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God, “Our Father and Mother”? The use of inclusive language
God our Father and Mother? GOD OUR FATHER (AND MOTHER)?
https://groups.yahoo.com/neo/groups/KonkaniCatholics/conversations/topics/1622 
May 2, 2006

I just got back home from a reception day after the wedding of my Godchild and niece, and a certain priest who said Grace invoked Our Father God and Our Mother God. It stunned me. It disturbed me of course because just a few hours back I had read that Jesus revealed, through his words and actions, that he is truly the Divine Son of God. He forgave sins, referred to God as "my Father," and spoke of himself as "the Son." He taught with an authority that only God could possess. He worked miracles. So If Christ teaches me that God is His FATHER, who am I to try and change that?
I do not believe that we in the Catholic Church have ever been officially taught to refer to MOTHERHOOD of God. Will someone correct me if my belief is indeed wrong? -Auspicio Rodrigues
Dear Auspicio,

I am glad you raised this issue. Calling God both Father & Mother is increasingly common, and I understand that this is called "inclusivism", or the use of "inclusive" language". I wonder what the Church says about this officially, for instance when the priest intones: "Our Father and Mother who art in heaven..."?

Michael Prabhu, Chennai
Trinitarian blessing includes Mother? Trinitarian Blessing includes "mother"?
https://groups.yahoo.com/neo/groups/KonkaniCatholics/conversations/topics/4310
December 8, 2006

This mail is to bring to your notice of something really strange that I heard during Mass today.

The Mass at St. John's Hospital Chapel at Bangalore this morning celebrated the Solemnity of Immaculate Conception and the Hospital Day for all the nurses, doctors and staff there.

It was celebrated by a priest who had some active role with the All India Catholic University Federation for some time. I cannot recall his name at the moment. 

Something that really shocked me was the words of the final blessing. The final blessing the priest gave was thus: "May the Lord bless you in the name of the Father, and of the MOTHER and the Holy Spirit"

I strongly feel that the use of the word 'Mother' was intended and was not a mistake. For a person who has been making the sign of the Cross in the name of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit all these years, I don't think Mother would come by mistake.

Anyway I find it hard to understand why he said that. One of the reasons could be today being the Solemnity of the Immaculate Conception, did he mean Mother Mary when he said 'MOTHER' or is it a feministic idea that we see around in today's world? I have no clue.

But in any case I feel it is was a grave mistake. What reminds me is Cardinal Arinze's words which was posted in this group on 14th November 2006. He says

“Many abuses, in the field of the Liturgy, originate not in unwillingness, but in ignorance, since people generally reject ‘those elements whose deeper meaning is not understood and whose antiquity is not recognized’ (Redemptionis Sacramentum, 9). Thus, certain abuses have as their origin the practice of giving place to spontaneity, or to creativity, or even to a false idea of freedom, or to that error that has a name, ‘horizontalism’, which consists in placing people at the center of the liturgical celebration instead of drawing their attention upwards, that is, toward Christ and His Mysteries.”
Deepak Ferrao

Re: Trinitarian Blessing includes "mother"? 
https://groups.yahoo.com/neo/groups/KonkaniCatholics/conversations/topics/4313 

December 9, 2006
Deepak, The priest is totally wrong in doing this, no it is not by mistake, it is intentional, you should muster up courage & confront him, tell him - not very… -Meuris Gonsalves
Re: Trinitarian Blessing includes "mother"?
https://groups.yahoo.com/neo/groups/KonkaniCatholics/conversations/topics/4324 

December 10, 2006

Dear Deepak, I greatly appreciate your keen eye. You have good reason to be concerned.

The generally used formula (of a long tradition going even before Vatican II) for the final blessing is: "May almighty God bless you, the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Spirit. Amen"
Concerning changing it, the Sacred Congregation for Divine Worship (CDW), on September 5, 1970, brought out an Instruction on the orderly carrying out of the Constitution on the Liturgy (Sacrosanctum Concilium, 4 December, 1963) in which it said:

"There is special reason to keep the Order of Mass intact. Under no consideration, not even the pretext of singing the Mass, may the official translations of its formularies be altered. There are, of course, optional forms, noted in the context of the various rites, for certain parts of the Mass: the penitential rite, the Eucharistic prayers, acclamations, final blessing." (#3, Liturgicae Instaurationes)

The optional forms of final blessings which this instruction permits are:

(Form B)

P: Bow your heads and pray for God's blessing.

May almighty God bless you, the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Spirit.

C: Amen.

---

(Form C)

P: And may the blessing of almighty God, the Father, and the Son, and the Holy Spirit, come upon you and remain with you for ever.

C: Amen.

---

Apart from the forms mentioned above, the instruction permits no "changes, substitutions, deletions, or additions," needless to say that the Priest you mention, of whatever standing, ventured on his own to make the (grave, in this case) aberration, forgetful of the fact that a Priest is only the "servant of the liturgy, not its inventor or producer" (Pope John Paul, October 9, 1998 To the US Bishops)

Since the insertion of the word 'Mother' (if it referred to the Blessed Virgin, the day being the Solemnity of the Immaculate Conception) in the final blessing in place of 'Son' (who is God, the second person of the Most Holy Trinity) would amount to blasphemy, I shall, in order to bring the matter to his notice, forward your mail to the Archbishop of Bangalore who as Bishop of the local Church is the "moderator, promoter and guardian of her whole liturgical life" (#19, Redemptionis Sacramentum, cf. #35 Pastores Gregis). I am confident that as a concerned Bishop he will initiate appropriate action.

Austine Crasta-Owner-Moderator.
From the Konkani Catholics yahoogroup Digest No. 1959, July 22, 2009: 
Dear Martin, The NRSV, as the name suggests, is a revision of the RSV. Both RSV and NRSV have Catholic editions and they are abbreviated as NRSV-CE and RSV-CE.
At the moment only the NRSV-CE is available in India. The RSV-CE which used to be printed in India until the coming of the NRSV-CE is the version that older priests used from their seminary days. Now, however, it is no longer available and I had to import my RSV-CE for quite some price.
Unlike the RSV-CE which sticks to a faithful translation of the original in so far as the English language permits it, the NRSV-CE suffers from a particular problem (i.e., of using "Inclusive Language") which led to the Holy See rejecting its use in the liturgy even when the US Bishops had approved it. That happened sometime in the 90s and the principles on which its use in the liturgy were rejected still hold good today. However it may still serve as a base translation for readings in the lectionary, provided it does not violate the principles of translation to be followed in the vernacular liturgy.
What is "Inclusive Language" and what is the problem with it? The article attached below, of Colin Donovan, Vice President for Theology on EWTN, will explain.
But you may still use the NRSV for personal reading or bible study.
Austine Crasta, Owner-Moderator.
From the Konkani Catholics yahoogroup Digest No. 1960, July 24, 2009: 

Dear Austine, Thank you very much for posting a good informative reply. I appreciate it.
But the thing is if New Revised Standard Version (NRSV-CE) is having inclusive language terms and if the Vatican is not convinced with it for liturgical purpose then why should this edition be continued and as you said that the RSV-CE is no longer available in India. Then I feel there is some discrepancies somewhere in our church. Why the bishops of US or other countries has permitted the NRSV-CE edition and also if the Old RSV-CE is the official liturgical Bible then how come in India this version is stopped. I personally feel that if the NRSV-CE version is not accepted for liturgical purpose by the Vatican then our Bishops in India should start and permit the printing and distribution of the RSV-CE editions in India in compliance with the Vatican. Martin C
Dear Martin, You have asked several questions. I shall try to answer them one by one.
In this mail I shall try to explain the difference between RSV and NRSV and the relative merit of each.
Firstly, neither the RSV nor the NRSV is a translation prepared by the Church. On the other hand these translations descend from the "King James Bible" family. If I'm not mistaken, the RSV was perhaps the first English translation to be accepted by Catholics in an ecumenical spirit in the form of a Catholic edition but only over a decade after it was first published by Protestants.
The RSV soon became a very popular text because it brought the language up-to-date in a literal yet readable manner and also made some (though limited) use of the recently discovery of Dead Sea scrolls in its Old Testament translation.
Since the Old Testament translation of the RSV was completed before the Dead Sea Scrolls were generally available to scholars, the idea of an NRSV was conceived in order to take advantage of this and other manuscript discoveries. 
The NRSV also eliminated the use of archaic expressions like "thee" and "thou" for God. And this probably gave it a better acceptance. But on the other hand, the NRSV translators also thought that the use of "inclusive language" would better help its acceptance in increasingly gender-sensitive churches.
So why did I explain all this? Only to make my point that though NRSV definitely suffers with the "inclusive language" problem which I spoke about in my last mail, it is not totally devoid of merit in other areas. Unfortunately this came at a price. 
Let me know if this much is clear and then I shall take up your other question about permissions. Austine Crasta.
Dear Martin, Here is PART II of my reply.
You said: "if the Vatican is not convinced with it for liturgical purpose then why should this edition be continued" 
That's a very good question Martin. In other words what you are asking is that why there is no consistency between the demands made of Scripture Translation for use in liturgy and that for use in private reading. I'll tell you why. And I'll try to say it in a simple way and in as few words as possible.
If you have read some of my previous posts where I've dealt at quite some length with the question of original language scripture texts, you would be able to recall that the languages in which the Bible was written are predominantly Hebrew and Greek, not Latin. 
Latin took over as the language of the Church somewhere around the 4th C. AD at which time, St. Jerome undertook the translation of the Bible into Latin at the Pope's command. 
That famous version, known as the Latin Vulgate, remains to this day [in its revised form] as the official Bible of the Church since the 16th C. Council of Trent declared it so. And that is the Bible used in the readings of Scripture in the Latin liturgy.
Till recently when the Bible remained only in Latin, we didn't have the problem of versions. But after the Popes Leo XIII and Pius XII paved way for the study of and translation from the original languages [i.e., Hebrew & Greek], it became necessary to have a two-pronged approach to settled the question of legitimacy of scripture translations made into the vernacular. Consequently it was decided that:
1. Translations of the Sacred Scripture from the Vulgate or from the original languages can be legitimately used and read by the faithful for (non-liturgical) private devotion.
2. So far as their use in liturgy is concerned, the Latin Vulgate ('Nova Vulgata Editio') remains the only authentic point of reference in order to maintain the tradition of interpretation that is proper to the Latin Liturgy.
It should be noted that apart from the above, the development in ecumenical relations has given rise to a third possibility for translations, that is, of Catholic and non-Catholic scholars jointly preparing new Bible translations. This obviously is not an easy task and there is need to adopt a common set of principles that will guide the work of such a translation which will help provide all speakers of a language with a common text.
Such guidelines have been worked out by the [Vatican's] Secretariat for Promoting Christian Unity and the United Bible Societies. 
Obviously such guidelines can only provide us with a common minimum. These translations, as they stand now, can serve a private need but may not always be sufficiently faithful to principles which must be followed in order for them to serve the liturgical need. Hence once again, the need for a separate approval for versions / the Sacred text used in the liturgy.
Do you get this? Austine Crasta.
Dear Martin, I'm happy that you were able to profit from the reply. In fact I had already posted PART II of my reply close to midnight. Please do read that post too. It makes some very important points regarding Bible translations in general and those used in the liturgy.
In this third and final part of my reply, I wish to comment on the questions I left unanswered. It concerns the printing and distribution of the RSV-CE in India.
So why was it stopped? 
Honestly, I cannot give you a definitive answer here. But I can venture a guess.
Though this may sound silly, it is very probable that the Indian publishers thought that when the New RSV (i.e., NRSV) came out, it was a better translation over the RSV much in the same way that "New Marie" biscuits were thought to be an improvement over the ordinary and old "Marie" biscuits. LOL.
It is the same principle at work in most of the things we buy. We always look for the newest in models or versions be it in automobile or software.
After all, the [original] publishers of the NRSV itself intended the New RSV [i.e., NRSV] to replace the old. So it is POSSIBLE that this logic also determined the copyright and reprinting policy which led to the NRSV replacing RSV in Indian printing.
Today however we see that the RSV didn't die a natural death. Instead, it remained a preferred choice among those with whom the "inclusive language" principle didn't find favour. And so the publishers continue to print that version.

Again it should be borne in mind that the Vatican ruling on "Inclusive Language" in Bible translations came only in the year 2001 whereas the NRSV was a work of the late 80s and early 90s. Further Vatican ruling concerned only Scriptural translations meant for liturgical use, about which I spoke in PART II of this reply.
Since English is not our native language, we've had to depend on foreign English translations. But since cost of foreign editions are forbidding, only an Indian print can make books affordable to Indians and people of the subcontinent. This re-printing however is subject to copyright laws and licensing fees. 
While some are extremely generous in reducing, even waiving royalty and other fees, not all foreign publishers are co-operative. For example, the Indian bishops struggled to get permission to print the UK edition of the Divine Office (Breviary) in India so as to help our clergy (and seminarians) for whom recitation of the Divine Office is an obligation (the foreign edition would cost them about Rs. 6,000/- today). However, the attempts of bishops were unsuccessful. So they had no choice but to reprint another English edition (prepared by the ICEL) in India.
Such factors too play a part in determining what is printed in India and what is not. But they remain unseen, i.e., they are not usually known to the public.
All this I have said only to make you realize that question is not as simple as saying 2 and 2 is 4. It is a multi-layered question involving so many different factors, not all of which are in our power.
But all said and done, you still are free to make known your aspirations to see the RSV-CE printed in India to the leaders of the Church. And this is a good thing to do.
Whom should contact in this regard?
You must write to the CCBI COMMISSION FOR BIBLE. You can find information about this commission at:
http://www.ccbi.in/com_bible.php
Keep up the love and regard you have for the Sacred Scriptures. Austine Crasta.
From the Konkani Catholics yahoogroup Digest No. 2084, November 18, 2009: 

Dear Lawrence, Although I have a personal copy of the Christian Community Bible, I have never used it since I have several versions and I mostly use the RSV-CE for English. 
The publishers claim that it is a "very accurate translation from
the Hebrew and Greek biblical texts." It would take extensive reading and comparison with the original text to verify such a claim. Yet I would take that self-made claim with a pinch of salt since this Bible was not translated from the original Hebrew and Greek texts but from Spanish translation, and also because it purports to use a language easily understood by common people. Accurate biblical language is not always easy to understand - either for ordinary people or to scholars!
Also, the translation of the Christian Community Bible in a couple of other language translations of this Bible ran into problems especially because of its commentaries. 
The editors/translators have had the good intention of producing a readable version with helpful commentaries for the ordinary people. But it is regrettable that they chose to use "inclusive language". While such versions are okay for personal reading, they cannot be approved for liturgical use. (To know more about "inclusive language", see the note below)
I particularly also dislike the fact that the Christian Community Bible uses the personal name of God "Yahweh" in its translation despite a long standing tradition which renders it as "LORD". 
The Jews would never dare utter the divine name and Catholics too are forbidden to use the name of "Yahweh" in liturgy, even in liturgical hymns. Not even the ancient Greek version of the Old Testament uses "Yahweh". It translates it as "Kurios" meaning "Lord." So does the Latin Bible which translates it "Dominus" meaning "Lord". This then is another reason why this version cannot be used in the Liturgy. As for personal reading, it may be fine. Austine Crasta
From: Derrick D'Costa, Bahrain To: Michael Prabhu Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2009 1:33 PM 
Subject: "Our Mother" every time he said "Our Father"

Also in the Mangalorean Catholics yahoogroup Digest No. 1414, April 23, 2009: 

Dear Michael, 

I refer to your words about the priest adding "Our Mother" every time he said "Our Father" this is a very serious problem and is now widespread, please also note that in my personal opinion while VCII is misused, VC II itself is not to blame for liberal misinterpretation. Again now twice in the same week I quote from Instruction Redemptionis Sacramentum - On certain matters to be observed or to be avoided regarding the Most Holy Eucharist-which reveals the mind of the Church para 11 “ The Mystery of the Eucharist "is TOO GREAT for anyone to permit himself to treat it according to his own whim, so that its sacredness and its universal ordering would be obscured".[30] The result is uncertainty in matters of doctrine, perplexity and scandal on the part of the People of God, and, almost as a necessary consequence, vigorous opposition, all of which greatly confuse and sadden many of Christ’s faithful in this age of ours when Christian life is often particularly difficult on account of the inroads of "secularization" as well”

However the Church has in times past through many documents prohibited such practices which you speak of and I understand the problem to be one of DISOBEDIENCE consisting in forcing ones divergent opinion on the people of God which in this case happens to be inclusive language. 
Kindly note that most of the official documents below come from http://www.adoremus.org/ 

Our Holy Father long ago said "The Ratzinger Report”: “Christianity is not a philosophical speculation; IT IS NOT A CONSTRUCTION OF OUR MIND. Christianity is not ‘our’ work; it is a Revelation; it is a message that has been consigned to us, and we have no right to reconstruct it as we like or choose. CONSEQUENTLY, WE ARE NOT AUTHORIZED TO CHANGE THE OUR FATHER INTO AN OUR MOTHER: THE SYMBOLISM EMPLOYED BY JESUS IS IRREVERSIBLE; IT IS BASED ON THE SAME MAN-GOD RELATIONSHIP HE CAME TO REVEAL TO US.”
The Holy Father as Cardinal Ratzinger, Prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith (The Ratzinger Report, p. 78), states that it is certainly not accidental that the Apostles' Creed begins with the confession: "I believe in God, the Father Almighty, Creator of Heaven and Earth." This primordial faith in the Creator God (a God who is really God) forms a pivot as it were, about which all other Christian truths turn. The strongest reason for calling God Father, from the Christian point of view, is that God himself through the scriptures has told us how to speak of him.

From the Liturgiam authenticam para 31 ‘In particular: to be avoided is the systematic resort to imprudent solutions such as a mechanical substitution of words… Some particular norms are the following: a) In referring to almighty God or the individual persons of the Most Holy Trinity, the truth of tradition as well as the established gender usage of each respective language are to be maintained. …

From the Norms for the Translation of Biblical Texts for Use in the Liturgy Two paragraphs “4/2. The grammatical gender of God, pagan deities, and angels according to the original texts must not be changed insofar as this is possible in the receptor language. 4/3. In fidelity to the inspired Word of God, the traditional biblical usage for naming the persons of the Trinity as Father, Son and Holy Spirit is to be retained.”
[b]From the Holy See’s Observations on the English-language Translation of the Roman Missal (2002) B] “After the Orate, fratres, the people's response Suscipiat Dominus sacrificium de manibus tuis … has been distorted, apparently for purposes of "inclusive language": "May the Lord accept the sacrifice at your hands for the praise and glory of God's name, for our good, and the good of all the Church." The insertion of the possessive God's gives the impression that the Lord who accepts the sacrifice is different from God whose name is glorified by it. The Church is no longer His Church, and is no longer called holy, a flaw in the previous translation that one might have hoped would be corrected.”

Fr Paul Mankowski SJ (Crisis, Vol. 9, 1991, p. 23) who writes: "The acknowledgement of God as Father is an essential part of Christian kerygma: it is unarguably the belief of the Catholic Church. The priest may responsibly take prudent measures not to give casual offence, but if he 'adapts' the wording to 'Parent' or 'Mother/Father', he has forsaken that very doctrine which he was entrusted to pass on in the liturgy; he promotes disunity."
William Oddie, formerly an Anglican pastor and now a Catholic, reminds us that in the whole of the Old Testament GOD IS DESCRIBED AS FATHER 11 TIMES. JESUS, IN STARTLING CONTRAST, USES THE TERM AT LEAST 170 TIMES, AND, EXCEPT FOR THE CRY OF DERELICTION FROM THE CROSS, ALWAYS USES THIS FORM OF ADDRESS AND NO OTHER. THE UNFAILING USE OF THIS FORM OF ADDRESS BY JESUS CONFIRMS OUR BELIEF THAT TO CALL GOD FATHER IS AN INTEGRAL PART OF CHRIST'S REVELATION (WHAT WILL HAPPEN TO GOD? P. 104).

At the end the matter is very simple, in case of the “Good Morning” greeting based on my own reading of the several articles is no prohibited before Mass, but only DURING mass. To end again with what the Holy Father says "I am, in fact, convinced, that what FEMINISM PROMOTES IN ITS RADICAL FORM IS NO LONGER THE CHRISTIANITY THAT WE KNOW; IT IS ANOTHER RELIGION." Pope Benedict XVI speaking (as Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger) on radical feminism. 
-Excerpt from 'The Ratzinger Report' (Ignatius Press)

God bless, Derrick
From Derrick D’Costa in the Mangalorean Catholics yahoogroup Digest No. 1932, March 25, 2010: 

Gender empowerment is not a mere language issue it is tied up in our attitudes and actions.
I quote from the original post "Gender sensitive use of words:
explicitly use inclusive language instead of exclusive language. For example, God is "Our Mother/Father God" or "God our Mother and Father".
In Gujarat this is common: we say ma-bap not necessarily referring to any one of the parents; God is not a "male" being; it was a metaphor used by a patriarchal society for its God, the unnamable Mystery."
In case of the unfortunate use of the so called "Gender sensitive" use of words the Holy Father had pointed out earlier that, "Christianity is not a philosophical speculation; it is not a construction of our mind. Christianity is not `our' work; it is a Revelation; it is a message that has been consigned to us, and we have no right to reconstruct it as we like or choose. Consequently, we are not authorized to change the Our Father into an Our Mother: the symbolism employed by
Jesus is irreversible; it is based on the same Man-God relationship he came to reveal to us." Refer The Rupture between Sexuality and Marriage by (then) Cardinal Ratzinger. [URL http://www.goodmorals.org/Ratzinger.htm]
I feel the Holy Father has lovingly expressed the view of the Church that gender equality must be deeper that mere inaccurate language changes which divested of the historical context lose their vital message for our times apart from the worse effects of confusing the faithful refer the article "God the Father, the Trinity and Vertical Inclusive Language" [http://www.ourladyswarriors.org/articles/inclusive.htm]

From: Derrick D'Costa Sent: Sunday, November 05, 2006 4:36 PM
To: Sacred Heart church, Manama, Bahrain Subject: Appointment Query – Derrick
Dear Father Quadros,
Thanks for the opportunity to hear your views. 
To summarise your views you stated that God is a person based on the teachings of the Vatican Council II and since our experience of love is conditioned on the family, it is possible to invoke Him as both God and Mother.

I have prayed about my response and I must assure you that it is given under the best intentions. 
My own belief is the same as mentioned in the earlier document quoted, Instruction Redemptionis Sacramentum - On certain matters to be observed or to be avoided regarding the Most Holy Eucharist. “The Church herself has no power over those things which were established by Christ himself and which constitute an unchangeable part of the Liturgy. [26] [11.] The Mystery of the Eucharist "is too great for anyone to permit himself to treat it according to his own whim, so that its sacredness and its universal ordering would be obscured".[30] The result is uncertainty in matters of doctrine, perplexity and scandal on the part of the People of God, and, almost as a necessary consequence, vigorous opposition, all of which greatly confuse and sadden many of Christ’s faithful in this age of ours when Christian life is often particularly difficult on account of the inroads of "secularization" as well.
This is especially true in the light of the fact that they are approximately 70,000 or more Catholics on the island, targeted by numerous Protestant sects as well as the majority religion. Another reason why I will continue to hold fast to what I consider true Catholic teaching was that over the weekend I found unexpected support from our current Holy Father’s writings while he was yet a Cardinal, “The Ratzinger Report”: “Christianity is not a philosophical speculation; it is not a construction of our mind. Christianity is not ‘our’ work; it is a Revelation; it is a message that has been consigned to us, and we have no right to reconstruct it as we like or choose. Consequently, we are not authorized to change the Our Father into an Our Mother: the symbolism employed by Jesus is irreversible; it is based on the same Man-God relationship he came to reveal to us.” I also did look at some readings of the Vatican Council, but find no support for your claim. In the catechism issued by his predecessor “270 God is the Father Almighty, whose fatherhood and power shed light on one another: God reveals his fatherly omnipotence by the way he takes care of our needs; by the filial adoption that he gives us ("I will be a father to you, and you shall be my sons and daughters, says the Lord Almighty") :[109] finally by his infinite mercy, for he displays his power at its height by freely forgiving sins.”

There is another article on the same issue on Catholiconline part of which I will include here. “In an ill-fated attempt to be politically correct and inclusive, we can at times end up speaking similar nonsense. This particularly shows up when we try to incorporate these concepts into our prayer and liturgical life. When the apostles asked Jesus how to pray, He told them to say, “Our Father who art in heaven, hallowed be Thy name …” This is the most crucial of places where Jesus teaches us about God the Father (Abba, means “father,” or “dad,” but not gender-generic “parent”). Having children especially sing songs like: “Our Father who art in heaven, hallowed be Thy name; Our mother who art in heaven, hallowed be thy name” in an effort to have them “receive” the “Our Father” does them no favors. Jesus never taught His disciples to pray “Our Mother.” And those who say that Jesus did not do that because of the culture He lived in, speaking of God as “Father” was radical in itself. It also implies that Jesus is willing to lie. Since, as He told the apostles, He is “the way, the truth and the life,” how can He lie? And, as St. Thomas Aquinas states, “The Lord’s Prayer is the most perfect of prayers.” If that is so, how could it be perfect if Jesus never instructed His followers to say, “Our mother”?  As the Catechism of the Catholic Church says, “We can invoke God as ‘Father’ because he is revealed to us by His Son […] The personal revelation of the Son to the Father is something that man cannot conceive of nor the angelic powers even dimly see” (2780). No Church Father ever taught that God was Mother. As Church Father Tertullian states, “The Father’s name has been revealed to us in the Son, for the name ‘Son’ implies the new name ‘Father.’ ” Through baptism, we are adopted children of God the Father. As St. Cyril of Jerusalem states, we “are appropriately called ‘christs.’” God cannot be our mother because God is not Jesus’ mother. Mary is the Mother of Jesus, the Mother of God. Since we become other ‘christs’ through our baptism, Mary, and rightfully so, becomes our Mother. It seems as though those who use vertical inclusive language in a misguided attempt to level the field for women so they are not excluded actually minimizes the role of either parent, mother or father. It gives the impression that father or mother is interchangeable. If one can call father mother and mother father, then pretty soon the child has no parents at all. However inadequate a human father can be as a parent in modeling God, by virtue of his maleness he models God the Father more perfectly in a sense than a saintly woman. There is a difference between male and female – God made sure of them when He created them both. There is a difference between Jesus’ Father and mother. Mary is not God. God is not mother.”
Also in the Catechism of the Catholic Church

238 Many religions invoke God as "Father". The deity is often considered the "father of gods and of men". In Israel, God is called "Father" inasmuch as he is Creator of the world.59 Even more, God is Father because of the covenant and the gift of the law to Israel, "his first-born son".60 God is also called the Father of the king of Israel. Most especially he is "the Father of the poor", of the orphaned and the widowed, who are under his loving protection.61 

239 By calling God "Father", the language of faith indicates two main things: that God is the first origin of everything and transcendent authority; and that he is at the same time goodness and loving care for all his children. God's parental tenderness can also be expressed by the image of motherhood, 62 which emphasizes God's immanence, the intimacy between Creator and creature. The language of faith thus draws on the human experience of parents, who are in a way the first representatives of God for man. But this experience also tells us that human parents are fallible and can disfigure the face of fatherhood and motherhood. We ought therefore to recall that God transcends the human distinction between the sexes. He is neither man nor woman: he is God. He also transcends human fatherhood and motherhood, although he is their origin and standard: [63] no one is father as God is Father.

240 Jesus revealed that God is Father in an unheard-of sense: he is Father not only in being Creator; he is eternally Father in relation to his only Son, who is eternally Son only in relation to his Father: "No one knows the Son except the Father, and no one knows the Father except the Son and any one to whom the Son chooses to reveal him."64

2784 The free gift of adoption requires on our part continual conversion and new life. Praying to our Father should develop in us two fundamental dispositions: 

First, the desire to become like him: though created in his image, we are restored to his likeness by grace; and we must respond to this grace. 

We must remember . . . and know that when we call God "our Father" we ought to behave as sons of God.38 

You cannot call the God of all kindness your Father if you preserve a cruel and inhuman heart; for in this case you no longer have in you the marks of the heavenly Father's kindness.39 

We must contemplate the beauty of the Father without ceasing and adorn our own souls accordingly.40 

2785 Second, a humble and trusting heart that enables us "to turn and become like children":41 for it is to "little children" that the Father is revealed.42 

[The prayer is accomplished] by the contemplation of God alone, and by the warmth of love, through which the soul, moulded and directed to love him, speaks very familiarly to God as to its own Father with special devotion.43 

Our Father: at this name love is aroused in us . . . and the confidence of obtaining what we are about to ask. . . . What would he not give to his children who ask, since he has already granted them the gift of being his children? 44

For the above reasons I do not think such teaching is Catholic and apologise for any offence caused, I do need to follow my conscience however, and cannot compromise on my Catholic faith. But I must express my gratitude to you, that because of your expression and comment, I could clarify my position and never have doubts in this matter again.  

Lastly and so very much more importantly, I must pray for God’s blessing for you and beg your forgiveness if I unintentionally hurt your sentiments. My concern is chiefly and solely for the salvation of my soul and for the souls of Catholics in Bahrain.  

Regards, Derrick
Why does the Church use male pronouns to refer to God?  

http://www.catholic.com/thisrock/quickquestions/?qid=408 

Throughout Scripture, God revealed himself in masculine terms. Jesus often spoke of his "Father" and even taught his disciples to pray, "Our Father" (Matt. 6:9-13). Jesus himself was a man, not a woman, and he said of the Holy Spirit, "He will teach you all things" (John 14:26). -Jim Blackburn
Was Jesus male before the Incarnation?

http://www.catholic.com/thisrock/quickquestions/?qid=419
Before the Incarnation the Son was pure spirit, just as are the Father and the Holy Spirit. As such, he did not have gender at that time. Only when the Son incarnated as the man Christ Jesus did he become male. The Father and the Holy Spirit remain pure spirit and so do not have biological gender. 
For the purpose of revealing himself to us, God has revealed his Trinitarian self primarily in masculine terms because he is the instigator, the first cause; it is he who initiates salvation. It is the Church that is revealed in feminine terms because the Church is the recipient of salvation and the one who nurtures Christians with the graces received from God, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. -Michelle Arnold
What Happened to My Hymn? 

http://www.adoremus.org/0603Hymn.html EXTRACT
By Lucy E. Carroll, Adoremus Bulletin Online Edition - Vol. IX, No. 4: June 2003

"Inclusive" language strikes everywhere -- and even recent songs are subjected to rigorous neutering. Soon after it was published, the refrain of We Are the Light of the World was altered from "Let our light shine before men" to "Let our light shine before all" (Text and music by Jean Anthony Grieif, 1966 Vernacular Hymns Publishing Co.).

Inclusive language: 'eventually all nonsense implodes upon itself'

http://www.ad2000.com.au/inclusive_language_eventually_all_nonsense_implodes_upon_itself_july_1998 

By Gerard Wilson, Volume 11, No. 6, July 1998
The demand within parts of the Catholic Church for inclusive language for use in the Bible, the Mass and other parts of the liturgy has increased in recent years. However, this demand has not come from the pews or from any groups representative of the Church's grass roots. Rather, it reflects the efforts of well-placed people within the Church's local administrations to bring religious practices into conformity with questionable policies in the secular world.
Inclusive language, that form of gender neutral language designed to include women by eliminating male nouns and pronouns and also male generic terms where both men and women are meant, has made significant inroads into secular usage in the media and academia, if not in popular, everyday usage. Such terms as "salesperson," "chairperson" or "humankind" are all too familiar.
Grammatical rules
This trend even extends to well known, traditional maxims. Thus we may no longer say that "all men are brothers" or that "man does not live by bread alone", to give but two examples of generic statements. We must now say that "all men and women (or "all people") are brothers and sisters" and "no one lives by bread alone."

The obsession to emasculate the language extends even to the infringement of simple, obvious grammatical rules we learned, or should have learned, at school. Thus, the words of an obiter dictum of former Archbishop Fisher of Canterbury, "Everyone must be allowed the exercise of his own particular genius," would now have to be rendered by the grammatically incorrect "Everyone must be allowed to exercise their own particular genius." Anything is permitted to avoid a male possessive adjective; and there are many examples of this usage or misusage, extending down to the scarcely believable "to each their own", a veritable 'inclusive howler.'

From the foregoing examples it is obvious that inclusive language is destroying traditional English verbally and grammatically. The method of introducing inclusive language is a progressive process and begins with the gradual and systematic modification of certain words and expressions to conform to a minority ideological agenda. This language is slowly accepted and necessarily leads to new ways of thinking – the invariable consequence of language change.

This in turn will lead to the demand for still further changes because behind the assumptions of the use of inclusive language is the belief that English will inevitably move to gender inclusive terms. And so still further changes will follow until the desired objective has been achieved.

Msgr. Robert Sokolowsky of the Catholic University of America (L'Osservatore Romano, 3.3.93) has expressed serious concern about the consequences of inclusive language: "The acceptance of inclusive language will in principle concede the claim that the traditional form of English has something morally wrong or insensitive about it, that it is in some way unjust to women … Furthermore, it will cast a shadow of immorality or insensitivity on earlier writers ...".

Sokolowsky thus describes the effect of inclusive language on the mother tongue: "The violence done to English by the device of inclusive language calls to mind the damage done to the tradition of Christian art by the Puritans and by the participants in the French Revolution, who smashed statues and stained glass windows in a desire to make everything new; in the present case it is the English language that is being smashed. We are dealing with an iconoclasm of language."

A fundamental objection to inclusive language is its artificiality. It does not represent the natural organic development of the English language. As it has been forced on the language for social and political reasons, it also carries with it the danger that what it seeks to communicate will not be the contents of the original message. Its imposed artificial vocabulary seeks to assign new meanings to familiar words and expressions. Change the language and you change minds!

In his novel, 1984, published in 1948, George Orwell describes an England under a totalitarian dictatorship and as part of its plan for complete control it imposes on the population a language called Newspeak. Orwell seems to have had more prescience in the matter of language than he realised: Newspeak materialised as inclusive language some thirty years later.
Traditional texts
In the current climate of the Church it would indeed be surprising if ecclesiastical language had not attracted the attention of the linguistically disaffected within. The efforts of these people to subvert standard traditional texts which they find offensive have become increasingly daring. Thus, the following inclusive and gender-neutral version of the sign of the cross has been proposed: "In the name of the Creator, and of the Redeemer, and of the Sanctifier. So may it be" (see Donna Steichen, Ungodly Rage, p. 103).

The error here - and it is one of faith - is that the Trinity is not three functions in one God, but three persons, really distinct but equal in all things, indivisibly united in one God. It is therefore incorrect to limit creation to the Father, redemption to the Son, and sanctification to the Holy Spirit. One wonders just how the new censors will deal with the task of "desexing" Acts 15: 1. Here St Luke says "But some came down from Judea and began to teach the 'brethren', saying: 'Unless you be circumcised after the manner of Moses, you cannot be saved'." Will "brothers and sisters" replace "brethren"?

A far more serious misuse of inclusive language in the Church is the shift from calling God "Father" as seen above in a formula for the sign of the cross. Here the new names render God as both impersonal and distant and not only contradict the Christian understanding of God as personal and loving but are unintelligible to the ordinary Christian. Who can adore a Trinity which, instead of being Father, Son and Holy Spirit, is reduced to a remote committee of three: Creator, Redeemer and Sanctifier? Since the beginning, man has built shrines to a God who has a Name. How many Athenians worshipped at the altar of the Unknown God on the Areopagus'? History records no martyrs who suffered for the Unknown God.

Some priests have attempted to solve the matter of names by praying to "God who is Father and Mother of us all" in 'progressive' liturgies. The problem created by this shift is summed up by Fr Paul Mankowski SJ (Crisis, Vol. 9, 1991, p. 23) who writes: "The acknowledgement of God as Father is an essential part of Christian kerygma: it is unarguably the belief of the Catholic Church. The priest may responsibly take prudent measures not to give casual offence, but if he 'adapts' the wording to 'Parent' or 'Mother/Father', he has forsaken that very doctrine which he was entrusted to pass on in the liturgy; he promotes disunity."
Christian truths
Cardinal Ratzinger, Prefect of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith (The Rat-zinger Report, p. 78), states that it is certainly not accidental that the Apostles' Creed begins with the confession: "I believe in God, the Father Almighty, Creator of Heaven and Earth." This primordial faith in the Creator God (a God who is really God) forms a pivot as it were, about which all other Christian truths turn. 
The strongest reason for calling God Father, from the Christian point of view, is that God himself through the scriptures has told us how to speak of him. In all scriptures, in both the Old Testament and the New, God is never called Mother. Historically, religions that call God Mother are pantheistic (viewing God and creation as basically one and the same thing).

William Oddie, formerly an Anglican pastor and now a Catholic, reminds us that in the whole of the Old Testament God is described as Father 11 times. Jesus, in startling contrast, uses the term at least 170 times, and, except for the cry of dereliction from the cross, always uses this form of address and no other. The unfailing use of this form of address by Jesus confirms our belief that to call God Father is an integral part of Christ's revelation (What Will Happen to God? p. 104).

The growing, unrepresentative demand for inclusive language within the Catholic Church has come from strategically placed academics, 'experts' and bureaucrats, not infrequently males, who claim that female sensibilities are ravaged by the presence of masculine terms and pronouns in ecclesiastical language generally. Yet nowhere has it been demonstrated that inclusive language is what women either need or want; nor that women have been excluded from English discourse for the last thousand years. It is an issue that has never been debated; the discussion has been totally one-sided.

Generic or traditional English, which has lasted at least a thousand years, is inclusive and was intended to be. That is why it is called "generic". Did any woman, feminist or otherwise, feel "excluded" by generic language before, say, AD 1970? A poll conducted by Time magazine (22.6.92) showed that only 36% of Catholic women (but 48% of men) thought that terms like "men," referring to humanity, should be avoided in worship. A mere 22% of women (and 27% of men) wanted the Church to eliminate "he" or "Father" in praying to God. If a similar poll were taken here in Australia, the result would most likely be similar.

So, where does all this leave the ordinary practising Catholics who are struggling to maintain and retain orthodoxy in doctrine and worship? Do they really need this kind of language? Have they ever been consulted? And by what authority is it being introduced or, rather, imposed? Has it made the parishioners in those parishes where it has been introduced better Catholics?

Of equal importance, has it increased Mass attendances? These are questions that concern the whole Church and its future.

