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ALL COMMENTS
Comments appear unedited, except minor editing [indicated by brackets] to preserve confidentiality.

I do think that the new translations are more formal...and I’m okay and even like most of the new translations,
but I also think that the old translations were also prayerful and reverend. In reality, don’t reverence and
prayerfulness come more from the one who prays than from the words or sentence structure that is used. Thank
you.

1 How can God’s people answer “Amen” to liturgical/theological verbiage which is awkward and many times
incomprehensible esp when Vatican II calls for our prayers to be clear and understandable? 2) W all the
insistence on following the new “rubrics”‘ will any Liturgist or bishop please explain what paragraph 11 from
Sc might possibly mean? 3) how can we use the new Roman Missal w masses for children--we need a missal
designed in their language, . 4) the previous sacramentary was more poetic and I remember [Bishop] saying
that God also inspires poetry as well as prayer. 5) how the new roman missal will lead our people to that full,
conscious and active participation envisioned by the Council is beyond me when the prayers are so arcane and
obtuse. 5) it’s a disgrace and insult to the priests who labored so long and hard implementing the sacramentary
after Vatican II that Our opinions and wisdom were not requested. A wealth of knowledge was lost. 6) anyone
who is fluent in a foreign language knows that one language cannot be literaaly and exactly translated into
another language. 7) if the word ‘chalice’ was so important to change in the words of institution, why was it
not carried through into the memorial acclamations? I consider the way the roman missal was conceived and
revised was flawed from the get go and the best thing to do is to admit it’s flaws and consign it to the archives
of history and return to the sacramentary and start over--from the grassroots--and not the top down. This a
shame that the wisdom of Bishop Donald Trautman was not more well received and respected by his fellow
bishops. He knew what he was talking about,  [Name]

I thank all those who worked on this translation and the Vatican for the courage to make it happen.

The Propers are very awkward. Some of the wording is terrible and the use of words most people have never
heard of or understand its meaning is a distraction from the ligurgy. Eliminate the 6th century words and
rephrase some of the prayers. The priests and the people are only accepting it because there is no where else to
turn. It is like being stuck in the latin Mass for 400 years. Also get Rome to suppress the Latin Mass. It was
forbidden after Vatican II and now it is back. Nothing like having a schism in the Roman Church by have two
rites in the Western Church.

*When I look at the very real pastoral needs our dear church has to attend to, I could not justify the energy,
time, finance that has gone into preparing for and implementing the new translation. *While i do like some of
the new texts in some Eucharistic Prayers, etc, the few changes in the Confiteor, Gloria, Credo, Sanctus
....could not possibly warrent the unsettling revision of the missal. As long as the previous English version
adhered to the original meaning of the text, its flow of the English language was more important to me than to
have now the exact literal translation from the Latin. *I do not believe that the new tranlation draws people
closer to God, helps them pray better. *I have seen priests struggle through the mass with the new translation,
and feel esp. for the older priests who strain to read and pray the new version. *Because of a few words that
have been changed or added, I no longer can pray the Gloria and Crede by heart. *I think this new focus on the
correct, literal translation from the Latin reminds JESUS of his struggle with the Pharisees of his time on earth,
when they put so much emphasis on the letter of the Law and observance, while neglecting the widows and
orphans. *I am also very disappointed that this new revision does not reflect a thoughtful use of inclusive
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language, that recognizes the presence of women. To “cover” women in the common term of “men” is no
longer good enough. *Maybe it is simpler to have put much concentration and narrow focus on a text in the
missal, so the church leadership does not need to open their eyes and face the crying needs of the majority of
its people.We focus on a text and neglect the people’s real needs. * After all I have said, I want to also state
that I have cooperated in praying the new texts and in finding meaning in them, and have not been a divisive
stirrer-up person sharing my views in the parish community.

I agree with Fr. Martin Pable, O.F.M. Cap. who said: “I am suggesting that we may need some new linguistic
approaches in order to reach the post- modern, post-Christian people of our time. 1 do not want us to deny,
water down, or cheapen any of the truths from SS,tradition, or the Ch’s Magisterium.”

I like the the New Missal and the translation.

Is the motive of the new Mass to make people more submissive and repentant.

is too stilted. The grammar of some sentences is just wrong. The People of God deserve to have prayers
proclaimed by the priest whch they join in by hearing and assenting; these prayers have to be understandable as
they are communicated by speech, if the people are to assent to them. Some of the theological words like
‘consubstantial’, ‘prevenient grace’etc are totally not understood by the congregation. They have to be put into
understandable, theologically correct, English language.

