, the bodies
of the saints were reverently rescued from profanation so that
an honorable burial could be given. The pagan persecutors, to
destroy faith in the resurrection of the body, often cast the
corpses of martyred Christians into the flames, believing that
the resurrection of the body would thus be impossible.

Among the Oriental regions, particularly that of the Hindus
and Buddhists, the practice of cremation is quite common.
Sincethesereligionsbelievein thereincarnation of men, it only
follows that the body is not kept as a sacred temple of God,
for (asthey believe) the soul will just possess another one at a
different time and place of existence after its release by death.

This brief accounting of human history shows that, for the
most part, mankind, believing or otherwise, did not practice
cremation. It is especially true of those who acknowledge the
revelation of the one, true God. Such incineration of the bodies
of the dead was thought to be undignified, and in the case of
those who believed in the True God, against His Will.

MOTIVESFOR CHRISTIAN BURIAL

The Christian custom of burial of the dead, and not
cremation, as mentioned above, datesback to thetime of Christ.
In the New Testament, given that Jesus body was not cast
into flames, even though He died under the hands of the
Romans, we have the most fundamental example of respect
for the body for burial that could be learned. Christ, Our Lord
and Master, was not cremated, so neither should we allow
ourselves this practice. Likewise, there are the profound

considerations of the promise of the resurrection of the dead,
where soul and body will bere-united at the Day of Judgement,
and that the body isthe Temple of the Holy Ghost and has been
therecipient of numerousblessingsand anointings. Thesedeeply
spiritual considerations seem to revolt against the practice of
incineration of the dead. Christian society hashistorically looked
upon cremation as paganistic and inhumane and not showing
forth the love and friendship that was once exhibited to the
body while it was animated with its immortal soul. If such
thoughts and feelingsfilled the hearts and souls of family and
friends in life, would you think that they would suddenly
disappear at the moment the soul of the loved departs?

THEREVIVAL OF CREMATION

Little need would come forth for a study of this natureif it
wasn't that mankind isseeing asinister risein this practicein
the western nations.

Since the last quarter of the 19th Century, "Cremation
Societies' have been established in Europe. These developments
were adistinct and unique innovation, since they marked the
first attempt in history of introducing the practice of cremation
into an established Christian culture. Propelled in this practice
by influence from the Eastern religions as well as from
Freemasonry, Cremation Societies were established to promote
cremation as the only viable option for disposal of the body of
the deceased. The charter of these societies promotes cremation
under the basis of public hygiene and the conservation of land.
In modern times, economic conditions and the nostalgia of
having the ashes scattered to the winds or lying in an urn on
the family mantle have added to the sophistic arguments the
proponents of cremation are advancing. Time does not permit
acompleterefutation of each of these points. However, looking
to the mind of the Church in this areais sufficient reason for
the believing Catholic.

THE CHURCH AND CREMATION

The Holy Office, on May 19, 1886 (CIC Fontes 4n1100),
was the first Christian voice to sound against this practice. It
was taught that this attempt to introduce these pagan rites into
Christian culture was, in fact, un-Christian and Masonic in its
motivation. The opposition of the Church was based on the
fact that there is no liturgical rite for the cremated, not now or
ever, and that cremation is incompatible with the unbroken
tradition of the Catholic Church. That the Church allowed it
under extreme circumstances (war or general disease) gives
no allowanceto the thought that it should be permitted en masse
in Catholic culture. In the main, the Church has firmly held
that cremation is an anti-Christian and materialistic denial of
death and an overemphasison natural, rather than supernatural
motives for the disposal of the deceased.

The Code of Canon Law (1917 legidation) listsprohibitions
of cremation by Catholics. Canon 1203 condemns the
cremation of the bodies of thefaithful and requiresthat they be

(Continued on Page 5)
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Theological Millennium Virus Has Done Great Damage

(Continued from Page 4)
accept Histeachingsand liveand dieastrue Catholics. Itisonly
for these many that Our Lord shed His Blood on Calvary. This,
too, is a doctrine of Faith. The heresy of fase ecumenism
deliberately confusesthedistinction betweenthesetwo doctrines.
In 1969, the chief element tothisheretical viruswasinjected
into the body of Roman Catholics. As a virus, it was slow
growing and few detected it. When faithful Catholics sounded
thealarmover theyears, especially asthisdiseasebegantogrow
in intolerable proportions, a vast majority of Catholics had
already beenlulledto dleep. They wereinfected with ecumenical
madness, and it has been hard to get them to see the sad state
they arein.

Further Signs Of The Virus
Since Vatican Il and the introduction of the Novus Ordo
Missae, one expression of false ecumenism after another has
founditsway into public view. Shared pul pitsbetween Catholic
and non-Catholic preachers, ecumenical prayer meetings in

Assisi, inCanterbury, inthe Jewish synagogue of Rome, inlocal
parish churches and elsewhere al demonstrate that this virus
has grown and mutated into an expression of non-Catholicfaith
that perhaps its creators would never have envisioned.
Asweclosethiscentury, thevirusloomslargeover Catholic
church steeples. The recent Catholic-Lutheran statement on
Justification, even the corrected version of it, expresses a
doctrine contrary to that of the Council of Trent and the
apostolic faith of the Roman Catholic Church. Proposed plans
for the new millennium include anew "Assisi" to take placein
Rome, ashared martyrology with "saints' from the schismatics
and eventheProtestants, acommon declaration of faithwiththe
Jews and Moslems on Mt. Sinai, and continued apologies and
requests for pardon for "offenses' committed by the Churchin
past times. And, as if Catholics are not reeling enough at the
potential for suchthings, anew liturgy isonthehorizonthat will
take the Novus Ordo to expressions of false ecumenism as yet
unheard of in conciliar churches. We must pray and sacrifice
like never beforeto put an end to thisspiritual millennial bug.

Burial, Not Cremation, MaintainsTheTraditionsOf TheChurch

(Continued from Page 4)

buried. A proportionately serious reason would excuse from
this Canon, the reason being something like war and/or the
prevention of the spread of a quite contagious disease.
Likewise, Canon 1240 deprives those who order cremation of
their remains of a Christian burial. These laws apply to the
cremation of the whole body, but can likewise be extended to
the reverent disposal of amputated members of the body,
although this latter case may be overruled under |ess stringent
circumstances.

WHY THE CONCERN?

Many Catholics will read the above and say "So, why do |
need to know this? I'm not going to have my body cremated".

These people we applaud as being imbued with good
Catholic common sense. However, there is a growing
promotion of cremation among Catholics, especially by
members of the clergy.

"But, how could thisbe?," you might ask. Surely a Church
so steegped in tradition as the Roman Catholic Church would
not go against the constant practice of tradition or violate Church
legislation. Well, it has, and it does.

First,inaweak and cowardly concession to the materialistic
practice of cremation, theHoly Officeon July 5, 1963, repealed
the penalty attached to cremation in Canon 1240, "except for
those who practice cremation for un-Catholic purposes’. All
thereasons promoted by the modern clergy infavor of cremation
were once viewed as "un-Catholic purposes’, so that should
mean that no Catholic should be cremated after death. Statistics
have shown since 1963 that this has not been the case.

Next, the New Code of Canon Law of 1983 re-enforced
the 1963 repeal: "The Church earnestly recommends that the
pious custom of burying the bodies of the dead be observed; it
does not, however, forbid cremation unless it has been chosen

for reasons which are contrary to Christian teaching”" (Canon
1176, 3).

Look at this wording: "The Church recommends . . .
burying the bodies of the dead . . ."! The traditional practice
has been to command the burial of the deceased, and we are
to be a Church steeped in the traditions of our Fathers in the
Faith from thetime of Jesus Christ! And, cremationisno longer
forbidden . . . unlessit has been chosen for reasons which are
contrary to Christian teaching"! Well, the reasons advanced by
the "Cremation Societies’ have traditionally been regarded as
un-Christian. The Holy Office said so. Yet, the reasons given
by the modern clergy in favor of, and even counselling
cremation are the same as those of these materialistic and
naturalistic societies. So, then, is this modern clerical counsel
un-Christian, and thus forbidden? This is a question that the
Catholic conscience finds an easy answer for. Yet, cremation
takes place in the parishes of the world guided by this
modernistic hierarchy on a wide and, speaking as a Cathalic,
unprecedented, scale.

