The Lie Continues


By Eugenie Kuss





(The following was sent in by one of our readers as an example of how conservative conciliar magazines still promote the lie that the word many really does mean all, and so it is valid to use all in the words of Consecration at Mass. This article is also an example of how to respond to such philosophic nonsense. Ed.)





   Q. Have you ever published an explanation of why the words of consecration of the wine were changed from “for many” to “for all”? I see pastors developing whole new masses and priests changing the liturgy routinely, but I thought the words of consecration were carved in stone, like the Ten Command�ments. The Gospels of Matthew and Mark also quote Jesus as saying “many” at the Last Supper, so why the change to “all”?


— J.J.O., Florida; K.M., Indiana; R.S., New York; R.W.K., Ohio.


   A. It is true that the Latin words pro multis are more accurately trans1ated  “for many,” but translating them “for all” does not affect the validity of the Mass since Jesus did shed His Blood for all men, cf. I Thess. -1: 10 and  I John 2:2). Furthermore, as James Akin points out in his book: “In biblical id�iom, the term ‘many’ is often used as a synonym for ‘all,’ For exam�ple. when Paul says that 'by one man’s [Adam’s disobedience] many were made sinners' (Romans 5: 19), he means that all men were made sinners. The liceity of the translation 'for all' is not in question be�cause it is part of a Church-approved text of the Mass” (p. 121).


   When asked if this change was justified, and if it superseded the teaching in The Catechism of the Council of’ Trent, the Vatican re�sponded:


•‘The variant involved is fully justified:


“a) According to exegetes the Aramaic word translated in Latin by pro multis has as its meaning ‘for all’: The many for whom Christ died is without limit: it is equivalent to saying ‘Christ has died for all,’ The words of St. Augustine are apposite: ‘See what He gave and you will discover what He bought. The price is Christ’s Blood. What is it worth but the whole world? What, but all peoples? Those who say either that the price is so small that it has purchased only a small portion are ungrateful for the price they cost: those who say that they are so mportant that it has been given for them alone are proud’ [Enarr. in Ps. 95, 51.


“h) The teaching of the Catechism is in no way superseded: the distinction that Christ’s death is sufficient for all but efficacious for many, remains valid” (Notitiae [1970], 39-40, n. 28, Documents on the Liturgy, v. 1445, n. RI 3).





REPLY


Editor. C.R.





Dear Mr. X,





In C. R. for February 17, 2000, you say that it is a Catholic truth that Jesus shed His blood for all men, so therefore the Mass must be valid if the priest uses those words in the Consecration of the wine.


   My reply: Yes, there is a truth in the Novus Ordo English version of the form of the Consecration. Christ did shed His blood for all. But there is also a lie in that new form. There are two words that insert a LIE into that new form, and those two words are, “AND SAID.” Jesus did not say “for all.” St. Thomas Aquinas wrote:	“ When the time comes for perfecting


the Sacrament, (the Eucharist) the priest no longer uses his own words, but the words of Christ.” (Summa Theologica,III,Q.78, Where are those words found and where do they come from? 


The Magisterium tells us:


   “We believe that the form of the words as found in the Canon, the Apostles received from Christ and their successors from them.”		Pope Innocent III, Denzinger, 415


   And what are those words? Again, the Magisterium:


“The words of the Savior, by which He instituted this Sacrament, are the form of this Sacrament; for the priest speaking in the Person of Christ effects this Sacrament (the Eucharist).”


   " . . . the form of the words, by which . . . the Holy, Roman Church, confirmed by the teaching and auth�ority of the Apostles, has always been accustomed to use . . . in the Consecration of the blood it uses the following form of words:


“For this is the chalice of my blood, the new and eternal testament, the mystery of faith, which will be poured forth for you and many for the remission of sins.”


Council of Florence (1438—1445), Denzinger 698, 715





Furthermore, you say, although He said “for many”, he really meant “for all,” because in Biblical idiom “many” is often used as a synonym for “all.” I answer: “Often” does not mean “always.” St. Augustine wrote that, in Holy Scriptures, “many” sometimes means “all.” (CITY OF GOD, Book XX, Ch. 23)


   Now what is the evidence that Jesus, at the Last ‘ Supper, when He said “for many” did not mean “for all?”