Too bad some of the prayers are as difficult to read for a priest as to understand for the congregation.

. The Eucharist is the most intimate experience we have with the Lord. This new translation distances both the
presider and the participants further from that intimacy with the Lord. I strongly suggest that we go back to the
drawing board. It is not an aid to evangelizing or re-evangelizing Catholic. I think it is a disaster.

...... TOO BAD YOU DIDN’T ASK BEFORE IT WAS MADE THE REQUIRED FORM FOR WORSHIP.

“A camel is a horse invented by a committee.” While committees are valuable, too many cross-cultural
committees want to insert meanings, theological perspectives, and choice of words that do not make sense for
the majority of people. Prayers are meant to be clear, simple, and direct and not catechetical enterprises.
Parishioners ask what all these words mean and why they are used. If you need to explain it, is it prayer? Each
country has its own mode of speaking. As has been quipped, “England and America are two countries divided
by a common language. Why not provide translations accordingly?

“et ne nos inducas in tentationem” does NOT translate into “lead us not into temptation”, but into “let us not be
leaded into temptation”...

“The new translation is more prayerful and reverent — we need a special language with which to address God.”
I found this statement confusing. I strongly agree with the first part, but strongly disagree with the second part.
Overall, I really love the new translation, especially the more obvious Scriptural allusions, and the rich
theological imagery; it think the beauty of the Latin Rite is more clearly expressed in this translation.
However, some of the new collects can occasionally be combersome and awkard in English. I also look
forward to new translations of the Liturgy of the Hours and other rites. Hopefully it won’t take another ten
years.

“Views of priests” is inconsequential since the Church is not, nor has she ever been, a democracy.

* The new Missal translations’ meaning is closer to the Bible Text, this experience we have had from the
translation from Latin to Vietnamese. For Example: “I am not worthy that you should come to my house . . . my
soul shall be healed” . . .

1. The first question about anticipating the new translations offers a very poor range of options. my answer is
simply the least inaccuarate. I would say I felt neither eagerness nor apprehension beforehand and that I like
the new translations very much. 2. The statement “The new translation is more prayerful and reverent - we
need a special language with which to address God” is also poorly presented. My answer corresponds to the
first part. The second part is an entirely different matter and should not be confused with the first part. 3.1
strongly disagreed with the statment “I think the new translation urgently needs to be revised” because this
translation is indeed far superior to its predecessor. However, that does not mean there are not lamentable
errors retained in it. For example, in the dialogue of the Eucharistic Prayer prefaces, “Habemus ad Dominum”
is still rendered the banal “We lift them up to the Lord”; whereas, a literal translation would capture the
dynamism contained in the dialogue, something that features in patristic preaching. Likewise, the introduction
to the Lord’s Prayer continues in the vein of “dynamic equivalence” - the Latin “praeceptis salutaribus moniti et
divina institutione formati” is quite different from the new English version. Last, in the priest’s private prayer
before Communion, it’s very unfortunate to see the flat English when something much more powerful is
contained in “et fac me semper inhaerere mandatis tuis.” 4. I’m not sure what value there is in predicting hwo
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the views of priests may or may not be considered in future translation exercises. What is the point behind this?
5. Last, of course I approve of the Holy See’s leadership. What is this item assuming? That there was dubious
role played by the Holy See which all of us would have sufficient knowledge about so as to be qualified to
critique? That you propose a substitute authority for shaping the Roman Rite in the vernacular than the Holy
See? It is the Roman Rite after all, and we are not the Anglican Communion.