OUR ONLY CONCLUSION
All modern legislation and counsel aside, Catholics clearly
must still abide by theancient, traditional practicesof the Church
regarding cremation. It would be un-Christian and a betrayal
of our Catholic heritage to do otherwise.
The Catholic Encyclopedia of 1913 concludesitsdiscussion
on thistopic with thisinteresting and quite profound observation:
"In conclusion, it must be remembered that there is nothing
directly opposed to any dogma of the Church in the practice
of cremation, and that, if ever the leaders of this sinister
movement (Cremation Societies) so far control the
governments of the world as to make this custom universal,
it would be a lapse in the Faith confided to (the Catholic
Church) were she obliged to conform.” &
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The Charlatans: An Inquisition Of The Works Of The ICEL

by PATRICK HENRY OMLOR
For: The Catholic Voice

Oneof themost controversid | CEL [International Committee
on English in the Liturgy - Ed.] trandations from the very
beginning has been the rendering of the Latin pro multisin
the words of [the wine] consecration as “for all” instead of
theliteral “for many.” - The Catholic World Report, August
1992, p.40.

But those words which are added: [For you and for
many] are taken severaly from St. Matthew and St. Luke,
which notwithstanding Holy Church, taught by the Spirit
of God, has join’d together: but they belong to the fruit of
the Passion, and shew the profitableness thereof: for if we
look at the vertue of it, it must be confess' d, that our Savior
shed his Blood for the salvation of all men. But if we look
at the fruit which men gather from thence, we may easily
understand that it comes not to all to advantage, but only
to some...

Rightly therefore was it done, that it was not said ‘for
al’, seeing that in this place the design of the discourse
extends only to the fruits of the Passion, which brought
the Fruit of Salvation only to the Elect. (Catechism of the
Council of Trent, original Englishtrand ation, London, 1687,
pp.206-207.)

THE EXPERTS of the International Committee on English in
theLiturgy (ICEL) have published an apologiaof their trandation
of these Latin words of the wine-consecration: “pro multis,”
as“for all” in English. It isentitled, “Note of Clarification on
the Tranglation of ‘pro multis’ in the Eucharistic Prayers,” and
itisreproduced inits entirety as an Appendix to this article on
page 12. For the sake of brevity it will hereinafter be denoted
by the abbreviation: “ NoC”; i.e., “Note of Clarification.”

The ICEL’s English version of the Canon of the Mass,
first introduced in the United States on October 22, 1967,
rendered the phrase, “ pro multis in remissionem peccatorum,”
as “for al men so that sins may be forgiven” instead of the
correct literal trand ation, namely, “for many unto theremission
of sins.” In its subsequent English version of the “Novus Ordo
Missae,” which appeared several yearslater, the ICEL retained
the same “for all men, etc.” in the words of the wine-
consecration. Much later, circa 1980, they changed “for all
men” to “for all,” thus dropping the word “men,” a move that
served to placate the noisy (and noisome) “Feminist
Movement,” which perforce frowns upon such “sexist”
language as “for al men.”

A little less than five months after the debut (October 22,
1967) of the ICEL’' Sorigina “All-English Canon” - that is, on
St. Patrick’s Day of 1968 - the first edition of my monograph
entitled, Questioning The Validity of the Masses using the New,
All-English Canon, was released. As its title indicates, this
monograph sets forth a case showing that the ICEL's “Mass,”
by virtue of its corrupted wine-consecration form, violates
certain fundamental principles of sacramental theol ogy, so that

it must be deemed invalid as a Catholic Mass; it isno Mass at
all. From the recent article entitled, “ For All” ?, on page 40 of
the August 1992 issue of The Catholic World Report, it isevident
that the pro multis“invalidity thesis’ isfar from adead issuein
the minds of many of the Catholic clergy and laity.

For morethan thirty yearsnow | have unwaveringly stood
by my case with all its evidence; and from the beginning in
1968 | have defended it against all my adversaries, first viathe
eight issuesof my journal Interdum, and thereafter infivearticles
and books (a compendium of these writingsis available under
thetitle The Robber Church - Ed.). However, my purpose now
isnot to discuss further the “ pro multis’ invalidity thesis. Here
weshall smply be examining the |CEL’sarguments, as proffered
in the NoC, that either “for al men” or “for al” isavalid and
therefore acceptable rendering of “ pro multis.”

In the first paragraph of the NoC (see Appendix on Page
12) mention is made of “extensive notes and explanations”
offered originally by the | CEL in defense of itsall-English Canon.
This refers to the document entitled, The Roman Canon in
English Trandation, by Thelnternational Committee on English
intheLiturgy, published by Geoffrey Chapman Ltd., of London,
Dublin and Melbourne, copyright 1967. Therein the brief
commentary on Pro Multis appears on pp. 34-35, and it reads
asfollows:

Neither Hebrew nor Aramaic possess [sic] a word for
“al”. Theword rabbimor “multitude” thusserved alsoin
the inclusive sense for “the whole,” even though the
corresponding Greek and the Latin appear to have an
exclusive sensg, i.e., “the many” rather than “the all.”
(Cf. J. Jeremias, The Eucharistic Words of Jesus. New
York, 1966, pp. 179-182, 229).

The gist of thisargument is that in the Aramaic language
that Our Lord spoke at the Last Supper there was no word
meaning “all” or “al men;” and therefore He used aword that
literally means®many” - “For thisisMy Blood...shed for many
unto theremission of sins’ (Matt. 26, 28) - but He really meant
to say “shed for al men.” The same " Aramaic argument” was
in substance repeated in the Jan. 1970 issue of Notitiae, ajournal
of the International Liturgy Gang, whose Secretary at that time
was a priest, later made an archbishop, (who since 1963 had
been a Freemason), Annibale Bugnini.

The following month in Issue #2 of Interdum (Feb.24,
1970), entitled “ The Ventriloquists,” | exposed this “Hebrew
and Aramaic” business, showing that it was a colossal
deception. In doing so it became necessary to bring out some
facts about Dr. Joachim Jeremias, the heterodox, non-Catholic
“expert” upon whom the ICEL relies so heavily. It istherefore
surprising that the NoC ventureseven to dludeto that thoroughly
discredited argument. One would think they would prefer to
keep that skeleton hidden in the closet. Two months after “ The

Ventriloquists’ had appeared, the April 1970 issue of Notitiae
(Continued on Page 7)
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carried an articleby Father Maximilian Zerwick, S.J. That article,
by the way, is the one cited in the NoC.

Zerwick, tellingly, madeit apoint to distance himself from
the earlier absurd claim regarding the supposed peculiarities of
Aramaic, by blandly disclaiming what had appeared on p.39 of
the January issue, remarking that “ It seemsthisassertion should
be made with some reservation (paulo cautius),” which in
ordinary parlance meant that it was absolutely groundless in
the first place, as had already been demonstrated two months
previously in“The Ventriloguists”.

| havein my filesaletter, dated 18 July 1970, that | received
from Dr. Revilo P. Oliver, the distinguished scholar, author and
lecturer of international repute, who at that time was in his
25th year as Professor of the Classics at the University of
Illinois. Hisremarks are singularly applicable to the ICEL, Dr.
Jeremias, et alii:

Thank you for the copy of your excellent booklet,
“The Ventriloquists.” | was particularly interested in the
subject because several months ago an acquaintance of
mine asked me to check the critical editions of the Greek
text of the New Testament to make certain that there was
no variant reading that would authorize the words “for all
men.” Theinquirer evidently did not know of theimpudent
claim that you refute.

The sheer impudence of the claim is almost
breathtaking, because everyonewho has even the dightest
knowledge of linguisticsknowsvery well that no language
used by apeople that has attained even the rudiments of a
culture could fail to distinguish between “many” and “all.”
Aramaic was for several centuries the language in which
the business and diplomacy of the Near East (including
Indo-European nations) was conducted.

