THE CHARLATANS


By Patrick Henry Omlor





   One of the most controversial ICEL [International Committee on English in the Liturgy - Ed.] translations from the very beginning has been the rendering of the Latin pro multis in the words of [the wine] consecration as “for all” instead of the literal “for many.” - The Catholic World Report, August 1992, p.40.





But those words which are added: [For you and for many] are taken severally 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 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. (Catechism of the Council of Trent, original English translation, London, 1687, pp.206-207.)





THE EXPERTS of the International Committee on English in the Liturgy (ICEL) have published an apologia of their translation of these Latin words of the wine-consecration: “pro multis,” as “for all” in English. It is entitled, “Note of Clarification on the Translation of ‘pro multis’ in the Eucharistic Prayers,” and it is reproduced in its 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 all men so that sins may be forgiven” instead of the correct literal translation, namely, “for many unto the remission of sins.” In its subsequent English version of the “Novus Ordo Missae,” which appeared several years later, 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 all men.”


A little less than five months after the debut (October 22, 1967) of the ICEL’S original “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 theology, so that it must be deemed invalid as a Catholic Mass; it is no Mass at all. From the recent article entitled, “For All”?, on page 40 of the August 1992 issue of The Catholic World Report, it is evident that the pro multis “invalidity thesis” is far from a dead issue in the minds of many of the Catholic clergy and laity.


For more than thirty years now I have unwaveringly stood by my case with all its evidence; and from the beginning in 1968 I have defended it against all my adversaries, first via the eight issues of my journal Interdum, and thereafter in five articles and books (a compendium of these writings is available under the title The Robber Church - Ed.). However, my purpose now is not to discuss further the “pro multis” invalidity thesis. Here we shall simply be examining the ICEL’s arguments, as proffered in the NoC, that either “for all men” or “for all” is a valid 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 ICEL in defense of its all-English Canon. This refers to the document entitled, The Roman Canon in English Translation, by The International Committee on English in the Liturgy, 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 as follows:





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.” (Cf. J. Jeremias, The Eucharistic Words of Jesus. New York, 1966, pp. 179-182, 229).





The gist of this argument is that in the Aramaic language that Our Lord spoke at the Last Supper there was no word meaning “all” or “all men;” and therefore He used a word that literally means “many” - “For this is My Blood...shed for many unto the remission of sins” (Matt. 26, 28) - but He really meant to say “shed for all men.” The same “Aramaic argument” was in substance repeated in the Jan. 1970 issue of Notitiae, a journal 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,” I 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 is therefore surprising that the NoC ventures even to allude to 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 carried an article by Father Maximilian Zerwick, S.J. That article, by the way, is the one cited in the NoC.


Zerwick, tellingly, made it a point 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 seems this assertion 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 Ventriloquists”.


I have in my files a letter, dated 18 July 1970, that I 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. His remarks are singularly applicable to the ICEL, Dr. Jeremias, et alii:





Thank you for the copy of your excellent booklet, “The Ventriloquists.” I 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.” The inquirer evidently did not know of the impudent claim that you refute.


The sheer impudence of the claim is almost breathtaking, because everyone who has even the slightest knowledge of linguistics knows very well that no language used by a people 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 I 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 also in my files a personal letter written to me and signed by Himself, Father Annibale Bugnini, dated June 5, 1969. He said the following:


With regard to your question of the “Pro multis” I 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 able to do). Moreover their linguistics idol, Joachim Jeremias, advises us (and in this case correctly) that there is no justification for “for all” based on the Greek text, because, says Jeremias: “‘many’ in Greek (as in English) stands in 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, I call attention to the glaringly incorrect English in the sentence quoted earlier from the ICEL’s 1967 document, namely, “Neither Hebrew nor Aramaic possess a word for ‘all'.” The grammatical genius responsible for this faux pas apparently does not know that the indefinite “neither” is singular and hence requires the singular verb “possesses,” not “possess.” Such ignorance of a very rudimentary point of correct English hardly inspires confidence in these experts’ pontifications on the alleged subtleties of Hebrew and Aramaic. It is improbable that the “neither” mistake was simply a typographical error, because years later in the final 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: It would appear that these boys are really “in the know.” Back in the first paragraph of the NoC they used the phrase “original biblical text” and here they repeat it. It must be packed with meaning. What is this mysterious “original biblical text” that we critics of the ICEL misunderstand? It cannot be St. Mark’s Gospel. That Evangelist wrote his original 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.