1. In a way, its not a matter of whether I like it but whether I believe it works in the actual pastoral/liturgical
setting. It does not work well at all. I was disappointed. While I was apprehensive, I still had my hopes up that
once we got used to it, it would be fine. After a year, it’s clearly not going to be fine in many points of the text.
2. I like some of the chant settings; its hard to judge how they would work if the translation were better. I think
there should be some options with the preface chants; it would be nice to have some simpler versions. But
again, some of the problem may very well be the text itself. 3. There are some elements of the translation that
are certainly better than what we had before--certain phrases etc. I like the richness that is contained in the Latin
text. I like the clearer allusions to scriptural texts. But the most of it is too formal, with some outrageously
awkward, even impossible sentence structures. It is not oral language. Its not even good English as far as I'm
concerned. The Roman Canon (EUCH PRAYER ) is a disaster. Of all the Eucharistic prayers, I find it the most
poorly translated. I always liked to us this prayer for high feast days etc. but it is almost impossible to pray as it
is given to us in the text. Some of the sentences simply do not make sense. It is choppy, unelegant, and clumsy.
The others are at least usuable. Still, many expressions were better put and far more elegant in the former
Sacramentary. ~ While many of the collects do offer a greater richness than the former Sacramentary, the
grammatical constructions and sentence flow are often clumsy and poorly rendered. They could have done a
better job of expressing the richness present in the original Latin text and still compose smooth sentences with
interesting relative clauses that are still comprehensible in oral proclamation.  The removal of permission for
introductions to be done “in these or similar words” is very unfortunate. It was a way to bridge the formal, ritual
text with more local language and immediate expression. The removal of permission for additional
Christological titles in the Lamb of God is also unfortunate; the opportunity to use varied and multiple titles
added richness to the fractio rite. 4. We do need a liturgical language that is not simply street slang; but this
is not it. What we have in this new translation beyond formal; it is affectatious! FINAL NOTE [ was
surprised that with such a strong insistance on a “literal” translation that one word in several of the Eucharistic
prayers (1, 2, and all the prayers for Various Needs and Occations) was not translated: the “qui” at the
beginning of the institution narrative. Without the “qui,” the instituion narrative drops into these prayers out of
nowhere. With that word, the institution narrative flows as an extension of the epiclesis and a in dynamic
relationshp to it because in a way, it gives the reason or basis for what the church asks for in the epiclesis. Yet
this word is omitted in the translation. I find this the one word I would have wanted to have restored by a more
careful translation.

1. The new translation at best needs explanation and is not useful to the occasional attendee, and thus works
against New Evangelization, etc. 2. The new translation was not needed and the money spent on new missals,
explanations, and so on could have been put to real use in “Come Home” ads and so on. 3.1 can’t think of a
single bishop anywhere in the English-speaking world who sought the advise of his priests about this New
Translation. Why bother to ask us now? Are the bishops serious about consultation and collaboration?

1)My attitude toward some is positive and negative toward others. E.g. Like the wording of the Eucharistic
Prayers but have difficulty with many of the Propers. 2)I learn music by repitition and have difficulty with some
of the settings. 3)Re the new translation being revised, I keep hoping that with study and use the parts I have
difficulty with will become easier. 4)Re continuing with new translates for the other rites, yes continue, but
carefully, with the exception of the Liturgy of the Hours. 5)Re views of priests being considered, I just hope
that the wording of the final products are not so “bookish” (for lack of a better word),that they fail to
communicatethe message. I appreciate being asked my opinion and hope that my observations will be helpful
to you in your work and study.

1)The comment about needing a “special language with which to address God” I agree with. But a “hieratic”
language needs to be intelligible as well. 2) While a great many of the words and phrases borrowed from
Scripture, Scholastic Philosophy and Church Fathers are clunky and hard to understand, I think a rethinking of
their placement and context would help immensely. 3)Let’s get rid of the “one size fits all” Latin syntax and
sentence structure. What’s wrong with well thought out English? 4) Remember, it’s “unity in diversity” not
merely lock-step conformity. That’s North Korea or some dead religion. Not the Faith in which I believe.

A great deal of the text is not English. It is a Latin text using English words. This is not the way we talk, think



nor pray. So many archaic usages, e.g. beseech. This was not done well and it does not serve the Church in the
English speaking world well.

A number of the questions contain value judgments that in themselves somewhat control an answer: i.e. in
answering the question, one is agreeing with a premise contained in the question

A reverent language for worship is most appropriate, but at times in this current translation, I think that
incomprehensible is confused with reverent. A more poetic phrasing and shorter complete sentences would
improve the listening comprehension of the gathered assembly. Translations that respect the listener (not
someone who is reading along) would be an important consideration. Thank You.

A translation was necessary, yes more close to the latin text, but with a more flexibility and respect for the
English language It is a too literally translation from latin and you don’t feel the spirit of the prayer.