You were dealing, of course, with a specimen of what
| regard as the ultimate dishonesty, calculated lying by
persons who have been trained as scholars and who use
their expert knowledge not only to swindle the uneducated
but to destroy the very civilization that made scholarship
possible.

There is aso in my files a personal letter written to me
and signed by Himself, Father Annibale Bugnini, dated June5,
1969. He said the following:

With regard to your question of the “Pro multis’ | refer

you to the original Greek. [Greek?] The other aspects of

the translation as well as this one have been carefully
studied. There is no need to worry or become astonished.

These marvelous experts cannot agree even among
themselves. The ICEL’s wizards tell us that in order to
understand their arcane doings we must examine the Hebrew
and Aramaic languages (which, of course, few persons are
ableto do). Moreover their linguisticsidol, Joachim Jeremias,
advisesus (andinthiscase correctly) that thereisnojustification

for “for al” based on the Greek text, because, says Jeremias:
“*many’ in Greek (asin English) standsin opposition to *all’,
and therefore has the exclusive sense (‘many, but not all’).”
(The Eucharistic Words of Jesus, p. 179). But, lo, the Grand
Pooh-Bah Bugnini refers me to the Greek for the solution!
Everything, of course, has been “carefully studied” by these
amateurs. And he tells me not to worry?

In concluding this discussion of the very first paragraph
of the NoC, | call attention to the glaringly incorrect Englishin
the sentence quoted earlier from the ICEL’'s 1967 document,
namely, “Neither Hebrew nor Aramaic possessaword for ‘dl'.”
Thegrammatical geniusresponsiblefor thisfaux pasapparently
doesnot know that theindefinite“ neither” issingular and hence
requires the singular verb *possesses,” not “possess.” Such
ignorance of avery rudimentary point of correct English hardly
inspires confidence in these experts pontifications on the
alleged subtleties of Hebrew and Aramaic. It isimprobabl e that
the* neither” mistakewas simply atypographical error, because
yearslater inthefinal paragraph of the wonderful NoC we find
the very same blunder yet again (perhaps the work of the same
illiterate): “Neither [singular] ‘for all’ nor ‘for many’ should
be considered to be incorrect translations [plural] of pro
multis.”

We now move along to the second paragraph of the NoC.
The only points raised in this short paragraph that require
discussion are contained in the assertion that the criticisms of
the ICEL’s rendering of pro multis “ sometimes indicate a
misunderstanding not only of the original biblical text but also
of the doctrine of redemption that it conveys.” There are two
points to be considered.

First point: 1t would appear that these boys arereally “in
the know.” Back in the first paragraph of the NoC they used
the phrase “origina biblical text” and here they repeat it. It
must be packed with meaning. What isthismysterious* original
biblical text” that we critics of the ICEL misunderstand? It
cannot be St. Mark’s Gospel. That Evangelist wrote hisoriginal
text in Greek, and the word he used in the place in question is
pollon, meaning “many”; it will be recalled that the ICEL's
own guru Joachim Jeremias informed us that there is no case
justifying “for all” based on the Greek. So, St. Mark’s Gospel
must be ruled out as the “original biblical text” that we
misunderstand.

Theonly other biblical sourceof thisparticular “for many”
isthe Gospel of St. Matthew, who wrotein Aramaic. Hisoriginal
textisnot extant, but it wastrand ated at thetime of the Apostles
into Greek, where we again find the word pollon. Since St
Matthew's original text has been lost, then (unless the ICEL
hasrecently found it) it likewise cannot possibly bethe elusive
“original biblical text” we ignoramuses so blissfully
misunderstand. Thus the count of misunderstood “original”
biblical textsstandsat zero, the | CEL’s pedantic and compl etely
vacuous statement notwithstanding.

The ICEL's experts assure us that that crucial word used

(Continued on Page 8)
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by Our Lord in the Words of Institution at the Last Supper
meant “all men” or “all” and not just “many,” but they never
identify for us just exactly what was that elusive word He
used. Using the Peshito as evidence, one could surmise that
the word Jesus probably used at that time was saggia. For in
the Peshito, the earliest-dated authentic Sacred Scripture text
inthe Syriac language (adialect of Aramaic), wefind theword
in question in St. Matthew’s Gospel (26, 28) and also in St.
Mark’s Gospel (14, 24) to be the word saggia. Any standard
Aramaic-English dictionary or Aramaic grammar text can be
consulted to find out that the Aramaic word saggia means
strictly “many,” as opposed to another Aramaic word kolla,
which means “al men” or “everyone.” But in truth, neither |
nor you, my patient reader, can know with certainty the Aramaic
word Our Lord did utter. It is, moreover, inconceivable that
the ICEL experts, who know nothing, might know.

Second point: Now, the other claim in this paragraph of
the NoC is that the words of Our Lord, as handed down in the
wine-consecration form, convey “the doctrine of redemption.”
Furthermore, these experts claim that the critics of their
“trandation” also misunderstand this “doctrine of redemption
that is conveyed.”

It would seem that they do not understand the distinction
between redemption and salvation. In order to comprehend
clearly that the ICEL's “wine-consecration form” involves a
basic change in the theological meaning of Our DivineLord's
words, it is necessary to consider two distinct aspects of His
Passion and Death. 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 is Christ’s Passion effective or efficacious?

Redemption is not the same as salvation. Redemption is
absolutely universal in its scope. All - namely, those who had
aready died, those who were then alive, and all who would
ever live in the future - were redeemed by Our Lord on that
first Good Friday. His Passion and Death sufficed to expiate,
or ransom, or pay the price for al sins of all men, past, present
and future. That is what is meant by the sufficiency aspect.
The efficacy aspect, on the contrary, relates to salvation: not
all men, but only many are saved. Salvation isnot universa in
its scope; it isaparticular and individual affair. The distinction
between these two aspects was stated in one brief sentence of
the Council of Trent:

But, though He died for all, yet not al receive the benefit
of His death, but those only unto whom the merit of His
Passion iscommunicated. (Session V1, “ Decree concerning
Justification,” Chap. 3).

Many theol ogians have expounded thisdistinction between
the sufficiency and the efficacy aspects of Our Lord's Passion
and Death. | cite the following examples:

» St. Thomas Aquinas: Summa Th,, 111, Q. 78, art. 3, ad

8 and Scriptum Super Lib. IV Sententiarum, Dist. 8, Q.

2,Art. 2,0.3,ad 7;
» Authors of the Catechism of the Council of Trent: Part
I1, Chap. IV, XXIV;

» St. Alphonsus: Treatise on the Holy Eucharist,
translated from the Italian, and edited by Rev. Eugene
Grimm, C.Ss.R., published by Redemptorist Fathers,
U.S.A., 1934, p.44;

* Pope Innocent I11: De Sacro Altaris Mysterio, Book
IV, Chap. XLI;

* Pope Benedict X1V: De Sacrosancto Missae Sacrificio,
Book II, Chap. XV, II;

* Remigius of Auxerre: Quoted by St. Thomas in his
Catena Aurea in Quatuor Evangelia, Expositio in
Matthaaum, XXV1, 28.

It is significant that the “sufficiency vs. efficacy”
explanations of all the above-mentioned esteemed authorities
are found within the contexts of their discourses on the correct
theological meaning of the words for the wine-consecration. It
is even more significant that they all teach that Our Lord said
and meant “for many,” as opposed to “for all,” for at that time
He was instituting the Sacrament for His Mystical Body and
was therefore necessarily speaking of the salvation of many,
the elect, and not of the redemption of all.

It will suffice here to examine just two of these
explanations. First, St. Alphonsus:

Thewords pro vobiset pro multis (“ For you and for many’)

are used to distinguish the virtue of the blood of Christ

fromitsfruits; for the blood of our Saviour isof sufficient

valueto saveall men, but itsfruitsare applicableonly to a

certain number and not to al, and thisis their own fault.