One wonders just what benefits could be derived from the substitution of ungainly polysyllabic terms for the elegant economy, grace and undertones of reverence of the traditional language.

This language is not only part of the heritage of the mother tongue but has also provided worshippers with a sense of stability and a feeling of comfort in times of grief, as well as joy, and in times of celebration. Inclusive language is hardly a fitting heritage for our descendants.

The move to introduce inclusive language into the scriptures and the liturgy, therefore, if successful, threatens to obliterate many traditional terms which are part of our linguistic heritage by replacing them with unwieldy, artificial substitutes and to change the theological perceptions and eventually the beliefs of the "ordinary Catholic in the pew," because lex orandi is lex credendi: the law of prayer establishes the law of belief; the liturgy is the school of faith; and the way one prays ultimately determines for better or worse the way or what one believes.

Signs of hope
There are, however, signs of hope. The Vatican's Norms for the Translation of Biblical Texts for Use in the Liturgy, only recently made public (see September 1997 AD2000), indicates the Church's official limits on the use of inclusive language for pastoral and liturgical readings. These directives, if heeded, will go far in ensuring doctrinal integrity and to curbing the literary vandalism that has been perpetrated so far.

A hint of a reversal of the trend to inclusive language in the secular world may be discerned from the CNN News Hour (SBS-TV, Monday to Friday). If the author's observations after watching the program over a period of a few months signify anything, it would seem that the traditional "chairman" is starting to make a comeback, even in the United States. Who was it who said: "Eventually, all nonsense implodes upon itself"?

God the Father, the Trinity and Vertical Inclusive Language
http://www.ourladyswarriors.org/articles/inclusive.htm 

By James A. Urda and Bruce Sabalaskey (All emphases theirs)
Introduction
It has been said "a church believes as she prays." Some within Catholicism are encouraging use of vertical inclusive language in the Liturgy, i.e., referring to God in so-called "neutral" or both masculine and feminine terms. "Inclusive language" in itself is a verbal creation of dissenters, and is a misleading term. Before proceeding, a definition on the types of inclusive language is necessary. Vertical inclusive language deals with how we refer to God, while horizontal inclusive language deals with how we refer to each other. This article is focused on the vertical inclusive language problem.

It is critically important to understand that the Blessed Trinity defined as God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Spirit, is a dogmatic definition, that is an infallibly defined theological reality. This is re-stated at every Sunday Mass during the profession of Faith in the Nicene Creed said after the Gospel reading. This Creed was formally defined to clearly state the Church's unchanging teaching at the Second General Council of Constantinople in the year 381 to defend against the heresies of Arianism and Macedonianism. The remainder of this article deals with a fuller explanation of this Truth and its relation to vertical inclusive language.

God's Name is Divinely Revealed and not derived from Culture

Some say a patriarchal society was the reason for a masculine Judeo-Christian God; yet, Israel's pre-existing and co-existing pagan neighbors (e.g. Canaanites, Greeks, Egyptians, and Persians) had prominent goddesses and priestesses. They were quite at-home with male and female religious images, although not in economics, politics, or in the military. Why didn't God make use of this pre-existing religious mindset by using the Mother/She title in revelation to the emerging Israel or to the Apostles? Indeed, Israel not using feminine personal names and pronouns for deity was counter-cultural. [1]
Absolutely nowhere in Sacred Scripture is God called Mother. Rather it is just the opposite, whereby Jesus refers to God only as the Father numerous times which prove both Jesus' Sonship and God's Fatherhood in a proper physical sense [2] [3]. Several examples are shown below (source: RSV Catholic Edition):

Matthew 11:27 "All things have been delivered to me by my Father; and no one knows the Son except the Father, and no one knows the Father except the Son and any one to whom the Son chooses to reveal him"

John 10:30 "I and the Father are one."

John 5:26 "For as the Father has life in himself, so he has granted the Son also to have life in himself"

John 1:18 "No one has ever seen God; the only Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, he has made him known."

Luke 11:2-4 "And he said to them, "When you pray, say: 'Father, hallowed be thy name. Thy kingdom come. Give us each day our daily bread; and forgive us our sins, for we ourselves forgive everyone who is indebted to us; and lead us not into temptation.'"

Mark 13:32 "But of that day or that hour no one knows, not even the angels in heaven, nor the Son, but only the Father."

John 6:32 "Jesus then said to them, "Truly, truly, I say to you, it was not Moses who gave you the bread from heaven; my Father gives you the true bread from heaven."

John 8:42 "Jesus said to them, "If God were your Father, you would love me, for I proceeded and came forth from God; I came not of my own accord, but he sent me."

John 14:5-6 "Thomas said to him, "Lord, we do not know where you are going; how can we know the way?" Jesus said to him, "I am the way, and the truth, and the life; no one comes to the Father, but by me."

John 14:16-17 "And I will pray the Father, and he will give you another Counselor, to be with you forever, even the Spirit of truth, whom the world cannot receive, because it neither sees him nor knows him; you know him, for he dwells with you, and will be in you."

He significantly strengthens and deepens the Father title though culturally that was not required. [4] Shouldn't we better understand Jesus' use of the name Father rather than change, de-emphasize or delete it? After all, Jesus is God, the Second Person of the Blessed Trinity, and He is Truth (John 14:6). The Catechism of the Catholic Church (CCC) also repeats the teaching of the Church:

CCC #2779 Before we make our own this first exclamation of the Lord's Prayer, we must humbly cleanse our hearts of certain false images drawn "from this world." Humility makes us recognize that "no one knows the Son except the Father, and no one knows the Father except the Son and anyone to whom the Son chooses to reveal him," that is, "to little children." (Matthew 11:25-27)  The purification of our hearts has to do with paternal or maternal images, stemming from our personal and cultural history, and influencing our relationship with God. God our Father transcends the categories of the created world. To impose our own ideas in this area "upon him" would be to fabricate idols to adore or pull down. To pray to the Father is to enter into his mystery as he is and as the Son has revealed him to us.
The expression God the Father had never been revealed to anyone. When Moses himself asked God who he was, he heard another name. The Father's name has been revealed to us in the Son, for the name "Son" implies the new name "Father." (Tertullian, De Orat., 3: PL 1, 1155)
CCC #2780 We can invoke God as "Father" because he is revealed to us by his Son become man and because his Spirit makes him known to us. The personal relation of the Son to the Father is something that man cannot conceive of nor the angelic powers even dimly see: and yet, the Spirit of the Son grants a participation in that very relation to us who believe that Jesus is the Christ and that we are born of God. (Cf. Jn 1:1; 1 Jn 5:1.)
Quite simply, if God tells us to refer to the First Person of the Blessed Trinity as Father, then we must without question! The key point is that God's Name has been revealed to us by God Himself, through the inerrant inspired writings of Sacred Scripture [14] and through God's own presence on earth through His Eternal Son, Jesus Christ Our Lord. God's Name is not a result of man's reasoning process at a particular point in time. The Catechism explains in detail:

CCC #238 Many religions invoke God as "Father." The deity is often considered the "father of gods and of men." In Israel, God is called "Father" inasmuch as he is Creator of the world. [Cf. Deut 32:6; Mal 2:10] Even more, God is Father because of the covenant and the gift of the law to Israel, "his first-born son." [Ex 4:22] God is also called the Father of the king of Israel. Most especially he is "the Father of the poor," of the orphaned and the widowed, who are under his loving protection. [Cf. 2 Sam 7:14; Ps 68:6]
CCC #239 By calling God "Father," the language of faith indicates two main things: that God is the first origin of everything and transcendent authority; and that he is at the same time goodness and loving care for all his children. God's parental tenderness can also be expressed by the image of motherhood, [Cf. Isa 66:13; Ps 131:2] which emphasizes God's immanence, the intimacy between Creator and creature. The language of faith thus draws on the human experience of parents, who are in a way the first representatives of God for man. But this experience also tells us that human parents are fallible and can disfigure the face of fatherhood and motherhood. 
We ought therefore to recall that God transcends the human distinction between the sexes. He is neither man nor woman: he is God. He also transcends human fatherhood and motherhood, although he is their origin and standard: [Cf. Ps 27:10; Eph 3:14; Isa 49:15] no one is father as God is Father.
CCC #240 Jesus revealed that God is Father in an unheard of sense: he is Father not only in being Creator; he is eternally Father by his relationship to his only Son who, reciprocally, is Son only in relation to his Father: "No one knows the Son except the Father, 441-445 and no one knows the Father except the Son and anyone to whom the Son chooses to reveal him." [Mt 11:27]
CCC #242 Following this apostolic tradition, the Church confessed at the first ecumenical council at Nicea (325) that the Son is  "consubstantial" with the Father, that is, one only God with him. [The English phrases "of one being" and "one in being" translate the Greek word homoiousios, which was rendered in Latin by consubstantialis.] The second ecumenical council, held at Constantinople in 381, kept this expression in its formulation of the Nicene Creed and confessed "the only-begotten Son of God, eternally begotten of the Father, light from light, true God from true God, begotten not made, consubstantial with the Father." [Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed; cf. DS 150]
Vatican II Upholds the Name of God as Father

This aforementioned teaching of God the Father is upheld and re-iterated within Vatican II. In Dei Verbum, the Dogmatic Constitution on Divine Revelation [14], Vatican II teaches that point quite clearly and specifically. Note that Dei Verbum is a dogmatic document, and therefore infallibly expresses the Church's teaching on Divine Revelation.

Dei Verbum #2, 4: "In His goodness and wisdom God chose to reveal Himself and to make known to us the hidden purpose of His will (see Eph. 1:9) by which through Christ, the Word made flesh, man might in the Holy Spirit have access to the Father and come to share in the divine nature (see Eph. 2:18; 2 Peter 1:4). Through this revelation, therefore, the invisible God (see Col. 1; 15, 1 Tim. 1:17) out of the abundance of His love speaks to men as friends (see Ex. 33:11; John 15:14-15) and lives among them (see Bar. 3:38), so that He may invite and take them into fellowship with Himself. Ö Then, after speaking in many and varied ways through the prophets, "now at last in these days God has spoken to us in His Son" (Heb. 1:1-2). For He sent His Son, the eternal Word, who enlightens all men, so that He might dwell among men and tell them of the innermost being of God (see John 1:1-18). Jesus Christ, therefore, the Word made flesh, was sent as "a man to men." He "speaks the words of God" (John 3:34), and completes the work of salvation which His Father gave Him to do (see John 5:36; Divine Revelation 17:4). To see Jesus is to see His Father (John 14:9). For this reason Jesus perfected revelation by fulfilling it through his whole work of making Himself present and manifesting Himself: through His words and deeds, His signs and wonders, but especially through His death and glorious resurrection from the dead and final sending of the Spirit of truth. Moreover He confirmed with divine testimony what revelation proclaimed, that God is with us to free us from the darkness of sin and death, and to raise us up to life eternal."

Vatican II also clearly teaches that we are to obediently assent to such revealed Truths.

Dei Verbum #5: "The obedience of faith" (Rom. 13:26; see 1:5; 2 Cor 10:5-6) "is to be given to God who reveals, an obedience by which man commits his whole self freely to God, offering the full submission of intellect and will to God who reveals," and freely assenting to the truth revealed by Him."

Lastly, we know with absolute certainty that what God has revealed to us through His Church is correct and error free. This means that there is no possibility that we are unsure of the teaching of God as Father.

Dei Verbum #5-6: "Through divine revelation, God chose to show forth and communicate Himself and the eternal decisions of His will regarding the salvation of men. That is to say, He chose to share with them those divine treasures which totally transcend the understanding of the human mind. As the sacred synod has affirmed, God, the beginning and end of all things, can be known with certainty from created reality by the light of human reason (see Rom. 1:20); but teaches that it is through His revelation that those religious truths which are by their nature accessible to human reason can be known by all men with ease, with solid certitude and with no trace of error, even in this present state of the human race."

Therefore, it is clear that Sacred Scripture naming God as Father is wholly proper, required and inerrant. Anyone who claims that the "spirit of Vatican II" means something different clearly does not wish to assent in Faith to the Church's teachings.

Other References of God as Father or Mother

In certain Scriptures Jesus does not use the term father:

Mark 3:35 "Whoever does the will of God is my brother, and sister, and mother."

Here He speaks of people - created beings - not God - who have a family relationship with Jesus if they follow God's Will. Why does Jesus leave out father? Jesus would not have us creatures called Father since He already has a Father, God the Father. Therefore, Jesus family consists of His Father - the uncreated source of everything - and all creatures who do His Father's Will, where we are His brothers and sisters. Every Catholic should know that Jesus has a Mother, the Blessed Virgin Mary.

Also in Matthew it reads:

Matthew 23:9 "And call no man your father on earth, for you have one Father, who is in heaven."

When Jesus says "Call no man father" he means that no one is Father as God is Father. This highlights the uniqueness of God as Father, for this is a revealed name, not a metaphorical name. [9]
Some advocate referring to God as Mother because a mystic had sometimes referred to God in this way. One example of such a mystic is named Julian of Norwich, a nun (sometimes also named Juliana). The Church acknowledges that the writings of mystics can be useful in providing insights about truth, but only if they conform to Church teaching. The Church has never claimed infallibility for mystics - their messages and visions simply do not have the authority as do Scripture and Sacred Tradition. In fact, all mystic's writings or visions must be tested against Scripture and Sacred Tradition. It is quite possible for mystics and theologians to be wrong, not necessarily from malice but from misunderstanding.

Also, mystics’ writings, although they may conform with Church teaching when properly understood, can be misinterpreted or, as commonly found with dissenters, misrepresented in a distorted manner to make an invalid point. Juliana applies the Mother reference, either directly or indirectly, to Jesus - not the Father or the Holy Spirit. Interestingly, only the Second Person, Jesus, is both God and man (in the strictest sense - a male). Although speaking of God as Mother, Juliana always uses masculine pronouns. Her references to God as Mother relate to Jesus' humanity since all humanity is feminine before God. Why? Just as the Church is feminine being called Holy Mother Church, so too are its members in one key attribute. This is because femininity has the attribute of receptivity and we receive God's Truth from Him, both His Church and its members. But Juliana's masculine usage refers to His Divinity. [12] It should also be noted that she was never formally beatified; "the title 'blessed' was given Juliana by her admirers without the explicit approval of the Church, though no official objection seems to have been made of it." [13]
Problems with Changing God's Name

Perhaps some might claim that Jesus limited His revelation to account for a patriarchal society, a feminist assertion, that being in spite of the clear teachings of Vatican II previously mentioned. In today's terminology that would mean that Jesus was "politically correct." Let's examine that assertion in more detail and analyze how it rips through the entire fabric of God's revealed Truths.

God the Father is not merely an image among numerous images; Jesus specifically instructs us to baptize in the name of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit (Mt. 28:19). In Jewish thought a name described one's very identity. [5] God's personal name gives us insight to Trinitarian life. Scripture says God can behave like a mother, which simply illustrates God's attributes. God possesses all attributes of both a father and a mother, but God's personal name is never 'Mother.' In creation, God made a man to be a father and a woman to be a mother. Both are created with equal dignity in His image, but have different attributes for those different roles. One example of God's motherly attribute, using a Scriptural example to put it into earthly terms that are understandable, is:

Matthew 23:37 "O Jerusalem, Jerusalem, killing the prophets and stoning those who are sent to you! How often would I have gathered your children together as a hen gathers her brood under her wings, and you would not!"

The CCC further explains that one of God's attributes, that of parental tenderness, can be the image of motherhood. But that certainly does not support changing God's Name.

CCC #239 By calling God "Father," the language of faith indicates two main things: that God is the first origin of everything and transcendent authority; and that he is at the same time goodness and loving care for all his children. God's parental tenderness can also be expressed by the image of motherhood, [Cf. Isa 66:13; Ps 131:2] which emphasizes God's immanence, the intimacy between Creator and creature. The language of faith thus draws on the human experience of parents, who are in a way the first representatives of God for man. But this experience also tells us that human parents are fallible and can disfigure the face of fatherhood and motherhood. We ought therefore to recall that God transcends the human distinction between the sexes. He is neither man nor woman: he is God. He also transcends human fatherhood and motherhood, although he is their origin and standard: [Cf. Ps 27:10; Eph 3:14; Isa 49:15] no one is father as God is Father.
God's personal name, Father, cannot be used as mere metaphor. The context in which Jesus uses Father does not allow Father to be placed in the same category as functionary terms such as "farmer", "vineyard owner", or "nursing mother" [6] [7]. God the Father is a Divine Person, and a Person has a Name, not just a "job." Imagine how impersonal it would be if everyone one referred to you by only your function. This distinction between name and function seems to be increasingly blurred today, perhaps purposely so.

The Feminist, Homosexual and New Age Connection

The feminist believes that a fundamental principle of all human societies, sex-role differentiation, is essentially an arrangement by which men in power via a patriarchal society oppress women. Therefore a God with the name of Father - in their thought process - just continues and reinforces said "oppression." Naming God as Mother is a method of liberation to help shed the shackles of oppression because traditional theology is believed to assume that men's experience is normative for all of humanity, and the existence of an andro-centric bias is considered a serious theological problem. As discussed earlier, the idea of goddess is clearly ancient and pagan, as is reflected in feminist theology. Wicca is belief system which promotes the concept of goddesses (as well as gods) and is one in which many feminists participate. It gets even more disgusting.

A Catholic should know that Jesus of course has a Mother. The CCC clearly states the Church's teaching on this matter.

CCC #495 Called in the Gospels "the mother of Jesus," Mary is acclaimed by Elizabeth, at the prompting of the Spirit and even before the birth of her son, as "the mother of my Lord." (Lk 1:43; Jn 2:1; 19:25; cf. Mt 13:55; et al.) In fact, the One whom she conceived as man by the Holy Spirit, who truly became her Son according to the flesh, was none other than the Father's eternal Son, the second person of the Holy Trinity. Hence the Church confesses that Mary is truly "Mother of God" (Council of Ephesus (431): DS 251)

Not only is the Virgin Mary Jesus real Mother, but Jesus in His generosity while hanging on the Cross, gave us His Mother, the Blessed Virgin Mary, to be our Mother too.

John 19:26-27 "When Jesus saw his mother, and the disciple whom he loved standing near, he said to his mother, 'Woman, behold, your son!' Then he said to the disciple, 'Behold, your mother!' And from that hour the disciple took her to his own home."

So are we to believe that Jesus and we have two Mothers rather than God our Father and the Blessed Virgin Mary our Mother? 
Such an implicit logical step fits well into the radical homosexual belief system (and feminist as well) which seeks to destroy the normal family definition of a mother and a father. Following the dissenters view, since God the Holy Spirit, as a 'Mother' came upon a feminine Mary to conceive Jesus Christ, Jesus and we humans - through God's adoption of us - are a product of an implicit homosexual union. It gets still more disgusting.

A next step would be to conclude that if God is Mother, then the Trinity as defined would be schizophrenic because how could one God be "part male" (Jesus) and "part female" ('Mother')? This further leads to the "female Jesus," which sometimes is called the "SophiaChrist." Some people have seen a "crucifix" holding a "Jesus with breasts." How absolutely repugnant. By this point of logical conclusions, fatherhood and maleness have been totally eliminated from God. God is now a result of human logic rather than being known via His revelation - truly a pagan victory. Feminists would be happy.

Lastly, if God is Mother, creation is 'birthed' rather than made out of nothing by God our Father. This concept is strong within Wiccan beliefs. Therefore, creation is no longer limited to being simply good, as described in Genesis, but 'divine.' The essence of New Age, a modern form of paganism and pantheism, is to worship "Sacred Creation." The Church teaches differently of course, as explained in the CCC:

295 We believe that God created the world according to his wisdom. (Cf. Wis 9:9.) It is not the product of any necessity whatever, nor of blind fate or chance. We believe that it proceeds from God's free will; he wanted to make his creatures share in his being, wisdom, and goodness: "For you created all things, and by your will they existed and were created." (Rev 4:11.) Therefore the Psalmist exclaims: "O LORD, how manifold are your works! In wisdom you have made them all"; and "The LORD is good to all, and his compassion is over all that he has made." (Ps 104:24; 145:9.)

God creates "out of nothing"
296 We believe that God needs no pre-existent thing or any help in order to create, nor is creation any sort of necessary emanation from the divine substance. (Cf. Dei Filius, can. 2-4: DS 3022-3024.) God creates freely "out of nothing": (Lateran Council IV (1215): DS 800; cf. DS 3025.)

299 Because God creates through wisdom, his creation is ordered: "You have arranged all things by measure and number and weight." (Wis 11:20.) The universe, created in and by the eternal Word, the "image of the invisible God," is destined for and addressed to man, himself created in the "image of God" and called to a personal relationship with God. (Col 1:15; Gen 1:26) Our human understanding, which shares in the light of the divine intellect, can understand what God tells us by means of his creation, though not without great effort and only in a spirit of humility and respect before the Creator and his work. (Cf. Ps 19:2-5; Job 42:3.) Because creation comes forth from God's goodness, it shares in that goodness - "And God saw that it was good ... very good" (Gen 1:4, 10, 12, 18, 21, 31.) - for God willed creation as a gift addressed to man, an inheritance destined for and entrusted to him. On many occasions the Church has had to defend the goodness of creation, including that of the physical world. (Cf. DS 286; 455-463; 800; 1333; 3002.)

Rather than a 'birth' which emanates from the substance/body of a mother, creation is the result of the Will of our Father, who creates from nothing. A mother must receive the seed from a father to later give birth. God as Father needs no seed - absolutely nothing - since He the source of all things.

We are to take care of the gift of creation that God the Father has presented to us. However, we are to worship God and God alone since He is distinct and separate from His creation. The CCC tells us:

CCC #2096 Adoration is the first act of the virtue of religion. To adore God is to acknowledge him as God, as the Creator and Savior, the Lord and Master of everything that exists, as infinite and merciful Love. "You shall worship the Lord your God, and him only shall you serve," says Jesus, citing Deuteronomy. (Lk 4:8; cf. Deut 6:13.)

Can't We All Just Get Along with "Neutral Terms?"

Some would like to replace Father, Son, and Holy Spirit with so-called 'neutral' terms such as "Creator, Redeemer, Sanctifier". However, this example puts focus on God's functions or roles or activities rather than God Himself. God's Being should not be equated with His actions, nor is His nature dependent on creation nor His activities with respect to creation (e.g. redeeming and sanctifying). The true Trinitarian relationships would exist even if man, woman and all creation did not exist ñ "Father, Son, and Holy Spirit" really does express God's Being. Furthermore, "Creator, Redeemer, Sanctifier" falsely implies the persons of the Trinity act separately of one another; yet, Scripture says, for example, that Jesus also took part in creation (Jn 1:13), and sanctification Eph (5:26). [8] We use these terms only so that we may understand - to the degree possible - our loving God who is infinite and beyond our understanding. The CCC reminds us:

CCC #2779 ...  God our Father transcends the categories of the created world. To impose our own ideas in this area "upon him" would be to fabricate idols to adore or pull down. ... 

CCC #42 God transcends all creatures. We must therefore continually purify our language of everything in it that is limited, image-bound or imperfect, if we are not to confuse our image of God - "the inexpressible, the incomprehensible, the invisible, the ungraspable" -with our human representations. Our human words always fall short of the mystery of God.

CCC #43 Admittedly, in speaking about God like this, our language is using human modes of expression; nevertheless it really does attain to God himself, though unable to express him in his infinite simplicity. Likewise, we must recall that "between Creator and creature no similitude can be expressed without implying an even greater dissimilitude"; and that "concerning God, we cannot grasp what he is, but only what he is not, and how other beings stand in relation to him."

Using so-called neutral terms only portrays our God as impersonal and defines Him only in the value of His "utility," that is creating, redeeming, and sanctifying. One interesting observation is that atheistic communists (i.e. the belief of Marxism which has been condemned by the Church [15]) use this impersonalizing process also - a person is only as valuable as his function and individual names are replaced with "comrade."
Beware of reducing God's personal name to an image - this allows God to be re-imaged as one wishes. It is true that human nature is limited in describing God, but in God's Word the Holy Spirit is doing the 'limiting' and descriptions are adequate if inspired by the Holy Spirit.

Some use Gen 1:27 to suggest God's image was somehow "divided" between the sexes. First, God is the perfect Unity, the One God and totally indivisible. The CCC explains:

CCC #689 The One whom the Father has sent into our hearts, the Spirit of his Son, is truly God. [cf. Galatians 4:6] Consubstantial with the Father and the Son, the Spirit is inseparable from them, in both the inner life of the Trinity and his gift of love for the world. In adoring the Holy Trinity, life-giving, consubstantial, and indivisible, the Church's faith also professes the distinction of persons. When the Father sends his Word, he always sends his Breath. In their joint mission, the Son and the Holy Spirit are distinct but inseparable. To be sure, it is Christ who is seen, the visible image of the invisible God, but it is the Spirit who reveals him.

CCC #2789 When we pray to "our" Father, we personally address the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ. By doing so we do not divide the Godhead, since the Father is its "source and origin," but rather confess that the Son is eternally begotten by him and the Holy Spirit proceeds from him. We are not confusing the persons, for we confess that our communion is with the Father and his Son, Jesus Christ, in their one Holy Spirit. The Holy Trinity is consubstantial and indivisible. When we pray to the Father, we adore and glorify him together with the Son and the Holy Spirit.

"Male and female" only refer to the biology of His creation and not God's image, for animals are also described in Scripture as "male and female" yet animals were not made in God's image. Since animals are male and female but not in God's image, that which makes us in God's image is independent of male and female. [10] Our soul, intellect and will constitute our image of God. Obviously, both males and females have those faculties. The CCC explains (#1701-1705):

"Christ, ... in the very revelation of the mystery of the Father and of his love, makes man fully manifest to himself and brings to light his exalted vocation." [Gaudium et Spes 22] It is in Christ, "the image of the invisible God," [Col 1:15; cf. 2 Cor 4:4.] that man has been created "in the image and likeness" of the Creator. It is in Christ, Redeemer and Savior, that the divine image, disfigured in man by the first sin, has been restored to its original beauty and ennobled by the grace of God. [Cf. Gaudium et Spes 22] The divine image is present in every man. It shines forth in the communion of persons, in the likeness of the union of the divine persons among themselves (cf. chapter two). Endowed with "a spiritual and immortal" soul, [Gaudium et Spes 14 ß 2] the human person is "the only creature on earth that God has willed for its own sake." [Gaudium et Spes 24 ß 3] From his conception, he is destined for eternal beatitude.

The human person participates in the light and power of the divine Spirit. By his reason, he is capable of understanding the order of things established by the Creator. By free will, he is capable of directing himself toward his true good. He finds his perfection "in seeking and loving what is true and good." [Gaudium et Spes 15 ß 2]  By virtue of his soul and his spiritual powers of intellect and will, man is endowed with freedom, an "outstanding manifestation of the divine image." [Gaudium et Spes 17]

Although Scripture recognizes God the Father is not biologically male, nevertheless, from Scripture's consistent use of masculine personal pronouns and the name Father it is clear it reveals Him as fundamentally masculine, [11] that is Him being the source of everything.

Beware of Changing God's Name

Before experimenting with God's Word, heed advice found in the Word of God:

Proverbs 30:5-6 "Every word of God is tested, ... Add nothing to his words lest he reprove you and you be exposed as a deceiver."

Most enlightening is the Catechism of the Catholic Church, which states that failing to call God our Father is the result of a cruel and inhuman heart.

CCC #2784 The free gift of adoption requires on our part continual conversion and new life. Praying to our Father should develop in us two fundamental dispositions:

First, the desire to become like him: though created in his image, we are restored to his likeness by grace; and we must respond to this grace.

We must remember ... and know that when we call God "our Father" we ought to behave as sons of God. (St. Cyprian, De Dom. orat. 11: PL 4:526B)

You cannot call the God of all kindness your Father if you preserve a cruel and inhuman heart; for in this case you no longer have in you the marks of the heavenly Father's kindness. (St. John Chrysostom, De orat Dom. 3: PG 51, 44.)

We must contemplate the beauty of the Father without ceasing and adorn our own souls accordingly. (St. Gregory of Nyssa, De orat. Dom. 2: PG 44, 1148B)

Conclusion

Some may argue they are only changing the Liturgy. This is clearly erroneous, since referring to God as Mother defies the revealed inerrant Word of God, which is re-iterated in Vatican II, and implicitly supports the dissident radical feminist and homosexual views. The Liturgy must reflect the theological Truth of our Faith, in spite of the modernistic pagan influences within the Church today. [16] Daily pray to God our Father because He will always provide what you need.
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The “Jennerization” of Language: Say Goodbye to He and She

http://www.returntoorder.org/2015/09/the-jennerization-of-language-say-goodbye-to-he-and-she/ 
By Ben Broussard
The “Jennerization” of America continues apace. The major battlegrounds now are the country’s schools. This time language itself has become the target.
As published in the Daily Mail, students and staff at the University of Tennessee at Knoxville received a memo advising them to avoid referring to anyone’s gender. The announcement came complete with a chart indicating new parts of speech.

Donna Braquet, head of the university’s Pride Center, wrote the new guidelines. Along with this latest mandate, she also advises staff not to call roll in class. The alternative is now to greet every student and ask the desired name and pronoun of preference. Braquet is quoted as saying the campus will become “more inclusive” if everyone follows her instructions.

This latest move comes a short time after the University of Vermont officially recognized “neutral” as a third gender. According to The New York Times, all official campus forms and correspondence have been updated to comply with the new policy. The university has gone so far as to allow students to choose their own identity, including a new first name whether or not actually legally changed.
But universities are not the only places where everyday speech has become the target. To cite one example of many, NebraskaWatchdog.org reported last fall new regulations for teachers and staff of Lincoln Public Schools. Under the new rules, phrases such as “boys and girls,” “ladies and gentlemen,” and “you guys” should be avoided. In place of these, addressing students as readers, campers, athletes or purple penguins would better lead to a classroom which is more “gender-inclusive.” The bizarre mandate came with the cheery title “12 Easy Steps on the Way to Gender Inclusiveness.”

Subversion of Speech
It would be very easy to argue that this is simply making a mountain out of a molehill. New guidelines such as these will be mocked, and very few people will follow them. After all, what does it matter whether we refer to someone as he, she, they, xe, xyr, zir or it? Why should a teacher care if they are forced to switch “boys and girls” with purple penguins?

As a proper response, we need look no further than the testimony of those promoting this radical agenda. Recently officials in Washington state rewrote 40,000 state laws to include gender-neutral terminology. Activists were effusive in their praise for the effort. “Words matter,” said Liz Watson, a National Women’s Law Center senior adviser. “This is important in changing hearts and minds.”

The concept of changing the language in order to change the culture is nothing new. Nearly a century ago, Marxist philosopher Antonio Gramsci famously wrote: “When one controls the way in which language is used, it can serve to influence how people think about any number of topics, based on what is socially permissible to say or not say.”[1]

On a Dangerous Path
All Americans, male and female (contrary to liberal fantasies, no other genders exist) should fight against this onslaught of what is more accurately called “intrusive language.” Forcing the acceptance of perversion via the manipulation of language, especially among those most vulnerable, is morally reprehensible.

Critics rightly consider these efforts Orwellian. In a famous essay published in 1946 titled “Politics and the English Language,” George Orwell wrote, “If thoughts corrupt language, language can also corrupt thought.”

From corrupting thoughts to corrupting reality, American society is being transformed into something that would be totally unrecognizable to our ancestors. Mutilated and androgynized in both word and deed, how long before the “Jennerization” of America leads us to self-identify our society out of existence?

Can the Pastor Change the Creed? 
https://www.ewtn.com/library/ANSWERS/CHANGECD.HTM 

By Fr. William Saunders, This article appeared in the August 18, 1994 issue of 'The Arlington Catholic Herald.'

Father William Saunders assures us that 'no individual has the right to act like some liturgical cavalier and tamper with the words of the Creed.' 
"I am very concerned about something that is happening in my parish. During the recitation of the Creed, the priest and congregation change the words. Where it says, "For us men and for our salvation..." the word "men" is being omitted. Also, at least one person in the congregation loudly proclaims that "He was born of the Virgin Mary and became one of us." This is not right. There are reasons why the Creed was formulated the way it is. Can you explain why it is sufficient the way it was written, the significance of the above passages as they were written, and what, if anything, can be done to express opposition to this practice?"
One of the most beautiful characteristics of the Roman Catholic Church is the unity of the faithful in worship. A Catholic ought to be able to go anywhere in the world and attend Mass without wondering, "Am I in the right place? Is this Catholic?" Yes, language differences may exist and there may be some particular cultural customs; nevertheless, Mass ought to be Mass.

For this reason, during the time of liturgical renewal, the Holy See issued the "Instruction on the Worship of the Eucharistic Mystery" (1967) mandating, "In the celebration of the Eucharist above all, no one, not even a priest, may on his own authority add, omit, or change anything in the liturgy. Only the supreme authority of the Church, and according to the provisions of the law, the bishop and Episcopal Conferences, may do this. Priests should, therefore, ensure that they so preside over the celebration of the Eucharist that the faithful know that they are attending not a rite established on private initiative, but the Church's public worship, the regulation of which was entrusted by Christ to the apostles and their successors" (No. 45).

Given this basis, no individual has the right to act like some liturgical cavalier and tamper with the words of the Creed. Moreover, never should a pastor or liturgy committee with his approval introduce any revision to the Mass. Granted, some people these days have hang-ups over the words "men" and "man." Only the dear Lord can explain to us why "He" became a "man."

Only a linguistics expert can tell us why in standard English the words "men" or even "mankind" have been used to demote men and women, where other languages often have separate words, like Latin's "vir" meaning "a man" and "homo" meaning "human being" or "mankind." On the lighter side, I guess this is why some people also use the word "song" instead of "hymn," or "I believe" instead of "A-men."

However, by rewording the Creed, a person or a congregation breaks the unity of the Mass. If a legitimate concern exists over the English translation of the Creed, then the Bishops' Conference should be approached. However, it is the duty of the local bishop to insure that liturgical laws are followed and the integrity of the Mass is preserved (cf. Canons 837-9).

From a more academic approach, to change the words of the Creed shows a genuine ignorance of the history that undergirds it. The Creed clearly refuted two heresies which plagued the early Church community: Docetism and Arianism. Both heresies attacked the mystery of the Incarnation.

Docetism (a relative of Gnosticism) arose in the early 200s and denied the material, physical reality of Christ's body. Docetists held that the Father created the Son, who was spiritual but not truly divine, and who only had a physical appearance. Docetism essentially denied our Lord's humanity. Moreover, Gnostics did not believe that our Lord dies to save all, only those to whom a special knowledge was given. Sts. Ignatius of Antioch, Irenaeus and Polycarp vigorously defended our Lord's Incarnation and the belief that Christ came to save all who would believe.

On the other hand, Arianism, named for Arius, a priest of the Church in Alexandria in the early 300s, denied that Jesus, the Son, was equal and consubstantial to the Father. Rather, Arius posited that the Father had created Jesus in time, essentially denying our Lord's divinity. Like their predecessors, Sts. Athanasius, Hilary, Basil, Gregory Nazianzus and Gregory Nyssa vigorously defended the faith, sometimes suffering severe persecution for doing so.

In response, the Council of Nicea (325), followed by the Council of Constantinople I (381), issued the Creed we recite to this day at Mass. The phrases "one in being with the Father," "For us men and for our salvation," and "became man" represent key truths of our faith, truths for which saints suffered. To simply play with the words or discard them because they might not be "politically correct" or in accord with one's personal agenda reveals ignorance and pride.

In the "General Instruction on the Roman Missal" (1970) we are reminded that "the purpose of the Profession of Faith (or Creed) is to express the assent and response of the people to the Scripture readings and homily they have just heard, and to recall to them the main truths of the faith, before they begin to celebrate the Eucharist" (No. 43). When we as individuals or congregations manipulate the Mass on whim we hinder the communion professed in the Creed and nourished in the Holy Eucharist.

Fr. Saunders is associate pastor of Queen of Apostles Parish and president of the Notre Dame Institute, both in Alexandria.

Why God is Father and Not Mother
http://www.ewtn.com/library/theology/notmothr.htm, http://www.ignatiusinsight.com/features2005/mbrumley_father1_nov05.asp 
By Mark Brumley, Managing Editor of The Catholic Faith magazine, July-August 1999
Mark Brumley is President of Ignatius Press and associate publisher of IgnatiusInsight.com.
An former staff apologist with Catholic Answers, Mark is the author of How Not To Share Your Faith (Catholic Answers) and contributor to The Five Issues That Matter Most. He is a regular contributor to the InsightScoop web log.
"The Fatherhood of God and the brotherhood of man" is how the 19th century liberal Protestant theologian Adolph Harnack once summarized the Christian faith. Nowadays Harnack would find his brand of reductionist religion dismissed as hopelessly sexist and exclusive by many feminist theologians. The "brotherhood of man" might be reworked into "the family of humanity" or its equivalent. But what would they do about the Fatherhood of God? Can we replace the allegedly "sexist" language of Divine Fatherhood with so-called gender-inclusive or gender-neutral terms such as Father/Mother or Heavenly Parent without further ado?
Many people—including some Catholics—say "yes." "We not only can," they contend, "we must. God is, after all, beyond gender. Calling God ‘Father’, without adding that God is also Mother, unfairly exalts one image for God above all others and ignores the culturally conditioned nature of all our images of God," they argue.

A Consensus of the Many and the One

Of course, not everyone agrees. While most "mainline" Protestant churches have acquiesced, Evangelicals, the Orthodox churches and the Catholic Church have maintained traditional language for God—although even within these communions some people’s sympathies run in the other direction.

That the Catholic Church and these churches and ecclesial communities would agree on a point of doctrine or practice presents a formidable unity against feminist "God-Talk." How often do we find that kind of united witness among that range of Christians? Yet as solid a prima facie case as that makes, a more serious obstacle to feminist revisionism exists—an insurmountable one, in fact. Not the witness of this group of Christians or that, but of Christ Himself. The commonplace manner in which Christians address the Almighty as Father comes from Him. In fact, Jesus actually used a more intimate word, Abba or "Daddy."

Unfortunately, twenty centuries of Christian habit has eclipsed the "scandal" of this. For the Jews of Jesus’ day, however, it stunned the ear. They did not usually address the All Powerful Sovereign of the Universe in such intimate, familiar terms. Yes, God was acknowledged as Father, but usually as Father of the Jewish people as a whole. Jesus went further: God is (or can be at least) your or my Father, not mere our Father or the Father of our people. Anyone who wants to fiddle with how we talk of God must reckon with Jesus.