After a year and a half, I’'m getting used to the new translation, but as a [subject] teacher, I’'m amazed at some
of the ridiculous structures -- in the name of reverence, I suppose. Frankly, I think this project was highjacked
by ideologues. The wedding rite is particularly disappointing. It so distances us from the people of God and
even keeps God remote. I applaud any effort for a revision that I would hope to describe as healthy. I certainly
understand the reality of some past translation problems and the break from universality, but attempting to
translate Latin (or any other language) literally makes for bad English. Blessings, thanks and peace to you,
[Name]

After demanding that English, which has different syntax than Latin, march goosestep with the Latin, then
letting Yoda do the translating, has resulted in a wordy, pompous mess that defies any attempts to speak the
words in a reverent, prayerful and meaningful way.

Agree with the translation but some words are tough. I know I need to prepare before but for people some
words are really tough. Don’t get the meaning. Overall it’s good.

All consultation regarding this translation was completely ignored. Vox Clara was a joke. Use of this translation
has been a liturgical nightmare hindering the assembly’s prayerful participation. The actual translation from the
latin is poorly done. This was pointed out by latin scholars before the translation was adopted. Most of us are
making our own adaptations of this fiasco or returning to the the precious version of the Roman Missal. I have
not spent [number] years adhering to the liturgical directives following Vat II and attempting a pastoral concern
for the spirituality of the people I serve to do the about-face the use of this translation requires.

All in all the Missal prays well. The suggestion that another translation be encouraged is not a good idea...too
expensive. I look forward to having other ritual books with the newly translated missal prayers.

Although some of my answers seem rather vague, I must be honest and say that much of the new translation is
cumbersome and non-relevant to the laity. Some of the language has not been used in over 50 years and is not
the accepted way of speaking today. To be relevant for our people I believe that we must use a language that is
inviting and stop playing to the minority that would like to turn the clock backward 50 years. To a degree |
think clericalism has some part in this, but I can assure you, being more formal is not going to repair the
institution of the church, only hard work and speaking our liturgies in language that is completely understood
by all and is inviting to the listener will help the process of healing.

Although the old translation certainly had its faults, they were minor in comparison with this new one, which I
consider to have been foisted on the English-speaking churches around the world pretty much in violation of the
directives of Vatican Il and as well as being insult delivered in the face of a decade of careful work by the ICEL
in preparing a new translation that met the approval of English-speaking Bishops’ councils around the world.
I’m praying that Pope Francis will rescind the mandate that imposed this thing we’ve been saddled with and
leave each national conference free to choose whatever translation works best in their own part of the world. 1
was particularly elated to hear that the bishops of, I think it is Austria, have recently decided to go back to the
“for all” translation of “pro multis” the in the consecration of the wine. In fact, even Pope Benedict on one
occasion said that the “pro multis” should be understood as meaning “for all”. Unfortunately the Vatican
Congregation for Worship apparently wasn’t paying attention to what the Pope said or the Pope wasn’t paying
attention to what the Congregation for Worship was doing in his name! Sincerely, [Name]

Although, as I marked, some of the language is awkward, especially where the english translation attempts to
even keep the latin’s word order (word order makes very little difference in Latin, whereas it makes a big
difference in english!), or insists on keeping the latin’s tendency to make one massive sentence where several
smaller sentences in english would be more idiomatic, even with these problems, THE NEW TRANSLATION
IS INFINITELY SUPERIOR TO THE OLD!!!! (emphasis intended) While it could use some revision in favor
of respecting native english cadence and word pattern, there is no urgency to this task at all. Also, far too many
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of the preparation sessions were done in the absence of an actual new text, so it was endless hours of talking
about the arrival of a new translation rather than actually working *with* a new translation. I could go on, but
that’s enough for now.

amen.

An incredible use of time and resources without much to show for it. And words like “imbued” are fine foe
novels but absurd in prayers...

Any future revisions must be undertaken by people who understand the English language and are able to put the
prayers in language which is simple and able to be proclaimed.Many dependent clauses do not make it.

Any revisions of the new translation should make it more accurate in places where accuracy gave way to
nameless concerns. For example, the Institution Narrative of the Roman Canon still omits a translation of the
initial “Qui”. Also, in the Second Eucharistic Prayer, “astare coram te et tibi ministrare” refers to the priestly
posture of standing; to translate “astare” as “to be” seems inaccurate.