Or, asthetheologians say, this preciousblood is (initself)

sufficiently (sufficienter) able to save all men, but (on

our part) effectually (efficaciter) it does not save al - it
saves only those who cooperate with grace. This is the

explanation of St. Thomas, as quoted by Benedict XIV.

Second, the Catechism of the Council of Trent:
For if we look at the vertue of it, it must be confess d,
that our Savior shed His Blood for the salvation of all
men. But if we look at the fruit which men gather from
thence, we may easily understand that it comes not to all
to advantage, but only to some. When therefore He said,
“ For you,” Hesignifi’ d either them that were then present,
or those whom He had chosen out of the Jewish people,
such as were His Disciples, except Judas, with whom He
spake. But when He added, “For many” He would have
the rest that were elected, either Jews or Gentiles, to be
understood. (Original English-language translation,

London, 1687, p. 207).
(Continued on Page 9)
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Continuing, the Catechism explicitly singlesout theICEL's
false substitution, “for al,” in the wine-consecration as being
contrary to “the design of the discourse;” that is, contrary to
the Mind of Christ, when in instituting the Holy Sacrament He
expressly said “for many,” meaning not al men, but only the
members of His Church, the Mystical Body, the elect, who are
the only ones who actually benefit ultimately from the “fruits
of the Passion,” namely, the “Fruit of Salvation:”

Rightly therefore was it done, that it was not said “for
all” seeing that in this place the design of the discourse
extends only to the fruits of the Passion, which brought
the Fruit of Salvation only to the Elect. And hither do
belong thosewords of the Apostle, Christ wasonce offer’ d
to take away the sins of many’ (Heb. 9, 28): and that
which Our Lord himself saidin S. John, I pray for them,
| pray not for the world; but for those whom thou hast
given me, because they are thine” (John 17, 9).”

“TheFruit of Salvation only totheelect:” itisthedoctrine
of the salvation of many, or of efficacy, that the words pro
multis convey, not the “doctrine of redemption” of all men, as
our ICEL experts so erroneously maintain. However, it must
be admitted that their falsified words, “for you and for all so
that sins may be forgiven,” do refer only to redemption, thus
failing to convey the correct sense: “for you and for many
unto the remission of sins.”

Since the teaching of the Catechism: “Rightly therefore
wasit donethat it was not said ‘for all’, ...” isin direct conflict
withwhat the ICEL hasnot rightly done, thevillains eventually
decided to try to come up with an answer. After a delay of
about two years, they finally took up the matter in the January
1970 issue of Notitiae (p. 39), where they posed the following
guestion: “Must the teaching [on 'pro multis] handed downin
the Roman Catechism decreed by the Council of Trent, and
ordered to be published by St. Pius V, be regarded as having
been superseded?” The question itself is pompous and
impudent. As if anything those arrogant little know-nothings
might do could possibly supersede the authority of the official
Catechism of the Catholic Church!

Hereistheir dlippery reply:

In no way must the teaching of the Roman Catechism be
regarded as having been superseded: the distinction
between Christ’s sufficient death for all, and his
efficacious death for only many retainsits validity.

So! They “ratify” this distinction, an essential Catholic
doctrine proclaimed by the Council of Trent! They say “in no
way,” which would seem to be all-encompassing, is the
Catechism’s teaching on * pro multis’ now supplanted. Then
what about the real issue that is ad rem, the issue that has
always been so embarrassing to them, namely, the Catechism’s
express condemnation of their wording: “for al” ? These dippery

specimens breathe not a word about that!

Having now discussed the first two paragraphs of the
NoC, we proceed through the third and fourth paragraphs
without comment. This brings us to the fifth paragraph, avery
short one that begins with the words:

The expression “for al” in the words of institution is an
accurate trandation... etc.

There is one puzzling thing in this paragraph: why isthe
passage in St. Mark (14:24) given as the source of the Words
of Institution? It is true that both St. Mark (14:24) and St.
Matthew (26:28) have the phrase “for many,” but St. Mark’s
account does not contain the final phrase, “unto the remission
of sins,” as does that of St. Matthew. Hence the Gospels of
Saints Matthew and Luke are usualy cited as the Scriptural
sources of the wine-consecration. For example, in the
Catechism of the Council of Trent we read: “But those words...
[for you and for many] are taken severaly from St. Matthew
[i.e., ‘for many’] and Luke (i.e., ‘for you') . .."

The ICEL’s citing of St. Mark, rather than St. Matthew,
may not be acritical point, but it is nevertheless puzzling.

The next paragraph of the NoC begins as follows: “1. St.
Paul used the phrase ‘for many’ to mean ‘for all’ ... etc.” The
object of this lengthy paragraph is to prove that in verses 15
and 19 of Chapter 5 of the Epistle to the Romans, the Greek
expressions employed by St. Paul (namely, hoi polloi and tous
pollous) - which are trandlated literally as “the many” - areto
be taken asmeaning “all” (just asthe same phrase “hoi polloi,”
which is now apart of the English language, is defined as “the
masses.” Everyone (except, perhaps, the Jansenists)
acknowledges that “many” in Romans 5 means “all.” It is,
however, incorrect and a mark of sloppy scholarship to say
that in this place “ St. Paul used the phrase “for many” to mean
‘for all,”” because the text does not have “for many,” but rather
“the many,” without the word “for” even appearing.

Point I: In those instances where the Greek “many” does
in fact mean “all” one generally finds that the word “many”
does not stand alone but is preceded by the definite article
“the;” for example, hoi and tousin Romans (5: 15) and (5: 19).
It must furthermore be noted that this is not the case in the
Words of Institution, either in St. Matthew (26:28) or in St.
Mark (14: 24), where the definite article “the” is absent, and
the expression readssimply “for many,” and not “for the many.”

Point 2: It is absurd to imply that this example from St.
Paul’s Epistle to the Romans proves that in the Words of
Institution, found in the Gospels of Saints Matthew and Mark,
the phrase “for many” must be construed as meaning “for al.”
No intelligent person is to be gulled by such sophistry (see
Point 3 below). As the Dominican Fr. Bede Jarrett once
remarked, “ To be the dupe of every charlatan is not Christian,
but criminal” (Meditationsfor Layfolk, Catholic Truth Society,

1955, p. 418).
(Continued on Page 10)
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Point 3: “Proving” anything at all by comparing Romans
(5:15) and (5:19) with Matthew (26:28) or Mark (14:24)
betokensamateurish biblical exegesis:

The so-called real or verbal parallelisms will aid the

commentator in determining the precise sense in which

the inspired writer employed his words. In case of verbal
parallelism, or in the recurrence of the same literary
expressions in different parts of the inspired books, it is
better to explain the language of Paul by that of Paul, the
expressions of John by those of John, than to explain

Paul by Matthew, and John by Luke. Again, it is more

natural to explain an expression occurring in the Fourth

Gospdl by another found in the same book than by aparallel

passage taken from the Apocalypse. (From the article on

Biblical Exegesis, Catholic Encyclopedia, 1909, Val. V,

pp.697- 698).

Point 4: Following the sound exegetical principles just
cited, let us explore the Gospel of St. Matthew, alone by itself.
In it there are exactly fifty occurrences of the word “multus’
or one of itsderivative forms. If we exclude the“ pro multis’ in
(26:28), then of the remaining forty-nine occurrences there is
not a single case where the meaning must be construed as
“al.” 1t defies common sense and mathematical probability to
think that in only one case out of fifty - namely the* pro multis”
of (26:28) - the correct meaning is “all” rather than the litera
tranglation “many”.

Of the above-mentioned fifty occurrences there are only
four in which one might possibly think at first that the correct
senseis“all” and not “many.” But for each of thesefour passages
thereisthe sound teaching from reliable exegetesthat the correct
meaning iswhat isliterally written, namely, “many.” These are
the four passages:

[1] (19:30): “And many that arefirst, shall belast: and the

last shall be first.” For interpretations of this passage see

Origen: (as quoted in St. Thomas's Catena Aurea in

Quatuor Evangelia); Blessed Maurus Rabanus: (also

guoted in Catena Aurea); and St. Thomas: Lectura Super

Evangelium S. Matthad, § 1619.