The only other biblical source of this particular “for many” is the Gospel of St. Matthew, who wrote in Aramaic. His original text is not extant, but it was translated at the time 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 has recently found it) it likewise cannot possibly be the elusive “original biblical text” we  ignoramuses so blissfully misunderstand. Thus the count of misunderstood “original” biblical texts stands at zero, the ICEL’s pedantic and completely vacuous statement notwithstanding.


The ICEL’s experts assure us that that crucial word used 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 in the Syriac language (a dialect of Aramaic), we find the word 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 “all men” or “everyone.” But in truth, neither I 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 “translation” 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 Divine Lord’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 already 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 all 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 is not universal in its scope; it is a particular 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 all receive the benefit of His death, but those only unto whom the merit of His Passion is communicated. (Session VI, “Decree concerning Justification,” Chap. 3).





Many theologians have expounded this distinction between the sufficiency and the efficacy aspects of Our Lord’s Passion and Death. I cite the following examples:


• St. Thomas Aquinas: Summa Th., III, Q. 78, art. 3, ad 8 and Scriptum Super Lib. IV Sententiarum, Dist. 8, Q. 2, Art. 2, q. 3, ad 7;


• Authors of the Catechism of the Council of Trent: Part II, 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 III: De Sacro Altaris Mysterio, Book IV, Chap. XLI;





• Pope Benedict XIV: 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 Matthæum, XXVI, 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:


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.





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,” He signifi’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).


Continuing, the Catechism explicitly singles out the ICEL’s false substitution, “for all,” 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 all 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 those words of the Apostle, Christ was once offer’d to take away the sins of many’ (Heb. 9, 28): and that which Our Lord himself said in S. John, “I pray for them, I pray not for the world; but for those whom thou hast given me, because they are thine” (John 17, 9).”





“The Fruit of Salvation only to the elect:” it is the doctrine 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 was it done that it was not said ‘for all’, ...” is in direct conflict with what the ICEL has not rightly done, the villains 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 question: “Must the teaching [on 'pro multis'] handed down in 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!


Here is their slippery 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 retains its 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 all”? These slippery 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, a very short one that begins with the words:





The expression “for all” in the words of institution is an accurate translation... etc.





There is one puzzling thing in this paragraph: why is the 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 usually 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 severally 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 a critical 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 translated literally as “the many” - are to be taken as meaning “all” (just as the same phrase “hoi polloi,” which is now a part 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 tous in 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 reads simply “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 all.” 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” (Meditations for Layfolk, Catholic Truth Society, 1955, p. 418).


Point 3: “Proving” anything at all by comparing Romans (5:15) and (5:19) with Matthew (26:28) or Mark (14:24) betokens amateurish 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 Gospel by another found in the same book than by a parallel passage taken from the Apocalypse. (From the article on Biblical Exegesis, Catholic Encyclopedia, 1909, Vol. 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 its derivative 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 “all.” It 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 literal translation “many”.





Of the above-mentioned fifty occurrences there are only four in which one might possibly think at first that the correct sense is “all” and not “many.” But for each of these four passages there is the sound teaching from reliable exegetes that the correct meaning is what is literally written, namely, “many.” These are the four passages:


[1] (19:30): “And many that are first, shall be last: 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 quoted in Catena Aurea); and St. Thomas: Lectura Super Evangelium S. Matthæi, § 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. Matthæi, § 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 parallels Mark 10:45; “For the Son of Man also is not come to be ministered unto, but to minister, and to give his life a redemption for many.” Origen: “And He would give His life a redemption for many, namely, those who would believe in Him.” (Catena Aurea); St. Bede: “But He did not say He would give His life a redemption for all, but 'for many,' that is, for those who shall be willing to believe.” (Catena Aurea); St. Thomas: “He does not say ‘for all,’ 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 ‘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.' ” The example is not a valid one, as we 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 “all” 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 ‘all’ ” (The City of God, Book XX, Ch. 23). Sometimes, not “often.”