As a former [degree] student in [subject], and [degree] in [subject], I am dismayed by the heavy-handed
approach toward an artificial goal of achieving ‘consistency’ with Latin texts. It is neither linguistically,
aesthetically, or liturgically fruitful. In addition, the maxim has been inconsistently applied in the texts
themselves. Prayer and ritual are not defined or refined by rubrical impositions. Vatican II attempted to point
the Church in the direction of addressing the lived needs and experiences of the faithful. Artificiality, of
whatever stripe, does not serve that effort.

As a missionary in [Country], I found that the previous translation was much easier to be translated with

dynamic equivalency into the local language than the new one. “..... for many” in the consecration, is not as
theologically and scripturally sound as “.....for all.”

As a onetime [profession], I appreciate clear, straightforward English prose. The previous translation had a
colloquial style, not burdened with adverbs and participles. As someone pointed out, how can you diagram
many of the compound, complex sentences?

As a priest in my [age], I studied [subject], minor in college. This work would have been given a D - D-, by my
teacher!

[Sentence removed] I only had a couple of years to work with the Sacramentary; I thoroughly enjoy the new
Roman Missal translation. I believe the formal translation is most appropriate.

AS far as I know, this new translations was imposed on us priests without any input. The new translation is not
English.

As for the second to the last statement, I am very happy that you sought my input as a priest with more than
[number] years of experience but I don’t think it will make a bit of difference. This translation was done for
“political” reasons, not liturgical or linguistic.

as if a survey will make any difference

As indicated above, I think the translation is awkward. I appreciate some of the theological nuance expressed
in using the word “eternal” in the place of “everlasting,” as well as other words. I am ok with “chalice” instead
of “cup” and “for the many” rather than “all.” However, the sentence structure, especially in the “Collect” is
horrible.

As liturgy is a public, community-based worship, I recognize the role of a more formal language, but its
purpose is the same: to connect, to uplift us to the Divine. I have several suggestions: (1) formal AND poetic
expressions; an element of beauty (2) Inclusive language (3) I am VERY CONCERNED about the seemingly
pelagian belief that underlies quite a few prayers: some examples: (a) “O God . . . we may also MERIT to face
him confidently when he comes again as our Judge” (Christmas Vigil Mass Collect) (b) “May the mysteries we
have received, O Lord, prepare us, we pray, for the eternal joys that, as a faithful steward, blessed N. CAME
TO DESERVE (Common of Pastors);

As priests, we have taken a promise of obedience to our bishop and his successors. In doing so, we pledge our
obedience to the Church and we trust that she has the authority to do what is best, including in the areas of
liturgy. The liturgy is not about something that we tailor to be the most appealing to ourselves, but rather it is
about giving praise to God according to His plan. Throughout the Old Testament, God told the people how
they were to worship Him and He continues to do this through the Holy Spirit working through the Church,
who has been given this authority by Christ Himself. The bishops, as successors to the Apostles carry this
responsibility forth and we as priests must be supportive of them. We do the Church and our people no favors
by complaining about the bishops and their work of translating the texts of the liturgy. Doing so only fosters



division within the Church which is contrary to her very nature and must be avoided at all costs. In the end, I
trust that the bishops who are the ones with the authority in such matters, not us, have done what is right. If the
language is a little confusing at times, that is not the Church’s fault, but rather shows that I must be open to
being flexible in my responsibility of remaining obedient to the Church I love and who has conferred the great
Sacrament of Holy Orders on me.

At least St. Paul’s long sentences in the Epistles made sense. The long sentences in the New Sacramentary are
not smooth and uncomfortable to pray or recite....I would like to return to the former...thanks for asking
[Name]

AWFUL ... INCORRECT GRAMMAR ... INCOMPLETE SENTENCES .... AND WORDS THAT NO ONE
UNDERSTANDS .... PRAYER ?7??

AWKWARD does not begin to describe some of the stilted phrases in this new translation. Dynamic was much
better for prayer than this literal!

awkward....no flow....and incorrect English structure I’ve used Eucharist Prayer I about three times and will
never use it again I am so angry that this was imposed on us.

BAD ENGLISH DOES NOT MAKE LITURGICAL LANGUAGE BETTER.

Beautiful proper prayers were submitted but rejected by the Vatican.

Before it was introduced I was supportive, even enthusiastic as the previous translation was poor, but the
revised language is clumsy and awkward. I much preferred the old Exultet. I’m tired of singing about bees and
honey. The Gloria is choppy. After a year and a half I still have to read everything.