[2] (20:16): “So shall the last be first, and the first last.
For many are called, but few chosen.” For interpretations
of this passage see St. John Chrysostom: (as quoted in
Catena Aurea); and St. Thomas: Lectura Super
Evangelium S. Matthag, § 1649.

[3] (20:28): “Even as the Son of Man is not come to be
ministered unto, but to minister, and to give his life a
redemption for many.” This paralels Mark 10:45; “For
the Son of Man &aso is not come to be ministered unto,
but to minister, and to give hislife aredemption for many.”
Origen: “And He would give His life a redemption for
many, namely, those who would believein Him.” (Catena

Aurea); St. Bede: “But He did not say He would give His
life aredemption for al, but ‘for many,’ that is, for those
who shall be willing to believe.” (Catena Aurea); St.
Thomas:. “He does not say ‘for al,” because that would
regard sufficiency; but regarding efficacy He in fact says
‘for many,” namely, for the elect.” (Lectura Super Ev. S.
Matth., §1670).

[4] (22:14): “For many are called, but few are chosen.”
See [2] above.

The next paragraph of the NoC: “2. *‘Many’ stands for *al’
elsawhere in the New Testament. Compare Mark 10:45,
'For the Son of man also came...to give hislife as a ransom
for many.'” The exampleisnot avalid one, aswe have seen
just above, where St. Bede, St. Thomas and Origen teach
the contrary regarding Mark 10:45; namely, that “many” here
means “many” and is not to be construed as meaning “all.”

The next paragraph:

At this point one may ask why the expression “many”
often stands for “al” in the New Testament.

This phenomenon is not all that common. St. Augustine
remarks that the word many “is sometimes (aliquando) used
in Scripture for ‘al’ ” (The City of God, Book XX, Ch. 23).
Sometimes, not “often.”

Thelast paragraph of the NoC that appears on Page 12 of this

issue begins thus:
The Hebrew and Aramaic words for “many” have an
inclusive sense because their word for “all” [Whoa! It will
be recalled that at first they assured us that Hebrew and
Aramaic do not even possessaword for “ all”] ...islimited
in this regard. It really means “totality,” and considers
things in terms of their wholeness but not as a sum of
many parts.

Wl if anyone can understand what they aretalking about,
or, failing that, believes the story anyway, he has forgotten
what Father Bede Jarrett said about being the dupe of every
charlatan that comes along. Now, the Aramaic word kol,
preceding a determined noun in the plural or a collective
singular, for example, “all mankind,” does in fact mean
“totality.” But that isonly onefacet of the complex grammatical
rules governing kol. Preceding a singular noun without the
article kol means “every,” asin “every person,” which is the
sameas“al men” considered as*“asum of many parts,” to use
the ICEL's phraseology. Furthermore, the word kolla means
“everyone” or “al persons,” the Aramaic word foundin Daniel
4: 9 and 4:18: “food for al (kolla).” These verses from the
Book of Daniel areamong thefew Aramaic passages occurring

(Continued on Page 11)



The Catholic Voice

Page 11

| CEL AttemptsTo Clear Up " Misunderstandings' Prove Futile

(Continued from Page 10)
in the Old Testament.

In the first paragraph of the NoC appearing on Page 13
there is a section labelled “b.”, which consists of two
paragraphs. In the first of these paragraphs we encounter a
sample of grammatically grotesque Greek: Omep mavTeg. |
mention thisonly in passing to point out the remarkabl e ability
in languages of these philological frauds.

The case they build here is based on pure speculation,
and the perceptivereader will recognize how shaky itis. Notice
their cautious words, “the probable allusion to Isaiah 53:12"
and “most probably allude to Isaiah 53:12.” In the Notitiae
article mentioned earlier, the one
written by Max Zerwick (who in
1961 was expelled by the Holy
Officefrom thefaculty of the Biblica
I nstitute on the grounds of teaching
heresy: just the right credentials for
admission to the ICEL team), we
find the same argument based on the
Book of Isaias, and Zerwick is
equally cautious: “‘Pro multis’
seems to have been [emphasis
added] used by Jesus because
callingtomind chapter 53 of |saias...
etc.” In his critique of the Zerwick
article the late Fr. George Kathrein, C.Ss.R. remarked: “Here
Max becomes the mind reader of Our Lord at the Last Supper.”

At the moment Our Lord spoke these words at the Last
Supper, “Thisis My blood of the new testament...shed for you
and for many unto the remission of sins,” thereis one thing we
are sure He had in mind, which was the Sacrament of the Holy
Eucharist He was instituting. The Sacrament that isnot “for all
men,” but rather for the many who are the members of His
Mystical Body. And immediately after the Last Supper Hegave
a lengthy discourse to His Apostles which is recorded in St.
John’s Gospel, wherein He spoke again of His Mystical Body
intheanalogy of the Vineand itsbranches, etc. And Hesaid: “|
pray for them: | pray not for the world, but for them whom
thou hast given me: because they are thine.” (John 17:9).

Inthefinal paragraph of theNoC it isclaimed that “ matters
of trandation are always in dispute.” That is not true. The
beautiful English trandations of the Mass found in missalsfor
the laity, e.g., The &. Andrew Daily Missal, were never
guestioned. The fact that the ICEL’s “trandations’ have from
the beginning been criticized far and wide does indeed lead
them to make this claim, but such an unfounded *“blanket”
assertion is but aweak pretext. They say that neither “for al”
nor “for many” should be considered incorrect. That is
nonsense. Our Lord could not have spoken in ambiguousterms
at that solemn moment. Moreover the Catechism of the Council
of Trent teaches that one of them is not correct; to wit: “for
al.” These pseudo-experts then say that “the legitimacy” of

their so-called “trandation” had aready been “twice explained,”
thus making the NoC the third attempt! These repeated futile
efforts to clear up “misunderstandings’ about “pro multis’ no
doubt explainwhy their version “ must be considered preferabl €’
because it allows “the least possibility of mis-
understanding.”(!)

If the ICEL were to do an “about face” and change “for
al” to “for many” in the sacramental form for the wine-
consecration, would that suffice to guarantee the validity of
the English “Mass’ ? We must deny such asupposition. Besides
the“for all” mutilation there are four other invalidating causes
in the wine-consecration: (1) the use of the words, “so that
sins may be forgiven,” instead of
“unto the remission of sins’; (2)
the breaking up of the form into
two sentences, which destroys the
integrity of the form as one single
uninterrupted utterance; (3) the
strange repetition of the words,
“the blood,” which makes “the
blood” rather than “the chalice”
govern the remaining words of the
form; (4) the removal from the
actual consecration form itself of
the words, “the mystery of faith”

(itwasnot the ICEL aonethat was
responsible for this).

Even if the ICEL were to restore the wine-consecration
to its correct, literal wording; for example, that found in the
English versions of the Catechism of the Council of Trent, the
Novus Ordo Missaewould still not passasatrue Catholic Mass,
because of its overall heterodox animus, the result of the
perversity of intention of the framers of the rite. | discussed
this at length on pp.45-50 of Questioning The Validity of
McCarthy's Case (1990), and so here | will leave it at that.

“ Quod semper, quod ubique, quod ab omnibus creditum est.”
Long endorsed and sanctioned by the Church, this famous
maxim was first articulated by St. Vincent of Lerins in the
fifth century. It concisely setsforththreecriteriafor identifying
orthodox Catholic teaching. Whatever doctrine has been taught
always, everywhere, and by everyone must be regarded as
true Catholic doctrine, as opposed to the false doctrine of
innovators.

The words “for many” in the wine-consecration
convincingly satisfy this threefold test of orthodoxy. The
exegesis of Daoctors of the Church and of the Church’s time-
honored and official Catechism; the inerrant authority of every
Catholic edition of the Bible: the L atin Vulgate, the ancient Greek
texts, the Peshito in Syriac, the Rheims version in English,
nay, al the vernacular versions, both ancient and modern; the
testimony furnished by the various sacred liturgies of the Church
from the beginning, and in many different tongues, several of

(Continued on Page 12)
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Doctrine Of ICEL Was Never Taught By Catholic Church

(Continued from Page 11)
which ancient liturgies by their more explicit wording: “for the
many faithful” verify the true meaning of “pro multis;” all this
evidence most clearly shows that “for many” is true and “for
all” false.