But did Jesus really call God "Father"? Few things in modern biblical scholarship are as certain. Skeptics may question whether Jesus turned water into wine or walked on water. They may doubt that He was born of a Virgin or that He rose from the dead. But practically no one denies that Jesus called God "Abba" or "Father." So distinctive was the invocation in his day, so deeply imbedded in the biblical tradition is it, that to doubt it is tantamount to doubting we can know anything about Jesus of Nazareth.

What is more, not even most feminists deny it. What then to make of it?

Since Christians believe that Jesus is the fullest revelation of God, they must hold that He most fully reveals how we, by grace, should understand God: as Father. Otherwise they tacitly deny the central claim of their faith—that Christ is the fullness of God’s self-disclosure to man. Non-Christians may do that, of course, but Christians cannot—not without ceasing to be Christians in any meaningful sense of the word.

"But surely we must hold," someone will object, "that Jesus’ view of God was historically conditioned like that of his contemporaries? His masculine language for God cannot be part of the ‘fullness of God’s self-disclosure,’ as you suppose. It was merely a residue of first century Jewish sexism. We must look instead to the ‘transhistorical significance’ of his teaching. And that is not the Fatherhood of God but the Godhood of the Father—that God is a loving Parent."

Two Errors

At least two false claims lie hidden in that objection. The first is that Jesus’ own concept of God was "historically conditioned." The second, that we can strip away a patriarchal "coating" to His notion of God to get at the gender-inclusive idea of the Divine Parent beneath. In other words, God’s Fatherhood, per se, is not central to Jesus’ revelation of God, only those qualities which fathers share with mothers—"parenthood," in other words.

But was Jesus’ view of God "historically conditioned"? Not if you mean by "historically conditioned" "wholly explicable in terms of the religious thinking of His day." We have no reason to think Jesus uncritically imbibed the prevailing ideas about God. He certainly felt free to correct inadequate ideas from the Old Testament in other respects (see, for example, Matt. 5:21-48) and to contravene religio-cultural norms, especially regarding women. He had women disciples, for example. He spoke with women in public. He even allowed women to be the first witnesses of His resurrection. How, then, on this most central point—the nature and identity of God—are we to suppose He was either unable, due to His own sexism and spiritual blindness, or unwilling, to set people straight about God as Father? Even if you deny Jesus’ divinity or hold to a watered-down notion of it, such a view remains impossible to maintain.

Furthermore, even if Jesus had "picked up" the notion of God as Father from His surrounding culture, we cannot simply dismiss an idea as false merely because it happens to have been held by others. Otherwise Jesus’ monotheism itself could be as easily explained away on the grounds that it, too, was generally affirmed by the Jews of the day and therefore must, on this view, be only ‘historically conditioned.’

Nor can we simply ignore Jesus’ teaching about God’s Fatherhood, as if it were peripheral to His revelation. Time and again Jesus addresses God as Father, so much so that we can say Jesus’ name for God is Father. If Jesus was wrong about that, so fundamental a thing, then what, really, does He have to teach us? That God is for the poor and the lowly? The Hebrew prophets taught as much. That God is loving? They taught that as well.
Notice too that these truths—still widely held today—are subject to the "historical conditioning" argument. They are just as liable to be wrong as Jesus’ views about the Fatherhood of God, are they not? They, too, can be explained away as ‘culturally conditioned.’

Furthermore, Jesus’ way of addressing God as Father is rooted in His own intimate relationship to God. Now whatever else we say about God, we cannot say that He is Jesus’ mother, for Jesus’ mother is not God but Mary. Jesus’ mother was a creature; His Father, the Creator. "Father" and "Mother" are not, then, interchangeable terms for God in relation to Jesus. Nor can they be for us, if Catholicism’s doctrine that Mary is the "Mother of Christians" is correct.

The Real Issue

Undergirding Jesus’ teaching about God as Father is the idea that God has revealed Himself as to be such and that His revelation should be normative for us. God, in other words, calls the theological shots. If He wants to be understood primarily in masculine terms, then that is how we should speak of Him. To do otherwise, is tantamount to idolatry—fashioning God in our image, rather than receiving from Him His self-disclosure as the Father.

Many Feminist theologians seek to fashion God in their image, because they think God is fashionable (in both senses of the word). Many feminists hold that God is in Himself (they would say "Herself" or "Godself") utterly unintelligible. We can, therefore, speak only of God in metaphors, understood as convenient, imaginative ways to describe our experience of God, rather than God Himself. In such a view, there is no room for revelation, understood as God telling us about Himself; we have only our own colorful, creative yet merely human descriptions of what we purport to be our experiences of the divine.

Whatever this is, it is not Christianity, which affirms that God has spoken to us in Jesus Christ. C.S. Lewis, in an essay on women’s ordination in Anglicanism, put the matter thus:

But Christians think that God himself has taught us how to speak of him. To say that it does not matter is to say either that all the masculine imagery is not inspired, is merely human in origin, or else that, though inspired, it is quite arbitrary and unessential. And this is surely intolerable: or, if tolerable, it is an argument not in favor of Christian priestesses but against Christianity.

Cardinal Ratzinger made a similar point in The Ratzinger Report: "Christianity is not a philosophical speculation; it is not a construction of our mind. Christianity is not ‘our’ work; it is a Revelation; it is a message that has been consigned to us, and we have no right to reconstruct it as we like or choose. Consequently, we are not authorized to change the Our Father into an Our Mother: the symbolism employed by Jesus is irreversible; it is based on the same Man-God relationship he came to reveal to us."

Now people are certainly free to reject Christianity. But they should be honest enough to admit that this is what they are doing, instead of surreptitiously replacing Christianity with the milk of the Goddess, in the name of putting new wine into old wineskins.

Taking Another Tack

Here proponents of feminine "God talk" often shift gears. Rather than argue that Jesus’ teaching was merely the product of a patriarchal mindset to which even He succumbed, they say that Jesus chose not to challenge patriarchalism directly. Instead, He subverted the established order by His radical inclusivity and egalitarianism. The logical implications of His teaching and practice compel us to accept inclusive or gender-neutral language for God, even though Christ Himself never explicitly called for it.

This argument overlooks an obvious point. While affirming the equal dignity of women was countercultural in first century Judaism, so was calling God "Abba." Some feminists counter with the claim that the very idea of a loving Heavenly Father was itself a move in the feminist direction of a more compassionate, intimate Deity. The first century Jewish patriarch, they contend, was a domineering, distant figure. But even if that were so—and there is reason to doubt such a sweeping stereotype of first century Judaism—revealing God as a loving, compassionate Father is not the same as revealing Him as Father/Mother or Parent. That Jesus corrected some people’s erroneous ideas of fatherhood by calling God "Father" hardly means we should cease calling God "Father" altogether or call Him Father/Mother.

Feminists also sometimes argue that Scripture, even if not Jesus Himself, gives us a "depatriarchalizing principle" that, once fully developed, overcomes the "patriarchalism" of Jewish culture and even of other parts of the Bible. In other words, the Bible corrects itself when it comes to male stereotypes of God.
But this simply is not so. Granted, the Bible occasionally uses feminine similes for God. Isaiah 42:14, for example, says that God will "cry out like a woman in travail." Yet the Bible does not say that God is a woman in travail, it merely likens His cry to that of a woman.

The fact is, whenever the Bible uses feminine language for God, it never applies it to Him in the same way masculine language is used of Him. Thus, the primary image of God in Scripture remains masculine, even when feminine similes are used: God is never called "She" or "Her." As Protestant theologian John W. Miller puts it in Biblical Faith and Fathering: "Not once in the Bible is God addressed as mother, said to be mother, or referred to with feminine pronouns. On the contrary, gender usage throughout clearly specifies that the root metaphor is masculine-father."

In fact, the Bible ascribes feminine characteristics to God in exactly the same way it sometimes ascribes such traits to human males. For example, in Numbers 11:12 Moses asks, "Have I given birth to this people?" Do we conclude from this maternal image that Scripture here is "depatriarchalize" Moses. Obviously, Moses uses here a maternal metaphor for himself; he is not making a statement about his "gender identity." 
Likewise, in the New Testament, both Jesus (Matthew 23:37 and Luke 13:34) and Paul (Galatians 4:19) likened themselves to mothers, though they are men. Why, then, should we think that on those relatively rare occasions when the Bible uses feminine metaphors for God anything more is at work there than with Moses, Jesus and Paul?
Of course there is a crucial difference between God and Moses, the Incarnate Son and Paul. The latter possess human natures in the male gender, while God, as such, is without gender because He is Infinite Spirit. Furthermore, the biblical authors obviously knew that Moses, Jesus and Paul were male and intended to assert as much by referring to them with the masculine pronoun and other masculine language. The same cannot be said about the biblical writers’ notion of God. Even so, they speak of God as if He were masculine. For them, masculine language is the primary way we speak of God. Feminine language is applied to God as if it were being used of a masculine being.

Why the Masculine Language to Begin With?

Which brings us to a more fundamental issue, namely, "What is the masculine language about in the first place?" Since Christianity, as St. Augustine was overjoyed to learn, holds that God has no body, why is God spoken of in masculine terms?

We could, of course, merely insist that He has revealed Himself in this way and be done with it. That would not, however, help us understand God, which presumably is why He bothered to reveal Himself as Father to begin with. No, if we insist that God has revealed Himself as Father, we must try to understand what He is telling us by it.

Why call God Father? The question is obviously one of language. Before we can answer it, we must observe a distinction between two different uses of language—analogy and metaphor.

Sometimes when we speak of God, we assert that God really is this or that, or really possesses this characteristic or that, even if how He is or does so differs from our ordinary use of a word. We call this way of talking about God analogy or analogous language about God. Even when we speak analogously of God, however, we are still asserting something about how God really is. When we say that God is living, for example, we really attribute life to God, although it is not mere life as we know it, i.e., biological life.

Other times when we speak of God, we liken Him to something else—meaning that there are similarities between God and what we compare him to, without suggesting that God really is a form of the thing to which we compare Him or that God really possesses the traits of the thing in question. For example, we might liken God to an angry man by speaking of "God’s wrath." By this we do not mean God really possesses the trait of anger, but that the effect of God’s just punishment is like the injuries inflicted by an angry man. We call this metaphor or metaphorical language about God.

When we call God Father, we use both metaphor and analogy. We liken God to a human father by metaphor, without suggesting that God possesses certain traits inherent in human fatherhood—male gender, for example. We speak of God as Father by analogy because, while God is not male, He really possesses certain other characteristics of human fathers, although He possesses these in a different way (analogously)—without creaturely limitations.

With this distinction between analogy and metaphor in mind, we turn now to the question of what it means to call God "Father."

The Fatherhood of God in Relation to Creation

We begin with God’s relationship to creation. As the Creator, God is like a human father. A human father procreates a child distinct from and yet like himself. Similarly, God creates things distinct from and like Himself. This is especially true of man, who is the "image of God." And God cares for His creation, especially man, as a human father cares for his children.

But does not what we have said thus far allow us to call God Mother as well as Father? Human mothers also procreate children distinct from yet like themselves, and they care for them, as human fathers do. If we call God Father because human fathers do such things, why not call God Mother because human mothers do these things as well?

No doubt, as CCC no. 239 states, "God’s parental tenderness can also be expressed by the image of motherhood, which emphasizes God’s immanence, the intimacy between Creator and creature." Scripture itself, as we have seen, sometimes likens God to a mother. Yet, as we have also seen, Scripture never calls God "Mother" as such. Scripture uses feminine language for God no differently than it sometimes metaphorically uses feminine language for men. How do we explain this?

Many feminists simply dismiss this as sexism by the biblical writers. But the real answer rests with the difference between God and human beings, between fathers and mothers and between metaphor and analogy. The Bible sometimes speaks metaphorically of God as Father. But it would be strange for Scripture so often to call God Father and so seldom to use maternal language, if the whole thing were merely a difference in metaphor. By never calling God "Mother" but only likening God to a human mother, Scripture seems to suggest that God is really Father in a way He is not really Mother. In other words, that fatherhood and motherhood are not on equal footing when it comes to describing God. To understand why this is so, let us look at the difference between fathers and mothers.

Father and Mother

What is the difference between fatherhood and motherhood? A father is the "principle" or "source" of procreation in a way a mother is not. To be sure, both father and mother are parents of their offspring and in that sense both are causes of their offspring’s coming-to-be. But they are so in different ways.

Both mother and father are active agents of conception (contrary to what Aristotle thought). But the father, being male, initiates procreation; he enters and impregnates the woman, while the woman is entered and impregnated. 
There is an initiatory activity by the man and a receptive activity by the woman. Furthermore, modern biology tells us that the father determines the gender of the offspring (as Aristotle held, though for a different reason).

Thus, while father and mother are both parents of their offspring and both necessary for procreation, the father has a certain priority as the "source" or "principle" of procreation. (This "priority as source" is complemented by the mother’s priority as first nurturer, due to her procreating within herself and carrying the child within herself for nine months.)

This difference between fathers and mothers for the Fatherhood of God is crucial. As Dominican Fr. Benedict Ashley has argued, so long as we compare God’s act of creating to a human father’s act of procreation through impregnating a woman, we speak only metaphorically of God as Father. For God does not "impregnate" anyone or anything when he creates; He creates from nothing, without a partner. But if we move beyond the particulars of human reproduction, where a father requires a mother to procreate, and instead speak of the father as "source" or "principle" of procreation, then our language for God as Father becomes analogous rather than merely metaphorical. As a human father is the "source" or "principle" of his offspring (in a way that the mother, receiving the father and his procreative activity within herself, is not), so God is the "source" or "principle" of creation. In that sense, God is truly Father, not merely metaphorically so.

Can we make a similar jump from the occasional metaphorical likening of God to human mothers in Scripture to an analogical way of calling God Mother? No, and here is why: A mother is not the "principle" or "source" of procreation the way a father is. She is a receptive, active collaborator in procreation, to be sure. But she is not the active initiator—that is the father’s role as a man in impregnating her. A father can be an analogue for the Creator who creates out of nothing insofar as fathers—while not procreating out of nothing—nevertheless are the "source" or "principle" of procreation as initiators, as God is the source of creation. But a mother, being the impregnated rather than the impregnator, is analogous neither to God as Creator from nothing, nor God as the initiating "source" or "principle" of creation. As a mother, she can be likened to God only in metaphorical ways—as nurturing, caring, etc., as we see in Scripture.

One reason, then, Scripture more often speaks of God as Father than likens Him to a mother is that fatherhood can be used analogously of God, while motherhood can only be a metaphor. We can speak of God either metaphorically or analogously as Father, but we can speak of Him as maternal only metaphorically. Thus, we should expect that masculine and specifically paternal language would generally "trump" feminine and specifically maternal language for God in Scripture. For an analogy tells us how God truly is, not merely what He is like, as in metaphor.

But we can go further. Even on the metaphorical level, it is more appropriate to call God Father rather than Mother. To understand why, we return to the difference between father and mother, this time introducing two other terms, transcendence and immanence.

Transcendence and Immanence

Transcendence here refers to the fact that God is more than and other than His creation—indeed, more than and other than any possible creation. This is part of what it means to call God "the Supreme Being" or "that than which no greater can be thought" (to use St. Anselm’s description). Immanence, on the other hand, refers to the fact that God is present in His creation—as the author is "in" his book or the painter "in" his painting, only more so. God created the world and it is marked by His creation of it. But God also continues to sustain the world in being. If He ever withdrew His power, the cosmos would cease to be. In that sense, God is closer to the cosmos than it is to itself—closer than its very own existence is, for God gives the cosmos existence, moment by moment.

Now back to fathers and mothers. We said a father "initiates" procreation by impregnating the mother, while the mother "receives" the father into herself and is impregnated. The obvious difference here is that the man procreates outside and "away from" himself, while the woman procreates inside and within herself. Symbolically, these are two very different forms of procreation and they represent two different relationships to the offspring.

Because the father procreates outside of himself, his child is symbolically (though in reality not wholly) other than his father. Likewise, the father is other than his child (though also not wholly). In other words, the father, as father, transcends his child. Fatherhood, in this sense, symbolizes transcendence in relation to offspring, though we also recognize that, as the "source" of his child’s life, the father is united or one with his child and therefore he is not wholly a symbol of transcendence.

On the other hand, because the mother procreates within herself—within her womb where she also nurtures her child for nine months—her child is symbolically (though in reality not wholly) part of herself. And similarly, the mother is symbolically (though in reality not wholly) part of her child. In other words, the mother, as mother, is one with her child. Motherhood, in this sense, symbolizes immanence, though we recognize that as a distinct being, the mother is also other than her child and therefore not wholly a symbol of immanence.

Now God is distinct from and the source of His creation. He is infinitely greater than and therefore infinitely other than His creation (transcendent). As Creator and Sustainer of creation, He is also present in creation (immanent). And we, as creatures who are both part of creation and distinct from the rest of it, can understand God as transcendent (more than creation) or immanent (present in creation). If we go a step further and use "father" for transcendence and "mother" for immanence, we can say that God’s transcendence is represented by fatherhood, which symbolizes God’s otherness and initiating activity (His being the "source" of creation). Meanwhile, God’s immanence is represented by motherhood, which symbolizes intimacy and union with the things God created. Which leaves us with the obvious question, "If this is so, why does traditional theology use only male language for God?"

The answer: because God’s transcendence has a certain priority over His immanence in relation to creation. 
And this is for at least two reasons. First, because transcendence, in a sense, also includes the notion of immanence, although the reverse is not true. When we speak of God transcending creation we imply a certain relationship of immanence to it. For Him to transcend creation, there must be a creation to transcend. And since creation resembles its Creator and is sustained by Him, He is present in it by His immanence.

But the opposite is not necessarily so. We do not necessarily imply transcendence by talking of divine immanence. Pantheism (Greek for "all is God"), for example, more or less identifies God with the cosmos, without acknowledging divine transcendence. To prevent God’s transcendence from being lost sight of and God being wrongly reduced to, or even too closely identified with, His creation, language stressing transcendence—masculine terms such as father —is necessary.

A second reason for putting God’s transcendence ahead of His immanence, and therefore fatherly language ahead of motherly language for God, has to do with the infinite difference between transcendence and immanence in God. God is infinitely transcendent, but not, in the same sense, infinitely immanent. Although God is present in creation, He is above all infinitely more than the actual or any possible created order and is not defined or limited by any created order. The cosmos, however vast, is ultimately finite and limited because it is created and dependent. Therefore God can be present in it only to a finite extent—not because of any limitation in God, but because of limits inherent in anything that is not God.

Thus, in order to express adequately God’s infinite transcendence and to avoid idolatrously identifying God with the world (without severing Him from His creation, as in deism), even on the metaphorical level we must use fatherly language for God. Motherly language would give primacy to God’s immanence and tend to confuse Him with His creation (pantheism). This does not exclude all maternal imagery—as we have seen even the Bible occasionally employs it—but it means we must use such language as the Bible does, in the context of God’s fatherhood.

In other words, God’s Fatherhood includes the perfections of both human fatherhood and human motherhood. Scripture balances transcendence and immanence by speaking of God in fundamentally masculine or paternal terms, yet also occasionally using feminine or maternal language for what is depicted as an essentially masculine God. This helps explain why even when the Bible describes God in maternal terms—God remains "He" and "Him."

The Fatherhood of God in the Trinity

We see, then, that God is Father because He is the Creator and creating resembles human fathering in some important ways. But what if God had never created the world or man? Would He still have been Father? Or what about before God created the world or man? Was God Father then?

The doctrine of the Trinity tells us the answer to these questions is "yes." The First Person of the Trinity, Trinitarian doctrine reminds us, is the Father. He is, in fact, Father of the Son, the Second Person of the Trinity (CCC 240). Before all worlds and from all eternity, the First Person "begot" the Second Person, who eternally proceeds from the Father, "God from God, light from light, true God from true God," as the Creed puts it (CCC 242). In the Trinity, the Father is the Underived Principle of the Son (and through Him, of the Spirit as well); He is the Source or Unoriginated Origin of the Triune God.

Again, we draw on the analogy of human fatherhood. As we have seen, a father is the "source" of his offspring in a way a mother is not. The First Person of the Trinity is the "source" of the second Person. Thus, we call the First Person "the Father" rather than "the Mother" and the Second Person, generated by the Father yet also the Image of the Father, we call the Son.

Although the Son is also God and the Image of the Father, He is also distinct from and other than the Father. The Son is begotten; the Father, unbegotten. The Son is originated, the Father, unoriginated. Father-Son language expresses this relationship better than Father-Daughter; Mother-Daughter or Mother-Son language.

Of course because we use analogy, there are crucial differences between God the Father and human fathers. In the Trinity, God the Father begets the Son without a cooperating maternal principle, unlike how human fathers beget their sons. Moreover, God the Father does not precede His Son in time as a human father does his son. Both Father and Son are eternal in the Trinity, hence neither Person existed before the other. Finally, while human fathers and sons share a common human nature, they each have their own human natures. The father does not know with his son’s intellect; the son does not choose with his father’s will. And while they may have similar physical makeup, their bodies are distinct and genetically unique.

Yet in the Trinity, the Father and the Son do possess the same divine nature, not merely their own, respective divines natures as humans possess their own, respective human nature. This is because there can be no such thing as divine "natures"; there can be and is only one divine nature, just as there can be and is only one God. The Father and Son each wholly possesses the divine nature, though each in his distinctive way. The Father possesses it as unreceived and as giving it to the Son; the Son, as received from the Father.

Thus, within the Trinity, there is fundamental equality—each Person is wholly God—and basic difference—each Person is unique and not the Others, not interchangeable. And there is also sacred order, with the Son begotten of the Father and the Spirit proceeding from the Father and the Son. This shows that equality and difference, and even equality and hierarchy, need not be understood as opposed to one another, as some feminists claim.

Furthermore, a proper understanding of the Trinity also helps us to see why we cannot just substitute "Creator, Redeemer and Sanctifier" for "Father, Son and Holy Spirit," as some feminists propose. Traditional theology allows us to associate creation with the Father in a special way because of a similarity between the act of creation and the fact that the Father is the Unoriginated Origin of the Son and the Holy Spirit. Likewise, we can associate Redemption with the Son because He became incarnate to redeem us, and Sanctification with the Holy Spirit, because the Spirit proceeds in love from the Father and the Son and the gifts of the Spirit which sanctify are gifts of Divine love. 
This process of associating certain divine works in the world with a particular Person of the Trinity is called appropriation.

But in all these cases what is associated with or attributed to a particular Person of the Trinity—whether Creation, Redemption or Sanctification—really belongs to all three Divine Persons. In other words, the Three Divine Persons of the Trinity are not "defined" as Persons by these actions, since Creation, Redemption and Sanctification are common to all Three. What defines them as Persons are their unique relations among one another, with the Father begetting, the Son being begotten and the Spirit being "spirated" from the Father and the Son. To reduce each Person of the Trinity to a particular function—Creator, Redeemer, Sanctifier —is to succumb to the ancient heresy of Modalism, which denies that there are Three Persons in God and instead holds that there is really only one Person in God who acts in three different modes—Father, Son and Spirit. Or in this case, Creator, Redeemer, Sanctifier.

The Father of the Incarnate Son

But we must not stop with the First Person of the Trinity’s Fatherhood of the Son before all worlds. For the Triune God has revealed Himself in history. The Son united Himself with human nature. He is the Son of the Father in His human nature as well as His divinity. This, in part, is the meaning of the Virginal Conception of Jesus in the womb of Mary (Lk 1:35). Jesus has no human father—St. Joseph is His "foster-father." Jesus’ Father is God the Father and He alone. That is why Jesus refers to God as "Abba"—a highly personal and intimate form of paternal address. Jesus’ existence in time and history parallels His eternal, divine existence as God the Son. For this reason, we must not speak of God as Jesus’ Mother, as if the terms "father" and "mother" are interchangeable when it comes to Jesus’ relation to God. God is Jesus’ Father; Mary is Jesus’ Mother and she is not God.

Fatherhood of God by Divine Adoption and Regeneration in Christ

We come now to God and humanity. Is God the Father of all mankind? In a sense He is, because He created us and, as we have seen, to create is like fathering a child. Yet God also made rocks, trees and the Crab Nebula. How is He Father of man but not also Father of them? Granted, humans are spiritual, as well as material, beings, which means they are rational beings—capable of knowing and choosing. In this, they more closely resemble God than the rest of visible creation. Nevertheless, human beings, as such, do not share God’s own life, as children share the life of their fathers. Thus, we are not by nature "children of God" in that sense, but mere creatures. And, as a result of sin, we are fallen creatures at that.

Yet Jesus tells His followers to address God as Father (Mt 6:9-13). He says the Father will give the Holy Spirit to those who ask (Lk 11:13) and that the Spirit of their Father will speak through them in times of persecution (Mt 10:20). He tells His disciples to be merciful as their heavenly Father is merciful (Lk 6:36). He speaks of being "born from above" through baptism and the Holy Spirit (Jn 3:5). On Easter Sunday, He directs Mary Magdalen to tell the other disciples, "I am going to my Father and your Father . . ." (Jn 20:17).

Elsewhere in the New Testament, God is also depicted as Father to Christians. Through Jesus Christ we are more than mere creatures to God; by faith in Him we become the children of God (1 Jn 5:1), sharing in Jesus’ own Divine Sonship, albeit in a created way (Rom 8:29). God is our Father because He is Jesus’ Father (Jn 1:12). What God is for Jesus by nature, He is for us by grace, Divine Adoption (Rom 8:14-17; Gal 4:4-7; Eph 1:5-6), and regeneration and renewal by the Holy Spirit (Tit 3:5-7).

Behind this language of Divine Adoption and regeneration is the idea that God is our Father because He is the "source" or "origin" of our new life in Christ. He has saved us through Christ and sanctified us in the Spirit. This is clearly more than a metaphor; the analogy with earthly fatherhood is obvious. God is not merely like a father for Christ’s followers; He is really their Father. In fact, God’s Fatherhood is the paradigm of fatherhood. This is why Paul writes in Eph 3:14-15, "For this reason I kneel before the Father, from whom every family in heaven and on earth is named . . ." (RNAB). It is not that God the Father is earthly fatherhood writ large; rather, earthly fatherhood is the faint copy of Divine Fatherhood. This is why Jesus says, "Call no man on earth father. For you have but one Father in heaven" (Mt 23:9). In other words, no earthly father should be seen as possessing the fullness of patriarchal authority; that belongs to God the Father. All earthly fatherhood is derivative from Him.

Thus, God is not Father of those who have not received the grace of justification and redemption in the same way as those who have. Yet they remain potentially His children, since the Father wills the salvation of all (1 Tim 2:4) and makes sufficient grace necessary for salvation available to all. God desires that all men become children of the Father through the Son in the Holy Spirit, hence the universal mission of the Church (Mt 28:19-20; Mk 16:15; Acts 1:8). We can speak, then, in general terms of God as the Father of all men, inasmuch as He created all men to be His children by grace and makes available to them the means of salvation.

Conclusion

We see now that there are good theological reasons for why we call God "Father," not the least of which is that such language is not ours to adapt or abolish to begin with. God gave us this language—admittedly through a particular culture and its images—but it was God who nevertheless gave it. God wants us to understand Him as the Transcendent Source of creation, a truth better expressed using the language of fatherhood than motherhood. Within the Triune Life of God, the First Person is Father because He is the Unoriginated Origin of the Son and the Holy Spirit. Furthermore, He is also Father of the Son in history, through the Incarnation. And, by Divine Adoption and regeneration, He is Father of those who are united to Christ in the Holy Spirit—"sons in the Son." Finally, as a result of God’s universal salvific will, all human beings are potentially children of God, for all are called to share in the Divine Life of grace through Christ in the Holy Spirit.

Father, Son, and Spirit-So What's In A Name?
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By Deborah Belonick, December 2004
Editor's Note: It was recently reported*** that two Australian priests have been baptizing hundreds of children incorrectly, using feminist-inspired language in the baptismal formula: 
"Two days ago, Archbishop John Bathersby of Brisbane stated that children baptized at the South Brisbane church using non-traditional words — ‘creator, liberator and sustainer’ instead of "Father, Son and Holy Spirit" — would have to be re-baptized."

One of the priests, Fr. Kennedy, has stated: "It’s fundamentalism to argue that the actual words are all-important. That's the trouble with the Church; under the present Pope you’re not allowed to have different opinions." 
But what Fr. Kennedy doesn’t seem to understand is that words are important and that the use of certain words in the Church, especially in the ministry of the sacraments, is not about "opinion," but rich theological and doctrinal truths.
In the following essay, "Father, Son, and Spirit–So What’s In A Name?" (excerpted from The Politics of Prayer: Feminist Language and the Worship of God, edited by Helen Hull Hitchcock), Deborah Belonick demonstrates that referring to God as "Father, Son, and Holy Spirit" is not rooted in hatred of women or narrowmindedness, but in the very nature of the Triune God.
The last few years have seen vast changes in many churches in liturgical rites and educational instruction in regard to proper language for God. The United Church of Christ, to give just one example, has published "Inclusive Language Guidelines" urging members to "avoid the use of masculine role names for God, such as ‘Lord, King, Father, Master, and Son"’, and instead to "use nonexclusive role names, such as ‘God, Creator, Sustainer, Mother/ Father’. Or use non-sex-specific words relating to the qualities of God, such as ‘Spirit, Holy One, Eternal One, Rock"’. Feminist theologians chide those using the traditional terms as being sexist, ignorant of feminine images for God in Scripture, or unaware of the "oppressive patriarchal structure" which "invented" these terms for God.
A study of history proves that questioning language for God is not a new pursuit. We must not think that we in the twentieth century are the only ones who ever wrestled with the traditional doxology for God: "Father, Son, and Holy Spirit". The ways that the issue has been raised, and the ways Christians in the past have responded to it, have much to teach us today as we seek to respond to accusations by feminist theologians that patriarchalism and human imagination are responsible for the traditional trinitarian terms for God.
Specifically, Christians of the fourth century have much to teach us. The fourth century was the period of the all-consuming questions: Who and what is Jesus Christ? His humanity, divinity person, and nature were the topics of great debates, which examined his relationship to humanity, as well as to the other members of the Trinity. During these fourth-century debates, the traditional doxology for God–"Father, Son, and Holy Spirit"–was also challenged and debated.
A study of the Christian controversies of the fourth century leads to two important conclusions. First, the terms "Father, Son, and Holy Spirit" have a precise theological meaning which is not communicated by any other terms for God. Second, the traditional doxology did not emerge as a reflection of patriarchal culture.

IS "CREATOR" ENOUGH?
On the first point, two fourth-century theologians who were embroiled in controversies over the proper terms for God, Athanasius and Gregory of Nyssa, are especially worthwhile for our study.
Athanasius was defending the traditional trinitarian names against the Arians, a group which preferred to call the First Person of the Trinity "Creator" rather than "Father". Arians claimed that Jesus Christ was not the Son of God but merely a superior creature; therefore, "Father" was a fleshly, foolish, improper term for God. In reply to the Arians, Athanasius tried to explain the importance of the biblical divine names, "Father, Son, and Holy Spirit".
Using a term such as "Creator", said Athanasius, makes God dependent on creatures for his existence. If creation did not exist, he asked, would this Creator-God cease to be? If creation had never existed, what would be the proper term for God?
In addition, Athanasius argued, the word "Creator" could be used to describe any of the members of the Trinity. It would be wrong to refer to the Father alone as Creator because the Bible states:
"In the beginning God created the heavens and earth. The earth was without form and void, and darkness was upon the face of the deep; and the Spirit of God was moving over the face of the waters" (Gen 1:1-2).
"In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God. He was in the beginning with God; all things were made through him, and without him was not anything made that was made" (Jn 1:1-3).
According to Scripture, the Trinity acts in concert. They all create; they all save (Jn 5:21; Acts 2:24; Rom 1:4); they all sanctify (Eph 5:26; 1 Thess 5:23).
Athanasius argued that the names of God had to describe more than God’s action toward creation. There are, as it were, two different sets of names which may be used for God, explained Athanasius. One set (Creator, Savior, Sanctifier) refers to God’s deeds or acts, that is, to his will and counsel. The other set (Father, Son, Holy Spirit) refers to God’s own essence and being. Athanasius insisted that these two sets should be formally and consistently distinguished. In Athanasius’ view, we should use the terms "Father, Son, and Holy Spirit" when speaking about the existence of God as three persons in a community of love, when speaking about the relationships among members of the Trinity without regard to their acts toward creation. God’s "being", Athanasius reasoned, has priority over God’s action and will: "God is much more than just ‘Creator’. When we call God ‘Father’, we mean something higher than his relation to creatures" (Against the Arians).


THREE DISTINCT PERSONS
Gregory of Nyssa faced similar problems when dealing with a sect known as the Eunomians, who believed that Christ was unlike God the Father by nature and instead was a "created energy". For this reason, Eunomians refused to call God "Father". In response, Gregory sought to explain the character of the Holy Trinity, and the Church’s insistence on the traditional terms, "Father, Son, and Holy Spirit".
First, said Gregory there was no more adequate theologian than the Lord himself, who without compulsion or mistake designated the Godhead "Father, Son, and Holy Spirit" (See Mt 28:19).
Further, Gregory said, these names are not indications that God is a male or a man; for God transcends human gender. Rather, these names imply relationships among the Persons of the Trinity and distinguish them as separate Persons who exist in a community of love. The names lead us to contemplate the correct relationships among the three Persons; they are clues to the inner life of the Trinity.
Gregory wrote: "While there are many other names by which the Deity is indicated in the historical books of the Bible, in the prophets, and in the law, our master Christ passes by all these and commits to us these titles as better able to bring us to the faith about the Self-Existent, declaring that it suffices for us to cling to the titles ‘Father, Son, and Holy Spirit’ in order to attain to the apprehension of him who is absolutely Existent" (Against Eunomius, Book 2).
Gregory states that it is with the terms "Father, Son, and Holy Spirit" that men can enter into the depths of God’s life, somewhat equipped to understand the inner relationships and Persons of the Trinity.

DIVINE FATHERHOOD
Of particular interest in our own day is Gregory’s explanation of the term "Father", which is under scrutiny by feminist theologians as a harmful metaphor that resulted from a patriarchal church structure and culture.
The name "Father", said Gregory, leads us to contemplate (1) a Being who is the source and cause of all and (2) the fact that this Being has a relationship with another person–one can only be "Father" if there is a child involved. Thus, the human term "Father" leads one naturally to think of another member of the Trinity, to contemplate more than is suggested by a term such as "Creator" or "Maker". By calling God "Father", Gregory notes, one understands that there exists with God a Child from all eternity, a second Person who rules with him, is equal and eternal with him.
"Father" also connotes the initiator of a generation, the one who begets life rather than conceiving it and bringing it to fruition in birth. This is the mode of existence, the way of origin and being, of the First Person of the Trinity. He acts in trinitarian life in a mode of existence akin to that of a father in the earthly realm. Before time, within the mystery of the Holy Trinity, God generated another Person, the Son, as human fathers generate seed.
Nowhere does Gregory, suggest that this "Father" is a male creature: "It is clear that this metaphor contains a deeper meaning than the obvious one", he notes. The deeper meaning, is found in a passage of Paul to the Ephesians:
"For this reason I bow my knees before the Father, from whom every family (patria, fatherhood) in heaven and on earth receives its true name" (Eph 3:14-15). This passage implies that God is the one, true, divine Father, whose generative function human fathers imitate in a creaturely imperfect way. When God generates a Child, the generation is eternal and transcends time and space, unlike human fathers, who imitate this generative function but arc bound in time space, and creaturely "passions," as Gregory notes (Against Eunomius, Book 4).
All the patristic writers insist that God is not male, but God possesses a generative characteristic, for which the best analogy in the human realm is that of a human father generating seed. Hence, the word "Father" for God is the human word most adequate to describe the First Person of the Holy Trinity, who possesses this unique characteristic.
The divine Father is as different from earthly fathers as the divine is from the human. Nevertheless, it is fatherhood and not motherhood which describes his mode of life, his relationship to the Second Person of the Trinity, and even his personal characteristics. The First Person of the Trinity does not just act like a father (though he sometimes acts like a mother!). Rather, he possesses divine fatherhood in a perfect way. That God’s fatherhood transcends and is the perfection of human fatherhood is part of the meaning of Jesus’ statement in Matthew 23:9: "And call no man your father on earth, for you have one Father, who is in heaven."
Clement of Alexandria, another fourth-century Christian teacher, expressed this idea most aptly: "God is himself love, and because of his love, he pursued us. [In the eternal generation of the Son] the ineffable nature of God is father; in his sympathy with us he is mother" (How Will the Rich Be Saved?).
http://www.ignatiusinsight.com/features/dbelonick_name2_dec04.asp
SON OF THE FATHER
In his explanation of the term "Son", which is also a term often considered non-inclusive in our era, Gregory of Nyssa reiterates that this also is a precise theological term leading one to the inner relationships of the Godhead. It has primacy over other scriptural terms. He says:
"While the names which Scripture applies to the Only-begotten are many, we assert that none of the other names is closely connected with reference to him that begot him, for we do not employ the name ‘Rock’ or ‘Resurrection’ or Shepherd’ or ‘Light’ or any of the rest, as we do the name ‘Son of the Father’, with a reference to the God of all. It is possible to make a twofold division of the signification of the divine names, as it were, by a scientific rule: for to one class belongs the indication of his lofty and unspeakable glory; the other class indicates the variety of providential dispensation" (Answer to Eunomius’ Second Book).

All sorts of epithets for God are available to man through revelation–goodness, love, mother, fire. But none of these is exchangeable or comparable to the revelation of God as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. These are the terms by which man enters trinitarian life to discover the unique Persons of the Trinity and their distinguishable marks.
The traditional trinitarian terms arc precise theological terms, not easily exchangeable for any others. They lead us to the Persons of the Trinity, as well as defining relationships between them. To be unbegotten, begotten, and in procession are characteristics of the Persons of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Paternity, generation, and procession are the unique marks of the respective Persons.