Being more ‘prayerful and reverent’ has more to do with delivery than with sentence structures that are foreign
to the way we normally hear and understand. Putting long clauses or phrases before the subject and not getting
to the verb may be a flowery way of speaking, but it is not easy to follow and makes understanding less
complete. The older piety prayers although beautiful in their own way utilize a language that is not easily heard
and understood in our day. Words like ‘vouchsafe’,’entreat’, or ‘oblation’ don’t make a prayer or liturgy more
reverent. Although our diocese did a thorough implementation process with workshops and homilies and
materials, it seemed the explaining of the changes was quite arbitrary. To speak of the changes in the language
of the new missal as making more sense than the less literally accurate previous missal was insulting to the
process of translation that was implemented in the previous missal. The previous missal’s language was just
easier to understand and dar I say proclaim and pray.

[Sentence removed] The current translation has been easy for me to learn. It was alittle getting used to.

Besides grammatical errors and very poor English the text often suggests a spirituality that is Jansenistic or
Pelagian. The frequent use of “merit” could lead people into serious error.

Blech!

Book is too bulky, servers can’t handle it, not plain english, people don’t talk like that. I transpose the text so
it sounds like common sense english. Because the wording is so clumsy it is unproclaimable. Try again.

Both the language and theology of the translation is pathetic, stilted, out of touch, ignorant.

Both theologically and linguistically it is an abysmal failure and the process of its “approval” was flawed.

Certainly, it is our first duty to obey whatever the Holy See asks us to do. If there is space for personal opinion,
I 'am a foreign priest, and there is no doubt that the prior translation was much simpler and understandable for
me; in it prayers and prefaces (also easier to pronounce). This is from a very subjective point of view. I do like
the richness of language, however, it is fundamental at the same time to enrich language, instead of
impoverishing it. I think, in the end, it is matter of priorities. We will do, nonetheless, whatever we have to do.
Thanks

Clearly, I feel the language is burdensome and obfiscates some of the things we’d like to say and pray about. I
find myself frequently hunting for a verb in these run-on sentences.

Collects are stilted and non-grammatical in English.

Considering the mis-translation of your St. John’s Bible, I am suspicious of your motives with this survey.

Creed: consider again the inclusion of “by the power of the Holy Spirit”; consider replacing the word “imbued”.
[email address]

Dear Brothers in Christ... Bless you for your Diocesan [Diocese Name] Liturgy Survey offered by Collegeville
Seminary. I have always heard of the excellence the Benedictine community brings to the Liturgy, what we are
called to bring — the best by way of celebrating, proclamation ... giving our Lord the best in Adoration, Praise,
Thanksgiving, Atonement for Sin, and while we’ve got God on the line, Petition. Thank you for asking for



comments to the above questions, [number] blessed years in Christ’s Holy Priesthood, humbly so, [number]
years young ... I believe our dear folks in the pews, largely, don’t have a sense of derivation of words, the root
meaning from Greek, Latin, etc., so the new choice of words I believe goes over their heads. Yes, [comment
removed] Cardinal George of Chicago, is a wordsmith, was on the grand liturgy committee from the beginning,
“Dewfall” I suspect was his, well-explained in the liturgical guides! Yes, I relish the words & love to allow the
folks in the pews to ‘taste’ the new, fresh liturgical language. I can appreciate the years the esteemed
international English-speaking prelates, etc. put into this ‘new’ liturgy, but is it worth all the stewardship of
time, travel, many meetings, talents, etc. to even try again. Bottom line, it is all up to the
celebrants/proclaimers, to make any liturgical readings come alive, engender faith ... as some said, they need to
put “fire in the belly.” Afraid it is all too easy to be nonchalant. Grateful for all your labors of love...

Despite my general dissatisfaction there are a few (not many) collects which are quite well done. Unfortunately
these are off-set by the many, many stilted and almost unintelligible prayers.

Despite the desire for collegiality as espoused at Vatican II, there was none in this translation of the Missal.
Irrespective of whether the Missal is good or bad, I understand that the issue of collaboration has not been in
evidence. As there is so much wisdom and variation in customs from continent to continent, even the
appearance of collaboration would be a good move.

Did anyone bother to allow professors of the English language look at the texts before they were promulgated?
I am not sure any English speaking nation is happy with this awkward and odd syntax that is used in the Roman
Missil.

Did anyone one with a degree in English proof this text?

Do not make English so