   SCRIPTURE: In every New Testament account the words used by Jesus were “for you and for many”, and He never said “for all.” In his prayer to His Father after the supper, 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)


   TRADITION: There is no example in any approved Catholic Liturgy of the East or West of the use of the word “all” or its equivalent in the Con�secration of the wine.


   THE MAGISTERIUM: The Council Of Trent commanded all Bishops and priests to explain the Sacraments to the people before they administer them, “in accordance with the form which will be prescribed by the Holy Council in a Catechism.”


Council of Trent, Session 24, Ch. VII





This Catechism, ordered to be written by the Council of Trent, is called the ROMAN CATECHISM or the CATECHISM OF THE COUNCIL OF TRENT. When it explains the form of the Consecration of the wine, it emphatically forbids the use of the words “for all men” (even in the sixteenth century was it being claimed that Jesus meant “all?”). The reason “all” must not be used, says the Catechism, is this: Jesus, in this place, was speaking of the elect, only, (the Efficacy aspect) to whom His passion would bring the fruits of salvation. He was not speaking of “all” (the Sufficiency aspect).


   Now if Jesus was not speaking of “all”, and did not use the word “all” when He consecrated the wine into His blood, then the form in the English Novus Ordo, which has changed His words and meaning, is false and probably invalid, as the instructions in the pre-Vatican II altar missal clearly indicate.





THE MAGISTERIUM:	“DE DEFECTIBUS FORMAE”


(Concerning Defects of the Form) This is an instruction for the priest regarding the words of the Consecration in the Mass found in every pre-Vatican II altar missal: “The words of Consecration, which are the form of this Sacrament, are these:


‘FOR THIS IS MY BODY; and FOR THIS IS MY BLOOD, OF THE NEW AND ETERNAL TESTAMENT, THE MYSTERY OF FAITH, WHICH SHALL BE SHED FOR YOU AND FOR MANY UNTO THE REMISSION OF SINS.’ If any�one omits or changes anything in the form of the consecration of the Body and Blood, and in this change of words, the words do not mean the same thing, then he does not effect the sacrament. If words are added which do not alter the meaning, the Sacrament is valid but the celebrant sins gravely.”


   You say that, according to exegetes, the Aramaic word for “pro multis” means “for all.” I am enclosing a copy of a study of the ICEL’s explanation by Patrick Henry Omlor, “THE VENTRILOQUISTS,” (1970) and “THE CHARLATANS,” (1993). The official explanation of the translation of “pro multis” to “for all” is that a German Protestant professor, Joachim Jeremiah, claimed that Jesus was forced to say “many” when he meant “all” because the Aramaic language has no word for “ALL.” This is obviously an impossibility and an absurdity in a language long used by a people of intelligence and culture.


   The Chaldean Catholic Church I sometimes attend has an Aramaic Liturgy that contains the words “for many” in its Consecration form, using the Aramaic “sageeah” (many). In  another part of their Liturgy there appears the Aramaic word, “kol,”which means “all,” proving that Aramaic does have a word for “ALL.” The Aramaic-Chaldean consecration form contains the words of Jesus, in the language He spoke.


   Finally, you say that the teaching of the Catechism of the Council of Trent is in no way superseded by the use of “all” instead of “many” in the English Novus Ordo, because the distinction between the sufficiency and the efficacy aspect re�mains valid.


   I reply: The distinction between the sufficiency and the efficacy aspect is not the issue. The issue is that the Novus Ordo English translators, and whoever approved their work, have totally ignored and disobeyed an express command in that Catechism to not use the words “for all” in the Consecration of the wine because the sufficiency aspect (“for all”) is not what Jesus was speaking of when He instituted the Eucharist. He was speaking of the elect, only, to whom His Passion would bring the fruit of Salvation. Pope St. Pius X wrote (Ex Qui Nono, Denzinger.2147a): “It is well known that to the Church there belongs no right whatsoever to innovate anything touching on the substance of the sacraments.”


Sincerely,


Eugenie Kuss