"MALE" THEOLOGY?
What about the feminist allegation that the traditional doxology is the product of a patriarchal structure, of a "male" theology? Did the patristic writers harbor animosity toward women or femininity? Did they use masculine terms for God, the source of all life, because they mistakenly thought that human fathers are the sole source of human life? Indeed, the opposite appears to be true.
First, some women did have opportunities to express their understanding of the Godhead. Macrina, elder sister of two of the greatest theologians of the fourth century) Basil the Great and the aforementioned Gregory of Nyssa, was referred to by her brothers as the "teacher". It was she who raised them in the Faith and instructed them in the theology of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. She defended these titles as revelations recorded in Scripture (A Select Library of Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church. second series, eds. Philip Schaff and Henry Wace. Vol. 5: Gregory of Nyssa: Dogmatic Treatises, etc., [Grand Rapids, Mich.: William B. Eerdmans, 1892], pp. I6).
Likewise, Nina, the evangelizer of the Georgians, converted that nation by her teaching of Jesus Christ and of the Holy Trinity-Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. She did so by her own will; she was not commissioned by the bishops (Lives and Legends of Georgian Saints, by David Marshall Long [Crestwood, N.Y.: SVS Press, 1956], pp. 13-39)

PRAISE FOR WOMEN
Second, the most accurate way to describe the Church Fathers’ attitude toward women would not be animosity but ambivalence. One can indeed find passages in their writings deriding women for their weak wills and for leading the human race into sin (John Chrysostom writes that "the woman taught once and ruined all"). But one also finds Passages extolling women for being of great character and teaching the gospel better than men. Gregory of Nazianzen, in writing of his parents, explains that his father’s virtue was "the result of his wife’s prayers and guidance, and it was from her that he learned his ideal of a good shepherd’s life.... They [his parents] have been rightly assigned, each to either sex; he is the ornament of men, she of women, and not only the ornament but the pattern of virtue" (Funeral Oration on His Sister Gorgonia).
Jerome says his reader may laugh at him for so often "dwelling on the praises of mere women … [but] we judge of people’s virtue not by their sex but by their character and hold those to be of the highest glory who have renounced both rank and wealth" (Letter 127, To Principia).
It must also be noted that ‘in several instances the Church was much fairer toward women than the surrounding culture. Gregory of Nazianzen exemplified this by upbraiding the men of his flock in regard to a civil law which meted out strict punishment for wives committing adultery but disregarded husbands committing the same crime: "[Let me discuss] chastity, in respect of which I see that the majority of men are ill-disposed and that their laws are unequal and irregular. For what was the reason why they restrained the woman but indulged the man, and why a woman who practices evil against her husband’s bed is an adulteress (and the legal penalties for this are very severe), but if a husband commits fornication against his wife, he has not account to give? I do not accept this legislation; I do not approve this custom. Those who made the law were men, and therefore the legislation is hard on women" (On the Words of the Gospel).
Fourth, it appears that it was not unknown to the leaders of the fourth-century Church that mothers as well as fathers contributed as sources to the making of a child. John Chrysostom wrote:
"A man leaving them that begat him, and from whom he was born, is knit to his wife. And then the one flesh is, father and mother, and the child from the substance of the two commingled. For indeed, by the commingling of their seeds the child is produced" (Homily 20, On Ephesians 5:31).
Yet, even with this knowledge of mothers and fathers both acting as "sources" in the life process, the Church insisted on using the exclusive term "Father" for God.

THE SPIRIT AND THE FEMININE
Perhaps even more interesting, patristic writers never excluded the ideas that women were made in the image of God or that human femininity had some relationship to God. In many texts, there appears the idea that women, with their femininity, are closely associated with the Person of the Holy Spirit and the Spirit’s mode of life. In the patristic period, the Fathers compared the procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father with the "procession" of Eve from Adam.
Later, in the seventh century, Anastasius of Sinai wrote: "Eve, who proceeded from Adam, signifies the proceeding Person of the Holy Spirit. This is why God did not breathe in her the breath of life; she was already the type of the breathing and life of the Holy Spirit" (On the Image and Likeness). Especially in Syriac hymnody, the association between human femininity and the mode of existence of the Holy Spirit was stressed. Therefore, the "masculine" terms used in the trinitarian names are not the result of disdain for the feminine.

With this evidence, it is clear that the patristic writers were interested in preserving the scriptural terms of "Father, Son, and Holy Spirit" as revelations from God rather than reflections of patriarchal culture. This is evident from their frequent appeals to Scripture for the bases of their arguments.

PRECISE THEOLOGICAL TERMS
In view of this historical background, it appears the arguments supporting "non-exclusive" language changes for God arc untenable–incompatible with Scripture, apostolic teachings, and Christian experience. Against the historical backdrop of Church life, the terms "Father, Son, and Holy Spirit" appear not as exchangeable metaphors, human imaginings, or pillars of a patriarchal culture, but rather as precise terms revealed by Jesus Christ through the Holy Spirit and preserved in the canon of Scripture.
The challenge to Christians today compares to the challenge to Christians in the fourth century; to preserve these names as gifts from God which give us clues to his inner life, for us as adopted children through his Son, Jesus Christ, our Lord.

Deborah Malacky Belonick is a lay theologian who holds a master of divinity degree from St. Vladimir’s Orthodox Theological Seminary. She is the author of Feminism in Christianity: An Orthodox Christian Perspective and is a member of the Orthodox Theological Society of America. This essay first appeared in Pastoral Renewal in April 1986.
***Australian priests stop ‘New Age’ baptism, retake Trinitarian formula
http://www.catholicnewsagency.com/news/australian_priests_stop_new_age_baptism_retake_trinitarian_formula/
Brisbane, Australia, November 26, 2004

Parishioners baptized at St. Mary’s Parish in the Archdiocese of Brisbane in the last decade should contact the church and check whether or not the church actually recognizes their baptism, said Fr. Adrian Farrelly, the archdiocese’s tribunal judicial vicar. 
Two days ago, Archbishop John Bathersby of Brisbane stated that children baptized at the South Brisbane church using non-traditional words – "creator, liberator and sustainer" instead of "Father, Son and Holy Spirit" – would have to be re-baptized.

"The canonical advice I received is that the baptisms are invalid and that re-baptism would be needed," Archbishop Bathersby said. "The words of Scripture can't be adjusted to suit our own taste. The next thing we'll be getting rid of Christ himself.

“Leading people to believe that they are baptized into Christ when they are not is the greatest injustice of all," he added. 

According to Catholic teachings, only explicitly Trinitarian baptism – "in the name of the Father, and the Son and the Holy Spirit" – is valid. Hundreds of children were baptized at St Mary's in the past decade with the use of non-traditional words.
The "creator, liberator and sustainer" formula became popular among New Age- influenced Catholic communities, more interested in a broad Christian, rather than Catholic, identity.  

But the Church's regional tribunal in Brisbane says the priests have invalidated some ceremonies in which these words were used, especially the baptisms.

"They simply haven't received baptism,” said Fr. Farrelly. “They've gone through a ceremony, and they may well think that it's baptism, but the fact of the matter is that it isn't.”

This has upset many parishioners. The two priests at St. Mary's, Fr. Peter Kennedy and Fr. Terry Fitzpatrick, declined to comment. 

However, in an earlier report, filed by News.com.au, Fr. Kennedy, 67, said he was taken aback by the archbishop's statement and said the archbishop was wrong, “but he is the archbishop.” 

The priest, who has served for 46 years, defended the use of the non-traditional words, which although not Scripture-based, are based on the doctrine of the Trinity, he said. 

"It's fundamentalism to argue that the actual words are all-important," he said. "That's the trouble with the Church; under the present Pope you're not allowed to have different opinions," Fr. Kennedy said. 
A more recent report indicates that the two priests have already reverted to the traditional reference to the Holy Trinity.

Fr. Farrelly says the problem of the hundreds of unbaptized Brisbane Catholics is a serious matter. "For all sorts of good reasons, at times, people will decide, well, we can do it this way or that way,” he said. 

“But when you're dealing with the spiritual lives of people, there is a need to have a quality assurance that one is giving to the people what it is they're asking. The words that you use are important."

Fr. Farrelly suggests that parents, whose children received baptism in the last 10 years at St. Mary’s make an appointment with a priest and ask to have their child baptized according to the way the Church says it must be done.  

“Otherwise the person isn't baptized,” he said, “and baptism's the doorway into everything else that happens within the Church.”

God Has No Daughters: Masculine Imagery in the Liturgy 
https://www.catholicculture.org/culture/library/view.cfm?recnum=613 

By Leon J. Podles

The feminist reconstruction of Roman Catholic worship by the International Committee for English in the Liturgy (ICEL) has commenced. 
A small obstacle has arisen in the form of Cardinal Ratzinger's objection on doctrinal grounds to the use of the inclusive language New Revised Standard Version for the readings, but the English-speaking bishops are determined that the new lectionary and translations of the various prayers in English will use this type of language. That is, the use of the words man and men and son and related words such as brethren will be replaced by gender-neutral words such as human person, child, or such phrases as sons and daughters and brothers and sisters. Some dioceses have issued guidelines strongly discouraging the use of king, lord, father, in any discourse about God, or the use of hymns such as Faith of Our Fathers. What the translators and other banners of masculine terms seem to be cheerfully ignorant of, or at least willing to discard, are the theological implications of the gender symbolism in Scripture. The ignorance is often joined to a fairly explicit hostility to masculinity, and many priests and lectors eliminate masculine words such as man or brother even when these words refer to a specific male individual. Such a hostility to the masculine can provide much material for amateur speculation about the psychological motivation of the impromptu translators and the soon-to-be-official translations. Whatever the motivation, the rhetorical strategy of eliminating masculine references distorts an important part of the message of Christianity and cannot but contribute to the increasing feminization of Roman Catholicism, and of all other churches which adopt this feminist stance.
Proponents of inclusive language claim that usage has changed, and that therefore man and men or the pronoun he are no longer used to refer to both men and women. That is, they claim that the charming grammatical rule, "the masculine embraces the feminine" is no longer true in English usage. The rule held as late as the 1960s, when the phrase in the Creed, propter nos homines became, properly, for us men. The ICEL claims that English usage has changed radically in this respect since the 1960s. Has it?

There is not much evidence for such a change. A priori, such a change would be improbable. Linguistic change, especially in commonly used words such as pronouns, is very slow. It took centuries in the middle ages for the pronouns he, she, and they to replace the forms used in Old English and in various dialects of Middle English, and the pace of linguistic change has slowed with the advent of literacy and standardized education, which are very conservative forces in language. American usage shows a little hesitancy about using he to refer to any person. Because clarity is always desirable for communication, English would be a more accurate language if it had a generic pronoun distinct from he. But it doesn't, and confusion rarely occurs. Colloquially they is often used: "Everyone should bring their books." The British often use one when an American would use he formally or they colloquially: "One should bring one's book, now, shouldn't one?" The television critic for The Spectator's fond memories of the Queen's Christmas broadcast, in which he would try to spot "how many 'ones' was it possible for one to use in one sentence." Indeed, the use of he rather than one was something of a conscious decision in American English, like the spellings behavior for behaviour and Savior for Saviour, as one was felt to be too stuffy and British, unsuitable for American informality. Nor has the literate usage changed much. The National Geographic still contains headlines with phrases like The Story of Man. The New Yorker, even under its new ultra-trendy editor, still uses he as an indefinite pronoun. In January 18, 1993 a review by John Updike contains this sentence: "If man were an artifact, no doubt he would have improved himself out of existence by now." In general, there is no change in common literate English usage of man, men, he, and similar words to refer indefinitely to individuals of both sexes.

The only prose that has changed is that of politically-correct academics, who write a language that bears about the same resemblance to English as do the instructions that come with Oriental products. A brochure from a Shanghai hotel extols its dancing hall in which the "atmosphere causes ladies sedate & charming, ever full of noble aspiration is possessed by all gentlemen in a fantastic night." In the same category as this sentence belongs horrors such as God/ess, Godself, and metacritical discourses, self-implicatory, heterosexual phallocentrism. Such words do not convey meaning, they merely make a noise that identifies one initiate to another, like mastodons bellowing across the primeval swamp. The RC (Religiously Correct, not Roman Catholic) control of the ICEL guarantees trendiness for the indefinite future. It is a new type of churchy language: instead of thee and thou and similar archaisms, we will get at first an excision of the hated masculine terms, and later a replacement of Father and Son, with Creator and Redeemer, and later still neologisms such as Godself.
A feminist salute
Does it matter that much? For those of us who are aware of the issues, it will be grating. Peter Berger recounted his memories of Fascist Italy when Mussolini decided that the Italian lei (you) was effeminate and degenerate (it was of course nothing of the sort) and that true Italians should instead use voi. Every time someone used voi instead of the expected lei, it was the verbal equivalent of giving the Fascist salute. Similarly every time a neutral word is used instead of the expected masculine or generic one, it is a feminist salute, and is clearly intended as one. There is also a usage more and more in the mouths of clerics that will be noticed (although not fully understood) by any man who hears it. In an English phrase that contains several words, the customary and expected order of words is from shorter to longer. That is why we use the phrases ladies and gentlemen but men and women. Departures from this pattern are done for a specific effect. The two most common, in addressing people, are the most honored to the less honored. A priest will therefore begin a sermon before his ordinary, "Your Excellency, Reverend Monsignori, fellow priests, deacons, religious, and all who have come to etc." The other common variation is from those nearer to those further away, either geographically or those with whom one identifies more closely to those with whom one identifies less closely. The Pope gives his address urbi et orbi, to the city [of Rome] and to the world. Shakespeare's phrase "Friends, Romans and countrymen" is good writing, and as 1066 and All That would say memorable, because it combines the pattern shorter to longer with the pattern nearer to farther. 
Therefore when a male preacher breaks the pattern, and instead of saying men and women or brothers and sisters, says women and men, or sisters and brothers, he is rhetorically identifying himself with the first group rather than the second, implying that he is nearer to women than to men, whatever his intention. Rhetoric has certain laws which cannot be ignored; certain approaches will have certain effects by emphasizing certain words, whatever the intention of the speaker.

This is true in art as well. At a Lutheran church in Baltimore, an artist constructed in the nave an elaborate mosaic with many figures. He neglected to consider that the central point of the picture was a natural compositional focus, and put a minor figure of a child there. The congregation, which includes few art historians, responded to the focal point, not to the artist's intention, and began to speculate about the meaning of this obviously important figure (the Christ child? an angel?). The artist vainly protested that the congregation should ignore the figure, that he had not meant it to be important. The laws of optics are objective, and the congregation could not help responding to them. Similarly the laws of rhetoric have an objective component, and the rhetorical, even if unintended, identification of the male preacher with the women rather than the men in the congregation will grate upon the ears of male listeners. This is especially true because religion in general in America has long been identified with the feminine rather than the masculine spheres of life. Anything that tends to make religion and its representatives even more feminine is the last thing that Christianity in America needs, both for its own good and the good of a society that suffers from a masculinity that is not transformed by Christianity.

Nor is the use of the masculine as generic in pericopes from Scriptures a matter of theological indifference. First of all, in the Old Testament the use of such phrases as the God of Abraham and Sarah rather than The God of Abraham, obscures the meaning of the terrible trial of faith which Abraham had to undergo to prove his allegiance to God, and to become in faith the father of all who believe. Since circumcision is so central to Jewish identity, a great deal of verbal gymnastics has to be played with the Old Testament texts to include women.) In the New Testament, femininity and masculinity are used to refer to different aspects of the Christian's relationship with God. The Church as a whole is feminine, the bride of the Bridegroom, inheriting the role of Israel. The Song of Songs was early allegorized as a story of the relationship of Yahweh and Israel and of Christ and the Church. This symbolism is also under attack; Wesley's hymn "The Church's One Foundation" has been rewritten in the new Methodist hymnal to eliminate the references to the Church as she and bride. In the early middle ages, in a change that perhaps ultimately had a deleterious effect on Christian spirituality and contributed to the sociological feminization of the Church, the individual soul, anima, was also spoken of as the Bride of Christ, the part standing for the whole. In the New Testament, Christians are referred to as the sons and daughters of God only in quotes from the Old Testament. Christians are referred to as the children of God, sometimes with an implication of immaturity, or proleptically as the sons of God, with emphasis upon what they are destined to become. The fatherhood of God became an Enlightenment commonplace: Alle Menschen werden Bruder. That God is our Father and we are his children was held to be the common belief of all religions. Is it? God is rarely described as man's father in the Old Testament or in paganism, and when used fatherhood is clearly felt to be a metaphor, in the same way that God is the father of the dew. As C. S. Lewis pointed out in On Words, the begetting of the Son by the Father and the begetting of the Christian by God is a revelation of something humanity could never have imagined on its own. The Son is truly begotten of God; he is not simply "like" God, the closest thing to God of any creature; rather he is the same substance (ousia) as God. Like begets like, a man a man, a horse a horse, a dog a dog, God, God. The Son is not made, there never was when he was not. He is the only-begotten; there is no other like him.
Why Father and not Mother?
Yet Christians are also begotten in a sense that surpasses all metaphor and is almost impossible for reason to fathom. The Son, by pouring forth the Holy Spirit, creates others sons. He conforms both men and women to his own image as Son, thereby making them all God's sons (not daughters). God has no only-begotten daughter, for reasons we shall see; he therefore has no daughters begotten of the Spirit, only sons. There is only one pattern for both men and women to be conformed to, that of the Son. In the Son, Christians become deiform, apotheosized, and achieve an intimacy and union with the Godhead that is beyond the categories of natural reason, which seeks to reduce this relationship to that of a metaphor. Obviously we are not yet what we shall be; that remains to be revealed. Therefore in our immaturity we are the children of God, growing into the image of the Son, so that we may become his sons. Explaining the phrases in the Scripture should be an opportunity for delineating an extraordinarily important and neglected or misunderstood part of the Christian message. Instead "inclusive language" blurs over an important point by conforming it to feminist usage, which is not theologically applicable in this instance, whatever justification it might have in other texts.

The impromptu modifications of Scripture I have heard convey a real dislike of masculinity. Why else would the word man itself, not used generically but as a reference to an individual, be so hateful? The Psalms are the model of Christian prayer, and modifications to them are especially dangerous. The Psalms are spoken in the voice of David, and often refer to specific historical situations he had experienced. Translating man and he as they, those, or we distorts the meaning of the Psalms. The Psalms are used by Christians because David was a type, a foreshadowing of the Messiah. Because of their own identification with the Messiah, the Christ, Christians, can use these prayers in their own voice. Nor is David's voice a generic human one; it is deeply and tragically masculine, reflecting the anthropological situation of masculinity and therefore looking forward to the revelation of the Father in the crucified Son.

Why is the First Person a Father and not a Mother? Why therefore is the Second Person the Son and not the Daughter? These names, unlike the substitutes for them, Creator and Redeemer, refer to inner-Trinitarian relationships into which Christians are inserted not as a result of their creation but as a result of their deification by grace. 
There has not been much reflection on the meaning of these names. Christian thought in both East and West has been influenced by its roots in the Greek Fathers, who did not share the Hebrew sense of the significance of the body and therefore of gender. Although orthodoxy demanded a respect for the body which would be resurrected because it had been united with God in the Incarnation, there was a certain lack of enthusiasm for the bodily manifestation of gender in sexual differentiation. Consequently there has never been an extensive theological reflection on the meaning of gender and therefore of the meaning of the ascription of masculinity (not of course bodily maleness) to God. I therefore offer these speculations.
Separation characterizes maleness
Men know the Father as Father only in the Son; the Son is a revelation of the Father, and most so in the Paschal mystery, the Death and Resurrection. David was taken as a type of the Messiah because he was rejected, a scapegoat, pushed out into the wilderness to die, hunted by the forces of a kingdom. Men, insofar as they try to be masculine, often end up in this situation. Masculinity, as anthropologist David Gilmore points out, is a cultural construct, one in which men accept the dangerous roles in society so that women may survive and raise children. Men nurture, but in a specifically masculine way: they "do it by shedding their blood, their sweat, their semen; by bringing food home, by producing children, or dying if necessary in faraway places to provide security for their family." The situation has not changed since neolithic hunting cultures: in 1991 in America, of those killed at work, 92% were men. War is the ultimate masculine role; the soldier insofar as he dies to protect those he loves is felt even in secularized twentieth century Europe to be like Christ. Psalm 18, spoken by David, is uncannily like the experience of modern warfare: "the snares of death confronted me … the earth reeled and rocked … smoke went up from his nostrils and devouring fire from his mouth." The soldier, in any war, but especially in modern war, feels that the elemental forces of nature have been set loose to destroy him. For his long poem In Parenthesis, about the experience of a soldier in World War I, David Jones, a disciple and friend of Eric Gill, provided integral woodcut illustrations. The final one shows the paschal lamb, with the horns of the scapegoat, caught in barbed wire in no-man's land. The soldier feels rejected by all, purged out of normal life, thrust out of the safe, feminine world, destroyed because of the sins of the world. David knew that desolation, and so did Jesus on the cross.

The cross is the revelation to a fallen world (and we know no other) of the meaning of sonship and fatherhood in the deity, and why God is spoken of as masculine. The masculine is characterized by separation, by separation from the feminine first of all, and then separation from the world of safety that the feminine represents. Within the Godhead itself there is a real distinction between the Father and the Son. God is masculine in relationship to creation, because he creates by separating light from darkness, man from women, Israel from the nations. He is holy because he is separate from sinners, who have separated themselves from Him. Yet that separation is not eternal loss, because it is taken up into the distinction of the Father and the Son.

We have gone far from the question of using human person for man in liturgical texts. Yet what is it that the translators, both official and impromptu, dislike? The phonemes that make up the word man? Or the implications that God is masculine? Some extreme feminists recognize the implications, and reject the theological meaning behind the masculine terms. Sacrifice to some feminists is a masculine category and the crucifixion a form of child-abuse. The category of sacrifice must be expurgated from Christianity. Yet even those who would not agree with this extreme position are affected by the current attempt to demasculinize Christianity. Walter Ong pointed out in Fighting for Life that many of the changes following Vatican II, whether or not that was their intention, had the effect of demasculinizing Christianity. Western Christianity already is almost universally perceived as feminine, and therefore part of the world that men must reject to establish their separate identities as men. The demasculinizing of the language of the liturgy is more a symptom of the problem than a cause, but the word is both creative and destructive, and a feminist Christianity is what such verbal changes will help create.

If language can be made ambiguous in its references to gender, the same is not true of the visual arts. Although theologians have not paid much attention to the meaning of gender, painters in Christian cultures have often used visual imagery to explore the meaning of gender. Modern Christians often feel discomfort with Renaissance and Baroque paintings of the nude infant Christ or the almost nude crucified Christ; the focal point of the painting is often the genitals. Although painters make mistakes, as did the decorator of the Lutheran church mentioned above, generations of painters including Michelangelo and Rubens did not make a simple mistake in composition nor were they expressing homosexual interests. As Leo Steinberg demonstrated in his book The Sexuality of Christ in Renaissance Art and Modern Oblivion, the sexuality of Christ was of great interest to painters. But Steinberg does not quite have it right; it was Christ's sexuality in the sense of a visual manifestation of his masculine gender that was of interest to painters. If theologians didn't realize the significance of masculinity, painters did. The masculinity of Christ was intimately connected with his sacrifice, even in the paintings of the infant, who in childish nudity played with the emblems of the coming Passion.

In Eastern Christianity painters are not simply artisans. Icons are painted by the hand of a human but the true artist is the Holy Spirit. In Orthodoxy the use of icons is intimately and almost necessarily connected with faith in the Incarnation. Since God truly became flesh and took a material body to himself, painters can show God by painting the true image of Christ. The historical particularity of Christ has long been a scandal to both mythology and rationality. The Greeks tried to reduce him to the category of the creature, even though the highest one; modern syncretism tries to understand Jesus as an avatar of the divinity, one among many Christs. 
Yet the faith of the Church hinges upon the belief that Jesus is the Christ, that there is no other, that his flesh was really the flesh of the second person of the Trinity, and can therefore be shown in visual form. The mystery of femininity and masculinity in the relationship of Mary and the Child has long fascinated icon painters.

The use of visual representations of Jesus necessarily and inescapably involves his masculinity. How can images be made inclusive? Is Jesus to become Christa, as in the female corpus on the crucifix in the Cathedral of St. John the Divine? Or is he to be a hermaphrodite, as in Hindu art? Or is he to be softened and feminized, as he was in the holy card and Sunday School art of previous generations? Or is representation to be abandoned for abstraction? Already many Catholic churches have removed the corpus from their crucifixes, and some substitute a tree for the cross itself. Christian art has received its impetus from the doctrine of the Incarnation, and in turn makes that doctrine a real doctrine rather than an abstraction in the life of the Christian. Representation necessarily demands attention to gender.

The use of feminist language and imagery in Christian worship is especially dangerous because it places a further obstacle in the way of an appreciation of the theological meaning of gender. Such appreciation is necessary if we are to begin to overcome the feminization of Western Christianity. Masculinity plays a central role in Judaism and Christianity, and men can be shown that Christianity does not want to convert them into pseudo-women, but help to fulfill the deepest meaning of masculinity. In Christ men should be able to see what it is to be a man. Ecce homo, et ecce vir. The powerful currents of masculinity, especially the admiration that verges on eros that men feel for the exemplars of masculinity, the athlete and the soldier, can be directed away from crime, violence, and quasi-fascist nationalism into a relationship with God in Christ. The Church will benefit, men will benefit, and society as a whole will benefit. A key to beginning this work is to use the language of Scripture rather than a language constructed by feminists, because in the religion of the Word made flesh words can be both creative and destructive. 

Dr. Leon J. Podles earned his B.A. at Provi-College and his Ph.D. in English literature at the University of Virginia. He is married and the father of six children (including twins). He has taught at the Heights School in Washington, D. C., and is currently working on national security investigations in Baltimore. His last article in HPR appeared in the June 1992 issue.
Poll Shows No Demand for Inclusive Language 

http://www.catholicculture.org/culture/library/view.cfm?recnum=65
By Phil Lawler, Catholic World News, February 24, 1997

A nationwide poll of Catholic opinion, commissioned by the Catholic World Report, has demolished the notion that American Catholics demand new inclusive-language translations of liturgical texts. 
A survey of 1,000 Catholics, conducted by the Roper Center, shows that 69% reject the notion that new translations of the Bible and liturgical texts should the use the "inclusive language" approach; only 21% prefer such translations. 

For several years, Catholic scholars have debated whether new translations should use the "inclusive language approach," which avoids the use of words such as "man" and "mankind" in general references to humanity. Proponents of inclusive language argue that such references offend women. 

The results of the Roper poll, however, show that women are as likely as men to oppose the inclusive-language approach; 68% of the women surveyed, and 70% of the men, rejected the inclusive- language approach. 

When asked to compare four pairs of translations -- matching one passage from the New American Bible with new "inclusive-language" renditions of the same texts -- substantial majorities invariably chose the traditional English translation in the Roper survey. 

The preference for standard English was most pronounced among regular churchgoers, and Catholics who supported Church teachings on controversial issues such as abortion and the ordination of women; it was weakest among Catholics who disagree with those teachings, and do not regularly attend Mass. 

How would Catholics respond if new inclusive-language translations were introduced? The Roper survey posed that question, and found that most Catholics would not respond at all; 81% reported that they would be neither more nor less likely to attend Mass at a parish that used the new translations. That indifference stretched across the board; in every subcategory studied by the Roper poll, between 77 and 83% said the new translation would make no difference in Mass attendance. 

Moreover, the Roper poll showed that any "pastoral" attempt to accommodate even the minority of Catholics who demand inclusive language would be in vain. In a perfect bell curve, the 8% of Catholics who said they would be more likely to attend Mass in their parishes if an inclusive language translation of the lectionary were introduced was exactly balanced by another 8% who would be less likely to attend. 

On other topics the results of the Roper poll are often revealing, and sometimes disturbing. In general, the survey reveals: 

* the majority of Catholics in America do not embrace a pro-life position; 

* there is a close correlation between tolerance for abortion and advocacy for the ordination of women; 

* a consistent rejection of Church teaching on contraception indicates the depth of dissent in the Church in America; and 

* in spite of their dissent on other issues, a majority of Catholics believe in the Real Presence. 

The full results of the Roper survey will appear in the March issue of Catholic World Report, an international monthly news magazine published by Ignatius Press in San Francisco. 

Bible versions and Commentaries 
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By Colin B. Donovan, STL

· NOTE ON INCLUSIVE LANGUAGE
By Colin B. Donovan, STL

The common practice of English historically has been to use male nouns and pronouns (man, mankind, he) when referring collectively to human beings, regardless of sex. In recent decades some feminists have claimed that this is offensive to them, as it represents a "patriarchal worldview" in which men are superior to women. Through their media influence they have effectively ended such use in publishing, academia, television and movies, as well as in common speech. Within the Church, through the well-oiled machinery of dissent, the rejection of such "non-inclusive" language has been applied to the use of male terms in connection with God.

Whether in the secular arena or in the Church, almost no resistance has been offered to this forced development of language, and few are even aware of what is at stake, seeing it only as a matter of fairness to women. Thankfully, the Holy See has resisted the tide and clearly drawn the lines between what is an acceptable use of inclusive language and what is unacceptable. Acceptable use would include those collective expressions for human beings which today a speaker or author would be expected to use, such as "ladies and gentleman" or "brothers and sisters". It is unlikely that any one would use "brothers" or "brethren" for a mixed audience today. Thus, there is nothing wrong in principle to this kind of horizontal inclusive language.

What is unacceptable to the Magisterium, however, is the use of inclusive language in collective terms for human beings which have an anthropological significance, or, in terms for God or Christ (vertical inclusive language). The collective term man, for example, is both a philosophically and theologically appropriate term for the human race. Just as there is a certain precedence within the Trinity, by which the Father is God, the Son is God by generation and the Holy Spirit is God by spiration, Sacred Scripture reveals that an image of this Trinity of equal Persons in God is reflected in the creation of woman from man. Adam (which means man) is a man, Eve is a man (since she shares his nature), and each of their descendants is a man. This expresses equality, NOT inequality, as feminists claim. Whatever injustices men have perpetrated on women through the millennia, Adam's sin is the cause, not God and His wise created design.

So, human nature is called man or mankind, and each human person is a man, just as the divine nature is called God and all Three Persons are God. (The sexual distinction is expressed as male and female, though man and woman also does so. Even these contain implicitly the evidence of the origins of woman from man in the economy of creation.)

The problem with vertical inclusive language with respect to Christ is similar. Destined to be the New Adam Christ is prophetically anticipated in certain Hebrew texts which play on the word adam as both the name for the human race and the name of the first member of that race. A good example, which can be a test of a text to see if it has objectionable inclusive language, is Psalm 1. It should read "Happy the man who follows not the counsel of the wicked" (or similar). Inclusive language versions will replace "man" with "one" or "mortal" or some variation. The Holy See has rejected this as contradicting the messianic references to Christ implicit in the text, where man refers not only to David the author of the psalm, but back to Adam (the man) and forward to Christ (Son of David and Son of Man).

Finally, the use of vertical inclusive language for God is likewise unacceptable. No one should understand that God is male or female. He is not. God is pure spirit, whereas masculinity and femininity are the properties of animal bodies. In man these bodies are united to a soul, and thus we can also speak of spiritual characteristic of men and women - a way of loving others, for example, that is characteristic of women, versus men, and vice versa. Such spiritual characteristics, whether of men or women, must be rooted in some way in God, who is the source of all good. Thus, in the Old Testament the love of God for his people is sometimes referred to as a "womb-love" (rahamim), a clear reference to the love of a mother for her child. Similarly, Jesus in the New Testament speaks of wanting to take His People under His wings like a mother hen. Thus, Scripture shows us, and the Church teaches, that all that is good in man and woman, save the purely material sexual distinctions proper to bodies, comes from the Author of all that is good.

However, is this a warrant to speak of God as Father and Mother, and to avoid the use of male terms with respect to God (Father, Son, Him, He etc.)? While it is certainly just to speak of what is motherly or feminine in God, in the sense described above, it is nonetheless certain that God has revealed Himself in a certain way and that we must first respect His sovereign decision, and second try to understand it. One of the difficulties is that as the debate has gone forward, it has become clear that many Catholic feminists do not respect the Word of God, but see it the word of men re-enforcing an unjust patriarchal order. Since this overthrows Divine Revelation's authority, and many dogmas of the faith with it, it cannot and should not be dialogued with or accommodated in any way. Certainly, the Holy See has taken that stance. Unfortunately, many others who do not intend such a vast rejection of Tradition have been duped into believing in the bias of translations and the influence of patriarchy on the transmission of Revelation in the Church, and so need a good explanation of the reasons for the usages of Scripture and Tradition.

A direct understanding of God is not accessible to human reason. Spirit cannot be perceived or tested experimentally, and so God must speak in analogies familiar to our experience. In choosing which analogs to use in reference to Himself He chose those most suitable within creation. Unlike the Shamrock of St. Patrick, which has a certain similitude to God, there was and is nothing more suitable for explaining God than the creatures He made in His image and likeness, both as God and as Trinity. Thus, He chose the human race to explain Who He is. Man is both the creature in the visible creation most like God, and the creature most understandable to man.

IMAGE OF GOD IN THE NATURE OF MAN

The closest likeness to the spiritual nature of God in the visible creation is the human soul. The spiritual nature of the soul gives to man the capacities to reason and to choose, to know and to love. This is why God made Adam governor of Eden and told him to name the other creatures. In giving Adam a wife God made her a helpmate in these tasks, as she too, having the same human nature as Adam (unlike the other animals), is suited to this collaboration. It should be noted that this work is in the first place a spiritual work, knowing creatures, especially their natures and ends, and willfully directing them to God's purposes. In the creation in which Man lives, however, this cannot be separated from the need for a body. Thus, although the image of God is primarily said of the soul of human beings, the body of Man has been so designed as to serve the soul and the special place of Man in creation. Unlike God, without a body Man cannot accomplish what has been given to him to do. Thus, both man and woman have been equipped with the primary faculties needed for this work (intellect and will), and with bodies which complement each other in the multitude of different tasks which must be done in life.

IMAGE OF GOD IN THE DIFFERENTIATION OF THE SEXES

God is not a solitary nature but a Communion of Persons. As noted above, the Processions of Persons (Father generating the Son, and Father and Son spirating the Holy Spirit) is reflected in the order of Man's own creation. "Let us make man in our image and likeness. Male and female he created them" (Gen. 1:26). God made the representative type Man (Adam) first, and then differentiated Man into two kinds, male and female, by creating Eve. With respect to the likeness of God's divine nature in Man, man and woman are equal. Thus, Adam is the representative type because of his humanity, not his maleness. However, with respect to the order of creating, as a created analogy to the order of procession within the Trinity, there is a first and second. Adam is analogous to the Father in coming first, Eve to the Son in coming second. Within God this is not a sexual distinction, the Eternal Word is not male or female in the divine nature, but God from God. Rather, it is an order of the procession of life and love. The Father gives life and love to the Son, and the Son returns both infinitely and perfectly, which can only be a Divine Person, the Holy Spirit.

God's taking woman from man emphasizes in the first place, therefore, a fact about God's own interior Life. It then establishes a reality about Man - there is to be an orderly procession of life and love within human nature, as there is in God. This is made possible in human nature by the distinction of the sexes and a complementarity of psychology and body suited to the perpetuation of human love and life in this world. These bodies, male and female, are therefore particularly equipped to pro-create and nurture human life to maturity. The psychology and body of a man enables him to give life and love actively in a manner analogous to the First Person of the Trinity in generating the Son, but also analogous to God's creating the universe outside of the Godhead. On the other hand, the psychology and body of woman allows her to receive, nurture and herself communicate life and love, analogous to the Second Person receptively then actively loving and giving life, as well as the creation receiving life from God and nurturing it within.

So, in giving human nature this created order, an order which in our embodied existence includes a common nature, as well as male and female, God not only stamped us with an image and likeness of His own nature and the Trinitarian Communion, but gave us a means and a language to understand Him. The use of male terms (Father, Son, He, Him etc.) are not statements about the masculinity of God, but ways to understand from our experience of ourselves, imperfect as we are, what are essentially spiritual realities. If God's self-revelation is perverted, then both our understanding of God and ourselves is changed, as well. When God is named Mother (and a name speaks of what is of the essence of a thing), God is turned into an earth goddess of which we are but a part (panentheism). This is, in fact, what New Agers believe, and sadly some Catholics. On the other hand, as Father He is the transcendent Creator. Likewise, if there is no order in creation between man and woman, then the Church's sexual and marital teaching is not valid. Not surprisingly, there is a close connection between the ideological foundations of feminism and those of lesbianism (less so, male homosexuality). Thus, it is both theologically and anthropologically necessary to preserve the use of male terms with respect to God and Christ, as well as in some case of collective nouns referring to the human race.
Inclusive Language
The common practice of English historically has been to use male nouns and pronouns (man, mankind, he) when referring collectively to human beings, regardless of sex. In recent decades some feminists have claimed that this is offensive to them, as it represents a "patriarchal worldview" in which men are superior to women. Through their media influence they have effectively ended such use in publishing, academia, television and movies, as well as in common speech. Within the Church, through the well-oiled machinery of dissent, the rejection of such "non-inclusive" language has been applied to the use of male terms in connection with God.

Whether in the secular arena or in the Church, almost no resistance has been offered to this forced development of language, and few are even aware of what is at stake, seeing it only as a matter of fairness to women. Thankfully, the Holy See has resisted the tide and clearly drawn the lines between what is an acceptable use of inclusive language and what is unacceptable. Acceptable use would include those collective expressions for human beings which today a speaker or author would be expected to use, such as "ladies and gentleman" or "brothers and sisters". It is unlikely that any one would use "brothers" or "brethren" for a mixed audience today. Thus, there is nothing wrong in principle to this kind of horizontal inclusive language.

What is unacceptable to the Magisterium, however, is the use of inclusive language in collective terms for human beings which have an anthropological significance, or, in terms for God or Christ (vertical inclusive language). The collective term man, for example, is both a philosophically and theologically appropriate term for the human race. Just as there is a certain precedence within the Trinity, by which the Father is God, the Son is God by generation and the Holy Spirit is God by spiration, Sacred Scripture reveals that an image of this Trinity of equal Persons in God is reflected in the creation of woman from man. Adam (which means man) is a man, Eve is a man (since she shares his nature), and each of their descendants is a man. This expresses equality, NOT inequality, as feminists claim. Whatever injustices men have perpetrated on women through the millennia, Adam's sin is the cause, not God and His wise created design.

So, human nature is called man or mankind, and each human person is a man, just as the divine nature is called God and all Three Persons are God. (The sexual distinction is expressed as male and female, though man and woman also does so. Even these contain implicitly the evidence of the origins of woman from man in the economy of creation.)

