psalm and the chalice of the Supper was explicitly made by St. Cyril of Jerusalem in his
Eucharistic catecheses: ‘How admirable is the chalice that inebriates.” You see that this
refers to the chalice which Jesus took in his hands and over which he gave thanks. In the
same way, St. Athanasius interprets this verse as meaning ‘sacramental joy’.” For his
part, St. Jerome gives this praying commentary on the meaning of the verse that he him-
self translated from the Hebrew: “You have inebriated me with the mystical chalice in
order that I might confine to oblivion all the concupiscence of my former life.” What is
illustrated here is the relevance to deep and intense prayer of precise and integral trans-
lation, as a training-ground for thinking and feeling with the mind of the Church.

I'm no fan of Fr. Karl Rahner, but he said something once which is a good line:
“Tomorrow’s Christian will either be a mystic or not be at all.” Tt doesn’t take a vision-
ary to see that Rahner’s “tomorrow” has long since been today. Christians will either be
spiritually transformed, and help in the transformation of the world, by drinking deeply
of the sober inebriation of charity flowing from the precious chalice of Christ’s blood,
or the world will be delivered over to the unholy frenzy of ideology and murderous re-
sentment we saw so horribly in the last century.

It seems to me to be a kind of betrayal for any Christian to aid and abet contemporary
culture, within the very sanctuary of the Church, in its relentless drive toward radical
desacralization and banality, no matter how laudable a person’s pastoral intent may be
to “speak to people in their own language.” This is a boorishly condescending attitude,
typical of those who would “dumb-down” our cultural and religious heritage instead of
expending educational efforts in order to communicate it integrally.

While it looks like the phrase “this precious chalice” has passed muster with the bish-
ops, the phrase “consubstantial” (used in the Nicene Creed) did not. It was rejected on
the grounds that “people wouldn’t understand it, they need to understand spontane-
ously.” Indeed, “consubstantial” is a unique word, which describes a unique reality — as
unique as our faith in the Holy Trinity. Who could be expected to understand such a
reality “spontaneously?” The translation the bishops approved was “one in being.” This
is supposed to be simpler and more accessible than the original, but in actuality is am-
biguous and in fact, impenetrable. Are the Father and the Son only apparently different
persons but in reality only one?

When I left the new Mass as the source of my daily bread, it was not because I was flee-
ing it. It was because I was like a moth to the flame of beauty, integrity, orthodoxy, ac-
curacy, and rich fidelity to tradition that we call the Tridentine Mass.