What madness it is to swallow that doctrine which until
lately was taught never, nowhere, and by no one!

APPENDIX

Note of Clarification on the Trandation
of “pro multis’ in the Eucharist Prayers.

Withitsoriginal submissionin 1968 of atrandlation of the
several eucharistic prayers, |CEL provided extensive notesand
explanations. Among these explanations was a brief note on
thetrandation of thewords pro multisinthewords of institution,
namely, “for al men.” Thetrand ation was offered asafaithful,
accurate rendering of the sense of the original biblical text,
even though it does not appear to be a*“literal” tranglation.

Although this translation was approved by the various
English speaking conferences of bishops and confirmed by
the Holy See, criticisms of the rendering of pro multis have
been raised from time to time. These criticisms sometimes
indicate a misunderstanding not only of the original biblical
text but also of the doctrine of redemption that it conveys.

Before proceeding with a note of clarification on this
translation, it should be mentioned that in 1980 ICEL issued a
draft translation of the eucharistic prayers that contained a
limited number of revisions. Thesefew revisionswere proposed
by ICEL primarily in order to eliminate anything in these
liturgical texts that had been judged to be exclusive or
exclusionary, in particular, anything that could be considered
discriminatory to women. The proposed trand ation of pro multis
inthe 1980 text was “for all.” Thiswas accompanied by anote
explaining the revision in terms of the need for inclusive
language. This change was subsequently approved by the
conferences of bishops of the United States, of Canada, and of
New Zealand and has been confirmed by the Holy See.

The occasional criticismsraised over the years of “for all
men” would also apply to “for al,” since it is the “al” that
seems to be at issue. Thus, the following biblical reflections
are offered in view of both forms of trandation, although only
the most recent version, “for al” will be referred to.

The expression “for al” in the words of institution is an
accuratetranslation of the Greek phrase vrep moMwv, literally
“for many,” Mark 14:24. (See Matthew 26:28, Luke 22:19 and
| Corinthians 11:24 have vrep vvwyv "for you;" note that |
Corinthians 11:24 refersto the words over the bread; the words
over the cup, 11:25, omit the vrep expression entirely.) This
may be shown by the following biblical considerations.

1. St. Paul used the phrase “for many” to mean “for all”
in the precise context of the significance of our Lord’s sacrifice
on the cross. Romans 5:18 states that the sin of one person
(Adam) led to condemnation for all (e1g TavTag AvBpmous)

and that the “act of righteousness’ of one person (Jesus) led
to acquittal and life for all (e1g mavTag dveprous), yet the
very next sentence, 5:19, repeats the same thought in different
words, thistime using “many” (rox\ot) in place of “all”: “For
as by one man’s disobedience “ many” (o1 moA\ot) were made
sinners, so by one man’s obedience ‘many’ (o1 moA\ot) will
be righteous. Certainly it would be untrue to think that only
“many” and not all, were made sinnersthrough the disobedience
of Adam, yet Romans 5:19 reads“ many” and 5:18 reads“all.”
Again, Romans 5:15 declares, “For if ‘many’ died through one
man’s trespass, much more have the grace of God and the
free gift in the graceif that one man Jesus Christ abounded for
“many.” Indeed, not “many” but rather all died through one
man’s trespass,” and the grace of Christ abounded not only
for “many” but for all, asis shown in Romans 11:32, “ For God
has consigned all (Tolg mavTag) to disobedience, that he
may have mercy upon all (Tovg mavtag),” and | Corinthians
15:22, “For asin Adam all (ravtes) die, so alsoin Christ shall
all (nravteg) be made aive.” Seealso | Corinthians 10:33.’

2. “Many” stands for “all” elsewhere in the New
Testament. Compare Mark 10:45, “For the Son of man also
came . . . to give his life as a ransom for ‘many’ (dvTt
molwv),” with | Timothy 2:5-6," “...Christ Jesus, who gave
himself as a ransom for all (vnep mavTwy)” and Romans
8:32, “He who did not spare his own Son but gave him up for
usall (bmep uwv TAVTWY).”

3. At this point one may ask why the expression “many”
often stands for “all” in the New Testament. The answer is
twofold.

a. First, Greek mo\\ot translates Hebrew rabbim
(Aramaic saggi'in). The Hebrew or Aramaic word means
“many,” but it can be used in both an EXCLUSIVE sense,
“many, but not al,” and in an INCLUSIVE sense, “the many,
namely al.” Theinclusive useisfound, for example, in Daniel
12:2, “And 'many’ (Hebrew rabbim; Greek moiho1) of those
who sleep in the dust of the earth shall awake, some to
everlasting life, and some to shame and everlasting contempt.
The context shows that all will rise, some to everlasting life
and the rest to everlasting contempt.

The Hebrew and Aramaic words for “many” have an
inclusive sense because their word for “all” (Hebrew kol:
Aramaickolla) islimitedinthisregard. It really means*“totality,”
and considers things in terms of their wholeness but not as a
sum of many parts. (Kittel, TDNT VI, 536; J. Jeremias, The
Eucharistic Words of Jesus (London: SCM, 1966), 179-182; P.
Jouon, Grammaire de I'hébreu biblique [Rome: PBI, 1947],
nos. 139 e-i.) The latter sense is supplied by rabbim and its
Greek trandation moloi, used inclusively, as in the above
cases where this was shown either from the context (Daniel
12:2; 1 Corinthians 10:33) or by comparison with parallel
statements (Romans 5:15, 19 parallel to Romans 5:18: Romans
11:32; and | Corinthians 15:22; or Mark 10:45 parallel to |
Timothy 2:5-6 and Romans 8 :32).

(Continued on Page 13)
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Letters To The Editor

STRC Is Encouraged To Abandon Its Work For True Mass

Note fromthe Editor: Thisissue we will share correspondence
that hascomeby way of email. Ingeneral, thereisno significant
difference between email messagesand | etterswhich arrivevia
U.S Mail. However, email is not always accompanied by the
physical address of the one who is sending the message. While
we have verified thenamesof thosewho sentinthemail asbeing
subscribers to The Catholic Voice, it will not be a common
practice to include letters which do not bear both name and
postal address. Thisbeing said, | will bebreaking thisrulewith
thefirstletter. Ordinarily | would not replytoaletter if someone
does not exhibit common courtesy by signing it. If the person
who wrote the letter (no matter what it says) does not wish to
demonstrate even the basics of letter writing, | do not feel
obligated to reply. However, the following letter was received
recentlyand | believethat youwill discover fromthecontent the
reason for including it in this issue.

Prays That STRC Will Change Its Ways
Editor, The Catholic Voice,

Your old Latin Rite Massisnot the way Christ celebrated
thefirst Massandisfar from being how theearly Christiansdid.
| am a 17 year old Catholic who loves the new mass. One last
thing: What mass does the pope say? The new one. | pray you
people change your ways and see the beauty in the new mass.

No Name

email address

Editor's Note: Thirty years have passed since the proclamation
of the Novus Ordo Missae, and this letter demonstrates one
sad result of the modern liturgical rite: young people are
growing up "Catholic" having a faulty knowledge of the traditions
ofthe Faiththey professto believe in. The sophistic arguments
this young antagonist presents have no true bearing on the

issues with the Novus Ordo. One would think that if this young
person would assist at a traditional Latin Mass, the beauty of
this ancientform of worship would easily be discovered. Such
aletter demonstrates the necessity of working and praying for
arestoration of the traditional Mass and teachings of our Faith
through a unification of the efforts of the Traditional Movement.