The problem with vertical inclusive language with respect to Christ is similar. Destined to be the New Adam Christ is prophetically anticipated in certain Hebrew texts which play on the word adam as both the name for the human race and the name of the first member of that race. A good example, which can be a test of a text to see if it has objectionable inclusive language, is Psalm 1. It should read "Happy the man who follows not the counsel of the wicked" (or similar). Inclusive language versions will replace "man" with "one" or "mortal" or some variation. The Holy See has rejected this as contradicting the messianic references to Christ implicit in the text, where man refers not only to David the author of the psalm, but back to Adam (the man) and forward to Christ (Son of David and Son of Man).

Finally, the use of vertical inclusive language for God is likewise unacceptable. No one should understand that God is male or female. He is not. God is pure spirit, whereas masculinity and femininity are the properties of animal bodies. In man these bodies are united to a soul, and thus we can also speak of spiritual characteristic of men and women - a way of loving others, for example, that is characteristic of women, versus men, and vice versa. Such spiritual characteristics, whether of men or women, must be rooted in some way in God, who is the source of all good. Thus, in the Old Testament the love of God for his people is sometimes referred to as a "womb-love" (rahamim), a clear reference to the love of a mother for her child. Similarly, Jesus in the New Testament speaks of wanting to take His People under His wings like a mother hen. Thus, Scripture shows us, and the Church teaches, that all that is good in man and woman, save the purely material sexual distinctions proper to bodies, comes from the Author of all that is good.

However, is this a warrant to speak of God as Father and Mother, and to avoid the use of male terms with respect to God (Father, Son, Him, He etc.)? While it is certainly just to speak of what is motherly or feminine in God, in the sense described above, it is nonetheless certain that God has revealed Himself in a certain way and that we must first respect His sovereign decision, and second try to understand it. One of the difficulties is that as the debate has gone forward, it has become clear that many Catholic feminists do not respect the Word of God, but see it the word of men re-enforcing an unjust patriarchal order. Since this overthrows Divine Revelation's authority, and many dogmas of the faith with it, it cannot and should not be dialogued with or accommodated in any way. Certainly, the Holy See has taken that stance. Unfortunately, many others who do not intend such a vast rejection of Tradition have been duped into believing in the bias of translations and the influence of patriarchy on the transmission of Revelation in the Church, and so need a good explanation of the reasons for the usages of Scripture and Tradition.

A direct understanding of God is not accessible to human reason. Spirit cannot be perceived or tested experimentally, and so God must speak in analogies familiar to our experience. In choosing which analogs to use in reference to Himself He chose those most suitable within creation. Unlike the Shamrock of St. Patrick, which has a certain similitude to God, there was and is nothing more suitable for explaining God than the creatures He made in His image and likeness, both as God and as Trinity. Thus, He chose the human race to explain Who He is. Man is both the creature in the visible creation most like God, and the creature most understandable to man.

IMAGE OF GOD IN THE NATURE OF MAN

The closest likeness to the spiritual nature of God in the visible creation is the human soul. The spiritual nature of the soul gives to man the capacities to reason and to choose, to know and to love. This is why God made Adam governor of Eden and told him to name the other creatures. In giving Adam a wife God made her a helpmate in these tasks, as she too, having the same human nature as Adam (unlike the other animals), is suited to this collaboration. It should be noted that this work is in the first place a spiritual work, knowing creatures, especially their natures and ends, and willfully directing them to God's purposes. In the creation in which Man lives, however, this cannot be separated from the need for a body. Thus, although the image of God is primarily said of the soul of human beings, the body of Man has been so designed as to serve the soul and the special place of Man in creation. Unlike God, without a body Man cannot accomplish what has been given to him to do. Thus, both man and woman have been equipped with the primary faculties needed for this work (intellect and will), and with bodies which complement each other in the multitude of different tasks which must be done in life.

IMAGE OF GOD IN THE DIFFERENTIATION OF THE SEXES

God is not a solitary nature but a Communion of Persons. As noted above, the Processions of Persons (Father generating the Son, and Father and Son spirating the Holy Spirit) is reflected in the order of Man's own creation. "Let us make man in our image and likeness. Male and female he created them" (Gen. 1:26). God made the representative type Man (Adam) first, and then differentiated Man into two kinds, male and female, by creating Eve. With respect to the likeness of God's divine nature in Man, man and woman are equal. Thus, Adam is the representative type because of his humanity, not his maleness. However, with respect to the order of creating, as a created analogy to the order of procession within the Trinity, there is a first and second. Adam is analogous to the Father in coming first, Eve to the Son in coming second. Within God this is not a sexual distinction, the Eternal Word is not male or female in the divine nature, but God from God. Rather, it is an order of the procession of life and love. The Father gives life and love to the Son, and the Son returns both infinitely and perfectly, which can only be a Divine Person, the Holy Spirit.

God's taking woman from man emphasizes in the first place, therefore, a fact about God's own interior Life. It then establishes a reality about Man - there is to be an orderly procession of life and love within human nature, as there is in God. This is made possible in human nature by the distinction of the sexes and a complementarity of psychology and body suited to the perpetuation of human love and life in this world. These bodies, male and female, are therefore particularly equipped to pro-create and nurture human life to maturity. The psychology and body of a man enables him to give life and love actively in a manner analogous to the First Person of the Trinity in generating the Son, but also analogous to God's creating the universe outside of the Godhead. On the other hand, the psychology and body of woman allows her to receive, nurture and herself communicate life and love, analogous to the Second Person receptively then actively loving and giving life, as well as the creation receiving life from God and nurturing it within.

So, in giving human nature this created order, an order which in our embodied existence includes a common nature, as well as male and female, God not only stamped us with an image and likeness of His own nature and the Trinitarian Communion, but gave us a means and a language to understand Him. The use of male terms (Father, Son, He, Him etc.) are not statements about the masculinity of God, but ways to understand from our experience of ourselves, imperfect as we are, what are essentially spiritual realities. If God's self-revelation is perverted, then both our understanding of God and ourselves is changed, as well. When God is named Mother (and a name speaks of what is of the essence of a thing), God is turned into an earth goddess of which we are but a part (panentheism). This is, in fact, what New Agers believe, and sadly some Catholics. On the other hand, as Father He is the transcendent Creator. Likewise, if there is no order in creation between man and woman, then the Church's sexual and marital teaching is not valid. Not surprisingly, there is a close connection between the ideological foundations of feminism and those of lesbianism (less so, male homosexuality). Thus, it is both theologically and anthropologically necessary to preserve the use of male terms with respect to God and Christ, as well as in some case of collective nouns referring to the human race. 
The Fr. Richard Rohr Phenomenon 
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By Fr. Bryce Andrew Sibley, New Oxford Review, 2006

During the past few years, I’ve noticed among Catholic circles a marked increase in the attention paid to the work of Fr. Richard Rohr. Back in the late 1980s and early 1990s, Fr. Rohr wrote and spoke often on the Enneagram, but lately he seems to have abandoned “personality spirituality” for the now-popular “male spirituality.” Through several recent visits to my own diocese, Rohr has attracted quite a local following. So, in order to better understand the increasing “Rohr phenomenon,” I decided to purchase his most recent book, Adam’s Return, and attend a conference given by him titled “Men Matter: A Quest for the True Self.” Surprisingly, there were over 400 people in attendance, some having traveled hundreds of miles to be there. After reading the book, going through a few of his other writings, and then listening to his presentations, I have come to believe that Fr. Richard Rohr adheres to some very questionable, if not dangerous, beliefs. Although most of what he says and writes may appear harmless to most people, the discerning Catholic reader will notice that underneath the surface lie ideas and opinions, some of them fundamental to Rohr’s message, that reside outside of the realm of orthodox Catholic teaching. I would like to look at a few of these ideas here.

God the “Mother”?
Rohr began his presentation by speaking about the phenomenon of the “Father Wound” that he has noticed in young men throughout the world, but especially in the U.S. Many young men, he claims, grow up with weak, abusive, or absent fathers, which leaves the young men wounded. From that wound flows what Rohr calls a “Father Hunger” — a desire to have an authentic father figure in their lives. Rohr’s “masculine spirituality” uses symbols, archetypes, and rituals that, he argues, speak especially to males in order to help cure the “Father Wound.”

But Rohr fails to demonstrate a true Christian solution to the problem he diagnoses. I would argue that such a remedy must encourage a healthy family life and authentic fatherhood on earth, but most importantly must be founded in having the young men become aware of God the Father’s paternal love for them. Part of the reason that Rohr is unable to provide this solution is because of his flawed concept of Revelation, especially regarding the paternity of God.
Rohr makes it very clear that he does not want to be limited to having to call God “Father.” He writes in Adam’s Return (which was the basis for his presentations) that we must “find public ways to recognize, honor, and name the feminine nature of God….”

Rohr bases this claim on his belief that “God is the ultimate combination of whatever it means to be male and whatever it means to be female.” He asserts that God is in no way sexed, and here he seems to be in agreement with the Catechism, which states: “In no way is God in man’s image. He is neither man nor woman. God is pure spirit in which there is no place for the difference between the sexes” (#370). However, this does not mean that it would be proper to refer to God as “Mother.” Rohr’s thesis runs into the problem of Divine Revelation: Christ has definitively revealed God as Father. To say that God could just as easily be called “Mother” is in direct contradiction to Divine Revelation. As the Catechism states, “Jesus revealed that God is Father in an unheard-of sense: He is Father not only in being Creator; he is eternally Father in relation to his only Son, who is eternally Son only in relation to his Father…” (#240)

Rohr’s problem also extends to his vision of the Church. During his presentations, he made several negative references to patriarchy, particularly to the Church as a patriarchal institution (patriarchy finding its roots in the Latin word pater, meaning “father”). The vague references he made during the conference become clearer when seen in relation to what he writes about the patriarchal dimension of the Church in his book Simplicity, in the first chapter, titled, “God the Father — God the Mother?” Here Rohr describes the structure of Catholicism as patriarchal. Jesus was happy to call God “father,” but “presumably that has something to do with his patriarchal culture.” The Gospel text then “reveals the beginnings of the bias against women,” and the beginnings of patriarchy. Our “liturgical texts are almost completely patriarchal, and they perpetuate this narrow image of God.” But fortunately (according to Rohr), “we belong to the first generation of the Church that has come to consciously recognize our patriarchal biases.”

Like many others today, Rohr thinks that patriarchy carries a negative connotation. Once again, however, he runs into the problem of Revelation. It was Christ who became incarnate as male, who deliberately chose men to lead His Church.

Although the Church is patriarchal by structure and office, the true symbol of the Church is not Peter, but Mary. Maybe having a more developed image of the Church as feminine would assuage Rohr’s desire to have God reveal Himself in feminine terms.

The ultimate irony here is that, while concentrating on the problem of rejecting our earthly fathers, Fr. Rohr rejects his heavenly Father. He also rejects the spiritual fathers whom God has called to be representatives of His paternal authority on earth. It follows logically that if someone rejects the definitive Revelation of God as Father, then it is very difficult to teach men to be good Christian fathers (or males) themselves.
The Enneagram is New Age:

ENNEAGRAMS-SUMMARY 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/ENNEAGRAMS-SUMMARY.doc
ENNEAGRAMS-EDDIE RUSSELL 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/ENNEAGRAMS-EDDIE_RUSSELL.doc 

ENNEAGRAMS-FR MITCH PACWA 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/ENNEAGRAMS-FR_MITCH_PACWA.doc 

ENNEAGRAMS-SUSAN BRINKMANN 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/ENNEAGRAMS-SUSAN_BRINKMANN.doc
Fr. Richard Rohr OFM is a dissident Franciscan priest:
Dissident Groups and Priests
http://saint-mike.org/warfare/library/ EXTRACT
By Bro. Ignatius Mary, OLSM, L. Th., Oblates and Missioners of St. Michael  
Father Sibley gives a summary of the issues and controversies surrounding the dissident priest Fr. Richard Rohr, who in addition to taking issue with the Church’s teaching on homosexuals, supporting Call to Action, radical feminism, liberation theology, and more, also flirts with heresy on doctrines on the Nature of God as Father, Original Sin, and nature of Redemption by Christ’s sacrifice on the Cross.

Dissenting authors and speakers 

http://www.ourladyswarriors.org/dissent/disspeop.htm EXTRACT

Fr. Richard Rohr, OFM: Center for Action and Contemplation, focused on the occult Enneagram, supporter of Call to Action..

The Pope John Paul I and Focolare Movement controversies
Is God Mother? - Background of a Pontifical Statement 
http://www.traditioninaction.org/HotTopics/a009ht.htm
By Atila Sinke Guimarães 
During his brief pontificate, Pope John Paul I made this innovative statement: “God is Father, and even more, He is Mother.” The assertion was received with surprise in innumerable Catholic circles and with undisguised joy among the more radical progressivists. 
For example, Leonardo Boff, one of the primary exponents of “liberation theology,” took advantage of the precedent by writing the book The Maternal Face of God. This work defends a series of theological eccentricities, including the thesis that the Holy Spirit would be “feminine.” Boff is a follower of Karl Jung, disciple of Sigmund Freud. For both Jewish-German philosophers, each human being would have both sexes, and the one that predominates and defines the person would be only the tip of the iceberg of androgynism, which would underlie the whole human psychology. I do not believe it necessary to show that this thesis is contrary to Catholic doctrine since I think everyone is aware of this. 
During a trip from Reykjavik to Helsinki (June 1989), Pope John Paul II gave the following answer to one of the reporters on the plane, who interviewed him about the meaning of his Apostolic Letter Mulieris dignitatem: 

“I believe that the situation of women today perhaps can be defined as being the ‘eternal feminine.’ I am seeking the eternal feminine. Everything that is accidental and animated by situations and circumstances cannot change the eternal, which is essential. In this respect, I expressed what I seek and desire in the document about the dignity of women.” The expression “eternal feminine,” charged with strange connotations, the Pontiff employed mainly to give greater emphasis to the role of women in present day society. Therefore, the principal novelty resided in the “blessing” given to the expression “eternal feminine.”

On September 8 (1999), the same Pope praised God as Mother, thus reaffirming indirectly the act of his predecessor. In fact, commenting on the Prodigal Son, John Paul II said: 
“The father who embraces his lost son is the definitive icon of God…. The merciful father of the parable has in himself … all of the characteristics of fatherhood and motherhood. In embracing the son he shows the profile of a mother.” 

This statement, along with the previous declaration, spotlights the strange doctrine of the “eternal feminine.” 

God cannot be symbolized equally by man or woman
The nature of God is spiritual. He is a pure spirit and, as such, has no sex, since this is a characteristic of living material beings turned toward the perpetuation of the species. Thus both sexes are reflected in God and should be considered made in the image and likeness of Him. However, it is not correct that God can be symbolized equally by man or woman. 
In the man the image and likeness of God is properly expressed, but in the woman this exists to the measure in which she participates in the very plenitude of the man. The woman was created for the man - to be spouse, mother, or daughter - while the man was created to rule the material universe, to govern his equals and, in this way, to serve and glorify God. Therefore, the man is, from this aspect, the proper symbol of God, while the woman is the symbol by participation. Therefore, it is inadequate to refer to God as woman. 
In fact, St. Paul teaches that “The man, indeed, ought not to cover his head, because he is the image and glory of God; but the woman is the glory of the man.” (1 Cor. 11:7) Commenting on this passage, the famous 16th-century exegetic, Fr. Cornelius a Lapide, S.J. notes: 

“The Apostle says here that man is the image and glory, that is, the image of the glory or glorious image of God, in which shines principally his majesty and rule, because the man was placed in this world in a supreme level over all the things, dominating over all things as a secondary ‘god.’” 

Further on a Lapide continues, dealing with the words “but the woman is the glory of the man”: 

“The woman was made from the man and for his glory, that is to say, as his work and image. Thus, she became subject to him and as a sign of this subjection, her head should be covered. The woman, that is, the spouse, is the glory of man, that is, his glorious image, as I said above, because God formed Eve from the man, to his likeness so that she would represent his image and likeness. This image is found in the mind and in the reason, because the woman, like man, was provided with a rational soul, intellect, will, memory, liberty, being capable of wisdom, grace and glory, the same as the man. Consequently, the woman is the image of the man, not in the proper sense, because the woman is equal to the man as far as having a rational soul, and both were made in the image of God, but improperly and analogically, because the woman, who was made after the man and inferior, was made from the man and created similar to him.
"Thus the Apostle significantly does not say that the woman is the image of the man, but only: ‘the woman is the glory of the man.’ For, in truth, the woman is the eminent ornament of man, having been given to him either as collaborator in the propagation of children and in the government of the family, or as the subject of the exercise of his power, over which the man should exercise his jurisdiction and his dominion.”

This is the reason why in the Old and New Testaments, the Holy Ghost inspired the sacred writers to speak of God as King, Lord, Father, Bridegroom, etc. Also Jesus Christ, both God and Man, is not a woman. When He prayed, He always directed himself to the First Divine Person using the title of Father. In His teaching, Our Lord employed metaphors in the same sense: the owner of the vineyard who travels and leaves the government of his land to another; the father who marries his daughter and successively invited the noble and wealthy to the wedding feast, and then the poor and beggars of the street; the good pastor who watches over his sheep and seeks out each one that strays from the flock, etc. 
The only exception that I can recall is the metaphor of the hen protecting her chicks under her wings, which was used by Our Lord to express His affectionate protection for the Chosen People when he wept over Jerusalem on the vespers of the Passion. But, like every isolated case, the metaphor of the hen is not sufficient to change the constant teaching of the Holy Church that has always referred to God by using the figure of a man. 
Thus, there are five powerful arguments that serve well to designate God as a man: 

1. the fact that man is the image of God in the proper sense; 
2. the fact that the Divine Word became incarnate as a man;
3. the fact that the Holy Ghost inspired the sacred authors to employ metaphors that consider God as a man; 
4. the fact that Our Lord directed Himself to God the Father as a man in His prayers and in His teaching; 
5. the fact that the Church has always directed itself to God as Father, Son and Holy Ghost.

Strange doctrines on the “Feminine” 
Throughout History, innumerable pagan religions that invented stories to try to explain the origin and end of man and the universe had recourse to feminine principles: The Egyptians with the goddess Isis, the Assyrians with Astarte, the Greeks with Demeter, the Romans with Juno. These sects influenced the chosen people in various phases along their bumpy road of infidelity in the Old Testament. It resulted in a certain amalgam of errors that also included parcels of the true revealed doctrine.
In my judgment, one of the main synthesis of these errors was expressed by the Jewish philosopher Philo of Alexandria (1st century) in a language that constituted one of the most complete expressions of what is called gnosis (knowledge), understood as the common denominator of the erroneous doctrines. Philo also considered supreme wisdom as “mother.” Innumerable studies point out the influence of these ancient religions, gnosis and the presence of the feminine element of the divinity on Judaic religious ideas. A significant example can be found in the Zohar (“Book of Splendor”), which, as far as I know, is the principal reference point that contains the doctrine of the Jewish Kabala (kabala= secret oral tradition). In it the divinity is composed of 10 sephirot (spheres), divided into couples with both feminine and masculine elements. 
In the days of the early Church, either influenced by Greek thinking or Judaic errors, some heresies took on similar ideas, supposing an initial feminine element in the divinity itself. I believe that a principal expression of this tendency was the heresy of Valentinus, which presents Sophia Acamoth (the Passion of the Wisdom), as a universal feminine element. This heresy adapted many of erroneous concepts prior to the coming of Our Lord to the religious terminology in use after His coming. Outcroppings of the same errors continued to show up here and there for a long time. 
Among the strange doctrines there is also that of the “Ophidians” (ophis, in Greek, serpent) who adored the serpent who appeared to Eve in Paradise. In direct revolt against God, they consider that God is the usurper who temporarily holds divine power. The God of the Catholic doctrine would be the black-god who, by an astute artifice, imprisoned the white-god and came to exercise the divine power. We are looking here at the dangerous tree of divine dualism and theosophism. From this comes the Ophidian sect, just one of its branches. The true god would be the present prisoner, the demon. Eve, hearing the voice of the serpent and inducing Adam to sin, would have begun to break the power of the usurper. For this reason, she is the object of a special cult, not much different from a divine cult. Again, the divination of the feminine. 
In the Middle Ages, various Arab sects contaminated certain Catholic milieus. It is said that an “ecumenical” wing of the Templars, after militarily defeating the followers of the sect of Old Man of the Mountain, called “hashishini” (famous Muslim warriors who fought ferociously under the effect of a drug, hashishe), would have been influenced by its doctrine. According to it, the divinity to be adored would be an androgynous individual that would have some characteristics of an angel and others of a man-woman. Various books point to this being as the demon Baphomet. 
There was also the cult of Lilith, which came from Judaism, which infiltrated some medieval ambiences. Lilith is considered the evil and dark side of the feminine. 

The “Eternal Feminine” in literature 
Some scholars have held that in the Divine Comedy, Dante made allegorical references to the “eternal feminine” in the idealized figure of Beatrice. Among the commentators that I know, the most emphatic in this regard is Cardinal Urs von Balthasar. It seems to me that this interpretation of the Florentine poet is certainly open to discussion.
The Romantic movement of the 18th and 19th centuries exalted the feminine. In his second Faust, Goethe closed the famous literary work exalting the “eternal feminine”. These are the last verses of the poem:

“Everything that can be perceived 
is only a symbol; 
the imperfect, which cannot be realized, 
here makes itself reality; 
that which cannot be described,
here finally completes itself.
It is the eternal feminine, 
always attracting us to the higher.”

Goethe is said to have coined the expression “eternal feminine” that today has attracted the attention of Popes and theologians. To anyone reading Goethe without a special course, which was my case, the doctrine of the “eternal feminine” is somewhat unclear throughout the poem. 
The final reference of the second Faust invites a more profound analysis in order to find the mysterious personage girdled in sibylline phrases. I have my copy marked at the more curious places, but I have not had time to compare interpretations. 
Chateaubriand in his Memoires d’Outre Tombe (Memories from Beyond the Grave) imagines the existence of a nymph or a sylph, an abstract feminine person immanent in every woman, that enchanted him throughout the course of his life. This immanence, for him, would have been unleashed by his various romantic experiences and formed an abstract reality that he personalized in something like an angel. He communicated lyrically with this personage in interior monologues that he consigned to paper with the aristocratic sense and incomparable literary talent peculiar to him. 
In Chateaubriand, by applying the inductive method to the experimental reality, one has the idea of the most intelligent and accessible meaning of what would be the “eternal feminine.” One could say that this “eternal person” would have the beauty, charm, goodness, delicacy and affection that are peculiar of women. Throughout history, women would have had such characteristics by possessing immanently in themselves the presence of this mysterious nymph. 
Philosophically, we are in the ambit of the errors of immanence, so frequent in Romantic thinking: two individuals who are meshed essentially into only one. It is the initial error of spiritualist pantheism, and it is the final error of evolutionist materialism. Therefore, it deserves to be completely rejected. However, such an explanation based on Chateaubriand has at least the merit of accessibility and an attractive presentation. It is mythology that presents itself clearly, elegantly and with the power to seduce. This is quite different from the incoherent and arbitrary legends of the Eastern religions, of the banal secrets of occultism, of the erotic obsession of the Kabala, or of the deceitful methods of the gradual initiations that live by promising wisdom to fools, who are incapable of understanding it.
In a certain way Victor Hugo also touched on the theme of the feminine. In his poem, La Fin de Satan (The End of Satan), which seems to me the key to understanding his famous, brilliant and fragmented work La Legende des Siècles (The Legend of the Centuries), he gives a decisive role to a feminine element - the Angel Liberty. This celestial angel, who was the favorite daughter of Lucifer before his fall, asks permission from God to go to Hell to deal with Satan. After a tragic and difficult dialogue, the feminine charm and affection of the Angel Liberty manages to convince the Demon to reconcile himself with God. 
In this case, there is no longer the description of the nature of the feminine, but the principal end of her function: the reconciliation of the Demon with God. Incidentally, the same reconciliation is exalted in the Hymn to Joy of Schiller, when he imagines the fallen Cherubim presenting himself before God. Beethoven placed the piece of Schiller in the center of his Ninth Symphony to express in grandiose chords the reconciliation between the good and the evil. In theological terms, this is the reestablishment of an ancient heresy that seduced some Catholic thinkers in the beginning of the Church - the apokatastaze. This Greek term, composed of strong consonants and incisive sounds, signifies that at the end of history God will pardon the reprobates and the demons, and that Hell will no longer have any reason to exist. The recent allocution of John Paul II about Hell seems to make this apokatastaze current for our times. 

The “Feminine” and Progressivism 
Some schismatic Russian thinkers have a special Trinitarian system of thought, “Sophianism,” according to which Sophia (Wisdom) would also have a feminine element. In some sketchy studies I made, it seemed to me that Bulgakov is the most characteristic representative of “Sophianism.”
Teilhard de Chardin, the well-known French Jesuit who died in the U.S. in 1955, is considered one of the precursors of conciliar thinking. He wrote a work entitled L’Eternel Feminin (The Eternal Feminine). His friend and defender, Cardinal Henry de Lubac, made a commentary on this work, and then gave his study the same name, L’Eternel Feminin. In these works, Teilhard and de Lubac propose that the “eternal feminine” is a type of outer covering of God - something that would have existed from all times enveloping the divinity. The expression employed by Teilhard is the “envelope of God.” It would be a type of feminine charm that would envelop the Trinity and attract the Trinity to realize divine “movements,” that is to say, the Creation of the universe and the Incarnation of the Word. The three Trinitarian Persons would have had a romantic “weakness” and been charmed by the attributes of the “eternal feminine.” 
In another work - Écrits du Temps de la Guerre (Writings from Wartime) - Teilhard draws closer to this element of Wisdom described poetically in the Book of Ecclesiastics (Chaps. 24-25). In the Creation the “eternal feminine” would be what attracts men to God, and God to men. This “feminine” would be immanent and would be what impelled men toward every type of union among themselves. Departing from this insertion of the “feminine” into the Trinity, Creation and the Redemption, Teilhard places it into all of theology. It is a reinterpretation of theology that transforms it into something quite different from Catholic Theology. Nonetheless, in 1981 John Paul II, by means of Cardinal Casaroli, sent a letter praising Teilhard de Chardin to Cardinal Paul Poupard, Rector of the Institut Catholique of Paris, for the symposium on the French Jesuit that was taking place there. 
This is the background of the picture I would like to present to the reader so that he can judge objectively the gravity of the pontiff praising God as Mother. 

Final questions 
The background established, questions naturally arise in the perplexed spirit of some Catholics. Questions for which I have no response, but which impose themselves nonetheless. 

Why did John Paul II, imitating his predecessor, decide to change the tradition of Catholic teaching and qualify God as Mother? 
Was he aware that by doing this, he opens the sacred doors of Catholic doctrine to theories quite foreign to orthodoxy, such as those that I mentioned? 

Would this signify a desire to “baptize” such theories and give them right of citizenship in the Catholic milieu?

If this hypothesis is objective, under these conditions would not a Pontiff call upon himself the prior condemnations of the infallible Magisterium? If it is not objective, how can the pontifical statement be truthfully explained?
From: Derrick D'Costa, Bahrain To: prabhu Sent: Friday, April 24, 2009 11:12 AM

Subject: Re: THANK YOU SO MUCH FOR EVERYTHING

Dear Michael
According to some reports, Pope John Paul I in his Angelus Message of September 10, 1978 said, “He (God) is our father; even more he is our mother.” 

The general audiences of John Paul I (http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/john_paul_i/audiences/) on the Vatican webpage does not give the September 10 address itself.
It is often alluded to by Feeneyites (www.mostholyfamilymonastery.com/15_JohnPaulI.pdf) and the reference given is L'Osservatore Romano, September 21, 1978, p. 2. 
From the Catholic Answers Forums: 
Pope John Paul I: God as Mother (http://forums.catholic.com/showthread.php?t=60502) 
Ahimsa Jun 15, '05 9:55 am: 
Does anyone have any information on the quote supposedly made by Pope John Paul I, seen below:
During his brief pontificate, Pope John Paul I made this innovative statement: “God is Father, and even more, He is Mother.” 
Lisa4Catholics Jun 15, '05 10:01 am: 
Well I do not know but it is an anti-Catholic site. They say they are Catholic but they reject the authority that Jesus put in place. http://www.traditioninaction.org/HotTopics/a009ht.htm
Zooey Jun 15, '05 12:42 pm:
I actually remember a little about this. As I recall, there was a discussion about some of the names & comparisons that are used in the Bible, to give people an idea of God. Somebody asked JP1 what he thought, he said something like, yes, there are mother-like images used in the Bible to describe God....
I only remember it, because I had been reading a book on the titles for God in the Bible, & some of them had been mentioned as feminine. (Like when Jesus says to the people of Jerusalem, that He would like to gather them up like a hen gathers her chicks under her feathers).
It was in my opinion a pretty innocuous remark. Basically just acknowledging that, yeah, the language is used in a few places. (You do realize that I wasn't paying a whole lot of attention...It wasn't to do with me. I just thought that he was saying something like, well, he could see why someone might say that.) 
It sounds like somebody has been twisting things to fit their own agenda...You know, taking a casual remark out of context.
But there have to be a lot of people that know a lot more about this than I do!!
Thessalonian Jun 15, '05 3:46 pm:
I would like to see the source and context of the quote. I can't find it anywhere on the web other than where you got it. They are very sketchy on the details.
Ahimsa Jun 15, '05 7:27 pm:
Leonardo Boff (of Liberation Theology fame), in his book The Maternal Face of God, also cites John Paul I stating the quote in question, but he doesn't give a source.
Mysticalrose7 Aug 14, '09 8:55 pm:

I know this is an ancient thread, but I thought I might as well provide a link to the original quote in its full context (it's pretty brief):
Angelus Message, 10 September 1978
http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/jo...091978_en.html
As you can see, he is commenting on Isaiah 49:15, not promoting any kind of feminist "goddess" worship or attributing "femininity" to God. Hope that helps
In Jesu et Maria, Rosemarie
Familyz14 Jun 10, '14 6:14 pm:

So, Isaiah 49:14-15 says the following:
14 But Zion said, “The Lord has forsaken me, my Lord has forgotten me.”
15 “Can a woman forget her sucking child, that she should have no compassion on the son of her womb? Even these may forget, yet I will not forget you.
The verse doesn't seem to be attributing female characteristics to God but rather is using the commonly understood idea of motherly love to demonstrate how much love God has for us. Even when a mother forgets about her own child, God never forgets. In Christ, Andrew
Now as far this matter is concerned feminism is linked to female deity concepts absolutely disconsonant with the Christian faith. However while this matter has been examined by the traditionalist brigade in terms of the deity angle the Catholic response officially remains one of sober prohibitions and warnings of danger as indicated in my earlier mail. Unfortunately there is a council document probing such linkage of God as mother (http://www.vatican.va/spirit/documents/spirit_20010807_giuliana-norwich_en.html**) however both you and I can see that this document though on the Vatican website is prepared by the Focolari Movement***.   
Father—or Mother?

http://www.sbfranciscans.org/Words%20of%20Wisdom.pdf 
By Father Warren Rouse, The Way of St. Francis, May–June 2008 
Over the years practicing Catholics have seen, wondered at and experienced some quite startling innovations and experiments, especially in the liturgy. Happily, most of these fads quickly passed away. But there’s always something new.

One of these, perhaps generated in part by a strand of the feminist movement, has been the rather vociferous clamor to rename God. Now it has to be the Mother. Some in the ecology arena prefer Creator, to the extent that one can barely recognize the traditional formula, “Father, Son and Holy Spirit.” No, that will not do for these folks!

To be sure, Pope Benedict XVI, in his book, Jesus of Nazareth, readily acknowledges that “God is neither a man nor a woman, but simply God, the Creator of man and woman.” This would seem to vindicate, therefore, the freedom and license to substitute Mother, at least in private prayer. And the Father-word would merely be tolerated in liturgical prayer.

Appeal to the Scriptures doesn’t seem to faze our vociferous militants, despite the fact that neither the Old nor the New Testaments ever bestow the name Mother to the Most High God.

However, they reinforce their stance with a verse like: As one whom his mother comforts, so I will comfort you” (Isaiah: 66:13). But, as the Pope points out, passages such as these are images, not titles: “The prayer language of the entire Bible remains normative for us…”
It is in the New Testament that the name Father is most used, especially by Jesus. He is not ashamed to call God his Father.

Indeed, there are over one hundred instances of this. Consider his many instructions: “So that you may be children of your Father in heaven (Mt. 5:45);” “So it is not the will of your Father in heaven that one of these little ones should be lost (18:14);” and above all: “When you pray, say: “Father, hallowed be your name (Lk 11:2).”

Since the Bible and tradition leave absolutely no doubt about calling God Father, what in the world is the big hassle about shunning the title and determinedly replacing it with Mother or Parent or Principle of Creation, or whatever? The Pope instructs us (if we are humble and docile enough to accept it): “We make our petitions in the way that Jesus, with Holy Scripture in the background, taught us to pray, and not as we happen to think or want. Only thus do we pray properly.”

Where is the stumbling block to the name Father? Not with Scripture. Not with the Church. Not with the liturgy. “The problem is us”—specifically, with our baggage of memories and upbringing!

Maybe an example will help here. In religious, vowed life (such as that of Franciscans), it sometimes happens that an individual religious consistently cannot get along with a superior. As the pattern of behaviors is repeated, it becomes clear that the cantankerous fifty-year-old friar is unconsciously rebelling, not against the poor superior, but against his own natural father who may have passed away years ago. J.B. Phillips (Your God Is Too Small—a marvelous book) aptly names this the “Parental Hangover:”

“When Christ taught his disciples to regard God as their Father in heaven, He did not mean that their idea of God must necessarily be based upon their ideas of their own fathers. For all we know,

Where is the stumbling block to the name Father? Not with Scripture. Not with the Church. Not with the liturgy.

Father Warren Rouse lives and works in Malibu, California where he directs the Serra Retreat Center. He has graciously contributed his wisdom and good humor to The Way for more than fifty years. He can be reached at: frwarren@serraretreat.org. 
Many of those hearing him may have had fathers who were unjust, tyrannical, stupid, conceited, feckless, or indulgent. It is the relationship that Christ is stressing. The intimate love for, and interest in his son possessed by a good earthly father represents to men (and women) a relationship that they can understand, even if they themselves are fatherless! The same sort of relationship, Christ is saying, can be reliably reckoned upon by man (and woman) in his (her) dealings with God.”

Consider this young man whose father was, to use a polite term, truly dysfunctional: dictatorial, money-hungry and extraordinarily rigid. Upon the boy’s conversion—his name was Francis—he went before the bishop “to renounce his family possessions.” Moreover, according to St. Bonaventure, “he said to his father: ‘Until now I have called you father here on earth, but now I can say without reservation, Our Father who art in heaven, since I have placed all my treasure and all my hope in him’.”

St. Francis is a real-life model: he did not let the past determine his present and future. He is a reminder to us of a life-long task: to purify our concept of God and to embrace him as Father:

“The hour is coming when I will no longer speak to you in figures, but will tell you plainly of the Father. On that day you will ask in my name. I do not say to you that I will ask the Father on your behalf; for the Father himself loves you because you have loved me…I came from the Father and have come into the world; again, I am leaving the world and am going to the Father” (John 16: 25-28).

-Derrick D’Costa
***FOCOLARE, 'THE WORK OF MARY'-IS IT GOOD FOR CATHOLICS? (The answer is “NO”)
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/FOCOLARE_THE_WORK_OF_MARY-IS_IT_GOOD_FOR_CATHOLICS.doc
**God is our Mother
http://www.vatican.va/spirit/documents/spirit_20010807_giuliana-norwich_en.html 
 “It is a characteristic of God to overcome evil with good.

Jesus Christ therefore, who himself overcame evil with good, is our true Mother. We received our ‘Being’ from Him ​ and this is where His Maternity starts ​ And with it comes the gentle Protection and Guard of Love which will never ceases to surround us. 

Just as God is our Father, so God is also our Mother. 

And He showed me this truth in all things, but especially in those sweet words when He says: “It is I”.
As if to say, I am the power and the Goodness of the Father, I am the Wisdom of the Mother, I am the Light and the Grace which is blessed love, I am the Trinity, I am the Unity, I am the supreme Goodness of all kind of things, I am the One who makes you love, I am the One who makes you desire, I am the never-ending fulfilment of all true desires. (...)
Our highest Father, God Almighty, who is ‘Being’, has always known us and loved us: because of this knowledge, through his marvellous and deep charity and with the unanimous consent of the Blessed Trinity, He wanted the Second Person to become our Mother, our Brother, our Saviour.

It is thus logical that God, being our Father, be also our Mother. Our Father desires, our Mother operates and our good Lord the Holy Ghost confirms; we are thus well advised to love our God through whom we have our being, to thank him reverently and to praise him for having created us and to pray fervently to our Mother, so as to obtain mercy and compassion, and to pray to our Lord, the Holy Ghost, to obtain help and grace.

I then saw with complete certainty that God, before creating us, loved us, and His love never lessened and never will. In this love he accomplished all his works, and in this love he oriented all things to our good and in this love our life is eternal.

With creation we started but the love with which he created us was in Him from the very beginning and in this love is our beginning.

And all this we shall see it in God eternally."
From “Revelations of Divine Love” by Juliana of Norwich (1342-1416), (LIX, LXXXVI).

Prayer
I entrust thee my very dear ‘children’ and I pray, supreme and eternal Father, let them not be orphans.

Visit them with thy grace, so that, dead to themselves, they may live in the true and perfect light.

With the gentle bond of thy love unite them, that they may die consumed by love!

(St Catherine of Sienna, “Passione per la Chiesa. Scritti scelti”, p. 192) 

Prepared by the "Focolari Movement"
Derrick D’Costa also sent the Traditionalist article by Atila Sinke Guimarães seen on page 34 above.

From: Derrick D'Costa, Bahrain To: prabhu  Sent: Sunday, April 26, 2009 1:09 PM

Subject: LAST FATHER AND MOTHER MAIL- THANKS, BROTHER. GOD BLESS YOU. I AM WITH YOU TOO

Dear Michael Hopefully I will exhaust my store of knowledge with this mail. 