The last 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 possess a word for “all”] ...is limited in this regard. It really means “totality,” and considers things in terms of their wholeness but not as a sum of many parts.





Well, if anyone can understand what they are talking 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 is only one facet of the complex grammatical rules governing kol. Preceding a singular noun without the article kol means “every,” as in “every person,” which is the same as “all men” considered as “a sum of many parts,” to use the ICEL’s phraseology. Furthermore, the word kolla means “everyone” or “all persons,” the Aramaic word found in Daniel 4: 9 and 4:18: “food for all (kolla).” These verses from the Book of Daniel are among the few Aramaic passages occurring 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: u[per pa[vtej. I mention this only in passing to point out the remarkable ability in languages of these philological frauds.


The case they build here is based on pure speculation, and the perceptive reader will recognize how shaky it is. 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 Office from the faculty of the Biblical Institute 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 calling to mind chapter 53 of Isaias... 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, “This is My blood of the new testament...shed for you and for many unto the remission of sins,” there is one thing we are sure He had in mind, which was the Sacrament of the Holy Eucharist He was instituting. The Sacrament that is not “for all men,” but rather for the many who are the members of His Mystical Body. And immediately after the Last Supper He gave a lengthy discourse to His Apostles which is recorded in St. John’s Gospel, wherein He spoke again of His Mystical Body in the analogy of the Vine and its branches, etc. And He said: “I pray for them: I pray not for the world, but for them whom thou hast given me: because they are thine.” (John 17:9).





In the final paragraph of the NoC it is claimed that “matters of translation are always in dispute.” That is not true. The beautiful English translations of the Mass found in missals for the laity, e.g., The St. Andrew Daily Missal, were never questioned. The fact that the ICEL’s “translations” 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 a weak pretext. They say that neither “for all” nor “for many” should be considered incorrect. That is nonsense. Our Lord could not have spoken in ambiguous terms at that solemn moment. Moreover the Catechism of the Council of Trent teaches that one of them is not correct; to wit: “for all.” These pseudo-experts then say that “the legitimacy” of their so-called “translation” had already been “twice explained,” thus making the NoC the third attempt! These repeated futile efforts to clear up “misunderstandings” about “pro multis” no doubt explain why their version “must be considered preferable” because it allows “the least possibility of mis-understanding.”(!)


If the ICEL were to do an “about face” and change “for all” 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 a supposition. 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” (it was not the ICEL alone that 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 Missae would still not pass as a true Catholic Mass, because of its overall heterodox animus, the result of the perversity of intention of the framers of the rite. I discussed this at length on pp.45-50 of Questioning The Validity of McCarthy's Case (1990), and so here I 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 sets forth three criteria for 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 Doctors of the Church and of the Church’s time-honored and official Catechism; the inerrant authority of every Catholic edition of the Bible: the Latin Vulgate, the ancient Greek texts, the Peshito in Syriac, the Rheims version in English, nay, all 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 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 Translation


of “pro multis” in the Eucharist Prayers.





With its original submission in 1968 of a translation of the several eucharistic prayers, ICEL provided extensive notes and explanations. Among these explanations was a brief note on the translation of the words pro multis in the words of institution, namely, “for all men.” The translation was offered as a faithful, accurate rendering of the sense of the original biblical text, even though it does not appear to be a “literal” translation.


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. These few revisions were 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 translation of pro multis in the 1980 text was “for all.” This was accompanied by a note 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 criticisms raised over the years of “for all men” would also apply to “for all,” since it is the “all” that seems to be at issue. Thus, the following biblical reflections are offered in view of both forms of translation, although only the most recent version, “for all” will be referred to.