T T T
More Troublesome Stories From The Far East
Editor, The Catholic Voice,

Thank you for your message. Today the evening papers
gave us sad newsthat the “ Catholics’ have decided to do away
with a Cross which isin an Oval Field where many passersby
stop to pray, and has been the source of devotion to the Holy
Cross, and numerous favours have been granted for over a
century now. The Archbishop plans to put the resurrected
Christ on the Cross, and there was only one protest. Please do
send meif you canan articleonthisnew fad for the Resurrected
Christ and what the modernists now interpret it to mean.We
would certainly like to put a halt to his plans.

| findthe Charismaticsareattracted toit and the Archbishop
isastrong Charismatic himself. They have already ruined the
Church of Our Lady of Salvationin Bombay withanugly figure
of the Resurrected Christ on the Cross. I'm redlly sorry to put
youinto so much trouble, but we do not have asingletraditional
priest to turn to, though there are at least 200 of them around
their “tables’ who have abandoned the altars. Another point out
of context | would like to know: If you were aware that there
were people from the new church inclusive of Eucharistic
Ministers attending the Holy Sacrifice of the Mass, would you
give them Holy Communion ? To my knowledge when | was

(Continued on Page 14)

| CEL Document Justifies Changes In Words Of Consecr ation

(Continued from Page 12)

b. A second reason for the use of the expression Omep
noMwv (“for many”) rather than vnep mavteg (“for al”) in
the New Testament words of institution isthe probable allusion
to Isaiah 53:12. “...yet he bore the sin of ‘many’ (Hebrew
rabbim; Greek mrox\wv).” That “many” here means “al” is
indicated by |saiah 53:6, “All we like sheep have gone astray;
we have turned every one to his own way, and the Lord has
laid on him the iniquity of us all (Hebrew kullanu: Greek
vpwy).”

New Testament texts such as Romans 5:15, 19; Mark
10:45, aswell asthewords of institution of the eucharist, Mark
12:24 and parallels, most probably alludes to Isaiah 53:12.
(Jeremias, 229-231.)

In conclusion, it should be noted that matters of trand ation
areawaysin dispute. Often, whether inbiblical textsor liturgical
texts, a preferable version must be chosen among several
possibilities. Neither “for al” nor “for many” should be
considered to be incorrect trangations of pro multis. In view

of the considerations presented above, however, “for al” must
be considered preferablein preserving the genuine significance
of the original and for allowing the least possibility of
misunderstanding. The English word “many” isnot used inthe
same way as its counterpart in Hebrew, Aramaic, or biblica
Greek, with theinclusive meaning “the many, namely al.” The
“for al” tranglation is furthermore supported by Romans 5:18
and 8:32; 1 Corinthians 15:22 and | Timothy 2:6. (See
"Documentorum Explicatio,” Notitiae 6 (1970) 39-40; M.
Zerwick. ". .. Pro Vobis et pro Multis Effundetur . . .." ibid.,
138-140.) It isworth mentioning that because the same sort of
reasoning is followed in the official trandation of pro multis
into German, Spanish, and Italian, thejournal published by the
Congregation for Sacraments and Divine Worship, Notitiae,
has twice explained the legitimacy of these versions. (Biblical
guotations from the Revised Standard Version Bible, Catholic
Edition, copyrighted 1965 and 1966 by the Division of Christian
Education of the National Council of Churches of Christ in the
U.SA., and used by permission.) O
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IsIt Wrong To Allow Conciliar CatholicsTo Assist At Holy Mass?

(Continued from Page 13)

young it would be agrave sin to go to a Protestant Service and
then go to Communion in the Catholic Church. | do look
forward to your guidance and help.

Unitedin prayer: Anne.

A.D'S.

Bombay, India

Editor's Note: It is truly sad news indeed to hear of the neo-

iconoclasm taking place where the true crucifix of Christ is

perverted to become one which shows only the “resurrected

Christ”. Pope Pius Xll spoke against this in his encyclical

Mediator Dei. Ifyou have a copy of thisimportantwork, I'm sure
you will find some good references to help you.

The answer to your final question is not as easy at it might
seem. You, | and nearly every traditional Roman Catholic
recognize the inherent evil in the Novus Ordo, and we would
never go from the true Mass to a false liturgical service.
However, if someone comes from the conciliar church to the
True Mass, one cannot automatically judge his catholicity and
refuse him Communion. Ignorance of the facts as we know
them, a firm belief that such a one is a Catholic in good faith,
and more are considerations that must be made. However, if
a conciliar Catholic understands the dogmatic difference
between the Roman Catholic Church and the conciliar church,
yet still persists in attending both, a traditional priest would
advise such a one not to come to the Sacraments until this
issue is resolved in his or her mind.

T T
What A Joy To Be A Traditional Catholic!
Editor, The Catholic Voice:

What ajoy to be a Traditional Catholicin thesetimes! To
suffer as our Lord did at the hands of the religious authorities.
| love being called an old fuddy duddy because | always point
out that what Catholics were then, we are now. And, we
don’t apologize for our beliefs, or skirt around the meanings of
words. | am a subscriber to the Catholic Voice, and | hope to
see your web page up and running soon.

J.DeF.

Columbia, SC

Editor's Note: A study of Church history reveals the mannerin

which Catholics are treated by those who embrace sin and

error. "Persecution", Pope St. Pius X reminded us, "is the fifth

mark of the Church." Our Lord even told His disciples: "No

servantis above his Master. Ifthey have persecuted Me, they

will persecute you." It is important for us to learn how to bear

up under such slights with true Fortitude and to pray for those
who "persecute and calumniate us".

T T T
Is Catholic Church Really The " True Church"?
Editor, The Catholic Voice:

As a former R.C. nun, | am wondering about those who
believe that anything past Charlemagne’ stakeover of the Holy
Catholic Church is really “the true Church”. Soldier-bishops
essentially werethenorm, otherswerekilledif they remembered

the other Patriarchs in the Divine Liturgy. See
www.romanity.org/ for more history from Prof. John
Romanides.

The election by the people of the bishopsand priestsin our
Holy Catholic faith (“Eastern Orthodox” altho the church is
universal andinall languagessince Pentecost) hel ps prevent the
“clergification” of the Church - essentially directed from above
by one person (controlled by a clique) which is a program for
disaster, since Satan need only direct one person (the pope) and
entire churches are swayed from the worship and Faith in
Christ.

Though we look “messy” and disorganized, the Holy
Orthodox Faith has kept wonderfully pure the doctrines which
| looked for in vain in the western church..the ancient hymns
contain such full and rich understanding from the Apostolic
church. Pleasedodiscover andinvestigatethe Eastern Orthodox
Faith - in English now, in America. Our bishop is highly
recommended as awonderful patristic teacher, Archbishop N.
N. We warmly welcome you and any who have been betrayed
by the Western pope and Vatican 1.

C.p.

Editor's Note: Don't mistake the concerns of traditional Roman
Catholics as a weakening in our faith in the Roman Catholic
Church. Rather, we invite you to return to the Faith of your
forefathers and to abandon the schismatic teachings of the
Eastern Orthodox. Don't use the modern errors as an excuse
for truly leaving the Church of Jesus Christ.

T T T
Looking For Origin Of Term " Eucharistic Minister"
Editor, The Catholic Voice,

Recently, | discovered that the laymen who distribute the
host at N.O. ‘Masses' arecalled Eucharistic Ministers. Curious
that laymen have been assigned a title that suggests a near
membership, if not membership, in the priesthood, | searched
and found that thistitleisin use everywhere, or at least in the
area where | live. Do you have any idea where the term
‘Eucharistic Minister’ originated? What should be the proper
response when someone mentions that they are a‘ Eucharistic
Minister’?

JH.