Thanks for your reassuring words, it is an old dilemma, to do more comes naturally to me, but we must choose our battles as well, some really do not come in to debate like Reginald there being a more fundamental spiritual/psychological problem involved.  And in any case as I mentioned I believe the truths of faith are beyond debate, amendment, alteration and controversy, in effect they are unchangeable, and mandatory to accept and believe. One Dr. Dominic Dixon has written a few lines that do not at all do justice to the discussion one cannot allude to it purely in terms of feminism excluding aspects such as obedience, twisting scripture to suit one's particular bias, and attacking the doctrinal truth of God's gender (The Creed itself whether in the Council of Nicea, Athanasian, or Gregory's creed see attached (note the repetitive use of FATHER and its very significance to the core of Christian and Catholic Belief).

I wanted to also give the traditionalist view based on what Pope John Paul I (no misspelling here) said. Now I do not think this level of criticism is warranted; in fact traditionalists go whole hog and ascribe nasty motives to all that is done or said often innocently:

I. Pope Gregory’s Creed
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Creed#A_creed_as_a_denial_of_heresies 

http://www.erasofelegance.com/living/creeds.html#2 

In the decade before 594, Gregory, bishop of Tours set out to write a "History of the Franks". In Gaul, a part of Europe recently beset with both royal Arians and pagans (until the conversion of Clovis), Gregory prefaced his history with a declaration of his faith, "so that my reader may have no doubt that I am Catholic for they are (Book I.i). The confession is in many phrases, each of which refutes a specific Christian heresy. Thus Gregory's creed presents, in negative, a virtual litany of heresies:
I believe, then, in God the FATHER omnipotent. I believe in Jesus Christ his only Son, our Lord God, born of the FATHER, not created. [I believe] that he has always been with the FATHER, not only since time began but before all time. 
For the FATHER could not have been so named unless he had a son; and there could be no son without a FATHER. But as for those who say: "There was a time when he was not", [note: A leading belief of Arian Christology.] I reject them with curses, and call men to witness that they are separated from the church. I believe that the word of the FATHER by which all things were made was Christ. I believe that this word was made flesh and by its suffering the world was redeemed, and I believe that humanity, not deity, was subject to the suffering. I believe that he rose again on the third day, that he freed sinful man, that he ascended to heaven, that he sits on the right hand of the Father, that he will come to judge the living and the dead. I believe that the Holy Spirit proceeded from THE FATHER and the Son, that it is not inferior and is not of later origin, but is God, equal and always co​eternal with the Father and the Son, consubstantial in its nature, equal in omnipotence, equally eternal in its essence, and that it has never existed apart from the FATHER and the Son and is not inferior to the FATHER and the Son. I believe that this holy Trinity exists with separation of persons, and one person is that of the FATHER, another that the Son, another that of the Holy Spirit. And in this Trinity confess that there is one Deity, one power, one essence. I believe that the blessed Mary was a virgin after the birth as she was a virgin before. I believe that the soul is immortal but that nevertheless it has no part in deity. And I faithfully believe all things that were established at Nicæa by the three hundred and eighteen bishops. But as to the end of the world I hold beliefs which I learned from our forefathers, that Antichrist will come first. An Antichrist will first propose circumcision, asserting that he is Christ; next he will place his statue in the temple at Jerusalem to be worshipped, just as we read that the Lord said: "You shall see the abomination of desolation standing in the holy place." But the Lord himself declared that that day is hidden from all men, saying; "But of that day and that hour knoweth no one not even the angels in heaven, neither the Son, but the FATHER alone." Moreover we shall here make answer to the heretics [note: the Arians] who attack us, asserting that the Son is inferior to the FATHER since he is ignorant of this day. Let them learn then that Son here is the name applied to the Christian people, of whom God says: "I shall be to them a FATHER and they shall be to me for sons." For if he had spoken these words of the only​ begotten Son he would never have given the angels first place. For he uses these words: "Not even the angels in heaven nor the Son", showing that he spoke these words not of the only-begotten but of the people of adoption. But our end is Christ himself, who will graciously bestow eternal life on us if we turn to him."  

II. The Athanasian Creed

http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/02033b.htm 

Whosoever will be saved, before all things it is necessary that he hold the Catholic Faith. Which Faith except everyone do keep whole and undefiled, without doubt he shall perish everlastingly. And the Catholic Faith is this, that we worship one God in Trinity and Trinity in Unity. Neither confounding the Persons, nor dividing the Substance. For there is one Person of the FATHER, another of the Son, and another of the Holy Ghost. But the Godhead of the FATHER, of the Son and of the Holy Ghost is all One, the Glory Equal, the Majesty Co-Eternal. Such as the FATHER is, such is the Son, and such is the Holy Ghost. The FATHER Uncreate, the Son Uncreate, and the Holy Ghost Uncreate. The FATHER Incomprehensible, the Son Incomprehensible, and the Holy Ghost Incomprehensible. The FATHER Eternal, the Son Eternal, and the Holy Ghost Eternal and yet they are not Three Eternals but One Eternal. As also there are not Three Uncreated, nor Three Incomprehensibles, but One Uncreated, and One Uncomprehensible. So likewise the FATHER is Almighty, the Son Almighty, and the Holy Ghost Almighty. And yet they are not Three Almighties but One Almighty. 

So the FATHER is God, the Son is God, and the Holy Ghost is God. And yet they are not Three Gods, but One God. So likewise the FATHER is Lord, the Son Lord, and the Holy Ghost Lord. And yet not Three Lords but One Lord. For, like as we are compelled by the Christian verity to acknowledge every Person by Himself to be God and Lord, so are we forbidden by the Catholic Religion to say, there be Three Gods or Three Lords. The FATHER is made of none, neither created, nor begotten. The Son is of the FATHER alone; not made, nor created, but begotten. The Holy Ghost is of the FATHER, and of the Son neither made, nor created, nor begotten, but proceeding. 

So there is One FATHER, not Three FATHERS; one Son, not Three Sons; One Holy Ghost, not Three Holy Ghosts. And in this Trinity none is afore or after Other, None is greater or less than Another, but the whole Three Persons are Co-eternal together, and Co-equal. So that in all things, as is aforesaid, the Unity is Trinity, and the Trinity is Unity is to be worshipped. He therefore that will be saved, must thus think of the Trinity. 

Furthermore, it is necessary to everlasting Salvation, that he also believe rightly the Incarnation of our Lord Jesus Christ. For the right Faith is, that we believe and confess, that our Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, is God and Man. 

God, of the substance of the FATHER, begotten before the worlds; and Man, of the substance of His mother, born into the world. Perfect God and Perfect Man, of a reasonable Soul and human Flesh subsisting. Equal to the FATHER as touching His Godhead, and inferior to the FATHER as touching His Manhood. Who, although He be God and Man, yet He is not two, but One Christ. One, not by conversion of the Godhead into Flesh, but by taking of the Manhood into God. One altogether, not by confusion of substance, but by Unity of Person. For as the reasonable soul and flesh is one Man, so God and Man is one Christ. Who suffered for our salvation, descended into Hell, rose again the third day from the dead. He ascended into Heaven, He sitteth on the right hand of the FATHER, God Almighty, from whence he shall come to judge the quick and the dead. At whose coming all men shall rise again with their bodies, and shall give account for their own works. And they that have done good shall go into life everlasting, and they that have done evil into everlasting fire. This is the Catholic Faith, which except a man believe faithfully and firmly, he cannot be saved. 

III. The Nicæne Creed

http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/11049a.htm 

The following is a literal translation of the Greek text of the Constantinopolitan form, the brackets indicating the words altered or added in the Western liturgical form in present use: 

We believe (I believe) in one God, the FATHER Almighty, maker of heaven and earth, and of all things visible and invisible. And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the only begotten Son of God, and born of the FATHER before all ages. (God of God) light of light, true God of true God. Begotten not made, consubstantial to the FATHER, by whom all things were made. Who for us men and for our salvation came down from heaven. And was incarnate of the Holy Ghost and of the Virgin Mary and was made man; was crucified also for us under Pontius Pilate, suffered and was buried; and the third day rose again according to the Scriptures. And ascended into heaven, sits at the right hand of the FATHER, and shall come again with glory to judge the living and the dead, of whose Kingdom there shall be no end. And (I believe) in the Holy Ghost, the Lord and Giver of life, who proceeds from the FATHER (and the Son), who together with the FATHER and the Son is to be adored and glorified, who spoke by the Prophets. And one holy, catholic, and apostolic Church. We confess (I confess) one baptism for the remission of sins. And we look for (I look for) the resurrection of the dead and the life of the world to come. Amen."  

IV. The Credo of Paul VI 

http://www.newadvent.org/library/docs_pa06cr.htm EXTRACT
We believe in one only God, Father, Son and Holy Spirit, creator of things visible such as this world in which our transient life passes, of things invisible such as the pure spirits which are also called angels, [3] and creator in each man of his spiritual and immortal soul. 

We believe that this only God is absolutely one in His infinitely holy essence as also in all His perfections, in His omnipotence, His infinite knowledge, His providence, His will and His love. He is He who is, as He revealed to Moses, [4] and He is love, as the apostle John teaches us: [5] so that these two names, being and love, express ineffably the same divine reality of Him who has wished to make Himself known to us, and who, "dwelling in light inaccessible"[6] is in Himself above every name, above every thing and above every created intellect. God alone can give us right and full knowledge of this reality by revealing Himself as Father, Son and Holy Spirit, in whose eternal life we are by grace called to share, here below in the obscurity of faith and after death in eternal light. The mutual bonds which eternally constitute the Three Persons, who are each one and the same divine being, are the blessed inmost life of God thrice holy, infinitely beyond all that we can conceive in human measure. [7] We give thanks, however, to the divine goodness that very many believers can testify with us before men to the unity of God, even though they know not the mystery of the most holy Trinity. 

We believe then in the Father who eternally begets the Son, in the Son, the Word of God, who is eternally begotten; in the Holy Spirit, the uncreated Person who proceeds from the Father and the Son as their eternal love. Thus in the Three Divine Persons, coaeternae sibi et coaequales,[8] the life and beatitude of God perfectly one superabound and are consummated in the supreme excellence and glory proper to uncreated being, and always "there should be venerated unity in the Trinity and Trinity in the unity."[9] 

We believe in our Lord Jesus Christ, who is the Son of God. He is the Eternal Word, born of the Father before time began, and one in substance with the Father, homoousios to Patri, [10] and through Him all things were made. He was incarnate of the Virgin Mary by the power of the Holy Spirit, and was made man: equal therefore to the Father according to His divinity, and inferior to the Father according to His humanity; [11] and Himself one, not by some impossible confusion of His natures, but by the unity of His person. [12] 

He dwelt among us, full of grace and truth. He proclaimed and established the Kingdom of God and made us know in Himself the Father. He gave us His new commandment to love one another as He loved us. He taught us the way of the beatitudes of the Gospel: poverty in spirit, meekness, suffering borne with patience, thirst after justice, mercy, purity of heart, will for peace, persecution suffered for justice sake. Under Pontius Pilate He suffered --the Lamb of God bearing on Himself the sins of the world, and He died for us on the cross, saving us by His redeeming blood. He was buried, and, of His own power, rose on the third day, raising us by His resurrection to that sharing in the divine life which is the life of grace. He ascended to heaven, and He will come again, this time in glory, to judge the living and the dead: each according to his merits--those who have responded to the love and piety of God going to eternal life, those who have refused them to the end going to the fire that is not extinguished. 

And His Kingdom will have no end. 

We believe in the Holy Spirit, who is Lord, and Giver of life, who is adored and glorified together with the Father and the Son. He spoke to us by the prophets; He was sent by Christ after His resurrection and His ascension to the Father; He illuminates, vivifies, protects and guides the Church; He purifies the Church's members if they do not shun His grace. His action, which penetrates to the inmost of the soul, enables man to respond to the call of Jesus: Be perfect as your Heavenly Father is perfect (Mt. 5:48). 

-Derrick D’Costa
Vatican rules God must be recognized as Our Father  
http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=6096 

March 3, 2008
Gender-neutral phrases used in the Liturgy have been ruled as invalid by the Vatican saying anyone baptised using any other term other than "Our Father" will have to be re-baptised. 
The Age reports the Congregation of the Doctrine of the Faith said variations such as Redeemer, Creator and Sanctifier arise from "feminist thology" and are used to avoid using the words Father and Son which are held to be chavanistic. "The traditional form of Father, Son and Holy Ghost have to be respected," a statement read from the Congregation of the Doctrine of the Faith.
The alternative phrases originated in North America and started to become popular in the past few years and are particularly in the Church of England.

Recently, it was reported that guidelines to bishops and priests advised them to avoid "uncritical use of masculine imagery".
In his book, The Ratzinger Report, he wrote that he was "convinced that what feminism promotes in its radical form is no longer the Christianity that we know; it is another religion."
The Vatican said anyone baptised under the feminist terms could invalidate their marriage.
Cardinal Urbano Navarrete, who wrote a formal commentary on the ruling, warned that anyone who attempted to baptise someone with a gender-neutral form would be penalised. 

Source: Pope stays with the name of the Father (The Age 02/03/08)

Readers’ comments:
The extreme fundamentalists have hijacked Christianity and Catholicism for their own 'Fatherly' agenda. -TJ Lawson
How very silly! If we know anything at all about God we know God is not male! Nor female either! -Berneice Loch
Many thanks for these valuable CathNews items which I look forward to each morning. It is a great way for me to "keep in touch" with the happenings around me. Many thanks to all who are responsible for this information and for formatting it all. -Rita Cusack
The image you have chosen for this story, albeit a classic work of art, only serves to point to the weakness in the imaging of God which has dominated Christian theology for the past couple of millennia. Feminist, Gay and Black theology have broken through and expanded our God talk. The ludicrous suggestion that a rite of re-baptism may be needed could be a source of greater scandal and offence than the use of alternative wording for our understanding of God. -Tony Robertson
The approved translation for baptism in Australia is "N., I baptise you in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit." No "Our Father". No "Holy Ghost". This story creates unnecessary confusion. -John Lilburne
A suggested better source: http://www.zenit.org/article-21925?l=english -John Lilburne
More and more am I getting the feeling that I am living in a time warp! The proclamations I am hearing reported from Rome sound very much like what I imagine I would be hearing in the time of the Reformation. Hopefully it is just sensational reporting. I find it difficult to credit otherwise intelligent Churchmen with such illogical thinking and such backward theology. -Catriona Devlin
It might seem that different names given to God the Father are only other angles of vision, Can one limit it to only one?

-Chantal Curtis
Unbelievable! Seems the war on Christian feminism has been openly declared. Doesn't the Vatican acknowledge that Jesus was the first Christian feminist? He called God his father as was the cultural norm of the time but in every way treated women as a "feminist" which wasn't the cultural norm at that time. -Annette
This is yet another attempt by the pope and the Curia to attempt to drag the Church back beyond Vatican II. In every institution, inclusive language is used, in fact it is compulsory. God has no sex, therefore referring to God only in the masculine form makes no sense. -Don Humphrey
Ah, finally some theological sanity. Our Lord always spoke of his Father. He did not use gender-neutral flowery phrases. It is a straight line connection folks, so did the hyperactivity of developing new New Ageisms, and use the saved energy to preach and teach Orthodoxy. It is so much more fulfilling. -John Wilks
How tragic, that our brothers in the Vatican have declared that God is male only! Did Jesus not use the many terms of his Jewish faith for God -Adonai, Elohim, Shaddai, etc.
Many years in Africa and teaching at a theological college, it was stunning one day to hear from the class members what the naming for God (monotheistic) is in their local language - nearly all are feminine forms as they see God's creative power to give life as basically resonant with feminine fertility.
Again, how tragic, what a shame, that we must 'whisper' the inclusiveness of God's holy name or our baptisms and marriages will be null and void, and wonderful pastors, true to Christ's welcome, will be reprimanded. It sounds like petty kindergarten nonsense - how Christ must shudder at such actions taken by followers entrusted with Christ-like leadership. Listen to the people, as Jesus the Christ did! Relate the people's reality. -Carmel
Is feminist theology to be the new "Godless peril" threatening the Church? Might I suggest that the real peril is from those who fail to recognise the true nature of God as being neither male nor female? As for the statement that "...anyone baptised under the feminist terms could invalidate their marriage." Do they really believe that anyone cares? –J. Hodson
I am confused...God in the essence of being God is ... I am who am ...Male female all. I believe God dwelling in us is expressed in male /female ways. I do not like what I read here in this article. -Genevieve Walsh RSC
Not sure who wrote this, but no-one has ever been baptised in the name 'Our Father' - this is the opening of the Lord's Prayer! And the Church of England (and the Anglican Communion) has adhered and continues to adhere to the scriptural term ' in the name of the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit/Ghost' for baptism - and not without considering alternatives.
So not being confident in the sources used nor understanding shown, I wonder why and how this is a news story? (And I write as someone deeply influenced by feminist insights in theology.) -Charles 
I fully agree. But since God said that 'I care for you more than a mother, - implies that He is both Father and Mother.
This is my personal view. Pl. comment yours in Christ Denis. -Denis Lobo
Who transcribed this story? The three mistakes in it ["feminist thology", chavanistic] make it look as if some half-baked apologist wrote it to discredit the Pope and the Congregation. -Bernie Beswick
It is good to see this ruling. -Elston
The writer should have given a commentary on the actual document issued by the Prefect of the Congregation for Faith instead of igniting a male/female issue that is totally uncalled for. I am female and happy to accept the text. -Franciska
I wonder if this is a cunning plot put forward by Vatican enemies to discredit them. It is not well-written and makes nonsense of the feminine images of God as portrayed in Scripture. Of course we all know that God is neither male nor female but the limitations of language force us to use pronouns and nouns which denote gender. I cannot believe that someone in the Vatican would propose such silliness! -Rosemary Breen
As a theologian, I cannot for the life of me see how a marriage could be invalidated. The sacrament is conferred by the couple, according to the legal requirements of the State. I guess this is what they call 'backlash' and whilst allowing a wider range of titles for God, it is not necessarily a new religion. It only becomes so when the leadership forces out groups within the membership. There is, of course, the biblical injunction to baptise in the name of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, but given Jesus' own predilection for naming God in a new way, one might argue that sensitive use of gender neutral titles is following in his footsteps. -Kim E Power
Its about time; thank you Pope Benedict!
I cannot believe the numbers of wafflers with their own 'warm fuzzy' agenda, who howl in protest at anyone who reminds them that Christ used the word "Father" to describe our Mighty Lord and God ...Aren't Christ's words good enough for you?
Forget your feminist/ gay agendas and recognise that salvation requires repentance, conversion, indeed metanoia. You can remain of this world if you like but ...
It's easy really – i.e. for those who want to be at the service of the Church, in being united with it, instead of those wanting to hijack it or turn it into 'their' own democracy - because they know better!" That won't happen ... –P. Groves
Of course we know that the Trinitarian God has no physical gender and that the Second Person incarnated as the Son (male). He also taught us to pray to the Father as Father (male) in Spirit and in Truth. To attempt to assign gender to each Person of the Trinity is to speak of the one God as three gods and to get tripped up in our human metaphors and thought categories. Let theologians and the faithful not be silly about this discussion and waste our time and energy, better spent living in faith. -Joseph in California

Inclusive Language and the Liturgy

http://www.crisismagazine.com/2010/inclusive-language-and-the-liturgy
By Howard Kainz, March 24, 2010
I belong to a relatively liberal congregation. For instance, the former pastor often applied St. Paul’s admonition about “freedom from the law” to Vatican “laws,” and asked for and received an exemption from the 2002 reemphasis by our bishop on kneeling after the Sanctus; and the present pastor, before the last election, mentioned in a homily that he was a member of both Voice of the Faithful and Call to Action so that there would be no doubt about where he stands theologically or politically. Therefore, I am not surprised when in the liturgy instead of “may the Lord receive . . . for the praise and glory of His name, . . . His Church” the congregation always substitutes “God’s name” and “God’s Church,” and before the Preface uses a similar substitution to avoid saying “It is right to give Him thanks and praise.” Nor am I particularly surprised when the pastor ends the Eucharistic Prayer substituting “Through the Lord, with the Lord, in the Lord,” instead of “Through Him, with Him . . . .”
I was shocked, however, on Good Shepherd Sunday when “The Lord Is My Shepherd” was sung, and I heard “she” all the way through the hymn — “She makes me lie down in green meadows,” “she leads me . . .,” etc. After Mass, I was motivated to have my hearing checked, but started by checking Google. I discovered that there is a Bobby McFerrin Good Shepherd song like this, which is a favorite of feminists and neo-pagans, and ends with “Glory be to our Mother and Daughter and to the Holy of Holies. As it was in the beginning, is now and ever shall be, world without end.”

But, aside from such extremes, I find elements of this attempt to keep all usage of ‘he” or “him” with regard to God down to a minimum in the other parishes in my area as well, where the congregations still kneel after the Sanctus. I recently subscribed to Magnificat, and thus have been able to follow the Scriptural readings at weekday Masses. The priest will often change the pronouns “he” or “him” in the readings, as if the congregation will think the reading only referred to males. Recent examples include the March 4 reading from Jeremiah where “Cursed is the man who . . .” is changed to “Cursed is one who . . .” and “He is like a tree . . .” to “Such a person is like a tree . . . .” And on March 10, in the reading from Deuteronomy Moses’ reference to “the God of your fathers . . .” is changed to “the God of your ancestors . . .” and in Moses’ question, “what great nation is there that has gods so close to it as the Lord, our God, is to us whenever we call upon him?” the last part, “whenever we call upon him?” is omitted.

In my 1999 book, Politically Incorrect Dialogues, I have a chapter on “Inclusive Language,” which brings out the tremendous advantages the English language offers to committed inclusivists, in contrast to an inflected language. In German, for instance, all nouns have to be masculine, feminine, or neuter. It is impossible to refer to teachers, athletes, artists, politicians, etc. without designating their gender; and relative pronouns like “who” have to have the same gender as the nouns they refer to. It would be an extraordinary challenge for someone to be a strict “inclusivist” in German. 
Both “God” and “Lord” are grammatically masculine. So if a German priest tries to avoid saying “him” or “he” in the liturgy, the use of “God” or “Lord” would still be ineluctably masculine, besides sounding awkward (making one think, haven’t you heard of pronouns?). Even the Holy Spirit, der heilige Geist, is grammatically masculine; but this, of course, is not a theological statement about maleness. Once in European travels I saw a statue of the Holy Spirit as a woman. But a German who connected the Holy Spirit with feminine qualities would not feel it necessary to refer to Geist as die instead of der.

As an author who tries to keep abreast of topics he writes on, I read numerous books, and have noticed something that many other readers may be getting used to: Sometimes an entire book of 200-plus pages will use only “she” to express common gender; and sometimes an author will use “he” throughout one chapter for common gender, and then, in the interests of balance, use “she” in the following chapter, alternating like this throughout the book. In an earlier version of my 2008 Philosophy of Human Nature, my editor insisted not only that I use “she” for common gender through the book, but objected to my reference to God as “He”; his suggestion was that I either add a note explaining that my religious beliefs require me to refer to God as a “he,” or else use “He or She” or “S/he.” I asked for and received a release from contract from the publisher, and began to solicit other publishers.

Back to first principles: Gender is not sex. One can be fully committed to women’s rights, equal pay for equal work, etc., and still use “he” in English for common gender to refer to some person in general, as our Anglophone predecessors have done for hundreds of years. Priests who are worried about offending some adamant feminist in the liturgy by using the masculine pronoun for God the Father or Son might do well to fantasize what their problems might be if they were using a language where every noun, including God, is unavoidably already gendered.

Howard Kainz is professor emeritus at Marquette University. He is the author of several books, including Natural Law: an Introduction and Reexamination (2004), The Philosophy of Human Nature (2008), and The Existence of God and the Faith-Instinct (2010). Professor Kainz is a regular contributor to Crisis Magazine.
Inclusive Language: Is it necessary?
https://www.catholicculture.org/culture/library/view.cfm?recnum=2623
By Kenneth D. Whitehead (see also page 54), New Oxford Review, March 1997

The title of my article asks if so-called inclusive language is necessary. A typical reply to this question today might well be "Necessary? We have it; it's here; it's not likely to go away."
"Inclusive language," as today's feminists understand the term, means avoiding the generic use of nouns such as "man" or "mankind" when referring to all human beings, and avoiding the use of the masculine gender pronouns, "he," "his," and "him," either when referring to a generic singular antecedent such as "everybody" or — a much more serious issue from the Catholic point of view — when referring to God revealed and understood as "Father." According to feminist theory, "man" and related words, as well as the masculine gender pronouns, refer primarily or exclusively to males; women are therefore held to be "excluded" by the use of these words. Hence there is the perceived need to deploy language which "includes" them, saying "person" instead of "man," or "humankind" instead of "mankind," for example; this is "inclusive language."

Related to the inclusivity question is the avoidance of the use of the feminine gender third-person singular pronoun, "she," to refer to anything but an animate female individual, and, in general, the avoidance of any words or expressions considered insulting or demeaning to women.

The elites of our society today have largely granted to the feminist movement the right to dictate language usage with respect to these questions. Thus special, often laboriously coined language specifically "inclusive" of women seems to have become, at least for the moment, de rigueur in modern American culture; it is held to be required by courtesy, if not by simple justice, to women. The case for it is generally not even argued any longer, if it ever was truly argued; it is simply taken for granted.

In this cultural climate, many major publications and publishers have revised their guidelines and style books to require inclusive language. Many universities require the same thing from students writing term papers or dissertations. Dictionaries, such as the recent unabridged Random House Dictionary of the English Language, include in their "Basic Manual of Style" a section on "Avoiding Sexism" (the very use of the term "sexism" identifies this dictionary section as an express concession to the feminists and their characteristically charged vocabulary).

Public, if not Catholic, education at all levels has similarly been "sensitized" to the perceived need for language inclusivity, at least to some degree. Many if not most of the newer textbooks reflect a pronounced feminist bias, and teachers are increasingly indoctrinated in the need for "sensitivity" and "justice" where "women" are concerned. The National Council of Teachers of English has now decreed, contrary to what many of us learned in grade school, that it is now permitted to use the third person plural personal pronouns, "they," "their," or "them," to refer back to an indefinite singular antecedent such as "everybody" — e.g., "Everybody should be aware of their [rather than the former his] prejudices against granting women their long-denied rights."

This is a usage which even the prestigious Oxford English Dictionary now allows. And the federal government too is going "gender neutral"; bureaucratic directives solemnly prescribe such new usages, so much so, writes one reporter, that "for some federal workers, the new rule is: When in doubt, call him or her anything but him or her." (The fact that such bureaucratic edicts have to be issued points not to any natural, organic development of the language, as feminists try to claim, but rather to continuing resistance to artificially imposed usage.)

Curiously, some men are even shy about calling themselves men. When Cardinal Bernardin was dying last summer, he said that, "as a person of faith" he saw death as a friend. Would that he had simply said "as a Catholic," for "person of faith" falsely implies that one faith is as valid and salvific as any other. But he didn't even say "as a man of faith," probably because nowadays even "man of faith" would be abrasive to the hypersensitive feminist ear. Presumably, Bernardin, the celebrated seeker of "Common Ground," was trying to be thoroughly "inclusive." But in avoiding the particularistic words "Catholic" and "man," he turned his faith into a generic and himself into something other than a man.

All of us are aware of the usages that are frowned on — and more than frowned on — by ideological feminist theory; and many of us often do tend to avoid them because of the all-pervasive influence feminist ideology has had on contemporary society. After all, nobody really wants to be insensitive or unjust to women, and when we are told repeatedly and insistently that certain ways of speaking which we may well have been using all our lives are insensitive or unjust to women, we understandably tend to try to change or drop them. For example, scarcely anybody dares to refer to women — even high school co-eds — as "girls" any longer — although it still seems to be acceptable for feminists to deplore and deride "old-boy networks."

Similarly, it is now acceptable in most quarters to refer to people as "chairs" — even as we have largely ceased to refer to the Church, the Bride of Christ, as "she." Meanwhile, the National Weather Service has long since stopped using exclusively feminine names to designate hurricanes; nor is it hard to imagine how the old expression, "There she blows," used when a well strikes oil, would go over in today's politically correct atmosphere.

And the dull and flat passive voice, along with the third person plural, has taken on new life today as people nervously seek for substitutes and alternatives for dreaded generic (masculine gender) nouns and pronouns. Such has been the power of feminist ideology; and most people seem to assume that, whatever we might think of the radical feminist and politically correct revolutions we have undergone, they are now accomplished facts and wholly irreversible.

Certainly this seems to be the viewpoint of many of those responsible for questions of language and liturgy in the Catholic Church today. For example, Bishop Donald Trautman of the U.S. bishops' Committee on the Liturgy stated that, "inclusive language is a necessity in our American idiom and culture today." Msgr. Frederick McManus, an original member of the International Commission on English in the Liturgy (ICEL), has written that, "The question of inclusive language was largely resolved in the liturgical and biblical fields during the 1970s and 1980s." — i.e., it was "resolved" long before most American Catholics were even aware there was a "question."

Actually, the ICEL began using inclusive language in its translations of Roman liturgical texts from Latin into English as early as 1975, and it received full Church approval for such ritual books using inclusive language as the 1985 Order of Christian Funerals, as well as for some other liturgical books.

And successive segments of the current ongoing ICEL revision of the English Sacramentary of the Roman Missal employing inclusive language have regularly continued to be approved by large, although diminishing, majorities of the American bishops. The bishops approved the basic idea of inclusive language when they approved their Criteria for the Evaluation of Inclusive Language Translations of Scriptural Texts Proposed for Liturgical Use in 1990.

The following year the bishops approved for liturgical use in the U.S. the Protestant inclusive-language New Revised Standard Version (NRSV) of the Bible, and the Revised New American Bible (RNAB), of which only the New Testament and Psalms have been completed, however. These Bible translations received virtually automatic approval from the Congregation for Divine Worship in Rome in 1992. The U.S. bishops also submitted a revised Lectionary with the Scripture readings for Mass based on the RNAB. Up to this point, then, there was hardly anything in anybody's mind but that inclusive language in both Scripture and the liturgy was definitely the coming thing.

Then a funny thing happened on the road to complete ecclesiastical acceptance of inclusive language. The Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith (CDF) in Rome discovered that a proposed inclusive-language English translation of Catechism of the Catholic Church was unacceptable as a document of faith, and required that it be retranslated. Then, in the fall of 1994, the CDF requested that the approval of the NRSV and the RNAB, which the Congregation for Divine Worship had granted two years earlier, be rescinded — and it was rescinded.

We shall return to this particular topic, but it is worth stressing that up to this point there had been scarcely a cloud on the inclusive-language horizon as far as the Catholic Church in English-speaking lands was concerned. Most of the voices heard in the Church, like most of those heard in society at large, betrayed no hint that anything other than strict inclusive language could ever be on our agenda for the future.

One of the translators of the RNAB, Fr. Richard J. Clifford, S.J., has declared flatly that, "inclusive language is part of North American culture." To suggest otherwise, to continue to question the necessity of inclusive language, including in scriptural and liturgical texts, would be, according to Clifford, "to imply that all publishers, editors, and station masters who have developed inclusive-language guidelines are dupes in a scheme to impose on a quarter of a billion people the dialect of a radical feminist cadre."

What Clifford expresses probably reflects what many people have come to think today: If this is what women really want, it should be granted to them, even if it is awkward and inconvenient in view of the way people have always spoken English.

Along with the acceptance of inclusive language, there has nevertheless remained a distinct uneasiness about the awkwardness, even absurdity, into which consistent attempts to use inclusive language sometimes lead. Even its promoters are often aware of how vulnerable to satire and even mockery and ridicule the stilted and artificial kind of language usage it results in can sometimes be; but they just believe that sensitivity and justice to women require it anyway.

An essayist and professed feminist, Anne Fadiman, writing in the Washington Post, recently articulated some of that uneasiness when she deplored "the United Church of Christ's new 'inclusive' hymnal, in which 'Dear Lord and Father of Mankind' has been replaced by 'Dear God, Embracing Humankind.' The end is estimable," she writes. "It's the means that chafe. I'm not sure I want to be embraced by a God with such a tin ear." In the face of some of the recent politically correct changes in some of our hymns, many Catholics can well understand the feeling.

Reflecting upon what perhaps not a few feminists have also felt, Fadiman continues: "I find my peace as a reader and writer rent by a war between two opposing semantic selves, one feminist and one reactionary.... My reactionary self…prevails when I hear someone attempt to purge the bias from 'to each his own' by substituting 'to each their own.' The disagreement between pronoun and antecedent is more than I can bear," she laments — regardless of what the National Council of Teachers of English, and even the Oxford English Dictionary, may now have decided about this usage.

"What about 'to each his or her own'?" she goes on to ask, and adds: "I do resort to that construction occasionally, but I find the double pronoun an ungainly burden. More frequently, I recast the entire sentence in the plural, although 'to all their own' is slightly off pitch...."

So it goes: Fadiman's essay vividly reflects a common dilemma encountered by speakers and writers today: Even when it is accepted that inclusive language is necessary, it is sometimes far from clear how to manage it. Fadiman mentions the burden of "planning each sentence in advance like a military campaign" — which is a lot to expect from the average speaker and writer of English. Inclusive language is not natural; it does not represent an organic development of the English language. Rather, it has been imposed on the language from outside by feminist ideology. It is still not clear whether this imposition really works — or can work.

How, for example, can we make the simple generic statement, "All men are brothers," using inclusive language? It is possible, of course, to say, "All men and women are brothers and sisters"; but in addition to what even a feminist such as Fadiman would agree is the ungainliness of such a construction, there is the not inconsiderable fact that it does not mean exactly the same thing as the original expression. Moreover, it is not generic in its reference; by making it sex specific, we end up referring only to adult males and females, and children are now excluded.

This kind of subtle alteration of meaning is frequently found in efforts to use inclusive language consistently (especially in the inclusive-language translations of Scripture). We could always go with "All human beings are siblings," but, in addition to what would be lost in elegance and grace, the meaning would change, for "brothers," a generic term, is not the equivalent of "siblings," a biological term merely meaning individuals who have one or both parents in common. "All human beings are brothers and sisters" might finally do it, but such a construction is not going to win any literary prizes. The problem is real.

Even so, Fadiman decides that she just "can't go back." Many others seem to agree. But she nevertheless concludes her essay with the significant observation that, "Changing our language to make men and women equal has a cost."

For a creedal faith such as Catholicism, where precise expression of meaning is fundamental to right belief, it may well be that the cost of adopting inclusive language is too high, quite apart from the question of how inclusive language impairs the beauty of our worship.

Is inclusive language here to stay? Is it, as Fr. Clifford claims, "part of North American culture"? Apparently this is believed by many of us to be the case, and many of us therefore do try — I almost said "manfully"! — to use inclusive language consistently in our speech and writing.

But it is hard to use it consistently, and even those convinced of its need sometimes lapse, particularly if they are not specifically thinking about it ("planning each sentence in advance like a military campaign"). Occasionally, it appears to be impossible, or at least very difficult, to say properly what we really mean, as we saw with the expression, "All men are brothers," and as Fadiman remarked about "to each his own."

In the present climate many people do not let this bother them very much; they are so ideologized that they appear oblivious to the effects sometimes produced by following the logic of inclusivity wherever it may lead. There is, for example, the classical-music radio personality who solemnly announced a performance of Aaron Copeland's Fanfare for the Common Person. (Groan.) Then there is the bumper sticker proclaiming: IF YOU CAN READ THIS, THANK A TEACHER. PAY THEM TOO! (Another groan.)

Then from the NRSV Bible there is the passage from Revelation 21:3-4 reading: "See, the home of God is among mortals [instead of "with men," as in the Revised Standard Version]. He will dwell with them... and death will be no more...." But how can death be "no more" if those among whom God is dwelling are "mortals"? Unfortunately, many such discrepancies are found in Scripture translations determined to avoid "man" or "men."

I could spend a great deal of time citing such examples. Nevertheless, so long as ideological feminism retains power over the contemporary mind, few people seem inclined to draw any conclusions regarding the ultimate unsuitability of inclusive language from the unsuitable examples they frequently encounter.

But precisely because inclusive language is so unnatural, people often lapse. When I began writing this essay, I collected examples of writings in the mainstream press that failed to use inclusive language. I quickly accumulated quite a few examples (more than I can enumerate here), in spite of all the current stylebooks and inclusive-language guidelines. For example, I encountered instances where women journalists wrote quite unselfconsciously about:

•a woman astronaut beginning her stay in a manned spacecraft;

•a woman senator being a former chairman of a Senate subcommittee;

•a woman coach of a girls' basketball team regrouping her players in man-to-man defense.

Then there was the construction used by Meg Greenfield, Editorial Page Editor of the Washington Post and Newsweek columnist — surely one of the princesses of today's political correctness, if, indeed, the word "princess" is even allowed to be used any longer — writing about the emphasis placed on "family values" at both national political conventions. Greenfield wrote as follows:

God is watching all this — and so are the media and the political opposition. My point is that no one should think he is going to get away with anything on that score.... Something there is in politics that lets an otherwise intelligent person, after a while, forget the mote in his own eye, and go on an absolute binge of a crusade against the other guy's beam... (italics added).

Of course, she got mote and beam reversed, but she didn't fail on correct English usage. Speaking of the word "guy," an incident I myself witnessed at the Memorial Day celebration in the town where I live involved a sub-teenage member of an all-girl band; fearful of being left behind by the other departing band members after their performance, she was hastily packing her instrument into its case as she called out to the other girls. "Hey, you guys, wait for me!" — thus practically reinventing by herself, as it were, the traditional English generic form using a masculine gender noun — and this in spite of all she had undoubtedly been taught about how this was now a no-no. This usage of "you guys," while still quite common, is strictly speaking a violation of the canons of so-called inclusive language.

Feminists often deplore the lack in English of a gender neutral noun, such as the Greek Anthropos, Latin Homo, or German Mensch, which unambiguously denotes a human being without regard to sex. "Man" has had to do double duty in English in this regard (as l'homme has in French, or l'uomo in Italian). But the perceived problem of inclusivity is not always solved by deploying a neutral noun, as we can easily see in the line from Schiller's "Ode to Joy" which Beethoven set to music in his Ninth Symphony: "Alle Menschen werden Bruder" ("All human beings will become brothers"). The masculine gender word has to be brought in as the predicate nominative in order to express the full meaning of the sentence, even where the neutral noun is present!

In other words, the generic form using masculine gender words just may serve a unique and perhaps even irreplaceable purpose in English communication. I therefore do not believe we can conclude that generic language has seen its day. It fits the genius of the language and seems to serve a purpose not obviously served in any other way, just as it may sometimes express shades of meaning not expressed in any other way (except perhaps by an entire explanatory paragraph). Perhaps that is why the English language has employed it for the last 1,000 years — not with any intention of excluding or demeaning women, but simply because there is no other easy way, given English structure, to express certain things.