The expression “for all” in the words of institution is an accurate translation of the Greek phrase n[per pollwv, literally “for many,” Mark 14:24. (See Matthew 26:28, Luke 22:19 and I Corinthians 11:24 have uper uvwv "for you;" note that I Corinthians 11:24 refers to the words over the bread; the words over the cup, 11:25, omit the uper 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 (eij pavtaj a[vqr[pouj) and that the “act of righteousness” of one person (Jesus) led to acquittal and life for all (eij pavtaj a[vqr[pouj), yet the very next sentence, 5:19, repeats the same thought in different words, this time using “many” (polloi[) in place of “all”: “For as by one man’s disobedience “many” (oi[ polloi[) were made sinners, so by one man’s obedience ‘many’ (oi[ polloi[) will be righteous. Certainly it would be untrue to think that only “many” and not all, were made sinners through 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 grace if 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, as is shown in Romans 11:32, “For God has consigned all (tou[j pa[vtaj) to disobedience, that he may have mercy upon all (tou[j pa[vtaj),” and I Corinthians 15:22, “For as in Adam all (pa[vtej) die, so also in Christ shall all (pa[vtej) be made alive.” See also I 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’ (a[vti pollwv),” with I Timothy 2:5-6,” “...Christ Jesus, who gave himself as a ransom for all (u[per pavtwv)” and Romans 8:32, “He who did not spare his own Son but gave him up for us all (u[per h[mwv pa[vtwv).”


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 polloi[ 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 all,” and in an INCLUSIVE sense, “the many, namely all.” The inclusive use is found, for example, in Daniel 12:2, “And 'many’ (Hebrew rabbim; Greek polloi) 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: Aramaic kolla) is limited in this regard. 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 l'hébreu biblique [Rome: PBI, 1947], nos. 139 e-i.) The latter sense is supplied by rabbim and its Greek translation polloi[, used inclusively, as in the above cases where this was shown either from the context (Daniel 12:2; I Corinthians 10:33) or by comparison with parallel statements (Romans 5:15, 19 parallel to Romans 5:18: Romans 11:32; and I Corinthians 15:22; or Mark 10:45 parallel to I Timothy 2:5-6 and Romans 8 :32).





b.	A second reason for the use of the expression u[per pollwv (“for many”) rather than u[per pa[vtej (“for all”) in the New Testament words of institution is the probable allusion to Isaiah 53:12. “...yet he bore the sin of ‘many’ (Hebrew rabbim; Greek pollwv).” That “many” here means “all” is indicated by Isaiah 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 u[mwv).”


New Testament texts such as Romans 5:15, 19; Mark 10:45, as well as the words 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 translation are always in dispute. Often, whether in biblical texts or liturgical texts, a preferable version must be chosen among several possibilities. Neither “for all” nor “for many” should be considered to be incorrect translations of pro multis. In view of the considerations presented above, however, “for all” must be considered preferable in preserving the genuine significance of the original and for allowing the least possibility of misunderstanding. The English word “many” is not used in the same way as its counterpart in Hebrew, Aramaic, or biblical Greek, with the inclusive meaning “the many, namely all.” The “for all” translation is furthermore supported by Romans 5:18 and 8:32; 1 Corinthians 15:22 and I Timothy 2:6. (See "Documentorum Explicatio," Notitiae 6 (1970) 39-40; M. Zerwick. ". . .  Pro Vobis et pro Multis Effundetur . . .." ibid., 138-140.) It is worth mentioning that because the same sort of reasoning is followed in the official translation of pro multis into German, Spanish, and Italian, the journal published by the Congregation for Sacraments and Divine Worship, Notitiae, has twice explained the legitimacy of these versions. (Biblical quotations 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.S.A., and used by permission.)





This article first appeared in the September 1999 issue of The Catholic Voice, P.O. Box 130, Mead, WA 99021 USA.