Editor's Note: You are correct, the use of the term "Eucharistic
Minister" is a modern invention which arises out of the false
conciliar concept of the "universal priesthood of the People of
God". The sad consequence of such an erroneous novelty is
that whole "priestless" liturgies have been developed around
the lay ministers -- men or women -- officiating in the conciliar
church in place of the clergy. If someone presents himself to
you with the introduction that he or she is a "Eucharistic
Minister", promise your prayers forthem and inform them that
such a practice is truly not a Catholic one.
i

(Continued on Page 15)
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Pray Rosary With Confidence And Devotion To Fight Evil

Earlier this year, a number of members of the Board of
Directorsof the Soci ety of Traditional Roman Catholicsattended
aNational Rosary Rally inWashington D.C. sponsored by Block
Rosary. We met to pray the Rosary of our Blessed Mother and
to listen to some inspiring talks on the power of the Rosary
against theevilsof our times. After Holy Mass, theRosary isthe
most powerful spiritual weapon in our arsenal as we battle
against the devil and his agents who seek everywhere for our
spiritual destruction.

Weapons do usno good if they areleft unused. If Catholics
havehad at their disposal oneof thesingle most powerful means
of overcoming evil. However, if they so infrequently pray it
with fervor and confidence, then it isno wonder that it appears
that Satan iswinning thisround of the battle. Likewise, itisnot
enough for us to mumble the prayers of the Rosary without
combining meditation on the Mysteries, for the Rosary
accomplishesaspiritual renewal inthe heartsof thosewho pray
it with attention and devotion. Without this change of heart, the
graces needed in the Church and in the world will not be
availablein an abundant measure.

"Oh God whose only-begotten Son, by Whoselife, death and
Resurrection, has purchased for usthe rewards of Eternal Life;
grant, we beseech Thee, that meditating upon these mysteries
of the most Holy Rosary of the Blessed Virgin Mary, we may
imitate what they contain and obtain what they promise.
Through the same Christ, Our Lord. Amen", isaprayer we all
know so well. Each Mystery of the Rosary recalls some aspect
of the life of Jesus Christ and His holy Mother. The more we
reflect on these Mysteries as we pray the Rosary, the more
profound our imitation of Jesus Christ will become.

The perfect imitation of Jesus Christ is living up to the
teachings of the Church He established. This Church is our
vehicle of salvation, and the devil wants nothing more than to
see it destroyed and its teachings diverted.

In times past, the forces of evil have attempted to destroy
the Catholic Church. In fact, the Rosary was given to the
Church by Our Blessed Mother to combat error. St. Dominic
received thispowerful spiritual weapon at atimewhenitlooked
like the Albegensian heretics could never be converted. Every
method available was used to stop this heresy -- a system of
thought which taught that there were two gods:. one of good and
oneof evil. Likewise, it renewed the age-old heresy of denial of
thedivinity of Christ. Whileit might seem that Catholicswould
never fall for such error, many did. Preaching, fasting, eventhe
might of armiesat war could not stop the spread of thisdreadful
teaching. To St. Dominic it seemed hopeless, and that the
Church could not survive the onslaught. But the promise of
Christ that He would remain with His Church is stronger than
any attack of thedevil. The Mother of God appeared to our saint
and gave him the Rosary -- Our Lady's psalter. Shetold him to
goforthand preachtheRosary. Being confidentinthis, shesaid,
the heretics will be converted.

Andsoitwas. St. Dominic and his spiritual sonswent forth
and preached the Rosary everywhere. In every land they went,
the heresy was stopped. Even when it happened that these
Dominicans came upon those possessed by the devil, they
would not only show them the Rosary, but even put it around
their necks. The touch of the Rosary on the bodies of the
possesed caused the devils to flee and never return.

We live in an age of similar hopelessness. How many
traditional Catholics are weary of the fight and are ready to
"hunker down" and look for the end of the world? Too many.
Have we forgotten the promise of the Rosary? Communism
was stopped in Brazil by the prayers of the Rosary, and the
forces of Modernism can be stopped by it, too. All it will take
ispeople of faithwho, Rosariesin hand, will pray fervently and
live faithfully. A Restoration will come about, but it will take
people of prayer to make it come quickly. T

|s Cremation/Burial At Sea Approved By The Church?

(Continued from Page 14)
STRC View Of Novus Ordo Differs From Others
Editor, The Catholic Voice,

Canyou pleasetell meor find out for meif Presdient Clinton
or hiswife, Hillary, or Ted Kennedy received Communionat any
of the Catholic or Protestant services following the death of
John Kennedy, Jr.?1'm atraditional Roman Catholic and would
like to know if his ashes were approved by the Church.

AX.

Editor's Note: Your concerns are well founded. As far as can
be determined from various sources, here is what is known of
the burial services after John Kennedy's death. More may
come to light in the future.

According to areportin the National Catholic Register (8/
1/99), burial at sea is allowed by the modern church. "It's
perfectly legitimate," stated Capt. Stephen Linehan, a U.S.
Navy chaplain and a conciliar priest.

As for the details of the funeral liturgies, news of these

events is quite sparse. One can remember seeing scenes on
television of the Kennedy "compound" while a search was
conducted for their loved ones' remains. Video tape showed
unique, "Kennedy-style" liturgies being held under tents on
their property, and everyone there was seen to be participating
in the modern eucharistic service. How can they do such
things? As one Jesuit television commentator stated: "They're
the Kennedys. They have their own brand of Catholicism."
Thank God Our Lord wasn't present there in the bread. i

Want ToContact Us?Here sHow:

By Letter: P.O. Box 130, Mead WA 99021-0130 USA
By Phone for Mass locations: (423) 510-9106

By Fax: (509) 489-4060

E-mail: Either address below

For personal correspondence by e-mail:
Larry Martin: 70244.2177@compuserve.com
Fr. Vaillancourt: cri@sisnacom & www.asisna.com/cri
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Statement of Purpose

The CATHOLIC VOICE is the newdletter of
the Society of Traditional Roman Catholics, a non-
profit corporation, incorporated under thelawsof the
State of North Carolina.

TheSociety isaCatholic Apostolate, of bothlaity
and clergy, establishedtowork for thefull restoration
of traditional Catholicrites, most especially theHoly
Sacrifice of the Mass of the Council of Trent, the
ancient Latin Mass.

We, the directors and officers of the Society,
pledgeour fidelity tothe Roman Catholic Church and
to her teachings as handed down by the Sacred
Magisterium through the centuries. We dedicate
ourselves and the works of our apostolate to the
Blessed Virgin Mary, the Mother of God.

We place our efforts under the patronage of St.
Joseph, Patron of the Universal Church, and offer all
we do in the name of Jesus Christ for the greater
honor andglory of God. Weinviteall Catholicstojoin
in our work.

Among The Saints We Honor

(These are only some of the days in the next few weeks devoted
to honoring a specific saint. The feast days of all saints are listed in
the calendar which is distributed every year by the Society of
Traditional Roman Catholics).
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SEPLtEMDEr 3. .o Pope St. Pius X
SEPLEMBEr 8. NativityBVM
September 12 ... Holy Nameof Mary
September 15......ooveeeeececeee e Seven Sorrows of Mary
September 26 ..o North American Martyrs
September29 ... St. Michael the Archangel
OCtODEr 2 ..o, Holy Guardian Angels
OCLODEr 3 .. St. Therese of Liseux
OCLODEN 4 ... St. Francis of Assis
(@110 o= S A Holy Rosary BVM
OcCtober 11 ... DivineMaternity BVM
OCtobEr 13 ... Our Lady of Fatima
OCtoDEr 15 ... St. Teresaof Avila
(O 0 o= 1 St.GerardMajella
October24 ... St. Raphael the Archangel
OCLODEr 28 ...ttt Sts. Simon & Jude
OCtODEr 31 ... Christ theKing
NOVEMDEN L ... e All Saints
NOVEMDEN 2 ...t All Souls
NOVEMBEr 15 ..o St. Albert the Great
NoOvember 21 ........ccooeiveiiircree e PresentationBVM
November27 .......cccovevvevvvnennne Our Lady of Miraculous Medal
November28 .........cccoovevineneneeeee First Sunday of Advent
‘Ol

paisanbay ad1Ales abuey)

vsn

0€T0-T2066 Uolbuluse M\ ‘pea N

OET Xog ad1}40 1s0d

SdljoyreD Uewoy [euonipes] jo ABPos ay L

-INOdd

19Q el pe 0qlo.iu