Moreover, standard English has not disappeared in our day. We have already seen a few examples; we can quickly take note of a few more. Senator John McCain of Arizona, nominating Robert Dole for president at the Republican National Convention, did not bat an eye when delivering himself of the following sentence in his nominating speech (nor was there any notable public criticism of him afterwards):

In America, we celebrate the virtues of the quiet hero, the modest man who does his duty without complaint or expectation of praise, the man who listens closely for the call of his country, and when she calls, he answers without reservation... (italics added).

And consider this sentence from the acceptance speech of nominee Bob Dole himself:

The first thing you learn on the prairie is the relative size of a man compared to the lay of the land. Under the immense sky where I was born and raised, a man is very small, and if he thinks otherwise, he is wrong (italics added).

Compare the probable impact of the following on the national television audience with what Dole actually said: "Under the immense sky where I was born and raised, a person is very small, and if he or she thinks otherwise, he or she is (or: they are) wrong."

Which version would you use if you were running for president? And while we are on the subject of political discourse, it is worth recalling what Angela ("Bay") Buchanan, sister and campaign manager of erstwhile presidential aspirant Pat Buchanan, was quoted by the media as saying about the management of her brother's presidential campaign: "It's a three-man team! Me, Shelley [Pat's wife], and Pat..." (italics added).

Some may rejoin that the Republicans, being so naturally chauvinistic and reactionary themselves, surely do not provide very good examples of how English ought to be spoken today. So as our final example of how inclusive language is not, in fact, being consistently used in mainstream discourse in this country today, let us turn to our current First Lady, considered by some to be the veritable queen of political correctness, even while many others rank as princesses. Speaking to an audience of Methodists and Episcopalians, Mrs. Clinton actually counseled them to, "Look at every child as if he had the face of Jesus..." (italics added).

Anyone can collect many more examples like these simply by paying attention to how most people still naturally do talk most of the time, even after more than a quarter of a century of massive feminist pressure and indoctrination, aided and abetted by the mass media and some of the major institutions of our society. But just as the Communist regimes failed to create what they called the "new man" (!) after 75 years of tyrannical effort, so it is still not clear whether the feminists will ultimately succeed in imposing their particular variety of Orwell's Newspeak on speakers of English.

What all the examples cited indicate was memorably said by the Roman poet Horace long before there even was any English language: "Naturam expelles furca, tamen usque recurret" ("You may throw nature out with a pitchfork, but she will keep coming back").

Nothing can remedy the fact that inclusive language is simply unnatural in English, and hence people tend to lapse back into standard generic English whenever they are not specifically thinking about trying to abide by feminist standards ("inclusive language," by the way, should really be called feminist language, for generic English is already inclusive). Many people may still go on trying to use "inclusive language," however stilted and awkward the results sometimes are, so long as ideological feminism continues to exert the influence it does on the mental climate of the day. In this regard, we should recall that the influence of feminist ideology is one of the principal things that also helped make legalized abortion possible in this country, and which still helps maintain its legality.

Yes, it is unfortunately true that inclusive language is currently "part of North American culture" — but in the same sense that legalized abortion is part of our culture today — that is, owing to the influence of ideologies which even many good people fail to see through until it is too late. Where inclusive language is concerned, it turns out that, as Joyce Little has aptly remarked, "Big Brother is Big Sister." Politicians, federal judges, Army generals, Navy admirals — and, sadly, not a few Catholic bishops — often seem to be afraid of the power of the feminists today, if they do not themselves actually agree with some of the principal feminist tenets.

The promotion of inclusive language today, then, represents an ideological manipulation of language by an organized revolutionary group; the radical feminist movement today dictates politically correct language in the same way the Russian Revolution dictated the use of "comrade" and other kinds of correct language—e.g., "enemies of the people," "running dogs of capitalism," and, curiously, "male chauvinist."

The fact that many people attempt to use the imposed new requirements of politically correct speech in no way means that these have now become standard and even popular. Once ideological pressures abate, people may begin to revert to a more natural way of speaking.

This seems to be happening now. The power of ideological feminism has surely peaked in our society, and we are beginning to discern more than a few of the unfortunate results of our society's embrace of feminism. Even prominent feminists are having second thoughts, as attested by the popularity of such current books as Elizabeth Fox-Genovese's Feminism Is Not the Story of My Life and Christina Hoff Sommers's Who Stole Feminism?
Should the Catholic Church adopt inclusive language in Scripture translations and in her liturgy? Can she really do so?

Now that we have seen how inclusive language both distorts certain necessary linguistic functions in English and alters certain basic meanings, much could be said in answer to both questions, but I will only make a couple of brief concluding points.

In view of the serious problems of doctrine and meaning inevitably raised by inclusive language, the degree of official Church approval it has enjoyed up to now needs to be re-examined. Perhaps that is what Rome is doing in the case of the rescission of the NRSV and RNAB Bible translations and the delay in approving the proposed new Lectionary; Rome's intervention in this matter has surely come not a moment too soon.

The reaction of the scriptural-liturgical establishment in this country, however, has been to fight Rome on the grounds that "the legitimate authority of the U.S. bishops to decide on translations for the liturgy has been called into question" by Rome, as Fr. Clifford, has claimed. Fr. Joseph Jensen, O.S.B., a Catholic University professor of Scripture and one of the RNAB translators, is similarly "shocked, shocked" that objectors to inclusive language "are criticizing the judgment of the bishops" —as if he and his friends and colleagues were not criticizing the judgment of the Holy See!

Critics of inclusive language are chided for ignoring the U.S. bishops' Criteria on the subject, while members of the scriptural-liturgical establishment are apparently free to disdain or belittle Rome's proper doctrinal concerns. But American Catholics frankly cannot repose much confidence in a scriptural-liturgical establishment that seems more driven by modern feminist imperatives than by the integrity of Catholic doctrine.

In particular, the U.S. bishops' Criteria for inclusive language translations urgently need to be revisited. So patently do these Criteria seem to have been taken from secular culture that they actually speak of not "excluding" people on account of creed, as well as race, sex, etc. — as if the Catholic Church did not have her own obligatory creed! But now, it seems, the Catholic Church is not supposed to "discriminate" on the basis of "creed." The principle of nondiscrimination suddenly seems to have trumped the articles of faith.

More particularly, the bishops' Criteria claim to preserve the often-mentioned distinction between using inclusive language to apply "horizontally" to human beings, while retaining traditional language which applies "vertically" to God revealed as "Father." In practice, however, the Criteria give away the keys to the store when they concede that "it may sometimes be useful...to repeat the name of God... rather than use the masculine pronoun in every case." Even though the Criteria go on to specify that "care must be taken that repetition not become tiresome," dropping the masculine pronouns in accordance with feminist ideology nevertheless quickly becomes the new norm, once it is allowed at all, as we can readily see in the case of some of the new translations of the Psalms.

For example, a company called Liturgy Training Publications, which I understand is connected with the Archdiocese of Chicago, is currently advertising the ICEL Psalter for sale, proudly highlighting the fact that it "uses inclusive language for human beings and for God" (emphasis added).

In other words, the scriptural-liturgical establishment — the ICEL itself no less — is evidently not required to follow the bishops' Criteria', inclusive language referring to God is now openly being used contrary to those Criteria. But the Criteria are invoked against anyone who criticizes inclusive language. The ICEL translators are thus apparently free to publish and advertise translations manifestly not in conformity with these same bishops' guidelines, but critics of inclusive language are supposed to sit down and shut up.

Finally, the current argument that inclusive language is "necessary" in the Church in justice to women is the same argument that is regularly employed to justify the ordination of women. This basic argument holds that "injustice enters when the denial [of ordination] rests upon a category: womanhood," in the words of Sr. Elizabeth Carroll. "Womanhood" is precisely what is thought to be excluded unjustly by generic language, which employs masculine words and grammatical forms. Indeed, many proponents of inclusive language in the liturgy have expressly linked their cause with that of female ordination.

However, in his 1994 apostolic letter Ordinatio Sacerdotalis, Pope John Paul II definitively declared the disputed question of women's ordination to be settled and closed — and the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith informed us that the Pope judged it to be an infallible teaching of the Ordinary Magisterium when he taught that "the exclusion of women from the priesthood is in accordance with God's plan for his Church."

Therefore, the exclusion of women from the priesthood is not unjust. By a reasonable extension of the same line of thought, it would surely seem that the Church is not being unjust to women in using traditional generic language. Moreover, generic language is inclusive and was intended to be. That's why it's called "generic." And no woman, whether or not a feminist, felt "excluded" by generic language before, say, A.D. 1970.

These two issues, the push for priestesses and the supposed exclusion of women by standard English usage, cannot help but be linked in people's minds. So if dissenting Catholics want to keep the priestess issue alive and stirred up, in spite of the Pope's infallible judgment — and at a time when what is really needed is greater understanding of the Magisterium's judgment in the matter, along with reconciliation and healing — then by all means the U.S. scriptural-liturgical establishment should be allowed to go on agitating for inclusive language in English Scripture translations and in the liturgy.

Against Inclusive Language 
http://www.catholicplanet.com/TSM/inclusive-language.htm 
By Ronald L. Conte Jr., October 29, 2005
Obscuring Gender 
The Bible contains many references to people. Some of these references involve the use of nouns, such as: sons, daughters, children, brothers, sisters, fathers, mothers, men, women, people. Other references to people use pronouns, such as: he, she, they. Some nouns and pronouns specify a gender (sons, daughters), but others do not specify a gender (children, people). An inclusive language approach to the Bible obscures the gender of the noun or pronoun in the translation text, so that the reader will not know the gender indicated in the source text. This practice of using inclusive language is prohibited by the Vatican Norms for the Translation Biblical Texts for Use in the Liturgy (http://www.bible-researcher.com/vatican-norms.html). It is also prohibited by common sense. 

A Disingenuous Approach 
Translating the ancient Bible texts into modern English is a complex and difficult task. Verbs can vary greatly in meaning, depending on the context. Idiomatic expressions are sometimes found in the source language, but not in the translation language; these can be difficult to translate accurately. In Latin, word order, grammar, and sentence structure are very different from English. Yes, translators face many linguistic dilemmas. But translating nouns is not one of them. Nouns are the easiest words to translate. The range of possible meanings for a noun varies much less than for any other type of word or phrase. 
For example, the word 'leo' in Latin means 'lion.' The word 'leæna' is feminine and is translated as 'lioness.' The meaning is clear from the Latin source text, and the translation language (in this case, English) has a corresponding word with the same meaning. No translator would consider changing or obscuring the gender of such words. And, in another example, no translator would translate a single word meaning 'table' as 'table and chairs,' even given the explanation that the presence of the chairs is implied by the fact that people use chairs to sit at a table. No translator, regardless of his religious, social, or political views, would do so. 
Nevertheless, when a word being translated refers to male human persons, suddenly the rules change. Given a word that clearly means 'sons' or 'brothers,' many translators will change the wording to 'children' or 'brothers and sisters.' Any comparable translation choice referring to inanimate objects or to animals, would be universally rejected, scorned, and ridiculed. But widespread social and cultural influences regarding gender and roles in society have had an effect on the translation of Sacred Scripture, so as to attempt to obscure the very meaning of the words of the Bible. Many translators have yielded to these pressures and made otherwise indefensible translation choices which obscure the gender indicated by the source text. In other cases, the translators acted prudently, but an editorial committee made unwise changes to the text, after translation and before publication. 
There is no good reason to translate a word that clearly means 'sons' with the word 'children' or 'people.' No translator would make such a change in any other context (other than references to male human persons). Translators constantly talk and write about accuracy and fidelity to the source text. But then when a word refers to men, not to women, all their talk goes out the window. They immediately think up numerous excuses for translating the text in such a way as to deliberately conceal the fact that the source text word or phrase refers to men. 

Failure To Preserve Levels of Meaning 
The document “Norms for the Translation of Biblical Texts for Use in the Liturgy” were presented to the U.S. Bishops in the spring of 1997 by then Prefect of the Congregation of the Doctrine of the Faith Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger (who is now Pope Benedict XVI). These Norms reject the inclusive language approach to Bible translation. “Translation should strive to preserve the connotations as well as the denotations of words or expressions in the original and thus not preclude possible layers of meaning.” 
Denotation refers to what the words say and connotation refers to what the words mean. The denotation of a word or phrase often contains multiple connotations or levels of meaning. For example, the frequent phrase meaning 'sons of Israel' has numerous levels of meaning. On one level, the sons of Israel are the people of Israel, including men, women, and children. This level of meaning is expressed by the translation of the phrase meaning 'sons of Israel' into the English phrase 'people of Israel' or 'children of Israel.' However, there are other important levels of meaning that are ignored or even deliberately rejected by the refusal to maintain male references in translation. 
Another level of meaning found in the phrase 'sons of Israel' is that, within the history of Israel, it was ordained by God through Providence and Grace that the people of Israel be led by men. The phrase 'sons of Israel' refers to all the Israelites by referring to their male leaders. But this understanding, that God chose men to be the leaders of the people of Israel, is abhorrent to modern secular society, and so this level of meaning has been removed from the text by translating 'sons' as 'children' or 'people.' This approach is a rejection of the teaching of Scripture that men were intended by God to be the leaders of the ancient people of God. 
Another level of meaning found in the phrase 'sons of Israel' is that the Church today is the new Israel, and we Christians are the 'sons of Israel.' Though the Church is comprised of men, women, and children, led by the Spirit of God, we are certainly led by the ordained men of the Church. The Church is led by the ordained men who are Bishops, led by the Bishop who is also the Pope. The Pope is assisted by Bishops who are Cardinals; the Bishops are assisted by ordained men who are Priests. The Church is correctly referred to, even today, as the 'sons of Israel,' because we are led by ordained men who are the spiritual descendants of the ancient Patriarchs. The inclusive language approach is a rejection of the teaching of the Bible that the Church today is intended by God to be led by men, and that God has chosen men to be the leaders of the Church, the family, and society. 
And there may be additional levels of meaning in the phrase 'sons of Israel' beyond my comprehension. For no single translator, nor any group of translators, understands every meaning and level of meaning found in written Divine Revelation. Even if the Biblical understanding of every Christian on earth were combined, it would not reach to more than a small fraction of all the meanings found in Sacred Scripture. If a translator or group of translators were to translate only the meanings that they understood, most of the meaning in the Bible would be lost in translation. Therefore, every translator must translate primarily what the text says, and only secondarily what the text means. The inclusive language approach to translation rejects what the text says, because some levels of meaning of that text are contrary to the teachings of modern secular society, in favor of one level of meaning that is acceptable. 
The word meaning 'brothers' is used by the Apostle Saint Paul, for example, in the letter to the Romans. In this letter, Paul was writing to the ordained men who were leaders of the Christian community at Rome. He was also indirectly addressing all Christians at Rome (many of whom were illiterate or barely literate) by way of addressing their leaders. 
In another level of meaning, Sacred Scripture is certainly addressing everyone through Paul's letters. However, the translation of a word clearly meaning 'brothers' as 'brothers and sisters' ignores the historical level of meaning that men led the church at Rome in the early Church, and it deliberately rejects the level of meaning wherein God has ordained that men be the leaders of the Church today, based in Rome. 

Inaccurate and Contradictory Translations 
In another example, the text of Hosea 1:10 uses both a word meaning 'people' and a word meaning 'sons.' Yet some versions, following the principles of inclusive language, disingenuously translate both words as 'people.'
Vulgate: “Et erit numerus filiorum Israel quasi arena maris, quæ sine mensura est, et non numerabitur. Et erit in loco ubi dicetur eis: Non populus meus vos: dicetur eis: Filii Dei viventis.” 

CPDV: “And the number of the sons of Israel will be like the sand of the sea, which is without measure and cannot be numbered. And in the place where it will be said to them, 'You are not my people,' this will happen: it will be said to them, 'You are the sons of the living God.' ” 

RSV: “Yet the number of the people of Israel shall be like the sand of the sea, which can be neither measured nor numbered; and in the place where it was said to them, 'You are not my people,' it shall be said to them, 'Sons of the living God.' ” 

NRSV: “Yet the number of the people of Israel shall be like the sand of the sea, which can be neither measured nor numbered; and in the place where it was said to them, 'You are not my people', it shall be said to them, 'Children of the living God.' ” 

JB (numbered as 2:1): “And the number of the sons of Israel will be like the sand on the seashore, which cannot be measured or counted. In the place where they were told, 'You are no people of mine', they will be called, 'The sons of the living God'.” 

The Jerusalem Bible translation gets it right in this verse: the word meaning 'sons' is translated as 'sons,' and the word meaning 'people' is translated as 'people.' 
But in the RSV and NRSV, the phrase 'sons of Israel' becomes 'people of Israel.' This translation error not only removes the gender indicated in the source text, it also changes the meaning from the connotation of 'male children' to a non-familial connotation of 'people.' And the errors increase from the RSV to the NRSV. At least the RSV has 'Sons of the living God,' but the NRSV removes even this male reference, making it say 'Children' instead. Also, note the incongruities of within the RSV and NRSV translations. The first 'sons' is translated as 'people' in both. But the second time that same word is used within the same verse, it is translated differently: as 'sons' in the RSV and as 'children' in the NRSV. If the translators or editors assert that the word actually means 'people,' then why do they translate the same word differently in the same verse? This type of deliberately inaccurate translation is a serious offense against the Word of God. 

Deletion of Entire Words and Phrases 
A clear example is found in the Book of Baruch (Baruch 2:35), where the text uses a word meaning 'people' followed by a phrase meaning 'the sons of Israel.' Translating the phrase meaning 'sons of Israel' by the common substitution 'people of Israel' would result in the untenable phrasing: 'my people, the people of Israel.' Thus, many versions drop the phrase 'sons of' entirely. Thus it is clear that some consider male references in the Bible to be so abhorrent that they are willing to remove certain words and phrases entirely from Scripture. It is as if they do not believe that these are God's words at all. 

Vulgate: “Et statuam illis testamentum alterum sempiternum, ut sim illis in Deum, et ipsi erunt mihi in populum: et non movebo amplius populum meum, filios Israel a terra, quam dedi illis.”

CPDV: “And I will establish for them a new and everlasting covenant, so that I will be their God and they will be my people. And I will no longer move my people, the sons of Israel, out of the land which I have given them.”

RSV and NRSV: “I will make an everlasting covenant with them to be their God and they shall be my people; and I will never again remove my people Israel from the land which I have given them.”

NAB: “And I will establish for them, as an eternal covenant, that I will be their God, and they shall be my people; and I will not again remove my people Israel from the land I gave them.”

JB: “And I will make an everlasting covenant with them; I will be their God and they shall be my people. And I will never again drive my people Israel out of the land that I have given them.” 
In this case, the reason that words are deleted from the translation of the source text is that words of the Bible referring to men are deemed offensive due to the influence of modern secular society. God is Truth. All the truths of the Bible come from God, including those that offend modern sensibilities. Whoever deliberately deletes truth from Sacred Scripture will be severely punished by God. 

References That Are Not Gender Specific 
The Bible does use words such as 'people,' 'children,' and the phrase 'sons and daughters.' Not every reference is a gender-specific or male-only reference. For example, Wisdom 9:7 reads: 

Vulgate: “Tu elegisti me regem populo tuo, et iudicem filiorum tuorum et filiarum:”
CPDV: “You have chosen me to be a king of your people, and a judge of your sons and daughters.”
RSV: “Thou hast chosen me to be king of thy people and to be judge over thy sons and daughters.”
JB: “You yourself have chosen me to be a king over your people, to be judge of your sons and daughters.” 

Notice that we have a non-gender specific plural word meaning 'people,' as well as a pairing of two gender-specific words meaning 'sons and daughters.' Clearly, the word meaning 'sons' cannot be translated as 'children' or 'people,' for this would result in the phrase 'your people and daughters,' or 'your children and daughters.' It is very clear to any translator that the one word means 'sons' and the other word means 'daughters.' But when 'sons' occurs alone, it is neutered, often by being replaced with the word 'people.' And since there is already a word that clearly means 'people,' no translator can validly claim that 'sons' should be rendered as 'people.' 
The word meaning 'sons' is often translated as 'children.' But there is already a different word that means 'children,' which inclusive language version also translate as 'children.' For example Wisdom 12:7 uses the word children: 

Vulgate: “ut dignam perciperent peregrinationem puerorum Dei, quæ tibi omnium charior est terra.”
CPDV: “so that they might worthily secure the sojourn of the children of God, in the land which is most beloved by you.”
NAB: “that the land that is dearest of all to you might receive a worthy colony of God's children.”
JB: “so that this land, dearer to you than any other, might receive a colony of God's children worthy of it.” 

These translations all correctly translate a word meaning 'children' with the word 'children.' 
So then, how can they also claim that a word meaning 'sons' (which they themselves translate as 'sons' in some verses) should be translated as 'children'? This inconsistent and inaccurate translation of gender-related words is not due to the truths found in the source text, but due to the external influence of modern society. 

Female References Left Intact 
Although very many male references are neutered or dropped from the translation, many female references are left intact. These translations are called gender-neutral or inclusive, but in truth they are not neutral to gender, and they are only 'inclusive' when the reference is to males. Female references are left as gender-specific and non-inclusive. 
For example, Micah 1:13 and 4:8 both refer to the daughter of Zion. The RSV, NRSV, and the JB all translate the word meaning 'daughter' with the word 'daughter.' Considered by itself, there is no reason to object to such an accurate translation. But it violates the rules that are used in these same versions when male references are encountered. The phrase 'child of Zion' would at least be consistent with the stated principles used in the translation of other passages of the Bible. But, then again, it would be just as inaccurate and offensive as those other mistranslations. 
Thus, male references, such as 'sons,' are altered to read as 'children' or 'people,' but female references are unaltered. Such inconsistent translation decisions, which violate their own stated principles, are utterly absurd. Even the flimsy philosophy of gender inclusiveness cannot explain why male references are neutered, to remove any indication of gender, but female references go unaltered. 
The true reason that male references are targeted for neutering or removal is that social and cultural pressures from an unwise and sinful world demand the alteration of the Bible to conform to modern sensibilities. Male references offend, but female references do not offend. A male-only group tends to offend modern society, but a female-only group does not. Maleness itself is treated by society as if it were a vice, whereas femaleness is treated as if it were a virtue. And this sinful attitude has had its effect on the translation of the Sacred Bible. 

Increase in Inclusive Language over Time 
The errors of gender inclusive translation have increased as time has passed. Romans 1:13 reads: 
RSV: “I do not want you to be unaware, brothers, that I often planned to come to you, though I was prevented until now, that I might harvest some fruit among you, too, as among the rest of the Gentiles.” 
The footnote to the word 'brothers' claims that 'brothers' is an idiomatic expression referring to all Paul's 'kin in Christ,' including women. My response is that the word 'brothers' is a commonly-used noun, and no reader or author in his right mind would consider it to be an idiomatic expression. This claim is clearly false, disingenuous, and absurd. 

But the later NRSV goes even further, by adding words that are not called for by the source text. 
NRSV: “I want you to know, brothers and sisters, that I have often intended to come to you (but thus far have been prevented), in order that I may reap some harvest among you as I have among the rest of the Gentiles.”
(The NRSV revises the RSV text from 'brothers' to 'brothers and sisters.' The footnote in the NRSV states that the Greek text reads 'brothers.') 
There is no rational explanation as to why, if the source text reads 'brothers,' the translation would be a three word phrase, 'brothers and sisters.' In this case, the footnote actually corrects the inaccurate translation by noting that the source text contains only the word for 'brothers.' 
Now the word 'sisters,' and other words referring to women, are not entirely absent from the Bible. Therefore, one cannot claim that the author intended to refer to both brothers and sisters, for he could easily have used the word for sisters. An honest translation translates the word referring to brothers as 'brothers.' It is dishonest, indefensible, and sinful for any translator or committee in charge of a translation to insist on adding words to a translation that are not called for by any source text. 
The Bible itself, in one of its very last verses, prohibits adding, subtracting, or, by inference, changing any of the meanings or truths contained within the Book of Revelation, and, by inference, the entire Bible. 
“I warn every one who hears the words of the prophecy of this book: if any one adds to them, God will add to him the plagues described in this book, and if any one takes away from the words of the book of this prophecy, God will take away his share in the tree of life and in the holy city, which are described in this book.” (Revelation 22:18-19, RSV). 

Reasons for Rejecting the Inclusive Approach 
There are several strong reasons for leaving male references intact in Sacred Scripture. 
a) Translators must translate what the text says. 
Translators cannot merely translate what the translator understands the text to mean. If translators only translate their own understanding of the meaning, then the infallible Word of God becomes the fallible words of the translator's limited understanding. Would any reader really prefer the words of the translator over the Word of God? 
When the text has a word that clearly means 'brothers,' the translation should be a single word that means 'brothers.' When the text has a phrase that means 'sons of Israel,' the translation should be a phrase that means 'sons of Israel.' When the text says 'daughters,' the translation should be 'daughters.' When the text says 'sons and daughters,' then the translation should be 'sons and daughters.' And so on. 
How anyone ever arrived at any other approach to the translation of nouns referring to people is inexplicable. 
b) Many male references to persons in the Old and New Testaments have a level of meaning whereby they refer symbolically or figuratively to Christ and to the Church. 
The expression 'sons of Israel' refers symbolically to the Church, which is the new Israel. We Christians are, at best, a reflection of the person and life of Christ, being made in His image and striving to live by his teaching, example, and grace. Therefore, we are all like Christ and are all 'sons of Israel.' Even the women and children among us are like Christ and are, in that sense, 'sons of God.' 
Also, other male references, such as 'the just man' refer not only to any member of mankind, but particularly to Christ, who is the One Just Man above all men. Removing male references obscures the level of meaning wherein the text refers symbolically to Christ. 

c) The maleness of Christ is not accidental or irrelevant to His mission for our salvation. 
Also, the choice of the male gender to be leaders in the Church, the family, and society is not accidental or arbitrary. God could not have just as well chosen the female gender to be the leaders. God could not have fittingly chosen to become incarnate as a woman or to die for our salvation as a woman. 
Maleness is a reflection of God's role as the creator and as leader of all that exists. God created a difference between male and female, so as to represent the difference between Creator and Creation, between Christ who gives salvation and the Church who receives salvation. Maleness is a reflection of God, therefore God is properly referred to with masculine pronouns. Femaleness is a reflection of the Universe that is created by God. Since the Universe was created by, and is a reflection of, the Wisdom of God, the Universe (as well as Wisdom herself) is properly referred to with feminine pronouns. 

d) Men are intended by God to be leaders of the Church, the family, and the human race. 
The expression 'sons of Israel' refers to the ancient people of God, including men, women, and children, but it also indicates that these were led by men. The expression 'sons of Israel' can also be taken to refer to the Church, which is the new Israel. The Church is referred to by the Bible as the 'sons of Israel' because the Church is intended by God to be led by men: by the Pope, the Bishops, and the Priests. 
God designed the family to be led by the husband, assisted by his wife. The husband is the head of the family; the wife is the heart of the family (see Pius XI, Casti Connubii). God designed the Church to be led by a male Pope and male Bishops, assisted by male Priests. God also designed humanity, the human family, to be led by men. The human race is properly called Man or mankind, because it is an extended family of men, women, and children, led by men. God is properly referred to as 'He' because God is the head of the family of all Creation and the head of the family of the human race. Therefore, male references in Sacred Scripture are a reflection of the very order that God built into the Church, the family, and the human race, as well as the whole of Creation. And the man Jesus Christ is the head of all Creation. 
When Saint Paul the Apostle wrote the letter to the Romans, he was writing to the male ordained leaders of the Church community at Rome. He was writing to his fellow Bishops and Priests. He was not writing to every male Christian at Rome, nor was he writing to every man, women, and child at Rome. The Church is, always has been, and always will be, led by ordained men. Ordination is not merely the capability to dispense the Sacraments. It is itself a Sacrament that remakes men in the image of Christ, so that they can take a Christ-like role (which otherwise would be beyond their reach) in the Body of Christ. Paul wrote 'brothers' because he was writing to ordained male leaders of the Church at Rome. 
Today the interpretation of the Epistles is that they apply to the Church as a whole, even though they were originally addressed to the ordained male leaders of the Christian community at Rome, or were addressed to individuals, such as Titus or Timothy. But the text must still reflect the original meaning and intent, for Sacred Scripture has many levels of meaning. 

e) The many levels of meaning in Sacred Scripture are harmed by the inclusive language approach, which deliberately discards plainly stated meaning, as well as meanings that are less readily apparent, in order to conform to the false teachings of a modern secular sinful society. 

f) Many male references actually do include females in their meaning, but these are properly left as male references by the example of Christ. 
And Jesus said to them, “The sons of this age marry and are given in marriage.... and are sons of God, being sons of the resurrection.” (Luke 20:34, 36). 
Now men marry, but women are given in marriage. Therefore, Jesus was referring to women as well as men, when he said 'the sons of this age,' and 'sons of God,' and 'sons of the resurrection.' Here Christ gives us an example whereby male references are used to refer to both men and women. Christ spoke in this way, not because the society around him required it, but because He Himself wills that groups of men, women, and children be led by men. The use of a male reference to refer to a group than includes both genders indicates the role of men as leaders. For example, 'mankind,' or 'he became man,' or the pronoun 'he' used even when the person referred to is unknown (being possibly male or female). 

The CPDV 
The Catholic Public Domain Version of the Bible is a new translation, currently in progress, which rejects the inclusive language approach in favor of accurately translating the meaning and the gender of the source text. A word that means 'sons' is translated as 'sons,' not as 'children' or 'people.' References to the female gender (e.g. the Book of Wisdom presents wisdom personified as female) are also translated intact.


How "Inclusive Language" came to the Liturgy - ICEL’s Strategies for "Shaping English Liturgy"
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We might imagine that the days of feminist-inspired "inclusive language" in scriptural and liturgical texts would be numbered now that the Holy See has turned back ICEL (International Commission on English in the Liturgy) translations such as the recent Rites of Ordination of Bishops, Presbyters, and Deacons 
(See Vatican Rejects Ordination Ritual Adoremus Dec 1997-Jan 1998); and, especially, since the Holy See has recently put in place interim Norms for the Translation of Biblical Texts for Use in the Liturgy (hereafter "Norms"–
See AB July-Aug 1997).
These Norms quite explicitly exclude some of the worst practices of feminist influenced translators, such as referring to the Holy Spirit as "she" or "it", avoiding the use of "he", "his", or "him" when referring to God or Christ, or systematically translating masculine singular nouns and pronouns by shifting to the plural.

However, there still remain not a few problems connected with "inclusive language", at least one of them being, of course, how to gain acceptance of and secure compliance with the new Norms. These Norms remain far from universally accepted just because Rome has produced them.

Even the debate at the US bishops’ meeting in June 1997 concerning the approval of a new Lectionary text — a text supposedly modified as a compromise in accordance with these same Norms — indicated that some American bishops seem to be far from reconciled to the modification, much less to the elimination, of "inclusive language" in liturgical and scriptural texts.


Archbishop William Levada of San Francisco, one of the authors of the modified, "compromise" Lectionary text that was finally approved by the bishops, continued to claim that the new version was "an updated, inclusive language text". This characterization was sharply disputed by former Liturgy Committee chairman

Bishop Donald Trautman of Erie, Pennsylvania, who declared that the compromise Lectionary text had been "substantially and radically altered, rendering it no longer an inclusive language text".

The substance of this dispute cannot be decided, of course, until the full text of the revised Lectionary is available for more careful examination (Volume One has now been approved by Rome); but it is not without significance that these bishops, both of whom were familiar with the text, were arguing about the degree of "inclusive language" in the revised text, not about the more fundamental question of whether there should be any inclusive language at all in the Church’s liturgical and scriptural texts.

More than that, many bishops seem to have voted for the compromise revision of the Lectionary primarily to avoid further dispute on the issue. The bishops agreed to revisit the Lectionary revision in five years’ time, which certainly indicates that the question is not considered closed. As

Archbishop Elden Curtiss of Omaha argued, at least the compromise text represented "some attempt at inclusive language, some improvements". He added: "In five years there will be at least a chance to try to improve the text".


Cardinal Bernard Law of Boston expressed his sympathy with "those who have spoken of feeling angst, given where we find ourselves". Acceptance of the compromise text, even provisionally, would put the bishops "in a better position" with the Holy See in future negotiations, according to Cardinal Law. Plainly, the idea of future negotiations on inclusive language has not been ruled out.

And if this is what many of the bishops are still thinking and saying, we do not need much imagination to guess what most professional liturgists and scripture scholars are saying.

In short, the long-running dispute in the Church concerning inclusive language is not over yet. The Vatican’s Norms for the translation of Scripture texts do reflect a view that inclusive language inevitably distorts the Church’s faith and doctrine, in addition to the inelegance and even grossness and clumsiness it necessarily introduces into the Church’s liturgy, worship, and lectio sacra. Nevertheless there surely remains a long way to go before the principles enunciated in the Norms, excellent as they are, will be respected and followed in the United States as a matter of course. At present there is resentment at the Vatican’s "interference" in matters of English liturgical translation.

How did this whole vexed question of "inclusive language" come to loom so large in the Church, or get fastened so securely in the minds of so many of our leaders, scholars, and experts, many of whom persist in believing there is a pastoral need for inclusive language even in the face of evidence that the faithful largely do not like and do not want it?

The answer to this question lies at least in part in the power and influence that radical feminist ideology exerts in our society generally. Many leaders in the Church seem to have uncritically taken in feminist ideas and imperatives almost with the air that they breathe; and hence neither argument nor evidence — nor even the authority of the Holy See — any longer avails to dislodge from their minds the conviction that inclusive language is "needed".

In view of all this, it is worth taking a concrete look at how inclusive language came to be accepted and promoted in liturgical translations in English.


ICEL (International Commission on English in the Liturgy) Shapes the Language of Liturgy
The story of how inclusive language actually got into liturgical translations in English is not without interest. Even some of its critics are probably largely unaware of how inclusive language came to be adopted by the International Commission on English in the Liturgy (ICEL), the group that has been responsible for most English-language liturgical texts since the Second Vatican Council.

The story is told in one of the contributions to the volume published by ICEL in 1990, Shaping English Liturgy. Edited by long-time ICEL members Peter C. Finn and James M. Schellman, the book was published by the Pastoral Press in Washington, DC, in honor of South African

Archbishop Denis Hurley, who for many years was chairman of ICEL’s Episcopal Board. The volume remains an invaluable source book for anyone attempting to understand the views of the group which has produced most of the liturgical texts in English.

This "shaping" of the liturgy in English has not been the result of any secret conspiracy, by the way, contrary to what some Catholics might sometimes be tempted to believe. The process that was followed has been candidly, indeed, proudly, laid out, in this book, among other places, for anyone who is interested in discovering how we got to where we are in English-speaking lands, liturgically speaking.

The fact that ICEL has adopted inclusive language is adverted to by a number of the contributors to the volume. Always, when this subject is alluded to, it is simply taken for granted that there no longer could be any liturgy in English in our society which did not employ inclusive language. This assumption is never seriously argued or demonstrated. It has simply become part of the conventional wisdom in these circles. ICEL quite naturally adopted it, one of the author’s notes, because of what he calls "the androcentric character of English usage as a reflection of the androcentric nature of society in which women have been treated less equally as a rule".

The tale of how ICEL came to adopt inclusive language is recounted by a man who describes himself as "a participant in the work of ICEL on inclusive language from 1977 to 1987". He is

Dr. J. Frank Henderson, identified in a biographical note as an active liturgist who has been chairman of Canada’s National Council for the Liturgy and editor of the National Bulletin on Liturgy north of the border. During his tenure with ICEL, he has been a member both of the organization’s Advisory Board and of that Board’s subcommittees on translations and on "discriminatory language".

Dr. Henderson’s general orientation on issues can perhaps best be summarized by the following sentence: "The Holy Spirit has been rediscovered in Western theology, and it is now appreciated that our tradition has applied both feminine gender and feminine images to the Spirit".

Whose tradition, one might well ask? "Applied" by whom? "Appreciated" by whom? How — one might equally well wonder — can "feminine gender and feminine images" be predicated of the Spirit that "came upon" Mary (Lk 1:35) in order that she might conceive?

It is most disconcerting that such a basic misunderstanding of the Christian revelation could be held by a "liturgical expert" who is an integral part of the team placed in charge of the translation of the official texts of the Church’s worship. It is true that Dr. Henderson wrote this particular sentence concerning the supposed "feminine gender and feminine images" that could be applied to the Holy Spirit years before the Holy See expressly excluded precisely such ideas in one of its Norms for translation. Nevertheless, it is still disturbing — and it shows why the Norms were necessary.


ICEL and Inclusive Language
The chapter contributed by Dr. Henderson to Shaping English Liturgy, entitled "ICEL and Inclusive Language," informs us that "ICEL has consciously and intentionally implemented principles of inclusive language since l975". This was a full decade before the American bishops, for example, attempted to institute the use of "inclusive language" officially (e.g., recommendations in various drafts of their pastoral letter on "women’s concerns"). During this time, ICEL was able to institutionalize the use of inclusive language in its liturgical translations, not only in the face of continuing skepticism or even opposition of some of the English speaking bishops’ conferences.

In fact, ICEL’s success in promoting inclusive language provides a classic example of how an entrenched, permanent bureaucracy, even a relatively small one, can implement its agenda, regardless of the actions or intentions of its supposed leaders — in the case of the ICEL, precisely the national bishops’ conferences of English-speaking countries, whose approval is required for the texts ICEL produces.

There is really not very much mystery about how bureaucracies do this: they stay focused on their objectives. Bureaucrats are careful never to lose sight of their ultimate agenda even in the face of setbacks, which usually turn out to be temporary. When the governing boards or entities with oversight over the bureaucracy in question vote down a particular initiative, the bureaucrats simply switch to another related initiative, meanwhile holding their first in readiness to be re-introduced at a more auspicious moment. Once inclusive language was adopted as a principal ICEL agenda item, it became just a matter of tactics, timing, and persistence before all the various bishops’ conferences would invariably end up acceding to what ICEL wanted.

Thus, for years, according to Henderson’s own account, the ICEL staff promoted isolated changes to ICEL’s original translations in order to make them more "inclusive". These piecemeal changes were often opposed, not only by the English-speaking bishops’ conferences, but even by the ICEL’s own Episcopal Board and Advisory Committee. 
The staff people just kept on trying anyway, as Henderson’s narrative shows. This persistence eventually succeeded in convincing just about everybody in ecclesiastical circles that "inclusive language" in English-language liturgy is necessary.

As Henderson describes it, the first step in this process was taken in August, 1975, when the ICEL Advisory Committee was persuaded to make an organizational commitment to the use of inclusive language. This commitment was couched in the following words:

The Advisory Committee recognized the necessity in all future translations and revisions to avoid words which ignore the place of women in the Christian community altogether or which seem to relegate women to a secondary role.


Shifting the Paradigms
The language employed here is indicative of ICEL’s basic working assumptions: standard English "ignores the place of women", presumably if women are not specifically mentioned; or "seems to relegate" women to a secondary role, regardless of the genius of the language in question, or of the intention of those who use it. Principles based on this assumption miss the essential point that standard generic English usage, as it has been universally used and understood by speakers of English for approximately the last one thousand years, in certain well-understood contexts already includes women — and children too for that matter. Standard English does not "relegate" anyone to any place, except in the minds of aggrieved feminists and those influenced by them.

All that is necessary to verify that the generic use of the word "man" (and related pronouns and cognates) is still valid in English speech and writing, and, indeed, could not intelligibly not be valid, is to look up "man" in any standard dictionary of the English language. Even after decades of relentless feminist pressure, all English dictionaries without exception still list "human being" as one of the meanings of "man". It is not true, as feminists claim, that the word "man" is generally understood as referring only to males.

Dr. Henderson avers that ICEL’s 1975 statement of commitment to the use of "inclusive language" became "the benchmark of all further ICEL work on liturgical texts". He remarks that neither the origins of the 1975 statement, nor the discussions which surrounded the adoption of this "benchmark" by the ICEL Administrative Committee, have been preserved for the record. He adds, significantly: "It is of interest that this commitment to the use of inclusive language preceded precise definition of the issue, extensive study of principles, analysis of texts, or formulation of possible courses of action".

In other words, the ICEL experts adopted "inclusive language" essentially because they wanted to. Apparently, they did not see any need of definition, study, analysis, or other work which would justify their opinions. They knew what they wanted; feminist ideology alone provided the rationale. Study and analysis came later — and predictably reached the desired conclusion that "inclusive language" in the liturgy was necessary and proper.

That this ICEL commitment to inclusive language was based on feminist ideology alone, and not on any real and verifiable changes in English usage, is indicated by subsequent ICEL statements Henderson quotes, statements made in connection with ICEL’s study of the question after the fact.


Tactic of Intimidation
In a policy adopted by the ICEL’s Advisory Committee [AC] in November, 1977, for example, the notion that the normal use of standard English entails discrimination against certain segments of the population is simply asserted. ICEL evidently assumes what it should have been obliged to prove. Justifying its "inclusivist" policy, the statement says that "the AC considers the issues of sexist, racial, and anti-Semitic discrimination to be of particular urgency".

Now in our contemporary "politically correct" atmosphere, the loaded term "sexist", like its companion term "racist", is almost always deliberately intended to intimidate and to elicit, if not actual guilt, then at the very least nervousness about possible accusations of guilt for acquiescence in today’s sins of racism or "sexism". Use of these charged terms almost always secures immediate immunity from criticism for those who use them to describe others, because nearly everyone today is fearful of being charged with possible "discrimination".

How an organization established to translate liturgical texts from Latin into English became involved with racial or sexual discrimination may seem puzzling; but the fact that the ICEL did get involved, and adopts concepts such as "sexism", clearly indicates that ICEL basically accepts the coinage of feminist ideology, a radical ideology of the political left which grew out of the radical counter-cultural movement of the 1960s.

It has been claimed that "inclusive language" must be enforced as a simple matter of justice for women. But the idea of "inclusive language" is a highly artificial construct which has been consistently and systematically promoted by an organized ideological movement for the past thirty years. Feminism has proved to be very strong in secular society, of course, where no Gospel truths stand in the way of its adoption.

How feminism can be thought compatible with a Church that appeals to the Gospel, however, is one of those contemporary mysteries that has not yet found a satisfactory explanation. Ideological feminism consciously reduces human relationships to power relationships; the feminists in the Church make no bones about wanting the "power" which they believe bishops and the priests unfairly possess; yet it often seems to be the bishops and the priests who seem least critical of the hostility that is nevertheless directed squarely towards them and their functions in the Church.


English Declared a "Failure" for Women
Still other similar statements quoted by Dr. Henderson continue to assume what still needs to be shown, namely, that mere language usage actually does "discriminate". 
A 1980 ICEL Advisory Committee statement, for example, speaks of "the failure of much liturgical and theological language adequately to recognize the presence of women". This "failure", the statement declares, "seems effectively to exclude them from full and integral participation in the life of the Church".

If this claim were true, then it would seem that women have not "participated" in the life of the Church for a couple of millennia now — presumably until modern radical feminism came along in our day to demand their "full participation". This will no doubt come as a very great surprise to a huge number of Catholic women today — surely the vast majority of them, in fact — just as it would have been as great a surprise to any previous generation of Catholic women, including especially the canonized saints among them.

Such are the assumptions which feminist ideology brings to discussions of the Church’s liturgy and worship. We might have imagined that merely to state such ideology-driven propositions would have sufficed to effect their instant refutation and rejection by the Church. However, in today’s world so much under the sway of feminist ideology, at least for the moment, such statements actually pass muster in policy documents of the Catholic Church’s English-translation agency and form the basis of the "inclusive-language" policy ICEL has been following since 1975 and is still trying to follow.


ICEL’s "Guidelines"
In his account Dr. Henderson describes how ICEL steadily continued to promote "inclusive language" even though a survey of the English-speaking bishops’ conferences conducted by ICEL in 1976 revealed that there were no complaints about standard English generic usage in the liturgy — except a for a few in the United States and Canada. The ICEL staffers refused to be discouraged even when several pro-"inclusive-language" papers commissioned by the organization in 1977, in order to "educate" (Henderson’s word) the ICEL Advisory Committee, were actually rejected by that committee. Not to worry: He writes, "By challenging the Advisory Committee and going beyond what it as a body was able to agree with at the time, its members were helped to progress further in this area" (emphasis added).

The ICEL staff were apparently quite adept at "going beyond" what their Episcopal Board or Advisory Committee was "able to agree with at the time". Dr. Henderson comments about other recommendations that were rejected, and at one point he writes that "the subcommittee’s recommendations were never adopted explicitly, but only implicitly through acceptance of the final subcommittee report. "However", he adds, "they have been extensively implemented in practice (emphasis added).

What were intended by ICEL to be definitive "Guidelines for Non-Discriminatory Language in Liturgy" drafted in l978 were not approved as an official ICEL statement at first. But then, after discussion and revision, these Guidelines were approved for "circulation", accompanied by an introduction and questions, as what Dr. Henderson calls "a tentative or interim document".

In the peculiar world of liturgical translations, however, "interim documents" approved only for "circulation" apparently have a way of becoming permanent. In this case, what emerged in 1980 was an ICEL "Green Book" (draft) containing an introduction, the full texts for all Eucharistic prayers then approved re-translated by ICEL using inclusive language, a Statement of Principles, and a bibliography. The original "tentative" and "interim" Guidelines evidently became the Statement of Principles in this Green Book.1
However "tentative" all this was originally supposed to be, the "inclusive language" Eucharistic prayers in this Green Book have apparently not been approved by Rome to this day. It nevertheless appears that the Statement of Principles in question, now entitled "The Problem of Exclusive Language with Regard to Women", has governed everything the ICEL has done since 1980.

This Statement of Principles is quite definite in rejecting out-of-hand what continues in the English-speaking world to be standard usage. "It is no longer acceptable to use this type of language in liturgical texts", the Statement declares flatly. It says a number of other things about the absolute need for inclusive language in the liturgy in English today, and even goes so far as to hold that such passages from sacred Scripture as found in Ephesians 5 and Colossians 3, which preach "subjection of wives to husbands" "may have to be deleted from liturgical use" (emphasis added).

We cannot but wonder how ICEL, an entity set up to translate liturgical texts, reached the point where it could presume to 
excise texts of Scripture from the official worship of the Church.2
Dr. Henderson’s account, published in 1990, does not describe ICEL’s most recent projects, such as revision of the Order of Marriage or other works in progress.

It is not clear, either, that the 1980 Statement of Principles for "inclusive language" has official status, or that it was ever endorsed as such by any English-speaking bishops’ conference. It would certainly appear to go well beyond what the US bishops did approve in the Criteria for the Evaluation of Inclusive Language Translations of Scriptural Texts Proposed for Liturgical Use, adopted in November 1990.

What seems to be clear, though, is that ICEL has consistently followed in its translation work the principles enunciated in this 1980 Statement. Entire liturgical books have thus been translated in this way, approved, and are now in use: e.g., The Order of Funerals issued in 1985, ICEL’s The Psalter and Psalms for Morning and Evening Prayer, published by Liturgy Training Publications (Archdiocese of Chicago) in 1995. Furthermore, the entire revised Roman Missal (Sacramentary), which now awaits approval by the Vatican, appears to have been re-translated following the 1980 principles.

It is far from clear, at present, that ICEL’s "non discriminatory" translation principles have been effectively superseded by the Holy See’s Norms applied to the last revision of the proposed new translation of the Lectionary, or by the principles enunciated in the September 1997 letter of the Congregation for Divine Worship rejecting the ICEL revision of the ordination ritual that had been approved by the us bishops’ Administrative Committee in March 1996. [See
Vatican Rejects Ordination Ritual, Adoremus Dec 1997-Jan 1998.] 
In any case, it is clear that the message has not penetrated to many of those who produce texts for use in the liturgy, as a glance at the lyrics of many hymns and very recent prayerbooks using the ICEL "inclusivized" Psalms and prayers strikingly reveal.

We can hope that most American bishops approved the "inclusivized" liturgical texts more out of resignation than conviction. Although it is by now apparent that Rome will look more carefully and critically at ICEL’s proposals for revised translations than a majority of the American bishops did, it is still a cause for dismay that such strategies as ICEL employed could ever have convinced so many American bishops that "inclusivism" is an "urgent pastoral need" for the Church’s official liturgy and worship.

Reflecting on ICEL’s process of "inclusivizing" the language of liturgy, we very seriously hope for a more reliable means of producing liturgical translations in the English language for the Catholic Church.

Kenneth D. Whitehead is co-author of Flawed Expectations: The Reception of the Catechism of the Catholic Church 
(Ignatius, 1995), which contains a chapter on the original inclusive-language mistranslation of the Catechism. 1.

Editor’s Note:
Sister Kathleen Hughes mentions ICEL’s 1980 "inclusive language guidelines" in her essay "Original Texts: Beginnings, Present Projects, Guidelines", also in Shaping English Liturgy. Her essay includes ICEL’s guidelines for composition of original texts (not translations) for the collects and other prayers, including No. 14:

"The prayers should use inclusive language and avoid the use of language which may discriminate on sexist, racist, clericalist, or anti-Semitic grounds". (pp. 279, 280)

Sister Kathleen, who teaches liturgy at the Catholic Theological Union in Chicago, served on ICEL’s Advisory Committee from 1980-87, and was chairman of ICEL’s subcommittee on original texts, states that the ad hoc subcommittee on discriminatory language developed an inclusive language policy. ICEL’s guidelines on inclusive language may be found in
Eucharistic Prayers, a study booklet incorporating inclusive language into the nine approved eucharistic prayers and including a statement of ICEL’s inclusive language rationale. The source is Eucharistic Prayers: For Study and Comment by the Bishops of the Member and Associate Member Countries of the International Commission on English in the Liturgy, Washington: ICEL, 1980, pp. 63-67. 2

Editor’s Note: In her essay in Shaping English Liturgy, "Some Criteria for the Choice of Scripture Texts in the Roman Lectionary", Sister Eileen Schuller, OSU, gives ICEL’s rationale for excluding from the Lectionary Scripture texts feminists find objectionable. She asks, "Are there grounds for omitting such texts which are either misogynist either in and of themselves of liable to be interpreted as such?" In a footnote Sister Eileen states that "Many contemporary unofficial translations of the Lectionary have suggested substituting other passages for those texts that are offensive to many women", and gives examples of "lectionaries" which have used this principle.

Sister Kathleen Hughes (see note 1 supra) is a co-author of Silent Voices, Sacred Lives: Women’s Readings for the Liturgical Year, published by Paulist in 1992.

The Bishops, the Bible and Liturgical Language
http://cba.cua.edu/clif.htm 
The Catholic Biblical Association of America
By Richard J. Clifford, S.J., First published in America*, May 27, 1995, pp. 12-16. *A very liberal Jesuit magazine
In 1991 the Roman Catholic bishops of the United States approved for liturgical use the New Revised Standard Version of the Bible (NRSV) and the revised psalter of the New American Bible (NAB). Both use inclusive language for human beings. The bishops then forwarded them to Rome for approval. Little did they realize that this would set in motion a vigorous campaign to discredit their decision. In 1994 the Congregation of the Doctrine of the Faith withdrew the approval given to the translations by the Congregation for Divine Worship in 1992 on the grounds that some of the inclusive language was incompatible with Roman Catholic theological tradition. The bishops have appealed the decision and the case is now pending.

Here is a sample of the objections. 1) Mother Angelica, chair of the board of Eternal Word Television Network, commented in a recent telecast on the Our Father, "See--our dear Lord put first things first in this marvelous prayer. I must honor God as my personal Father--that is why inclusive language is so satanic. Inclusive language is satanic! Only Satan wants to destroy the name of Father and Son and man [sic]."

2) The Rev. Joseph Fessio, an American Jesuit and the editor of Catholic World Report, on the basis of the NAB psalter translation of the original singular in Ps. 1:1 by an inclusive plural ("Happy those [rather than the man] who do not follow the counsel of the wicked") concluded that the Christological reference in the psalm had been obscured and charged that "it is now the U.S. bishops themselves, through their official organ the C.C.D., who are depriving their flock of the Christ of the Psalms" (Catholic World Report, February 1994, p. 64).

3) Another American Jesuit, Father Paul Mankowski, a graduate student in Semitic Languages at Harvard University and instructor at the Pontifical Biblical Institute in Rome, is cited by Inside the Vatican (January 1995, p. 47) as believing that the only precedents for such sweeping language alterations are political, like the insistence on the unisex word "citizen" in the French Revolution, "comrade" in the Bolshevik revolution, and the dropping of Lei in favor of Voi for personal address under Mussolini. The same publication regards Father Mankowski as "one of the key Roman players in this unfolding drama."
I will argue in support of the American bishops and against the objections just cited: 1) Mother Angelica fails to make a key distinction between vertical and horizontal inclusive language; 2) the patristic interpretation of Psalm 1 does not support Father Fessio's criticism of the bishops; 3) Father Mankowski's making inclusive language a purely political issue runs counter to important evidence that it is primarily a cultural and linguistic issue. Before demonstrating these assertions, however, I must provide background on two points: 1) the changing ideal of Bible translation in our century; 2) certain ambiguities in the English language that are acutely felt today. The discussion has implications beyond biblical translations, for the campaign against the NRSV and NAB is part of a larger one against inclusive language in the Catechism of the Catholic Church and in the work of the International Committee on English in the Liturgy (ICEL).

THE BACKGROUND

The Changing Ideal of Biblical Translation. 
Literalistic translation of the Bible, exemplified by St. Jerome's Vulgate in the late fourth century and the Reformers' vernacular bibles, is no longer the only ideal. James Moffatt in the 1920's and E. J. Goodspeed in the 1930's broke decisively with Bible English; people give "their right hands in friendship" instead of "the right hand of fellowship" (Gal. 2:9) and are urged to "clothe themselves with the new self" rather than "with the new man" (Eph. 4:24). English translations since then have ranged widely, from literalistic (in which Hebrew and Greek idiom dominate) to free (in which English idiom dominates). With the new translations has come critical theory that is both linguistic and communicative. According to the new theories, translators are to strive for functional (or dynamic) equivalents and must be extremely sensitive to nuances in the receptor language. Eugene Nida, translation consultant for the American bible Society, gives two examples of inexactness in common biblical terms in English: "to justify" connotes "to make something questionable appear right" rather than "to put in a right relationship to God"; "grace" is a pleasing appearance, a girl's name, or a period of time before one pays a bill rather than kindness or goodness. Another example is man in American English, which ordinarily means an adult male human being. In short, accuracy in modern Bible translation has come to mean awareness of how a biblical word or phrase is communicated in the receptor language.

Ambiguities in the English language. 
The two chief English-language problems affecting inclusive language are the ambiguous meaning of man and grammatical concord in the pronoun system. Here I draw from Dennis Baron, Grammar and Gender (Yale Univ. Press, 1986) and the Oxford English Dictionary (OED, 1908). Man in all the Germanic languages has the two-fold meaning "human being" and "adult male human being," a situation creating the potential for ambiguity. All the Germanic languages except English transferred the original generic sense of man to a new word, e.g., Mensch in German and Dutch, thereby freeing man in these languages to mean "adult male human being." There is no doubt that man was a gender-neutral noun in early stages of English, but some disagreement exists whether the meaning of man in Modern English, which never developed a derived generic, has been in any way restricted to minimize ambiguous reference. The OED claims that man in the sense of "human being" had become obsolete by the nineteenth century except in specified contexts such as indefinite or abstract use without the definite article.

Baron summarizes the lexical evidence. "Lacking a comprehensive frequency study, we cannot assess with any accuracy just what the present state of the use of man may be. Since many people sought an alternative like people or human being long before general man became a feminist issue, it might not be too hazardous to agree with the OED that for most of us it has been some time since there was a pair of men in paradise. Despite pronouncements to the contrary, the range of generic man seems to be shrinking, even within the literary/proverbial registers where it is most likely to occur. And in ordinary language its range is even more limited, as speakers continue to avoid generic man in favor of person..., human, individual, indefinite you, even guy and fellow" (p. 150).

The second linguistic problem arises from the fact, first noticed by Robert Lowth in 1762, that grammatical concord in English is not, as in many other languages, between adjectives and nouns but in the pronoun system, specifically in the third person singular, which must agree with the noun for which it stands. In theory, pronoun agreement could be handled four ways in English: 
1. Everyone loves their mother.
2. Everyone loves his or her mother.
3. Everyone loves her mother.
4. Everyone loves his mother.
Of the above possibilities, No. 2 is awkward, No. 3 excludes men, and Nos. 1 and 4 compete. No. 1 preserves gender concord but not number concord, and No. 4 preserves number concord but not gender concord. He therefore is not always accurate as the common pronoun, for it does not always preserve gender concord. For this reason, some distinguished English writers, among them Joseph Addison, Jane Austen, Henry Fielding, Lord Chesterfield, John Ruskin and Sir Walter Scott, have resolved the problem of gender concord by singular they. The practice is defended by OED (1908!) as sometimes necessary. Though professional writers have been dissatisfied with the ambiguity of he, most people made do with the unresolved ambivalence until the 1970's when the feminist movement made inclusive language a general issue. These historically unresolved ambiguities in the language explain why native speakers may alternate between inclusive and non-inclusive language. The fact does not indicate inclusive language is simply political but merely that speakers tend to be as exact as the situation requires, and situations vary.

RESPONSES TO THE THREE OBJECTIONS

1. One must distinguish between horizontal and vertical inclusive language.
Mother Angelica need not fear the loss of the title "Father" for God, since the bishops' Criteria for the Evaluation of Inclusive Language Translations of Scriptural Texts Proposed for Liturgical Use distinguishes between language referring to the People of God, Israel, and the Christian community (No. 14), as "horizontal," and language naming God, the persons of the Trinity and the church (No. 25), as "vertical." Different criteria apply to the two categories.

References to people in biblical translations must be as inclusive as a good translation permits, e.g., 1 Pt. 2:4 RSV "[Christ] rejected by men" becomes in NRSV, "rejected by mortals." Greek anthrþpois means here "human beings = men and women"; "men" communicates inexactly. Some biblical kinship terms, e.g., brothers, sons, forefathers, must be carefully translated when they refer to men and women. Hebrew a means "brother" and "blood relation," "companion," "fellow member of the tribe," "one from the same country" (the second group may refer to women). Hebrew bþn has several meanings besides male offspring, including "member of a class" as in "sons of Israel" = Israelites (male and female). "Forefathers" is inaccurate for ab“t when the word refers, as it often does, to female as well as male ancestors. To justify horizontal translation, the bishops invoke the principle of respect for the equal baptismal dignity of men and women in the liturgical assembly. Women as well as men are equally members of God's people and should hear themselves addressed in the assembly.
Empirical research on language supports the bishops' principle. Mary Crawford and Roger Chaffin summarize some of it: "...`generic' masculine language is ambiguous and is interpreted differently by men and women. When both men and women read the word he, a male interpretation (the default value) initially predominates. But if women are not to exclude themselves from what they read, they must do additional mental processing to transform the initial literal interpretation into one that includes them. Thus, they suppress male imagery associated with he and avoid its generic use (and the necessity for the transformation process) when writing." ("The Reader's Construction of Meaning: Cognitive Research on Gender and Comprehension," in Gender and Reading [eds. E. A. Flynn and P. P. Schweikart: Johns Hopkins Univ. Press, 1986] 16). In short, men and women hear the same words differently ad process them differently.

For vertical inclusive language, language referring to God, the bishops take a different tack. They recognize that Israel, unlike its neighbors, did not attribute gender to God (Hos. 11:10). Introducing feminine references to God in Bible translations for the sake of equality, e.g., "father-mother" for "father," runs the risk of attributing gender to God and undoing the biblical portrait of God. It goes without saying that preachers and theologians should develop the feminine imagery of God's actions, e.g., Hos. 11:4; Is. 42:14; 49:15; Mt. 23:37, and the role of personified Wisdom in Proverbs 8, Sirach 24, and in the New Testament image of Christ.

2) Patristic and Ecclesiastic Usage Should Not Ordinarily Determine Translation. 
Father Fessio's citation of Psalm 1 shows clearly why patristic usage should not determine biblical translation. A Christological explanation (requiring the singular "Happy the man" in v. 1) is not the majority patristic interpretation; the Fathers are all over the lot on their interpretation. One can reasonably argue that the translation man here obscures the psalm's universal applicability. For some Old Testament passages, the bishops urge special care in translating "so that the Christological meaning is not lost" (including the Servant Songs of Isaiah 42 and 53, Psalms 2 and 110 and the Son of Man passage in Daniel 7), but the list is short.

What should determine translation is the literal sense of Scripture itself. The literal sense is "that which has been expressed directly by the inspired human authors. Since it is the fruit of inspiration, this sense is also intended by God. One arrives at this sense by means of a careful analysis of the text, within its literary and historical concerns" (The Interpretation of the Bible in the Church, II.B.1, a 1993 document of the Pontifical Biblical Commission; so also Catechism of the Catholic Church No. 116). The literal sense is thus the basis of patristic and traditional interpretation, not the other way round. Patristic tradition is extremely important; but it belongs in the notes, not in the translation.

Opponents of inclusive translations often invoke the ancient axiom lex orandi lex credendi, "the law of praying is the law of faith," to impose a translation on the basis of ecclesiastical tradition. Ironically, they use the axiom in a way diametrically opposite to the intention of its coiner, Prosper of Aquitaine (d. ca. 463). The full and accurate form is ut legem credendi lex statuat supplicandi, "that the law of praying determine the law of believing." As liturgists like Paul De Clerck point out (Studia Liturgica 24 [1994] 178-200), Prosper argued from the command (lex) implied in 1 Tim. 2:1 ("I ask that supplications, prayers, petitions and thanksgivings be offered for everyone") as an argument against the semi- Pelagians: Scripture says that everyone stands in total need of God's grace. In short, Scripture determines church usage-- not the other way round.

3. Inclusive Translation is Primarily a Cultural and Linguistic, Rather Than a Political Phenomenon.
The best evidence against Father Mankowski's reductionism has already been presented under "Background" above, the changed ideal of English Bible translation and the history of the language. To say the issue is purely political is to imply that all the publishers, editors, and station managers who have developed inclusive language guidelines are dupes in a scheme to impose on a quarter of a billion people the dialect of a radical feminist cadre! Inclusive language is part of North American culture. In Canada, where the NRSV has been the lectionary text for over two years, the bishops' liturgy committee received a mere half-dozen letters of inquiry prior to the outbreak of controversy last fall. The Interpretation of the Bible in the Church regards translation as an aspect of inculturation: "The passage from one language to another necessarily involves a change of cultural context; concepts are not identical and symbols have a different meaning, for they come up against other traditions of thought and other ways of life" (IV.B).

PRACTICAL EFFECTS

Church life in the United States has been affected by the dispute over language more profoundly than might appear at first sight. First, on the practical level, there are no lectionaries left in print (apart from a loose-leaf version). In the three-year delay of approval, publishers' stocks have been exhausted. Further, there is no approved inclusive psalter, though women's congregations have long sought one. The revised NAB psalter fits the bill but is held up in Rome. Unofficial inclusive editions are increasingly being used, but they have not been done in accord with the bishops' carefully developed Criteria. Second, many Roman Catholic women, especially those in full-time ministry in a priest-short church, are asking what is being communicated to them, first by the non-inclusive translation of the Catechism in 1994 and now by the withdrawal of an inclusive lectionary. Thirdly, the legitimate authority of the U.S. bishops to decide on translations for the liturgy has been called into question. The committees of the National Conference of Catholic Bishops dealing with language in the liturgy are largely staffed by bishops with terminal degrees in biblical studies and long experience in teaching. Bishops celebrate the liturgy in diverse settings and are well able to gauge the effectiveness of biblical texts to communicate to American congregations. Why, people ask, is their judgment on liturgical translations not accepted?

If the arguments presented in this article have any validity, there are no good reasons why the U.S. bishops' approval of the NRSV and NAB for liturgical use should not be immediately ratified in Rome. The Catholic Church in the United States needs both versions of the Bible.

Readers of AMERICA will ask, given the identity of some opponents of inclusive translation, where the Society of Jesus stands on the question of women in the church and inclusive translation. The answer is clear. The Jesuits' 34th General Congregation, made up of delegates from all over the world, promulgated in March 1995 a document titled "Jesuits and the Situation of Women in Church and Civil Society." Echoing the call of John Paul II "to make the essential equality of women a lived reality," the Congregation specified ways in which Jesuits might respond. Two are relevant for our topic: "a pedagogy that does not drive a further wedge between men and women" and "use of appropriately inclusive language in speech and official documents."

Richard J. Clifford, S.J., has taught Old Testament at Weston Jesuit School of Theology for over twenty-five years. He is a former editor of The Catholic Biblical Quarterly, past president of The Catholic Biblical Association, a translator of The New American Bible, and a participant in the January 1995 consultation in Rome on inclusive language.

Musicam Sacram 
MUSICAM SACRAM-INSTRUCTION ON MUSIC IN THE LITURGY PAUL VI MARCH 5, 1967
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/MUSICAM_SACRAM_AND_COMPILED_INFORMATION_ON_SACRED_MUSIC.doc
EXTRACTS from http://ephesians-511.net/docs/MUSICAM_SACRAM_AND_COMPILED_INFORMATION_ON_SACRED_MUSIC.doc
Buried Treasure - Can the Church recover her musical heritage? Part IV of V
http://www.adoremus.org/0701buriedtreasure.html EXTRACT
By Susan Benofy, Adoremus Bulletin Online Edition - Vol. VII, No. 5-6: July-August 2001
Shortly after Place of Music in Eucharistic Celebrations (PMEC) was written, the Music Advisory Board ceased to exist. A new organization was formed in 1969, the Federation of Diocesan Liturgical Commissions (FDLC). This group, whose members are officials of diocesan worship offices, is officially recognized by the Bishops' Committee on the Liturgy (BCL), and two of its officers are ex officio advisors to the Committee. A music committee of this group revised PMEC. Their revision was issued in 1972 as "Music in Catholic Worship" (MCW). Like PMEC, this is a statement of the BCL only, and was not presented for a vote of the entire conference. As was the case with PMEC, MCW is usually presented as if its provisions were liturgical law, though it is only a committee statement. MCW retains the threefold judgment and PMEC's assertions that all but a few specified parts of the Mass are "secondary". A new edition of this document, revised mainly for "inclusive" language, was issued in 1983.
Buried Treasure - Can the Church recover her musical heritage? Part V of V
http://www.adoremus.org/0901BenofyBT5.html EXTRACT
By Susan Benofy, Adoremus Bulletin Online Edition - Vol. VII, No. 6: September 2001

One translation of the Psalms approved for liturgical use in the US is the 1963 version of the "Grail Psalter". An "inclusive language" revision of the original version was proposed to the bishops in 1983, but it failed to get the requisite two-thirds vote. […]
Ten years later, another proposal to approve the Grail Psalter (Inclusive Language Version) for liturgical use in the dioceses of the United States again failed to receive the necessary two-thirds vote of the bishops. 
An "inclusive language" version of the Psalter and Canticles produced by ICEL in 1994 was forbidden for use in the liturgy by the Holy See in 1996, and its imprimatur was removed in 1998. Because it was still being used for liturgy in some communities, in early 2000 the Congregation for Divine Worship ordered it withdrawn from distribution.
Hymns, Hymnals, Composers, and Choir Schools: Philadelphia’s Historic Contributions to Catholic Liturgical Music
http://www.adoremus.org/0604LucyCarroll.html EXTRACT
By Lucy E. Carroll, Adoremus Bulletin, Online Edition - June 2004 Vol. X No. 4
In 1976 the International Eucharistic Congress was held in Philadelphia, and the archdiocese commissioned a new hymn: "Gift of Finest Wheat". This hymn is found in many collections today, including the new Presbyterian Hymnal. (To the credit of the archdiocese, it has refused to allow its hymn to be printed with any altering of the text: no "inclusive" language changes, no tampering of any kind.)

Liturgiam Authenticam  
LITURGIAM AUTHENTICAM-FOR THE RIGHT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CONSTITUTION ON THE SACRED LITURGY OF THE SECOND VATICAN COUNCIL CDW MARCH 28, 2001 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/LITURGIAM_AUTHENTICAM_AND_COMPILED_INFORMATION.doc
EXTRACTS from http://ephesians-511.net/docs/LITURGIAM_AUTHENTICAM_AND_COMPILED_INFORMATION.doc
Liturgiam authenticam, Part II 

http://catholicinsight.com/online/features/article_200.shtml EXTRACT
By Fr. Stephen Somerville, Catholic Insight Issue: October 2001

Liturgical norms
About four years ago, Catholic Insight discussed six (then still secret) Vatican "norms" for translating Scripture in the face of feminist "inclusive language" demands. These norms are given in Liturgiam Authenticam (nn. 34-45, as noted above), but the word feminism is not used, rather, "pressure and criticism on ideological or other grounds" (p. 7). 

Liturgiam Authenticam calls for stability and uniformity in the Bible across a language territory (n. 34, 35). Stability will foster memorization of Bible texts, where different interpretations or readings exist; the Latin New-Vulgate Bible is the norm to be followed (n. 37).
Liturgiam Authenticam and the New Vulgate

http://www.americamagazine.org/content/article.cfm?article_id=1123 EXTRACT
By Joseph Jensen OSB, August 13, 2001
Difficulties for inculturation can be seen in the rejection of inclusive language. The arguments of the document seem intended to contradict explicitly the Criteria for the Evaluation of Inclusive Language Translations of Scriptural Texts Proposed for Liturgical Use composed by the bishops’ Joint Committee on Inclusive Language (J.C.I.L.), adopted and promulgated by the N.C.C.B. in 1990. The American bishops said, for example: "Words such as men, sons, brothers...forefathers...which once were understood as inclusive generic terms, today are often understood as referring only to males" (J.C.I.L. Criteria, No. 18). So also the bishops quite accurately stated that "words such as adam, anthropos and homo" in the original languages "actually denote human beings rather than only males" and direct that "English terms that are not gender-specific, such as person, people...should be used in translating these words" (No. 19).

Liturgiam Authenticam, on the other hand, says, "In many languages there exist nouns and pronouns denoting both genders...together in a single term. The insistence that such usage should be changed is not necessarily to be regarded as the effect or the manifestation of an authentic development of the language as such" (No. 30). 
As if to underline its refusal to accept any "development of the language as such," the English translation of Liturgiam Authenticam gives "man’s intellect" in translation of hominis intellectum (No. 28) and "equality of all men" for aequalitatem omnium hominum (No. 29).

Much has already been written on inclusive language, and there is no need to pursue the matter here. The primary interest of this article is the impact of Liturgiam Authenticam on biblical scholarship, an impact that could be substantial and certainly deleterious.

Retrieving "A Treasure of Inestimable Value"
The Bishops' Subcommittee on Music & the Directory of Music for use in Liturgy

http://www.adoremus.org/0306LiturgicalMusic.html EXTRACT
By Susan Benofy, Adoremus Bulletin Online Edition - March 2006 Vol. XII, No. 1

The report says that the Subcommittee applied these theological criteria to a group of twenty "popular liturgical songs" (unnamed). The results from this tiny sampling of songs revealed that God was referred to as "Father" only 10% of the time, and that none of the songs referred to the persons of the Trinity or used a Trinitarian structure. Only 35% referred to Christ. While 55% emphasized the individual believer, 35% emphasized the concerns of the whole Church; and 10% were concerned solely with the praise of God.

Other comments in the report concerned the language of hymns. One of these dealt with "inclusive" language, and noted how such alterations can obscure the theological meaning of a text. For example, in "Sing Praise to Our Creator" the original text said baptized into His grace, but the language was changed to be "vertically inclusive", resulting in baptized in living grace.
God as she
http://oswc.org/stmike/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=411  
January 6, 2005

My son’s religion teacher refers to God as a she because he says that this way the students can question their own boxes that they put God in. That this way it helps them realize that the scriptures use several metaphors for God, "Mother Hen", "Good Shepherd", "Vine and Branches", etc. Jesus, he said, used different images for God that the people of that time were not comfortable with so this way the students can understand the resistance Jesus faced in his time. 
I know that Jesus taught us to pray using "Father" and not mother and He never referred to God as a she. How can I best respond? I feel that by referring to God as a "She" it opens up the door for students to think of God as a goddess. –Henry
I think you need to confront this teacher and perhaps report the teacher to the pastor because to call God "she" is improper and a violation of sound theology at best and flirting with heresy at worst.
To think of God as "Father" is not putting God in our personal box. "Father" is how God has revealed himself to us.

The Catechism states:

203 God revealed himself to his people Israel by making his name known to them. A name expresses a person's essence and identity and the meaning of this person's life. God has a name; he is not an anonymous force. To disclose one's name is to make oneself known to others; in a way it is to hand oneself over by becoming accessible, capable of being known more intimately and addressed personally.

Since God has revealed Himself as "Father", as "He", what kind of arrogance do we have to refer to Him in any other way? For example, what kind of arrogance would I have if I insisted on calling you Henrietta instead of Henry? God did not have to reveal Himself to us, but once He did we need to have respect for that Revelation.

With that said, God is neither male nor female. God transcends the human distinction between the sexes. However, to call God "mother" or "she" is to mess with theology. There are theological reasons for why God refers to Himself as "Father".

The Catechism states:

239 By calling God "Father", the language of faith indicates two main things: that God is the first origin of everything and transcendent authority; and that he is at the same time goodness and loving care for all his children. God's parental tenderness can also be expressed by the image of motherhood, (cf. Isa 66:13; Ps 131:2) which emphasizes God's immanence, the intimacy between Creator and creature. 
The language of faith thus draws on the human experience of parents, who are in a way the first representatives of God for man. But this experience also tells us that human parents are fallible and can disfigure the face of fatherhood and motherhood. We ought therefore to recall that God transcends the human distinction between the sexes. He is neither man nor woman: he is God. He also transcends human fatherhood and motherhood, although he is their origin and standard (cf. Ps 27:10; Eph 3:14; Isa 49:15): no one is father as God is Father.

I would also recommend checking out the article The Goddess Project for some insight into this trend to call God "she."

Cardinal Ratzinger in The Ratzinger Report remarked:

“Christianity is not a philosophical speculation; it is not a construction of our mind. Christianity is not ‘our’ work; it is a Revelation; it is a message that has been consigned to us, and we have no right to reconstruct it as we like or choose. Consequently, we are not authorized to change the Our Father into an Our Mother: the symbolism employed by Jesus is irreversible; it is based on the same Man-God relationship he came to reveal to us.” -Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
God as she
http://oswc.org/stmike/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=434 

January 18, 2005

God did reveal herself to us as Lady Wisdom as well as Father. I find that this is one of the blessings of the mystery of the Trinity that God revealed Him/Herself to us in ways that we may best relate back to Him/Herself. If some people relate better to the female image, is there really a problem? -Mark
God did not reveal Himself in the feminine. God revealed Himself as Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.
How dare we refer to God differently than how He revealed Himself to us? It is patent arrogance as well as a blasphemy to refer to God as "her".

In addition, there are theological reasons for the masculine reference. For example, the male is the progenitor. God the Father is the creator/progenitor of all the universe.

To refer to God as she, when God Himself does not do so and when theology demands otherwise is to form a kind of idolatry -- to make God in our image, to bring Him down to our understanding and preferences. This we cannot do and dare not do. We simply do not have the authority or the right to refer to God differently than He refers to Himself and it is arrogance of the worst kind to try.

Whatever this movement is to call God "she", it is not Christianity. C.S. Lewis, in an essay on women’s ordination in Anglicanism, put the matter thus:

But Christians think that God himself has taught us how to speak of him. To say that it does not matter is to say either that all the masculine imagery is not inspired, is merely human in origin, or else that, though inspired, it is quite arbitrary and unessential. And this is surely intolerable: or, if tolerable, it is an argument not in favor of Christian priestesses but against Christianity.

Cardinal Ratzinger made a similar point in The Ratzinger Report:

Christianity is not a philosophical speculation; it is not a construction of our mind. Christianity is not ‘our’ work; it is a Revelation; it is a message that has been consigned to us, and we have no right to reconstruct it as we like or choose. 
Consequently, we are not authorized to change the Our Father into an Our Mother: the symbolism employed by Jesus is irreversible; it is based on the same Man-God relationship he came to reveal to us.

For more detailed discussion of this issue see the following two articles:

Why God is Father and Not Mother by Mark Brumley (page 16)
God Has No Daughters: Masculine Imagery in the Liturgy (page 26) by Leon J. Podles -Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
